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Abstract: Historicizing Postmodernism through the prism of cultural transfers: The case of 

Greece (1974-2010), examines the various transformations of the concept of postmodernism 

in the Greek intellectual framework, between 1970 and 2010, and situates them in a wider 

transnational context. It is focused mainly on the academic fields of history, literary 

criticism/Philology, and social theory and it is deployed around three interrelated questions; 

two preliminary questions concerning the postmodern debates in the Greek context, and the 

central research question, which seeks to bring the debates into a transnational context: 

Firstly, a) what were the Greek perceptions of postmodernism? More particularly, what did 

the concept of postmodernism mean for the intellectuals who entered the debates around its 

definition and features, depending on their field of expertise, and on the particular moments 

they attempted to define it in the period under examination? Secondly, b) how has the debate 

on postmodernism affected the aforementioned subject areas, in such a way that it radically 

changed the terms of discussion on their regulatory epistemological foundations; and how 

have the changes in the social, economic and political context of the past 40 years shaped and 

reshaped the various different arguments regarding postmodernism in the level of ideas. 

Finally, c) How did the debate around postmodernism in the Greek intellectual circles relate 

with intellectuals of other national frameworks?  
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Introduction 

 

 

1. Prologue-Derrida at the Bouzoukia1 

 

There is a story of debatable validity which has gained considerable fame over the past 

decade among the intellectual circles of Greece, and especially among the academics of the 

humanities and the social sciences. The story goes like this: During Derrida’s second visit to 

Greece in the spring of 1995, after a lecture at the French Institute of Athens, the famous 

philosopher accepted an invitation by the prominent sociologist Giorgos Veltsos, and 

attended a gathering at a local bar in the city-center in the company of various local friends 

and admirers of his. In a moment of epiphany, Veltsos –who was notorious for his playfull 

character- decided to dissolve the air of academic semi-seriousness, grabbed Derrida by the 

arm and saying ‘I know just the place where we should go now’ put him in a taxi and took 

him to a packed night-club where the popular singer Poly Panou had a live performance. 

Located –so the story goes- in Sygkrou Avenue, a road filled with brothels, strip-clubs, 

transvestites soliciting in the sidewalks, and numerous lower-middle class music venues, 

Derrida found himself within a few minutes, in a club drinking and humming along to songs 

he had never heard before, next to hundreds of Athenians who had no idea about the French 

philosopher and his theories. In the next few hours, Derrida had become so lost in the 

moment of Dionysian inebriation that he even attempted to dance tsifteteli and toast out loud 

following the protocol of the stereotypical Greek night-out. But then the story-turned myth 

presents a twist of satirical genious that would fill skilled writers of fiction with envy. Poly 

Panou started singing the refrain of one of the hit songs of the period, Diri-dahta Diri Diri 

Dahta2. On that very moment, catching on the similarities in the sound of the refrain and the 

famous philosopher’s surname, Veltsos –ever the trickster- turned to Derrida and told him 

‘Jacques, c’est pour toi!’ implying that the singer had dedicated the song to the French guest 

of honor.  

It might seem slightly out of the ordinary to begin a historical research with such a 

humoristic story, but the reader of the present account will soon discover that this brief 

anecdote contains most of the elements present in the history of postmodernism in Greece, 

                                                           
1 For the unsuspecting reader: https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Nightclubs_in_Greece#Bouzoukia 
2 A nonsensical line used frequently in popular songs of the period meant to encourage the audience to dance 

wildly 
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though sadly, without nightclubs and Poly Panou. Taking place in the ‘affluent 1990s’, in the 

midst of the wonder of Greek rapid development, in its own bizarre way, the story describes 

the encounter between French Theory and the Greek intellectual and socio-cultural reality of 

the period between 1974 and 2010. Derrida’s visit of 1995, but even more so, his following 

visit in 1999 were accompanied by a wide discussion in the popular press, commenting on 

and arguing over his difficult, obscure and impenetrable language, the stardom of French 

philosophy, and the state of things in its local reception3. Thus, while the world of the 

academics was dealing with the encounter between the post-structuralism of Europe and the 

local philosophical tendencies, the encounter between ‘foreign’ and ‘local’ ideas and cultures 

was simultaneously advancing in many other places outside the walls of the ivory tower, even 

–as the story claims- in the night-clubs of Sygkrou Avenue. Everyone present during the 

encounters, transfers and exchanges, reacted in different ways, and played different roles in 

the process. From the figure of Derrida himself, the facilitators of the encounter in the French 

Institute, the playfulness of Veltsos and his novel ideas in humour, to the unsuspecting 

euphoric ignorance of the Athenians dancing next to the inventor of deconstruction, every 

figure or place in the story could function as a symbolic representation of something or 

someone else found in the history of postmodernism.  Finally, the story’s unexpected climax 

could very well be seen as an attempt by the Greek sociologist to ‘deconstruct’ the figure of 

the famous father of Deconstruction through the use of irony. In that sense, the story –much 

as the research that follows- is not limited to a cold description of the encounter, but extends 

to the reactions to and the reappropriations of, the imported ideas and cultures in the local 

context.  The basis of the anecdote is historically accurate. Derrida did indeed go to the 

Bouzoukia. We cannot know which were his reactions, if he enjoyed the scene or even more 

so, if Veltsos did indeed make the famous joke with his name and the refrain. We know that 

the encounter took place, and we know that it had a long-lasting effect, it shaped and re-

shaped the lives of many people involved and influenced the face of the local culture in 

general. The present research is an attempt to shed light on the history of that encounter. 

 

                                                           
3 See: Mikela Chartoulari, ‘Το αίνιγμα της μαρτυρίας [The enigma of testimony]’, To Vema, 10 March 1995, p 

27 and Marilis Margomenou, ‘Εντυπώσεις και εφιάλτες σε μια ομιλία του Γάλλου Φιλόσοφου Jacques Derrida: 

Η αποδόμηση μιας ρεπόρτερ [Impressions -and nightmares- from a talk by the French philosopher Jacques 

Derrida: The deconstruction of a reporter]’, To Vema, 6 June 1999, p 39 
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The present research, examines the various transformations of the concept of 

postmodernism in the Greek intellectual framework, between 1970 and 2010, and situates 

them in a wider transnational context. It is focused mainly on the academic fields of History, 

Literary criticism/Philology, and social theory and it is deployed around three interrelated 

questions; two preliminary questions concerning the postmodern debates in the Greek 

context, and the central research question, which seeks to bring the debates into a 

transnational context: Firstly, a) what were the Greek perceptions of postmodernism? More 

particularly, what did the concept of postmodernism mean for the intellectuals who entered 

the debates around its definition and features, depending on their field of expertise, and on 

the particular moments they attempted to define it in the period under examination?  

Secondly, b) how has the debate on postmodernism affected the aforementioned subject 

areas, in such a way that it radically changed the terms of discussion on their regulatory 

epistemological foundations; and how have the changes in the social, economic and political 

context of the past 40 years shaped and reshaped the various different arguments regarding 

postmodernism in the level of ideas. Finally, c) How did the debate around postmodernism in 

the Greek intellectual circles relate with intellectuals of other national frameworks?  

This last question can in reality be seen as a sum of smaller more particular research 

questions; specifically: Through which countries were the disputes and exchanges on 

postmodernism and its relevant concepts circulated into the Greek milieu? How did the main 

actors of the Greek debates on postmodernism relate to intellectuals or academic institutions 

of other countries? Through what “channels” (translators, publishers, political activists and 

writers who held prominent positions of influence in the course of these exchanges) were the 

ideas of postmodernism transferred in Greece and what was the form these ideas took in the 

context of their “destination”? 

The use of the first research question mentioned above is particularly useful since the 

present research approached the conversation around postmodernism and its defining 

features, without having an a priori definition of the term to impose on the research subject. 

Instead, I have chosen to follow an approach which allowed me to detect and note all the 

different and conflicting conceptions that the idea of postmodernism received in the period 

under examination. By researching the second question, I sought to contextualize the debate 

in the local historical context from which it arose. Even a brief glance on the sources of this 

significantly transitional period would be sufficient for one to realize that the debates around 

a postmodern, French or Anglo-American, or cultural turn, taking place in the local academia 

and intellectual circles, were intimately connected to wider transformations taking place in 
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both the Greek academia as such, as well as the Greek public, cultural, and social spheres in 

general. Finally, by following the third research question as a guiding thread for the present 

research project, I attempted to situate the debates on postmodernism and its changing 

definitions into a wider transnational context of intellectual circulation. Through the three 

questions described above, the present research sought to ‘historicize’ the idea of 

postmodernism in the Greek socio-historical context; That is, to understand the history of the 

idea as part of the history of the environment in which it unfolded and to chart the historical 

relationship between the two; to trace the history of its transformations in the local 

framework, in the popular press, in the enclaves of academic discourse, and in the spaces 

where the two met, and to understand the reasons behind these transformations as well as 

their connection to the social background and the relations behind their occurrence. At the 

same time, this process of historicization was not attempted by merely looking at the 

development of the idea and the national socio-historical background of Greece. Instead, it 

turned its gaze on the transnational exchanges between the intellectuals and institutions who 

introduced postmodernism in the Greek context, helped in its establishment, diffusion and 

transformation, and who actively shaped the history that the narrative the readers will 

encounter in the following pages sought to present. It is through this very lens of 

transnational exchanges and circulation that the process of historicization becomes more 

complete, and the narrative woven attempted to avoid telling a story of social isolation and 

intellectual enclosure. 
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2. Histories of Postmodernism-a literature review 

 

Do we need another history of postmodernism? 

Douglas Kellner and Steven Best trace the first appearance of the term in the writings of 

the English painter John Watkins Chapman in 1870 as a term describing a strand of 

modernism that was more avant-garde than French impressionism4, while Perry Anderson 

credits the Latin-American philologist Federico de Onis with the invention of the term 

‘postmodernismo’ for the first time in the 1920s in an attempt to describe a ‘conservative 

reflux within modernism itself’5. In architecture, the term appeared in the 1960s as a label for 

a new movement in reaction to the principles of modern architecture and was made famous 

by Robert Venturi’s manifesto Learning from Las Vegas6. With the publication of Jean-

Francois Lyotard’s La condition postmoderne in 1979, the term made its fierce entrance into 

the humanities and social sciences through the field of philosophy. In Lyotard’s definition, 

postmodernism was not just a wave of thought or artistic movement, but a condition of 

knowledge and a new form of social organization altogether. The passage from 

Postmodernism as a tendency or wave to the identification of the term with what earlier had 

been described as post-industrial or information society caused a paradigm shift and gave 

birth to a plethora of new approaches, from sociology and literary criticism to mathematics7. 

Thus, postmodernism re-appeared in the 1980s and 1990s as an epistemological challenge to 

the established practices of the humanities and the social sciences, causing a flood of 

disputes, debates and re-evaluations in various countries and their respective universities 

around the world. Postmodernism was used both as a sociological category or a new epoch 

and as an epistemological shift in knowledge and its foundations. Its various transformations 

and challenges reached a peak in the 1980s and ended up establishing themselves or even at 

times dominating the discussions in the intellectual scenes of many countries in the 1990s.  

Now, more than a decade into the 21st century, the term is rarely used, and even so, without 

the charged connotations and disputes that accompanied it in the last quarter of the previous 

century. Postmodernism is no longer treated as a threat, an object of fear, or a cause of hope 

                                                           
4 Douglas Kellner and Steven Best, Postmodern Theory: Critical Interrogations, Macmillan Press, London, 

1991, p 5. see also: Douglas Kellner and Steven Best, The Postmodern Turn, The Guilford Press, London&New 

York, 1997 
5 Perry Anderson, The origins of postmodernity, Verso, London,1998, p 4 
6 Robert Venturi, Denise Scott Brown, and Steven Izenour, Learning from Las Vegas, MIT Press, 1972 
7 See for example: Vladimir Tasic, Mathematics and the roots of Postmodern thought, Oxford University Press, 

New York, 2001 
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and a vehicle for renewal. It is at this very moment, when the fear, the passionate support and 

the heated arguments have subsided that an assesement of its trajectory and its influence can 

be made. It is at this very moment, that historiography can begin to treat it as an idea whose 

development is ready to be understood, examined, and historicized.  

But, do we need another history of postmodernism?  

Much as its definitions have changed over the years and the reactions it has caused vary 

depending on the field and the issues at stake, the ways its history has been written so far 

vary depending on the approach and the points of focus chosen. There is no greater cliché 

with regards to postmodernism than stating that it is a term which is very difficult to define. 

Instead of scaring away historians however, this overused cliché should be seen as the 

opening up of an opportunity, since it captures the advantages that only an intellectual history 

of the term can provide. Only historical research can respond to the question of what is 

postmodernism, or better, what was postmodernism, and what it has been. On the one hand, 

the difficulty in defining the term testifies to its multiple mutations in meaning and 

connotations as it entered and transcended various socio-historical contexts and scientific or 

artistic fields over time.  On the other hand, Its persistence for so long, as well as the 

existence of so many restless attempts to write its history and to define it, testifies to the 

existence of a certain core of features that remained at its heart despite the multiple changes 

and transfers it underwent. In other words, a historicization of postmodernism is the only way 

to understand its changes in relation to the different contexts (scientific, cultural, social, 

spatial, and temporal) in which it existed. 

The existing literature on postmodernism can be divided into multiple categories 

depending on the field of focus, the frame of reference, the period of publication, or even 

more so, depending on the texts and figures with which it conversed at any given moment, 

while its size in the English-speaking world alone could fill a library of considerable 

proportions. A primary distinction that is of fundamental importance in charting one’s way 

through this storm of existing works is between on the one hand the works which were 

written as contributions to the examination of the term, as attempts to its definition, and as 

responses and counter-proposals to other definitions, and on the other hand the works which 

functioned as a form of secondary discourse on postmodernism. Publications such as 

Lyotard’s Condition Postmoderne which established the understanding of postmodernism as 

a new era, or Fredric Jameson’s who developed this idea further and identified 
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postmodernism with the cultural logic of Late Capitalism8, helped promote the term’s fame 

and influence and set the terms for its debates in the global academic community belong to 

the former category. The latter category includes works which in different ways sought to 

trace the history of postmodernism or to provide a general narrative of its transformations and 

effects. The most thorough and influential such publications in the field are Perry Anderson’s 

The origins of Postmodernity, and Hans Bertens’s The idea of the Postmodern: A history. The 

former category has a long history of its own, producing its first samples of work already 

since the 1960s and especially after the 1970s when the debates on postmodernism and its 

possible definitions spread considerably. The publications of this category reached their peak 

in the 1980s and subsided in the following decades when the debates on postmodernism lost 

their public appeal. Publications belonging to the second category started appearing after the 

end of the 1980s and the relevant publishing activity reached its peak in the 1990s and the 

end of the 20th century, when the term had established its fame, the relevant debates had 

subsided, and postmodernism had been attributed so many definitions and meanings that it’s 

historicization and the assessment of its influence had become truly necessary. In the recent 

years publications on postmodernism have become truly rare. Once the term lost its 

momentum, it also lost a great deal of the interest of the academic community9. 

Perrry Anderson’s The origins of Postmodernity, a short yet dense text began as an 

introduction to a collection of F. Jameson’s essays on postmodernism and ended up as a 

“brief history of postmodernism” in its own right10. Following the most influential definitions 

of postmodernism and the biographies of those who produced them, Anderson’s 

interdisciplinary narrative traced the shifting meanings of postmodernism from the Spanish 

philologists and poets of the 1930s11, to the American sociologists of the 1950s12, the French 

post-structuralists and the Greek anti-dictatorial writers of the 1970s13, until Jameson’s 1982 

lecture on postmodernism in New York. Furthermore, Anderson sought to contextualize each 

different meaning of postmodernism that he traced in the intellectual and social milieu of the 

period from which it arose, and to relate it to other definitions of postmodernism both 

previous and posterior to it. However, this macro-history of postmodernism stops at 1982 

                                                           
8 Jean-François Lyotard, La Condition postmoderne: rapport sur le savoir, Paris: Minuit, 1979. 

Fredric Jameson, Postmodernism or the cultural logic of Late capitalism, Verso, London, 1991 and Fredric 

Jameson, The cultural turn, Verso, London, 1998 
9 A notable exception is Niall Lucy, A dictionary of Postmodernism, Wiley-Blackwell, 2015 which was 

published posthumously, and is the most important recent publication on the subject. 
10 Perry Anderson, The origins of postmodernity, Verso, London,1998, p vii 
11 Perry Anderson, Origins, 1998, p 3-4 
12 Perry Anderson, Origins, 1998, p 12-14 
13 Perry Anderson, Origins, 1998, p 15-19 
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with the presentation of Jameson’s understanding of postmodernism as the cultural logic of 

late capitalism.  The first half of the book can be seen as a history of the modes of thought 

that preceded or even anticipated postmodernism throughout the 20th century. The second 

half on the other hand, is at the same time a description of the main aspects of the new, 

postmodern historical phase known as postmodernity, and an homage to Jameson, for being 

the first thinker to fully grasp the true character of the new cultural logic of capitalism. 

Anderson’s macro-historical narrative is definitely one of the most comprehensive inter-

disciplinary accounts of postmodernism, while its immense range of sources of all kinds and 

in more than 7 languages places it in the list of the most ambitious projects related to 

postmodern thought in general. However, the fact that Anderson’s narrative stops in the 

1980s and does not engage into a reconstruction of the debates that took place during the 

following years, makes it severely incomplete.  Anderson, whose aim was to provide a 

political pre-history of the concept as a background to Jameson’s new theory, completely 

overlooked the global epistemological debates around postmodernism in the 1980s and 

1990s, and thus, his account lacks any discussion on one of the most significant aspects of 

postmodernism. Finally, despite the fact that his large-scale contextualizations are both very 

eloquent and very original, once one looks at the particular details of each regional context 

that Anderson referred to, one is bound to realize that the reality of this narrative on a micro-

level was far more complex and contradictory than Anderson’s account allows us to see14. 

Anderson is a historian who has worked on very different subjects throughout his long and 

prolific career, and his engagement with the history of postmodernism was a brief stop in the 

long and varied route of his life. Bertens on the other hand, is a specialist of literary history 

with a particular focus on modern American fiction who spent a considerable part of his 

creative career on the history and manifestations of postmodernism. Thus, his input provided 

the research on postmodernism with a larger, and even more well-researched narrative, which 

managed to touch upon changes in the definitions that Anderson’s didn’t. The idea of the 

Postmodern: A history traced the history of postmodernism in its appearance in numerous 

fields, with a particularly keen analysis in the field of culture and art15. The narrative of the 

book was that of a transition between postmodernism understood as a cultural wave, artistic 

movement, and new cultural perspective of radical character (1950s-1980s), to 

postmodernism understood as a social condition/cultural logic, a new era, and as an 

                                                           
14 See: Dimitris Papanikolaou: ‘Greece as a postmodern example: Boundary 2 and its special issue on Greece’, 

Καμπος: Cambridge papers in Modern Greek, No 13, 2005, p 127-145 
15 Hans Bertens, The Idea of The Postmodern: A history, Routeledge, London and New York, 1995 
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epistemological shift and challenge (1980s-1990s). Divided into two sections 

‘Postmodernisms’ and ‘Postmodernities’, the book first presented the different ways 

postmodernism had been defined in opposition or continuation to modernism in examples 

such as the music of John Cage16, in the anti-representational American 1970s fiction, the 

influence of the journal Boundary 2 and the writings of Ihab Hassan and William V. 

Spanos17, in the radical architectural propositions of Charles Jencks, Robert Venturi, and 

Douglas Davis18, and finally in the political turn of the deconstruction of the 1970s19. The 

second section, traced the passage from postmodernism in the arts, culture and criticism, to 

postmodernism in philosophy, the humanities and the social sciences. From the dispute 

between Lyotard and Habermas and Jameson’s cultural logic of late capitalism20, to the 

influence of postmodernism as a paradigm shift in the social sciences and the changes it 

brought with regards to politics and the sociological representations of society and culture21, 

Bertens’s account used a significant range of sources and managed to provide a coherent 

narrative that most accounts before it lacked. However, his narrative remained overly focused 

on art and culture, while the fact that its sources were limited to publications of the English-

speaking world and the writings and works of the ‘big names’ in each field, limited its scope 

and validity regarding the history of postmodernism. Both of the accounts examined above 

were general histories of postmodernism, and thus did not attempt to carry out a further 

contextualization of the term in any particular micro-frameworks. Furthermore, when it 

comes to the history of postmodernism, they are merely the finest and most exhaustive 

examples of a broad and well-established tendency in the field. Both books are just the tip of 

the iceberg of a vast similar literature which covered many gaps in the history of 

postmodernism, but also left much to be examined and written22.  

But if there is already such an extensive literature on postmodernism, its definitions and its 

evolution, do we need another history of postmodernism? 

                                                           
16 Hans Bertens, The idea, 1995, p 20 
17 Hans Bertens, The idea, 1995, p 37-52 
18 Hans Bertens, The idea, 1995, p 53-66 
19 Hans Bertens, The idea, 1995, p 82-108 
20 Hans Bertens, The idea, 1995, p 111-137 
21 Hans Bertens, The idea, 1995, p 185-238 
22 See for example: Douglas Kellner and Steven Best, The Postmodern Turn, The Guilford Press, London&New 

York, 1997 

Simon Malpas, The Postmodern, Routeledge, London and New York, 2005. Christopher Butler, 

Postmodernism: A very short introduction, Oxford, 2002. Steven Connor, Postmodernist Culture: An 

Introduction to Theories of the Contemporary (2nd Edition), Blackwell Publishing Ltd, Oxford, 1997. Steven 

Connor (editor), The Cambridge Companion to Postmodernism, Cambridge University Press, 2004 



15 
 

Perhaps that question can be addressed in a clearer way if we engaged in a further general 

distinction in the existing literature on the field which is directly related to the distinction we 

examined so far. This further distinction is between a category of works which attempted to 

define postmodernism or to write its history as a concept, an idea, or a cultural and social 

phenomenon, and one which treated postmodernism as the label for an epistemological 

challenge or paradigm shift in the methods and perspectives of specific scientific fields and 

disciplines. If researches such as those of Bertens and Anderson which transcended the 

boundaries between philosophy, history, culture and Theory in an attempt to bring them 

together in an understanding of the common themes of the postmodern phenomenon, belong 

to the former category and communicate with researches of different fields and disciplines 

through a narrative of synthesis, then there is an extended second category of publications 

which sought to assess the development of postmodernism and to write its history in the 

framework of specific cognitive fields. Thus, we have made a distinction between the general 

histories of, or treatises on postmodernism, and the epistemological histories of 

postmodernism, with such multi-faceted examples as postmodernism in physics, in 

historiography, in sociology, and many other fields23. In reality, by the middle of the 1990s it 

would be impossible for one to find a field of knowledge which had not been influenced by 

some form of the postmodern challenge, which had not been driven to some –even minor- 

paradigm shifts, and eventually not produced some form of a debate on postmodernism. 

Proof of the establishment of the term in the 1990s is also the increasing appearance of 

Postmodernism-readers and edited introductions to the term at the time, while that is also 

why most epistemological histories of postmodernism appeared during the aforementioned 

decade24. The two fields at the center of the present research, -which were also among the 

most fertile fields in the discussions on postmodernism on a global scale- are those of history 

and literary criticism. 

Each of the most established and influential accounts of postmodernism in the 

aforementioned fields attempted to achieve something different, through different 

perspectives, points of focus, goals and desired results. Most of the times however, they were 

in a form of dialogue with each-other, even if implicitly. In the realm of historiography, the 

first widely read account of postmodernism as a challenge and a paradigm shift can be found 
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in Georg G. Iggers’s Historiography in the 20th century25. Iggers’s was one of the most 

successful histories of historiography. But as its subtitle indicated (From scientific objectivity 

to the postmodern challenge) it was also one of the most complete discussions on the 

transition to postmodern historiographies. By describing the major shifts in western 

historiography from such 19th century classics as Ranke and Alexis de Tocqueville26, to 20th 

century schools such as Braudel’s history of everyday life, or the relativist approach of 

Hayden White, Iggers provided us with one of the most concise narratives of the histories of 

western historiography, without at the same time ignoring the importance of the social and 

institutional context of each of these historiographies. The third part of Iggers’s narrative in 

particular, constituted one of the most representative examples of the studies on postmodern 

historiography of the past decades. Iggers claimed that at some point of its development 

around the beginning of the 20th century, western historiography started methodological 

exchanges with the social sciences. The “results” of these exchanges were entirely new 

historiographical traditions with significant influence on the intellectual developments of the 

20th century, such as the Annales in France, and the western European variations of Marxist 

historical materialism for example27. The third stage of this narrative corresponded to a larger 

change in society in total. The historical shift from an industrial socio-historical phase to that 

of an “information society”28 had its effects on the forms of historiography characterizing the 

scene in the last quarter of the 20th century. The main shifts of the postmodern turn in the 

science of history were the following: 

Firstly, an emphasis on experience, or what Iggers after Lawrence Stone called “a revival 

of narrative”. In the process of that shift, historiography moved from attempts to make a 

“total” reconstruction of the changes that took place in the past, to a revival of historical 

narratives. However, this time, the revival of narratives was characterized by an emphasis of 

focus on the micro-historical level of research and on the experiences of the-until then- 

excluded groups29. That was a by-product of the intense critiques that the concept of 

rationality went through during the 1960s and 1970s, and due to a widespread discomfort 

with the grand narratives (or meta-narratives in the usual postmodernism-related 

terminology) of progress, civilization and modernity that were prevalent until then.  The 

schools of micro-history that emerged during the decades of the 1960s and the 1970s had one 
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common characteristic. That, according to Iggers, was their desire to capture the human side 

of history, and to move away from the anonymous grand structures characteristic of the more 

traditional social-science approaches; including Marxism. The emergence of the “linguistic 

turn” also played an important role in the establishment of more “relativistic” approaches to 

the practice of historiography. On the linguistic turn, Iggers made a distinction between 

postmodernists who denied the ability of any historical research to uncover and reconstruct 

the full reality of the past, because “there are no criteria of truth in historical narratives” 

whatsoever, and postmodern skeptics who acknowledged the limitations of such projects, and 

yet did not question the existence of truth and coherence as such30. In the basis of all the 

relativist critiques of history, Iggers found the far-fetched claim that history, due to its 

narrative form, is in reality-and should be seen as- an equivalent to literary fiction31. Thus, the 

philosophical foundations of all postmodern critiques of history and especially of the 

linguistic critiques can be found in the French post-structuralist school of the 70s. The basic 

assumption of post-structuralist linguistic theories was that language creates reality. Thus, 

language seen as a self-referential system, non-reflexive and yet constitutive of reality 

became the wall that does not allow us to reach the past in the way that it was actually 

experienced by the human beings of past chronological moments32.  Iggers’s was a well 

researched narrative, with deep knowledge of a wide range of sources from many (mostly) 

European countries, which managed to relate the shifts in historiography with wider 

interdisciplinary developments that were taking place in parallel, and to contextualize these 

shifts in the institutional and intellectual framework from which they arose. There are 

however certain aspects of the history of postmodernism that were not taken into account in 

Iggers’s study.  

Firstly, the development of postmodern historiography was presented in the form of a 

grand international narrative, in which the particular, local transformations and redefinitions 

of the term and its derivatives seemed to have no place whatsoever. Secondly, his narrative 

might have been excellent in providing insights on the changes that took place in some of the 

most important historical schools of the 20th century, but it did not make any reference to the 

ways through which the basic ideas and critiques of postmodernism were circulated from the 

intellectual context of one region to that of another. In other words, his narrative emphasized 
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on the outcomes of international changes but did not focus on the channels through which 

these changes gained their influence and were diffused. 

Writing from the vantage point of the new millennium, and thus almost a whole decade 

after Iggers’s account and after the last embers of the postmodernism-related debates in 

historiography were about to fade, Willie Thompson’s Postmodernism and History attempted 

to present the impact that the postmodern currents of ideas had in the writing of history 

mainly during the 1980s and 1990s33. Just like Iggers, he claimed that although the 

plausibility and validity of the main ideas and arguments that lay at the heart of 

postmodernism was rather debatable, he found certain postmodern critiques of historiography 

useful and “refreshing” in their viewpoint towards some of the traditional limitations of the 

modernist approaches.  Thompson’s book was designed, structured and written more in the 

form of a brief yet thorough introduction to the subject of postmodernism and historiography 

for “budding historians” rather than a deep academic account of the aforementioned subject. 

If seen as representative of this type of an approach, that is, as an introduction, it is arguably a 

rather successful attempt. Thompson might have claimed that his subject was postmodernism 

and historiography, but the title of the book implied the undertaking of a wider project than 

this. The very fact that he used the word history instead of historiography in the title 

(although he was very conscious of the difference between the two), indicated that his 

research also meant to make observations on subjects such as the way we perceive the facts 

of the past, our relationship to their representation, and the role of historiography in the 

process of representation34. Thompson traced the birth of postmodernism in the French 

structuralists of the 60s, its evolution into post-structuralism in the 1970s, and then its full 

blown emergence through the turn that some of the major post-structuralists took towards 

postmodernism-proper (Baudrillard, Lyotard, Derrida etc), although Foucault, Thompson 

claimed should be exempted from this categorization35. The most interesting and original part 

of Thompson’s book lay in the short subchapters where he presented the figures he 

considered to be the most extreme spokesmen of postmodern historiography (Stedman Jones, 

Joyce, Vernon) along with the debate around postmodernism in history, in the pages of Past 

and Present, Social History and History workshop journal. Finally, in agreement, to some 

extent, with Iggers, Thompson claimed that: 

 

                                                           
33 Willie Thompson, Postmodernism and history, Palgrave Macmillan, New York 2004, p 1 
34 See particularly: Willie Thompson, Postmodernism and history, op. cit, chapters 3, 6 and 7 
35 Willie Thompson, Postmodernism, 2005, p 74-89 



19 
 

Postmodern approaches have certainly influenced historiography in the last 20-odd years, though it 

would be fair to say, to a much lesser extent than in many other disciplines. Most historical journals ignore 

them, much to the indignation of certain postmodern historians, and the majority of historians continue along 

their incorrigibly empirical pathways, leaving convinced postmodernist historians in somewhat isolated 

separation
36.  

 

However, Thompson went a step further than Iggers in his overall evaluation of this 

historical shift, in that he saw the postmodern turn as a “missed opportunity” since even the 

most useful of the postmodern insights on historiography never managed to escape the 

boundaries of a small group of “initiated few” who mostly used a narrow and exclusionary 

discourse37. Postmodernism and History should be read in a complementary way to the 

account of Iggers, as Thompson built his narrative upon Iggers’s observations, and deepened 

into the latter’s narrative of the epistemological developments in the 1980s. Unfortunately, 

the same drawbacks and lacunae which limited Iggers’s work, can be found in Thompson’s, 

as in the vast majority of the publications on postmodernism and historiography. 

In 2003, Beverley Southgate published one of the most original additions in the long list of 

publications on postmodernism and history. Through Postmodernism in history, fear or 

freedom, Southgate attempted to clarify the impact and implications of postmodern thought in 

both the discipline of history and history as the representation and perception of past realities. 

In contrast to both Iggers and Thompson, Southgate did not believe that the wave of 

postmodern influence reshaped the foundations of historical research and practice through its 

deeper insights; Instead, Southgate claimed that this was an inaccurate claim, since 

postmodernism was something far larger than a mere wave of ideas and critiques in 

historiography. Southgate’s approach was a lot closer to those coming from the field of 

cultural theory, in that he perceived postmodernism to be “the continuing attempt to 

formulate a theoretical explanation for the situation that in practice (and by definition) we’re 

all in-the situation itself of postmodernity”38.  Thus, he provided an account which attempted 

(albeit unsuccessfully), to transcend the second distinction we developed earlier. 

Postmodernism, fear or freedom, was part of an ongoing examination of the changing forms 

of history-writing that was the focus of Southgate’s career in general39. 
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Southgate recognized certain core-features of the postmodern phenomenon, which 

corresponded almost completely with those recognized by Thompson and Iggers above. 

Ironically though, the most important element in Southgate’s study, one that rendered it both 

original and influential, was at the same time what made the validity of its outcomes 

questionable. By examining a large and extremely diverse number of responses to 

postmodernism under the analytical prism of “pomophobia”40 Southgate tended to reduce 

every side and aspect of these responses into mere emotional reactions to fear. For example, 

by clinging on to the analytical distinction between the fear we experience in postmodernity 

and the freedom we could be experiencing if we embraced the “openness” of the postmodern 

perspective, Southgate failed to grasp the full extent of the pure hedonistic joy the subjects of 

postmodernity feel by the dissolution of all their past securities and long-held beliefs that 

Zygmunt Bauman and Fredric Jameson described in detail in their sociological analyses41. In 

other words, fear seems to have been the analytical guideline that weighed over every other 

perspective to his history of postmodernism. Finally, the extreme diversity of its sources and 

the rather loose (postmodern-like) form of its structure, made this project more an over-

generalizing narrative of postmodernity as a psychological phenomenon, rather than an in-

depth analysis of postmodernism in history as its title claimed. Despite the originality of its 

premise, the publication of Postmodernism fear or freedom did not lead to many similar 

projects in the following years. The connection it proposed between the epistemological 

history of postmodernism in history and the emergence of postmodernism as a social 

phenomenon however had become very popular in the relevant literature at the beginning of 

the 21st century. 

In the field of literary criticism, the number of concise histories, or attempts for the 

contextualization of what literary critics perceived as postmodernism is much smaller. A 

particular characteristic of literary criticism with regards to postmodernism which 

differentiates it from history lies in the difference between postmodern literary writing and 

postmodern criticism. There have been historians who described themselves as 

postmodernists, and there was indeed an analogous development of a tendency for 

postmodern approaches to history. But as the object of historiography is the past, it is only 

logical that any new paradigm shift in the discipline would alter our approach to the past, or 

our available sources for looking at the past. A change of approaches however, would not 
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alter the past itself, and so it would be impossible to claim that there is such a thing as a 

postmodern past. In contrast to history, the field of literature has produced various artists 

whose writing has been identified as postmodern42, while at the same time, in the realm of 

literary criticism, there have been theoretical and methodological approaches which were 

explicitly described as postmodern too. In other words, the object of study underwent similar 

momentous changes to those that the methods of study did. Most of the relevant publications 

dealt primarily with postmodern literature and debated or attempted to canonize its particular 

features. That is why such a large number of histories of or introductions to postmodern 

literature exist. Thus for example, Martin Travers in his An introduction to Modern European 

Literature, traced the changing forms of literary writing in Europe from Romanticism to 

Realism and Modernism and the literature of Political Engagement, while the last chapter of 

the volume was dedicated to sketching the features of postmodern literature43. Travers’s 

account functioned in the field of literary studies in similar ways as Iggers’s account in the 

field of history. Despite its multiple minor errors and generalizations, Travers’s introduction 

was indeed a clear representation of the form the ideas on postmodernism in the realm of 

literary criticism had acquired in the middle of the 1990s.  For Travers, postmodernism was a 

new wave in the form of literary writing, which emerged in the second half of the 20th 

century, first in the USA and then in Europe as a reaction to the established ways of 

Modernism. In the course of his narrative however, the difference between what he 

understood as postmodern literature as such and what he believed where the characteristics of 

postmodern criticism was blurred. Throughout the chapter, the main figures of French post-

structuralism and the names of literary specialists like Ihab Hassan, Irving Howe and John 

Barth, were described as a fundamental part of the emergence of postmodernism in general. 

With features such as the aversion towards grand narratives or linear narration, the 

fragmented structure of the literary text, the breaking of the unified narrator, the use of 

parody, and the dissolution of the boundaries between high and low culture, literary 

specialists and historians of literature like Travers attempted to trace the main characteristics 
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of postmodern literature, and sought to define what separated it from its Modernist 

predecessor44.  

In line with most of the approaches to postmodern literature of the 1980s and 1990s, Linda 

Hutcheon found postmodern literature in the works of ‘historical meta-fiction’, that is, in 

works such as those of E.L Doctorow, Gabriel Garcia Marquez and Salman Rushdie45. In a 

similar project to that of Beverley Southgate we examined above, Hutcheon attempted to 

transcend the distinctions we have made in the present section, and claimed that there was a 

connection between postmodernism as a social phase, a critical project, and a form of artistic 

expression, and sought to delineate the connections between the three. In A Poetics of 

Postmodernism, Hutcheon analyzed the relationship between postmodernism in fiction and 

postmodernism in history, and proposed new ways to read literature and works of art in light 

of the broader social changes encompassing postmodernism. A year later, in The Politics of 

Postmodernism, she expanded her understanding of the term and addressed the political 

aspects of her definition of postmodernism: 

 

Postmodernism manifests itself in many fields of cultural endeavor – architecture, literature, 

photography, film, painting, video, dance, music, and elsewhere. In general terms it takes the form of self-

conscious, self-contradictory, self-undermining statement. It is rather like saying something whilst at the same 

time putting inverted commas around what is being said
46. 

 

In Hutcheon’s accounts, after its emergence, postmodern art required postmodern theory 

and postmodern criticism for its analysis and examination. At the same time, postmodern art 

was itself a conscious product of the new philosophical theories that had dominated the 

global intellectual sphere since the 1970s. In other words, postmodern literature was in part a 

result of postmodern theory, and postmodern theory/criticism was a response to the 

emergence of postmodern art. Although the term postmodern literature is still used in 

histories of literature, or in overviews of the evolution of literary writing today, it no longer 
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bears the air of novelty that it did when most of the treatises on the subject were published 

and so it no longer appears as a subject of controversy and debate. 

When it comes to the history and content of postmodern literary criticism, the existing 

literature is even scarcer and the accounts which hold a prominent position are even more 

lacking in contextualizing the concept and its features. In fact, no large-scale history of 

postmodern criticism has been published so far, while most of the accounts of the subject are 

not historical narratives, but rather examinations and evaluations of the developments relating 

to postmodernism in the field of literary criticism and more particularly, on postmodern 

literary theory. The most thoroughly researched and exhaustive account can be found in the 

works of Niall Lucy47. Just as Hutcheon before him, the Australian literary specialist 

understood postmodernism in literary criticism and theory, as the result of a broader social 

and epistemological change48. Published in 1997, Postmodern Literary Theory: An 

Introduction, sought to trace the different manifestations of postmodern theory in the field of 

literary criticism, and to situate them in the wider process of transformation that the 

departments of English were undergoing during the 1980s and the 1990s with the emergence 

and relative predominance of cultural studies49. The narrative of the book was not 

chronological, and it did not aim to write a history of postmodernism in literary criticism. 

Instead, each of its chapters debated a specific theme or group of themes present within 

postmodern literary theory such as the relationship between theory, text, and history50, the 

relationship between rhetorics and criticism51, and the issue of ethics and ethical evaluations 

in the field of criticism after postmodernism52. Lucy’s introduction to postmodern literary 

theory remains the most extensive introduction to, and examination of its subject more than a 

decade after its publication, while its attempt for a contextualization of postmodernism in the 

framework of the academia of the English-speaking world produced a significant historical 

account. However, despite its many accomplishments and its status, it shared most of the 

gaps and drawbacks that the majority of the titles in the relevant literature did.  

But, do we need another history of postmodernism? 

The Greek literature on histories or general accounts of postmodernism is rather limited. 

There are only two monographs specializing on the subject of postmodernism and history and 
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postmodernism and literary criticism, those of Eleni Andriakena and Nasos Vayenas 

respectively53. In Beyond positivism and postmodernism, Andriakena gathered a series of 

essays of hers, which addressed the fundamental critiques and conflicts generated by what 

Iggers described as “the postmodern challenge”. These discussions and critiques were 

presented under the distinction between two opposing poles: that of positivism and that of 

postmodernism. The book provided a truly thorough description of these debates, and so it 

constituted an excellent introduction to the postmodern critiques of historiography for the 

Greek public.  In contrast to Thompson and Iggers, Andriakena claimed that most of the 

postmodern critiques of historiography had a much larger impact than is usually realized and 

acknowledged by the researchers of this subject, and that is why there was such a significant 

increase in specific types of polemical historiographical works in the aftermath of Hayden 

White’s critical remarks against positivist history54. The overall claim of her work was that 

History is separated with an equal distance between the so called “hard sciences” (and so 

should not be approached from a positivist perspective), and from the relativist claims of its 

postmodern critiques55. In reality, she claimed, historians could find a new ground on which 

to reconstruct the past that would correspond to neither of the two sides. The fact that the 

origins of these postmodern critiques were not examined or debated by Andriakena, makes 

this book more of an epistemological treatise on the function of historiography before and 

after the postmodern challenge, rather than a historical research proper. Nasos Vayenas’s 

Postmodernism and literature, was a polemic against what its author perceived as the advent 

of postmodern theory in the field of literary studies. By tracing the features of postmodernism 

in literary theory and presenting the negative results it had on the practice of criticism, 

Vayenas wished to defend both literary criticism and literature as such from the threat of 

postmodernism. His traversal through the theories of Derrida, Barthes, and other famous 

French post-structuralists, led him to the formulation of a provocative claim: Postmodern 

literature did not exist. It was rather, the false invention of postmodern literary criticism56.  

Coming from a different field, and a different tradition of approaches to postmodernism, 

from either one of the Greek publications we examined above, it is important to mention 

                                                           
53 Eleni Andriakena, Πέραν του Θετικισμού και του Μεταμοντερνισμού [beyond positivism and postmodernism], 

Opportuna, Patra, Greece, 2009 and Nasos Vayenas, Μεταμοντερνισμός και λογοτεχνία [Postmodernism and 

Literature] (2nd Edition), Polis Publishers, 2012 
54 Eleni Andriakena, Πέραν του Θετικισμού και του Μεταμοντερνισμού, 2009, p 23 and 246  
55 Eleni Andriakena, Πέραν του Θετικισμού και του Μεταμοντερνισμού, 2009, p 240-315 
56 Nasos Vayenas, Μεταμοντερνισμός και λογοτεχνία [Postmodernism and Literature] (2nd Edition), Polis 

Publishers, 2012, p 30 



25 
 

Panagiotis Kondylis’s The decay of bourgeois civilization57 since it was the first book-length 

text published in Greece in reference to the subject of postmodernism. Kondylis, approached 

the subject of postmodernism from the perspective of the philosophy of history, and his main 

claim was that the period we call modernity was characterized by the fundamental concepts 

which underlined the French revolution, the most important of which was 

Reason/Rationality. The transformation of western capitalist societies into industrialized 

societies of mass democracy (the age of Postmodernity) brought the decay of the values and 

ideas of the French revolution, and thus, created our own value-less times and societies58. The 

loss of central lines of thought or being (like Reason) was the result of the domination of 

relativism in every field of social thought and action.  All three of the Greek publications 

mentioned above dealt with particular versions of postmodernism without however 

attempting to write its history, or to place it in any particular socio-historical context. Thus, 

their use to the present research has been in the role of sources rather than as accounts whose 

example I wished to follow.  

Among the more recent publications on postmodernism two stand out as the most 

significant ones and deserve further discussion here, one from the English-speaking world 

and one from Greece respectively. The former, published as recently as 2015, is Simon 

Susen’s The ‘Postmodern Turn’ in the Social Sciences, while the latter is Serafim Seferiadis’s 

In the routes of historiography published a year earlier. Simon Susen’s account, described the 

impact of postmodernism on the epistemic foundations and the methodological practices of 

the social sciences, both from a historical and a purely epistemological point of view. More 

particularly, Susen analyzed and discussed what he called ‘the five influential 

presuppositional ‘turns’, which have arguably been taking place in the social sciences over 

the past few decades and which are inextricably linked to the rise of postmodern thought’59. 

Specifically, the ‘five turns’ were ‘the relativist turn’ in the epistemology of the social 

sciences, the ‘interpretative turn’ in the methodology of social research, the ‘cultural turn’ in 

sociology, the ‘contingent turn’ in historiography, and the ‘autonomous turn’ in politics60. 

Susen followed the distinction between postmodernism and postmodernity but gave it a less 

significant place in his narrative than I do in the present research, since for him the basis of 

the account was not the perspectives and the biographies of the intellectuals writing on 
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postmodernism, but the general epistemological changes in the English-speaking academic 

world. Susen’s study was thoroughly researched and exhaustive in its sources and 

argumentation, but its most interesting feature was the masterful way in which he provided an 

epistemological connection between different fields belonging to the broader domain of the 

social sciences. Written for very different purposes and from a relatively different viewpoint, 

Serafim Seferiadis’s In the routes of historiography, was published in Greece in 2014 as a 

text that was meant to accompany the Greek translation of Richard Evans’s In Defense of 

History61. Seferiadis’s book also focused on the relationship between history and the social 

sciences, while one of the work’s main goals was to offer further insights into the impact of 

postmodernism in historiography and to enrich Evans’s account. In contrast to Susen’s 

detached and detailed analysis, Seferiadis’s account was much more of a polemic against 

postmodern relativism and an intoroduction to Evans’s work for the Greek public. Finally, 

even though Seferiadis briefly mentioned the Greek debates on postmodernism among 

historians which are one of the main points of focus of the present research, he did not 

provide an in-depth analysis of the relevant discourse and he did not attempt to contextualize 

the framework in which the debates took place. Both of the publications discussed here are of 

fundamental importance in the recent literature on postmodernism and provided useful 

information and inspiration to the present research. However, since their premise, 

methodology, and overall aims are very different from those of my research, and since their 

publication took place when already the basis of the present research had been formed, their 

influence on what follows in the subsequent chapters has been rather limited. 

The distinctions made above and according to which the discussion on the existing 

literature on postmodernism has been structured should not be taken as absolute. The 

boundaries of the categories we formulated have been porous, since certain researches, 

accounts or even polemics had at times transcended the lines separating one form of approach 

from another, had been in dialogue with each-other, opened up their horizons when 

necessary, or at times they even seemed to belong to different categories simultaneously. The 

distinctions made above should be seen as a practical way for the readers of the present 

research to navigate themselves through the vast field of the history of postmodernism and to 

acquire a satisfactory view of its achievements, its tendencies and its gaps; since, it is 

precisely those gaps that bear the largest importance for the present research.  
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Papadaki Lydias (translator), Savvalas, Athens, 2009 
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All the major accounts of postmodernism, such as the ones we examined above, regardless 

of their field of focus or the generality of their narrative shared certain gaps, omissions, 

methodological attachments and limitations. First, they all focused almost exclusively on the 

“big names” of the field, without presenting any material coming from sources of lesser fame, 

or from contexts and intellectual traditions which presented significant differences from the 

established Western centers. Second, none of them provided any information about the 

transfers of the ideas they studied, and thus, they presented a partial and abstract view of 

these ideas. Third, none of the major influential researches on postmodernism contextualized 

the themes of its study in an in-depth micro-level. In other words, their narratives of these 

themes and the changes that they underwent have the form of ‘snapshots’ taken at different 

times. What connects the form that postmodernism had in each different ‘snapshot’ to each 

other, and thus what makes its transformations and their changing meanings important has 

almost always been cast aside, leaving the narratives of these researches severely incomplete. 

Finally, the narratives they presented were mainly focused on the transformations of an idea 

or a term, and not on the development of a debate around that idea. In other words, the 

protagonist in the stories they told, was only the idea itself and not those who rewrote it, and 

invested it with new meaning.  

With the exception of certain attempts in Latin America and with regards to the large-scale 

debates on postmodernism that took place in the countries of the region, nowhere has there 

been so far, a history of postmodernism which managed to present the development and the 

changes of the concept in line with the context in which they took place, and at the same time 

with an eye on the transnational circulation of ideas that created, promoted and influenced the 

relevant debates in each local context62. Furthermore, a history of postmodernism with a 

particular focus on the field of literary criticism and historiography and with an analogous 

attempt to contextualize its findings remains to be written. Despite its fame and influence, 

Postmodernism has not yet been studied through a historical account which pays equal 

attention to the relevant transfers of ideas; the local transformations of its meanings, and 

which at the same time treats the ideas themselves, the users, the creators and the bearers of 

these ideas as subjects of equal significance. In the present research postmodernism is neither 

examined as a vague cultural, social and political concept, nor as solely a particular 

epistemological challenge. It is both these approaches to the idea, as well as the interplay 

between them that lie at the center of my approach. 
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In the introduction to Histories of postmodernism, one of the last significant attempts at 

examining postmodernism through the perspective of history published during the past 

decade, the editors of the volume described their historicist approach and the way they 

believed the that history of postmodernism should be researched in the following passage: 

 

Historicism emphasizes particularity and contingency in a way that draws our attention to the local 

contexts in which people have inherited and transformed themes associated with postmodernism. People do not 

simply adopt themes from one another. The themes are always transformed in relation to each thinker’s local 

context. While theorists acquire beliefs against the background of traditions, they then give these beliefs new 

tones as they use them to respond to particular dilemmas. Historicism thus leads us to explore the ways in which 

local contexts influenced what themes were appropriated and how they were modified and transformed
63.    

 

I fully subscribe to the logic of the approach described above. However, I believe that in 

order for this kind of an approach to be complete, the process of contextualization should be 

directed at both the intellectual and the social environment of the thinkers, while it should pay 

attention to both “major” and “minor” figures of influence in the postmodernism-related 

debates, as well as to the routes and pathways these ideas and intellectuals went through 

during their process of circulation. 

Thus, returning to the question at the heart of this section: Do we need another history of 

postmodernism? 

The answer that the present research attempts to put forth is that we need a different 

history of postmodernism. One that utilizes the advantages of what has been written so far, 

but brings it together under a lens that has remained un-used until now. What follows 

throughout the subsequent chapters is an attempt to historicize postmodernism through the 

lens of the transnational transfers of ideas, and in the context of the period which in the Greek 

context is referred to as the metapolitefsi (1974-2010). 
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3. Defining Intellectuals 

 

Let us enter this section with a grandiose, if self-evident statement: No history of ideas can 

be written simply in the form that the name itself implies. That is, no history of ideas can be 

merely a history of ideas as such. Ideas are not objects existing in vacuum and do not exist 

and move around the world on their own. Their very existence, as well as their diffusion, 

development, influence on the world and the transmutations they go through in time and 

space are the results of actions and thoughts –conscious or accidental-of specific human 

beings. In fact, for many of those human beings, their own biographies are initimately bound 

to the routes of the ideas they associated with. Ideas, but also terms, concepts, labels and 

conceptual categories (such as postmodernism) are cultural products and tools or the material 

through which cultural products are made. Therefore, it is important before entering a process 

for the historicization of an idea or set of ideas, to define the human figures behind their 

development and circulation, as well as to delineate the realm of function that these figures 

existed in. Put simply, the figures behind the making, the circulation and the development of 

ideas belong to that social category we most frequently refer to as intellectuals, and so it is 

important to understand and define the role of the intellectuals and the parameters of their 

profession or social function before we engage with writing their history. It is arguably a 

tremendously difficult task to define intellectuals; since most definitions that are useful and 

functional on their own, are contradictory to other definitions and so, very often they tend to 

exclude entire categories of actors one might wish to include in a historical account. In the 

present research, I sought to formulate an open and inclusive definition of the intellectuals 

that facilitates the way I approach the subject, without imposing a narrow, ahistorical, 

invented category on the society and the period under examination. Therefore, the definitions 

of intellectuals I draw from and through which I approach the subject, all responded to 

common historical themes and appeared in conversation with or in reaction to certain changes 

in the cultural and intellectual spheres of the 20th and 21st century. The most representative 

cases of these definitions and approaches are presented in the following pages, with an aim to 

construct a synthesis of their observations, common themes and differences, through which I 

arrive at my own understanding of the intellectuals and their role.  

One of the most important thinkers to have engaged with the question of the intellectuals’ 

social function and the relationship between intellectuals and the social forces of authority 

was Pierre Bourdieu. Bourdieu distinguished between cultural workers or cultural producers 

and intellectuals based on specific characteristics. In a series of lectures he gave in Japan in 
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1989, Pierre Bourdieu wrote: 

 

The intellectual is a bidimensional being. To be entitled to the name of intellectual, a cultural 

producer must fulfill two conditions: on the one hand, he must belong to an autonomous intellectual world (a 

field), that is, independent from religious, political, and economic powers (and so on), and must respect its 

specific laws; on the other hand, he must invest the competence and authority he has acquired in the intellectual 

field in a political action, which is in any case carried out outside the intellectual field proper
64. 

 

Bourdieu claimed that throughout history, intellectuals have moved back and forth, 

between their intent to maintain the autonomy of their field from the imperatives of power 

structures and the need to engage into politics when the historical circumstances demanded 

so. This contradiction of roles did not emerge momentarily, Bourdieu tells us, but it was a 

product of years of unsettling ebbs and flows in their position in the circulation and control of 

the flows of cultural capital65. This was the essence of the intellectual’s bidimensional being 

mentioned above. However, in the historical passage to the modern world, the contradiction 

between the two tendencies entered a new phase, of new types of threats “posed by the 

increasing inter-penetration of the world of art or science, on the one hand, and the world of 

money, on the other”66. The professionalization of the arts and crafts producing and 

distributing cultural capital, and the increasing competition among intellectuals were all key 

issues in defining intellectuals in the late 20th century. Thus, for Bourdieu and various other 

sociologists of the period, intellectuals were not merely professionals of culture or science, 

but had to fulfill specific conditions in order for their profession and the autonomy of their 

social class to exist. In contrast to other accounts of intellectuals in the late 20th century, 

Bourdieu did not believe that the social category itself (or the relevant professions) were 

disappearing or in decline. He claimed that the entrance of the financial sphere into the sphere 

of culture, art, and science, was gradually altering the intellectuals’ profession completely. In 

the last years of his life, Bourdieu expanded his research on the intellectuals’ role and 

function by focusing on their relationship between the private world of money (investors, 

financiers, bankers, capital-holders) and the public authority of the state67.  

I find Bourdieu’s definition of the intellectuals’ as necessarily existing and working within 

the space that the balance of power offers and allows them, both problematic and 
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significantly useful. On the one hand, an understanding of intellectuals as a social category 

which is defined not merely by the nature of its work but equally by the power relations in 

which their work takes place, and by the political struggles they invest their cultural capital 

in, is of fundamental importance in a research focusing on the metapolitefsi in Greece. The 

metapolitefsi began with a process of democratization and an opening up of the public sphere 

for the intellectuals for the first time in almost a century. The very size of the Greek state 

gave it the role of a massive gravitational pole in the balance of power regarding intellectuals 

in Greece, while its decisive role in the process of democratization and as a guarantor of a 

certain balance between different power-groups was significant during the period under 

examination. One only has to think of the fact that the only institutions of higher education 

recognized by the Greek state in the metapolitefsi have been the state-funded and organized 

universities to understand its influence on the shaping of the intellectuals in these 40 odd 

years. At the same time, it was during the second half of the metapolitefsi when the presence 

of private economic and investment interests entered the cultural and intellectual sphere in 

multiple ways and influenced its development and consequently its outcomes (the 

establishment of private tv and radio-channels, the circuit of newspapers and popular 

periodicals, and privately-funded think-tanks). On the other hand, if we accepted without any 

adjustments and alterations a definition of intellectuals which requires them to exist within 

that balance of power, or even more so, to be consciously politically active in the public 

sphere by utilizing their cultural capital in order to be awarded the title, then that would 

narrow the category dangerously and it would lead us to leave out of our account a very large 

number of actors who did not hold –or wished to hold- positions unaffected by ‘religious, 

political or economic power’ even within their field of intellectual expertise.  

In 1987, the famous sociologist Zygmunt Bauman published Legislators and Interpreters 

in an attempt to describe the difference in the role, identity and function of intellectuals 

between the period of modernity and postmodernity68. Much like Bourdieu, Bauman 

attempted to define intellectuals not by focusing on some or other specific traits that the 

ideal-type of an intellectual should have, but by focusing on the structural role of the 

intellectuals in society.  In this approach, the intellectuals’ unique relation to knowledge and 

its distribution created a series of shifting power relations that could not be ignored if one 

wished to understand and “define” intellectuals69. In a rather metaphorical description of their 

social role, Bauman claimed that throughout modernity, intellectuals functioned as 
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“legislators” since they were the holders of knowledge, and thus they could interpret or even 

predict  the changes in both the natural world in general, and in society in particular. In other 

words, in Bauman’s schema, the metaphorical use of the word “legislator” characterized the 

intellectuals’ ability to define or influence the socially accepted truths, or the collective 

beliefs of a society, and set the “laws” of thinking or understanding the world in their 

respective societies. In the age of postmodernity on the other hand, the certainties set by the 

enlightenment values were gone, and in their place a multiplicity of conflicting values, a 

plethora of alternative beliefs and global projects had emerged. Thus, the intellectuals took 

the role of mere “interpreters” of the many different angles through which we can see and 

understand the world, and they engaged in professional arguments with each other, 

ceaselessly supporting this or that viewpoint to no particular end. The unique perception of 

the intellectuals in Bauman’s work renders it among the truly canonical sociological 

researches on this subject, while his attempt to relate the shifts in the role of intellectuals to 

different forms of societies over time produced an ambitious and admirable socio-historical 

account.  

Its main weakness however, as well as that of most of the major related studies which 

emerged in the 20 years after its publication70 lay in the pivotal role that the vague category 

of “enlightenment ideas” or “enlightenment values” played in its overall argument. By 

understanding intellectuals as people (or a group of people in particular) who by definition 

adhered to or even at times propagated enlightenment values, without however engaging into 

a deeper and more specific explanation of which these values were, and what exactly was 

their place in enlightenment society, this approach bound intellectuals to an ideal-type of an 

“intelligent” “talented” figure who referred to transcendental universal and humanistic ideals 

or views, even though that was exactly what Bauman wished to avoid in the first place. 

However, even if one was to critique the intense connection between intellectuals and 

enlightenment values and question Bauman’s account on these grounds, his explanation of 

the changing role of the intellectual in its transition to postmodernity succeeded in addressing 

a great deal of the new aspects of intellectuals and the shift of roles they underwent in the 

post-1960s era. The main point of interest in Bauman’s account lay in the connection 

between intellectuals and postmodernism. Like Bourdieu during the same period, Bauman 

did not believe that the intellectuals in postmodernity were a species under extinction. 
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Instead, he believed that the radical changes in their social function rendered them less useful 

and less interesting for the public. The decline of the intellectuals was a common theme in the 

relative literature between the 1980s and 2000s. Many researchers and popular thinkers spent 

a considerable part of their careers lamenting the declining role of the intellectuals, or some 

even their disappearance. Nowhere was this more evident as in the lamentations regarding the 

disappearance, change, or decline of the public intellectuals.  

In his The last intellectuals Russel Jacoby, attempted to explain the phenomenon he 

described as the “gradual disappearance” of the intellectuals71. This disappearance was 

obviously not literal, but just like in Bauman’s work it was Jacoby’s metaphorical way of 

addressing the declining role of intellectuals in the last quarter of the 20th century. According 

to Jacoby, in the years that passed since the 1960s, a severe professionalization of the 

intellectuals’ role and function had taken place in the American culture. The book’s main 

argument did not have so much to do with a practical disappearance of the intellectuals but 

rather with a more total and complete change in their roles and in their relationship to their 

public: 

  

  Intellectuals have not disappeared, but something has altered in their composition. They have 

become more professional and insular; at the same time they have lost command of the vernacular, which 

thinkers from Galileo to Freud had mastered. Where the Lewis Mumfords or Walter Lippmanns wrote for a 

public, their successors "theorize” about it at academic conferences
72. 

 

Jacoby claimed that the professionalization of intellectuals as well as the significant 

depoliticization of their audience had led to the occurrence of a “generational gap”. Since 

from the 1960s and onwards, no new generations of intellectuals had emerged, American 

culture, rested on the last generations of the pre-1960s intellectuals, who were aging and 

decreasing in numbers as time went by73. Evidently, this last generation of gradually 

disappearing intellectuals was the generation of the “last intellectuals” that the title referred 

to. Interesting and provocative as the overall argument of the book might have been at the 

time of its publication, there were some severe problems with Jacoby’s arguments that need 

to be addressed: Firstly, his approach lacked the concrete historical evidence to support all 

the claims of his narrative. Few analysts would disagree with his claims on the 

professionalization of intellectuals during the second half of the 20th century, but his account 
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did not really provide more than a few over-generalizing case studies on this historical shift, 

while many -including myself- would disagree with his claims on the disappearance of the 

public intellectuals altogether. Secondly, the lack of definitions on the social categories he 

focused on was really problematic for the achievement of the book’s purpose. Jacoby never 

defined what a public intellectual is or which is his/her role in public culture, or even more 

so, Jacoby never explained how does one define, let alone study a “generation of 

intellectuals”.  His account was not so much an argument about the disappearance of the 

intellectuals, as much as a plea for the re-emergence of what he called “the public 

intellectual”74. Thus, he provided us with a normative description of the role of the 

intellectuals in a historical era when the cultural sphere was going through a constant 

professionalization, and the roles of the cultural producers and distributors were harder and 

harder to define. Jacoby’s lamentations were part of a growing paradigm in the historical 

treatment of intellectuals and their history in the last quartet of the 20th century. His diagnoses 

were shared by many in the field and eventually created a tendency in the study of the history 

of intellectuals at the end of the 20th century. Many of the central claims of Jacoby’s narrative 

and especially with regards to the decline of the public intellectuals remain prevalent in the 

relevant literature even today75. However, as Stefan Collini suggested in his masterful study 

on the history of intellectuals in Britain, the claims and lamentations for the non-existence, 

decline, or disappearance of the intellectuals, are almost always accompanied by complaints 

for the drop in the quality and stature of the current intellectuals and commendations for the 

grandiose character and wonderous abilities of intellectuals belonging to past generations76. 

This fetishization of past intellectual activity and the consequent mourning for the present 

state of decline, not only hinders historical analysis, but at the same time it does not allow us 

to understand, examine and evaluate the actual historical changes that the profession and the 

social role of the intellectuals have undergone in these past years. The advantages of 

Bourdieu’s approach lie mainly in the fact that his account of the changing role of the 

intellectuals managed to overcome the barriers imposed by a narrative of decline and loss.  
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All the approaches to the subject of intellectuals developed above, as well as a long list of 

similar publications inspired by them, attempted to provide a way of defining and examining 

the intellectuals in the second half of the 20th century. The canonical definitions of and 

approaches to the subject of intellectuals, by historians whose works and research have in the 

past been truly monumental in the field, seem to apply less and less to the status and the role 

of the intellectuals of the late 20th century. Researchers who carried out significant studies 

and canonized the historiography on the changing perceptions and the social role of the 

intellectuals from the 18th untill the middle of the 20th century such as Peter Allen77, Stefan 

Collini78 or Christophe Charle79, have barely dealt with this latest change in the role of the 

intellectuals during the last 50 years of contemporary history. Since the changes in the 

intellectuals’ profession, and rules of engagement examined here have taken place during the 

last 50 years and have thus been barely within the scientific jurstiction of history, it was 

mostly sociology, pedagogics and the broader field of the social sciences which responded to 

the call for the understanding of the changes until now. The main problem of the approaches 

described above is that they failed to make a properly historical account of the changing role 

of intellectuals which they identified and tried to describe. Instead, they developed normative 

accounts of what the intellectuals’ defining features and roles should be in the challenge of 

late modernity or postmodernity80. If there is one aspect common to all the accounts 

examined above, it is the centrality that the professionalization of intellectuals holds in their 

analyses. The historical period at the center of the present research, is exactly the 

chronological period which these approaches identify with the shift in the role of the 

intellectuals. It is also the period par excellence in which the Greek academia and public 

sphere underwent a radical transformation towards further professionalization. Bearing this in 

mind, my approach attempted a contextualization of the changing role of intellectuals and an 

identification of the various changes that constitute their major shifts of roles. Therefore, 

what was required was the development of a use-definition of intellectuals that would allow 

me to approach the subject through this perspective, and to avoid the use of normative 

definitions such as the ones described in the researches mentioned above. 
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In a short article of his published in 2007, Florence Tamagne described intellectuals as 

“professional distributors or creators of cultural goods” 81. This rather Anglo-Saxon definition 

of the intellectuals is at the very center of my understanding of and my approach to 

intellectuals.  The most similar definition, which however does not come from the field of 

history, is one articulated by Thomas Sowell in his Intellectuals and Society82. Sowell defined 

intellectuals as “people whose occupations deal primarily with ideas”83. Tamagne’s definition 

is evidently very close to Sowell’s. However, Sowell brought two additional elements in his 

idea of the intellectuals which facilitated its use significantly. Firstly, Sowell specified in a 

footnote, that occupation does not necessarily mean a professional relationship or practice (as 

in a paid job for example), but rather a lengthy and/or systematic occupation with ideas or 

culture irrespective of particular material gains. Furthermore, Sowell made a distinction 

between the category of intellectuals, and that which he called “a penumbra around 

intellectuals”; by which he meant the groups of people who function around the intellectuals, 

and who are usually referred to as the intelligentsia. The basic distinction between the two is 

that the category of intellectuals-proper includes those who produce or distribute ideas, while 

the latter category includes those whose occupation might entail the reproduction of or the 

distribution of the ideas of intellectuals, but does not entail the production of original ideas. 

His example in this description, was that of the journalists as editorial writers or columnists 

corresponding to the first category, and the journalists as mere reporters of news (that is, as 

reporters of ideas produced by others)84 corresponding to the second category respectively.  

On a surface level, this distinction seems rather reasonable. However, once one looks into 

the everyday practices of these “members of the intelligentsia”, and compares them to those 

of the “intellectuals-proper”, one is very likely to realize that in reality, the boundaries 

separating the two categories are much more blurry than they seem to be in such generalizing 

categorizations. By focusing only on actors who appear to be producing so called “original 

ideas”, a historical research would leave aside the “movers” and the distributors of these 

ideas; and it is not only in the moment of their production but also in the process of their 

circulation that ideas receive or change forms and shapes. It is within their circulation that 

ideas are continually re-produced. Thus, I do not accept the conceptual distinction between 

the intellectuals-proper and their “penumbra”, while I do intend to adopt Sowell’s 
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clarification on the meaning of “occupation” as a form of action that does not exclusively 

refer to a professional pursuit. Moreover, although the understanding of ‘occupation’ as a 

practice not necessarily bound to economic gains is very helpful in opening up one’s pool of 

sources, it is important to always bear in mind that the economic and political aspects of an 

intellectual’s practice, or in other words the reasons for which he/she does the work they do, 

have a significant influence on their work itself. The motives behind an intellectual’s 

practice, as well as his/her relationship to centers of authority and influence (whether 

economic, political or otherwise) are of fundamental importance for anyone wishing to study 

intellectuals and should not be given a place of lesser importance than the intellectuals’ work 

itself.   

In the present account, I have focused on the study of both the production and the 

circulation of the ideas relevant to postmodernism, as well as the ways and methods through 

which that circulation took place. Thus, in my research, the term intellectual refers to anyone 

who produced, distributed, or even commented on any ideas related to the subject of 

postmodernism throughout the years of the period under examination. In order to avoid some 

of the pitfalls of an all-encompasing open definition and in order for it to become more 

specific, it is important to clarify that the intellectuals’ position in the market of cultural 

goods, their relationship to centers of political, economic, or even ethical power, and their 

emotional relationship to the cultural goods and ideas they dealt with, have all been taken into 

account and accorded a position of significance in the present narrative. 

Finally, it is very important to clarify from the outset, that since no general theory or 

history of the changing role of the intellectuals in the latter half of the 20th century (whether 

that is seen as a disappearance or a transformation) has been able to fully capture the essence 

of that change, I have attempted to address that very change in the course of the present 

research and to situate it within the framework of the Greek history of the metapolitefsi. Even 

though the changing role of the intellectuals in the approaches mentioned above was 

presented and conceived as a global process, I believe that the primary point of focus of a 

historical research should be the ways that the change in question took place in particular 

settings. In the case of my research project, for example, I believe that it is by studying the 

changing role and perceptions of the intellectuals in the Greek milieu that gives us a 

grounded idea of the particular characteristics of that change and its nature, and can allow us 

to historicize it properly. More particularly, as in the present research the vast majority of the 

intellectuals who took part in the discussions, disputes, and attempts for definitions and 

examinations on postmodernism were in some form of a formal commitment to the sector of 
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higher education, I wish to claim that the changing role of the intellectuals should be 

examined both in connection to the academic and public cultural environment in which the 

intellectuals functioned, and through the perceptions and thoughts that the intellectuals 

themselves had of their own practice and the changes it underwent. Lastly, when one studies 

a subject that already comes ‘charged’ by so many existing normative accounts, it is 

important to remain firm against the sirens of certainty and to be open to the possibility that 

the change in question is either of an entirely different character than the one the above-

mentioned researchers had in mind, or that it might even be much less significant than they 

believed it was at the time of their writings. In other words, one must always be prepared to 

question whether the shaking of the world around us is a tectonic shift of continents, or a 

mere mild earthquake, and to put the seismic repercussions into historical perspective. 

 

 

4. Cultural Transfers and methodological proposals 

 

As mentioned above, ideas do not exist, move, and change in a vacuum, and without the 

actions of specific human beings. The present section discusses in more detail the particular 

methodological perspective through which I addressed this fact and through which I chose to 

historicize the ideas relative to postmodernism in the present research project. When one 

discusses his/her methodology there is always a certain degree of danger that the discussion 

will end up being too self-centered and self-assured. Being aware of that risk, I hope that the 

following discussion will not appear to the readers of this text as a kind of advertisement for 

the value of cultural transfers, and that it will succeed in making the case for the benefits of 

the chosen approach. 

 During the second half of the 20th century, and especially during its last quarter, it was 

becoming more and more felt that significant changes had taken place globally. The rising 

influence and importance of international and transnational organizations (The European 

Union and the United Nations for example), of international economic organizations (for 

example the International Monetary Fund) and multinational companies or NGOs, was the 

clearest indicator of the identity of those changes. The fall of the Berlin wall and the end of 

the cold war in 1989-1991 marked and triggered an even more intense and decisive set of 

global changes. The end of the cold war and the new geopolitical conditions that were the 

result of these immense changes brought historical research to an unprecedented position. 

The world was now swayed and driven by a process of globalization in which international 
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movement and exchanges were becoming more and more frequent and intense, without 

however the disappearance of the nation-states as a principal organizing form of societies. 

The two major factors that shaped the 20th century, nationalism and the rivalry of the 

competing political ideologies at the epicenter of the cold war had begun to weaken, and their 

influence on historical research seemed to be waning. However, if political and ideological 

polarization was less of a danger for historical research now, the danger of methodological 

nationalism was still very much real. Even though extreme nationalism was believed to be in 

decline, avoiding the pitfalls of a strictly national perspective in historical writing was a 

different problem altogether.  

For historians, the effort to avoid the pressure and limitations of writing a national or 

nationalistic narrative in which they would project the ideas of their current world into the 

past had been present and important in their profession for a very long time, and in no way 

could one claim that this effort was an originality of the late-20th century. The most 

commonly acceptable and most widely established approach through which historians 

attempted to avoid nation-centric approaches was comparison. Comparative approaches to 

history, especially for those who established them first, were perceived as the ideal ways 

through which historical research, a science that did not have the option of performing 

repeating ‘experiments’, would be given the chance to emulate the logic of the natural 

sciences85.  

For two different social, cultural, geopolitical, national or even temporal contexts to be 

brought in comparison, a great deal of abstraction and simplification has to take place. This 

abstraction, this construction of comparable ideas and objects, can have a significantly 

negative effect on the subject under research. It was precisely on the grounds of these 

processes of simplification and their dangers that throughout the 1980s and the 1990s, 

comparative history became the target of various critiques86. The increasingly frequent use of 

concepts such as ‘interculturality’, ‘transnational or international encounters’ or the use of 

methodologies such as those proposed in the approaches of Cultural Transfers and Histoire 

Croisee, can be seen as products or results of the waning hegemony of comparative history. 

What these new concepts and methodologies suggested was a growing desire and necessity to 

find new ways to overcome and escape nation-centered history on the one hand, and 

                                                           
85 Michel Espagne, ‘Sur les limites du comparatisme en histoire culturelle’, Geneses, No 17, 1996, p 112-121 
86 See: Chris Lorenz, ‘Comparative Historiography: Problems and perspectives’, History and Theory, Volume 

38, Issue 1, 1999, p 25-39 and Philippa Levine, ‘Is Comparative History Possible?’, History and Theory, 

Volume 53, Issue 3, 2014, p 331-347. Michel Espage, ‘Sur les limites du comparatisme en histoire culturelle’, 
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Eurocentrism or Western-centrism on the other87. While histoire croisee tended to focus more 

on the crossroads between cultures and thus emphasized the momentary exchanges of ideas, 

cultural transfers proposed a way to examine the exchanges while also tracing their 

implications for each culture (both source and destination), the reasons behind the encounters, 

and the history of their development after the moments of the exchange88. 

In his now canonical Les transferts Culturels franco-allemands, Michel Espagne proposed 

the use of the methodology of cultural transfers as a way for researchers to avoid the narrow 

perspective of approaches limited to the frame of national space89. Reluctance towards 

analyses in which the national frame is taken at face value is more than reasonable and should 

be maintained in all types of historical research, and especially in those that the chronological 

periods under examination are such as those in the studies of Michel Espagne. However, as 

Espagne himself also acknowledged90, when it comes to studies of periods which are 

chronologically closer to our times (as for example in the case of my research, the late 20th 

century), the national space has become a far wider and more concrete reality than it was in 

the early modern period. Michel Espage, Michael Werner, Matthias Middell, as well as most 

of the prominent historians specializing in the study of Cultural Transfers mostly focused 

their studies on the exchange of ideas in the 18th and 19th centuries. Researching cultural 

transfers in contemporary history is in many respects a different process and experience, and 

poses unique challenges, without however canceling the main observations and 

methodological arguments of the aforementioned specialists. 

Cultural transfers are by definition a trans-disciplinary or even more so an inter-

disciplinary venture; they necessarily lead researchers into an interdisciplinary outlook. When 

for example the history of literary criticism is an appropriate guiding thread in examining the 

development of an idea in the framework of a specific set of journals, sociological tools and 

analyses help in complimenting that examination by contextualizing the broader social and 

economic context in which the journal was published. Furthermore, cultural transfers manage 

to avoid the -until recently- established focus on ‘influence’ or on the allurement and the 

cultural dominance that the center exerts over the periphery. In fact, cultural transfers 

                                                           
87 Michel Werner, and Benedicte Zimmermann, ‘Penser l’histoire croisee: entre empirie et reflixivite’, Annales, 

Issue 58, 2003, p 7-36 
88 Michel Werner, and Benedicte Zimmermann, De la Comparaison a l’histoire croisee, Paris, Seuil, 2004 
89 Michel Espagne, Les Transferts Culturels Franco-Allemands, PUF, Paris, 1999, p 17-33 
90 Michel Espagne, ‘Comparison and transfer: a question of method’, In Middel M., and Roura Llouis (eds), 

Transnational Challenges to National history writing, Palgrave Macmillan, England, 2013 p 43. 
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promote a transgression of the very division between center and periphery so prevalent in our 

thought in the past decades. That does not mean that a cultural transfers approach ignores the 

existence of asymmetries between different contexts and in the exchange and mutation of 

ideas. It means that in practice, instead of focusing on the ideas and the intellectuals it wishes 

to examine by applying an already-made schema of influence and cultural 

imperialism/cultural authority, it turns its gaze on the places and moments of the birth of the 

ideas, on the networks of their circulation, the intertwining biographies of their bearers, and 

of course, on the processes of their reception in the destinations of the exchange while 

encompassing the facts of the asymmetry and the existing power relations in its analysis. The 

historical actors in the present account did not merely take an idea or set of ideas and carried 

them intact into a new setting. They actively, consciously, made choices as to which parts of 

the ideas to be transferred, and made choices with regards to the changes the ideas underwent 

so that they could take root in their new habitat. The very fact that a cultural transfers 

approach pays so much attention to the agency of its historical actors and their choices, is one 

of its principal advantages for a research project such as the present. Very often –and in the 

present research it had been clearly the case- it is not just individual actors and their 

biographies which deserve historicization, but equally so the institutions and customs framing 

the actors: The organized collective networks through which the transfers of ideas and 

cultural goods take place on a massive scale. The Universities, the European research 

organizations and companies, or even the groups of individuals which set up formal symposia 

and think-tanks during the metapolitefsi are all ideal examples of these aforementioned 

institutions. 

Historicizing postmodernism in Greece through the medium of cultural transfers, has been, 

I believe a beneficial choice for three reasons: First, through a cultural transfers approach I 

did not acquire a view of postmodernism in Greece in isolation, but sought to examine the 

channels through which postmodern ideas entered the country, the forms they took in the 

local context, and to what extent, or in which places these ideas were transferred again and 

diffused into different contexts. Second, researching the transfers of ideas in an area like 

Greece in the 20th and the 21st century through an approach that focuses on the transnational 

transfers of ideas provided a solution to an even greater risk. By the second half of the 20th 

century, all the first stages of a nation-building process had been complete. All the factors 

which created and ensured the continuous reproduction of national identities on a massive 

social scale and the creation of a homogenous national cultural context were already 

established in Greece. A common language, a national academia, a national state-organized 
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educational system, the role of the Orthodox Church, and the circulation of newspapers and 

magazines focused on matters of “national culture” were among the most important examples 

of these factors. Thus, the use of a cultural transfers approach not only allows us to avoid the 

projection of the present onto the past, but it has the advantage of allowing us to create a 

narrative which shows that even in a homogenous national framework like that of modern 

Greece, transnational encounters and exchanges of ideas occurred, which led to the making, 

redefinition, and diffusion of ideas that were of crucial importance in the intellectual history 

of the country and its cultural sphere. Third, an in-depth examination of the postmodernism-

related transfers did not view the encounters under examination as random or accidental facts. 

In other words, it did not seek to write a history in which ideas moved from place to place as 

if by magic or chance, but it gave emphasis to the persons that ‘moved’, used, and elaborated 

on, these ideas, to the institutions and the means through which those ‘movements’ took 

place, and to the relationship between the persons and the institutions. The people, who hold 

a prominent position in this narrative, actively chose to use, adapt, diffuse, or transfer the 

ideas in question, and most times by having a specific reason and specific desired end in 

mind. Whether it was because postmodernism provided them with a new vocabulary and a 

conceptual toolbox through which they could express new realities and circumstances, or 

because they ‘just wanted to imitate’ the developments in the academic life of central Europe 

and of the U.S.A, the intellectuals in question were not just empty shells for the transfer of 

ideas, but active agents, with choices, motives and personal relationships, all of which had a 

fundamental influence on the shaping of history.  

Since the use of cultural transfers “takes place in a set framework that can be defined in 

terms of space”91, it is important to clarify, that I use the national framework in full 

knowledge of the possible risks that its tendency to produce one-sided teleological narratives 

entails, and that it is precisely in order to avoid the risks of such tendencies that I have chosen 

the perspective of cultural transfers described above. Since the Greek debates around 

postmodernism did not begin in the Greek context, and they evidently did not evolve in the 

limited national framework of Greece, or of any other one country in particular, they have to 

be researched in the framework of a transnational approach which traces and demonstrates 

the circulation processes of the relevant terms and ideas to and from the Greek intellectual 

context. A large part of the intellectuals who initiated, defined and spread the Greek debates 

during the period under examination was in direct contact with the intellectual circles of other 
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regions. For example, the historian Antonis Liakos was a research fellow and visiting 

professor at the University of Birmingham in 1989, and the European University Institute in 

1995. The sociologist Giorgos Veltsos studied in Paris VIII during the years of the 

dictatorship, and he maintained close ties with the intellectual circles of Paris long after his 

return to Athens after the fall of the colonels’ regime. Panagiotis Kondylis became a fellow of 

the Wissenschaftskolleg in Berlin in 1994, and was one of the primary ‘importers’ of ideas to 

Greece from the German academia. The list of examples could go on for pages still. 

Therefore, I believe it was of such fundamental importance, to study postmodernism in 

Greece through the cultural transfers92 conveyed by the intellectual circles of other countries 

(mainly England, France and the U.S.A), along with their various re-inscriptions in the 

Modern Greek context. 

The most successful publication on the transfer of ideas on a subject and a historical 

framework (the second half of the 20th century) relevant to the present research project was 

Francois Cusset’s French Theory: How Foucault, Derrida, Deleuze&Co. transformed the 

intellectual life of the United States93. Cusset’s authoritative study traced the transfers of the 

French ideas and theories most frequently related with post-structuralism into the academic 

system and the public sphere of the USA, and examined their subsequent adaptations and the 

influence they exerted in the new context. From a description of the academic system in the 

United States and its particularities94 and a discussion on the adaptation of the theory of 

deconstruction by various academic institutions and figures95, to the particulars of the 

theories developed in the USA after the importation of the French philosophers96, Cusset’s 

book remains one of the most successful examples of a history of the exchanges and transfers 

of ideas in the late 20th century published so far. In its vast narrative, it managed to 

encompass aspects of the milieu of the transfers, the changes in the ideas themselves, and 

even the public discussions relevant to the ideas which shook the American public sphere in 

the 1990s. While Cusset did not explicitly claim to have worked through the methodological 

spectrum of cultural transfers, the points of focus he chose and the way he described his 

understanding of the exchanges he examined share most of the features of the approach I 

described above and which I have followed in the present research. More particularly, in 

describing his project, he wrote: 
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It is a question, in the end, of the virtues of decontextualization, or of what Bourdieu called the 

‘denationalization’ of texts. If in leaving behind their country of origin they lose some of the political force that 

gave rise to them, these ‘traveling theories’ (to use Edward Said’s expression) can also gain a new power on 

their arrival in a new place. This power has to do with an ublocking made possible by the recomposed theories, 

and with the enigma of fruitful institutional divergences between the site of origin and that of reception, which 

are rarely homologous: the fact that French philosophers were imported by American literary writers and 

scholars, that the question of revolution resounded there along with that of minorities, that authors published by 

Gallimard and Minuit were published in the United States by university presses or small alternative publishers-

all these factors make up so many creative dissymetries
97. 

 

The story Cusset told in his work, that of the importation and appropriation of French 

post-structuralist philosophy by American literary criticism, was in many ways the story of 

the constitutive event of postmodernism in the realm of theory. The present research tells the 

story of another further, yet similar set of transfers, intimately bound to the ones which 

Cusset examined and narrated. Derrida was imported in and appropriated by, the Greek 

academic and intellectual circles, in ways and through pathways similar to those which took 

him to the Bouzoukia that eventful night of 1995. The present account is as much the story of 

his theories’ reception in Greece, as it is of the Greek culture’s own changing face and self-

understanding in the metapolitefsi. 

  

 

 

5. A view of what’s to follow, or, thesis structure 

 

The present research is divided into seven thematically distinct, but at the same time 

interrelated sections. Following the introduction, the first chapter under the title A brief 

history of the Metapolitefsi and of the shaping of higher education and the public sphere 

deals with the history of the metapolitefsi and with the institutional and intellectual context in 

which the history of postmodernism unfolded. The chapter’s first section, a brief history of 

the metapolitefsi (1974-2010) is written and structured with the aim of introducing non-Greek 

readers to the wider socio-historical context of the period under examination, as well as to 

provide a concise historical framework for the narrative that is produced in the following 

chapters through a proposed periodization of the metapolitefsi. Furthermore, the second 
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section, offers a brief narrative of the history of the Greek universities and the changing roles 

and perceptions of the intellectuals throughout the metapolitefsi. Both subjects are 

fundamental in providing a concrete background, on which the findings and the narratives of 

the following chapters –and especially of the case studies in chapters 4 and 5- can be 

historicized. The first chapter serves primarily a contextualizing function and thus should not 

be read as an exhaustive account of its subject. Although it holds an important place in the 

overall structure of the present research by providing valuable information on the socio-

historical context in which the history of postmodernism unfolded, anxious readers who only 

wish to gain information on the history of postmodernism in Greece could skip it and head 

directly to the following chapter. 

The second chapter examines the history of postmodernism in the Greek popular press. 

From the first appearances of the term in the late 1970s, to the public debates ignited by the 

Sokal affair, it presents and discusses in details the changing definitions and perceptions of 

postmodernism along with its relative terms (postmodernity, postmodernization etc) in the 

pages of three of the most popular and widely circulated newspapers of the metapolitefsi (He 

Avge, To Vema, Ta Nea). Moreover, through the presentation of these changing definitions, 

this chapter helps form an understanding of the ways that the concepts under research were 

diffused to wider social strata and thus, of the broader social conditions in which more 

scholarly or academic debates took place. Finally, it contains a long sub-chapter entirely 

dedicated to the coverage of the infamous Sokal affair in the newspapers under examination. 

The public disputes that followed the Sokal affair especially in To Vema and Ta Nea, re-

ignited most of the arguments which had taken place among intellectuals in the 1980s and 

provided the perfect opportunity for the most important public debates on postmodernism to 

take place in the Greek context. Since the public debates initiated by the Sokal affair 

constitute the first step towards the occurrence of further, more particular debates in the 

beginning of the 21st century, the second chapter provides information fundamental in 

understanding and contextualizing the subsequent debates among historians and literary 

specialists, and is thus intimately connected to the 4th and 5th chapters respectively. 

Furthermore, the second chapter functions as a brief introduction to the many definitions and 

understandings of postmodernism throughout the metapolitefsi, and so it offers a significant 

first glance into the definitions and debates developed in detail in the following chapters. 

As we have briefly seen in the previous sections of the introduction but as the readers will 

have more chances to see through the discussions on the sources gathered in the course of this 

research, both in the popular and in the more properly academic press, I came to identify a 



46 
 

primary distinction among the intellectuals under research and their writings, and I have thus 

divided them into two categories: In the first category of intellectuals I included those who 

approached postmodernism in either one of the following ways: As the logic or the mode of 

cultural expression of a new age, most frequently defined as the historical stage after 

Modernity. Often in these approaches, after the passage to the 21st century, the idea of a 

postmodern age was expressed through the use of the concept of postmodernity. Furthermore, 

in the same category I included the intellectuals who did not identify with the concept of 

postmodernity as such, but who perceived postmodernism as a total social phenomenon, 

transcending the barriers of disciplines, arts, or even of the intellectual and cultural world as 

such. These intellectuals were mostly sociologists, political scientists, journalists, or 

philosophers in terms of their academic and professional positions and their titles. They were 

also mostly those who participated in debates concerning the position of Greece in the 

‘Modern world’ (its relationship to the advanced central European countries and the USA), 

and were active in discussions concerning the concepts of ‘Modernization’, ‘Under-

development’ and ‘Belated Modernity’ which took place in the popular and academic press 

between the late 1970s and 2010. Their perceptions and definitions of postmodernism were 

also the basis on which the discussions on the concept of Globalization were taking place 

throughout most of the metapolitefsi. The second category includes the intellectuals who 

dealt with postmodernism as a challenge to the epistemic foundations and boundaries of 

specific disciplines and their methods. More particularly, the intellectuals of this category 

came primarily from departments of history and philology or were practicing historians and 

literary critics. Although there are certain figures in the second category who engaged in 

discussions concerning postmodernity (Efi Gazi for example among the historians), or 

attempted to bring together in their texts the epistemological aspects of postmodernism with 

the debates on the temporal, social, and periodizing dimensions of postmodernity (Dimitris 

Tziovas for example), the two ‘groups’ can be safely distinguished once their writings are 

examined. 

This distinction between a ‘social postmodernism’ and an ‘epistemological 

postmodernism’ is not the result of a clear-cut distinction between the two conceptions, since 

as I show in chapter 3, both of them share a lot of common themes and stem from the same 

source. Historical research and literary theory/criticism were the only subjects in the Greek 

context for which public epistemological debates of such significance took place regarding 
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postmodernism98. Although certain historians and literary critics expressed general opinions 

about postmodernism which transcended the domain of their expertise, the main arguments 

and the main fears at the center of their epistemological debates in the late-1990s and the 

beginning of the 21st century barely touched upon more general perceptions of 

postmodernism. The largest part of their arguments and concerns remained within the realm 

of the practice of history and literary criticism. This distinction is in other words based on the 

premise, that debating postmodernism with regards to the changing character of society, 

constituted a different case from debating postmodernism with regards to the way that 

professional scientists and intellectuals are meant to approach their subjects. Even though the 

structure of the public debates and their central arguments indicate a distinction, there are 

various elements that connect the two categories, and thus provide the thread that runs 

through all the chapters and connects them. In other words, even though the distinction is 

based on the observation that intellectuals of the second category debate postmodernism 

mainly using epistemological arguments, whereas those of the first do so using political and 

general social arguments, the distinction should be seen more as a way in which to effectively 

organize a narrative rather than as a wall that completely separates two ultimately distinct and 

unrelated perceptions of postmodernism. As the chapters unfold, it will become evident to the 

readers that there are connecting lines that underlie the entire thesis, and connect the various 

perceptions of postmodernism and the arguments that characterize them, bringing them 

together into one unified narrative. The political character and uses of the concept of 

postmodernism in the course of the metapolitefsi are in fact the main connecting thread that 

binds the different aspects of this venture together. In both ‘social postmodernism’ and 

‘epistemological postmodernism’ the desired goals and effects by those using the term were 

of political nature. Whether it was because postmodernism lent itself as a useful term to 

describing the socio-political and cultural changes shaping the world in the end of the 20th 

century and was thus a handy political idea, or because the epistemological challenges of 

postmodernism were challenges raising questions on the political implications of historical or 

literary studies, the concept itself was always bound to certain political differences and 

disagreements in parallel to the debates on its definitions and its nature. 

Based on the distinction and the clarifications made above, the third chapter, Defining 

Postmodernity, or, Postmodernism as a social phenomenon, presents and discusses the books 
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and articles of the intellectuals who belong to the former category (postmodernism as a 

sociological/chronological category). It traces the various definitions of postmodernism and 

postmodernity in their writings, it examines the relationship of these definitions to the socio-

political framework of the period under examination, and it researches their influence on the 

local academia or on the subsequent epistemological debates. Finally, it provides a brief 

elaboration on the relationship between postmodernism and feminism/gender studies in the 

context of the Greek academic circles. The relationship of feminism to postmodernism was 

not one of the central themes neither in the writings of the intellectuals under research nor in 

the public debates examined here. In fact, the discussion in the third chapter mainly focuses 

on one particular publication by a Greek scholar writing in Paris, and utilizes that publication 

as a leeway into making broader observations on the relationship of gender and 

postmodernism in the Greek academic debates. It is precisely because the subject of gender in 

the course of these debates was always sidelined, that it is important to bring it into the 

discussion and to situate it in the wider history of the changing Greek social sciences and 

humanities of the metapolitefsi. This chapter functions as a direct continuation of the 

previous one, since the positions of the intellectuals on postmodernism as developed in their 

books and articles in Journals were linked to their views on subjects such as ‘Modernity’ and 

‘Globalization’ as seen from the examination of the newspapers in the second chapter. 

Chapter 4, Postmodernism in History examines the implications of postmodernism in the 

field of historiography and the reactions to its introduction in the Greek academia. First, it 

follows the development of new epistemological tendencies brought primarily by France in 

the pages of the most prominent journals of History of the metapolitefsi (Ta Istorika, 

Mnemon, Historein) in a chronological order. Furthermore, it examines the differences in the 

changing perceptions of historiography through an examination of the relevant publications 

of the period. Finally, it provides a thorough account of the public debate among historians 

on the challenge of postmodernism which took place in the pages of the newspapers To 

Vema, Ta Nea, He Avge, and Kathimerini, the aforementioned journals, certain limited books, 

and in the review O Politis between 2000 and 2004. In parallel to the narrative of the 

introduction of postmodernism into the science of history in Greece and the subsequent 

public debate, this chapter presents and examines the ‘channels’ through which the ideas 

related to postmodern historiography entered the Greek academia, the intellectuals who 

promoted them or opposed them and the institutions that facilitated or impeded the diffusion 

of these ideas. 



49 
 

Following the previous chapter’s discussion on postmodernism as an epistemological 

challenge in the field of history, the fifth chapter focuses on the history of postmodernism in 

the field of literary studies/criticism. The chapter traces the changes in the field of literary 

theory and in the practice of literary criticism throughout the metapolitefsi in chronological 

order. In the early 1970s and 1980s, the hegemonic paradigms were primarily of French 

influence, while from the middle of the 1980s and onwards intellectuals working on the field 

of modern Greek studies initiated further transfers from the academic practices of the 

English-speaking world. Thus, by following the development of the field on both an 

academic and an extra-academic level, the chapter’s narrative reaches a climax with the 

Anglo-American turn of the late-1990s and the emergence of postmodernism as the term par 

excellence in describing the epistemological challenges to the established local practices in 

literary criticism. In the field of literary studies, the narrative is focused on two public 

debates, one taking place in the 1980s and in which the main stakes concerned the issue of 

‘Theory’, and a second public debate taking place in the late-1990s and the first years of the 

21st century, this time explicitly concerning postmodernism. The debates and the 

epistemological developments are traced through an examination of numerous individual 

publications, as well as through the examination of various journals and relevant articles in 

the newspapers mentioned above. Once again, much as in the previous chapter, the cultural 

transfers relevant to the story are not treated separately but are woven into the narrative 

through the examination of specific examples, such as the journals on modern Greek studies 

of England and the USA, the role of the School of Hellenic and Roman Studies at the 

University of Birmingham, or the biographies of the intellectuals who introduced the relevant 

concepts to the Greek milieu and helped in their establishment and diffusion. The 5th and 6th 

chapters are in essence extended case-studies on epistemological postmodernism and each 

one provides a complete account of postmodernism in a specific field, while at the same time 

they function as parts of a broader history of postmodernism in Greece, and are thus directly 

related to the preceding chapters and build upon their arguments and narratives. History and 

Literary studies as well as social theory have been chosen as the particular points of focus for 

the present research because they remain among the least studied subjects of the 

metapolitefsi, while at the same time they offer a plethora of sources for the study of 

postmodernism.Furthermore, they constitute ideal case studies in the history of 

postmodernism since the epistemological stakes at the center of each field were in many ways 

connected to broader questions which affected the entirety of the humanities and the social 

sciences during the period under examination. The challenges and questions regarding 
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postmodernism in history and literary theory often transcended the barriers of each discipline 

and connected them in various ways. The present research deals directly with both the 

questions and challenges of each field as such, and the common questions which connected 

them and provides a narrative that brings the two points of focus together.  

Finally, the seventh section is a short epilogue which brings together most of the threads 

running through the research, makes certain general observation regarding the ‘big picture’ of 

the narrative constructed through the individual chapters, and discusses in some length 

various possible subjects or points of focus which deserve further attention and research. The 

epilogue to the history of postmodernism narrated in the present research is directly related to 

the question of the end of the metapolitefsi. Thus, the discussion at the end of the section 

attempts to bind together both the narrative of postmodernism’s history and the narrative of 

the metapolitefsi at large through certain general observations and propositions which 

connect the two in a common framework. 

The sources used for the present research are discussed more in particular in each chapter, 

but a general description is necessary from the outset in order to set the ground for what is to 

follow. Apart from the numerous monographs or collective volumes and translations relevant 

to the subjects under research, I have made extensive use of the newspapers He Avge, To 

Vema, and Ta Nea, both as direct sources for the history of postmodernism, and as indirect 

sources in the writing of the history of the metapolitefsi. The same approach was followed in 

the examination of the review O Politis (1976-2005), which was an invaluable source both in 

the attempt to write the history of postmodernism in Greece, as well as in understanding the 

historical changes and stakes in the course of the metapolitefsi. I have used numerous articles 

from the newspaper Kathimerini, although it did not hold a central place to the present 

research and is therefore not part of its primary sources, but rather a source for further 

historical contextualization. For the chapter on postmodernism in history, I examined all the 

issues of the period under examination in the Journals Ta Istorika (1983-), Mnemon (1971-), 

and Historein (1999-). Similarly, for the writing of the chapter on postmodernism in literary 

studies, I have studied the Journal of Modern Greek Studies (1983-), the journal Byzantine 

and Modern Greek Studies (1975-), the Journal of the Hellenic Diaspora (1973-2013) as well 

as the Greek literary reviews Simioses (1973-), To Dentro (1978-), and Poese (1993-2008). 

As secondary sources which helped more in constructing the present narrative and in 

understanding the epistemological shifts in the period under examination, I used the 

proceedings and programmes of the Kosmas Psychopedis standing seminar on the theory and 

epistemology of the social sciences (1982-) and the yearly handbooks for undergraduate and 
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postgraduate students of the departments of Philology and History and Archaeology of the 

University of Crete between 1981 and 2010.  
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Chapter 1: A brief history of the Metapolitefsi: the shaping of higher 

education and the public sphere. 

 

The present chapter introduces the readers to the general socio-political history of Greece 

within which the discussions on postmodernism took place. After presenting a brief and 

concise socio-political history of the metapolitefsi, it moves on to the description of the 

transformations of higher education and of the role of the intellectuals between 1974 and 

2010. This brief account attempts to sketch the changes that defined the reshaping of the 

Greek academia and its relationship to the Greek society, while it also attempts to make 

certain observations on the changing role of the intellectuals and on the formation of the first 

democratic public sphere in the country’s modern history during the same period99. Each of 

the themes at the center of this chapter (democratization, the University, the intellectuals, the 

public sphere, and modern political culture) could be, and very often are, the subjects of 

entire research projects or even of entire fields of historical research as such. Thus, the 

present account does not aspire to solve any of the ‘great historical questions’ regarding these 

subjects in the metapolitefsi, and it does not pretend to be the result of exhaustive research 

exclusively on any one of these subjects. Instead, it aims to help in the better 

contextualization of the chapters that follow, and should not be seen as a complete 

autonomous account in its own right. Since the majority of the participants in the public 

debates concerning postmodernism either held academic positions or were public 

intellectuals, in order for the political character of the postmodernism-related debates and 

perspectives to be made clearer and more approachable to the reader, then having sketched an 

image of the political situation in the academic and public circles of that period in advance 

can be of invaluable help to the readers. Furthermore, as will become more evident in the 

course of the subsequent chapters, the questions and the challenges which postmodernism 

                                                           
99 The sources used for the completion of this chapter are mostly taken from monographs, collective edited 

volumes and academic articles dedicated to the history of the Greek university during the metapolitefsi, as well 

as from the newspapers that I examined in the form of primary source material in the course of this research (To 

Vema, He Avge, Ta Nea). Although they seldom provided me with general information that could be directly 

used in the context of this chapter, the newspaper articles have been of considerable importance because they 

have helped me acquire a better view of the changes taking place in the above-mentioned subjects throughout 

the metapolitefsi through the prism of their public perception and from the perspective of those who experienced 

them, opposed them, or facilitated them at the time that they were taking place. At the same time, through the 

examination of the newspapers I was able to form a more complete view of the role of the intellectuals in the 

course of this period, since newspapers were the primary means through which intellectuals attempted to 

influence public opinion and to diffuse their views and positions. 
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and the relevant ideas brought to the practice of the humanities and the social sciences in 

Greece were very often directly related to other questions with regards to the ideal function of 

the university and the desired role of the intellectuals in the metapolitefsi.  

 

 

1.1. a. Defining “Metapolitefsi” 

 

On 24 July 1974 “the colonels’ dictatorship” came to an official end, after 7 years of 

severe restrictions on human rights and democratic institutions. This date constitutes 

unanimously the great turning point in Modern Greek history, for social and political 

scientists, theorists and historians alike100. The term used to describe this significant change is 

“Metapolitefsi” (Mεταπολίτευση). The literal translation of the term in English would be: a 

complete change of political regimes.  

As the political scientist Yannis Voulgaris (2013) notes though, the everyday use of the 

term in the Greek language since 1974 is the center and the cause of an interesting paradox: 

Although the word literally indicates a momentary regime or polity change, (an overthrow, a 

revolution, a radical reformation etc), its most frequent use on both an official and an 

unofficial level refers to an entire historical period101. For all the analysts and researchers 

who engaged in a study of the metapolitefsi, its undeniable beginnings lie in the fall of the 

colonels’ Junta in 1974. For most of these authors and public figures, its ultimate end can be 

found in the breaking out of the world economic crisis of 2007-08102. 

For Voulgaris, whose book on the period of the metapolitefsi is by far the most complete 

account of the period between 1974-2009 written so far, this paradoxical use of double 

meanings “can be explained by the profound effect of the event on the consciousness and the 

historical experiences of its contemporaries and on the first generations that followed the 

change of regimes”103. An interesting aspect of this approach is that it shows how this period 

                                                           
100 For the historical transition to Democracy see also: R Chilcote. H., S. Hadjiyanniw, F. Lopez, D. Nataf, El. 

Sammis, Transitions From Dictatorship to Democracy: Comparative Studies of Spain, Portugal and Greece. 

Taylor &Francis, New York, 1990 
101 Yannis Voulgaris, Η Μεταπολιτευτική Ελλάδα 1974-2009 [Greece in the period of the metapolitefsi 1974-

2009], Polis, Athens, 2013, p 18. see also: Η Ελλάδα σε εξέλιξη [Greece in development], Les temps 

moderns/exantas, Athens, 1986 
102 Yannis Voulgaris, Η Μεταπολιτευτική Ελλάδα 1974-2009, 2013, p 11 
103 Yannis Voulgaris, Η Μεταπολιτευτική Ελλάδα 1974-2009, 2013, p 18. The use of quotation marks for the 

word metapolitefsi until now, meant to indicate the ambiguous double meaning of the term. In the following 
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was perceived as a single historical unity by those who experienced it throughout the course 

of its unfolding. In their perspective, it was the common experience of the political change 

that their generations shared that united all the years of this period under the same title. 

However, 2008 was not the first time in which claims for the end of the metapolitefsi have 

widely appeared in the media and popular politics. While in 1985 the announcement for the 

end of the metapolitefsi made its first appearance in the Greek press (during the second 

national elections of the 1980s) for the first time, it reappeared regularly throughout the 

following decades104. I fully agree with Voulgaris’s approach regarding these references to 

the end of the metapolitefsi, in that every time these announcements appeared in noticeably 

increased numbers in the public discourse (as in the months between 1989 and 1991) they 

marked the distinction between individual sub-periods of the metapolitefsi; in other words, 

they function as indicators of important socio-political changes. What differentiates the 

references of 2008-2010 from other such periods is the sheer number of the affirmative 

announcements of the coming end of the metapolitefsi105. 

The main features of continuity in the period were the following: Firstly, “the party 

system; the uninterrupted presence of the parties that starred in the stage of that period. 

Secondly, the “political generations” which emerged from either the intense experiences of 

the dramatic post-civil war period or during the first phase of the intense ideological 

mobilization of the metapolitefsi”106. Although the changes and discontinuities in the course 

of this period are less overarching in the totality of the Greek society than the continuities, 

they are of fundamental importance to my research, since they define the logic of the 

periodization schema I intend to follow. Thus, if 1974 and 2008 can be seen as the “major 

moments” of this long historical period signifying a beginning and an end respectively, then 

the lesser, yet crucial changes taking place throughout this 40 year period should be seen as 

the “minor moments”, defining the sub-periods under examination. 

Voulgaris chose to treat almost every single governmental term by a different political 

party, as a sub-period in itself. This exaggerated emphasis on the role of political parties on 

                                                                                                                                                                                     
pages of this text the word will not be put in quotation marks, since I intend to use it only in reference to a 

chronological period. 
104 Yannis Voulgaris, Η Μεταπολιτευτική Ελλάδα 1974-2009, 2013, p 21. For more on the many burials of the 

metapolitefsi see: Manos Avgeridis, ‘Απο τη μετάβαση στη δημοκρατία στην οικονομική κρίση; Το συνέδριο 

του Ιστορείν για την μεταπολίτευση [From the transition to democracy to the economic crisis? The conference 

of Historein on the metapolitefsi]’, Archeiotaksio, Issue 15, ASKI/Themelio Press, Athens, September 2013 p 

185-188 
105 Nikolas Sevastakis, Η τυραννία του Αυτονόητου [the tyranny of the obvious], Enthemata tis avgis, Athens, 

2012 
106 Yannis Voulgaris, Η Μεταπολιτευτική Ελλάδα 1974-2009, 2013, p 20 
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the formation of the sub-periods of the metapolitefsi, as well as his stress on the ever 

unfinished project of modernization in Greece, led him to a periodization that attributes 

absolute priority to the political over the social and the economic. Due to the radical changes 

that most of the governments of this period brought on the Greek society, as well as the great 

appeal that the political parties had on the Greek public, at least until the late 1990s, I identify 

with the high priority Voulgaris attributes to the political institutions. However, I believe that 

such a one-sided focus on the political parties and larger political institutions (trade unions, 

party-youths, NGOs) tends to oversee other aspects of this historical period which are 

potentially of equal importance. Thus, in the present research project, I periodize the 

metapolitefsi based on the governmental terms of each major political party, as well as on the 

overall social changes that the former entail. However, I will not follow Voulgaris’s 

periodizing schema to the letter, since I wish to avoid attributing such a high priority to the 

political. Thus, where Voulgaris divided the metapolitefsi into seven sub-periods, I propose a 

division into five, in which for example, the minor 10 month period of political imbalance 

between 1989 and 1990 is not dealt with as an autonomous sub-period in itself. 

As the mythological status of the metapolitefsi, both as a period and as a moment, 

gradually transforms and fades with time, it is necessary for historiography to research and 

analyse the dual nature of the term, the political background of the transition to democracy 

and its aftermath, and the unfolding of the period that followed. Whereas works such as those 

by Yannis Voulgaris have dominated the scene and the privileged disciplines for the study of 

the metapolitefsi were sociology or political science up to now, the recent publication of 

works such as Kostis Kornetis’ Children of the Dictatorship and Nikos Papadogiannis’ 

Militant around the Clock107 can be taken as signs of a renewed interest in the period and of 

the emergence of a new generation of researchers whose outlook, methodological preferences 

and relationship to the subject differ profoundly from the established approaches. Two of the 

books published recently by Themelio Press in its new “Metapolitefsi series” constitute the 

first coordinated editorial and publishing attempt to bring to the public a significant sample of 

the growing research on the period. 

Already by the title of the volume edited by Vangelis Karamanolakis, Ilias 

Nikolakopoulos and Tasos Sakellaropoulos it is evident that the editors wish to return the 

                                                           
107 Kostis Kornetis, Children of the Dictatorship: Student Resistance, Cultural Politics, and the long 1960s in 

Greece (New York: Berghahn, 2013) and Nikos Papadogiannis, Militant Around the Clock? Left-wing Youth 

Politics, Leisure, and Sexuality in Post-dictatorship Greece, 1974-1981 (New York: Berghahn, 2015). For more 

examples on the growing literature on the metapolitefsi see: S. Sakellaropoulos, Η Ελλάδα στην Μεταπολίτευση: 

Πολιτικές και κοινωνικές εξελίξεις 1974-2014 [Greece in the Metapolitefsi. Political and Social Developments 

1974-2014]. Athens, Livanis, 2011 
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term back to its original meaning. The Metapolitefsi 1974-75: Moments of a Transition 

focuses primarily on ruptures rather than continuities, whether they are between the 

predictatorial era and the years following the regime’s end, or between the transitional phase 

of 1974–75 and the period that followed it. In the book’s introduction, the editors clarify the 

goals of their venture and their choices of focus: By focusing more on various minor or major 

raptures and on processes of transition rather than on general continuities, they wish to avoid 

two dangerous pitfalls regarding the study of the metapolitefsi.  By engaging in the study of a 

“long metapolitefsi” without regard for the changes and discontinuities, one risks producing a 

teleological narrative for the entire 40-year period that followed the polity change, in which 

the basic interpretative schema would be provided by different political forces and groups of 

interests, depending on the changing balance of power at each different moment108. Indeed, 

the most concrete example of such readings of the metapolitefsi as a period can be found in 

the views expressed by (mainly right-wing and conservative) intellectuals and politicians 

since the deepening of the economic crisis in 2008–2012109. In the positions of such figures, 

all the plights of the economic crisis and the current dire state of the Greek economy have 

their origins in the foundations of the metapolitefsi in the 1970s, or in the first governmental 

term of Pasok in 1981–85. In their political readings, due to the problematic logic of its 

origins, the entire period following the polity-change of 1974 is viewed as a period of 

corruption, populism, clientelism and statism, which in turn produced its own widespread and 

lasting problematic culture. 

From the historians’ point of view, another danger of a homogenising approach to the 

entirety of the post-1974 period is that one risks overlooking the significance of certain 

historical moments or of failing to understand how truly open-ended the unfolding of history 

was at various points in the course of this period. To counter the conservative and 

deterministic political narratives of the metapolitefsi as a period of corruption and failed 

opportunities, in which the baby was thrown away with the bathwater, The Metapolitefsi, 

1974–75 weaves multiple narratives of the transition to democracy that, while highlighting 

the significance of that historical phase, do not treat it as the absolute and exclusive 

foundation of the entire period that followed. Thus, instead of a smooth homogenous period, 

the collective volume provides us with a glimpse of the decisive moments at which the 

                                                           
108 Vaggelis Karamanolakis, Ilias Nikolakopoulos, Tasos Sakellaropoulos (Eds), Η Μεταπολίτευση 74-75: 

Στιγμές μιας μετάβασης [The Metapolitefsi 1974-1975: Moments of transition], Themelio Press, Athens, 2016, P 

28-29 
109 See for example, Stathis Kalyvas, ‘Η κουλτούρα της Μεταπολίτευσης [The culture of the metapolitefsi]’, 

Kathimerini, 14 December 2008 and Stathis Kalyvas, ‘Το μετέωρο βήμα της μεταπολίτευσης [The suspended 

step of the metapolitefsi]’, Kathimerini, 30 August 2015. 
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transition to democracy was shaped. The Metapolitefsi, 1974-75 encourages the reader to 

view the relationship between the dictatorship and the subsequent historical phase in a 

different light. In contrast to the established popular narratives concerning the colonels’ junta 

and the years preceding it, the seven years of the dictatorship should not be perceived as a 

“historical accident”, or a historical side-track in which the country’s development froze for 

seven years. Instead, the relationship between the political, economic and ideological context 

of the predictatorial years and the dictatorship itself should come to the fore of historical 

research. Following the same logic, 1974 should not be perceived as a momentary break, but 

as part of a transitional process of numerous ruptures, which, in many ways, constitutes the 

first part of the metapolitefsi as a period. 

Metapolitefsi: Greece in the Crossroads of Two Centuries, a collective volume edited by 

Manos Avgeridis, Efi Gazi and Kostis Kornetis, seeks to achieve something similar to, yet 

very different from The Metapolitefsi, 1974-75. By using Mikhail Bakhtin’s concept of the 

“chronotope” as a guiding thread through the subject, the editors of the volume propose an 

approach to the metapolitefsi that manages to treat it simultaneously “as an epoch, a historical 

period, a process under development, a space, a field, a transitional path, a transition of 

multiple definitions depending on the expectations and the plans of each subject”110. Bakhtin 

found the concept of the chronotope (time-space) in Physics and specifically in Einstein’s 

theory of relativity, but proposed a different use of it, applied in the historical analysis of 

literature111. However, it was Hayden White who proposed the term as a tool for the historical 

examination of the 19th century. In the latter’s words:  

 

The experience of a chronotope is at once more concrete and more real than the experience of a ‘period’ 

could ever be, because whereas the notion of a period directs attention to the interplay of process and change, 

continuities and discontinuities, that of the chronotope directs attention to social systems of constraints, required 

repressions, permissible sublimations, strategies of subordination and domination, and tactics of exclusion, 

suppression, and destruction effected by a local system of social encodations
112. 

 

With essays on such diverse subjects as the changing forms of protest from the end of the 

civil war until the 1980s (99), the changing habits in the consumption of whiskey (317) and 

                                                           
110 Manos Avgeridis, Efi Gazi and Kostis Kornetis (eds), Μεταπολίτευση: Η Ελλάδα στο μεταίχμιο δύο αιώνων 

[Metapolitefsi: Greece at the crossroads of two centuries] Themelio Press, Athens, 2015, p 17. 
111 M. Bakhtin, ‘Forms of Time and of the Chronotope in the Novel’, in M. Bakhtin, The Dialogic Imagination: 

Four Essays, University of Texas Press, Austin, 1981, p 84 
112 Hayden White, ‘The ‘Nineteenth Century’ as Chronotope’, in H. White, The Fiction of Narrative, The Johns 

Hopkins University Press, Baltimore, 2010, p 237 
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the changes in the narratives of national ideology and identity throughout those 40 odd years 

(246), Metapolitefsi: Greece in the Crossroads of Two Centuries, provides a platform for the 

establishment of the metapolitefsi as a historical subject of research. It gives its readers a 

chace to glimpse into the works of emerging researchers and sidelined subjects, and brings 

questions on the nature of the period, its duration, beginnings and ends, to the center of 

attention, setting the stage for further discussions and studies. I wish to propose that the 

present research should be read in the light of the emerging historiographical tendency 

described above. In other words, the narrative it constructs, as well as its structure and form 

of presentation should be read as part of the history of the metapolitefsi. The history of 

postmodernism in Greece cannot be seen as a subject in isolation from the unfolding of the 

history of the metapolitefsi, while questions regarding the period’s internal characteristics, 

socio-economic and cultural changes are a guiding thread through which the narrative of the 

history of postmodernism is mapped. The present thesis is a history of ideas taking place in 

the metapolitefsi; and thus, the history of the ideas it tells shares the limitations, horizons, 

hopes and possibilities that the period itself did. 

 

 

 

1.1. b. Periodizing Metapolitefsi 

 

Following the periodizing logic described in the preceding section, in what follows I will 

present the five sub-periods of the period under examination, along with their main historical 

features. This section, aims to serve the purpose of presenting, in as much a “condensed” 

form as possible, the crucial historical facts, changes and gradual socio-political shifts that 

took place in these 40 years of modern Greek history that are the focus of this research. This 

brief macro-historical narrative however, does not purport to present itself as a 

comprehensive history of the period under examination. The only goal this attempt seeks to 

achieve is to present the main historical developments of the metapolitefsi to the readers who 

are not familiar with late-modern Greek history, while at the same time it will clarify the 

logic behind my project’s periodization. 
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I. 1974-1981 

 

The politico-cultural foundations of the character of the metapolitefsi were set during this 

first sub-period. The conservative party of Nea Democratia was elected government in 1974 

aiming to organize the political transition to parliamentary democracy. 

In August 1975, the trial of the dictatorship’s leading members (known as the trial of the 

torturers) sentenced the three generals who led the coup in 1967, to death, while on the same 

day; the government reduced their sentence to lifetime imprisonment, in an attempt to 

appease the massive public demands for violent retribution113.  

On December 1974, a referendum of massive participation decided with a significant 

majority (69%) for the abolition of the institution of monarchy, and the change of the 

constitution, into a presidential, parliamentary democracy. On the 23rd of September 1974 the 

Greek communist party (KKE) as well as all the rest of the Greek left-wing parties, were 

declared legal. It is important to note, that until that day, all the parties of communist 

tendencies in Greece had been illegal since 1936. In 1977 the first national elections in which 

the KKE was allowed to participate and the first elections ever under a constitution of 

presidential parliamentary democracy took place. N.D and Konstantinos Karamanlis 

managed to win this round of elections with a very high percentage of votes. 

In 1976, the notorious “linguistic issue” was officially solved. The language spoken in the 

everyday social exchanges by the majority of the Greek citizens (the oral Greek, which 

included words and linguistic elements originating from ancient Greek, Latin, Arabic and 

Slavic dialects) was Koini Neoelleniki (Standard Modern Greek). On the other hand, the State 

as well as all the official public and state related institutions was forced to use another version 

of the Greek language. An artificial dialect invented by scholars in the beginning of the 19th 

century, with the aim to imitate ancient Greek and to be “pure of any foreign linguistic 

elements”, Katharevousa (καθαρευουσα) i.e “cleansed” or “purified” Greek, was the only 

Greek dialect recognized by the State and its institutions.  

In 1976, the minister of culture abolished the use of Katharevousa, and proposed its 

replacement by the Koini Neoelleniki. That was a change of significant cultural and symbolic 

overtones, since it tore down the elitist walls that separated the government from the citizens, 

                                                           
113 Yannis Voulgaris, Η Μεταπολιτευτική Ελλάδα 1974-2009, 2013, p 84 
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and it proved that the government of the period was taking immense distance from the 

political culture of the pre-dictatorship era. 

In May 1979, Greece signed the treaty of accession to the EEC, which became formally 

valid in 1989. It was in essence in 1979, that the Greek public discourse started to turn more 

and more to the direction of Europe. It was around these years, that the press and the 

moderate and right-wing politicians begun to refer continuously to “Greece’s deeper 

European Identity” and to the need for Greece to follow the European “rhythms of 

development”. The gradually increasing insistence of the press and the government 

representatives with the “European prospects” of Greece that would dominate the public 

sphere in the next 30 years of the metapolitefsi has its roots in the years of the end of the first 

sub-period.  

Finally, in the years between 1974-1981, a large number of newspapers and Journals that 

belonged to or were affiliated with specific political organizations became legal again, or 

where formally recognized for the first time. During the same sub-period, the legislation that 

gave the police the freedom to torture prisoners was abolished, while “the legal articles 

regarding the protection of individuals from arbitrary detention or removal of citizenship for 

political reasons were strengthened”114. 

 

 

II. 1981-1989 

 

Both the national elections of 1981 and of 1985 were won by P.A.S.O.K (ΠΑΣΟΚ i.e 

Panhellenic Socialist Movement). Both the party’s character and its route throughout the 

years that followed resembled those of the European center-left parties of the same period 

(for example the P.D in Italy, or the Labour Party in the U.K). 

The state established the celebration of the 17th of November as a day of remembrance for 

the uprising of the students against the dictatorship in 1973. “Family law was radically 

modernized, the institution of dowry was abolished, adultery ceased to be an illegal 

punishable crime, the right to civil marriage was officially recognized, and the right to vote 

for those who are 18 years of age was introduced for the first time”115. 

The already massive participation in social and political organizations as well as in the 

official state institutions and electoral procedures presented an even more significant 

                                                           
114 Yannis Voulgaris, Η Μεταπολιτευτική Ελλάδα 1974-2009, 2013, p 186  
115 Yannis Voulgaris, Η Μεταπολιτευτική Ελλάδα 1974-2009, 2013, p 103-104 
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increase. It was because of the opening up of so many new “channels” of communication 

between the social movements, the society at large and the political parties, that took place at 

that period that the political parties of the following decades (and especially PASOK and ND) 

managed to maintain such an increased public appeal. In contrast to most of the European 

countries during that sub-period, the rate of participation both in the national elections and in 

a number of other important institutions, in Greece, kept constantly increasing. The emphasis 

on the references to Greece’s “European direction” was combined with a gradual change in 

the identities of the political parties and organizations. 

During this sub-period, the institution of the “chair” in the universities was abolished, and 

this was the first stage to an important series of changes in the intellectual and cultural sphere 

of the country. Until 1982, Universities were managed by a group of Professors who held an 

academic chair. This position was held for life, and could only be appointed to one by the 

government officials in the Ministry of Education. Since the constitutional change of 1982, 

universities are managed by an administrative council, whose members are democratically 

elected by the members of each department (in autonomy from both state and government), 

and in which after a further legal reformation in the same period, representatives of the 

students are also included. 

After the implementation of such reformations, a large number of progressive left wing 

intellectuals, academics or artists, were hired for the first time in public positions of important 

symbolic and cultural influence (universities, public radio and television channels etc). 

This sub-period ends with an interval of significant political instability between 1989 and 

1990. A series of scandals about government corruption emerged and derailed the political 

atmosphere of the country. The high moment of the period of corruption charges and 

scandals, was the “Koskotas scandal”:  

 

Koskotas, starting as a bank clerk, managed in a period of less than two years to become the 

owner of a powerful complex of banks, media channels and football teams by illegally appropriating the 

deposits of the bank he initially worked in. Throughout this process of illegal enrichment, he managed to form 

privileged relations with certain prominent members of the governing party
116.  

 

The developments in the Koskotas scandal were significant for multiple reasons. Firstly, 

because it was the first major scandal in Greece, which implicated the Greek media during 

the very first period, in which the private radio and television stations were established. 

                                                           
116 Yannis Voulgaris, Η Μεταπολιτευτική Ελλάδα 1974-2009, 2013, p 118 
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Secondly, because in its climax, the Koskotas scandal lead to the resignation of a large 

number of major PASOK members, and in the detention of a large number of PASOK 

officials in the public sector. 

Thus, PASOK lost power in the elections of 1989 in the midst of very hostile public 

sentiments. After two consecutive emergency governments between the july of 1989 and 

April of 1990, N.D under the leadership of Kostas Mitsotakis won the elections of 1990 

 

 

 

III. 1989-1993 

 

Thus Greece faced the tremendous global historical changes of 1989-1991 in the midst of 

unprecedented internal turbulence. In 1991 Greece signed the treaty of Maastricht which 

established the framework in which the participating countries would move, until the 

introduction of the common European currency (the Euro) on New Year’s Eve 2000. For 

Greece, the official participation in the Euro zone and the use of the euro would begin one 

year later (2001)117. 

This sub-period was primarily characterized by intense developments in the field of 

foreign policy. Particularly, they mainly had to do with the increasing tensions between 

Greece and its newly established neighboring state of Macedonia. The Macedonian Issue as it 

came to be known in the years that followed was the source of serious political conflicts both 

in foreign and domestic politics, while its influence led to the conservativisation of the Greek 

public, and the return of nationalism in the central political stage. Due to the party’s internal 

disagreements on the Macedonian issue the government of N.D resigned in 1993 and led the 

country to early elections. 

Finally, it is worth mentioning that the Macedonian issue initiated intense disagreements 

not only on the political level of the Greek public discourse, but in the scientific and cultural 

levels as well. In the universities, in the press and other media, primarily historians, 

anthropologists and political scientists began long debates concerning the Macedonian issue 

itself, as well as the national and cultural identity of modern Greece in general. 

 

 

                                                           
117 Yannis Voulgaris, Η Μεταπολιτευτική Ελλάδα 1974-2009, 2013, p 126 
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IV. 1993-2004 

 

In 1993, with the election of PASOK in the government, began one of the longest periods 

of political and ideological hegemony that a political party has enjoyed in contemporary 

Greek history. PASOK served for an unfinished term from 1993 until 1996, when its leader 

and Prime Minister Andreas Papandreou passed away. His position in the party and after the 

elections of 1996 in the position of Prime Minister was claimed by Kostas Simitis. The 

change in the head of PASOK also marked a change in the party’s political identity, but also 

a severe change in Modern Greek politics and public culture as well. 

For sociologists, political scientists (like Voulgaris) and journalists of all types, this sub-

period is commonly referred to as the Simitis period. This title is not merely a preference on 

behalf of analysts and theorists to the person of Kostas Simitis (although in many cases it is 

that as well), but it signifies the importance that he and his governments had in the reshaping 

of the Greek economic and cultural sphere during these long 8 years. Simitis himself 

described the goals of his governments (mainly in terms of the economy, but also in terms of 

politics, state management and civil society) under the concept of modernization118. The 

public discourse used by the governments of that period described Greece as a country that 

had “delayed getting on the train of development” and as a country that needed to catch up 

with the European rhythms of progressive change; to be “modernized”.  

Apart from the vagueness of the term as regards its cultural aspects and in reference to the 

mentalités of the Greek people, modernization in the realm of the economy and of state 

planning had a very particular end. The goal of this induced modernization process would be 

the entrance of Greece into the EMU and the euro zone. The majority of references to Europe 

or the economy in general during that sub-period revolved around the subject of the common 

currency, while from the late 1990s and onwards, the second most favorable subject of 

reference in the public discourse became the Olympic Games that were to be held in Athens 

in 2004. 

During the Simitis period, the living standards of the middle classes (which had grown 

noticeably in size during the previous two decades) rose to unprecedented levels. The sales of 

consumer goods increased significantly119, the construction industry became one of the 

                                                           
118 Yiorgos Stathakis, Ο ατελέσφορος εκσυγχρονισμός [the ineffective modernization], Vivliorama, Athens, 2007 
119 Trefon babiles, ‘Ουίσκι σε αυθονία: Μεταπολίτευση, διεθνής καπιταλισμός και εθνογραφικές πτηχές της 

νεοτερικότητας στην Ελλάδα [Whiskey in abundance: Metapolitefsi, international capitalism, and ethnographic 
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leading sectors of development and capital flow in the country and a great deal of important 

privatizations took place. 

During that sub-period (and especially between 1999 and 2004), universities had a far 

larger number of employees, researchers and professors than in any other period of Modern 

Greek history. This lead to significant improvements in the publishing, and circulation of 

journals and books, and the organization and maintenance of archives; while due to the 

overall increase of economic resources, a great deal of new journals, magazines or even 

entirely new publishing companies appeared. It was also during that sub-period that the first 

private funded colleges appeared in the major Greek cities (mainly Athens and Thessaloniki), 

most of which were branches of American and English private universities. 

Finally the widespread discomfort with the growing phenomena of corruption in the public 

sector led to a dramatic decrease in the rate of citizens’ participation in political organizations 

and institutions. The increasing discomfort with the high levels of corruption in most fields of 

social reality along with a ceaseless increase of the unemployment rates lead to the crushing 

defeat of PASOK in the elections of 2004. 

 

V. 2004-2009 

 

For the five years of this last sub-period, politics were gradually sidelined by the economy. 

The discomfort that had already grown so much over the previous years, rose to even higher 

levels, due to the inertia of the Government of ND against the persisting unemployment rates, 

but also, because of the soaring accusations for corruption which burst in the form of scandals 

either against the governing party or against the opposition.  

The sociopolitical agenda of the period was dominated by discussions around the “belated 

modernization” of the economy; albeit in a very different way than in the previous sub-

periods. The only large scale legislative reformation in relation to the economy that the 

government attempted to pass concerned the legal framework on which academic institutions 

functioned. The government’s proposed legislative change would provide the public 

universities with the ability to be legally funded by the private sector. 

The reformation encountered an extreme wave of reactions from academic, political 

organizations, and trade unions, and thus only certain minor articles of the reformation were 

voted by the parliament. Nevertheless, this conflict around the future of the academic 

                                                                                                                                                                                     
aspects of modernity in Greece]’, in Μεταπολίτευση: Η Ελλάδα στο μεταίχμιο δύο αιώνων [Metapolitefsi: 

Greece at the crossroads of two centuries] Themelio Press, Athens, 2015, p 317-331 
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institutions encouraged a new debate concerning the future of the Greek academia in 

particular and the relation of the university to society in general.  

In the early elections of 2007, N.D was elected government once more, only this time with 

a far smaller percentage than ever before. The elections of 2007 were the first national 

elections in which an ultra-rightwing political party managed to enter the parliament since the 

end of the dictatorship (L.A.O.S national, popular, orthodox unity. ΛΑΟΣ).  

On the 6th of December 2008 the government of N.D came face to face with prolonged 

civil unrest on the occasion of the murder of a young boy by a police officer at the center of 

Athens. The events of December shocked a large part of the Greek society and became the 

motive for extensive public debates on the relation between violence and politics. For more 

than a month the Athenian newspapers would print almost nothing but news concerning the 

clashes at the center of Athens, while prominent historians, sociologists and legal theorists 

initiated relevant conversations in the daily press. 

From 2007 and onwards, the signs of the world economic crisis were becoming gradually 

more and more evident in the local context. The government’s indecisiveness faced with a 

deteriorating economy lead to a debt crisis of immense proportions. The social instability 

caused by the crisis in turn, resulted in the government’s resignation and the call for early 

elections. On the 7th of June 2009, PASOK was elected government under the leadership of 

George Papandreou. 

In the few years that followed the breaking out of the economic crisis, the majority of the 

conceptual and symbolic features that characterized the metapolitefsi since its beginning120, 

came to an end.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                           
120 Nikolas Sevastakis, Κοινότοπη Χώρα [commonplace country], Savvalas, Athens, 2004 
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1.2 A brief history of higher education and the public sphere in Greece 

 

The history of the Greek University, from the establishment of the first departments and 

the formation of the first fully functional and well-organized schools in the urban centers of 

Greece (primarily Athens and Salonika), has been the subject of significant, in-depth studies. 

Kostas Lappas’s University and Students in Greece in the 19th century, and Vaggelis 

Karamanolakis’s The formation of the historical science and the teaching of history at the 

University of Athens 1837-1932, are two massive researches that stand as ideal examples of 

the substantial work that has been carried out in the relevant field throughout the last 20 

years121. But as one can easily deduce by the titles and the particular subjects of the examples 

mentioned above, the Greek university has been primarily studied in the context of the 19th 

and its transition into the 20th century. The second half of the 20th century, and especially the 

post-1974 era remains largely unexamined and under-researched. Most of the information 

and accounts regarding the history of the university during the metapolitefsi can be found in 

volumes of conference and symposia proceedings122 and in books of political polemics123. 

The most complete account of the history of the university during the metapolitefsi so far, can 

be found in Antonios Lianos’s The ever pending university reforms124. The range of its 

sources, and the details of its form make it the most complete and authoritative account on 

the subject written so far. 

Contrary to the history of the university, the history of intellectuals in the 20th century in 

Greece has received much less attention (with the notable exception of the famous literary 

                                                           
121 Kostas Lappas, Παεπιστήμιο και φοιτητές στην Ελλάδα κατα τον 19ο αιώνα [University and Students in 

Greece in the 19th century], Ethniko Edrema Erevnon. Instituto neoellenikon ereunon, Athens, 2004. Vaggelis 

Karamanolakis, Η συγκρότηση της Ιστορικής επιστήμης και η διδασκαλία της ιστορίας στο Πανεπιστήμιο Αθηνών 

1837-1932, [The formation of the historical science and the teaching of history at the University of Athens 

1837-1932], Ethniko Edrema Erevnon. Instituto neoellenikon ereunon, Athens, 2006. See also: Kostas 

Gavroglou, Vaggelis Karamanolakis, Haedo Barkoula (eds), Το Πανεπιστήμιο Αθηνών και η ιστορία του 1837- 

1937 [The University of Athens and its history 1837-1937], Panepistemiakes Ekdoses Kretes, 2014 
122 For example, see: Πρακτικά του διεθνούς συμποσίου Πανεπιστήμιο: Ιδεολογία και παιδεία, ιστορική διάσταση 

και προοπτικές [Proceedings from the international symposium University: Ideology and education, historical 

dimensions and prospects], Istoriko archeo ellenikes neoleas, genike grammatea neas genias, Athens, 1989. Το 

Πανεπιστήμιο στην Ελλάδα σήμερα, οικονομικές και πολιτικές διαστάσεις, [The university in Greece today, 

economic, social and political dimensions], Idrema Saki Karagiorga, Athens, 1991. A Mitropoulos, N. 

Maraveyias, A. Metsos (eds), Το Πανεπιστήμιο σήμερα, όψεις της κρίσης και βήματα προσαρμογής, [The 

university today, aspects of the crisis and steps towards adjustment], Themelio, Athens, 2010   
123 For example, see: Giorgos Stamates, Ο Νεοφιλελεύθερος εναγγαλισμός του πανεπιστημίου, [The University’s 

neoliberal embrace], Kapseme, Athens, 2008. And Η υπεράσπιση του άρθρου 16 και η ακαδημαική αναβάθμιση 

του πανεπιστημίου [the defence for article 16 and the academic upgrading of the public university], Instituto 

Nikos Poulantzas, Athens, 2007 
124 Antonios Liannos, Το εκκρεμές της πανεπιστημιακής μεταρρύθμισης, [The ever pending university reforms], 

Ekdoses Papazese, Athens, 2012 
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generation of the 1930s). The history of the public sphere or even more generally the history 

of the Greek civil society has been barely researched in the local and international literature. 

The few exceptions on this subject can be found in certain studies on the role and function of 

the media in the post-1980 Greek metapolitefsi; mainly coming from researchers in the field 

of sociology and more particularly media studies125. Research on intellectuals has been going 

through a gradual renaissance in recent years, while the scarcity of studies on the public 

sphere can be interpreted through the fact that the successive authoritarian regimes governing 

the country throughout the 20th century and their various ways of suppressing political and 

intellectual expression, render the public sphere a subject hard to approach un-

problematically. The present chapter draws heavily from Lianos’s work and follows his 

narrative closely, while further details or particularities on specific moments and subjects of 

the history of the intellectuals and the universities in the metapolitefsi can be found in the 

further bibliographical references supporting the present narrative. 

The subtitle of Lianos’s book, from the democratization of the metapolitefsi to the 

constellation of the Bologna Process was the description of a historical transition which, I 

believe, captures perfectly the essence of the transformation that the Greek university 

underwent during the metapolitefsi. The history of the Greek university during the 

metapolitefsi unfolded between two symbolic ‘pillars’; namely, democratization and 

neoliberal reform. Thus, we could divide this narrative schematically into two periods: The 

first period starting in 1974 with the transition to democracy and lasting roughly until 1990, 

will be labelled the period of ‘democratization’. During this period, the main goal of the 

governments and the majority of the people employed in higher education was to change the 

institutions towards a more open and democratic function. In other words, their goal, and 

especially the goal of the 1981 government of PASOK, was to de-dictatorialize the 

university, as well as all the state-related institutions. The second period began roughly in 

1990-1991 and its defining features survived well until the end of the overall period under 

                                                           
125 See for example: Jennifer Clarke, Asteris Houliaras & Dimitris Sotiropoulos (Eds), Austerity and the Third 

Sector in Greece: Civil Society at the European Frontline, Ashgate Publishing, 2015. Maria Kontochristou 

(Editor), Ταυτότητα και ΜΜΕ στη σύγχρονη Ελλάδα [Identity and Media in Modern Greece], Papazisi 

Publishers, Athens, 2007. Constantinos Tsoucalas, ‘Οι διανοούμενοι στην εποχή των ΜΜΕ [Intellectuals in the 

age of Media]’, To Vema, 14 April, 2002. In certain occasions, the two have been studied together; see for 

example: Moyses Boudourides, ‘Πανεπιστήμιο και κοινωνία των πολιτών: Στοιχεία και περιπτώσεις 

αποικιοποίησης της ανώτατης εκπαίδευσης στις ΗΠΑ [University and civil society: data and cases of the 

colonization of higher education in the USA]’, in Το Πανεπιστήμιο σήμερα: Όψεις της κρίσης και βήματα 

προσαρμογής, A. Dimitropoulos, N. Maraveyias, A. Mitsos (eds), Themelio Press, Athens, 2010, p 136-147  
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examination in 2010. This second period was mostly characterized by disputes and conflicts 

regarding the attempts made by the governing parties towards the ‘neoliberal reformation’ of 

the university. During the first period, both governments and academics struggled to establish 

an autonomous university with a free physiognomy for the first time in the country’s history 

by appealing to the paradigms set by the universities of central Europe and especially France. 

In the second period, an organized attempt to fully adopt, and to adapt to, what was 

understood as the European model of higher education was taking place, since most of the 

second period was characterized by the dream of constructing a ‘United Europe’, and thus, of 

a common European educational policy126.  

The fall of the dictatorship in 1974 did not just mark the end of a 7-year military junta, but 

it violently brought back to surface the massive social desires for democracy and freedom of 

movement and expression. These demands and desires had been suppressed since the end of 

the Second World War and the bloody history of the civil war. Thus, just as soon as the new 

government of K. Karamanlis took power in 1974, it had to respond to a need for 

democratization that far surpassed in proportion the colonels’ 7-year oppression. Already in 

1974, the 70-day all-party government that was meant to manage the political situation in 

Greece until the first free post-dictatorial elections took place, made the first move towards a 

democratic reform of the university. On 17 August 1974, the first committee for the 

reconstitution of the universities was formed, with the aim of preparing the outlines of the 

necessary reforms that the following governments should undertake with regards to higher 

education. Charing this committee was the undersecretary of education Dimitris Tsatsos, and 

the members of the committee were prominent academics from Greece and abroad. 

Particularly, Sakis Karagiorgas, Nicos Poulantzas, Emmanuel Andronikos, Konstantinos 

Kribas, Dimitris Fatouros, Dimitris Maronitis, and Nicos Mouzelis127. A year later, on 6 June 

1975, an expanded version of the original committee (this time under the name ‘Euregenes 

committee’) would consign its final bill draft to the Karamanlis government. The law 

proposed was not in reality a fully fledged legal framework according to which the entire 

Greek academic system could function, but it entailed certain proposals that signified the 

radically different perceptions of the role of the university that the members of the committee 

had. 

                                                           
126 A similar argument can be found in Gravaris D., Papadakis N. (eds), Εκπαίδευση και εκπαιδευτική πολιτική: 

Μεταξύ κράτους και αγοράς [Education and educational policy: Between the state and the market], Savvalas, 

Athens, 2005 
127 Antonios Liannos, Το εκκρεμές της πανεπιστημιακής μεταρρύθμισης, 2012, p 44 
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The legislative outline contained such notable proposals, as the recognition of the 

academic sanctuary128 and the prohibition of the policing of members of academia; the 

granting of the right to students to elect and be elected in departmental elections; and most 

importantly, the abolition of the chair, and the reorganization of the universities into 

departments129. From these proposals we can distinguish two central issues that seemed to be 

the main stakes in the democratic reformation of the university for the members of the 

committee at the time, and which would remain the central stakes of the democratization 

process until the end of the 1980s: First, the idea that as many of the people involved in the 

university possible should be engaged with and represented in its function and management 

(mainly through the professors’, students’ and university workers’ unions, and associations). 

That way, its internal democracy, and the transparency in its management would be 

guaranteed. Second, the idea that the university should be as autonomous and free as possible 

from centers of authority and power that are external to it (that mainly meant the government 

and the army). The struggle for autonomy was best reflected in the struggle for the 

establishment of the academic sanctuary, which would protect academic researchers from the 

violent physical and ideological interference of the authorities with the production of 

knowledge and the exchange of ideas. The struggle for autonomy as a vital part of 

democratization was also reflected in the proposal for the reorganization of the university into 

departments. The abolition of the institution of the chair and the division of universities into 

schools and of the schools into departments was the most important proposal in the legislative 

outline, and it would remain a central stake until its implementation in 1982. According to 

Liannos, in a text they wrote during their participation in the Tsatsos committee, Nicos 

Mouzelis and Nicos Poulantzas, claimed that:  

 

There is a close relationship between the teachers’ hierarchy and the way of teaching. More 

importantly, the cumulative and monocratic system of the chair, especially in the way it functions in the social 

sciences, leads to a system of teaching that is formalistic and dogmatic. [...] The departments, at least in the way 

in which they function in the Anglo-Saxon countries are not solely defined according to intra-scientific criteria. 

A department is not just an autonomous academic unit but at the same time and more importantly, it has 

autonomy in both education and research
130. 

                                                           
128 In fear of a possible recurrence of the dreadful events of 1973, when the police and military attacked, injured 

and killed numerous university students who had occupied the Athens Polytechnic and Law schools, ever since 

1975, University spaces in Greece are legally registered sanctuaries where police intervention is not allowed 

unless permission is given by all the participants in the governing bodies of the University. 
129 Antonios Liannos, Το εκκρεμές της πανεπιστημιακής μεταρρύθμισης, 2012, p 45-46 
130 Cited in Antonios Liannos, Το εκκρεμές της πανεπιστημιακής μεταρρύθμισης, 2012, p 46-47. Whenever a 

quote or citation is translated I indicate the name of the translator, while in the cases where a name is not given 
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Furthermore, the fact that so many intellectuals who were strongly identified with the left, 

like Mouzelis and Poulantzas participated in such a committee after an invitation by the 

government indicated that something was about to change radically in the local state of 

things. In 1977-1978, the Karamanlis government formed a new committee for the 

reformation of higher education, under the supervision of the undersecretary of education 

Athanasios Taliadouros. In contrast to the previous committees, the Taliadouros committee 

was mostly composed of lawyers and legal advisors, while none of the major left intellectuals 

we encountered in the previous committees were involved in the reformation plans of the 

Karamanlis governments. Although a large part of the proposals of the previous committees 

(Tsatsos and Euregenes) were adopted in the legal drafts of the Taliadouros committee, the 

governments’ proposals in the Parliament did not include the abolition of the chair. 

According to the proposals of the Karamanlis government, Junior academics would no longer 

be employed under those holding a chair, but would be directly employed by the departments. 

At the same time, the government established the Higher Education Council, whose aim was 

‘to design the policy that should be followed in higher education’131.  

The proposals mentioned above constituted the core of law 815 which the government of 

Nea Democratia (New Democracy) attempted to pass on various occasions between 1978 and 

1980. The first major reactions against law 815 erupted in the spring of 1978, when the 

(in)famous 100-day strike of the academics and university personnel took place. Reaction 

against law 815 was massive, while the fact that such widespread opposition emerged in a 

period characterized more by consent rather than conflict is indicative of the significance of 

these massive responses to the government’s legislative proposals. Reactions against the 

proposed legal reform were so widespread, because individuals of different groups of 

interests involved with the university, (junior professors, students, university workers etc) 

opposed different aspects of the law. The students and the left-wing student unions (who 

were hegemonic in the university at the time) along with the junior academics opposed the 

proposed law because it would not abolish the institution of the chair, and because it would 

not recognize the full participation of the students’ association in the management of the 

departments. Furthermore, most of the organizations and individuals associated with the 

university opposed the law because the establishment of the Higher Education Council 

                                                                                                                                                                                     
(as for example in the translations of the newspaper articles) then the readers of the present account should 

always consider that the texts have been translated by me. 
131 Antonios Liannos, Το εκκρεμές της πανεπιστημιακής μεταρρύθμισης, 2012, p 52 
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directly questioned and sabotaged the departments’ autonomy from the government. Full 

professors on the other hand, opposed the law because by dividing universities into schools 

and departments and taking away their absolute authority over junior academics and 

university staff it threatened their power, and it set the foundations for a long-term challenge 

to the institution of the chair. 

When PASOK won the elections of 1981, the prospect of democratizing the state, state-

related institutions and the public sector became the central stake in local politics and in the 

party’s political agenda.  In PASOK’s efforts towards democratization, the reformation of the 

university became the center of attention, since it epitomized this air of freedom and change 

so much advocated by the newly elected party. Law 1268/82 was the crystallization of 

PASOK’s rationale with regards to the democratization of the university, and its first major 

step towards the broader democratization of the Greek society132. Looking at some of the 

law’s general principles can be very illuminating regarding the significance of the law in 

question for the Greek post-dictatorial society of the early 1980s: The state had the obligation 

to provide all its citizens with free access to higher education should they wish to pursue it. 

The Universities were not only obliged to produce and transmit knowledge and advance their 

scientific fields, or the arts, but they also had the task of educating, and thus forming, 

responsible citizens, with a scientific, social, cultural, and political conscience that 

corresponded to the needs of the Greek society. Academic freedom in teaching, research and 

the free movement of ideas was guaranteed in all universities and all university spaces. The 

chair was abolished. The student’s associations would be represented in the university bodies 

through student elections, while the positions of representatives in the university bodies 

would be held for the period of one year. The universities would be divided into schools, and 

the schools would be bringing together scientific fields that were relative to each other and 

would guarantee the development of their interaction. The schools would be divided into 

departments, and each department would cover a specific, autonomous, scientific object of 

study. Finally, each department would be managed by a Departmental Assembly formed by 

all the faculty members regardless of their status, and by the students’ representatives133. 

Already in the years before 1982, and mainly since the late 1970s, various intellectuals 

and academics from the local universities and abroad publicly expressed and debated their 

views and opinions on what the future of the Greek universities and the coordinates of the 

                                                           
132 For more on the process of democratization see: V. Karamanolakis, ‘From the fall of the ‘junta’ to ‘Change’: 

the ‘timid’ transition of higher education in Greece (1974-1982)’. Espacio, Tiempo y Educación 2, 2015, (2), p 

33-48.  
133 Antonios Liannos, Το εκκρεμές της πανεπιστημιακής μεταρρύθμισης, 2012, p 76-83 
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reforms should be in the local press. The vast majority of them belonged to the ranks of the 

left. The fact that so many left-wing intellectuals could express their opinions in popular 

publications that were considered right or center-right (like To Vema, Ta Nea, and He 

Kathimerini) is an indicator of two major changes that were taking place at the time. On the 

one hand, this fact reflected the rising ideological hegemony of left-leaning discourse in the 

Greek society of the early metapolitefsi. The positions of PASOK, which presented itself as a 

socialist party during this early period; just as in the largest part of the 1990s were over-

represented in the dominant public discourse. On the other hand, this fact also shows that the 

right-wing establishment of the period was making important efforts to ‘forget’ the divisions 

and the enmities that largely shaped the 20th century in the country’s politics, and to create a 

sphere of open public dialogue. 

Thus, from as early as 1974-75 and especially after 1982, we observe the gradual 

formation of a truly public sphere in Greece. The ideological hegemony of left-discourse 

during the first terms of PASOK’s governments is of immense importance for anyone who 

wishes to understand the metapolitefsi and its intellectual currents in total. PASOK’s slogan 

for the elections of 1981, ‘Change’ crystallized the massive popular demands for 

democratization, and the party’s populist agenda in the clearest and most successful way 

possible. Even though PASOK described its own program as that of a socialist reformation, 

the reason behind PASOK’s massive appeal and landslide victory was not its socialist 

agenda, but the fact that its leader had managed to successfully promise the democratization 

of the institutions and of society as a whole. Papanderou promised to open the state and the 

public sector to the majority of the population, which so far had been excluded from most 

sectors of public life. The university reforms, in other words the construction of a truly public 

university for the majority of citizens for the first time was the first such symbolic move 

towards ‘Change’134. 

The ideological hegemony of PASOK can be seen in the examination of the first periods 

of the metapolitefsi in one more way. The majority of the articles in reference to the 

university and its reformation in the newspapers examined for this research project during the 

periods between 1974-1991, (even those that were in opposition to PASOK’s policies or even 

to law 1268/82), debated the future of the Greek universities within a particularly ‘left-wing’ 

framework. While for example some of those articles dealt with the issue of the university’s 

                                                           
134 For PASOK’s changing political character, agenda, and practices, see: E. Tsakalotos, ‘The Political Economy 

of Social Democratic Economic Policies: The PASOK experiment in Greece’. In A. Glyn (Ed.). Social 

Democracy in Neoliberal Times: The Left and Economic Policy since 1980. Oxford University Press, Oxford, 

2001. 
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‘efficiency’ or its technical inadequacies, the issue of efficiency was not discussed with 

arguments connecting it to the demands of the market, as was done more and more frequently 

throughout the later periods of the metapolitefsi, but with arguments regarding the 

university’s effectiveness in transmitting knowledge, or producing critical thought. The 

identification of efficiency with market imperatives, and economic performance that was 

gradually becoming dominant in the public discourse of the last sub-periods of the 

metapolitefsi, was still a marginal view in the 1980s.  

In essence, law 1268/82 was the single most important factor in the shaping of the 

university of the metapolitefsi. Despite the fact that it was never fully implemented and that it 

was also the source of various limitations in the future of the university departments, it was 

the absolute symbol of the construction of an autonomous national university from 1982 and 

onwards. Its core features characterized the university until the end of the 2000-2010 decade, 

when the institutional habitus and the main ideals of the university collided with the ideals of 

a neoliberal globalized academia. If the two symbolic ‘pillars’ at the two ends of the history 

of Greek higher education in the metapolitefsi were ‘democratization/de-dictatorialization’ on 

the one hand and ‘neoliberalization/professionalization’ on the other, then in the local public 

opinion the first was clearly symbolized by the passing of law 1268/82, and the second by the 

signing of the Bologna Declaration in 1999. An interesting observation that is telling of the 

public perceptions of these two ‘symbolic events’ can be found in the reactions against them. 

If law 1268/82 was opposed by the old academic establishment of the period, with 

conservative chair-holding professors leading the minor waves of reaction, then the attempted 

reforms inspired by the Bologna Process in the last years of the metapolitefsi were opposed 

by massive students’ movements and all the academic unions135. The difference between the 

forms and the scale of reaction in the two cases indicates that even in the end of the 

metapolitefsi and in the maelstrom of a neoliberal turn, higher education was still regarded as 

a public good by the majority of citizens and especially by those involved in it. Thus, 

attempts for its ‘professionalization’ as the reforming attempts that took place in the late 

2000s were labelled, were received with feelings more negative than of mere suspicion by the 

members of the academic community136.  

                                                           
135 Yiannis Maistors, ‘Συνοπτικός απολογισμός του κινήματος παιδείας [ A brief review of the educational 

movement]’, in Η υπεράσπιση του άρθρου 16 και η ακαδημαική αναβάθμιση του πανεπιστημίου [the defence for 

article 16 and the academic upgrading of the public university], Instituto Nikos Poulantzas, Athens, 2007, p 

316-323 
136  For a description of the Bologna Process see: http://ec.europa.eu/education/policy/higher-education/bologna-

process_en.htm   

 

http://ec.europa.eu/education/policy/higher-education/bologna-process_en.htm
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The constitutional reform and the passing of law 1268/82 in 1982 represented 

quintessentially the attempts of PASOK for the democratization of the state and education 

from above. From the perspective of what was taking place below, it is important to note that 

during the first two sub-periods of the metapolitefsi radical efforts were being made for the 

complete democratic transformation of the Greek academia in particular and the public 

sphere in general. Left-leaning intellectuals that were either exiled and imprisoned, or self-

exiled abroad during the dictatorship were returning and beginning to participate in the 

reshaping of the public sphere and politics during the first two sub-periods of the 

metapolitefsi.  

During the first 15 years of the metapolitefsi numerous periodicals and reviews with a 

small but steady readership were published and circulated throughout the country. Reviews 

magazines and interdisciplinary journals like Anti (1974-2008), Tetradia (1980-2012), O 

scholiastis (1983-1990), Sygchrona themata (1978-), Outopia (1992-) and O Politis (1975-

2008), played a decisive role in the shaping of the public sphere in the metapolitefsi. 

Publications like the ones mentioned above, along with numerous others (most of them short-

lived) functioned as spaces for open dialogue between intellectuals of the left, and as 

platforms for the diffusion and the popularization of old and new ideas. The increased 

mobility in the world of publications was not an isolated phenomenon. It was part of a wider 

process of social transformation reaching various different fields and social sectors. A large 

part of those participating in the writing, the edition and the publication of the 

aforementioned periodicals was employed in the field of education. Most of the major names 

in this process were university professors who had just started their academic careers during 

those first years of the metapolitefsi. Intellectuals like Nicos Mouzelis, Kosmas Psychopedis, 

Aggelos Elefantis, Eftyhis Bitsakis and others, were intimately involved in the shaping of 

public life and the exchange of ideas in the first half of the metapolitefsi.  

Kosmas Psychopedis (1944-2004), a Hegelian Marxist, had received a doctoral diploma 

from Frankfurt University, and after a decade of teaching there and at the University of 

Gottingen he returned to Greece and started teaching at the Panteion University of Athens in 

1981. He initiated the standing seminar on the theory and epistemology of the social sciences 

in 1982. Bimonthly meetings of the seminar, and presentations on numerous subjects on the 

theory, epistemology, and practice of the social sciences are still taking place in the 

University of Athens, while after his passing in 2004, the seminar was given his name in 

honour of his role and lifetime of contributions. In the course of the seminar some of the most 

important and influential thinkers of the local scene made their research and positions public 
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and engaged in dialogue on various related subjects. In 1987 he was appointed head of the 

National School of Public Administration; a position of significance in the efforts for the 

democratic reshaping of the state and the public sector. Finally, since 1990 he was one of the 

senior editors of the journal Aksiologika (a semiannual periodical on Theory and Critique).  

 Nicos Mouzelis (1939), a prominent professor of sociology in the London School of 

Economics, although he was never a permanent professor in the Greek academia, he 

frequently participated in the local public debates through articles in the local popular and 

academic press.  Eftyhis Bitsakis (1927), studied chemistry in the University of Athens and 

physics and philosophy of science in Paris VII. Upon his return to Greece in 1976 he became 

a master researcher at the National Research Center and in 1981 his was appointed the 

position of professor of philosophy at the University of Ioannina. He has been one of the 

senior editors of Sygchrona themata since 1978, and the leading editor of Outopia since 

1992.  

Aggelos Elefantis (1936-2008), studied anthropology and sociology in Paris Sorbonne and 

history in Ecole Pratique des Hautes Etudes between 1962 and 1976. Although he did not 

pursue a career in the university, upon his return, he became instantly involved in some of the 

most influential initiatives in local politics and the field of publications. He was the editor of 

O Politis, the most prominent and influential left-wing review of the metapolitefsi from its 

first issue (1975) until his death in 2008. Furthermore, he was one of the founders of the left-

wing newspaper He Epoche, and one of the regular editors of He Avge. Through his editorial 

work, his translations, his own articles in the popular press and his historical books, Elefantis 

had a powerful presence in the ranks of the local new-left and he managed to create some of 

the most pluralistic and open spaces of intellectual dialogue in modern Greek history.  

A fact that is telling of the centrality of the ideas, theories and ideologies of the left in the 

shaping of the metapolitefsi, is that the vast majority of the intellectuals mentioned above 

along with their closest friends and colleagues of similar biographies identified themselves as 

Marxists. Psychopedis and Elefantis continued to stress their Marxist perspective until their 

death. Mouzelis along with his fellow-sociologist Costas Tsoukalas started their careers as 

devoted innovators of Marxist methodologies and gradually abandoned their close 

relationship to Marxism throughout the second half of the metapolitefsi. Bitsakis remains an 

avowed Marxist and a member of the Greek extra-parliamentary left, while he was one of the 

main introducers of a materialist philosophy of science in the local academia.  The 

intellectuals and the publications mentioned above were some of the most influential actors 

and mediums in the shaping of the Greek public sphere during the metapolitefsi. We will 
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revisit their positions and their role in the unfolding of the history of postmodernism in the 

following chapters with further details later in the present text. It is important however, to 

clarify that the short biographies developed above were only part of a broader history, where 

numerous similar biographies intertwined in the course of those 40 odd years under 

examination. 

Democratization was inspired by the air of the French 1968, and most of the professors 

and public intellectuals who participated in its realization had studied, worked, or carried out 

research in France during the years of the dictatorship or even before. Thus, the ideas for 

democracy, socialism, or liberty prevalent at the time, in many ways were seen as part of a 

range of ideas brought from, or inspired by, a culture existing outside the boundaries of 

Greece. The theories and ideas brought from abroad in the case of democratization were 

internalized and integrated in the local context, giving rise to further inspiration and new 

perspectives on the local social reality. In contrast to democratization, The Bologna Process 

was presented, described, and felt as something brought from abroad, only this time, imposed 

on the local population from above. This narrative of a ‘foreign imposition’, as well as the 

proposed changes it brought to the Greek academia and consequently to the broader 

production and market of cultural goods, facilitated certain local economic and political elites 

who anticipated the private sector to be allowed into the sector of higher education for the 

first time in the country’s history. Furthermore, the intellectuals of the period, who found 

themselves facing a choice between opposing camps regarding the reforms on higher 

education, were evidently influenced by their own changing experiences of the Universities 

in Europe. While in the 1970s and 1980s the majority of the intellectuals aspired to the 

French paradigm of a state-funded higher education of autonomy and freedom, and was 

aiming for its emulation in the Greek framework, by the end of the 1990s the paradigm had 

shifted to the English-Speaking world, and the privatizations proposed were presented as part 

of the examples set in the United Kingdom and the USA, the new vanguards of 

modernization137. 

 After the two governmental terms of PASOK between 1981 and 1989, and the period of 

political turbulence and instability between 1989-1990, the party of New Democracy, under 

the leadership of Konstantinos Mitsotakis took power in April 1990. Already from the 

                                                           
137 See: D. Bok, Universities in the Market Place: The commercialization of Higher Education, Princeton 

University Press, Princeton, N.J, 2003. and Ch. Katsikas, Ευρωπαικός χώρος ανώτατης εκπαίδευσης και 

καπιταλιστική ανδιάρθρωση: Η μετάλλαξη του πανεπιστημίου [European higher education and capitalist 

restructuring: The transformation of the university], Gutenberg, Athens, 2005 
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beginning of the decade, with the Mitsotakis government, we can observe a shift in the 

political agenda with regards to higher education. K. Mistotakis was the first and until 

recently the only major Greek politician to have openly identified with the ideology of 

neoliberalism, while he claimed to be an admirer and follower of Margaret Thatcher, the most 

famous political figure of applied neoliberalism of the period. The Mitsotakis government 

never managed to carry out in full the economic program it intended to, and so the public 

sector was not radically reduced or privatized during its 3-year term. However, its brief stay 

in power was enough to initiate a significant change in the country’s political map that would 

unfold throughout the rest of the decade, and influence the ideology of both major parties for 

the remainder of the metapolitefsi. 

Two obstacles obstructed the Mitsotakis government’s program of economic liberalization 

in higher education. First, the fact that education had to change meaning and connotations in 

the public’s perception. The significance of the concept of ‘equal access’ to education, and of 

the perception of education as a public good had to be replaced by the rationale of 

entrepreneurship, and of market efficiency. Second, the changes that had been established in 

higher education from the PASOK governments of the 1980s for the collective, democratic 

management of the university and its autonomy, had to be bypassed so that the ‘modernizing 

reforms’ that would bring the Greek universities to the level of their European equivalents 

could take place. Both these obstacles required much more time than what the government of 

Nea Democratia had been given. The bulk of the reforms proposed by the Mitsotakis 

Government during its 3-year term were presented as necessary steps towards effectively 

preparing the country for the single European market. In a narrative that was gaining ground 

already before the end of PASOK’s 1985-1989 term, privatizations and the adoption of a 

market-oriented rationale for higher education were not just seen as ends in themselves, but 

as practices that would guarantee that Greece would have carried out all the necessary 

structural adjustments so that it could be allowed to enter the single market. The dream of the 

European Economic Community was gradually establishing itself as a hegemonic ideal in the 

public sphere, accompanied by the discourse around the necessary modernization of the 

country’s public sector and infrastructure. At the same time, the most ardent nationalists of 

the Mitsotakis government (and primarily the future prime-minister Antonis Samaras), in the 

heat of the disputes about the ‘Macedonian question’ rekindled the most far-right elements of 

the party, and of the Greek society as a whole. Thus, during the period when the first major 

arguments in favour of the free-market and of a market oriented university made their 

appearance, left-wing intellectuals like Aggelos Elefantis and Antonis Liakos were called 
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upon in the media for their ‘anti-national’ opinions and academic positions138. Eventually, 

inter-party conflicts concerning the ‘Macedonian question’ would lead to the government’s 

fall and to PASOK’s return to power. 

Throughout the next few years, and while facing the challenge of an expanded public 

sector that was financially ‘bleeding’ dangerously, PASOK under the leadership of Kostas 

Simitis would be replacing its socialist rhetoric with the ideals of social-democracy, it would 

abandon its anti-European positions for a dream of European Unification held in common 

with Nea Democratia, and it would advocate and start imposing a series of ‘necessary 

economic reforms’ much like those advocated by the Mitsotakis government a few years 

earlier. This time, the measures imposed by the PASOK of the 1990s would be presented as 

necessary steps for the country’s modernization. Modernization, a term already brought to the 

center of Greek sociological theory during the beginning of the decade139 became the slogan 

of the PASOK of Kostas Simitis. The shift between ‘Change’ to ‘Modernization’ in 

PASOK’s public discourse is one of the clearest indicators of the transition from 

‘democratization’ to ‘liberalization’ or ‘neo-liberalization’ examined in the present chapter. 

The sociologists and political scientists that canonized the term throughout the 1990s played 

a significant role in its establishment both within PASOK and outside in the central political 

scene140. 

One of the reasons modernization became a hegemonic concept, tied to a hegemonic 

political program, was that its dominant representation in the public sphere (press, media, 

political organizations, intellectuals’ symposia) always defined it in a polar opposition to 

other concepts which were used to indicate ‘backwardness’. Thus, in the newspapers and in 

the politicians’ speeches of the period, just as in the academic texts of the intellectuals who 

promoted modernization at the time, it was always presented as the opposite of poverty, 

isolation, conservative tradition, increased bureaucracy and immobility, while frequently it 

was used as a synonym for westernization. In the cases of such uses, what was presented as 

its opposite would either be linked to Greece’s Ottoman past, or its Balkan neighbours. Thus, 

                                                           
138 Aggelos Elefantis, Antonis Liakos, Antonis Manitakis, Damianos Papademitropoulos, Ο Ιανός του 

εθνικισμού [The Janus of nationalism], Vivliorama, Athens, 2007 
139 See: Dimitris Mitropoulos, ‘Ο εισηγητής του εκσυγχονισμού- Νίκος Μουζέλης [The originator of 

modernization-Nicos Mouzelis]’, To Vema, 25 August, 1996 and Nicos Mouzelis, ‘Το μέλλον ανοίκει στους 

εκσυγχρονιστές, [the future belongs to the modernizers]’, To Vema, 30, August, 1992, p 8 
140 Nicos Mouzelis, Απο την Αλλαγή στον Εκσυγχρονισμό [ From change to modernization]. Themelio Press, 

Athens, 2002, p 238-245. The increasing influence of Anthony Gidderns’s ‘Third-Way socialism’ on the Greek 

promoters of modernization at the end of the 20th century also played a significant role in the shaping of the 

relevant public discourse; See: Anthony Giddens, The Third Way: The Renewal of Social Democracy, Polity 

Press, Cambridge, 1998 
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the spectre of an Asian or poor communist past would be rhetorically used to enhance the 

positive traits of modernization, which appeared in the form of a safe, glowing consumerist 

future141. Although the figure associated most frequently with modernization in the Greek 

milieu was Mouzelis, the intellectual who established the polar opposition between 

development and underdevelopment in the realm of politics and who wrote the most 

influential treaty on the subject was Nikiforos Diamandouros. Diamandouros, an academic of 

the University of Athens, who was the first Ombudsman of Greece for the European Union 

between 1998 and 2013, published his Cultural dualism and political change in post-

authoritarian Greece in 1994 and a translation of the work in Greek was published in 

2000142. According to Diamandouros’s historical schema of the development of modern 

Greek politics and the formation of the Greek state, the country’s history could be read as the 

perpetual clash between two co-existing cultures. A culture identified with the country’s 

Ottoman, Christian-Orthodox, and Balkan heritage, which he called ‘The Underdog Culture’ 

and which was identified with clientelism, political irrationalism, and an overall resistance to 

progress, and a culture of progress identified with the western aspects of Greek civilization 

and more particularly with Europe. The latter, was most frequently referred to as a ‘reform 

culture’. Diamandouros’s was a historical narrative mainly focused on the process of the 

formation of the Greek independent state throughout the 19th century, but at the same time, 

the narrative of conflicting cultures within the Greek citizenry was applicable to the history 

and institutional political analysis of post-dictatorial Greece with equal ease: 

 

The construction of a modern state in Greece during the first half of the nineteenth century entailed 

the introduction in that country of Western, liberal political institutions (e.g., constitutionalism, rule of law, 

legal-bureaucratic state, regular army) and their grafting onto traditional and pre-capitalist, indigenous structures 

that were essentially the product of the long Byzantine (Church law) and Ottoman (state) heritages143  

  

                                                           
141 Nicos Mouzelis, ‘Η Ελλάδα στο Κατώφλι του 21ου αιώνα, θεσμοί και πολιτική Κουλτούρα [Greece in the 

threshold of the 21st century, institutions and political culture]’, To Vema, 22 August, 1992, p 10-11.  Dimitris 

Mitropoulos, ‘Ο εισηγητής του εκσυγχονισμού- Νίκος Μουζέλης [The originator of modernization-Nicos 

Mouzelis]’, To Vema, 25 August, 1996 and Nicos Mouzelis, ‘Το μέλλον ανοίκει στους εκσυγχρονιστές, [the 

future belongs to the modernizers]’, To Vema, 30, August, 1992, p 8 
142 Nikiforos P. Diamandouros , Cultural Dualism and Political Change in Postauthoritarian Greece, Working 

Paper 1994/50, Centro de Estudios Avanzados en Ciencias Sociales, Madrid, 1994. And the translation into 

Greek: N.P. Diamandouros, Πολιτισμικός δυισμός και πολιτική αλλαγή στην Ελλάδα της μεταπολίτευσης: Πλαίσιο 

ερμηνείας, [Cultural dualism and political change in postauthoritarian Greece: hermeneutic frame]. 

(Translator: D.A. Sotiropoulos) Alexandria, Athens, 2000.  Diamandouros expanded on his positions on cultural 

dualism in the history of Greece in: Nikiforos P. Diamandouros, Η απαρχή της συγκρότησης του σύγχρονου 

κράτους στην Ελλάδα 1821-1828 [The Beginnings of a Modern State’s Formation in Greece, 1821-1828], 

(Translator: K. Kouremenos), MIET, Athens, 2002 
143 Nikiforos P. Diamandouros, Cultural Dualism, 1994, p 12-13 
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Diamandouros’s schema was becoming hegemonic around the time of the publication of 

Cultural dualism and political change in post-authoritarian Greece, and remains to this day, 

a narrative as commonly used in public political debates as references to human nature144. 

Although modernization was a concept of increasing fame since the early 1990s, it became 

the catchphrase of PASOK’s political programme (εκσυγχρονισμος) after 1995 and the 

ascension of Kostas Simitis in the leader’s position after Andreas Papandreou, through a 

narrative directly following Diamandouros’s cultural dualism. By the time the country had 

passed the threshold of the 21st century, modernization had become a hegemonic political 

slogan, frequently discussed and presented in reaction to a supposedly widespread cultural 

backwardness in the Greek population and state’s institutions145. While the rhetoric of 

Andreas Papandreou constantly attempted to identify the party and its agenda, or its main 

political figures with ‘the people’ and their culture and political reflexes, the new discourse of 

modernization separated the people –who were seen as the bearers of traditions and forms of 

rationale that were inherently backwards and anti-modern- from those few politicians who 

were enlightened enough to understand and promote modernization through massive reforms.  

The only attempt that the government of Nea Democratia made towards reshaping the 

university was the proposal of law 2083/92 in 1992, a year before its fall. After the country 

had secured and achieved its entrance in the European Community, a series of ‘necessary 

reforms’ had to be implemented, so that its institutions could be modernized to the level of 

their European equivalents. The passing of law 2083/92 was presented as one of the 

necessary steps in this attempt for modernization. Among other things, the central aspects of 

the legal reform revolved around: the development of a stricter system in the advancement of 

professors in the academic ladder; the transference of authority from the collective board to 

smaller managerial bodies; the limitation of students’ participation in departmental elections 

and school management; the standardization of the evaluation of the universities’ work; and 

finally, the distinction of the academic staff into three hierarchically divided groups146. 

Lianos argued, that the passing of law 2083/92 could be described as an attempt for a 

regressive, conservative counter-reformation: 

                                                           
144 For a critical analysis of the Diamandouros thesis see: Sotiris Mitralexis, ‘Studying Contemporary Greek 
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To Vema, 4 February 2001, p 71-72. Nikiforos P. Diamantouros, ‘Η περιπλάνηση της πολιτικής [the wandering 

of politics]’, To Vema, 4 February 2001 
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We observe in other words, that powers and responsibilities are transferred from broader bodies 

with a more democratic disposition and democratic capabilities, to other, more conservative and controlled 

institutions, through the argument of efficiency. At the same time, it [the law] reduces the participation of 

professors of lower status and of students, leading to the destruction of balanced participation. [...] In essence, 

while law 1268/82 realized the demand for democratization by carrying out a reformation of the university, law 

2083/92 by expressing the spirit of neoliberalism shrinks the previous democratic achievements, and that is why 

it should be characterized as an attempt for a counter-reformation
147.  

 

In the attempt for the counter-reformation of the university by the Mistotakis government 

we encounter for the first time another element that would claim a central position in the 

dominant political discourse concerning universities during the second half of the 

metapolitefsi. From then onwards, all subsequent governments would describe their 

‘modernization’ programs regarding higher education as part of an effort to reach the 

standards of Europe. This form of argumentation would be used even in cases where the 

attempted reforms had no direct relation to the adjustments required for the sake of European 

integration. Even though none of the governments that followed described their programs 

using the term neoliberal, by the end of the decade it had become evident that PASOK’s 

program of ‘modernizing reforms’ had adopted a great deal of the positions first advocated by 

the Mitsotakis government148. As I have observed through my examination of the left-wing 

newspaper He Avge in the following chapter, the identification of all neoliberal reforms that 

the governments of PASOK and Nea Dimocratia wished to implement with the goal of a 

‘United Europe’ in their public discourse throughout the second half of the metapolitefsi, had 

a significant effect on the left-wing intellectuals of the period. For left-wing intellectuals who 

had not identified themselves with PASOK, the fact that every attempt on behalf of the 

governments towards neoliberalization was publicly described as a means towards European 

integration, affected greatly their view of the project of the European Union and endowed it 

with a negative aura. 

When in June 1999 the ministers of education of 29 European countries signed the 

Bologna Declaration, a new period for the European system of higher education began. A 

new, shared framework was formed, in which the inter-European movement and exchange of 

ideas, and academic positions would be enhanced. The ultimate goal of both the Bologna 

                                                           
147 Antonios Liannos, Το εκκρεμές της πανεπιστημιακής μεταρρύθμισης, 2012, p 158 
148 For more on the relationship between neoliberalization and the Greek Universities see: P. Gounari, 
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Process and of the treaty of Lisbon, was the establishment of the European Higher Education 

Area, which would make the European Union one of the major forces in the global 

competition for the production of knowledge. The Bologna Process signalled a change in 

Greek policy regarding higher education, and can be seen as the symbolic beginning of the 

period mostly characterized by the terms ‘professionalization’ and ‘modernization’. Although 

the treaty itself had been signed by the ministers of a government of PASOK, the first major 

legal reformations that would be identified in the public discourse with the Bologna treaty 

would be brought to parliament by the government of N.D in 2005. 

In 2005, the government of N.D passed the first legal reforms that were meant to 

harmonize the Greek universities with the coordinates of the Bologna accord. The laws 

passed in 2005 would guarantee the country’s compliance with the decisions made in the 

Bologna and Lisbon treaties, with regards to the following subjects: The establishment of 

‘lifelong learning’ as a fundamental role of the Greek academic system; The establishment of 

a system of evaluation of the Greek academic training and degrees, so that the local 

university degrees could be clearly comparable to their European equivalents (in terms of 

both the grading system and the skills and knowledge their holders should have to be worthy 

of their titles) on commonly shared grounds. The establishment of the system of evaluation 

introduced a new common grading system, in which the degrees would be measured in 

credits. Undergraduate students would be required to gather the necessary amount of credits 

by attending classes and seminars or workshops, and by delivering tests and essays. Finally, 

the legal reforms of 2005 set the ground for the discussion around the opening of private 

universities in Greece in 2006149. 

Although private institutions of higher education have been functioning in Greece since 

the 1980s (whether local colleges, or branches of departments from England and the USA), 

the state does not recognize their degrees as equivalent to those acquired by local state-

funded universities. Furthermore, according to article 16 of the constitution, Greek state-

funded universities could not acquire funding from private sources, since that would threaten 

their public character. In the beginning of 2006, the National Education Council created a 

committee which undertook the task of making an outline of the reforms that were essential 

for the improvement of the Greek university and its upgrading to a ‘European level’. The 

committee was comprised mostly of prominent academics, like the physicist Giorgos 

Grammatikakis, the professor of constitutional law Nicos Alivizatos, and the Sociologist 

                                                           
149 Antonios Liannos, Το εκκρεμές της πανεπιστημιακής μεταρρύθμισης, 2012, p 300-301 
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Nicos Mouzelis. The committee’s conclusion suggested that the legal framework in which the 

universities functioned should be changed in its totality, and thus, the university along with 

the framework of its function would be utterly modernized150. In order for such a deep legal 

change to take place, article 16 of the constitution that guaranteed the public, state-funded 

character of all recognized universities in the country should be altered. Article 16 of the 

constitution was the main legal change that guaranteed the function of law 1268/82 and both 

had been established together in 1982 by the government of PASOK. 

In March 2006, the minister of education Marietta Giannakou announced that the 

government planned to bring for a vote in the summer sessions of the parliament, a legal 

reform draft which would alter article 16 of the constitution. Massive students’ and 

professors’ mobilizations were taking place throughout the country, for a period of three 

months, while the majority of university departments were under occupation from the 

students’ and professors’ organization. The professors’ national union association (ΠΟΣΔΕΠ) 

demanded that the government guaranteed that no non-state universities would be recognized 

and that the annual state expenditures on education be raised considerably. In June 2006 and 

in fear that the massive protests would lead to further turmoil the government decided to 

suspend the submission of the law’s draft to the parliament until the following autumn151. 

In the context of this clash between the government and the academic unions the 

professors found themselves divided into three groups. First, it was those who were in 

support of the government’s reformist attempts, claiming that the modernization of the 

university along these lines would be a positive development. Second, it was those who, 

following the professors’ national union association, opposed the legal reforms the 

government proposed in all its forms, since in it they saw not a wish for the improvement of 

higher education, but a hidden agenda for the neoliberalization of the university. The process 

of neoliberalization required the reduction of state-funding for the universities and the 

expansion of the private sector in the higher education business. The core of Nea 

Dimocratia’s proposed legislative reform set the grounds for both of these requirements, and 

was thus seen as a completely negative proposal. Finally, a third group of professors publicly 

claimed that although they disagreed with the majority of the reform’s features, the academic 

community should seize the opportunity and negotiate with the government for the 

                                                           
150 Antonios Liannos, Το εκκρεμές της πανεπιστημιακής μεταρρύθμισης, 2012, p 342-344 
151 For more on the context of the proposed reforms and the reactions to them, see: D. Kladis, ‘Μεταρρυθμίσεις 

και αντιμεταρρυθμίσεις στα Ελληνικά Πανεπιστήμια 1974-2014 [Reform and Counter-reform in the Greek 

Universities (1974-2014)]’, Academia, 4 (1), (2014). Readers can find it in: 

http://academia.lis.upatras.gr/index.php/academia/article/view/2226/2339. 

http://academia.lis.upatras.gr/index.php/academia/article/view/2226/2339.
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achievement of other necessary reforms. In their view, universities in Greece were in a crisis, 

and radical reformations were necessary for their improvement. 

In an article of his in the midst of the summer protests and clashes, the historian Antonis 

Liakos wrote in To Vema:  

 

A modern society is a reform-able society. The expansion of capitalism, the enlightenment, the 

creation of nation-states, the changes in technological science, all these successive waves that changed the face 

of the world were constituted by ideas, plans and reforming efforts. [...] that doesn’t mean however, that every 

form of collective union-protest or resistance to the de-regulation of labour-relations is a form of corporatist 

self-interest. What is desirable? what is achievable, and through which ways? The one thing that is certain is that 

inaction and non-reformation are a negative reformation and they corrupt society in the midst of the sea of 

globalization
152. 

 

  Liakos, one of the prominent historians of the metapolitefsi and one of the most 

important actors in the postmodernism-related debates of the historians in 2002-2005 

belonged to the third group of academics. His political positions on the subject of the 

university reforms along with his close personal relationship with the ‘modernizers’ of the 

PASOK of Kostas Simitis would be the reason behind his falling-out with various left-wing 

intellectuals already before the massive protests of 2006. We will have a chance to examine 

closely the relationship between certain academics’ positions on the issue of higher education 

reforms and the debates on postmodernism in later chapters. 

Moreover, in contrast to 1992, the disputes in 2005-2006 took place in a completely 

different historical conjuncture. Even though the political state was much more stable than in 

the early 1990s, the hegemony of the left and its vocabulary of ideas and ideals in the public 

sphere had significantly decreased since 1992. The attempts for the further 

professionalization of the universities in the mid-2000s were taking place in an environment 

where the perceptions about politics and the dynamics in the public sphere had radically 

changed since the 1980s. With the exception of He Avge, (an openly left-wing newspaper in 

support of a specific political party), the rest of the major newspapers of the last sub-period of 

                                                           
152 Antonis Liakos, ‘Ποιός φοβάται τις μεταρρυθμίσεις; [who’s afraid of the reforms]’, To Vema, 23 July 2006. 

For more on the nature of the reforms and the reactions they ignited see: E. Prokou, ‘University reform in 

Greece: Α shift from Intrinsic to Extrinsic values’. In D. Mattheou, (Ed.), Changing Educational Landscapes, 

Educational Policies, Schooling Systems and Higher Education - a Comparative Perspective, Springer, New 

York, 2010 

and, A. Traianou, ‘Greek Education Reform: resistance and despair’. In K. Jones, (ED.). Education in Europe: 

the politics of austerity. Radical Books, London, 2013 

 



85 
 

the metapolitefsi published almost exclusively opinion articles in favour of the reforms. 

Participation in political organizations as well as in unions had decreased significantly, while 

the demand for ‘professionalization’ and ‘modernization’ were presented as super-political 

ideas that had the validity of ‘common sense’. Therefore, it is interesting to note that in 

contrast to the disputes about the universities in the years between 1974-1990, the ones taking 

place in the second half of the metapolitefsi were presented by the political elites and their 

organic intellectuals in a seemingly non-political framework. According to this rationale, 

issues concerning higher education in the 21st century had to be dealt with not in a political 

manner but as issues of management, where the only valid criteria of evaluation would be 

those regarding market efficiency.    

The massive protests and occupations of 2005-2006 re-politicized the subject of higher 

education, and strongly rekindled the flames that had shaped the legal reforms of 1982, 

bringing back political arguments into the public sphere that seemed to have been long 

replaced by the hegemony of modernization. In the midst of the polarizations of the period, 

the intellectuals who leaned on one side of the division or another, found themselves in public 

debates using both political and ‘scientific’ arguments. The advocates of modernization who 

dominated the public sphere during the third and fourth sub-periods of the metapolitefsi 

found themselves promoting modernization on a political level through the government’s 

reforms on higher education. Thus, they were discredited in the eyes of the majority of local 

academics, since their theoretical schemas harboured, legitimated, and initiated a long series 

of anti-popular policies. As we shall have the chance to see in the following chapters, such 

disputes were also very strong in the historians’ debate on postmodernism in 2002-2005, 

when the so called postmodernists were accused of holding corruptive views on education. 

If, as Bourdieu claimed, intellectuals throughout history have been in a position of difficult 

autonomy from various centers of authority (the state, church, political parties, corporations 

etc), and their position ‘in-between’ external influence and necessity to engage with politics 

defined the unique character of their profession, then in the late-20th century this ‘in-between’ 

position was threatened by the demand for professionalization in ways that could not have 

been conceptualized through the tools and the ‘Orwellian’ fears of the early 20th century. The 

autonomy of the intellectuals’ critical character would be threatened by the expansion of an 

all-penetrating market logic, the increasing influence of professional competition, and the 

imposition of a growing ‘lifestyle culture’ which dictated the codes of conduct in the 

exchange of ideas in the public sphere and set the limits of imagination in civil society. 

Certain practices had a prominent place in the narratives of the intellectuals who debated the 
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changing nature of their occupation during the metapolitefsi: creating a particular type of 

personal biography that could be clearly reflected on one’s curriculum vitae; ‘networking’ 

one’s way into a better position in the academic ladder; and abandoning the so-called over-

politicization of one’s research for the sake of more ‘practical’ and ‘efficient’ outcomes, can 

all be seen as key-features of the turn to professionalization.  

Although the turn to professionalization was never as strong in the Greek framework 

during the metapolitefsi as it was in the academic systems of other European countries, in the 

process of the attempted reforms we examined throughout this chapter, the basis for the 

professionalization of the Greek academia was set. The negative impact that the introduction 

of market drives and values had on the intellectuals who still wished to maintain this ‘in-

between’ autonomy was subtle. It was not as evident as it would have been if for example, it 

was the state or an outright authoritarian regime which attempted to control their work and 

channel their critiques. In Bourdieu’s terminology, the penetration of the market into the 

production of social and cultural capital became so widespread in the second half of the 20th, 

and especially in the beginning of the 21st century, that it appeared as common sense. At the 

same time, various other factors were increasingly threatening the appeal of public 

intellectuals. In contrast to what Russel Jacoby described as the disappearance of the public 

intellectuals, during the metapolitefsi, public intellectuals in Greece remained one of the most 

influential categories of citizens153. When it comes to the history of the intellectuals and 

higher education, the entirety of the metapolitefsi can be described through Bourdieu’s 

schema of an existence ‘in between influence from centers of authority’154. The first part of 

the period was characterized by a struggle for the achievement of autonomy from the state 

and political power, while the second half of the period was characterized by the constant fear 

of privatizations and the penetration of money into the world of knowledge. In fact, in the 

later stages of the period, the intellectuals themselves perceived of their profession and the 

role of the university through that balance between the two poles of influence; on the one 

hand the state with its influence and economic control, and on the other hand, the emerging 

threat of the private sector and the world of economic capital. Following that logic, the 

support for article 16 of the constitution was identified with the autonomy of the university 

from both state control and private economic interests155. 

                                                           
153 Russel Jacoby, The last intellectuals, Basic books, New York, 1987 
154 Pierre Bourdieu, ‘Fourth Lecture. Universal Corporatism: The Role of Intellectuals in the Modern World’, 

Poetics Today, Vol. 12, No. 4, Winter, 1991 
155 See for example: N. Loudos, ‘Greece: waves from the student struggle’, International Socialism. Issue 115, 

2007. Marny Papamattheou, ‘Παράγοντες του υπουργείου παιδείας και των πανεπιστημίων μιλούν για το παρόν 
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However, by comparing articles in the popular press or appearances on national television 

by public intellectuals in the first three sub-periods of the metapolitefsi to those found in the 

last sub-periods, it becomes instantly evident that their presence went through a significant 

change in the late-1990s and early-2000s. The numbers of articles by public intellectuals or 

even the numbers of articles on intellectuals as such in the popular press increased in the 

course of the metapolitefsi. Thus, the change in the role, function and appeal of the 

intellectuals in the public sphere was in essence a qualitative change and not a change in the 

scale of their visibility and representation. The critical edge of their positions was decreased, 

while the status with which they were presented along with the aura of authority they had in 

the early stages of the period was considerably reduced by the end of the metapolitefsi. In 

reality, one of the most visible signs of the penetration of the market logic into the sphere of 

cultural production and distribution in the end of the metapolitefsi was the fact that most of 

the times when the arguments of the intellectuals were presented and reproduced in the 

popular newspapers without any emphasis on their academic background and intellectual 

status, was when their arguments contradicted the political line of the newspapers. Changes 

like this also indicate that by the end of the period, most of the newspapers and popular 

periodicals had lost their neutral character and represented the interests of varying political 

and economic elites, albeit in subtle ways. Furthermore, what is even more important is that 

their presence acquired different qualitative characteristics. The category of intellectuals that 

Gramsci described as ‘organic intellectuals’, that is professional or semi-professional 

intellectuals who are openly identified with a specific political or class purpose, was 

decreasing in size in direct analogy with the decreasing popular participation in politics at 

large156. From the beginning of the Simitis governments (1996) and with the turn of the 

expanding middle classes to a lifestyle of consumerism, the popular media showed a deeply 

anti-intellectual stance. Satirical television programs presented caricatures of the intellectuals 

on a daily basis. In these representations, intellectuals were generally presented as obsessive 

individuals incapable of experiencing joy, and whose long hours of studying had led them to 

lose touch with the everyday life of ‘normal people’. In a popular rationale that identified 

                                                                                                                                                                                     
και το μέλλον των ΑΕΙ και των ΤΕΙ [ Representatives of the ministry of education and of the universities 

discuss on the present and the future of the Universities and Technical schools]’, To Vema, 9 July, 2007. 

Antonis Karakousis, ‘Για πρώτη φορά δοκιμάζονται οι αντοχές της κυβέρνησης: Το κίνημα αμφισβήτησης 

μοιάζει ισχυρότερο απο αυτό του 1979 [For the first time the government’s resilience is tested: The movement 

of dissent seems stronger than the one from 1979]’, To Vema, 10 March 2007.  
156 See: Antonio Gramsci, Prison Notebooks, Joseph A. Buttigieg (editor), Joseph A. Buttigieg and Antonio 

Callari (translators), Columbia University Press, New York, 1992, p 5-17  
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political engagement with intellectuality and sadness, organic intellectuals, were the primary 

targets of the aforementioned type of satire. Political intellectual engagement was an even 

greater sin than that of mere intellectuality.  

The decrease in articles by politically-coloured organic intellectuals in To Vema and Ta 

Nea from 1980 to 2010 is a clear indicator of the waning influence of a specific type of public 

intellectuals, while in less prestigious newspapers (Proto Thema and Eleftheri Ora for 

example) during the same period, one can encounter frequent vulgar attacks on the local 

intellectual circles. After 2004 it became rarer for public intellectuals to openly express their 

identification with a particular political program or party. While organic intellectuals 

published articles frequently in To Vema and Ta Nea in the first four sub-periods, in the latter 

phase of the metapolitefsi such articles would mostly appear in either party-newspapers (like 

Rizospastis of the communist party and Democratia of Nea Democratia), or party-allied 

newspapers like He Avge (A newspaper allied with Syriza).  
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Chapter 2: Popular Postmodernism: Representations of 

Postmodernism in the Greek popular press. 

 

Having briefly presented the historical conditions in which the debates on postmodernism 

emerged, we will now turn our attention to the idea of postmodernism itself. In the following 

pages, I offer an account of the changing perceptions and definitions of postmodernism 

throughout the period of the metapolitefsi as they unfolded in two major Greek daily 

newspapers, He Avge and To Vema. This account firstly provides the readers with a narrative 

of the various representations of the concept of postmodernism in the pages of two 

newspapers with a large readership, and thus a significant popular appeal. The narrative 

follows the first instances of the term to its development into a popular concept in a 

chonological order, while it culminates in an in-depth presentation of the local discussions on 

postmodernism ignited by the effects of the Sokal affair. Secondly, it offers a first view of the 

intellectuals who defined established, diffused, and debated postmodernism and its relevant 

concepts, so that the case studies of the following chapters can be better situated in the 

overall narrative of the present thesis and so that the readers can have a better grasp of the 

positions developed in the course of the present text. By having a view of the narrative woven 

about and around postmodernism in the pages of daily newspapers we are not only able to 

form a better understanding of the context in which the public debates between historians, 

literary critics, and academics of various fields took place, but we can also connect these 

changing perceptions of the concept with their broader socio-historical context. Examining 

the uses of the term postmodernism by reporters, correspondents, political figures, activists, 

or even in readers’ letters to the newspapers is of fundamental importance in a research that 

wishes to examine the history of an idea in ways that are not limited within the narrow 

boundaries of strictly academic discourse.   

To Vema, one of the most well-established and influential newspapers of modern Greece 

was initially published in 1922 under the name To Elefthero Vema. In 1945 it was renamed 

To Vema and has been in constant circulation ever since. During the years between 1984 and 

1999 it was only published in a Sunday edition, while in 1999 its daily version started 

circulating again. It could be classified as a newspaper of the center-right of the political 

spectrum, while the newspaper has been under the ownership and management of the 

multimillionaire Labrakis family for most of the years of its existence. He Avge on the other 

hand has always been a newspaper directly associated with the left and the far-left of the 
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political spectrum. Initially published in 1954 as the party-newspaper of the EDA (the United 

Democratic Left), its circulation was banned during the colonels dictatorship between 1967 

and 1974. After 1974 it was identified with the KKE-Esoterikou (the Greek communist party 

of the interior), while from 1991 it was identified with Synaspismos (left-coalition) and after 

2004 with SYRIZA (coalition of the radical left). Although it has never functioned as an 

official instrument of a political party in the traditional sense, its changing political 

affiliations with evolving organizations of the left over time give it a unique character and 

perspective that one could not encounter in any other Greek popular newspaper. 

 

 

2.1 To Vema. 

 

In To vema, the first reference to postmodernism appeared in an article describing the 

newly built skyscrapers in Manhattan, entitled ‘The skyscrapers return, but with a new 

concept’157 in 1977. In this correspondence piece from New York, the writer characterizes the 

newly built skyscrapers of New York, Los Angeles, Atlanta and Detroit as “postmodern”. 

The use of quotation marks for the term postmodern in the article indicates that the writer 

wished to take some distance from the term, as if informing his readers that he did not fully 

subscribe to the label. Furthermore, directly following the introductory use of postmodernism 

in quotation marks, we encounter the following paragraphs:  

 

All those buildings have one common capacity: they glow and shine like prestigious ladies with all 

their jewelry on display in a ceremonial reception; struggling with everything they’ve got to capture the eye. 

They are incredibly impressive, attractive, and they exude decadence […] Those buildings desperately try to 

please us, to play with us, or even to entertain us: all those pursuits are in direct contradiction to the ideology of 

modernism, which above all else promotes usefulness […] What is most important about these new behemoths 

however, is not their cost, which ranges between 32 and 158 million dollars. It is the fact that they indicate a 

significant change in aesthetic perceptions158. 

 

Thus, in the passages quoted above, the initial distance taken by the use of quotation 

marks turned into dislike and rejection. The report from New York was a translated piece by 

the art critic Douglas Davis, who in the same year published Essays on the postmodern, a 

                                                           
157 Douglas Davis, ‘Οι ουρανοξύστες ‘επανέρχονται’ με καινούρια όμως αντίληψη [The skyscrapers return, but 

with a new concept]’, 5 February, To Vema, 1977, p 4 
158 Douglas Davis, ‘Οι ουρανοξύστες ‘επανέρχονται’’, 1977, p 4 
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collection of texts on postmodern architecture159, while the publication in To Vema did not 

include any information on the article’s author or his biography. Postmodernism in the 

critic’s words was a new kind of aesthetic perception that stood in direct contrast to that of 

modernism which preceded it. The abandonment of the principles of modernism for the logic 

of consumerism, which is postmodernism, showed ‘decadence’. The second reference 

appeared five years later, on 6 August 1982 in a report from the fine-arts art exhibition in 

Germany entitled Documenta 7. Particularly, the writer of the report wrote about “the random 

character and the pluralism of the postmodern period”160. In a similar vein, the vast majority 

of references to postmodernism throughout the 1980s came from articles or reports dedicated 

to architecture or the fine arts. A representative example of that can be found in an article on 

the exhibition of the famous Dutch architect Aldo Van Eick in the national gallery of Greece 

on the 23rd of October 1983 where the article’s writer wrote of Van Eick’s architecture: 

“Diachronic and synchronic at the same time, it transcends all fake contradictions, it is never 

just surface and style. And these are just a reminder of the things that are being discussed 

nowadays in the architectural circles about modern and postmodern architecture etc.”161 

It is important to note that all the first references to postmodernism in To Vema, for almost 

the entire first 15 years of its post-dictatorial circulation, came through articles concerning 

architecture or the fine arts in the form of reports on developments taking place abroad (like 

the skyscrapers or the Documenta exhibition in Berlin), and concerning exclusively foreign 

artists (like Aldo Van Eick). The first two references appeared in translated reports from 

different places abroad. The characteristics attributed to postmodernism as an aesthetic and 

cultural wave in those initial texts, constitute to a large extent the thematic basis for almost all 

subsequent understandings of postmodernism in the following decades. In these three initial 

samples, we find in a condensed form, the fundamental attributes of postmodernism for the 

years to come: Postmodernism was seen as either a decadent version of modernism or an 

aesthetic and political wave that rose against it. It focused exclusively on style and surface, 

the desires of the individual, mere aesthetic pleasure and enjoyment instead of utility, 

function and social sensitivity. Its ‘pluralism’ was nothing but a total neglect of rules and 

guidelines in favor of a rationale that promoted randomness and an ‘anything goes’ logic. Its 

core character celebrated consumerism and social disintegration, and it constituted a new 

aesthetic perception. Most of these claims appeared over and over again, either openly or in 
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subtler terms, in the references to postmodernism in the press, as well as in the 

epistemological or political debates between academics during the following two decades. 

Less frequently, one could encounter references to postmodernism with regards to 

contemporary (mostly electronic) music162. References to postmodernism in dancing and 

theater were far more frequent163. In some rare instances, as for example in the announcement 

for the Symposium on Postmodernism, organized by the journal Spera (a journal of art and 

art theory, as its sub-title claimed) and the Athens French Institute in 1988164, To Vema would 

host references to postmodernism with regards to aspects of it that were more directly related 

to cultural theory and philosophy. The relatively frequent references to postmodernism in the 

social sciences and especially sociology (or to what might be called a postmodern society) in 

To Vema in comparison to other newspapers of the same period, was due to the numerous 

articles written throughout the duration of the metapolitefsi, by the London-based sociologist 

Nicos Mouzelis, one of the global pioneers of the concept in the field of Sociology. In Ta Nea 

for example, another Lambrakis family-owned famous daily, references to postmodernism in 

social theory and philosophy were almost non-existent during the same sub-periods. 

In her presentation of the upcoming symposium on postmodernism in To Vema, the 

reporter S. Bakogiannopoulou claimed that ‘the symposium and its 24 distinguished guests’ 

were finally bringing to Greece, ‘after a delay of many years’, the question of whether 

postmodernism is ‘a phenomenon or a mere epiphenomenon’. In the beginning of the 

presentation, she made an attempt to briefly define the distinction between modernism and 

postmodernism in art:  

 

Modernism was quickly spread in all expressions of art, with exceptional representatives, as a 

continuous quest for new forms and the overthrow of the establishment […] Nevertheless, from the middle of 

our century, a reversal in the course of the river appears […] a questioning of the myth of modernism. An 

excellent example of that is Umberto Eco, who claimed that until now he wrote in order to change the world, but 

with The name of the rose he just wanted to have fun.
165 

 

                                                           
162 See for example the announcement for the symposium “the postmodern in music”,in ‘Η έξοδος των 

μουσικών απο το ηλεκτρονικό εργαστήριο, [The musicians’ exit from the electronic laboratory]’, To Vema,  10 

August, 1986, p 40 
163See for example: Eleni Varopoulou, ‘Αναζητώντας στο Μανχάτταν το θέατρο της εικονικότητς [Looking for 

the theatre of virtuality in Manhattan]’, To Vema, 30 July, 1085, p 25 and Klementine Vounelaki, ‘Lucinda 

Childs μια μουσική χωρογράφος, [Lucinda Childs, a musical choreographer]’, To Vema, 30 July, 1995, p 36 
164 S. Bakogiannopoulou, ‘Πόσο Μοντέρνο είναι το Μεταμοντερνο? [How Modern is the Postmodern?]’, To 

Vema, 21 February 1988, p 47 
165 S. Bakogiannopoulou, ‘Πόσο Μοντέρνο είναι το Μεταμοντερνο?’, 1988, p 47 
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In the passage above, we encounter the same attributes to postmodernism as the ones we 

encountered in the initial articles in To Vema. Postmodernism here is a challenge to 

modernism and a change in the perception of art, in which ‘just having fun’ has priority over 

breaking the ties of tradition and shaking the establishment. In other words, it is implied that 

by shedding the radical character and goals of modernism, postmodernism is a conservative 

perception of art. At the same time, this approach to postmodernism endowed it with two 

slightly contradictory features. On the one hand it was a conservative view of the arts, but on 

the other hand, it simultaneously undid all the progressive elements of modernism in the 

name of enjoyment. Thus, in this perspective, postmodernism was both conservative and 

liberatory, as only fun and play can be; it brought with it, a liberation from the shackles of 

seriousness. In this article, the name of Lyotard appeared for the first time in To Vema. 

Bakogiannopoulou made a lengthy reference to his Condition Postmoderne and its upcoming 

Greek translation by Kostis Papagiorgis, while she described Lyotard as ‘the pope of 

postmodernism’. Furthermore, after explaining that Lyotard would not be able to attend the 

symposium himself, although he wanted to very much, she quoted a lengthy statement that 

Lyotard made to the sociologist Giorgos Veltsos, one of the prominent public intellectuals of 

the metapolitefsi and a professor of communication theory in Panteion University in Athens 

since 1975: ‘The postmodern does not in any way mean a move away from or a repeat of the 

modern, but a process of reduction and of remembering that will elaborate on this primary 

oblivion, that is so necessary to us, so that we can forget any kind of terrorists, whether 

modern or traditional’166. Veltsos himself was quoted further in the article, with a statement 

which built on Lyotard’s obscure quote:  

 

The postmodern does not exist. The postmodern is, let’s say, the name of that which removes our 

nostalgia of being modern; that is, being programmed and programmatic. I am making an exception here and I 

give a general definition of postmodernism: postmodern is that which deviates and is at the same time 

unnecessary (a surplus). And that is what I will attempt to demonstrate this Friday. A waning of and a deviation 

from the program of modernism, reflecting on a phrase by Mallarme: ‘Jugez le gout tres modern’ by attributing 

to this demand for judgment, to this ‘jugez’ the status of a meta-theory, I would even say of the sorrowful 

knowledge of this unending -post in which we live
167. 

 

The Greek words in the original text for that which deviates and that which is 

unnecessary/in surplus (παρεκκλινει και παρελκει/parekline and parelke) just like the words 
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programmed and programmatic before them, are very similar to each other in image and in 

pronunciation. The choice of vocabulary along with the overall extremely intricate structure 

in his quote in the original text, was in itself a postmodern play with words on behalf of 

Veltsos, who just like Lyotard in the quote before him used a complex and cryptic language 

which seemed to want to conceal as much as it wanted to clarify. It is however in the very 

end of the quote that we encounter a truly novel claim. The fact that according to Veltsos ‘we 

live in this unending -post’, meant that to him postmodernism was not just a new form of 

artistic perception, or just a new form of critique, but it was at the same time something 

which ‘we inhabit’, something ‘we live in’. This understanding of postmodernism evidently 

echoed Lyotard’s definition of postmodernity as a condition very strongly. Never before this 

brief text had Postmodernism been presented as a condition, or an era (the age of 

postmodernity) in the Greek popular press. 

Throughout the rest of the presentation Bakogiannopoulou described the subjects of the 

talks of five of the symposium’s key speakers. The majority of the intellectuals mentioned in 

the presentation were members of the committee for the organization of the symposium, 

while it is extremely important to note that most of them had some form of personal 

connection to France. Olivier Revault d'Allonnes, the only non-Greek speaker in the 

symposium, was a professor of aesthetic theory and philosophy in Sorbonne, Anna Kafetsi, a 

curator of the Greek national gallery, was a doctoral student in the History of Art in 

Sorbonne, while it was mentioned explicitly in the presentation, that the architect Yiannis 

Tsiomis would be arriving straight from Paris where he was a professor of architecture, 

especially so that he could participate in the Symposium. The literary critic and one of the 

editors of Spera Andreas Belezinis would be speaking about the impact of postmodernism in 

literary criticism, which he claimed was the privileged ground on which the major disputes 

around postmodernism would take place: 

 

 This dispute will exacerbate as Lyotard’s postmodern condition along with its side-effects will be 

becoming clearer; the abandonment of grand narratives, the failure to announce, articulate and revisit social and 

cognitive myths, the substitution of subjectivity, the reverse, backwards turn to the past and its methods and 

style
168. 

 

Belezinis’s quote touched upon Lyotard’s postmodern condition and mentioned more 

explicitly some of its central themes. Although the prediction that literary criticism and 
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cultural theory would be the privileged battle-grounds of postmodernism seemed to cause a 

certain excitement to the writer, the tone of his quote indicates that he was more than 

sceptical towards postmodernism and that he viewed the developments mentioned in the 

passage above (abandonment of grand narratives, loss of social mythologies etc) with 

disappointment.  

The architect Giorgos Simeoforidis, would be speaking about the ways through which 

postmodernism entered the Greek architectural circles and about its impact in Greek design. 

In his speech, he would claim that architecture was the field through which postmodernism 

first entered Greece in general; first through various articles in the magazine Architectonika 

Themata (architectural themes), and later through the 3-day symposium on postmodern 

architecture in 1981. Finally, Simeoforidis would claim that there was real danger in 

postmodern architecture becoming famous and widely established in Greece, as was evident 

by the number of new stores of postmodernist design opening at the time at the center of 

Athens169. Indeed, the first encounter of the Greek public with postmodernism was the 

Symposium organized by the Greek Architects Association in 1981, while issue 16 of the 

magazine Themata chorou ke technon (themes in space and the arts) in 1985 which was 

entirely dedicated to postmodernism, was the first publication dealing exclusively with 

postmodernism in Greece170. The only intellectuals that were not directly engaged with 

architecture mentioned in issue 16 of Themata chorou ke technon were Habermas and 

Lyotard. The impact of their debate on the ‘unfinished project’ of modernity and the 

postmodern condition is also evident in the presentation-article of S. Bakogiannopoulou 

examined here. Apart from that brief mention of Umberto Eco presented above, Habermas 

and Lyotard were the only two foreign intellectuals mentioned in the text. Lyotard, as the 

father of the postmodern condition, was mentioned by all the speakers of the symposium in 

ways that indicate that his key questions concerning postmodernity were at the same time the 

key questions of the organizers of the symposium. Habermas on the other hand was 

mentioned by Bakogiannopoulou only once and only in the context of his disagreements with 

Lyotard. Whether one focuses on the Greek Architects Association Symposium of 1981, or 

on the symposium of the French Institute and Spera of 1988, it is evident that the first 

entrance of postmodern social theory and philosophy in Greece, was via the influence of 

firstly Lyotard and later on through other famous French thinkers of the late 1970s (Derrida 

                                                           
169 S. Bakogiannopoulou, ‘Πόσο Μοντέρνο είναι το Μεταμοντερνο?’, 1988, p 47 
170 Special issue dedicated to postmodernism under the title: ‘Μετά (το) Μοντέρνο [Post (the) Modern]’, 

Themata Chorou ke technon, Issue 16, Athens, 1985 



96 
 

and Foucault would be the other two major examples of influence). Even though the 

architects in the magazines and symposium mentioned above referred to postmodernism 

using examples of design and buildings throughout the world and primarily the U.S.A, their 

attempts to conceptualize a general theory of postmodernity and of a transition from the 

modern to the postmodern (Habermas versus Lyotard) also took place via reference to 

Lyotard’s postmodern condition. 

If the 1981 architects’ symposium was the first public encounter with postmodern 

architecture in particular in the Greek context, then, the symposium of 1988 was the first such 

encounter with general postmodern thought. The latter symposium focused on the transition 

from modernism to postmodernism and introduced these ideas in diverse fields (painting, 

architecture, philosophy, literary criticism), escaping the boundaries of architectural design. I 

believe that it was through the influence of that symposium that certain characteristics 

attributed to postmodernism (namely, those associated with Lyotard’s theory) remained in the 

collective memory of the Greek intellectual circles for so long and had such a lasting impact 

in the debates of the following decades. According to Bakogiannopoulou, the painter Sotiris 

Sorogkas (another member of the symposium’s organizing committee), was in absolute 

agreement with Simeoforidis’s concern regarding the entrance of postmodernism in Greek 

design. Furthermore, he would argue that ‘various artistic movements come to our country as 

importations and we rush to adopt them, so that we won’t look like provincial people. This 

uncritical assimilation, the mimetic tendency we demonstrate as a people, distorts the face 

and the style of the artist’171. What is interesting about this passage is that it was also the first 

instance of a complaint against the (uncritical) importation of postmodernism; a claim and a 

complaint that would repeat itself countless times in the references to postmodernism in the 

following decades. Thus, postmodernism was perceived by Sorogkas, as something external 

to Greek culture, and as something negative for the local artists who would fall victims to this 

trend. It is important to note, that this ‘dangerous importation’ of postmodernism described 

here took place during a period in which France was the absolute country of influence on the 

Greek intellectual state of things. Strangely enough though, most of the complaints of 

uncritical importations of ideas in the relevant articles of the period referred to the USA when 

it came to the socially disintegrative character of postmodernism. I believe that this can be 

interpreted to a great extent by the significant impact that the widespread feelings of anti-

Americanism in the Greek public had on its way of thinking and its political world-view. 
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Finally, elaborating on the impact of postmodernism on art, the literary writer Giorgos 

Aristinos, would be talking on the impact of postmodernism to literature. According to 

Aristinos, postmodernism had started producing its first literary offspring during the last 20 

years (that would be from the 1960s for the writer at the time), and the signs and 

characteristics of their writing were the following:  

 

self-criticism, self-knowledge, self-affirmation, ‘white paintings’ of the Stern type, a disruption of 

narrative flow, a transcendence of spatial and temporal unity, irony, word-play, and finally self-humiliation. The 

most important of all these however, is a reconciliation with tradition through its assimilation, and in a way that 

is not organic but supplementary. [...] I personally believe that with postmodernism we are disengaged from the 

idea of substance, that is, of the permanent and the stable, and we move towards [...] the ephemeral, the 

fleeting
172. 

   

In Aristinos’s brief description of the traits of postmodernism in literature we find the first 

attempt in the Greek popular press to describe literary postmodernism. As with many of the 

symposium participants quoted before him in this chapter, Aristinos had an evidently 

negative view of postmodernism. I believe that postmodernist literature’s assimilation of 

tradition (in a non-organic way) was according to Aristinos its most important trait, because it 

combined all of the other traits in a clear way. First, by ‘reconciliation’ with what is 

traditional, postmodern art was letting go of the modernist project of clashing with tradition 

and promoting progress and experimentation. But most importantly, by reconciling with 

tradition in a way that ‘disrupted narrative flow’ and ‘transcended the unity of time and 

space’ it became de-historicized. No longer feeling an obligation to look forward, and no 

longer feeling an obligation to understand the past for what it was and to use past artistic 

forms in an organic way, the postmodern literary writer, found himself/herself in the 

maelstrom of what F. Jameson in his seminal text on Postmodernism called ‘a waning of our 

sense of historicity’173. Aristinos’s arguments hold a significant place in the history of 

postmodernism in Greek literature/literary studies, because this was one of the very rare 

occasions where a literary writer engaged in discussions on postmodernism, as most of the 

times in the metapolitefsi, it was literary critics or academics who debated postmodernism in 

literature. 
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Some of the texts presented in the Symposium were later published in the form of a 

collective volume, entitled Modern-Postmodern174. Many of the participants in the 

Symposium held important academic, artistic or generally institutional positions both during 

the period that the Symposium took place and especially in the years that followed. I will 

engage further with an examination of some of the texts of the aforementioned collective 

volume, as well as with the biographies of some of those intellectuals in further chapters, 

where their claims on and understandings of postmodernism will be read in the framework of 

a closer historical examination. The question of what is postmodernism was dealt with both 

in the Symposium itself as well as in the symposium’s presentation in To Vema through the 

prism of postmodernism’s relationship to Modernism/Modernity. Postmodernism was seen 

either as a smooth continuation, a negation of modernism, as simply a deviation from 

modernism, or finally, as what happens once the project of modernity is complete. Thus, the 

presentation’s title ‘How modern is the postmodern’ hinted precisely to that relationship. The 

basis of all these theorizations of postmodernism can be found in the claims of Habermas and 

Lyotard, and so, through it the centrality of their debate in the perception of the Greek 

intellectuals around Spera and the Symposium can be safely interpretable. 

Apart from Mouzelis’ articles on Postmodernism as such, throughout both the 1980s and 

the 1990s To Vema frequently published articles both from and about Mouzelis in reference 

to postmodernism175. Mouzelis, and other fellow intellectuals like the sociologist 

Constantinos Tsoucalas were not only the first intellectuals to promote an understanding of 

postmodernism as a total social phenomenon, but they were also among the fundamental 

theorists and ideologues of the political thought and thus the political program of PASOK in 

the 1980s and the 1990s. Both Mouzelis and Tsoucalas initiated and participated in, a far-

reaching discussion on the position of Greece in a world-map of modernized countries176 

(modernization theory, and theories of underdevelopment) and its constant position between 

the influences of rival superpowers in the framework of a capitalist world-system 

(dependency theory). Thus, their understanding of postmodernism as a new mode of thought 
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in a new world-order corresponded to their positions on the so called belated modernity, or 

under-development of Greece. 

The sociologist/philosopher Giorgos Veltsos, who in contrast to Mouzelis and Tsoukalas 

held a positive stance towards postmodernism, defining it as a sum of new critical ways of 

thought, appeared infrequently in To Vema, either as a writer or as himself and his work 

being points of reference. The most important encounter with his positions on postmodernism 

was an article published on 12 January 1985 entirely composed of translated pieces of his 

from a much lengthier article initially published in France in Les Temps Moderns. The shorter 

Greek version as appeared in To Vema was entitled ‘Can we be intellectuals in Greece 

today?’ and its content is worth further examination177. Veltsos divided the Greek 

intellectuals of the metapolitefsi into two categories: those like himself, whom he called the 

postmodernists, and all the others, who as is expected, were labeled “modernists”. By this 

distinction we can easily deduce that Veltsos did not share the same view of contemporary 

Greece as Mouzelis and Tsoukalas, since for him, Greek intellectuals of the metapolitefsi 

were already modern, and therefore there was no need for the modernization of the country 

and of its intellectual and cultural life. According to Veltsos, if the thought and discourse 

produced by Greek modern (or modernist) intellectuals was critical, then the postmodern 

ways of thought and types of discourse promoted by himself should be understood as the 

critique of critical discourse. Thus, postmodernism in Veltsos’ thought was critical thought 

and critical theory on a meta-level. 

The greatest challenge intellectuals like him had to overcome after returning from France 

to the “empty/barren topos” of Greece after 1974, was to be able to think of Greece outside 

the ideologies that had been constructed for her. In other words, outside nationalism with the 

gaze turned to a glorious past on the one hand, and socialism with the gaze turned to a bright 

future on the other. The question of the existence and practice of the intellectuals as it 

appeared in the title of the article was in direct reference to the state of things in Greece after 

the fall of the dictatorship and the rise of PASOK. The intellectuals had a particular raison 

d’être during the years of the military Junta, and that was resistance. But now (after 1974 and 

especially after 1982) in the period of development and euphoria the only role that remained 

for the intellectuals was the justification and legitimation of governmental policies, through 

the production of specific theories and ideological frameworks. This seems to be an open 

criticism on the role that Mouzelis and other PASOK-leaning intellectuals had reserved for 
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themselves in the years of PASOK’s government, and so I believe that Veltso’s 

understanding of Postmodernism should be seen as a conscious attempt to oppose their 

theories and their politics by constructing a critical version of postmodernism that would help 

deconstruct their schemas concerning the necessary modernization of Greece at the same 

time. Veltsos’s postmodernism was not a continuation of modersnism, but a radical negation 

of modernity: 

 

The challenge is for the intellectuals of the metapolitefsi to avoid the dangers of the “blank pages of 

history”, which always lurk in periods of virtual peace and prosperity. I propose, along with J.F Lyotard, to see 

Greece as “a large ephemeral surface”. Isn’t that what Nietzsche suggested in the “gay science”?178. 

 

What is most fascinating about this passage is that it pointed towards a radically different 

understanding of postmodernism from any other in Greece both before and after the 

publication of this article. Veltsos maintained his direct and positive relation to Lyotard’s 

Condition Postmoderne and its Nietzschean roots, but in contrast to any other such approach 

he attached them with a completely positive and revolutionary identity. What is of further 

interest to me about this article is that no one imitated its example or openly adhered to its 

positions afterwards.  There seems to be no difficulty in explaining why, since in a period of 

significant political entrenchment, the article challenged the old left (the intellectuals of the 

local Communist Party), the intellectuals of PASOK and its policies as well as the 

intellectuals of the alternative/anti-soviet left at the same time, and critiqued their viewpoints 

as ideologically clouded perceptions of the Greek society. As for the intellectuals of the right-

wing, he only had this to say: “I have to say, that in this schema, I do not include right-wing 

intellectuals because they simply do not exist. (Even Christian thinkers in Greece identify 

themselves as left-wingers)”179. At the time Veltsos was writing these words, the historians 

whom chapter 3 below examines had not yet entered the discussion on postmodernism, while 

the literary specialists were debating Theory and French post-structuralism and not 

postmodernism as such. However, as the reader will have a chance to see later in the text, the 

political character of that body of thought that the literarary specialists referred to as Theory 

was debated in very similar political terms to those put forward by Veltsos. 

In 1969, the French political review Les Temps Modernes under the supervision of Jean-

Paul Sartre published a special issue dedicated to life in Greece under the Colonels’ 
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regime180. The special issue gathered articles by left-wing intellectuals and political activists 

(the most famous of which was Andreas Papandreou, the future leader of PASOK, and future 

prime minister of Greece for the longest part of the first sub-periods of the metapolitefsi) who 

had fled the country to avoid incarceration, and its aim was to describe the living conditions 

and the political atmosphere in Greece under the dictatorship. 16 years after the publication 

of that issue, Les Temps Modernes published an issue once again dedicated to Greece, in an 

attempt to examine what has happened in those 16 years, and what was the current political 

state of affairs181. The samples of Giorgos Veltsos’ text published by To Vema were taken 

from the Greek translation of that issue of Les Temps Modernes, which was published in 

1986 by the Eksandas Publishing House, and included two extra articles, one by Constantinos 

Tsoukalas and one by Giota Kravaritou-Manetake that could not be included in the original 

French publication for ‘technical reasons’182. 

From the 1980s and until well after 2000 To Vema hosted numerous articles on 

postmodernism and its relationship to religion183. Most of them were written by priests, they 

focused almost exclusively on the Christian Orthodox religion and they defined 

postmodernism as the zeitgeist of the emerging 21st century. Some, proposed inquiries on the 

contemporary function and role of the Orthodox Church in the postmodern era, while in 

certain cases they even raised ambiguous and ironic questions such as “Is Orthodoxy 

postmodern?”184. With certain notable exceptions as the article cited above, the vast majority 

of these texts perceived postmodernism as a synonym to postmodernity, that is, not as a 

cultural trend but as a new era, and approached it as a challenge or a threat to the role of 

religion in contemporary life. A good example of these articles, reflecting the overall stance 

of the Greek Church and its representatives on postmodernism can be found in an article by 

the minister Christodoulos (who a few years later would become the archbishop of Greece) 

on 11 January 1998185. According to Christodoulos, while the end of the 20th century was 

approaching, ‘a new world-order’ was becoming more and more evident. It is interesting to 

examine two central claims of the text, since its main arguments regarding postmodernism 
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are strongly related to similar arguments made by academics in different contexts during the 

metapolitefsi. Particularly, Christodoulos claimed that: 

 

The new world-order is defined by three axes: Postmodernity, Unicity, and Universality […] 

Postmodernity recently became the dominant wave in the level of ideas of our time, starting from the arts as 

postmodernism and soon passing into more systematic forms of discourse and expression. Postmodernity 

expresses the philosophy of the end of everything, even of god. Everything according to it, is relative and no-

one or anything is entitled to make claims of universal validity186. 

 

Throughout the rest of the text, postmodernism/postmodernity would be presented as the 

bearer of a lot of familiar traits that we have encountered so far. Postmodernity according to 

Christodoulos was bringing the end of grand narratives and ideologies, the end of Reason, 

and even the end of labor and employment, since in the postmodern societies of information, 

the nature of work would be transformed beyond recognition, giving rise to various new 

social problems and dead-ends187. Christodoulos’s definition of postmodernism was 

extremely close to the definition produced by Lyotard.  

 Texts on postmodernism and religion were much less frequent in He Avge, while, texts 

written by priests on the subject were almost non-existent in the left-wing newspaper188.  

With the notable exception of the articles by Giorgos Veltsos, the vast majority of the 

references to postmodernism throughout the sub-periods between 1980 and 1990, regardless 

of their field of expertise and their particular subject of reference shared a rather negative 

view of the term either dismissing it as a passing trend in the discussions of the intellectual 

circles, or plainly approaching it as bad news in contemporary thought. 

From the end of the 1990s, and especially during the first few years after 2000 there was a 

significant increase of references to postmodernism and literature. Though references to 

architectural postmodernism or to postmodernism in the visual arts were still very frequent 

throughout the sub-periods between 1990 and 2000, in the transition to the 21st century 

references to postmodernism in literature started to outweigh them. A key factor in this 

change was the fact that during these years, establsihed philologists/literary critics such as 

Nasos Vayenas and Dimitris Tziovas started publishing articles referencing postmodernism in 

literature in the pages of To Vema. Essentially, with the notable exception of the Sokal affair 
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as we shall see in the subsequent section of this chapter, the open disagreements and 

discussions between primarily Nasos Vayenas and other academics on matters concerning the 

postmodern theories of literature constitute the only case where a public debate opened up 

around postmodernism in To Vema. Contributions to the debate in the newspaper rarely 

reached the polemical tone of the analogous public debate that took place in He Avge and O 

Politis in 2000-2003 about the nature of history and the objectivity of the historians, but we 

will return to both these cases with further details in the following chapters. 

Before the increase in references to postmodernism in literature, from 1996-97 and 

onwards in To Vema, one could encounter an increasing number of short texts with brief 

references to postmodernism as a characterization of contemporary pop and consumerist 

lifestyle culture (postmodern records or films for example) from as early as 1993 and well 

until 2008-2010189.  Despite the increase in the frequency of references during these later 

periods, the term postmodernism did not become established with a particular and entirely 

autonomous meaning of its own, since it was mostly used a) either as a synonym for the word 

contemporary ( the same way that the term modern would be used if we were to compare it to 

the discourse in To Vema in the 1970s for example), or b) to indicate a work of art that does 

not obey any other logic but the random wishes and intentions of its creator (in other words, a 

postmodern work of art is a product of an “anything goes” logic of artistic creation). The 

frequency of the former use of the term indicates that a large number of intellectuals (whether 

academics or reporters) took the identification of their era and its ‘zeitgeist’ with 

postmodernism for granted. In other words, it indicates that a large number of people 

believed that the term postmodern or postmodernist was a handy adjective to describe their 

experience of the world from the mid-1990s onwards. Even though use of the term 

postmodernity was significantly less frequent, the term postmodernism functioned as its 

equivalent in a large number of articles. 

An interesting article by D. Kokkinidis, an artist and at the time a professor at the national 

school of fine arts under the title ‘Postmodern art: Praise or reproach’ was published in To 

Vema on 25 July 1993. Kokkinidis’s article is a particularly interesting case among the pieces 

of that period, because although he refused to express an openly negative or positive opinion 

on postmodernism in general, he attempted to connect his understanding of postmodernism in 

art to the view of postmodernism as a social phenomenon: “And it is already known that 

artistic postmodernism is part of the broader framework of the so-called ‘postmodern world’ 
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the dimensions of which extend all over the social and cultural spectrum of the west”190.  For 

Kokkinidis, what was important was that we don’t judge postmodern art from the perspective 

of an obsession with modernism or from the standpoint of those who blindly hate it, but that 

before we engage in evaluations we have understood the context in which the emergence of 

postmodernism was taking place. Thus, he claimed that the attempts of French theorists like 

Lyotard, Derrida, Foucault, Lacan and Deleuze to question the omnipotence of rationality and 

to fragment the famous western Ego of Descartes and Kant were part of the same process 

through which postmodern artists attempted to question the authority of the modernist artist’s 

ego, and the rational and calculated methods through which modernist artists produced their 

works of art. Kokkinidis seemed to be in favor of the democratic potential that this 

fragmentation of the modernist ego entailed. Escaping the iron cage of the monolithic western 

art-forms was something to be excited about, and this was a project that he claimed artists 

and art-critics should first understand and theorize before attempting to discredit it from the 

outside. His call for an in-depth understanding and for a dispassionate approach to the 

innovations of postmodernism was not heard by his peers. The vast majority of references to 

postmodernism in To Vema for the following 17 years remained negative and aphoristic, 

while very few attempts were made towards further detailed definitions or understandings of 

the term.  

From the beginning of the new century, use of the term became more and more infrequent, 

while from 2005 and until 2010, the references to postmodernism decreased to the point of 

near disappearance. In most cases the concept of postmodernism appeared in reference to the 

visual arts or dance191, while in some cases it was used to refer to people or objects that had in 

collective consciousness been categorized as parts of postmodernism (like Derrida and 

Lyotard, or the linguistic turn and pop art for example).  As we shall see in the following 

section, an analogous waning in the use of the concept took place in He Avge during that 

same period, although there, the use of the term had much more negative connotations, 

especially when used in the context of political remarks. 

 

 

 

 

                                                           
190 Demosthenis Kokkinidis, ‘Καλλιτεχνικός Μεταμοντερνισμός, έπαινος ή ψόγος; [Postmodern art: Praise or 

reproach]’, To Vema, 25 July, 1993, p 46 
191 For example: Clementine Vounelaki, ‘Το μεταμοντέρνο σώμα [The postmodern body]’, To Vema, 25 

January, 1998, p 18 
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2.2 He Avge 

 

In He Avge, no references to postmodernism took place before 1980. During the entire 

decade of the 1980s and almost until 1995, references to the concept were significantly 

limited in numbers, since the terms used most frequently to describe the dominant cultural 

trends of that time or the “distance between Greece and the west” were, development/under-

development and modernization. In this particular context, modernization was understood 

primarily as a process that reduces the country’s distance from its more advanced and distant 

neighbors through the re-organization of its production. The concept of modernization was 

used more and more frequently in the Greek popular and academic press throughout the 

second half of the metapolitefsi. In contrast to To Vema, in He Avge, the terms 

Neoliberalism/Neoliberal, as well as the term Globalization were far more favorable when it 

came to subjects related to politics, and so they were used far more frequently than 

postmodernism and its relative terms. Modernity and especially Modernization became 

dominant concepts in He Avge, only after 1995, when they became the famous catchphrase 

of PASOK’s governmental policy, and thus characterized the period in its totality. PASOK’s 

famous slogan of the periods between 1982-1991 and especially used and established by the 

party’s leader Andreas Papandreou was ‘Change’. The concept of change engulfed various 

aspects of what would later be called modernization, but primarily referred to the necessary 

democratization of the country and especially of the state and public institutions. Due to the 

political implications in its uses, in He Avge, the concept of modernization from the last years 

of the 1980s and especially after 1995 mostly bore negative connotations192. During these 20 

years, the term postmodernism along with its various offshoots was mostly used to describe 

works of art from the visual arts, architecture and cinema193.  References to postmodern music 

or literature however, were far rarer than in To Vema. References to postmodernism in 

historiography or the social sciences were as infrequent as in To Vema, while articles dealing 

with postmodernism as their primary subject were far rarer in He Avge. A notable exception 

to this rule of scarce ferences was the simultaneous book reviews of The Un-Sociology by 

Giorgos Veltsos and the Greek translation of La condition postmoderne by J.F Lyotard, 

                                                           
192 See for example: Dora Kanousi, book review for Giannis Voulgaris’ Ο Δύσκολος εξυγχρονισμός [The 

Difficult Modernization], He Avge, 21 July, 1991, p 25. 
193 See for example: ‘Μεταμοντερνος «Ναός» στο Γαλλικό Ινστιτούτο [Postmodern “temple” in the French 

Institute]’, He Avge, 11 February, 1988, p 9 and Melina Adamopoulou, ‘Μεταμοντέρνο: Μια απάντηση στον 

κίνδυνο της ισοπέδωσης [Postmodernism: a response to the danger of destruction]’, He Avge, 21 February, 

1988, p 19 
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written by Dimitra Paulakou on 17 July 1988. Both books received a warm reception, while 

for Lyotard in particular Paulakou wrote:  

 

We consider this text pivotal, and we believe that the postmodern is not just about aesthetics but 

(mostly) the organization of the post-industrial society. The hypothesis of this book which is a landmark in 

contemporary thought is that the status of knowledge changes at the moment when societies (only the western 

societies) enter the post-industrial era194. 

 

In the moment when these book reviews appeared, already from the beginning of 1988, 

rapid political changes had initiated in the country’s political stage. The part of the left which 

He Avge represented (the so-called Greek New-Left) had a fundamental role to play during 

the period between 1988 and 1991. The massive changes in the political map of Greece 

coincided with the significant changes that were taking place on a global level during the 

same period. The last moments of the Soviet Union, the fall of the Berlin Wall and the 

beginning of a long period of turbulence for the Balkan region were the main processes and 

events that were shaping the physiognomy of politics both in the interior of the country and in 

terms of its foreign policy. The gravity of these political changes and challenges (both 

interior and exterior) can explain the primacy that contemporary even quotidian politics 

received in the newspaper’s pages during these years. Thus, in the period between 1989-1992 

the only reference to postmodernism found in He Avge was the book review of The 

controversy (He Diamahe), a book edited by Giorgos Veltsos with texts from various famous 

foreign thinkers such as Bauman, Lyotard and Habermas on the subjects of modernity and 

postmodernity195. The book’s reception in He Avge was very positive. On the issue of Sunday 

May 6, Dimitra Paulakou wrote:  

 

All the texts in this book are characterized by a craving for the sublime, and an agony for the end of 

philosophy. Therein lies the essential parameter of the controversy over the postmodern. […] Already, 

rationality has started being eaten by the waves. Soon, it will be turned into sand and taken by the river. The 

Post-modern condition will establish itself and will be overcome by causality. G. Gortsis, Ior. Papadopoulos, M 

Rigou, O. Skarpelos who translated the texts and cooperated with G. Veltsos are working towards that direction, 

                                                           
194 D. Paulakou, ‘Δύο βιβλία για το Μεταμοντέρνο [Two books for the postmodern]’, He Avge, 17 July, 1988, p 

23 
195 D. Paulakou, review of G. Veltsos’ Η Διαμάχη [the controversy], ‘Κείμενα για το Μεταμοντέρνο [Texts for 

the postmodern]’, He Avge, 6 May, 1990, p 21 
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and the present book whether it sells two thousand copies or not, constitutes the crowning achievement of this 

effort196.  

 

The Controversy was the first publication that attempted to introduce the main arguments 

of the two opposing sides between modernism and postmodernism in the debate that was 

taking place among philosophers in Europe at the time. Thus, the texts by Lyotard, 

Habermas, Axel Honneth, Zygmunt Bauman and Manfred Frank contained in the book were 

structured in a sequence which constituted some form of a dialogue between their main 

claims. In a brief introduction, Giorgos Veltsos expressed his views on the subject, which 

were clearly summarized in the following paragraph: 

 

In the controversy, or the dialectics between modernism and postmodernism, both sides are right. The 

case is not amenable to a definitive judgment. The arguments and the discursive games that both sides counter-

propose are inglorious and asymptotic like the news that messengers bring which talk about clouds. […] there is 

no foundation, because there is never any foundation that we see as foundation
197. 

 

Veltsos’s position remained clearly ‘postmodern’. Even though he claimed there is no 

winner between the two opposing sides in this conflict of ideas, the reason behind the fact 

that there couldn’t be any winner, was that the ground on which the dispute was taking place 

was fluid and unstable. There could be no foundation, and the arguments of the two sides 

could not compete with each-other on the same grounds. The relativist views expressed in the 

paragraph cited above were clear representations of the anti-foundationalism with which 

French postmodern and post-structuralist thinkers were widely associated at the time. 

Mirto Rigou and Ioannis Skarpelos, two of the main translators of the texts included in 

The Controversy were doctoral researchers in the University of Athens at the time. A few 

years later they would both become professors at the department of Communications and 

Media in the University of Athens. None of the translators of the texts included in the volume 

ever published anything related to postmodernism in the years that followed. M. Rigou, 

published two books examining issues of aesthetics, representation and morality in the 

context of modernity, but without further references to the relationship between modernity 

and postmodernity198. 

                                                           
196 D. Paulakou, ‘Κείμενα για το Μεταμοντέρνο’, He Avge, 1990, p 21 
197 Giorgos Veltsos (Ed), Η Διαμάχη [The controversy], Plethron, Athens, 1990, p 9 
198 See Mirto Rigou, Η ετερότητα του άλλου [The otherness of the Other], Plethron, Athens, 1995 and Ο 

Θάνατος στην Νεοτερικότητα [Death in modernity], Plethron, Athens, 1990. 
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It is important to note that more properly ‘academic’ articles, like the ones by Mouzelis or 

Tsoukalas we examined in To Vema, started appearing in He Avge mainly after 1986. I 

believe that was due to the fact that around the end of the 1980s, the process of academic 

democratization carried out by the governments of PASOK had started to become more 

clearly felt, since more universities were gradually opening and more openly left-wing 

academics were hired in large numbers in the Greek universities for the first time. Many of 

those newly emerging left-wing academics were the primary source of He Avge’s articles on 

theory, the humanities, and the social sciences. 

An interesting reference to postmodernism in He Avge during the third sub-period of the 

metapolitefsi was an article by Manos Stefanidis regarding postmodernism in the fine arts on 

2 October 1988199. In ‘Post-modernism or anything goes? That is the question’, Manos 

Stefanidis, a leading curator of the national gallery of Greece claimed that ‘many 

contemporary artists produced works of art that ‘obeyed the laws of the market’, and that 

were in essence postmodern. According to Stefanidis, just as the country’s economy was 

dying, so was its culture. Young artists tended to cover the gaps in local cultural production 

caused by our gradual inability to deeply ‘reflect and express ourselves’ through 

postmodernism. He then gave his view on postmodernism: 

 

But what is in practice the postmodern? What else than a conservative refolding of expression and 

thought after the ideological –mainly- and social waning of the avant-gardisms that appeared in the beginning of 

the century. The idea of ‘post’ passed from architecture to the plastic arts as a nostalgic immersion into forms of 

the past […] In essence it’s not a new style, but a mishmash of various styles of the past, presented however in a 

sophisticated and hyper-intellectual manner
200. 

 

Here, we encounter once again the dominant characteristic of postmodernism in the eyes 

of its critics. Namely, its ‘anything goes’ logic of artistic composition, which is seen as a 

reflection of consumerism and of the western culture of advertising. The original Greek title 

of the article, if translated directly would be ‘post-modernism or onion-soup?’. This word-

play in which the soup was used as a metaphor for a melting pot of different styles, is 

indicative of the perception of postmodernism as a way of artistic creation in which no rules 

apply and anything is allowed and acceptable. That form of cultural logic was evidently 

considered a negative development by the journalist. 

                                                           
199 Manos Stefanidis, ‘Μετα-μοντέρνο ή Μετα-κρεμμυδάκια; - Ιδού η απορία [Post-modernism or anything 

goes? -That is the question]’, He Avge, 2 October, 1988, p 19 
200 Manos Stefanidis, ‘Μετα-μοντέρνο ή Μετα-κρεμμυδάκια; - Ιδού η απορία’, He Avge, 1988, p 19 
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On 2 February 1988, He Avge hosted its own report on the Symposium on Postmodernism 

organized by Spera and the Athens French Institute. As a tribute to the upcoming symposium, 

the newspaper published an interview with four members of Spera’s editorial board, who 

were at the same time among the main organizers of the symposium. Each of the four 

representatives was given a chance to develop his/her view on the nature of postmodernism 

and on the repercussions of its emergence in the arts and culture. In contrast to the negative 

representations of postmodernism throughout the first and second period of the metapolitefsi 

in To Vema, both in reference to the symposium of 1988 and more in general, He Avge’s 

tribute was an unusually positive coverage of the story, with the provocative title 

‘Postmodernism: an answer to the danger of destruction’201.  Throughout the report, each of 

the four representatives responded to a different question regarding postmodernism. Anna 

Kafetsi, in answering whether the postmodern is a new art-form or a new condition, claimed 

that in the fine arts, the postmodern appeared in two different forms. First, although 

postmodernism is not a ‘movement’, it contains within it and it brings together various 

different artistic trends and minor movements like ‘neo-expressionism, new geometry, and 

mostly inter-avant-garde. Thus, the first form is that of a combination of new ways of artistic 

expression. Second, postmodernism could be seen as a broad ideological perception which 

claimed that modernism and modernity had in the end a negative impact on society; that in 

the end, modernism turned society towards Puritanism. Thus, postmodernism appeared as a 

voice of freedom and liberation, which allowed young artists to ‘swim through’ different 

styles of different periods, and to make art the way they wished, without fear or 

constraints202. 

In answering which are the main features of postmodernism, Giorgos Aristinos, claimed 

that the postmodern had been used as a pass-partout term so often, that it risked losing its 

meaning and its usefulness203. However, despite the many perceptions and the different uses, 

we could identify certain core features in literature. In postmodern literary texts, elements and 

expressive methods of different eras and different styles were brought together, following not 

some clear rule, but the will and the appetite of the writer. The writer no longer wishes to 

represent or reflect an objective reality, but is conscious of the fact that he/she just wishes to 

tell his/her own story. For postmodernism, the writer’s story is a separate, self-sufficient 

universe. All the different elements and styles that a postmodern text might combine, are 

                                                           
201 Melina Adamopoulou, ‘Μεταμοντέρνο: Μια απάντηση στον κίνδυνο της ισοπέδωσης [Postmodernism: an 

answer to the danger of destruction]’, He Avge, 2 February 1988, p 19 
202 Melina Adamopoulou, ‘Μεταμοντέρνο’, 1988, p 19 
203 Melina Adamopoulou, ‘Μεταμοντέρνο’, 1988, p 19  
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woven together only through irony. Irony thus, in Aristinos’s view of postmodernism was the 

feature that most distinguished postmodernism in literature204. No further references to the 

emergence of a possible postmodernism in local literary writing were made, and so it is not 

clear from Aristinos’s claims if he was describing an emerging literary form limited to the 

countries of the west or if these traits were to be found in the Greek context as well.  

Andreas Belezinis, located the emergence of postmodernism in the field of architecture in 

the late-1970s, while he claimed that after architecture, ‘postmodernism passed into painting 

and sociology, and now literature’205. The main feature of postmodern writers was that they 

drew inspiration from a stance that was against progress. Progress, as a concept identified 

with modernity and modernism, was seen as something oppressive and thus postmodernism 

as an anti-progress ideology presented an escape route. According to Belezinis, that was why 

postmodern writers drew so much from the pre-modern past, and that also explained the 

impact of anthropology on their work. However, their anti-progress stance did not make 

postmodernists conservative and regressive206. In other words, for Belezinis, much like for 

Kafetsi before him, postmodernism was another way to look to the future by looking 

differently at the past. 

Sotiris Sorogkas, talked about the way in which he believed that postmodernism was 

‘entering Greece’ at the time. According to Sorogkas, the ways of life and the traditional 

cultures characteristic of Greece, had begun to alter and wither away since the post-war 

influx of foreign capital and the destruction of the local ways of production by the western 

‘contemporary economo-centric expansionism’207. Postmodernism as a voice of freedom, and 

as a counter-paradigm against the western capitalist one, could have had powerful potential. 

Unfortunately, in Greece artists and especially architects just mimicked the free spirit of 

foreign postmodernism, and thus in the local context, postmodernism became just an empty 

form of an ‘anything goes’ expression. 

All four participants in the tribute held a positive view of postmodernism, but saw its local 

‘appropriations’ with suspicion and mistrust. In their view, the main problem with the 

introduction of postmodernism into the Greek framework was that it was not the result of an 

organized conscious attempt, but rather the result of imitation. That was why, in the 

descriptions of the contributors to the symposium, the local version of postmodernism 

appeared in the form of ‘tendencies’ or isolated ‘borrowed’ features, and not in the form of a 

                                                           
204 Melina Adamopoulou, ‘Μεταμοντέρνο’, 1988, p 19 
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coherent broad ideological perception like the positive form that Kafetsi described above. In 

the years that followed the article’s publication, it was the negative features of 

postmodernism as described by the symposium’s participants that predominated in public 

consciousness, rather than the potential for liberation that it bore.   

In the years between 1994 and 1998 a gradual increase in references to periodizing 

concepts such as those of the Post-industrial or Post-Fordist society took place, while from 

the years between 1997 and 1998 and onwards these concepts seem to have been gradually 

replaced by another one with much more negative connotations, that of Globalization. The 

term Globalization was very often combined with, or used to directly describe the new state 

of the world and society as described in Hardt and Negri’s Empire. References to Hardt and 

Negri’s concept of the Empire, a Globalized world of unfreedom synonymous to the 

increasing dominance of Neoliberalism, were a lot more frequent in He Avge (albeit not 

always positive) rather than in other newspapers like To Vema or Ta Nea which were closer 

to the center-right or right of the political spectrum. One of the most representative examples 

of that influence can be found in an article by Christos Laskos and Ch. Papadopoulos, on 16 

March 2003 under the title ‘Globalization or Imperialism?’208. In their brief presentation of 

Empire, the two writers claimed that Hardt and Negri’s claims sounded so familiar, because 

they were nothing but a continuation of post-structuralism and postmodernism in the realm of 

politics209. The identification of postmodernity with Globalization seemed clear and 

established in Laskos’s and Papadopoulos’s reading of Empire, a factor that made them claim 

the book was not as original or as important as certain parts of the left would want it to be.  

During the years between 2001 and 2005, there seemed to be a gradual change with 

regards to the dominant political and periodizing terms used most frequently. While until 

2002, the terms used most frequently were Globalization and Postmodernism 

interchangeably, after the beginning of the war in Afghanistan, and especially during 2003, 

the focus had shifted completely to the terms Imperialism and Globalization, gradually 

sidelining postmodernism. From the end of the 1990s and especially in the years between 

1998 and 2005, postmodernism and postmodernity were used as concepts more or less 

synonymous with Globalization, but with significantly more cultural overtones. Thus for 

example, on 1 January 2000, He Avge hosted an anti-American polemical article by left-wing 

M.P Panagiotis Lafazanis entitled ‘2010 A.D’ in which he wrote:  

                                                           
208 Ch. Laskos and Ch. Papadopoulos, ‘Παγκοσμιοποίηση ή Ιμπεριαλισμός; [‘Globalization’ or Imperialism]’, 

He Avge, 16 March 2003, p 21-22 
209 Ch. Laskos and Ch. Papadopoulos, ‘Παγκοσμιοποίηση ή Ιμπεριαλισμός;’ 2003, p 22 
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The Globe welcomes the new century that is approaching, almost unaware, surrendered to the 

postmodern fatalism, the neoliberal universalism and the secret charm of the USA, while we, on this tiny dot of 

the world, we celebrate carefree the year 2000 in Fiestas inspired by Simitis and Avramopoulos empty of 

content and meaning210. 

 

Throughout the thirty years between 1980 and 2010, He Avge frequently hosted 

translations of texts originally published in foreign newspapers. The bulk of these translations 

came from French newspapers and primarily Le Monde. During the first decade of the 21st 

century there was a significant increase in translated articles from the English press, as well 

as in articles that dealt with English or American intellectuals, as well as a relative increase in 

texts from Italy (mainly coming from the newspaper L’Unità). Finally, it is worth mentioning 

that due to the large number of New-left intellectuals that were either professional historians 

or dealt with historiography systematically, the number of articles concerning history was 

significantly larger in He Avge than in most of the newspapers of the metapolitefsi. 

On 8 October 2000, Kirkos Doksiadis, a professor of social theory in the University of 

Athens, wrote an article under the title ‘The postmodern condition’211. According to 

Doksiadis, there was a strange gradual aesthetic and cultural turn to conservatism in the 

younger Greek generations, and especially with regards to matters concerning religion and 

nationalism. The arch-bishop of the Greek Orthodox Church, Christodoulos –whose article 

against postmodernity we examined earlier in the present chapter- was according to 

Doksiadis, gaining appeal because he was aware of the particularities of that strange cultural 

change. According to Doksiadis, the archbishop had ‘expressed more efficiently than anyone 

else in the public sphere’ something that Doksiadis called a ‘cultural postmodernism’, which 

ran through contemporary Greek society, and especially among the young. Christodoulos’s 

advantage was that he knew how to move around within this new postmodern condition. He 

was always moving between what is funny and what is serious. Thus, Lyotard’s famous 

concept was used by Doksiadis to indicate this dissolution of the boundaries between the old 

conservatism and its new more aestheticized postmodern version. The dissolution of the 

boundaries between what is serious and what is a joke, which made the archbishop successful 

and impervious to satire was the most characteristic trait of that larger epochal change, called 

                                                           
210 P. Lafazanis, ‘2010 M.X [2010 A.D]’, He Avge, 1 January, 2002, p 42. Simitis was the prime minister of 

Greece and Avramopoulos the Mayor of Athens at the time when the article was written 
211 Kirkos Doksiadis, ‘Η Μεταμοντέρνα Κατάσταση [The postmodern condition]’, He Avge, 8 October, 2000, p 
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postmodernism. The fear of an Orthodox Church seizing the opportunity and riding the wave 

of postmodernism in its own benefit was not entirely unusual for the figures associated with 

He Avge at the time. What is peculiar however, is that these fears were expressed while the 

church of Greece was steadily losing its appeal to the Greek population already from the 

beginning of the metapolitefsi, while the younger generations of the 1990s and onwards were 

characterized by an aversion or indifference to the church and organized religion in general. 

Finally, it is crucial to make a clarification with regards to the distinction between the uses 

of the concept of postmodernism (or the postmodern) and the uses of the concept of 

postmodernity in the newspapers examined above. The term postmodernity appeared for the 

first time in both newspapers much later than its sibling concept. In To Vema it made its first 

appearance in 1991, while in He Avge it first appeared in 1993. References to postmodernity 

were significantly rarer than those to postmodernism, while in the years between 1997 and 

2005 postmodernity became increasingly used, although never even close to the frequency 

with which we encountered references to postmodernism in the same newspapers. In many 

cases at that period the two concepts were used in direct relation to each other (postmodernity 

as the era when the spirit of postmodernism is dominant). The differences in the references 

between the two concepts described above are a direct reflection of the differences in their 

meanings and contents. Postmodernity was mostly a periodizing term rather than just an 

aesthetically charged adjective, and thus it carried a much more politicized meaning in the 

writings of those newspapers. Using the term postmodernity presupposed the recognition and 

acceptance of a new global era; in which either capitalism had gone through a tremendous 

shift (what F. Jameson after Ernest Mandel called “Late Capitalism”) or that the world had 

changed in such a way that the principles underlying modernity had been disrupted. Such 

claims were too bold to be easily accepted both by the people behind the texts examined 

above and their audiences. A second factor of major importance in the different uses and 

receptions of the two concepts is the fact that most of the major works that promoted the term 

postmodernity were either translated into Greek many years after their original publications 

or are still currently not available in the Greek language. Thus for example David Harvey’s 

Condition of postmodernity (1990) was published for the first time in Greek in 2009. Fredric 

Jameson’s Postmodernism or the Cultural logic of late capitalism (1991) was published in 

Greek for the first time in 1999 and not in its entirety, and Perry Anderson’s The origins of 

postmodernity (1998) remains un-translated. Thus, since the term postmodernity was not as 

well-established in the Greek milieu before 2000 (and it remains less well-established in 

comparison to that of postmodernism), we have encountered numerous cases where 
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postmodernism was imbued with the same meaning that postmodernity would later come to 

be used with; that is, as a term indicating a new phase in the history of the world212. However, 

precisely because the term postmodernity was established by intellectuals who belonged to 

the forefront of the political left (Harvey, Anderson, Jameson), using the term postmodernism 

in its place, made the use much less polemical and politically charged, and thus I believe the 

latter case was preferred so much by the center-right newspaper Journalists of the 

metapolitefsi.  

Both in To Vema and in He Avge, from the year 2000 and onwards, postmodernism was 

used more and more frequently as an aesthetically charged synonym to the concept of 

“globalization”213. However, due to their radically different political outlooks, in To Vema 

this understanding and use of the concept acquired a much less polemical tone than the 

analogous ones in He Avge. Moreover, following the same logic, it is important to note that in 

To Vema any references to Empire by Hardt and Negri, at the time frequently hailed as the 

radical-Left manifesto of the 21st century were almost entirely absent214. The importance of 

this lack of references lies not only in the impact that the text in question had on the left-wing 

intellectuals of the period, but also in the deep connection between the concepts of 

postmodernism and globalization that it had promoted.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                           
212 See for example: Kirkos Doksiadis, ‘Η Μεταμοντέρνα Κατάσταση [The postmodern condition]’, He Avge, 8 

October, 2000, p 16. And Rea Galanaki, ‘Ρίζες, Παράδοση, θρησκεία στη μεταμοντέρνα κοινωνία [Roots, 

tradition, religion in the postmodern society]’, He Avge, 13 February 2005, p 28 
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renewal]’, To Vema, 8 December, 2002, p 20 which contains the phrase “Participation today, is the peaceful 
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almost voted]’, To Vema, 12 February, 2004, p 13 
214 Michael Hardt&Antonio Negri, Empire, Harvard University Press, USA, 2000 
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2.3 The Sokal affair and its aftermath 

 

The perfect opportunity for a full scale attack on postmodernism was provided to its 

vehement critics in 1997 with the public turmoil around the notorious Sokal affair. In 1996, 

Alan Sokal, a professor of physics at New York University published an article under the title 

‘Transgressing the boundaries: Towards a transformative hermeneutics of Quantum Gravity’ 

in the cultural studies journal Social Text215. After its publication, Sokal wrote an article in 

the American literary magazine Lingua Franca explaining that the article published by Social 

Text was a hoax: 

 

To test the prevailing intellectual standards, I decided to try a modest (though admittedly 

uncontrolled) experiment: Would a leading North American journal of cultural studies -- whose editorial 

collective includes such luminaries as Fredric Jameson and Andrew Ross -- publish an article liberally salted 

with nonsense if (a) it sounded good and (b) it flattered the editors' ideological preconceptions? The answer, 

unfortunately, is yes [...] Social Text's acceptance of my article exemplifies the intellectual arrogance of Theory 

-- meaning postmodernist literary theory -- carried to its logical extreme. No wonder they didn't bother to 

consult a physicist. If all is discourse and ‘text’, then knowledge of the real world is superfluous; even physics 

becomes just another branch of Cultural Studies. If, moreover, all is rhetoric and ‘language games’, then internal 

logical consistency is superfluous too: a patina of theoretical sophistication serves equally well. 

Incomprehensibility becomes a virtue; allusions, metaphors and puns substitute for evidence and logic. My own 

article is, if anything, an extremely modest example of this well-established genre216. 

 

A year later, Alan Sokal and Jean Bricmont, published Impostures Intellectuelles attacking 

postmodern intellectuals like Derrida and Lyotard for their misuse of scientific terminology, 

and their misrepresentations of scientific methodology217. Both the hoax and the subsequent 

book received harsh responses by various intellectuals who were either directly the target of 

Sokal and Bricmont, or felt that they belonged to the categories and groups of intellectuals 

unjustly criticized by the two physicists218. The impact of the Sokal hoax, or Sokal affair as it 

later came to be known, was immense. The Sokal affair was one of the few cases where an 

isolated fact triggered global reactions in the intellectual circles of many countries, igniting 

fierce debates about the nature of scientific inquiry, objectivity and the future of theory and 
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the humanities. This short section of the present chapter, presents the reactions to The Sokal 

affair in the Greek popular press, and more particularly, in To Vema and in certain articles 

taken from the other Lambrakis-owned popular Greek newspaper, Ta Nea. Even though the 

point of reference was Sokal and Bricmont’s book and not postmodernism as such, the sum 

of the articles published in reference to the book in the Greek newspapers in 1997, constitutes 

the first public debate on postmodernism in the Greek popular press. Its impact on the local 

perceptions of postmodernism was decisive, and the mark it made never faded completely.  

Although the first reference to Sokal in To Vema appeared in an article by the literary 

critic Nasos Vayenas, it was in a passing comment with no elaboration on the Sokal hoax 

whatsoever219. Vayenas merely mentioned the Sokal affair, as the first (provocative) step in 

the local milieu, for what had already started taking place abroad. The first major reference to 

the Sokal affair can be found in a presentation of Sokal and Bricmont’s book on 12 October 

1997, entitled ‘The great battle of postmodernism: A Franco-American conflict of 

intellectuals’220. The article was primarily composed of  quotes taken from French 

magazines and newspapers of that period (primarily Le Monde and Nouvel Observateur). The 

article’s writer shared Sokal’s view that most contemporary French intellectuals fell under the 

category of postmodernism (albeit to different degrees). The names mentioned in 

identification with postmodernism were those of Jacques Lacan, Jacques Derrida, Jean-

Francois Lyotard, Julia Kristeva, Felix Guattari, Jean Baudrillard, Paul Virilio, and Bruno 

Latour. Furthermore, the writer seemed to believe that a large part of the conflict could be 

interpreted as a misunderstanding between two different academic and philosophical cultures. 

On the one hand that of Sokal coming from the American academic system, and on the other 

that of the French intellectuals, whose works were ‘much more based on interpretation and 

style’221. The author of the article was unspecified, but the fact that there was Paris, October 

written on its first page indicates that it was a correspondence piece either taken directly (and 

translated) from a French newspaper, or that an unknown correspondent had sent it from 

Paris, as a report on the intellectual turmoil in the French capital. 
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A week after that first lengthy presentation of the Sokal affair, Th. Georgiou published an 

article entitled ‘Anatomy of the Sokal affair’, in an attempt to defend French postmodern 

philosophy222. According to Georgiou:  

 

French postmodern philosophy and its contribution to the knowledge and organization of our society 

is invaluable. It is not a ‘philosophical fantasy’ as its enemies claimed. It isn’t a passing philosophical trend 

either as many accused it of being in the first stages of its formation.[...] The linguistic idiom of French 

philosophy opens new roads, and utilizes new methods (like deconstruction for example), so that human beings 

can face the intricate problems of the postmodern society223.  

 

In other passages, Georgiou, claimed that Sokal and Bricmont’s attack on the French 

postmodernists was in essence a continuation of the attacks that the hard sciences have made 

on philosophy and the humanities in general countless times over the years. French 

postmodernism was the present and the future of the humanities, and therefore the Sokal 

affair should be seen as an attack on the humanities in total224. In the long paragraph quoted 

above, we can make two observations of significance. First, we find in this passage, the 

familiar and yet rare for the Greek popular press, claim that Postmodern philosophy emerged 

as a response to, or as a tool to help with, society in its postmodern phase. Therefore, in the 

writer’s view, postmodernism was first and foremost a global phenomenon instead of just a 

philosophical code. Second, it is very important to note that for the writer, French 

postmodernism appeared to be unified. Georgiou acknowledged the differences between the 

theories of Baudrillard and those of Lacan for example; however, both French thinkers 

seemed to belong to the same intellectual group, since he believed that they were both part of 

a wider effort of post-war (primarily French) intellectuals to understand the postmodern 

society and to invent the necessary conceptual and linguistic tools through which to analyze 

it. Already in the first reports concerning the Sokal affair, French theorists in the Greek press 

were approached through their American readings, as a unified and homogenous body of 

ideas and concepts. 

A week later, on 26 October 1997, To Vema made an official tribute to the Sokal affair. In 

the tribute, the newspaper hosted a translated response by Sokal and Bricmont to their critics, 

and a response to Th. Georgiou’s article by Nasos Vayenas. In ‘Why all this fuss?’ Sokal and 

Bricmont attempted to respond to their critics (particularly in France), but to also take some 
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distance from some of their supporters225. In their article published by To Vema, the two 

physicists claimed that they neither wished to argue that the entirety of contemporary French 

philosophy is nonsense, nor that the social sciences are any less ‘scientific’ than the hard 

sciences. Their aim was to show how certain contemporary French thinkers misused terms 

taken from the hard sciences enhanced with heavy doses of complex Jargon, in order to 

impress their audiences. Finally, according to Sokal and Bricmont, the ‘revelations’ made in 

their book did not discredit the entirety of those particular French philosophers’ work, but 

only indicated the parts of it where scientific discourse was misused. The ultimate target of 

their critique was not the French intellectuals themselves, but rather the academic system and 

fashion of that time, both in France and in the U.S.A, which allowed for such misuses of 

science to be accepted, and for such loaded jargon to be so frequently used226. 

In a polemical response to Th. Georgiou’s article examined above, the prominent literary 

critic Nasos Vayenas wrote an article entitled ‘Anatomy of an anatomy’ in support of Sokal 

and Bricmont’s book227. Vayenas began his response, by accusing Georgiou of attempting to 

criticize Sokal and Bricmont without having read either the initial paper in Social Text, or 

their book. Rather, according to Vayenas, Georgiou was trying to present the Sokal affair 

solely by what he had read in the press, and to respond to it, only based on his own thoughts 

and ideas on French postmodernism. In support of Impostures Intellectuelles, Vayenas 

claimed that the Sokal affair was not part of the broader traditional attacks from the hard 

sciences against the humanities, and that Sokal did not wish to degrade ‘the sciences of man 

in general’228. Georgiou had claimed ‘that the sokal affair was nothing but a desperate 

attempt to fit theoretical thinking into the narrow dimensions of the mathematical 

sciences’229. Vayenas mocked that claim, by responding that only a fool would ever make 

such an attempt, and that judging by their book and its enemies, Sokal and Bricmont were 

certainly not fools230. Vayenas believed instead, that the Sokal affair was an attack against 

French postmodernism in particular. In fact, he further claimed that Sokal and Bricmont did 

not criticize the entirety of French postmodernism, but only the extreme postmodernists. He 

did not specify what he meant by the use of that label or which of the French intellectuals 

belonged to that category. Judging by the intellectuals at the epicenter of Sokal’s critique, I 
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believe that the distinction he had in mind was that for example, even though Foucault (or 

probably even Roland Barthes) belonged to the broader category of French postmodernism, 

he was not the center of criticism in Impostures Intellectuelles, because postmodern elements 

in his work were not as extreme as in for example Derrida’s or in Baudrillard’s, who were 

frequently criticized in the book. Finally, Vayenas mocked Georgiou again claiming that a 

serious discussion about the Sokal affair could only take place once the participants had 

really read the book, and that  

 

the absoluteness, with which certain postmodernists express the opinion that there is no objective 

truth, reflects their faith in the existence of an objective idea not very different to that which they object. The 

postmodernists in question will first have to solve this contradiction in a rational way if they want a discussion 

on the Sokal affair to have any possibility of ever taking place231. 

 

The passage quoted above is significant, because in it we find one of the dominant themes 

of the critique against postmodernism in Greece throughout the second half of the 

metapolitefsi. Until Vayenas’s polemic, both in To Vema, and in He Avge, we had mostly 

encountered critiques of postmodernism that focused on aspects of it such as its emphasis on 

the individual rather than the collective, or on the dissolution of grand narratives etc. Here, 

for the first time in such an aggressive, dismissive tone, postmodernists were accused of 

questioning the existence of objective truth. This claim could be found both in Sokal’s article 

in Lingua Franca, and in his book with Bricmont. This critical theme would re-appear over 

and over again, both in the historians’ public debate and in the dozens of polemical articles of 

Vayenas in To Vema, throughout the 10 years after the Sokal affair. The details concerning 

this claim and the reactions to it are among the points of focus of the subsequent chapters of 

the present research. Finally, another significant feature of Vayenas’s article lay in the fact 

that he recognized the existence of a group of local supporters of postmodernism, or, enemies 

of Sokal and Bricmont. Though their names were not mentioned, one can rather easily 

imagine Giorgos Veltsos and his extended group of followers as the holders of that title since 

they had done so much to promote French Theory in Greece since the 1980s. 
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 In ‘Who’s afraid of Sokal’ 232, an article describing the stakes behind the scandal, much in 

the spirit of the ‘anything goes’ understandings of postmodernism described above, the 

professor of political philosophy D. Dimitrakos claimed that:  

 

the importance of the incident lies in the critique against a kind of writing that is pompous, enigmatic 

and ultimately illusory: It is misdirected and it misdirects […] Many speak today about the “postmodern” or 

about “postmodernity” without that ever being specified. That is because the content of postmodern thought is 

inherently flux and indeterminate. It is trying to express a labyrinthine world of chaos. In this world, reality is 

“socially constructed” according to the established phrase used by the postmoderns and others233. 

 

Dimitrakos’ text was openly hostile to postmodernism, and it seems to have shared the 

same view of the subject with most of the philosophical approaches of the period in Greece 

(relativism, denial of reality and absolute truth, excessive emphasis on style rather than 

content) but it was one of the representative examples of individual cases against 

postmodernism in the popular press rather than a text that showed a deep knowledge of the 

subject or an attempt to start a dialogue with the more knowledgeable approaches of 

Mouzelis or Veltsos. It is exactly the same spirit that characterized an article by the 

psychiatrist V. Siomopoulos on the 23rd November 1997 under the title The shadowy 

specter234. Its title openly referred to the specter of communism haunting Europe from the 

opening page of the Communist Manifesto, drawing a parallel that is rather telling of the 

writer’s position and intentions. In contrast to the other articles on the Sokal affair in To 

Vema it showed a good knowledge of the debates around postmodernism in the USA and 

Europe, but seems to have had no view of and no connection to the form these debates had 

taken in the Greek intellectual context, and thus did not refer to any local case or particular 

thinker.  In the pages of He Avge the Sokal affair received far less attention. It was mostly 

perceived as a joke of poor taste that could be added to the widespread tendencies towards a 

depreciation of the social sciences and the humanities. In other words, despite the negative 

stance towards postmodernism that the editors of He Avge seemed to share with Sokal and his 

intentions, in contrast to To Vema, the Sokal affair was for He Avge much more a case 

concerning intellectual and academic politics than an opportunity for an attack against 

postmodernism. 
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On 19 October 1997, before the polemical tone of the articles we examined above 

dominated the scene, D. Maronitis, a prominent Greek philologist wrote in his weekly 

column in To Vema, about ‘the problem of postmodern style’. More particularly, he claimed 

that he found the debates that the Sokal affair had initiated interesting, but that he was not 

interested in writing about the epistemological issues at stake, but rather, what was mostly 

interesting to him was the ‘invasion of the postmodern style and its local branches into our 

country’235. Maronitis further claimed that postmodern style was ‘infiltrating the country’ in 

two interrelated ways. First, through the translation of the French postmodernists’ texts into 

Greek. Very often, he claimed, the translations of these texts were of poor taste and skill, and 

thus ended up making these already challenging texts, nearly incomprehensible for the 

uninitiated readers. Second, through the actual texts of the local postmodernists:  

 

The problem of style however, becomes even more perplexed in the ‘postmodern’ texts of our own 

fanatic importers or usurpers of French postmodernism and deconstruction. Here, the peculiar style is not only 

exaggerated but is even further distorted since it is presented as a pre-decided model of untamed writing; which 

is supposed to undermine the rhetorical conventions of journalistic discourse in its own field236. 

 

Maronitis thus claimed, that Greek postmodernism was quite as obscure in its style as the 

original French, since in essence, being incomprehensible was precisely what the local 

postmodernists were striving for. He did not directly name any of the allegedly local 

postmodernists, but the article referred to certain articles that had been published in Ta Nea 

during the previous two weeks. The most famous of the participants in these articles for his 

support of postmodernism was Giorgos Veltsos, whose book The Un-Sociology as well as a 

large number of his articles had been severely criticized and scorned for their obscure and 

experimental use of language and textual structure.    

On 1 October 1997, another widely popular Greek newspaper of the center-right, Ta Nea, 

presented its take on the Sokal affair, in an arguably much more biased article than the ones 

found in To Vema237. Titled ‘Massacre without a band-aid’ and with an equally provocative 

sub-title: ‘French intellectuals are imposters! two scientists claim’, the first article on the 

Sokal affair in Ta Nea, edited by Mikela Chartoulari, misrepresented the claims of Sokal and 

Bricmont first by grossly simplifying their arguments and second by using provocative 

language to describe the debate that their book had initiated. The article’s subtitle brought in 
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opposing sides an obscure group of intellectuals, and two ‘scientists’, subtly neglecting the 

fact that by describing the debate in such terms, the non-academic public would 

unconsciously start with a priori feelings of support for the scientists, since in the perceptions 

of the broader public, it was scientists and not philosophers or social thinkers who enjoyed 

the status of authority. In the public’s perception, a scientist would most likely be one who 

bears knowledge and is able to see through the ways of the world, whereas an intellectual is 

merely one who is skilful in his/her use of the language, and tends to bear opinions instead of 

knowledge. The conflict could have been described as a conflict between different 

intellectuals, or a conflict between ‘hard’ and ‘soft’ scientists, but the given choice of words 

indicates an already existing stance on the part of the article’s editor. Finally, by using 

phrases in her descriptions such as ‘Alan Sokal and Jean Bricmont tear apart the holy 

monsters of French thought in their book..’ or ‘Thus, the two scientists do not hesitate to tear 

into pieces one of the greats of psychoanalysis J. Lacan’, the article gave the impression that 

Sokal and Bricmont did indeed prove that French intellectuals (in general) were frauds. I 

believe that Th. Georgiou’s passionate defence of postmodernism in the article we examined 

above could be interpreted as a reaction to this first introduction to the Sokal affair by Ta 

Nea.  

The most thorough reference to the Sokal affair was presented in Ta Nea, in a lengthy 

tribute to the affair on 9 October 1997 under the title ‘What does enfolding of meaningness 

really mean?’238. The question of the title was an ironic appropriation of a concept invented 

and used by Julia Kristeva239. The tribute was again edited by Mikela Chartoulari, who had 

also written the introductory text. Following the ironic tone of the title, her introduction was, 

just like the article examined above, openly hostile to French intellectuals of the 1960s and 

1970s. Implying that indeed intellectuals like Kristeva and Derrida who used excessively 

obscure discourse were ‘charlatans’, Chartoulari claimed that the reason behind the dispute 

was the fact that someone had dared to question and challenge the ‘holy monsters’ of French 

Theory240. Thus she seemed to share the viewpoint of the supporters of Sokal, who saw in 

this dispute not so much a disagreement on matters of epistemology, but a case of fraud in the 

left-wing academic establishment. Throughout the rest of the tribute, various Greek 

academics were called to comment on the Sokal affair and its impact on the Greek and the 
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international academia. First, the professor of philosophy in the University of Athens Stelios 

Virvidakis, claimed that many philosophers used obscure and cryptic language to impress. 

Furthermore, he claimed that a misuse of scientific terms by a philosopher who does not fully 

understand them is indeed fraud and ‘that is much more frequent in texts of contemporary 

French postmodern thinkers’241. In essence, he claimed that he was in agreement with Sokal, 

but that he disagreed with the latter’s excessive aggression against the postmodernists. The 

only example he gave for that kind of a vacuous discourse in Greece, was Giorgos Veltsos242. 

Nasos Vayenas focused mostly on the obscurity of postmodern discourse. He claimed that 

the reason that the impact of the Sokal affair became so felt in Greece was that in Greece 

there were intellectuals who ‘take their ideas mostly from France’243. However, he did not 

believe that accusing these intellectuals of ‘charlatanism’ and ‘fraud’ was right. In Greece, he 

argued, the Postmodernists’ students are mostly those who ‘agree with secondary arguments 

of postmodern theory, but disagree with the central idea of postmodernism, which is absolute 

relativism’244. More particularly, he claimed that: 

 

The best of those students do not manage to avoid the lack of expressive clarity. The worst of them, 

promote an obscurity which eliminates the possibility of rational communication. As an extreme example of the 

latter category, I should definitely mention Giorgos Veltsos, the obscurity and the meaninglessness of whose 

texts seems to surpass any influence of apprenticeship
245. 

 

Finally, Vayenas went on to claim that the language of contemporary French philosophy 

and theory during the past 30 years had been increasingly obscure. That was, because for the 

first time in the history of the humanities we encountered on behalf of these intellectuals:  

 

a conscious effort to transcend linguistic rationality, and a belief that the cognitive efforts of the 

theoretical sciences can be satisfied with an intuitive discourse, which will be able to function the way that 

poetic discourse does. This cause, stems from the postmodern idea -which in my opinion is entirely false- that 

because there is no non-metaphorical use of language, there are no boundaries between poetic and theoretical 

discourse246. 

 

                                                           
241 Mikela Chartoulari, ‘Τί θα πεί τελικά η πτύχωση της σημαινότητας; 1997, p 28 
242 Mikela Chartoulari, ‘Τί θα πεί τελικά η πτύχωση της σημαινότητας;’, 1997, p 28 
243 Mikela Chartoulari, ‘Τί θα πεί τελικά η πτύχωση της σημαινότητας;’, 1997, p 28 
244 Mikela Chartoulari, ‘Τί θα πεί τελικά η πτύχωση της σημαινότητας;’, 1997, p 28 
245 Mikela Chartoulari, ‘Τί θα πεί τελικά η πτύχωση της σημαινότητας;’, 1997, p 28 
246 Mikela Chartoulari, ‘Τί θα πεί τελικά η πτύχωση της σημαινότητας;’, 1997, p 28 



124 
 

Aristides Baltas, a physicist and a historian of physics, focusing as well on the issue of 

postmodern style, claimed that we could not and that we should not accuse contemporary 

French intellectuals of ‘charlatanism’247. Instead, we could accuse their ‘bad students’ of it; 

those who imitated their obscure style just to impress. Nicos Mouzelis, who was presented as 

‘an enthusiast of the Anglosaxon tradition’, claimed that it was absolutely reasonable for texts 

whose subjects were difficult to grasp and required intricate descriptions, to be obscure and to 

seem incomprehensible248. However, the intellectuals who wished to have a wide public 

appeal and who wished to be widely read and heard, had the obligation to express their 

arguments simply and clearly so that those could be accessible to the public. Finally, with 

regards to the issue of postmodern ideas in the French intellectual circles he claimed that: 

 

Within the field of French structuralism-post-structuralism (the field to which Sokal and Bricmont 

mostly refer to), exist theories which are obscure, but they also have something substantial to tell us (for 

example, the theories of Foucault and Derrida). There are however, equally incomprehensible theories which are 

empty of content (for example those of Baudrillard). The latter, aim less to producing knowledge than to 

impress the bourgeois intellectuals with extremely obscure and at the same time shallow expressions, with 

absurdities, and with word-games. Nowadays, that kind of theoretical constructs are legitimated through the 

postmodern critique of Reason, which considers every demand for lucid thought to be an ‘authoritarian act of 

terrorism
249.  

 

Mouzelis’s contribution bore one fundamental characteristic which differentiated it from 

the other articles in the tribute. For Mouzelis, the French Theorists at the center of Sokal’s 

polemics were structuralists or post-structuralists, and not necessarily postmodernists. This 

very distinction meant that Mouzelis was writing from the perspective of one who saw the 

two as distinct and who believed that the debate on postmodernism should not be entirely 

focused on French post-structuralism. Finally, Giorgos Veltsos did not respond to the 

critiques he received by the other academics of the tribute, but claimed that with all the 

emphasis it had been given by the French and now the Greek media, Sokal and Bricmont’s 

book would certainly be a best-seller. Furthermore, precisely because of the book’s success 

and due to the publicity given to the Sokal affair, in the long run, the view that would prevail, 

would be that of Sokal and Bricmont250. Mouzelis and Vayenas, were the only two of the 

tribute’s intellectuals who did not only focus on the style of postmodernism, but who also 
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referred to something else, which they believed was the core-problem of postmodernism. In 

their view, the use of obscure and purposefully incomprehensible language was directly 

related to a bigger issue at the heart of postmodernism; namely, the triptych of absolute 

relativism, anti-rationalism and of the negation of objective truth. The tribute’s intellectuals 

did not engage with the details of the Sokal affair, or with an in-depth analysis of the 

philosophies which Sokal and Bricmont referred to. By solely focusing on the issue of 

(obscure) discourse and expression, their texts did not allow for the dispute to develop into an 

occasion for further epistemological debate, or a discussion on postmodern ideas in 

particular. 

The tremendous impact of the Sokal affair and of the negative critiques that emerged in its 

aftermath, along with the various negative articles either on postmodernism and the arts or 

the negative articles related to the Church and its representatives like the ones we examined 

above, contributed significantly to the establishment of a negative view and reception of 

postmodernism by many of the intellectuals who did not participate in the debate, as well as 

in the public’s perception in general. The anti-intellectualism with which the Sokal affair was 

so strongly connected in its representations in the press was complemented by the articles 

coming from representatives of the church, which had greater impact on the conservative 

readership. The negative perception of postmodernism, along with the anti-intellectualism 

that was established by the Sokal affair and its aftermath had paved the way for the extremely 

negative perceptions of postmodernism during the public debates and polemics in the fields 

of history and literary criticism that would erupt a few years later (2000-2004).  The way for 

the epistemological debates and polemics on postmodernism among historians and literary 

specialists as well as reporters and other intellectuals which would shake the country’s 

intellectual scene during the first years of the 21st century was paved by the Sokal affair and 

the ideas it gave rise to. The epistemological debates on postmodernism among historians and 

literary specialists are the subjects of in-depth analysis in chapters 4 and 5 of the present 

thesis. However, although it paved the way for their emergence, the Sokal affair was never 

fully used throughout the aforementioned debates as a valid case of a successful polemic 

against postmodernism. I believe that its ‘absence’ from the subsequent local debates can be 

interpreted based on the following: First, even those who took sides with Sokal and Bricmont 

in the Greek newspapers (Vayenas for example), did not seem to completely adopt the 

formers’ simplistic view and their lumping together of so many different intellectuals under 

the label of (French) postmodernism. Second, Sokal’s and Bricmont’s book was never 

translated into Greek, and therefore without a source to actively prolong it, the shock-wave of 
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the Sokal affair wore off much quicker than in many other European countries. Finally, 

although in the epicenter of the subsequent debates we encounter the use of certain themes 

that were dominant in the argumentation used in the Sokal affair (extreme relativism, 

subjectivism, anti-rationalism etc), the subsequent debates and polemics focused to a great 

extent either on the political implications of these ideas in academia, or on the 

epistemological implications of these ideas in the studying of the past and of literature. In 

2016 a Greek translation of Sokal’s article in Social Text was published in book-form along 

with an introduction and conclusion by Sokal251 and it has been the only publication relevant 

to the Sokal Affair in the local cultural market. I believe, that even though the spectre of the 

Sokal affair never returned as such to haunt the local postmodernism-related debates in the 

future, to a great extent, it set the stage and the agenda for the subsequent disputes among 

intellectuals; while the perceptions of postmodernism it cultivated, survived unconsciously 

and shaped the opinions of many. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                           
251 Alan Sokal, Υπερβαίνοντας τα όρια [Transgressing the Boundaries], Mariana Bitsiou (translator), Topovoros, 

Athens, June 2016 
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Chapter 3: Defining Postmodernity, or Postmodernism as a social 

Phenomenon. 

 

3.1 Prologue 

 

Throughout the previous chapter we traced the changing popular perceptions and 

representations of postmodernism in the course of the metapolitefsi. The transformations and 

definitions traced in the previous chapter are fundamental in understanding the particular 

connotations and implications of the approaches to postmodernism examined in the present 

chapter. The encounters between academics, artists, and reporters in the pages of the popular 

press that we examined above were truly significant in the shaping of the approaches to 

postmodernism which are the subjects of the present chapter as well as of the epistemological 

case-studies of chapters 4 and 5, and thus it is important that the readers have acquired a clear 

view of these encounters and changing perceptions before they engage with the narratives of 

the chapters that follow. The same can be said regarding the significance of the Sokal affair 

in the shaping of the perceptions of postmodernism in the last stages of the metapolitefsi, and 

so it is important that the readers have been provided with a thorough account of the 

unfolding of the affair and its influence on the Greek intellectual scene before venturing to an 

examination of more particular features of postmodernism in Greece. In the preceding 

chapters we briefly examined the distinction between two different ways of understanding 

postmodernism in the writings of the intellectuals at the center of the present research; 

namely, postmodernism as an epistemological challenge, and postmodernism as a social or 

cultural phenomenon. The former category entailed the intellectuals who debated 

postmodernism as a wave of influence or as a challenge in the epistemic foundations of 

specific fields. The case studies we will examine in the subsequent chapters are those of 

history and literary criticism, as two cases in which discussions around the nature of their 

practice and the postmodern challenge to it developed in the public sphere. The latter 

category, entailed approaches to postmodernism which did not view it as something specific 

or limited to any discipline or field of science, but as a general aesthetic and cultural wave, or 

as a total social phenomenon affecting various sectors of society at the same time. We have 

examined various references to postmodernism from the perspective of new aesthetics or 

culture in the chapter regarding postmodernism in the press. As we have seen, 

postmodernism as a change in culture and aesthetics was the most widespread understanding 
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of the term throughout the metapolitefsi. In the 1980s, groups of architects and artists 

attempted to initiate discussions around the nature of postmodernism and its entrance in the 

Greek milieu in various occasions252. From that moment onwards, postmodernism became a 

concept used with increasing frequency, either in order to describe contemporary art, or to 

indicate the unstructured, hedonistic, and consumerist logic which pervaded the popular 

culture of the time. Postmodernism as a synonym for what was generally known as ‘lifestyle 

culture’, and for an ‘anything goes’ logic in art was extremely frequent in the popular press, 

as we have had the chance to show in the previous chapters. Parallel to these perceptions of a 

more ‘cultural’ postmodernism, there were attempts at conceptualizing postmodernism as 

something transcending the epistemic and the cultural. Although much less frequent and even 

less researched in depth, these approaches saw postmodernism as a social phenomenon, or a 

new era following that of modernity; namely, Postmodernity. In these accounts, the cultural 

aspects of postmodernism were seen as so widespread and influential to the whole society, 

that they were considered as the constitutive elements of a new cultural logic at large, a new 

social logic, or even a new era. In what follows, for convenience and due to lack of space, I 

will refer to the perceptions of postmodernism as an epistemological challenge as 

‘epistemological postmodernism’ and to the perceptions of postmodernism as a social 

phenomenon as ‘cultural or social postmodernism’.  

The present chapter firstly examines the elements that distinguish the perceptions of 

‘epistemological postmodernism’ and ‘social or cultural postmodernism’; and secondly, it 

examines the particular cases in which more advanced approaches to postmodernism as a 

social phenomenon have developed in the Greek literature. Because the subject of this 

chapter is so dangerously wide, I will necessarily make various references to intellectuals or 

approaches that we have already encountered in the previous chapters and more specifically 

to intellectuals who the readers will encounter again in the epistemological case studies, since 

in certain cases, both intellectuals and ideas, did not limit themselves to one discussion or one 

field, but sought to make more general and overarching claims and observations. 

Additionally, I will try to limit myself to the thorough examination of the lengthier and more 

in-depth references to postmodernism as a social phenomenon/era, like the books by 

Kondylis and the articles by Mouzelis we already encountered in the previous chapters. 

 

 

                                                           
252 We examined these attempts to some extent in chapter 2. See: S. Bakogiannopoulou, ‘Πόσο Μοντέρνο είναι 

το Μεταμοντερνο? [How Modern is the Postmodern?]’, To Vema, 21 February 1988, p 47 
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3.2 Modernity and Postmodernity 

 

What was it that distinguished, and what was it that connected what we would call 

postmodernism as an epistemological challenge, and what, paraphrasing Einstein, we would 

call a general theory of postmodernity? To begin with, in both views of postmodernism, the 

term, as its etymology already indicates, was perceived and conceptualized through its 

relationship to the concept of Modernism or to that of Modernity. At the center of both 

perceptions lies a certain narrative of modernity. According to this narrative, there was a long 

period in the history of the world, during which more and more societies adopted the values 

and ideas of the Enlightenment. Inspired and shaped by the ideas and ideals of the 

Enlightenment, more and more societies were organized around the formation of nation-

states, they reduced the influence of organized religion, and developed a gradual separation 

between the various ‘fields’ of social life (religion, the state, civil society, the private sphere 

etc). Thus, the religious/the church, the political/the state and political organizations, the 

economic/production and market, and the legal/the court, were separated from each-other and 

became relatively autonomous. In much the same way, ethics was separated from aesthetics, 

and science was separated from philosophy and religion. Through their separation, various 

institutions emerged that would mediate the relations between them (Unions, advertising, and 

most importantly the public sphere and civil society in general as places of public social 

criticism and debate). Finally, if the term used to designate the process described above was 

Modernization and the term used to periodize the epoch in which the process described above 

took place was modernity, then their equivalent in the fields of culture, philosophy, general 

social perceptions and the arts, was Modernism.  

The narrative described above can be found in the core of all the intellectuals’ accounts I 

examined in the course of the present research. Another thing in common to all the 

intellectuals’ accounts examined here, with regards to their understanding of modernism and 

modernity, was that modernism was characterized by two main features. Firstly, it was 

characterized by a strong desire for ‘improvement’ and ‘development’. Modernism strived for 

progress, constantly looked towards the future, the betterment of human lives, and 

technological advancement. That is why, its very name referred to that temporal dimension. 

Modernism was always about the future, the new, the always up-to-date, the modern.  

Secondly, the spirit of modernism and thus, the entirety of modernity, were characterized by 

the gradual predominance of Reason and Rationality over the lives of people in societies that 

were undergoing modernization. In time, modern societies to some degree or other, let go of 
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the irrational elements of their pre-modern past in their organization, and human beings 

became more and more imbued with Reason. 

All the different understandings of postmodernism in the Greek context found in the 

course of my research were the results of a particular approach to this narrative or of a 

particular reaction to it. None of the Greek intellectuals of either one of the two categories of 

my initial distinction (epistemological postmodernism and cultural/social postmodernism) 

produced a detailed, and exhaustive analysis of postmodernism. In the case of social/cultural 

postmodernism, I encountered numerous disparate claims in which postmodernism was used 

either as an indication of a temporal category (Postmodernity), or in order to describe a 

current or emerging cultural and aesthetic logic that characterized the late 20th and the 21st 

century. However, I believe that the distinction between a temporal and a merely cultural 

understanding of postmodernism was almost exclusively ‘technical’. In essence, the 

perception of postmodernism as an era, presupposed the perception of postmodernism as a 

cultural, aesthetic and social logic. More particularly, the following rationale is found in the 

core of all the approaches the readers of the present chapter encounter: in order for 

postmodernity to begin or even exist, the cultural logic of postmodernism must have first 

prevailed over the world, or else, to have become global.  

Despite the fact that references to postmodernism as a cultural, social and political 

phenomenon were very frequent in the popular and academic press of the second half of the 

metapolitefsi, no public dialogue on the subject took place as it did with regards to 

epistemological postmodernism. Nevertheless, discourse concerning the end of modernity 

became increasingly popular around the end of the century, and it was very often in the 

context of this impending end of modernity that claims and theories around postmodernism 

emerged. In the same year that Spera and the Athens French Institute organized their 

influential symposium on modernism and postmodernism253, the prominent sociologist 

Giorgos Veltsos published the first and so-far, only Greek monograph on postmodernism in 

the social sciences254. The Un-sociology was the first and only properly postmodern text of 

the social sciences published in Greek. Its point of reference was Foucault’s The order of 

Things, to which Veltsos dedicated his book on the first page. The book’s sub-title, an 

analytics of postmodernism was a clear description of its content and its writer’s intentions. 

With a two-page long introduction divided into two sentences only by two full stops, with 

hundreds of citations from French theorists like Foucault, Derrida, and Lyotard, hundreds of 

                                                           
253 See: S. Bakogiannopoulou, ‘Πόσο Μοντέρνο είναι το Μεταμοντερνο?’, 1988, p 47 
254 Giorgos Veltsos, Η μή κοινωνιολογία, [The un-sociology], Nefele, Athens, 1988 
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lengthy references to Nietzsche and Marcel Proust, Veltsos’s text was constantly moving 

along the lines of incomprehensibility. Although his analytics of postmodernism stemmed 

from the field of sociology, he explicitly declared that he wished to transcend the borders of 

disciplines, since this was not a scientific study in any clear-cut way. Rather, this was his way 

of suggesting a new way of thought altogether. The un-sociology was ‘an analytics of a 

textual society’255. 

According to Veltsos, the challenge we faced in the era of postmodernity was to answer 

the call of our times, by escaping the limitations of modernity, rationality and positivism. But 

that could not be achieved through science and traditional sociology: 

 

I am not proposing a new sociological or sociopsychological theory, I am not proposing a solution, I 

am not proposing anything at all, because nothing can be proposed as an answer to ‘what is there for us to do?’ 

anymore. H. Arendt was right: Today we can do nothing but think of what we have already done. What have we 

done with our critical theories of modernity? [...] We are at a dead-end that no grand theory, no glorious 

institution, no party or inspired person can overcome. And the dead-end is modernity itself and its 

anthropological complacency, which is imposed by the politicians and its intellectuals, either as a socialist 

promise, or as liberal happiness
256. 

 

According to Veltsos, the end of modernity in Greece could be roughly located in the end 

of PASOK’s first governmental term in 1985, and that was because the turn of events with 

PASOK’s political practice proved the absolute failure of politics and all the empty promises 

that grand political ideals along with their theoretical schemas had brought during the 20th 

century257. The answer that the problem of postmodern authority posed, through its dispersed 

autonomous centers of political power, could not be political, since politics and political 

visions along with Reason had failed altogether. The answer was to bring aesthetics and 

poetics into the political and the social. Thus, sociology could no longer be the answer. The 

answer had to be sought in something that was both anti-sociology and at the same time more 

than just sociology; the un-sociology: 

 

My aim here is not to conclude this text on the un-sociology with a small, local, neo-cynical, ironic 

aesthetic and moral discourse that would resist positivistic legitimation and scientific generalization. That is 

why, I propose a discourse analogous to the rhetoric and not to the positivist paradigm. A discourse relevant to 

that of a theory of literature, sententious and analytic at the same time, like the one I encountered in the texts of 

                                                           
255 Giorgos Veltsos, Η μή κοινωνιολογία, 1988, p 10 
256 Giorgos Veltsos, Η μή κοινωνιολογία, 1988, p 30-31 
257 Giorgos Veltsos, Η μή κοινωνιολογία, 1988, p 35 
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those who espoused Blanchot –M. Foucault, J. Derrida, J.F Lyotard- who accepted his mysticist 

transparency
258. 

 

Velstos approached the end of modernity with a welcoming outlook and saw 

postmodernism as a new positive way of thinking, capable of liberating humanity from the 

shackles of modern rationality and positivism. According to Veltsos, what had to be done was 

to transcend modernity and its dominant modes of thought rather than try to save it or 

transform it. In contrast to this approach, a few years later, Panagiotis Kondylis’s The decay 

of bourgeois civilization was the first and so far only monograph dealing with the historical 

transition from modernity to postmodernity in the Greek context259. Although aspects of this 

approach can be found in Veltsos’s ‘un-sociology’, Panagiotis Kondylis’s book was the first 

account in the Greek context to thoroughly examine postmodernism not only as a particular 

cultural/aesthetic or philosophical trend, but as a total social phenomenon; as a new era 

following modernity. Kondylis’s book was originally written and published in German as 

Der Niedergang der bürgerlichen Denk- und Lebensformen. Die liberale Moderne und die 

massendemokratische Postmoderne, in 1991, and it was translated by himself and published 

in Greek within the same year.  

According to his account of postmodernism, on the one hand the terms modernism and 

postmodernism indicated specific aesthetic and cultural waves of thought, and on the other 

they defined an entire era and an assemblage of ideas and ideologies. Thus, the two terms 

were primarily examined in their first meaning by historians of art and literary critics, and in 

their second by philosophers. Kondylis claimed that the two aspects of modernism and 

postmodernism had not yet been combined by the intellectuals of the time. That was one of 

the ambitions of his book; to provide an examination of the links between the cultural aspects 

of modernism and postmodernism, and modernity and postmodernity at large. By that 

statement we can infer that he was unaware of Fredric Jameson’s theory of postmodernism as 

the cultural logic of late capitalism, who by the time Kondylis wrote the book under 

examination had already published most of his major articles on the subject. At the same 

time, since I believe that this reading of postmodernism (as a combination of the two aspects) 

had to some extent already been realized both in Lyotard’s and Derrida’s understandings of 

postmodernism, we can infer that Kondylis did not have a very clear picture of the 

approaches to postmodernism that had been produced in France. According to Kondylis, 

                                                           
258 Giorgos Veltsos, Η μή κοινωνιολογία, 1988, p 36 
259 Panayiotis Kondylis, Η παρακμή, 1991 
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discussions about postmodernism in art by far preceded the philosophers’ debates, who had 

just recently taken an interest in the notion of postmodernity260.  

Kondylis claimed that in the arts, postmodernism appeared mostly as an ‘anything goes’ 

logic, that defied all the dominant rules and styles of modernist art, turning them into a 

random collage. In the realm of society however, the account seemed to get more complex 

since it evolved into a generalized ‘anything goes’ logic. Kondylis claimed that any attempt 

to understand postmodernism as a social phenomenon had to look into the cultural and 

aesthetic side of postmodernism at the same time. Although his account aimed at paying 

enough attention at both aspects, in the end it tended to prioritize the social changes over the 

cultural. In Kondylis’s account we find much in common with most of the accounts 

concerning modernity we have examined so far. Thus, for Kondylis, modernity was identified 

with the establishment of Enlightenment values, of Reason, and with the rise of the 

bourgeoisie. The culture, or the general spirit that distinguished modernity from the previous 

epochs was liberalism. Liberalism as the culture of the bourgeoisie, shaped modernity and 

gave it its radical character. For Kondylis, much like for Habermas or Honneth, modernity 

was neither a solely progressive nor an oppressive historical age. Instead, Kondylis claimed 

that one of the mistakes that the supporters of modernism frequently made was to indentify 

democracy and Reason with the Enlightenment and with Liberalism. He believed that 

liberalism was inherently authoritarian since it represented the culture and the interests of a 

specific class; that of the bourgeoisie. The democratic tendencies of modernity were not due 

to the influence of liberalism, but due to the pressures of another force, lurking within 

modernity as a rising tendency and struggling to overthrow it; that force was ‘mass society’ 

which was in a constant struggle with liberalism261. The passage from modern bourgeois 

society, to mass democracy started taking place after the first stages of the industrial 

revolution had been completed:   

 

Bourgeois liberalism always suffered from a fundamental contradiction: From its very nature it was 

always authoritarian, at the same time though it was obliged to unfold politically in a mass society (in the 

making), which constituted the sine qua non condition of its own existence. However, mass society pushed 

towards mass democracy, and that made the contradiction even more intense. To the extent that the industrial 

mass society sidelined the last residues of societas civilis, as it was establishing itself, the contours of mass 

                                                           
260 Panayiotis Kondylis, Η παρακμή, 1991, p 57 
261 Panayiotis Kondylis, Η παρακμή, 1991, p 55 
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democracy were becoming clearer, to the point where mass society and mass democracy merged on a 

technologically advanced basis
262.  

 

  In contrast to Habermas’s theory of an unfinished modernity, and to Lyotard’s theory of 

the end of modernity and the rise of the postmodern condition in the latter half of the 20th 

century, for Kondylis, the establishment of mass democracy and thus the emergence of 

postmodernity began with the completion of the first phases of the industrial revolution, and 

thus almost 200 years ago263. In the Greek translation of the book, Kondylis included a long 

introduction, applying his theory of a transition from liberalism to mass democracy and the 

decay of the bourgeois civilization to modern Greek history. In his attempt to apply his 

original schema to the Greek case, he made certain valuable observations and clarifications 

that are of significant importance, since they show his views on the ‘arrival’ of 

postmodernism in the Greek context. 

Much in agreement with most of the theorists of modernization in Greece, Kondylis 

claimed that in contrast to most central and northern European countries, Greece not only 

never had a bourgeoisie proper, but to begin with, due to its Ottoman past, it never even had a 

truly feudal past like most countries of the west. Thus, its delay in catching up with most of 

the major developments in the west could be explained by looking at its slow start, and its 

peculiar origins. Because Greece never went through the transitions that western European 

countries went through in their paths to industrialization, Greece also never developed its 

own bourgeois revolution (unlike England or Germany for example)264. The lack of a 

bourgeoisie proper and of a thorough industrial base, after its independence in 1830, was 

covered by the creation of a huge and all-penetrating state. The state fulfilled this role by 

creating an economy of corruption and corrosive clientelistic relations265. The developments 

that took place after the end of WWII, and the country’s dire economic and political situation, 

lead to the establishment of a ‘bastard mass democracy’ which was unlike those of western 

Europe, and maintained a great deal of its patriarchal and clientelistic past266. Finally, the 

emergence of the middle classes in the second half of the 20th century and the massive 

diffusion of popular songs and poetry created a truly common culture for the majority of the 

population that transcended the distinction between ‘high’ and ‘low’ culture already before 

                                                           
262 Panayiotis Kondylis, Η παρακμή, 1991, p 214-215 
263 Panayiotis Kondylis, Η παρακμή, 1991, p 60-61 
264 Panayiotis Kondylis, Η παρακμή, 1991, p 17 
265 Panayiotis Kondylis, Η παρακμή, 1991, p 21 
266 Panayiotis Kondylis, Η παρακμή, 1991, p 40-41 
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the advent of postmodernism corroded the boundaries between high and low culture in the 

west267.  Already before 1974, but mostly after the dictatorship  

 

with the turn to a local version of mass democracy, the turn to a corresponding form of 

postmodernism took place; in the sense that, the waning and the dissolution of local ideologies, along with the 

international liquidation of clear cold-war ideological boundaries, gave rise not only to an indifference towards 

Greek ideologies in general, but also to a chaotic mixing of cultural products coming from abroad in massive 

numbers –in direct proportion to  the rapid increase in the importation of material consumer goods. The 

combination of everything with everything, which as we shall see in this book constitutes an essential 

characteristic of the mass democratic way of thinking, as well as the hedonistic values of impulsiveness and 

self-realization, as they have been established by this cultural revolution in Greece, were moulded with the age-

old notorious local habits of cultural laziness, smartass-ness and sciolism. This moulding was thus, the most 

natural and convenient entrance of postmodernism in a place where the bourgeois work-ethic is practically 

unknown not only in the field of material production but also in the intellectual field
268. 

 

 

In contrast to Veltsos, for Kondylis the pluralism and the ceaseless mixing of cultures and 

ideas that postmodernism was usually associated with was viewed as a sign of decadence. For 

Kondylis, the mixture of imported postmodern ideas with all the problematic aspects of the 

Greek society resulted in the creation of a new local postmodern culture. However, 

postmodernism was not only a form of culture or a form of cultural change, but an entirely 

new social logic. The turn to postmodernism, in other words the diffusion of the postmodern 

cultural logic, meant that the Greek people would gradually stop adopting and using the ways 

of thought and the ideas that shaped the Greek history of the past 150 years, and would 

develop an ‘anything goes’ logic of relativism where anything can be compared to anything, 

and ideas are formed as a collage of imitations. Greece in Kondylis’s account, was merely 

adopting a cheap imitation, of an already negative western postmodernism: 

 

Whichever is one’s personal position, it is a common fact now that modern Greek history as we have 

known it in the last 200 years is closing its circle. Of course, its tragic and comic episodes are not over yet, but 

its unity and its particular character are coming to an end. Greece is ranked at a very low place in the global 

division of material and intellectual labor. Its own postmodernism consists of what is a narrow and marginal 

strip in the broad spectrum of the postmodernism of others
269.  

 

                                                           
267 Panayiotis Kondylis, Η παρακμή, 1991, p 41-42 
268 Panayiotis Kondylis, Η παρακμή, 1991, p 46-47 
269 Panayiotis Kondylis, Η παρακμή, 1991, p 47 
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As we have observed in the two works examined above, as well as in numerous articles 

from the popular press270, the relationship between modernism and postmodernism as well as 

that of modernity and postmodernity was the foundational theme with regards to the nature of 

postmodernism in the approaches under research. For Veltsos and the people of Spera, this 

narrative was inspired by Foucault, Derrida and primarily Lyotard, whose Condition 

postmoderne was published in a Greek translation for the first time in the same year that 

Veltsos’s Un-sociology was published (1988). For Kondylis on the other hand, the transition 

to the end of modernity and to the next stage was much more influenced by German 

philosophy dealing with the impact of the Enlightenment from Adorno and Horkheimer’s The 

dialectic of Enlightenment, to Habermas and his response to Lyotard. Thus, Adorno and 

Horkheimer’s approach was presented as a remedy to the negative impact of modernity over 

humanity, while Habermas’s approach was presented as a diagnosis of a negative 

development on the last stages of modernity. The critique of modernity initiated by Adorno 

and Horkheimer however, was a common root to both approaches in a way that, despite their 

radical differences, brought them together. The critique of modernity proposed in The 

Dialectic of Enlightenment is echoed strongly in La condition postmoderne. For the 

intellectuals who subscribed to Adorno’s critique, the extreme rationalism that characterized 

modernity in the end had an oppressive and not a liberating impact, since in the spirit of 

perpetually seeking progress, it led to the destruction of important social bonds, to the 

annihilation of millions of lives, and to the creation of a new popular mythology, according to 

which, god was progress itself. This new ‘secular mythology’ proclaimed Europe to be the 

paradigm of development, which all other civilizations should follow. In this narrative, 

postmodernism initially appears as a challenge to the dominant ideals of the modernizing 

project (progress, rationality, Eurocentricism, and of modernist art). That is why, for the 

followers of Lyotard it was hailed as a wind of liberty. In the Lyotard-inspired narrative of 

postmodernism however, postmodernism was not just perceived as a challenge to modernism, 

but it contained at the same time, the main features of the new age that was dawning in the 

wake of modernity’s gradual end. On a second level, postmodernism was perceived as a 

cultural and at the same time an aesthetic wave which expressed the fluidity and uncertainty 

                                                           
270 See: Melina Adamopoulou, ‘‘Μεταμοντέρνο’: Μια απάντηση στον κίνδυνο της ισοπέδωσης 

[Postmodernism: an answer to the danger of destruction]’, He Avge, 2 February 1988, p 19 and Μοντέρνο-

Μεταμοντέρνο, εισηγήσεις Συμποσίου του περιοδικού Σπείρα, [Modern-Postmodern, Presentations of the 

symposium organized by Spera], Smele, Athens, 1988 
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of the end of modernity. Postmodernism in this approach was simultaneously a side-effect of 

the end of modernity and an anti-modern wave in itself. 

Another narrative that was very widespread in the intellectual circles of the metapolitefsi, 

and also stemmed from Adorno and Horkheimer’s critique of modernity was that of 

Habermas’s response to Lyotard. We have already had a chance to briefly examine this 

approach in the previous chapter, but it is important that we re-visit it here, since it was a 

significantly influential narrative among the anti-postmodernists. According to this idea, the 

problem of modernism was not in its extreme emphasis on Rationality and its oppressive 

Eurocentrism, but in the fact that the project of modernity was never completed. In other 

words, modernity was indeed a liberating historical period, in which ‘traditional’, irrational, 

backwards ways of life and social organization were gradually sidelined by progress and 

secularization. In this narrative, the horrors of the 20th century were not -as Adorno and 

Horkheimer claimed- the result of modernization, but the backlash of irrationalist pre-modern 

tendencies trying to take hold of society again. What was necessary to avoid such horrors 

from ever happening again, was to promote the completion of modernity’s project. 

Postmodernism in this approach appeared as a false prophet, since the solutions it proposed 

were not in reality liberating but oppressive, and since it enhanced all the negative features of 

the pre-modern enclaves in society (irrationalism, relativism etc). By enhancing the 

irrationalist relativist tendencies of the pre-modern past, it was considered a hindrance for the 

completion of the modernizing process271. 

The Habermas-inspired response to modernity entered the local milieu from the very 

beginning, along with Lyotard’s thesis itself. Habermas’s response was already mentioned in 

issue 16 of Themata chorou ke technon, and his theories on modernity and his positions 

against Lyotard were included in the detailed introduction to the translation of La Condition 

Postmoderne in 1988 by Theodoros Georgiou272. An example of the ‘Habermasian approach’ 

to the Greek intellectual circles can be found in an article by Vasilis Fiorevante in He Avge, 

in 31 July 1994, entitled ‘Towards a critical history of Modernité’273. According to 

Fiorevante, while the radical changes that society had undergone during the last quarter of the 
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20th century demanded that we change our approach to culture and ideas, we should not give 

in to postmodernism and accept its ideological constructs regarding ‘the end of history and 

relativism’. 

 

Instead, through a critical approach to the modern problems, and through a parallel critique of the 

postmodern ideology and practice, we could possibly create the conditions for the conception and the 

application of a new and modern plan for culture, art, and education, in which the center of attention will be 

shifted to Man, Reason, the subject, and thought. The Enlightenment remains the starting point of this new 

modern plan, just as it was for modernism
274. 

 

 

Fiorevante then claimed that modernité was connected from its very beginning with the 

identification of the social subject with Reason. The entire 20th century was characterized by 

two tendencies in this identification: on the one hand by the progressive dialectical 

coexistence of Subject and Reason, and on the other by their disjunction and the domination 

of irrationalism. ‘Today, the latter side of modernity seems to be dominating almost 

exclusively’. By criticizing both postmodernism and the old, faulty conceptions of progress, 

we would be able to construct a new project, with new imperatives for social and cultural 

progress275. While the ‘project of modernity’ proposed in the article was almost exactly the 

same as the one found in Habermas’s response to the postmodern challenge, Habermas 

himself was never mentioned throughout the article. His influence on the article’s rationale, 

whether direct or indirect however is evident. Finally, the fact that modernity was referred to 

as Modernité and not through the use of the concept’s Greek translation (νεωτερικοτητα) or 

its English equivalent, indicates the writer’s influences and the source of his information on 

the subject of postmodernism. Throughout the article, the writer referred to only a small 

number of other texts, the most relevant of which was A. Touraine’s Critique de la 

modernité, which was most likely one of the central sources of influence on the writer’s 

understanding of modernity. Tourraine’s perception of modernity might have been less 

frequently referred to than Habermas’s in the Greek context, but judging by its impact on 

texts like Fiorevante’s article, we can safely claim that it indeed had some degree of influence 
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for those who engaged with the theories of post-fordist and post-industrial capitalism in the 

1990s276. 

The ‘Habermasian’ response to postmodernism, while very influential on a wide scale, 

was not consciously adopted by a large number of local intellectuals. No doubt that was not 

because they were in support of postmodernism; the volume of negative references to 

postmodernism encountered in the local popular press should be enough to prove otherwise. 

However, even for most intellectuals who did not adopt Habermas’s ‘unfinished project’ of 

modernity, the primacy of modernity and of the necessity to define and understand it over 

that of postmodernism or postmodernity was certain and clear. The ‘preference’ for 

modernity over postmodernism was prevalent in both the academic and the public press until 

the first years of the 21st century. I believe that was due to two reasons: firstly, due to the 

massive influence of the concept of modernism in the arts. Modern or modernist art was so 

well-established in the local context, that it seemed almost impossible to question or replace. 

Secondly, because the ‘modernization’ of Greece was one of the central intellectual and 

political stakes and sources of debate in the public sphere for the greatest part of the 

metapolitefsi. The question of what was Greece’s place in comparison to the ‘advanced’ 

‘modernized’ western countries, and in a global modernity, as well as where it should be and 

how, was a question deemed much more crucial and pressing for most of the intellectuals of 

the metapolitefsi until the first years of the 21st century (2004-2005) when it was gradually 

replaced by other similar social and political questions. 

 

3.3 Postmodernism in the age of modernization 

 

From the very first years after the transition to democracy and all throughout the 

metapolitefsi, intellectuals debated the question of Greece’s relationship to the ‘advanced 

capitalist countries’ and the particularities of a Greek modernization in varying ways. 

Constantinos Tsoukalas, published Dependence and Reproduction: The social role of 

education in Greece in 1976, introducing the theories of dependency in the Greek context277. 

Two years later, Nicos Mouzelis published Modern Greece, Facets of underdevelopment in 

1978, elaborating on the themes set by Tsoukalas before him and advancing them278. For 

Mouzelis, the use of dependency theories and even more so, of the concept of 
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underdevelopment helped in examining Greece’s position in the world-capitalist system 

without oversimplifying international historical relations and without falling in the pitfalls of 

the evolutionism of the 1950s development theories or in those of traditional Marxism. 

According to this approach, underdevelopment  

 

has connotations of both anti-evolutionism and mis-growth: it implies that the economic growth of 

third-world countries (a) Is different from that of Western countries, this difference being partly explained by 

the fact that the latter have exploited the former in the past and continue to exploit them in the present; (b) is 

also less satisfactory for the majority of their populations, since despite the growth of the GNP, third-world 

countries are unable to solve their problems of mass unemployment, poverty and dependence on the 

metropolitan centers
279. 

 

The book’s principal forms of analysis stemmed from a renewed version of Western 

Marxism, so although it prioritized class analysis and used the concept of the mode of 

production, it tried to avoid determinism and gross simplifications280. Mouzelis, was a 

significantly influential theorist, and by the middle of the 1980s he had become ‘the 

intellectual of modernization’281. Therefore, it is important that we linger on his contribution 

to the question of modernity and underdevelopment a little more, since I believe it will help 

us achieve a better understanding of the emergence of modernization as a hegemonic term 

throughout the 1990s and the beginning of the 21st century. Despite his use of Marxist 

analytical tools and theories of underdevelopment, Mouzelis claimed that by his analysis he 

wished to avoid the traditional dualities of Modernity and Tradition or of Center and 

Periphery. He believed that by such an analysis, he would be able to highlight the complexity 

of the relationships between countries of the first and the third world, and to find a better 

political plan for the countries of the periphery than that of blindly mimicking the paths of the 

west. After a macro-historical analysis of modern Greece, starting from the class divisions 

and the modes of production of the Ottoman Empire and finishing with the post-dictatorial 

transition of the metapolitefsi, Mouzelis attempted to present the lineages of Greece’s 

underdevelopment, and the historical roots of its dependency on the western superpowers. 

Just like Tsoukalas in Dependence and Reproduction: The social role of education in Greece 

before him, Mouzelis located the origins of Greece’s underdevelopment to the mode of 

production prevalent in the Ottoman millets, and sought for a current day political solution to 
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it that would not require an imitation of the paths followed by the countries of central Europe. 

In the conclusion of the book, the suggested path was that of a third way of southern-

European socialism that would have much more in common with the left-wing revolutionary 

governments of Latin America than with western or Eastern Europe282. 

Despite his efforts to avoid political evolutionism, the one absolute precondition in order 

for Mouzeli’s neo-Marxist political schema and its suggestions to succeed was that Greece 

should follow its own path towards development, by finding its own ways to modernize its 

productive forces. The idea of ‘modernization’ however, was much more bound to the history 

of western European states than Mouzelis acknowledged then; a fact that would become 

much more evident in the following two decades. Put more simply, Mouzelis tried to avoid 

advocating an evolutionist theory whose ultimate goal would be to ‘reach the west’ by 

following the same path that it did283. His way of avoiding it was by suggesting a theory that 

allowed for Greece to find its own path towards development. The problem was that since the 

goal was development, and the only positive paradigm of development known to them at the 

time was the states of the advanced western world, then this theory led to a similar 

deterministic dead-end as the evolutionist theories it sought to escape. The outline of his 

schema and his suggestions for a socialist third way would in the next few years find their 

way into politics through PASOK and its populist leader Andreas Papandreou. Mouzelis 

published articles on his perception of modernization in various newspapers and primarily in 

To Vema very frequently for the next 30 years, making himself the public intellectual of 

modernization par excellence. Through these publications in the first periods of the 

metapolitefsi, the question of Greece’s path to development became central.  

In an article published in To Vema on 10 June 1976, Mouzelis attempted to describe the at 

the time emerging tendencies in research on modern Greek society284. According to 

Mouzelis, the problem of the modern Greek social sciences as they appeared after the fall of 

the dictatorship, was that they were characterized by excessive empiricism, and lack of 

theoretical outlook. Sociology was too empirical, while history merely narrated series of 

facts. The challenge was for the social sciences to achieve a balance between having a well-

grounded approach with data and sources, and at the same time a thorough theoretical 

framework. In essence, what he described was a bridging of sociology and history, a hybrid 
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that in later years was labelled historical sociology285. He claimed that in Europe at the time, 

major social scientists were bridging that very gap between theory and empirical research 

through groundbreaking research that maintained the centrality of class analysis in social 

research. The names he mentioned as ideal examples of this new tendency were those of E. 

Wallerstein, F. Braudel E. Hobsbawm and B. Moore, while he claimed that these researchers 

approached social research in a way akin to those of the great names of sociology (Marx, 

Weber, Durkheim). Fortunately however, the younger generations of Greek researchers who 

were just then entering the scene, were according to him bearers of that great re-emerging 

school of thought286. Kostis Moskhof’s National and social consciousness in Greece (1973), 

Vasilis Kremmydas’s Introduction to the history of modern Greek society (1976), Nikiforos 

Diamandouros’s unpublished at the time doctoral thesis (Columbia 1975) and Constantinos 

Tsoukalas’s doctoral thesis (Sorbonne 1975), were all examples reflecting the latest 

tendencies in the study of modern Greek society, that were each in its own way bridging this 

gap and advancing their fields in ways similar to those of the European thinkers mentioned 

above287. 

Some of the intellectuals mentioned in the article played a crucial role in the shaping of 

the humanities and the social sciences in the course of the metapolitefsi. The conjugation of 

history, theory and empirical research Mouzelis advocated in this article became a highly 

influential form of writing during the metapolitefsi since most of those intellectuals became 

established academics in the years that followed. Its influence can be detected even in the 

writing of intellectuals who did not belong to the broad category of the social sciences, like 

Kondylis and his account examined above. Furthermore, these intellectuals were along with 

Mouzelis the main names behind the establishment of modernization as a key political 

concept of the metapolitefsi. Publications like Tsoukalas’s State and social development, 

‘Parliamentarianism and industrialization in the semi-peripherry’ and From Change to 

Modernization by Nicos Mouzelis and Cultural dualism and political change in Greece 

during the metapolitefsi288 by Nikiforos Diamandouros, were some of the main texts which 

established the term modernization in the metapolitefsi and turned it into a crucial political 
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subject in the dominant political agenda. The close ties of the intellectuals in question with 

PASOK and especially with the PASOK of Kostas Simitis from 1995 onwards, played a 

decisive role in the establishment of their theoretical schemas in the central political stage of 

the country. Even though they might have often not wished it, for the greatest part of the 

metapolitefsi, they functioned as public intellectuals of PASOK, diffusing aspects of its 

political agenda through the popular press and establishing the main ideas of its political 

program. 

Dualisms such as west-east, modernization-tradition, progress-backwardness, were 

established and became highly popular perceptions in the local social sciences, but more 

importantly in the everyday citizens’ popular discourse and perceptions to such an extent, that 

any form of research or claims that attempted to question them were instantly dismissed and 

cast aside. Two years after the article examined above, a conference was organized in London 

by Mouzelis and the London School of Economics (where he was a professor at the time) 

dedicated entirely to the questions of development and underdevelopment with regards to the 

political future of Greece. The conference and the claims developed during the two days of its 

duration were presented in a report in To Vema under the title ‘Should Greece become an 

industrial country or become like Switzerland?’289. In their presentations most of the 

conference speakers attempted to locate the origins of Greece’s economic (and thus to a great 

extent also social) backwardness and to make certain suggestions and predictions for its 

economic future. The organization and coverage of the conference are proof of the 

significance that the questions of development and modernization had at the time for Greek 

social scientists as well as of the dynamics with which the historical dilemmas of these 

dualisms were entering the political stage. Discourse around underdevelopment and progress 

found its political reflections on PASOK during the two governmental terms of the 1980s 

through the slogan of ‘Change’ and Papandreou’s version of socialism290. These dualisms 

evolved into the challenge of modernization by Mouzelis and the PASOK related intellectuals 

in the 1990s and in turn found their reflection on the PASOK of Kostas Simitis and of the 

‘modernizers’.  

When in the end of the 1980s Giorgos Veltsos attempted to introduce the concept of 

postmodernism in the local milieu, it was as a solution to the problematic approaches of 
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modern Greece through the prism of development-underdevelopment. Discourse around 

dependency and underdevelopment first, and later around modernization was much more 

successful in diffusing and establishing itself than postmodernism-related ideas had ever been 

throughout the metapolitefsi. If during the first two sub-periods of the metapolitefsi Mouzelis, 

Tsoukalas, and others set the coordinates for the reflections on the position of Greece in the 

capitalist world-system through marxist tools and terminology (modes of production, class 

stratification), then during the third sub-period they all gradually abandoned their marxist 

roots. Instead they attempted to define modernization by focusing more on cultural and socio-

political perspectives rather than prioritizing the economic, while they managed to make the 

term modernization a political hegemonic term. In other words, Modernization unlike 

underdevelopment and dependency before it, was not a term exclusively limited to the 

economy, but it also entailed a rationale for the country’s progress in terms of culture, ideas, 

and institutional habitus. 

Mouzelis’s article entitled ‘How much is it Marx’s fault?’ published in To Vema on 13 

May 1990 was the clearest indicator of his departure from Marxism291. The question of how 

much the eastern European authoritarian regimes were the result of Marx’s theories was the 

thread around which the article unfolded. There, he claimed that Marx should now be 

considered as just one more name in the list of the major names in the sociological canon292. 

Although the article did not put the blame on Marx completely in the end, it did claim that 

certain aspects of eastern-European authoritarianism could be drawn from Marx’s political 

theory. If one compares the claims developed in this article to his class analyses of Greece 

and the Balkan socialist states of the 1970s, the departure from Marxism becomes instantly 

evident. In the following paragraphs I engage in a closer analysis of a ‘trilogy’ of articles that 

Nicos Mouzelis published in To Vema in November 1991. I have chosen here to focus 

extensively on Mouzelis not because he was the only one who promoted the concept of 

modernization or because he was the only one who considered the idea of a Greek 

postmodern society to be a negative development, but because he was the most influential of 

the Greek modernization theorists on an academic level, and his articles on postmodernism 

represented with perfect clarity the positions of the majority of the intellectuals of the time 

who held similar beliefs on both the subject of modernization and postmodernism. 
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On 3 November 1991, Mouzelis published the first article of a trilogy entitled ‘Modernism 

and postmodernism in social thought’293. There, Mouzelis sought to define postmodernism in 

contemporary social thought by juxtaposing it with modernism. Throughout history he 

claimed, societies transitioned from primitivism and tradition to modernity. That transition 

meant that societies were after their transformation characterized by ‘social differentiation’ 

and further ‘complexity’294. More particularly, that transition meant that their organization 

was no longer subject to traditional institutional frameworks (like that of the family), but to 

more specialized institutions like the state, the church and the school. In this narrative, 

modernity was divided into two phases: initially, it was the transition from primitive forms of 

social organization to ‘traditional’ or more feudal forms of organization. But later in time, the 

arrival of modernity-proper was identified with the advent of the industrial revolution. 

Furthermore, modernity had two sides. On the one hand it had a positive side with the 

predominance of rationality, freedom, progress and the establishment of state-laws that 

protected the individuals and guaranteed personal freedom etc. On the other hand, it had a 

negative side that was characterized by irrationalism, relativism, and positivism. The two 

sides coexisted in a dialectical relationship to each-other295. 

The end of modernity could be found in the transition from a Fordist model of industrial 

organization of society to a post-Fordist one in which information technology and 

communications played a more important role than Fordist industrial production296: 

 

 

In other words, if modernism on the level of social organization, as I explained above, suggests the 

eclipse of traditional localism and the establishment of broader national spaces in the economic, political and 

cultural level, postmodernism suggests the ‘overcoming’ of the nation-state from international organizations 

with the technical ability to bypass national borders, and to create a new ‘localism’ based on the decentralization 

of production on a global scale. This new ‘localism’ creates the possibilities for a new social de-differentiation: 

new technologies abbreviate or even sometimes completely undo geographical distances, while the economic 

viability of non-standardized, non-massive production creates new opportunities for small family business and 

in-house work
297.  
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Mouzelis described his understanding of postmodernism as a new period for society that 

was specifically identified with globalization, post-Fordism, and neoliberalism. At the same 

time, as a consequence of the changes described above, postmodernism appeared also as ‘a 

cultural phenomenon’298. The cultural changes brought by postmodernism according to 

Mouzelis can be summarized in the following five features that characterize post-

Fordist/postmodern societies: the massive decrease in participation in labor unions and 

political organizations representing class interests; the gradual shrinking of state-intervention, 

and the rise of market-oriented ideals opposing the welfare state; the decline of what Weber 

described as Protestant ethics which characterized Europe until then, and its replacement by 

an emphasis on the aesthetic and the libidinal in the form of pure enjoyment rather than on 

the cerebral and the rational; the cultivation of an ‘aesthetic populism’ which dissolved the 

distinction between high and low culture, between specialists and non-specialists, and 

between intellectuals and non-intellectuals; the cultivation of an ironic stance that ridicules 

religiosity, seriousness, ‘the left’s passion for social progress’, as well as the intellectuals’ 

attempts to uncover the laws behind the actions of social subjects299. Postmodernism in 

Mouzelis’s schema was not only socially corrosive, but also deeply anti-intellectual. 

Postmodernism through the gradual domination of these characteristics, and through the 

rejection of rationalism and progress, made the negative side of modernism prevail. On 10 

and 24 November 1991 respectively, he published two articles which functioned as 

continuations of the first, examining and critiquing postmodernism as it appeared particularly 

in the social sciences300. According to Mouzelis, postmodernism opposed modernism in the 

social sciences mainly in three ways: a) by rejecting holistic theories and grand narratives b) 

by rejecting the validity of empirical references (the objectivity of research data and sources), 

and c) by rejecting the idea of an autonomous subject301. In the level of social theory, these 

challenges were presented and represented by Lyotard, who rejected meta-theory and in 

opposition to Habermas declared grand narratives both dead and impossible; Derrida with the 

invention of Differance, and especially his followers Baudrillard and Laclau by promoting 

‘Deconstruction’, and Foucault, by over-emphasizing his theories on the ‘decentralization’ of 

power302. 
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Although he acknowledged that the postmodern critiques of modernist theory had certain 

valid points which could be beneficial for social research, he claimed that social theorists and 

researchers should avoid both the positivism of the old modernism and the relativism of 

postmodernism303. In essence, he advocated a return to the ‘positive side’ of modernism, 

albeit in a critical way. However, this was only his suggestion with regards to the social 

sciences; he made no suggestions with regards to the political challenge of postmodernism 

that he described in the first of the three articles (neoliberal globalization). ‘Modernism and 

postmodernism in social thought’ was an article of extreme importance for one more reason. 

While Mouzelis made a distinction between modernism in English and the Greek translation 

of the term (εκσυγχρονισμος-which literally means bringing something up to date i.e 

modernizing something), he claimed that the Greek version of the term was identified with 

the positive side of modernity. Thus, modernization, the slogan that was to dominate the 

political scene for the following 15 years was from the very beginning identified with the 

positivity of progress for Mouzelis.  

His views on the political challenge of the times would appear in To Vema, a year later on 

8 August 1992, in an article entitled ‘The future belongs to the modernizers’304. There, he 

claimed that due to its chronic deficiencies and inherent long-term flaws, the political system 

of Greece did not provide its citizens with as many rights and freedoms as those of western 

European countries. The main reason for its continuing deficiencies and limitations was the 

influence of corrupt political parties. But change in the party system according to the 

sociologist was inevitable for two reasons: a) due to the influence that the process of 

European unification will have on the Greek political system, and b) due to the broader global 

political changes that were taking place, and would soon influence Greece as well: 

 

 

It is clear that in western-European societies, there is a precise reaction against the unions, the 

political parties and the type of class struggle that was dominant during the ‘Fordist’ phase of industrial 

capitalism. This ‘postmodern’ anti-party disposition will spread quickly through the media, and through the 

increasing mobility of European citizens, even in a country like Greece, whose industrial and social 

infrastructure has not in reality reached the post-Fordist stage
305. 
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At the same time, the major Greek political parties were person-centered, so once 

Papandreou and Mitsotakis had to step down from their respective parties’ leadership, the 

parties would be driven to instability and probably in disarray. According to Mouzelis, the 

‘modernization’ of the country was one way or another inevitable. The main question was 

whether the right political figures to manage it would arise, or whether it would take place 

from above in the form of a European enforcement306. Furthermore, he claimed that it was 

becoming more and more clear that both the Soviet forms of state-controlled economies and 

Thatcherite neoliberalism had come to an end and their limitations had become plain for all to 

see; thus opening the way for a third-way solution of social-democracy. The newly opened 

way, was the perfect opportunity for the rise to power of the ‘true modernizers’. If indeed the 

corrupt political parties in Greece were losing their appeal, now was the perfect timing for 

either a new political force to emerge or for the ‘true modernizers’ to take control of the 

existing ones. If that were not to happen, then 

 

 

Greece will know a form of modernization or ‘westernization’ where the external pressures will not 

be checked and managed effectively by the local popular interests; where the high levels of unemployment and 

immigration will transform the country into a touristic dead-end, and where the political culture will eventually 

combine the worst elements of western influence and local tradition. It will combine the uncritical consumerism 

of the west with the political corruption and the servility/authoritarianism we have inherited from our Ottoman 

past
307. 

  

 

Mouzelis’s defence of modernism had a lot in common with Habermas’s, especially in its 

understanding of modernity as a historical process of social differentiation and complexity. 

However, his defence did not subscribe to the idea of an ‘unfinished project’ of modernity. 

His perception of a two-sided both progressive and oppressive modernity was extremely 

similar to that of Fiorevante in the article we examined above. The source of that reading of 

modernity was most likely the influence of Alain Tourraine’s Critique of modernity308. 

Instead of calling for the completion of the project of modernity, Mouzelis called for the re-

invention of modernization through a new critical outlook. In contrast to most of the other 
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1998 Volume 1 (no2) p 185-193 



149 
 

‘modernizers’ like Tsoukalas and Diamandouros, Mouzelis kept on using the terms 

postmodernism and postmodernity to describe the age in which the world had entered with its 

passage into the 21st century very frequently. The other intellectuals of modernization mainly 

used the term postmodern as an epithet and much less frequently than Mouzelis. At the same 

time, the historical schema of a transition from tradition to modernity and from there on to 

postmodernity remained one of the key exegetical ideas in his books and articles throughout 

the following 15 years. 

Indicative of this use, is an article published in To Vema on 9 July 2000 entitled ‘Is 

religion still necessary?’ which questioned the role of religion as a grand narrative in the 

everyday life of people in postmodernity309. In an overall argument that resonated Zygmunt 

Bauman’s influence310, Mouzelis wrote: ‘Suddenly, the postmodern person is called to 

constantly cover with its own effort the gap left first by the eclipse of tradition and second, of 

the collective ideologies. That of course creates an intense angst; an existential 

uncertainty’311. 

In a way similar to those of Diamandouros and Kondylis, who developed orientalist 

narratives of modernization in Greece, according to which Greece never entered a 

Modernity/Industrialization/Bourgeois ascent-proper, Mouzelis’s schema provided an 

orientalist narrative of the transition to postmodernity. If Kondylis claimed that Greece’s 

postmodernism was a peripheral -and thus marginal- imitation of the postmodernism of the 

advanced center, then Mouzelis warned of the possibility for Greece to enter postmodernity 

by imitating the European cultural and political centers, and thus entering postmodernity ‘in 

the wrong way’. 
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3.4 Postmodernism, or, the cultural logic of Late Capitalism 

 

After having examined the perceptions of postmodernism of a hegemonic group of 

intellectuals during the first phases of the metapolitefsi (the promoters of development-

underdevelopment theories and of modernization), along with the anti-developmental stance 

of the few supporters of postmodernism (Velstos and the members of Spera), the present 

section examines closely a different perception of postmodernism, which although originates 

from a similar understanding of modernity, presented a highly original and radically different 

account of the transition to postmodernity. 

In 1984, the American literary critic Fredric Jameson published in the summer issue of 

New Left Review, his seminal article Postmodernism, or the cultural logic of Late Capitalism. 

The article was an elaborated version of a lecture he had given in the Whitney museum of 

Contemporary Arts in the fall of 1982312. Jameson’s article was a text of unparalleled 

significance in the history of postmodernism, since he was the first intellectual to achieve a 

connection between Marxism and the theories of postmodernism. In his text, he attempted to 

bring together the political, social, economic and cultural aspects of postmodernism into one 

unitary social and cultural theory that would in the end manage to historicize the postmodern 

phenomenon. With Jameson’s text, the debates around postmodernism that were already 

raging in the early 1980s were re-ignited since it brought a Marxist perspective into the 

discussion that was not outright dismissive as were previous orthodox-Marxist inputs on the 

subject. Jameson’s status as an eminent Marxist literary critic pushed other Marxists who had 

until then avoided engaging with postmodernism to recognize its significance and to enter the 

discussion. For example, Terry Eagleton, David Harvey, Perry Anderson, and Alex Callinicos 

all were inspired to write on postmodernism after Jameson’s influential approach, despite the 

fact that they all held much more negative views of postmodernism than the latter313. 

Postmodernism, or the cultural logic of late capitalism became the basis of a book under the 

same title Jameson published in 1991, examining the article’s key-themes in depth. The 

cultural turn, a book gathering his articles which had not been included in the previous 
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publication was published in 1998314. Indicative of Jameson’s influence was Perry 

Anderson’s appreciation of the former’s theory in his Origins of postmodernity; where he 

claimed that:  ‘The founding text which opens the Cultural turn, Jameson’s lecture to the 

Whitney museum of Contemporary Arts in the fall of 82, which became the nucleus of his 

essay Postmodernism-the cultural Logic of Late Capitalism published in New Left Review in 

the spring of 1984, redrew the whole map of the postmodern at one stroke’315. 

Instead of claiming that Postmodernism was one more radical cultural or aesthetic trend, 

Jameson claimed that Postmodernism was a new, total form of cultural logic characteristic of 

the western societies after the 1970s, and expanding around the world. According to the 

famous Marxist economist Ernest Mandel, the history of capitalism could be divided into 

three phases, each corresponding to an analogous stage of technological development: the 

first stage of ‘competitive capital’ characterized by the rapid industrialization of the European 

centers, and the second stage of ‘Imperialism’, characterized by the violent accumulation of 

resources from third-world countries respectively. The third stage of capitalism had begun 

with the end of the Second World War, and the emergence of electronic and nuclear 

technology. The third stage, which according to Mandel and Jameson was the stage of 

capitalism we live in, could be called either ‘multinational capitalism’ or ‘Late Capitalism’. 

The term Late, Jameson claimed, was used to “mark its continuity with what preceded it 

rather than the break, rupture, and mutation that concepts like ‘postindustrial society’ wished 

to underscore”316. 

But if in terms of infrastructure Late Capitalism begun in the late 1940s, then its 

superstructural, cultural equivalent emerged with a 30-year lag during the 1970s, with the 

gradual domination of the shopping-center culture, cable-television, the establishment of 

multiplex cinemas, and the rapid developments in electronics technology. Postmodernism 

however, did not just appear in various forms of cultural expression. According to Jameson, 

postmodernism was an altogether new cultural logic that spread throughout the entirety of 

society, gradually becoming a collective social habitus in its own right. Through both his 

articles and his books on the subject, Jameson attempted to describe the ‘symptoms’ of that 

new cultural logic and to examine them using Marxist analytical tools. Some of the 

symptoms identified by Jameson were the following: a) a ‘loss of historicity’ in art, popular 
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history and culture, that in essence functioned as a form of collective amnesia and 

indifference to history, b) a new form of aesthetics of emotional rapid and intense ‘highs and 

lows’ c) the predominance of parody and ‘pastiche’ in works of art, and the predominance of 

an ‘anything goes’ logic that disregards the organic unity of the work of art and of the styles 

used in it d) the apotheosis of consumerism and technological fetishism in everyday life, e) 

the disappearance of the gap between high and low culture (or what in modernism would 

have been called avant-garde and popular culture) and f) a ‘mutation in the lived experience 

of built space’ leading to a sense of disorientation in the new urban centers317. 

If for Lyotard the constitutive feature of the postmodern condition was ‘an incredulity 

towards meta-narratives’, or in other words an increasing incapability of making holistic, 

totalizing claims about the world, then Jameson attempted to historicize and understand the 

reasons behind this incapability. In contrast to other left-wing attacks against postmodernism 

however, for Jameson there was no point in blindly defending modernity, or blindly attacking 

postmodernity. If the process of modernization was truly over and postmodernism was the 

emerging cultural logic of our times, then there was no point in looking backwards. What was 

necessary was the development of a theory and a history of that change, so that intellectuals 

and citizens could find the way to engage in politics again within the spirit of postmodernism.  

Jameson’s book on postmodernism was translated in Greek in 1999 by Giorgos Varsos, a 

professor of French literature at the University of Athens. In a book review by the literary 

writer Anastasis Vitsionitis in To Vema, the translated work received a warm reception318. 

According to the article’s writer, even though the term postmodernism had become an 

increasingly used concept by critics and journalists around the world since the early 1980s, in 

Greece most of the basic books on the subject remained untranslated (with the exception of 

Lyotard’s Condition Postmoderne). He claimed that postmodernism was the cultural 

expression of monetarism (a term Jameson rarely used) and that globalization played a 

significant role in the political establishment of postmodernism. Finally, after describing the 

‘symptoms’ of postmodernism according to Jameson, he hailed the translator’s courage to 

undertake the task of translating a text by Jameson and made some important observations 

regarding certain translation-related choices319. More particularly, he claimed that he 

disagreed with the translator’s choice to translate the book’s title as The postmodern, or the 

cultural logic of late capitalism (Το μεταμοντερνο) instead of Postmodernism or the cultural 
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logic of late capitalism as would have been expected in a direct translation of the term. In 

fact, this choice of words was at work not only in the book’s title but in various places 

throughout the text where postmodernism was translated as ‘the postmodern’ for no apparent 

reason. The Greek version of the book did not include a translator’s preface or note, so we 

cannot be certain of the translator’s intention through the aforementioned choice of words. It 

is however, a significant factor with regards to the impact that the work has on the reader. In 

the Greek translation, postmodernism became the postmodern, a term indicating more a 

phenomenon than an ideology or a social and cultural habitus. In the Greek translation, the 

concept appeared more as ‘it’ (the postmodern), instead of an –ism (postmodernism). 

Although not many articles expressed directly Jameson’s thesis on postmodernism, 

various texts claimed that something had indeed changed in contemporary culture and the 

way we experience it, in a way that although did not constitute a radical break with the past, it 

pointed to a certain waning of modernity’s constants. In the popular press, most of these 

references cannot be found in articles by academics. An ideal example can be found in an 

interview of Dan Cameron, the head organizer and curator of the Istanbul Biennale on 28 

September 2003 in To Vema320. In the interview, under the provocative title ‘Between poetry 

and justice’, Cameron claimed that postmodernism emerged in the 1970s,  

 

when modernism reached its end and a new age begins. By the time we enter postmodernism, the idea 

of pure form, our belief in the capability of having one true reading of a work of art is crushed. And I do not 

believe that this has to do only with the art of our time, but as many historians acknowledge, it also has to do 

with our understanding of the arts of the past. It is a characteristic of our particular historical moment, a moment 

of absolute uncertainty
321. 

  

Even though his claims resonated the ‘incredulity towards metanarratives’ as described by 

Lyotard, this approach to postmodernism was much closer to Jameson’s theory, since it 

located the beginning of postmodernity in the 1970s and acknowledged both the loss of 

historicity as Jameson described it, and the particularity of the postmodern logic in the 

current historical moment. In contrast to Lyotard’s understanding of postmodernism, there 

was nothing positive and liberating about Cameron’s historical moment of absolute 

uncertainty. The ‘jamesonian’ perception of postmodernism was widely influential in articles 
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and reports like the one we examined above, but it did not achieve as much of an influence in 

the academic circles. The most notable exceptions can be found in the efforts of Efi Gazi and 

Ioanna Laliotou to propose Jameson’s theory as an interesting alternative to the other 

established left-wing critiques of postmodernism, and as a first step to a fuller sociological 

and historical understanding of postmodernity in the course of the historian’s debate 

examined in the following chapter322.  

The only case where Jameson’s theory was completely accepted and introduced into the 

local context through an in-depth analysis of contemporary Greek politics and society was in 

Nicolas Sevastakis’s Commonplace country323. Sevastakis, initially a professor of philosophy 

at the University of the Aegean until 2006, and later a professor at the department of Political 

Sciences of the University of Salonika, sought to develop an analysis of the dominant 

cultures and discourses of the metapolitefsi through Jameson’s theory of postmodernism. He 

did not just wish to ‘transpose’ Jameson’s schema into the Greek framework, but he claimed 

that if we followed closely Jameson’s symptoms of postmodernism we would see that in 

Greece a transition to a postmodern period at the end of the metapolitefsi was taking place324.  

However, he claimed that the appearance of postmodern ideas and practices in Greece was 

only limited to the cultural and commercial level and not in the field of material 

production325. According to Sevastakis the sphere of production in Greece had not yet 

become like those of England and the USA which were the postmodern states par excellence. 

Furthermore, following Jameson, he claimed that we could not speak of an absolute 

domination of the logic of postmodernism over the world, but rather of a gradual domination 

with parallel residual elements. In other words, even though postmodernism was the 

emergent hegemonic cultural logic of the time, there still were residual elements of past 

cultural logics surviving around various places of the world. For most of the advanced 

countries, the enclaves of residual cultural logics were enclaves of residues of modernism and 

modernity. For Greece however, that was not the case. Much in agreement with Mouzelis and 

Kondylis before him, he claimed that Greece never entered full-blown modernity. 

Throughout the 20th century there have been cases of modernist elements in Greek poetry (the 

generation of the 1930s) or in the ideological discourse of ‘development’ and ‘reformation’, 

but what was lacking from the country’s cultural and political history, was ‘a culture from 
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below, invested with the creativity of popular subjects, that could be considered decisively 

modernist’326. In other words, modernism as a form of popular logic was never widespread 

and properly established in Greece. 

In the Greek case, in contrast to those of the advanced west, the residual element was not 

of modernist character but of a ‘resistential particularity’327. More particularly, what was 

widespread among the Greek people was the perception that Greece was a particular 

historical case that did not identify with either the west or the east.   In direct opposition to 

both the vague categorizations of east and west, collective feelings of nationalism and of 

nationalist exceptionalism had been established and consolidated during the metapolitefsi328. 

Moreover, he claimed that even though postmodernism was a global phenomenon gradually 

entering all societies around the world, Greece indeed presented certain particular 

characteristics as most non-western countries would do. Its most striking particularity was 

that due to its lacking modernization it never fully developed a civil society like the states of 

the west did329. The lack of a civil society proper can be interpreted initially through the lack 

of a proper bourgeois revolution in the 19th century, and through the consecutive wars and 

authoritarian regimes governing the country in the 20th century. 

It was precisely as a remedy to the horrors of the 20th century and the pain characterizing 

Greek history in the 20th century that the logic of late capitalist consumerist postmodernism 

managed to become hegemonic throughout the metapolitefsi330. Upon entering the country, 

postmodernism managed to provide the aesthetic and political rationale through which the 

major break with the pre-metapolitefsi would be realized.  Additionally, following Foucault’s 

‘stylization de l’existence’, Sevastakis claimed that postmodernism brought new ways for the 

development of new styles of individuality331. In Greece, postmodernism not only played a 

particular role in the cultural history of the metapolitefsi, but it also acquired particular 

features, differentiating itself from its European equivalent. The ‘managers of mass culture’ 

Sevastakis claimed, imported postmodern ideas and role models; but that importation never 

remained a mere passive procedure. The importation of a consumerist and superfluous 

lifestyle culture had to be adapted to patterns and experiences that were already familiar in 

the local context, and that would be in favor of certain hegemonic political elites. Thus, the 

Greek version of postmodern consumerist hedonism also undertook the task of 
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deconstructing critical political thinking through irony, and ridiculing radicalism and the 

radical subjects. ‘It is not an accident that the type of parody and merry nihilism which 

emerged in the local semiological market chose to attack as primary targets, not highbrow art, 

‘Puritanism’ or the conventional bourgeois way of life, but the bearers, the vocabulary, and 

the memories of the political movements and of the commitment of the left’332.  

In its Greek manifestation, postmodernism appeared in two different variations; on the one 

hand, as a form of nationalistic consumerist kitsch for the lower-middle classes, and on the 

other as a western-centric care-free consumerist way of life for the middle-upper classes. 

Sevastakis claimed that the political logic and the discourse at the center of both these 

versions, was common and in essence a continuation of the modernization project as it was 

introduced by PASOK and its intellectuals in the 1990s. In the narratives of both versions, the 

state had to be reduced for the sake of the expansion of the market, the country’s taxation 

system had to be ‘cleansed’ of parasitic elements, and Greek exceptionalism was always 

fetishized and exaggerated333: ‘In Greek postmodernism, the programmatic goals of 

modernization remain intact, or become even more aggressive and violent. At the same time 

however, they are framed within other elements stemming from premodern or even 

antimodern forms of social life’334.  

Sevastakis’s example was never followed after the publication of Commonplace country, 

and Jameson’s schema was never again used as an interpretative tool for the understanding of 

Greek postmodernity. Jameson’s analysis of postmodernity and his main arguments however, 

managed to reach and influence a large audience, through the publication of Hardt and 

Negri’s Empire and David Harvey’s The condition of Postmodernity335. Both works directly 

adopted Jameson’s theory of postmodernism and each tried to advance its arguments in a 

different way. David Harvey was already one of the most successful foreign thinkers in the 

Greek left-wing intellectual circles, and especially among geographers, architects and urban 

planners. The condition of postmodernity engaged with Jameson’s theory of postmodernism 

and elaborated on its insights on the changing nature of built space336. Harvey, a fellow 

Marxist, connected Jameson’s cultural symptoms with what the former called ‘flexible 
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accumulation’; an emerging new economic logic and set of practices that had been 

increasingly claiming a hegemonic position in global politics since the 1970s. Flexible 

accumulation would later be renamed neoliberalism in Harvey’s famous 2005 publication337. 

Empire, on the other hand, was a much more directly political work, combining Jameson’s 

cultural theory with a spinozist re-invention of Marx, with the aim of sketching the outlines 

of the latest, center-less and acephalous phase of capitalism. Detested by many, hailed by 

thousands as the left-wing manifesto of the 21st century, Empire managed to have an 

influence that Jameson’s books never achieved directly on its own338. Both the condition of 

postmodernity and Empire had a much more negative view of postmodernism than Jameson’s 

approach did with its call for a dialectical understanding of postmodernity. Following the 

tragic events in Genova, in July 2001, Empire became a best seller among left-leaning 

politicized social scientists in Greece, and it achieved levels of significant influence among 

the anarchist circles. Thus, the increasing appearance of terms such as ‘postmodern 

capitalism’ in the pages of He Avge from 2001 and onwards was the result of Jameson’s 

indirect influence through the success of Empire339. 

 

3.5 Postmodernity, Modernity, and Feminism 

 

An encounter or connection which deserves some elaboration here, and which functions 

perfectly as a bridge between the subjects of the present chapter and those of the subsequent 

ones, is that between postmodernism and Feminism. Although publications discussing the 

relationship between postmodernism and feminism in the Greek context have been very 

limited in numbers, the subject of gender or more particularly the representation of the 

oppressed and the ‘others’ (women or the LGBTQ communities) and its relationship to 

postmodernism has been very important for the Greek social sciences and humanities340. 

Eleni Varikas, a professor of Political Science at Paris VIII specializing on subjects of gender 

and modern political theory and history, published in 1993 in France an essay entitled 
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‘Feminisme, modernité, postmodernism: pour un dialogue des deux cotes de l’ocean’.341 

Seven years later, the essay was translated and published in Greek in a volume of Varikas’s 

selected essays on gender and political history342. Varikas’s text was by far the most 

substantial contribution to the local discussions on postmodernism and gender/women’s 

studies. The vast majority of concepts and theoretical ideas which shaped the first half of the 

metapolitefsi came from France, and more particularly from the works of French post-

structuralists. In this framework, the largest part of epistemological approaches to gender and 

sexuality also drew its sources and methodological premises from French research paradigms. 

In contrast to most other fields of focus in the humanities and the social sciences of the 

metapolitefsi where the methodological examples and sources of inspiration shifted from 

France to England and the USA during the second half of the metapolitefsi, research on 

gender remained heavily influenced by French thought until very recently. Most of the 

pioneers of women’s history in the Greek context studied in France, while in contrast to the 

English-speaking academic examples, in Greece no department or particular course was 

founded and dedicated in its entirety to the studying of gender or women’s history. Thus for 

example, Efi Avdela, a professor of modern history at the department of History and 

Archeology of the University of Crete who published extensively on the history of women 

during the metapolitefsi and was one of the figures who established the field, carried out her 

doctoral studies in Paris VII-Jussieu in the department of Modern history and civilization, 

while Eleni Fournaraki, a professor of women’s and gender history at the Sociology 

department of the University of Crete carried out both her masters and doctoral studies at 

Paris VII343.  From the 1980s and until well into the 1990s, the bibliographical references of 

the relevant publications were mainly in French, while the main points of inspiration came 

from Michel Foucault’s work on the history of sexuality.  

Varikas, writing from the perspective of one who was based on Paris, and working on 

gender and political theory, contributed to the development of the discussion on 

postmodernism in Greece with the status of one who taught in Paris and had a direct contact 

with the source of the latest epistemological developments. Her ‘Feminism, Modernity and 
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342 Eleni Varikas, Με διαφορετικό πρόσωπο: Φύλο, Διαφορά και οικουμενικότητα [Through a different face: 

Gender, Difference and Universality], Katarti Press, Athens, 2000 
343 See for example: Eleni Fournaraki& Y. Yannitsiotis, ‘Three Decades of Women’s History in Greece: An 

Account’, Aspasia – The International Yearbook of Central, Eastern and South Eastern European Women’s and 

Gender History, volume 7, 2013, p 162-173. Efi Avdela, Δημόσιοι υπάλληλοι γένους θηλυκού: Καταμερισμός της 

εργασίας κατα φύλα στον δημόσιο τομέα, 1908-1955 [Public servants of the female sex: Division of labor by 

gender 1908-1955], Ekdosis Idryma Erevnas ke Pedias tes Emporikes Trapezas tes Elladas, Athens, 1990. 
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Postmodernity’ was a critique at large against the English-speaking postmodern feminism, 

and it connected masterfully the epistemological stakes of postmodernism in gender history 

to its political repercussions. Already from the beginning of the text, she claimed that 

feminism and the political demands for women’s emancipation were bound to the project of 

modernity344.  Moreover, she claimed that the identification between postmodernism and 

feminism which was so prevalent in the American literature was both politically and 

epistemologically false and problematic345. The lack of communication between the two sides 

of the Atlantic (between the USA and France in particular) should be cause for concern, since 

if one examined what the American literature described as ‘French post-structuralism’ or 

‘French Theory’ and ‘French feminism’ he/she would discover that the diversity and richness 

of approaches and opinions within the French academic work was eliminated through the 

construction of a homogenizing and all encompassing stereotype of a theory; namely, French 

Theory346. For Varikas, postmodern approaches to feminism and women’s political history 

were in essence the approaches of the English-speaking world which used the theories of the 

French post-structuralists in vague and simplistic ways. Furthermore, for Varikas, there was a 

direct connection between postmodernism as an approach for the study of gender and 

postmodernism as a philosophical and social concept, since one could not be identified 

without the other. The main figure of reference in this bridging of epistemological 

postmodernism and social postmodernism was Lyotard. Postmodernism in the Lyotard-

inspired approaches was perceived in a relationship of continuity with modernism and 

modernity. For Varikas, the problem of postmodernism was that in its desire to dissolve the 

grand narratives of modernity, it succumbed to the main ideological feature of modernity: the 

struggle for ‘newness’. In other words, the very post- in post-modernism was part of the 

imperative within modernism for every new theory and set of ideas to be always new and 

always more avant-garde than the previous ones347. The excessive emphasis given to the 

progress and development of ‘technoscience’ by the epigones of Lyotard (the postmodernists) 

and to the alleged significant changes that they have brought to societies in the past decades 

was according to Varikas also bound to modernism’s fascination with positivism and 

narratives of progress. Approaches to postmodernism like that of Fredric Jameson, which 

perceived postmodernity as something neither good nor bad but as an absolute and given 

reality which we have to accept and live within were also significantly problematic since they 

                                                           
344 Eleni Varikas, Με διαφορετικό πρόσωπο, 2000, p 378-379 
345 Eleni Varikas, Με διαφορετικό πρόσωπο, 2000, p 379 
346 Eleni Varikas, Με διαφορετικό πρόσωπο, 2000, p 380-383 
347 Eleni Varikas, Με διαφορετικό πρόσωπο, 2000, p 385-391 
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undervalued the political potential of feminism as it unfolded in the 20th century348. If, 

according to postmodernism every narrative is completely relative and ultimately bound to 

the perspective of each person who weaves the narrative, then any possibility for critical 

theory and emancipatory politics is eliminated: 

 

The problem is not just epistemological. It is a political problem. The idea according to which any 

critical distance is impossible to achieve does not only concern the extreme difficulty of developing a truly 

subversive critique of reality. This idea is connected to a dimension of scientism which perceives postmodernity 

as a ‘condition’ that we cannot and should not criticize.
349

 

 

Varikas’s text was one of the most important critiques of postmodernism as a philosophy 

affecting critical thinking to appear in the Greek context. The fact that she didn’t merely refer 

to a vague form of relativism but engaged in a detailed discussion of the developments in 

feminist theory and sought to describe the importance of postmodernism with regards to the 

political projects of democracy, universal liberty and emancipation, made it even more 

important and original in the local context. I believe that the fact that it was not further 

discussed or brought as an example or counter-example in the debates of the historians and 

literary critics later in the beginning of the 21st century can be explained by the lack of 

attention given to gender and women’s history by the main participants in the debates. 

Varikas’s criticism of postmodernism was in essence a political criticism. By seeking to 

destroy modernism, postmodernism also ended up destroying the revolutionary, egalitarian 

and emancipatory narratives within modernism, which had helped towards progress and 

equality in the second half of the 20th century. The narrative of postmodernism as a de-

politicization of modernism was of significant importance and influence among the Greek 

intellectuals of the metapolitefsi. As we will have further chances to show in the following 

chapters, the political criticisms against postmodernism as a depoliticizing ideology, and the 

political arguments in favor of postmodernism according to which postmodernism 

represented a radical and subversive critique of the established ideas and approaches, were 

the two sides of the same story. Both political narratives were the common thread that tied 

together all the approaches to and definitions of postmodernism throughout the metapolitefsi. 

 

 

 
                                                           
348 Eleni Varikas, Με διαφορετικό πρόσωπο, 2000, p 406 
349 Eleni Varikas, Με διαφορετικό πρόσωπο, 2000, p 405-406 
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3.6 Summing up: a temporary conclusion 

 

I believe that the fact that the challenge of epistemological postmodernism led to the 

eruption of public disputes and polemics, whereas cultural or social postmodernism did not, 

can be interpreted by the fact that in the former case postmodernism appeared as a challenge 

to the ways in which academics and public intellectuals perceived their subjects, and the 

ways through which they practiced research on them. This ‘challenge’ took place in a crucial 

conjuncture, in which the social role of the intellectuals was undergoing tremendous changes. 

The established roles of the intellectuals and the ways in which they intervened in the public 

sphere were altered and questioned. After decades of oppression the intellectuals in the 

course of the metapolitefsi established themselves in the public sphere for the first time in the 

country’s history. The majority of intellectuals –at least for the first stages of the 

metapolitefsi- was identified with the left and its demands for democratization. Public 

intellectuals received their status of authority through their achievements in their respective 

individual field of expertise (for example Mikis Theodorakis as a composer, Spyros 

Asdarchas and Antonis Liakos as historians, Aggelos Elefantis as a historian, editor and 

translator etc), and through their participation in the anti-dictatorial struggles of the 1960s-

1970s. They participated in the public sphere and expressed their views by utilizing that 

status, stemming from the two sources mentioned above (professional and political). This 

practice acquired a stable character in the Greek public sphere in the years between 1974 and 

the late-1990s/ early 2000s. Therefore, when postmodernism appeared in public discussions 

at the beginning of the 21st century, it was perceived as a threat, precisely because it appeared 

as a challenge to both the sources of status we described above. By questioning objectivity, 

truth and reason or even more so by questioning various left-wing or center-left ideals, 

concepts and methods of political and scientific analysis such as progress, modernization and 

class struggle, postmodernism was perceived as a challenge to most of the political grand 

narratives of the 20th century. Therefore, in the Greek context, postmodernism appeared as a 

challenge to the ideals and forms of practice of the country’s left-wing organizations and at 

the same time, as a challenge to the political narrative of national unity against the 

dictatorship as it was established in the first half of the metapolitefsi by both the governments 

of PASOK and Nea Democratia. At the same time, and most importantly, postmodernism 

threatened the established ways of scientific practice as they had also been constructed during 

the metapolitefsi. The intellectuals of the metapolitefsi struggled for the establishment of 

their role throughout the period, and it was that very hard-earned autonomy and freedom to 
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function within their roles which postmodernism seemed to threaten with its relativism and 

aversion to grand narratives or the dissolution of the boundaries between disciplines and 

fields. In this broader socio-political circumstance, postmodernism did not just appear as a 

challenge but as a threat. Postmodernism questioned everything that had been established 

through modernism and modernity, or through the struggle for modernization. The 

boundaries between disciplines, the rational organization of science and research fields, the 

very existence of objectivity and truth were all put into question and were cast in doubt. 

Marxism and left-wing political philosophy of Marxist foundations and tendencies played a 

significant role in the making of intellectual identities and practices throughout the first half 

of the metapolitefsi, as it did throughout most of the 20th century before the transition to the 

third Greek republic. Therefore it is not surprising that the majority of both those who 

remained Marxists throughout their careers and of those who abandoned Marxism in the 

second half of the metapolitefsi held a negative stance towards postmodernism and struggled 

to hinder its diffusion. However, much like in most of the debates which took place in other 

national and transnational frameworks, Marxists disregarded postmodernism as a passing fad 

and an annoying fashion until fairly late in its development. Even though the ideas of 

Derrida, Lyotard and of the followers of post-structuralism had entered Greece already from 

the beginning of the metapolitefsi, cases against postmodernism or post-structuralism as 

threats to the radical left-wing practice of history or criticism, or to the very project of the 

socialist left altogether made their appearance late in the story, when the ‘threat’ seemed to 

have reached a significant degree of influence. 

Furthermore, postmodernism ‘prohibited’ all grand narratives and major ideological 

claims and beliefs of modernity, thus canceling all the political narratives that had shaped and 

had given meaning to the lives of most of the intellectuals in the metapolitefsi (The project of 

the left, progress, democratization, modernization, socialism etc). Thus, the disagreements it 

gave rise to became debates, and the critiques developed in the course of the debates 

extended all the way to the personal level. Most historians and literary critics did not only see 

postmodernism as a total social phenomenon or as a new age, but as a narrative questioning 

modernity and demanding its undoing. The few exceptions who tried to promote a social or 

cultural understanding of postmodernism (Liakos, Gazi, Sevastakis) did not manage to 

establish and diffuse their perspective in the local scene at the time. Its critics saw it as a 

negative development in the field of knowledge. Many of those who tried to promote the idea 

of postmodernism did not promote it as something purely positive, but as a necessary 

expansion of the tools of the social sciences and the humanities in a changing world around 
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them. In other words, for those who promoted social or cultural postmodernism, it was not 

just a passing trend of doubt and relativism. The challenge it posed, and the questions it 

raised in the fields of the social sciences and the humanities, were first and foremost 

reflections of the questions and challenges that postmodernity brought in society as a whole.  

Finally, by combining the findings of this chapter and the claims of the preceding and 

following chapters of this thesis, I believe it is safe to claim that social/cultural 

postmodernism started having larger influence after the beginning of the 21st century for the 

following reasons: firstly, due to the translation of major publications on the subject such as 

Jameson’s and Harvey’s books. Secondly, due to the declining hegemony of modernization 

as the dominant political concept in the public sphere. The decline of PASOK and its political 

project of modernization, symbolized clearly in its electoral defeat in 2004 (the first defeat in 

three full terms) marked the gradual closing of the metapolitefsi. The ‘gap’ created by the 

decreasing appeal of modernization was not only a gap in the dominant political terminology, 

but a gap in politics as such. With the absence of a hegemonic political concept signifying a 

hegemonic political project, the search for alternative terms that would express the conditions 

of life and culture in late-metapolitefsi, and that would point to new political projects, was 

taking pace. The space in which new concepts were sought for and re-invented was a space of 

dispute and political conflict. I believe that to a large extent the epistemological debates 

around postmodernism became so heated and acquired so charged political overtones so 

quickly because the conflicting perspectives on postmodernism expressed conflicting goals in 

the struggle for hegemonic political alternatives. In the course of this struggle, the critics of 

postmodernism, coming from the ranks of the anti-PASOK left, saw in it a challenge to their 

conceptual tools and their project (which was evidently based on the narratives of modernity 

we examined throughout this chapter). On the other hand, those who promoted the 

perspective of a social postmodernism saw in it, an alternative tool-shed through which new 

forms of research and new political projects could emerge 
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Chapter 4: Postmodernism in history 

 

After presenting and discussing the more general perceptions of postmodernism in the 

previous chapters, we now move to the examination of postmodernism as an epistemological 

challenge to the field of history. Many of the features of postmodernism we examined in the 

previous sections, such as the death of grand narratives, relativism, the promotion of 

irrationalism and anti-Enlightenment sentiments, are also used by the historical actors of the 

present chapter in slightly altered or enhanced forms. In fact, a fruitful way to read this 

account is to see the development of the postmodernism-related debate of the historians as the 

epistemological climax and continuation of the arguments on postmodernism developed by 

the intellectuals we examined in the previous sections of the present research. The persistence 

of the negative features of postmodernism mentioned above in the historians’ debates, was 

the result of a peculiar continuity. The continuity between the disparate definitions of 

postmodernism developed in the 1980s and 1990s and the perceptions of postmodernism in 

the field of history was mostly the result of the role of the anti-postmodernists, who in the 

new methodological approaches and questions to history saw the same old dangers re-

emerging and taking a new shape. The connection between the narrative of postmodernism 

developed in the previous chapters and especially in the description of the Sokal affair, and 

through the account of postmodernism as an era or a cultural logic and the narrative of 

postmodernism as an epistemological challenge will become evident to the readers in the 

course of the following pages. It is important however, to clarify the objectives of the present 

section before we venture further into the examination of postmodernism and history. This 

chapter presents and discusses the reception of, and the developments in the various 

perceptions of postmodernism in the field of historiography in Greece throughout the 

metapolitefsi. Furthermore, it sketches the map of the people, institutions, and the overall 

topoi and “channels” through which the ideas associated with historiographical 

postmodernism were transferred and diffused in the Greek intellectual milieu. The narrative 

follows a chronological order, while the structure of the chapter follows an organizational 

logic that is based on the themes and subjects under examination rather than a temporal 

development. Therefore, the first part entitled New epistemological directions examines the 

entrance and formation of new epistemologies in history throughout the metapolitefsi in the 

pages of two of the most influential journals of the period (Mnemon and Ta Istorika). After 

having briefly sketched the development of history, the account moves to the first instances 
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of a public debate among historians on postmodernism and the changing role of history in 

Greece at the last stages of the metapolitefsi. The third section focuses on the paradigm shift 

brought through the publication of the journal Historein, and on the journal’s significance in 

bringing postmodernism and various related ideas into the Greek milieu from the end of the 

1990s and onwards. Finally, the last section entitled Debating postmodernism in history 

provides an account of the public debate among historians in the local popular press between 

2000 and 2004 and provides a further examination of the debate’s political overtones and 

foundations350. 

The history of historiography in the metapolitefsi is in reality the history of multiple 

epistemological and political transitions. A primary transition which is of fundamental 

importance took place in the first years of the transition to democracy and was the turn from 

nation-centric, conservative historical narratives of Greece, to approaches of progressive or 

even openly left-wing character. A second transition which in many ways frames and engulfs 

the narrative of the present chapter was the transition from the hegemony of a ‘French 

paradigm’, -that is, the influence of mainly French historiography and methodology from 

1974 and until the beginning of the 1990s- to the rising influence and eventual domination of 

the scene by paradigms and methodological examples from the English-speaking world. The 

transition to the English-speaking paradigms brought an extended and novel tendency of 

reflection on the preconditions, methodologies, practices, narratives and aims of 

historiography in the Greek context. While from 1974 and onwards the local field of history 

was enriched by numerous new approaches, methods and subjects of research ‘imported’ by 

the advanced scenes of European historiography (France, Germany, Italy and England), from 

the 1990s and onwards history became more self-conscious, as historians engaged in 

questions regarding their role and practice much more frequently. Of all the subjects and sub-

fields of history which emerged in the course of the metapolitefsi, the one with the greatest 

influence and significance in the later stages of the period was the history of historiography.  

                                                           
350 The sources used for the completion of this chapter are the following: The journals of history Ta Istorika 

(1983-), Mnemon (1971-), Historein (1999-); the books that dealt with postmodernism and history (either 

monographs or collective volumes), and the books of the intellectuals participating in discussions around 

postmodernism that were published during the period under examination. The review O Politis (1976-2008), 

and the issues of the newspapers He Avge, To Vema, and He Kathimerini published during the same period. The 

journals were selected on the basis of their status and influence in the space of Greek higher education in the 

post-dictatorial era. The newspapers and reviews were specifically chosen because they hosted a plethora of 

articles and book reviews relating to postmodernism, as well as texts that were central in a conscious, public 

debate on the nature and characteristics of postmodernism that took place in their pages between 2000 and 2004. 
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The founding of The Society for the Study of Modern Hellenism in 1971 as an 

independent, self-managed and self-funded organization for the study of history and the 

founding of its own journal Mnemon in the same year, as well as their respective histories in 

the subsequent decade reflect perfectly the tendencies prevalent in the first half of the 

metapolitefsi. The subjects encountered most frequently in the articles published by Mnemon 

for the first 15 years of its circulation were historical biographies, the Greek struggle for 

independence and generally ‘the histories of 1821’, Byzantine history or the history of Greece 

in the middle-ages, as well as publishing history or  the history of significant Greek 

manuscripts of the 18th century. From the beginning of the 1980s and onwards, articles on 

economic history became much more frequent, while articles on Greek folklore or inspired by 

anthropological methodology became increasingly popular. All the articles published in the 

journal were in Greek, while the notable exception of ‘La naissance et du nouvel etat Grec 

vue par la presse Toulousaine (période de 1821 à 1825)’ by Alexandra Petala published in the 

journal’s third issue in 1973 in French is indicative of the influence that the French paradigms 

exerted on the Greek historians’ scene351. Similarly, the founding and publication of the 

journal Ta Istorika in 1983, as well as its history and development during the first two 

decades of its circulation are indicative of both the influence of French historiography in 

Greece and of the new France-inspired methodological tendencies which appeared in the 

local scene during the first half of the metapolitefsi. Spyros Asdarchas (1933-2017), carried 

out his doctoral studies at the École Pratique des Hautes Études, VI Section, in Paris VII in 

the late-1960s and early 1970s on economic and social history. Vasilis Panagiotopoulos 

(1932-) carried out his doctoral studies in Paris VI in the late-1970s on historical 

demography, and Filippos Iliou (1931-2004) carried out his doctoral studies at the École 

Pratique des Hautes Études VIe sections in the early 1960s on the history of writing and 

language in Greece between 1749-1832. The three historians mentioned above were the 

founders and primary editors of Ta Istorika in 1983, while the example behind the 

publication of the Greek journal was the Annales, and their aim was to help in the 

development of relevant methodologies and research subjects in Greek historiography. 

Specialists of significantly different fields but all of them dedicated members of the left, 

historians like Asdarchas, Iliou, and Panagiotopoulos shaped the science of history during the 

first half of the metapolitefsi. Much like in the case of Mnemon, in Ta Istorika, for the first 

decade of its publication the subjects most frequently encountered were those of economic 

                                                           
351 Alexandra V. Petala, ‘La naissance et du nouvel etat Grec vue par la presse Toulousaine (période de 1821 à 

1825)’, Mnemon, Issue 3, Athens, 1973, p 15-62 
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history, the history of printing/publishing, and historical biographies or historical accounts of 

important Greek institutions of the 19th century. Both Mnemon and Ta Istorika were annual 

journals, which were self-organized and published by independent publishing houses, without 

any formal ties to specific university departments. 

If Mnemon and Ta Istorika reflected the influence of French history on the Greek scene 

and symbolized the rebirth of the field and the new tendencies within it during the first half of 

the metapolitefsi, then the commencement of Historein’s publication in 1999 symbolizes 

perfectly the new historiographical tendencies of the second half of the metapolitefsi. First 

published at the end of the 20th century by a group of historians around Antonis Liakos, 

Historein was the first journal in Greece to give so much emphasis on the history of 

historiography and the relationship between theory and history. The desire behind Historein’s 

publication was not only to enrich the local scene with new ideas and methods, but to create a 

platform through which the local historians would come into contact with the international 

developments in the field. Therefore, in contrast to Mnemon and Ta Istorika which hosted 

articles only in the Greek language, Historein only published articles in the major European 

languages (primarily English, French, Italian and German), while the vast majority of the 

articles published in its pages since the beginning of its circulation have been in English. The 

publication of Historein, along with its increasing fame and influence on the local scene are 

the perfect historical reflection of the transition from the French paradigms to those of the 

Anglo-American academia. The historical narrative woven in the present chapter tells the 

story of the transitions briefly described above. 

 

 

4.1 New epistemological directions 

 

There was an interest in matters concerning the epistemology and history of 

historiography in both Mnemon and Ta Istorika from the very beginning of their publication. 

From the end of the 1980s and especially during the 1990s, articles and reports from 

conferences regarding new or emerging trends in historiography appeared frequently in 

Mnemon, and relatively frequently in Ta Istorika. Setting new questions, researching and 

discussing the ways historians set the central questions and defined the parameters of their 

practice had been an essential part of the post-dictatorial historiography from as early as 

1974, when the first cases of social and Marxist economic history appeared for the first time 

without fear of incarceration. However, during the 1990s there was a particularly notable 
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increase in publications dealing with the European and American epistemological and 

methodological developments of the last quarter of the 20th century and their significance. 

The majority of these developments have on numerous occasions been linked to 

postmodernism both in the Greek and the international academia. 

 

 

 

Mnemon. 

 

In 1993, in Mnemon’s 15th volume an article by Alexandra Deligiorgis ‘foundations and 

self-consciousness of the science of history’ made a critical reference to the linguistic turn for 

the first time. The same issue of Mnemon, in the section entitled ‘approaches’, published a 

collection of texts written by postgraduate students of the university of Athens under the 

supervision, edited and with an introduction by, Antonis Liakos, one of the most important 

and influential historians and the most skilled historian of historiography of the 

metapolitefsi352. This collection of texts is one of the most important sources one can find in 

the relevant literature with regards to the entrance of postmodernism-related methodologies 

in the context of Greek historiography. In the introduction, Liakos informed the readers not 

only of the content of the texts they were about to read but also of the story around and 

behind their writing and publication. These texts were the outcome of a collective research 

carried out by students and professors in the period between the summer of 1990 when the 

idea was conceived and planned in a seminar in Syros, and the summer of 1991 when they 

were presented for the first time in public. The aim of the research was to examine the way 

other historians organized their research and the morphology of their texts. The first-hand 

material analyzed was specific issues from the journals Ta Istorika, Mnemon, Annales and 

Past and Present; In other words, journals representative of Greek historical production on 

the one hand and of English and French on the other respectively.  

The introduction claimed that during their meetings they mainly discussed the theoretical 

tools through which they were to analyze the texts they had chosen. They chose to turn to the 

international debates that were taking place mostly in the 1980s, and so their focus was on the 

works of Hayden White, Paul Ricoeur and Jerzy Topolski. H. White was chosen because he 

                                                           
352 Alexandra Deligiorge, ‘Θεμελώση και αυτοσυνειδησία της επιστήμης της Ιστορίας [foundations and self-

consciousness of the science of history]’, Mnemon, Vol.15, 1993, p 175 and Antonis Liakos  

‘Αφηγηματικές στρατηγικές στην ιστορική γραφή [Narrative structures in historical writing]’, Mnemon, Vol.15, 

1993, p 211 
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introduced the problematique of “narrativity and the textual nature” of the sources in 

historical writing353,  P. Ricoeur was of interest due to his philosophy of history and 

intertwining temporalities, and J. Topolski was of use mainly for his insight on matters 

concerning the historians’ practice354. Liakos also informed the readers that in their meetings 

they discussed extensively the work of Roland Barthes in Les discours de l’histoire (1976), 

Foucault, and Kuhn, while in a footnote on the first page the readers were also informed that 

a text that truly inspired them was Carlo Ginsburg’s and Adriano Prosperi, Giochi di 

pazienza. With the subtitle, Un seminario sul «Beneficio di Cristo»355, which in the end 

inspired their own collective text’s subtitle (Giochi di pazienza e piaceri di ricerca). 

In the framework of their theoretical research around the nature and practice of the 

historian’s profession in the first pages of his introduction, Liakos summed up in a paragraph 

their perception of the stakes in the international debates of the 1980s. This paragraph is truly 

significant for anyone wishing to understand the history of postmodernism in Greece because 

it lays out most of the elements which in the following decade would become the key 

characteristics of postmodern historiography in the view of numerous Greek historians and 

commentators: 

 

These varied approaches, defined a turn in historiography mostly during the decade of 1980. They set 

the terms for the problematic nature of reality, each in its own terms, and they shifted the emphasis from the 

object of description to the describing subject and on every link of the chain that connects them: From the fact to 

the points that make it clear, from the testimony to the linguistic matrix that gives it substance and from the 

object to the epistemic paradigm that allows for its conception and shapes it. From there, to historical writing 

which does not just announce its content but transforms it into a part of its own history; finally, to the intended 

communication, through the reader’s familiarity with previous forms of historical writing
356.  

  

The problematization of reality, the point of view of the subject of historical writing and 

the mediatory nature of language were all subjects mentioned in the passage under 

examination, and each had a pivotal role to play in the unfolding of both the international and 

the local debates on the so called postmodern challenge to historiography. 

Furthermore, Liakos claimed that the primary findings of their research was presented for 

the first time in a gathering at the office of The Society for the Study of Modern Hellenism 

(Mnemon) in May 1991 and their reception was very negative. The critical responses they 

                                                           
353 Antonis Liakos, ‘Αφηγηματικές στρατηγικές’, Mnemon, Vol.15, 1993, p 212-213 
354 Antonis Liakos, ‘Αφηγηματικές στρατηγικές’, 1993, p 212-213 
355 Carlo Ginsburg and Adriano Prosperi, Giochi di pazienza, Einaudi, Turin, 1975. 
356 Antonis Liakos, ‘Αφηγηματικές στρατηγικές’, 1993, p 212 
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received discouraged them and delayed the publication of their research results until 1993 

and the 15th volume of Mnemon. Despite their temporary despondency, their research project 

was formally presented in the island of Syros in the summer of 1991, where it had been first 

conceived one year before, in the summer of 1990. Thus, in the pages following the 

introduction, the theoretical and philosophical schemas of Ricoeur and H. White were 

presented by Efi Gazi, Topolski’s theory was presented by Michalis Varlas and Ioulia 

Pentazou wrote on ‘Language as a code of communication and the transition to the concept of 

Discourse’357 in the work of Michel Foucault. In the next section, Vaggelis Karamanolakis 

and Ioulia Pentazou presented the main analytical aspects emerging from the work of the 

intellectuals mentioned above and through which the chosen journals were to be examined: a) 

morphology of the text b) the writer’s language and discourse c) The perception of time 

(temporality). Finally, the text’s last section presented the analysis of the journals: Annales by 

Vaggelis Kehriotis and Maria Lebesi, Past and Present by Ioanna Laliotou and Margarita 

Miliori, Mnemon by Vaggelis Karamanolakis and Panagiotis Stathis, and Ta Istorika by 

Mihalis Varlas and Stauroula Basakidou. With regards to the particular analysis of the 

respective journals, it is crucial to mention the following points: first, their analysis of the 

journals mentioned above remained limited to a discursive-textual level, and so the social and 

broader extra-textual context in which the texts under examination were created was entirely 

absent from the analysis; second, it was in this text and particularly in the section on H. 

White that the term postmodernism was used for the first time in Mnemon. The last two 

points indicate that both the international debates and the subject of the postmodern turn 

(whether one identifies the former with the latter or not) had been entirely overlooked by the 

Greek intellectuals until then. 

In 1996, a book entitled Intellectual history: aspects of a contemporary debate edited by 

Efi Gazi was published. The book contained texts by Roger Chartier, Hayden White and 

Dominic La Capra translated by Efi Gazi, Elsa Kontogiorgi and Giorgos Kokkinos. That was 

the first official introduction of Hayden White to the Greek public and a great deal of the 

aspects discussed in the texts of the volume could be seen as part of the outburst of claims 

and counter-claims on postmodern historiography that took place in the 1980s on the 

international level358. In 1995, Kostas Fountanopoulos wrote in Mnemon the first extensive 

article on the linguistic turn, which in many ways appeared as a preamble to the core subjects 
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of the volume mentioned above359. In the beginning of the article he expressed his gratitude 

to Antonis Liakos for his encouragement and his suggestions, once again indicating a link 

between interlocutors in a broad conversation around the new methodologies of history. 

Liakos’s name is the one encountered most often in the sources of the period under 

examination, when it comes to the presentation of or commentary on the various new 

methodological tendencies in historiography. ‘The linguistic turn’, -which in the local context 

was also frequently described as ‘the discursive turn’- was the label used for the description 

of a paradigm shift that had taken place in the 1960s first in philosophy and later in other 

fields of the humanities. In the domain of philosophy, the publication which made the label 

famous was Richard Rorty’s 1967 collection of essays under the same title (The linguistic 

turn), which attempted to trace the shift of emphasis towards language (discourse) in 

philosophy that was taking place at the time of its publication360.  After Ferdinand de 

Saussure’s structuralist linguistics gained further attention during the 1960s in the French 

philosophical circles, a broader shift had been initiated which gave rise to numerous forms of 

discourse analysis as well as to the broader movement of thought which was later called post-

structuralism. In the field of history, the most famous figure to have been associated with the 

linguistic turn was Hayden White, who was also one of the central figures associated with 

postmodernism in historiography. I believe that the association of postmodernism with the 

linguistic turn in the thought of various local intellectuals of the period can be interpreted by 

the influence of the following two facts: first, the fact that the name of Hayden White (as well 

as of other historians associated both with discourse analysis and postmodernism such as 

Patrick Joyce) provided a bridge between the linguistic turn and postmodernism in the eyes of 

their readers; second, the fact that the impact of linguistics on French philosophy was one of 

the primary sources of influence for the emergence of post-structuralism, and thus also a 

direct precursor to the rise of postmodernism.  

Fountanopoulos attributed a central position in the map of the new methodological and 

epistemological changes in international historiography to E.P Thompson and to the fact that 

the he introduced matters of “identity formation” to the Marxist left. This praise was one 

among many in Mnemon of that period, indicating a growing interest in Thompson’s work. A 

year earlier, Laliotou had written an article on E.P Thompson and the importance of 

“experience” in the shaping of historical subjects. The emphasis on identity and experience 
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are quintessential aspects of the historiographical developments of post-1974 historiography 

and for many, vital parts of the postmodern turn as well361. Furthermore, Fountanopoulos 

made explicit references to the postmodern turn, and particularly to the Journal Social 

History362 which he believed were directly associated. The article referred to most of the 

analytical concepts that had been invoked in the collection of texts published in Mnemon in 

1993, and its sources regarding the international developments in methodology were taken 

from Social History. This over-emphasis on Social History is significant because it indicates 

both a distancing from the French and German sources that were the canon in most articles in 

the Greek Journals until the 1990s, and a conscious desire to fill the methodological gap in 

the Greek literature with regards to the developments in the English-speaking intellectual 

world. With the exception of some references to H. White and a brief reference to Patrick 

Joyce and his relativist approaches363, neither postmodernism as such nor its alleged 

protagonists held a central place to this text, in which the starring role seemed to have been 

reserved for ideas rather than for the actors behind and within them, while in the concluding 

paragraphs he made it absolutely clear that to him, what was of the utmost importance in the 

latest developments in historical writing was the emphasis on experience. Finally, the points 

that are of greatest interest to us when viewing this text as a piece of historical evidence were 

all presented in the context of the first two pages of the article:  

 

Perhaps the most disturbing element in Greek historical studies today, is an atmosphere of 

generalized complacency. While in other countries historians discuss the problems born out of the 

historiography of social history, in the decade of 1990 they even talk about the very possibility of doing history 

in these times (the fall of actually existing socialism, the end of the cold war, “the end of ideologies” such 

reflections are entirely absent from the Greek historical journals). This lack is puzzling for the young historian. 

It is not just the revision of the theoretical principles that were underlying political and historical thought until 

the end of the previous decade. It is about a broader stream of intense skepticism running through the 

international literature, which puts all hither-to interpretative assumptions of social history under severe 

criticism. Theory is becoming autonomous and “decentralized” from reality and society, emphasizing diversity. 

Are the historicity of interpretative schemas and the possibility of their criticism thus cancelled? What should be 

the historian’s position against this theoretical consumerism? Apart from whichever purposes this may serve, it 

presents the problem of registering theory in society. And of course we cannot solve the problem by ignoring it. 
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If the historian cannot work without theory, then we must re-discuss the theoretical principles of his work, to 

reconsider the analytical categories of social history.
364 

 

This extensive passage contained the greatest part of the main positions identified with 

postmodernism in the Greek intellectual circles until that time (the rise of skepticism, the 

death of grand narratives and big-ideas, the disjuncture between theory and history) along 

with most of the issues that would become central to the debates that were about to follow, 

and all expressed in as negative a way as could have been possible at the time of its 

publication. First, the claims against complacency in the Greek academia were to be 

expressed again in various articles in the first years of the 21st century by Antonis Liakos and 

others, raising a tidal wave of aggressive reactions. Second, the relationship between history 

and theory, or history and grand narratives, most often associated with the death of 

interpretative schemas and the rise of skepticism and relativism, was going to be a central 

subject especially in the left-wing academic circles and was also eventually bound to be 

included in the arsenal of both sides of the controversy on postmodernism in the following 

years. And finally, the characterization “Theoretical consumerism” was also going to become 

a red flag for the intellectuals who opposed the postmodern turn in Greece in the 2000s. A 

variation of this concept would later appear in an article by Nikos Theotokas under the 

characterization “theoretical eclecticism”. Theotokas devised this concept in an attempt to 

describe a growing tendency among historians to use many and varied theoretical tools not 

according to what their subject dictated for better research, but according to their appetite and 

random will.365  

Between February and April of 1995, the Society for the study of Modern Hellenic Culture 

and Education, an organization attached to the private Moraitis foundation organized a series 

of seminars and lectures under the title: Modernism: A time of assessment?366 . The Moraitis 

foundation owns and manages the eponymous private Moraitis schools, and had a significant 

role in organizing conferences, seminars, and symposia of status and influence throughout the 

metapolitefsi, mainly on subjects of culture, language and generally on the humanities and 

the social sciences. The fact that the word “assessment” was in the title of the lectures was 

indicative of a change of perspective towards the established perceptions of modernity and 
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modernism. Most of the texts from the lectures were published in a volume in 1996. The 

volume included mostly intellectuals from the humanities and the social sciences with a 

tendency to philosophy, and more particularly texts on philosophy, sociology, literature, 

architecture and the visual arts and theater. In the framework of the broader change indicated 

by the title, although the subject of the lectures was modernism, seven out of the eleven texts 

included in the published volume dealt with the passage from modernism to postmodernism 

almost exclusively. All the references made to postmodernism were negative. More 

particularly, the philosophical and theoretical outlook of those lectures, some of which were 

given by some of the most prominent and widely praised and recognized intellectuals of 

Greece at the time (Psychopedis and Tsoukalas for example), was bound to have the decisive 

influence that the symposium organized by Veltsos in 1988 and which we examined in the 

previous chapters, did not manage to have on the Greek intellectuals of the metapolitefsi. 

Thus, it was after these lectures that the most fundamentally negative features of 

philosophical postmodernism as developed by the lecturers came to be engraved in the 

collective memory and the collective unconscious of many Greek intellectuals of the 

metapolitefsi. It was these features of postmodernism and the respective narratives that 

accompanied them that appeared again and again after 1996 in most of the criticisms against 

the “postmodern challenge” from philosophers and historians alike. In all the lectures of the 

volume that dealt with postmodernism and especially in those of Psychopedis, Tsoukalas and 

Tsinorema one can find a great number of shared ideas and assumptions: firstly, that all of the 

fundamental ideas in postmodernism were already present in certain branches of Modernism, 

albeit in a dormant state. And so, the intellectual trajectory of postmodernism’s evolution was 

given significant attention and was considered crucial in understanding the nature and the 

future of the concept and its side effects. Particularly, its first seeds could be found in the 

philosophy of Nietzsche, who was considered the intellectual father of the postmoderns. The 

Nietzschean heritage, before blossoming into the full-blown postmodernism of the 1980s first 

passed from the hands of the post-structuralists. Here, the names of Foucault and Derrida 

were, as expected, the ones in the spotlight. Secondly, they all shared the same views on the 

constitutive features of postmodern theory or postmodern philosophy: 

 

The constitutive assumptions of the postmodern argument are the indeterminacy of what is real, 

randomness, the relativity and the incomparability of the theoretical constructions of its approach, as well as of 
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the systems of its symbolic (linguistic) signification. The concept of a constructed and binding objectivity of 

modern philosophy is put under radical challenge
367. 

 

Nietzsche’s relativism and anti-Enlightenment logic, two elements one could find 

according to the lecturers in the works of post-structuralists like Foucault just as easily, were 

elements fundamental to postmodernism, and at the same time two of its features that made it 

constantly flirt with authoritarianism and totalitarianism. The idea of relativism and 

especially of anti-Enlightenment sentiments and irrationalism as constitutive features of an 

intimate relationship between authoritarian regimes and postmodern philosophy was entirely 

new to the Greek intellectual milieu. It was never really developed further outside the lectures 

of this volume, either by historians or by philosophers, since postmodernism and relativism 

of a consumerist kind were gradually being more and more connected in the public discourse 

to Americanization and contemporary western values rather than with Fascism or Stalinism. 

This idea was developed further in an interesting yet controversial study by Richard Wolin in 

2004368. Relativism and the waning of historicity are features of postmodernism which 

transcend the barriers between disciplines. One can find relative claims about postmodernism 

in the discourse of sociologists, painters, philologists and historians alike throughout most of 

the 1980s and 1990s. Finally, it is important to note that there was no reference to Panagiotis 

Kondylis in any of the texts of the volume examined above. The absence of Kondylis from 

the list of references that the lecturers made is particularly puzzling, first, due to his fame and 

influence in the German philosophical circles of the period (with which for example 

Psychopedis and Tsoukalas were very familiar), and secondly because he had published the 

first (and only to this day) monograph on postmodernism and philosophy written by a Greek 

intellectual369. I believe that the absence of references to Kondylis can be interpreted first by 

the general disregard for his philosophical work in the Greek intellectual circles of the period 

(Kondylis was an established figure in Germany but was never employed as an academic in 

Greece), and second by the political disagreements between Kondylis and the key figures of 

the Symposium. Although Kondylis was critical of postmodernism, he did not develop his 

critical arguments from the perspective of a left-wing political philosophy. In the eyes of 

intellectuals such as Psychopedis or Tsoucalas, Kondylis represented a form of philosophical 
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discourse which belonged to the ranks of the center-right and was thus not part of the 

progressive philosophical critical discourse of the metapolitefsi which they sought to 

establish. 

 In 1997, in the pages of Mnemon two methodological articles regarding the epistemology 

of history were published. Both of them addressed issues of narrativity and textuality, while 

in both texts there were direct references to the influence of Hayden White and to the 

relativism lurking in his work. Particularly, Anna Tzouma’s ‘History and Literature’, 

emphasized the relationship between history and literature from the perspective of the textual 

nature of their primary objects of study. It expressed the continuities between older more 

“modernist” theories and approaches and the linguistic turn, without however using the 

concepts “postmodernism” and “linguistic turn” at any point in the text itself370. Giorgos 

Ksiropaidis’ ‘Comprehension, narrative and representation: the dominance of method in the 

theories of the text and history’371, followed a different, longue-duree approach on the same 

subjects. The three words in the title (comprehension, narrative, representation) were used to 

characterize the changes in historical thought and practice of the last 200 years. Thus each 

word-idea was representative of the logic behind an era’s historiography. Throughout most of 

the text and through the pages dedicated to the historical dominants of previous eras, almost 

the entirety of the philosophers and intellectuals he cited and invoked were German (Dilthey 

and Gadamer for example) and French. The primacy of German sources and points of 

references throughout the text can be easily interpreted if one bears in mind that Ksiropaidis 

was a specialist of German philosophy who had carried out his doctoral studies in the 

University of Freiburg, and was, at the time when the article under examination was written, 

a professor at the German language department of the University of Athens. When the article 

attempted to describe the current state of affairs in historical thought (the era when the 

dominant idea was representation), the type of references changed completely and turned to 

the English-speaking world, and to thinkers like Hayden White and David Carr. Finally, in 

the concluding paragraphs of the article, the relativist aspects of Hayden White’s theory of 

narrativity and the representation of reality were put under criticism and in juxtaposition to 

other theories of narrativity and representation: 
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Despite the fact that the thesis on the discontinuity between “narrative and reality” is today the prevailing 

view, there are several prominent voices resisting this current. I will mention here Barbara Hardy, Peter Münz, 

Frederick Olafson and mainly David Carr. Despite all their differences, these theorists do not accept that life 

owes its narrative character to the literary products of human civilization. On the contrary, they try to 

demonstrate that life, human action and historical existence are narratively structured to begin with, regardless 

of their literary presentation, and that this narrative structure has an ethico-practical texture before it acquires an 

aesthetic or cognitive texture. […] Just as historical writing is the extension of historical existence, so literary 

fiction is the continuation of individual existence through other means. The influence of those two forms of 

writing on human culture to which they owe their origins is indisputable. But what they provide is an example 

of how narrative form can be filled with a particular content, representations of how the individuals or societies 

should lead their lives. They do not however provide the narrative form itself. If we embrace this hypothesis 

then it is evident that we can ensure the representational and thus cognitive value not only of historical but also 

of literary narrative. Because in such a case, it is possible to show that narrative does not give form to the 

amorphous matter of life itself, but on the contrary it summarizes in an innovative way the already narratively 

structured everyday experience and action
372.  

 

This long passage contained the central arguments of Ksiropaidis, and introduced a series 

of names entirely absent from the pages of Greek journals of that period. Furthermore, it was 

arguably, the most well informed epistemological and methodological response to the so-

called extreme postmodernists (propagators of relativism and irrationalism in the social 

sciences) published in Greece until then. Finally, no alleged Greek representatives of these 

developments in history were mentioned in the course of the article.  

In the years of the first decade of the 21st century, articles on the history or methodology 

of historiography disappeared almost completely from the pages of Mnemon. Notable 

exceptions are Lina Ventoura’s ‘In defense of contemporary’ history published in 2002 and 

Vasilis Kremmydas’ ‘The discourse on history in non-historiographical texts’ published in 

2003, although they remotely relate to the subjects of the articles’ examined in the previous 

pages of the present chapter373. As can be deduced to some extent by Ksiropaidis’s claims in 

‘Comprehension, narrative and representation’, the relationship between history and 

textuality became a theme of significant importance for the intellectuals who dealt with the 

question of form in historical writing during the metapolitefsi. In fact, in the eyes of the local 

anti-postmodernists, the most important epistemological change which postmodernism and 
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the relevant bodies of thought brought to the practice of history was its challenge to the 

boundaries between history, literature, and reality. If everything is a matter of perspective and 

language, then the perspective by which one tells a story and the language he/she uses to tell 

the story defines the nature of the story, not the sources or evidence behind it. Furthermore, if 

form/language and perspective/viewpoint are equally the defining elements for all forms of 

writing, and there is no difference between the writing of fiction and the writing of history, 

then the gap separating reality from its historical representation becomes infinite, and history 

so relative that it is rendered useless. That was the most frequent line of thought and 

argumentation of the anti-postmodernists during the metapolitefsi, and the names most 

frequently associated with it were those of the French post-structuralists (Derrida, Lyotard, 

Foucault, Barthes) and Hayden White.  

 

Ta Istorika. 

 

In contrast to Mnemon, in Ta Istorika, a different view of approaching the epistemological 

and methodological developments in contemporary historiography was dominant. For 

example, in the journal’s first issue, in 1983, the articles by Spyros Asdarchas and by Filippos 

Iliou, did not engage in open claims or discussions about the latest developments in the 

historians’ practice, but the texts themselves through the ways they approached their subjects 

and the ways in which they were written were indicators of the changes that were taking 

place at the time. In other words, the texts themselves consciously embodied the new 

methodological tendencies of the metapolitefsi. 

A similar pattern to that which was taking place in Mnemon is also evident in Ta Istorika. 

Throughout the first decade of its circulation the journal barely hosted any articles that had to 

do directly with the history of historiography, or that dealt with matters concerning the 

epistemology and methodology of historical writing. Kostas V. Kribas’s ‘How the history of 

science should be written’ in 1987 in the 7th issue of the journal was probably the first text 

whose title indicated a content regarding methodology in such an open way374. In 1988, 

Maria Christina Hatziioannou wrote an article promoting Micro-history375. Hatziioannou’s 

testament in support of Microhistory was also the first indicator of a gradual coming change. 

Just as in Mnemon, the beginning of the 1990s saw the emergence of new tendencies and 
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developments in the methodology of historiography, whether in the form of questions or in 

the form of a call towards new ways of writing history. Suggestions for the importance of 

Microhistory such as the ones in Hatziioannou’s text were the first instances of that change 

taking place in the pages of Ta Istorika. Efi Avdela’s ‘The contradictory content of social 

insurance: the legislation regarding women’s labour in the industrial sector (19th-20th 

centuries)’ published in 1988, and her ‘Natural destination and the role of the state: a 

suggestion on women’s labour in 1940’ and ‘The socialism of the “Others”: Class struggles, 

ethnic clashes and gender identities in post-ottoman Salonica’ published in Ta Istorika in 

1992 and 1993 respectively were the first grand signs for the emergence of a Greek 

historiography from the perspective of gender and women’s history376. 

Even though, as was mentioned above, Ta Istorika hosted far less articles or reports on the 

subject of methodology, the emergence of new approaches and new historiographical 

paradigms throughout the 1990s is evident. It is in this framework that Dionisios A. 

Anapolitanos’ ‘History and historicism’ was published in 1991 as an attempt to describe the 

principles of historicism and to provide an overall assessment of its intellectual and 

methodological paradigms377. It was in the same framework that Theodors Kritikos’ study on 

the relationship between the history of ideas and the history of science was published in 

1994378 and that Carlo Ginzburg’s ‘Alien voices: the dialogic element in early-modern Jesuit 

historiography’ was published in 1995379. Ginzburg’s text contained the first references to the 

epistemological changes most frequently identified with the turn to postmodernism despite 

the fact that the term itself was never mentioned throughout the text. More particularly, the 

writer acknowledged from the very beginning of the article that  

 

During the last three decades, the cross-fertilization between history and anthropology was the source 

of astonishing researches from both sides. Recently, there was a new element: all the more frequently in the 

relations between those two fields, a third player intervened; the theory of literature. […] This triptych is in my 
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opinion a welcome development, even though its results so far have been rather ambiguous. The texts are often 

considered as dry, literary artifacts, whose relationship to the extra-textual realities we have no authority to 

investigate. These skepticist conclusions are far from self-evident to me
380. 

 

In fact, Ginzburg’s aim through this text was to show that a “deeper knowledge of the 

literary and rhetorical dimensions of a text can ground better the ambitious attempts that were 

once the common ground of history and anthropology alike”381. The importance of the 

analytical tools of literary theory in contemporary historiography was clearly reflected in the 

article’s title. Its title came from the Russian critic Mikhail Bakhtin, who in his Problems of 

Dostoevsky’s poetics (1963) distinguished between monologic texts in which the writer’s 

voice guides the narrative, and dialogic texts, in which more than one voice could express 

themselves and clash with each other. In the Greek translation of the text, instead of a more 

direct translation of alien voices, the translator used the phrase “the voices of others”. The 

choice of words corresponded to Ginsburg’s aims through his original text, while at the same 

time indicated a gap in Greek historiography; that is, the lack of engagement with the history 

of the “others”, those considered ‘alien’ by the dominant narratives of society. The plural of 

the Others in the title, as well as the fact that the text’s primary source was a text on the 

history of the Mariana islands were pointing towards another development in historiography 

that did not relate to literary theory as much as anthropology. The perspective of the 

“Others”, the non-western subjects of history, the oppressed, was a matter of increasing 

importance in the social sciences and history of the 1970s and the 1980s. Ginzburg reflected 

on this new outlook on the subjects of history and welcomed the perspectives it could 

promote, and the results it could generate. Texts like those of Hatziioannou and especially 

Avdela in the 1980s and 1990s which we mentioned above did not only represent broader 

methodological developments in the field of history, but were also pushing for the 

recognition and practice of approaches that were entirely absent from Greek historiography, 

and which were significant for reasons related to research, but also for social and political 

reasons alike. In other words, they were at the same time efforts for the establishment of a 

history of “others”. In the Greek intellectual context, women’s and gender history were the 

most representative cases in point. Ginzburg was one of the main figures behind the 

establishment of microhistory in contemporary historiography, and a world-class specialist on 

the construction of narrative and the historical representation of personal experiences. His 
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Clues, Myths and the Historical Method (1989) was a significant contribution to the debates 

of the 1980s on postmodernism, textuality, narrativity and the historian’s practice.382 Since as 

we have seen postmodernism was perceived as a threat to the historians’ practice by 

dissolving the boundaries between reality and historical representation by placing absolute 

authority to language, individual perspectives and textuality, Ginzburg’s emphasis on 

personal experiences and micro-narratives seemed dangerously close to postmodernism. The 

conversation between history, literary theory and anthropology he described in the passage 

examined above, was the very historical process in which post-structuralist approaches to 

literature, or structuralist approaches to anthropology had been diffused into historiography. 

In contrast to those who were in absolute fear of postmodernism and its alleged corruptive 

effects, Ginsburg claimed that there was a middle ground between absolute relativism and 

positivist grand narratives, in which historians could examine the textual features of their 

sources, pay attention to the individual historical actors’ perspectives and contextualize their 

findings at the same time, without succumbing to relativism or dry positivism383. 

Throughout the first decade of the journal’s publication, Panagiotis Kondylis (who was 

also in its editorial board) contributed numerous articles dealing with the philosophy of 

history, and more particularly reflecting on the social and ideological construction of neo-

hellenic enlightenment. His 1990 article entitled ‘The Sickliness of the bourgeois element in 

modern Greek society and ideology’384 could be seen as an exposition of the ideas he would 

develop further in his Der Niedergang der Burgelichen Denk- und Lebensform in 1991.  

The most important article published in Ta Istorika during the 1990s however, was 

Antonis Liakos’s ‘Essay for a poetics of history’, published in 1999385. Liakos, who was a 

specialist in the history of historiography, and one of the most prominent historians of the 

metapolitefsi, produced an authoritative account of the transformations of historical writing 

and historical thought from antiquity until the end of the 20th century, which at the same time 

was the most complete presentation of the developments taking place in historical thinking at 

the time of its publication.  In other words, Liakos attempted to present the logic underlying 

the tendencies and developments in contemporary historiography while setting further 

questions on the role and method of historical writing. At the same time, this long and 

thorough research attempted to provide answers to the questions arising by the effects of 
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contemporary historiography. Liakos’s article was the first text in which the term 

postmodernism was used in Ta Istorika. The term was used however, only to describe 

particular ways of thinking about history since the 1970’s rather than to develop a typology 

characterizing specific historians as postmodernists or not. Thus, none of the historians or 

philosophers appearing in the text’s references was characterized as postmodernists, and the 

term seemed to indicate a direction of thought or a series of questions and problems rather 

than a concrete, conscious group of individuals. According to Liakos, the seeds of 

postmodernism were to be found in particular readings of Nietzsche from the 1970s, and 

more particularly in the influence of the Gay science and its attack against the possibility of 

achieving objective truth. Through the influence of Nietzsche’s thought, the literary character 

of historical sources was emphasized. After the influence of Ferdinand de Saussure’s 

linguistic theory and its variations in the field of literary studies and anthropology, 

intellectuals like Derrida, Roland Barthes and Paul de Man, claimed that “language does not 

refer to, but constructs reality”386. Following Carlo Ginzburg, he welcomed the developments 

in historical thought that the conjuncture between history and these theoretical outlooks had 

initiated. However, again in perfect agreement to Carlo Ginzburg, he was more than 

suspicious towards the extreme relativism and historical skepticism that postmodernism 

promoted: 

 

Thus, Barthes claimed that historical discourse is characterized by truthfulness, which was a feature 

of the culture of an era, and which was expressed in multiple fields as for example in the realist novel. Thus, 

historical discourse creates the illusion of self-referentiality to an external reality. A common denominator in 

this critique is that historical discourse, by appealing to truth and objectivity, functions as a discourse of 

authority. These arguments sum up what is historical skepticism and originate from intellectual environments 

both within and without the historical profession
387. 

 

However, despite the fact that the seeds of this critique could be found in the conservative 

and anti-modernist thinkers of the 19th and the 20th century, its transformation into a full-

blown postmodern thought proper took place in the ranks of the academic left: 

 

After the widespread “1968” which expressed a similar challenge to the ideas of progress, science and 

reason both in the framework of capitalism and in that of state-controlled Marxism; these ideas were used as a 

source of inspiration from intellectual milieus which in general had their origins in the academic left. Thus today 
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we have arrived at the shaping of a new orthodoxy. Every orthodoxy however, as a process and as an intention, 

threatens our freedom
388. 

 

Throughout the article, Liakos attempted to provide the framework in which one should 

consider the developments in historical thought and the philosophy of history that had taken 

place since the 1970s in a way that one could both keep the positive effects of the advances 

made in historiography since then, and avoid the pitfalls of historical skepticism at the same 

time. He attempted to do this by discussing the nature and practice of historical thought and 

its various transformations in time, until the form they had taken in the 1990s. 

The craft of History (historiography) according to Liakos, means to “research what has 

happened in the past, and to give it a narrative shape. History lies between research and 

narrative. For Liakos, both research and narrative have different coordinates and traditions. 

They have however, something in common. They give order to what is amorphous, so that 

they can make it comprehensible by us”389. But the process of history just described, does not 

take place on a tabula rasa. History is part of a communicative process. Following the work 

of the anthropologist Clifford Geertz, Liakos claimed that history is part of a “communicative 

web”390. A communicative web corresponds to the sphere of culture. Thus, history and 

culture are concepts in a constant dialectical relationship with each-other; the one creates and 

signifies the other: 

 

Thus, people themselves change as collective bearers of culture, but culture changes too, because 

culture does not exist as an autonomous substance, but is registered in collective identities, in consciousness and 

behaviors. In that sense, people become the creators of the concepts which they use. Writers of their own 

history. Culture is not just inherited, but it is also created. We can thus talk about a “poetics of culture” and by 

extension of a “poetics of history”. If Collective identities are not formed by unalterable substances but by codes 

of perception  which are shaped, as mentioned above, through the synergy of culture and history, then their 

change could be described with a metaphor from theater: a changing repertoire
391. 

 

But the past which history seeks to shed light on is not only mediated by the changing 

perceptual frameworks of culture and language. A past moment or a fact of the past reaches 

us in the present through historiography, mediated both by the socio-historical perceptual 

framework of the present, and that of its own temporality in which it originally emerged: 
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“When we study our sources we do not just discover naked information. This information is 

embedded in specific interpretative schemas from the moment of its emergence. Facts are not 

“there” and just happen”392. The problem of mediation and the many interpretations of a past 

event between its occurrence and the moment of the historian’s research are among the most 

significant subjects touched upon in the article. None of the articles in the journals under 

examination had ever paid more attention to this issue, or provided a lengthier, more 

thorough discussion of it until then. The historian’s relationship to his/her sources would 

become one of the issues at the heart of the debates that would initiate around the subject of 

postmodernism in the period following the article’s publication. Liakos accepted the thesis 

that the narratives of the past we create are mediated by our position in the present, and that 

each new present viewpoint to the past perceives its own unique version of the past. 

Nevertheless, he completely denied the thesis that this multiplicity of viewpoints towards 

(and thus of views of) the past means that all viewpoints are equally valid and equally “true”. 

In other words, he was negative towards the relativism inherent in the extreme postmodernist 

theories of history and reality: 

 

From the sources (which are crystallized within a particular symbolic system) to the contemporary 

historicizing subject there is a continuum of readings and interpretations of the past. A continuum of course, of 

nodes, gaps and contradictions, where some readings predominate over others or marginalize them. 

Nevertheless it is a continuum. Therefore, the narrativization of history is constituted by infinite reading acts 

and not by one and only which juxtaposes the historian to his object in the past. These multiple reading acts 

constitute a social process, which in its turn minimizes the registered arbitrariness of the historicization of the 

past as described by the postmodern theory. But minimizes it is not the same as eliminates it393. 
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4.2 Prelude to a public debate on postmodernism 

 

This passage is crucial in Liakos’ theory of history and the act of historicizing. In the years 

that followed and throughout the many readings of this text this passage seemed to be 

overlooked or misread. The fact that he left a window of possibility open for an infinite 

number of readings of the past was the primary reason for those misreadings, and thus of the 

fact that he was eventually to be identified with postmodernism so many times throughout the 

following decade. The viewpoint of the historicizing subjects, the narrative nature of history 

and historical sources and the mediatory and constructive role of language, were identified as 

the main epistemological features of postmodernism in the historians’ debates that took place 

in the years after this article’s publication. Throughout the text, the names of Hayden White 

and Carlo Ginzburg appeared in numerous references, and were evidently among the writer’s 

most fundamental influences.  

Both in Mnemon and in Ta Istorika, the first decade of the 21st century saw a decrease in 

articles on the methodology or epistemology of history in comparison to the previous 

decades. The most important exceptions will be examined in the following sections of the 

present chapter, as vital parts of a public debate on postmodernism and historiography that 

took place between 2002 and 2004. In 1999, the journal Historein was published for the first 

time. Historein was the first (and still the only) journal in Greece specializing in the history 

and theory of historiography. Historein’s managing editor was Antonis Liakos, and its Greek 

editorial board contained many of the names we encountered in the examination of Mnemon 

and Ta Istorika throughout the previous pages. The group of historians around Antonis 

Liakos, from the moment of the publication of their first post-graduate research results in 

Mnemon until today, constituted the first and most conscious collective effort for the study of 

the history, methodology and epistemology of history and historiography in Greece. Through 

their research efforts and their attempts to connect the local context with the developments 

taking place on an international level, they sought to end the shortcomings of the Greek 

historiography of the 20th century; the publication of Historein and its establishment in the 

field was the crowning achievement and the institutional consolidation of these efforts. 

In the subsequent section of the present chapter I connect the narrative woven throughout 

the chapter so far with the emergence of the public debate among historians that took place in 

various publications between 2002 and 2003. In the present section, before we venture into a 

discussion of the public debate itself it is important to trace its pre-history and the events that 

led to its emergence.  From 29 October until 3 November 2002 the Institute for Neohellenic 
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Research/National Hellenic Research Foundation organized the largest conference on modern 

Greek historiography ever organized in Greece394. The most prominent Greek historians, as 

well as all the famous representatives of the dominant trends in the historiography of the 

metapolitefsi participated in the course of these five days. Its importance both on a practical 

and on a symbolic level can be deduced by the mere fact that no conference of such size and 

duration on a relevant subject took place before or since in the context of the Greek 

academia. The very fact that the conference hosted three different talks on the history of 

modern historiography and its relationship to the social sciences can already be taken as an 

indication of either a tendency in the Greek social sciences of the period, or a tendency that 

had passed and now was in need of a thorough assessment. 

What is even more striking however, is that two out of those three texts, spoke of new 

“trends”, “fashions” or “directions”395 in the works of recent Greek historiography. 

Particularly, George Dertilis’s text had the form of a personal account of the developments in 

Greek historiography from 1970 until 2002 according to the way he “and his generation” 

experienced them. Dertilis claimed that all the important social scientists in Greece, ever 

since the first years of the state’s formation engaged in the studying and writing of history. 

The examples he gave were many and truly diverse. He interpreted this fact, not only through 

the influence of historicism in Europe in all the social sciences of the past century, but also 

through a factor he believed was intrinsic in the Greek framework. According to Dertilis, all 

the historians and social scientists of those years attempted (constantly), “directly or 

indirectly, to construct the discourse (the Logos) of Greek nationalism and to legalize its 

practice”396. Their need to create, through the medium of historiography, both the identity of 

the Greek state and their own identity led Greek historiographers to an over-emphasis on the 

research of specific narrow subjects, and to a significant partiality. This “unilateralism” on 

behalf of the Greek historiography did not allow the research of Greek historians to come in 

contact with the methodological advances or the theories of other social sciences. Dertilis 

recognizes that from the beginning of the 1970s and onwards, a major change occurred in the 

heart of Greek historiography. By engaging with researches of economic or urban history, 

Greek historiography managed to a great extent, to escape these “unilateralisms”.  
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What is of greatest interest here however, is that he also acknowledged that a 

“reorientation of historical research”397, a change similarly significant to that of the 1970s had 

been taking place during the years before the conference (the 1990s). He refused however to 

describe or take sides in the process of this “reorientation”. He justified his decision to 

abstain from a description by claiming that firstly, it was a process that was too close to his 

own biographical history for him to be able to make any successful observations, and 

secondly, because he considered that this “reorientation” might just be another set of strong 

currents of influence or passing trends:  

 

The writing of history is occasionally intersected by strong and subversive currents of thought-just as 

it is intersected by fashions. Sometimes, quite often, the powerful and subversive currents coincide with the 

fashions. But none of this remains for long of course; and happily so
398. 

 

The only statement relative to the recent “reorientation” he made was that a unilateralism 

similar to that which characterized Greek historiography until the 1970s should be avoided at 

all costs. The younger historians as well as those of his generation should avoid both the one-

sidedness of the ethnocentric historiography of the past, and the obsession of contemporary 

historiography with the “deconstruction of dominant identities” since deconstruction itself 

was also one more trend of contemporary historiography399. The challenge that these new 

trends brought to historiography however, was not according to Dertilis reason for 

pessimism:  

 

There are limits to the study of historiography, to the history of history, to meta-history. The 

prerequisites of these studies are not inexhaustible, they are finite. Unless we abolish history, unless we 

fragment it by placing it between opposing mirrors. But such a self-destruction of the historians seems to me 

impossible. Even if the international guild of historians reaches sometime the meta-history of meta-history, it 

doesn’t matter. It’s just a trend, it will pass
400. 

 

   In contrast to Dertilis, the professor of modern history at the University of Crete Christos 

Hatziiosif devoted the largest part of his text/conference speech to a discussion on the 

“reorientation” of the 1990s. In his text he attempted to situate this latest change in the local 

historiography to the wider history of Greek historiography and its relation to that of the 
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(other) social sciences. Hatziiosif distinguished two major caesurae in the history of Greek 

historiography. The first one took place in the passage from the pre-metapolitefsi era to the 

post-1974 years. In perfect agreement with the changes that Iggers described in his seminal 

Historiography in the 20th century (1997), Hatziiosif argued that  

 

in Greece the relationship between history and the other social sciences as a collective, scientific, i.e 

social phenomenon, starts in the 1970s, when the perception among younger historians that history too is a 

social science is generalized. Previously, there had been very few individual cases of a conjunction between 

history and one of the other social sciences, in the work of individual social scientists
401. 

 

This change is identified with a moving away from the ethnocentric one-sidedness which 

Dertilis had described in his own conference speech, since post-1974 historians were most 

usually trained in fields of inquiry such as those of economic and social history. This major 

shift was crystallized on a symbolic level  

 

with the evolution in just a few years (1972-1975) of the journal Mnemon (Μνημων) from an 

instrument of the “Greek paleography society” into the journal of the “Society for the Study of Hellenism”. It 

was the most important, until that time, caesura of Greek historiography. It was so important because firstly, the 

change of perception concerned a collectivity and not individuals; and secondly, because while it took place in 

the margins of the academic space, the scientific character of the arguments used and the academic education of 

the members of the Society, the fact that the fermentation took place in Greece and it was not imported, the 

“lower status” of most of the members, entitled them to a calm and stable dynamic which ensured the diffusion 

of their perceptions and ideas to middle and later to higher education
402.  

 

A true “osmosis” between history and the other social sciences however, never took place. 

According to Hatziiosif this “unification” and a full contact between the different fields was 

never accomplished for two reasons: a) Due to substantial and institutional gaps and 

weaknesses of the Social Sciences; for example, due to the legal restrictions imposed by the 

dictatorship, sociology did not exist as a formal subject in the Greek university until the late 

1970s. b) Because the aforementioned gaps and weaknesses could not be filled or corrected 

by the historians alone, due to their chronic deficit of knowledge of and familiarity with 

Theory403. What is mostly interesting here is that Hatziiosif interpreted that “chronic deficit” 
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on the basis of the influence that the Annales had on Greek historiography404. This deficit was 

reflected in the editorials of various historiographical journals of the metapolitefsi as well as 

in the content of various articles hosted in the most prominent of these journals (Mnemon, 

Istor, Ta Istorika)405. It might at first seem paradoxical –given the fact that this was a text 

whose subject was supposed to be the history of Modern Greek historiography- but the 

largest part of Hatziiosif’s text was an attempt to reconstruct the history of the Annales on the 

basis of the distinction and the relationship between history and theory. Due to lack of space 

here I cannot describe in detail Hatziiosif’s account. Its conclusion however, was of 

fundamental importance, both to the overall arguments of his text, and to the present 

research. According to Hatziiosif, influenced by the methodological ideas of Braudel, and the 

Annales of the late 1960s without however having any knowledge whatsoever of the conflicts 

and changes within the journal’s editorial team, the Greek historians of the 1980s and 1990s 

created a local caricature of the Annales which in turn they imitated until the end of the 

1990s, and which identified theory with political bias: 

 

When in 1990 the short-lived journal Theory and Society (1990-1991) was released, the issues it 

raised still referred to the Braudelian perceptions of the pre-1970s period of the Annales. In the editorial note 

published in the first issue, the main aim was interdisciplinarity and the “unity of the scientific field of the 

humanities”. In order to ensure the success of this attempt, what was considered “necessary, as a general 

unifying element, was the opening up towards the historical and social dimension of the problems”. The 

Journal’s editorial board included only one historian, Antonis Liakos […] The short life-spun of this journal did 

not allow for the results of the conjuncture between history and the other social sciences and philosophy to be 

seen
406. 

 

According to Hatziiosif, later on, this deficit of knowledge on theory and this immense 

lack of contact between history and the other social sciences would be attempted to be 

overcome by the Greek historians of the late 1990s: 

 

I think that the systematic reception of the changes in historiography outside Greece took place for 

the first time in the University of Athens, in the seminar of Antonis Liakos, through a discussion on mainly 

English and American examples. We can assert that the publication of the journal Historein in 1999 constitutes 

the continuation and the maturation of those primary concerns
407.  
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The second major caesura that Hatziiosif identified in the history of Modern Greek 

historiography, of equal and maybe of even greater importance than the first, was 

symbolically identified with the publication of Historein in 1999. Furthermore, Hatziiosif 

focused almost exclusively on two main characteristics of Historein. Firstly, the fact that it 

was a journal in which articles were published only in the languages of the European center 

(English, French, German), but the vast majority of which were published in English. 

Secondly, the fact that its very first editorial note stated as one of the journal’s key-objectives 

to promote interdisciplinarity and to provide a space in which exchanges between history and 

the other social sciences could take place. In other words, Historein promised to fill the gaps 

of theoretical knowledge characteristic of Greek historiography which Hatziiosif had 

identified. Regarding the second aspect of Historein, through a lengthy articulation of a 

political polemic, Hatziiosif accused the members of the board of Historein of falling into the 

same pitfall in which their predecessors had fallen. That is, he claimed that their conception 

of the exchanges between history and the other social sciences was also based on caricatures 

of foreign standards in modern and contemporary historiography, and that in a final analysis 

they tended to promote a depoliticized version of history, precisely because they continued to 

ignore the stakes behind the changes in the Annales or behind the new English and American 

historio-skeptics. In perfect connection to his political polemic, regarding the first aspect of 

Historein, he wrote that: 

 

The foreign language element and the promotion of the English language in particular, do not only 

stem from the new social conditions in the field of history, but also give the historiographical mark of the 

editorial board, the views of which mainly come from the American and English challenge on the post-war 

historiography of the Annales and the European retransmissions of this critique, whether it has to do with the 

linguistic turn or with the nebula called cultural studies. This is confirmed by the choice of the journal’s title, 

which promotes the process, the practice: History, according to the board of Historein equals research and 

histories
408. 

 

What is most interesting in Hatziiosif’s attack however, and bearing in mind the main 

features of postmodernism as described by such historians as Iggers, Anderson or Rosenau409, 

is that in essence, he was making an attack against a postmodern turn in contemporary Greek 
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historiography without however at any point in the text using the term postmodernism itself 

whether as a descriptive concept or as a category of criticism. Furthermore, the attack on the 

board of Historein for choosing English as the primary language of publication in the journal 

can be interpreted as a reflex against a turn from the dominance of French influence over 

Greek historiography, to that of English. Finally, Hatziiosif’s criticism against the ways in 

which Liakos and his fellow historians from Historein sought to bridge history and the social 

sciences echoed strongly the discussion of Ginzburg’s text we examined above. As Ginzburg 

traced the changes in history on an international level through its interaction with 

anthropology and literary theory while warning historians of the possible dangers of 

relativism inherent in such interdisciplinary ventures, so Hatziiosif claimed that the problem 

of Historein and Liakos’s overall approach to history was that their bridging of history and 

the social sciences ended up dissolving historiography itself. In Hatziiosif’s perspective, if the 

connection between the two fields is attempted through the dissolution of the boundaries 

between disciplines, then the result would be a patchwork of methods and tools which in the 

end would not really be history. 

The impact Hatziiosif’s text had (and thus his polemic against postmodernism) in the 

postmodernism debate was of unparalleled importance. In fact, both Dertilis’s and 

Hatziiosif’s texts, but primarily the latter, were most likely the matches that lit the fire as the 

metaphor goes, in igniting the most conflictual phase of the debate, and pushing it to receive 

its truly public character and dimensions in the years that followed. If the established 

historians of the first stages of the metapolitefsi behind such notable publications as Mnemon 

and Ta Istorika, were already skeptical or even aggressively negative towards the venture of 

Historein and the broader epistemological ideas that Liakos and his young fellow historians 

promoted, then Hatziiosif’s conference presentation pushed this dislike and disagreement 

further and gave it a structure. By reconstructing the main arguments of the two texts above 

we traced the foundations of a postmodern transition in history and the other social sciences 

as identified by such prominent historians as Giorgos Dertilis and Christos Hatziiosif. This 

transition in the field of historiography was crystallized in the publication of Historein, which 

we shall examine as such in the following section. Nevertheless, apart from the intimate 

relation of the texts discussed above and the account of Historein that is about to follow, the 

importance of Hatziiosif’s and Dertili’s interventions will be made clear by the continuous 

appearance of their claims and arguments in later stages of this account.  
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4.3 The case of Historein 

 

The present section briefly discusses the Journal Historein, and describes its relationship 

to postmodernism and the postmodernism-debate in Greece. Historein has been one of the 

most influential Greek journals of history of the past two decades. Its first issue was 

published in 1999, and between then and 2010, ten issues were published, with a gap in 2004. 

Each issue focused on a specific subject, which was also the subject of the articles it hosted. 

The journal’s official publisher is The Cultural and Intellectual History Society (CIHIS), a 

self-managed autonomous and private organization focused on the study ‘of the use, the 

construction and the practices of historical discourse’410. The historian Antonis Liakos is the 

Journal’s Managing Editor, while Pelagia Marketou is both the Associate Managing Editor 

and the Layout Editor. The standard editorial board consists of 15 members the majority of 

which are academics by profession, specializing mainly in modern history, most of whom are 

very well-known in their fields (for example Effi Gazi, Dimitra Lambropoulou, Polymeris 

Voglis, and Ioanna Laliotou). Eli Scopetea was a member of the Editorial Board from 1999 

until the day of her death in 2002. To the extent that I was able to research the changes in the 

journal’s interior structure over time, it was made clear to me that none of the figures 

occupying a position in the Editorial Board or other positions of importance for the journal 

were ever replaced or changed posts in the eleven years of its circulation in the period under 

research. The journal also has an International Editorial Advisory Board which contains some 

of the most prominent names of European and American historiography (Carlo Ginzburg, 

Thomas Gallant, Patrick Joyce, Luisa Passerini and Michael Löwy). Each issue has a 

different Editorial Committee comprised of researchers who specialize in the subject of the 

respective issue, and who also write each different issue’s editorial.In the years of its 

circulation that fall within the period under examination of the present research (1999-2010), 

Historein published ten issues with subjects such as ‘History and Semiotics’ (1999), 

‘European Ego-histoires: Historiography and the Self, 1970-2000’, (2001), ‘Claiming 

History: Debating the Past in the Present’ (2003) and ‘History and Utopia’ (2007). These ten 

issues contain 102 articles (including interventions), while the first issue contained a section 

entitled Debate, which was intended to become a permanent section of the Journal, raising 

scholarly debates on contemporary academic matters, but its appearance was eventually 

limited only to the journal’s first issue. 

                                                           
410 From the Journal’s website: 

https://ejournals.epublishing.ekt.gr/index.php/historein/about/publishingPartners#publisher 
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Despite the fact that Historein is (as we already saw in Hatziiosif’s speech but as we will 

also see later in the present chapter) the only journal of historiography in Greece for which it 

had been so often claimed that it was promoting postmodern ideas and methods, despite the 

fact that some of the most prominent members of its Editorial Board openly took part in the 

public debate around postmodernism of the early 2000s in popular newspapers and 

magazines, articles which explicitly dealt with postmodernism or postmodern-related subjects 

were almost non-existent in the ten issues between 1999 and 2010. In fact, there was not a 

single article whose subject was postmodernism as such, while the only one in whose title the 

term postmodernism appeared, claiming the concept as one of the central subjects of the text, 

was the Debate section of the first issue which dealt with the emergence of European Studies. 

Particularly, the first part of the ‘Debate’ section, written by Yiorgos Kokkinos and entitled: 

‘Supranationality, Postmodernism and Construction of Identity: Comments on the formation 

and Institution of European Studies’, which identified the emergence of European Studies 

with a coordinated attempt by the European Union member states to construct a common 

European identity, and in the end with postmodernism. It is important to note, that Yiorgos 

Kokkinos published From History to Histories: Approaches to the history of historiography, 

epistemology and the didactics of history in 1998411, a relatively influential book on the 

transformations of modern historiography, in which the postmodern turn was one of the 

dominant underlying subjects, and whose title and main subject seemed to be closely linked 

to the objectives Historein set for itself in its first editorial412. 

Regarding the relationship between Historein and the postmodern debate in Greece, there 

are certain aspects of the relationship worth observing: firstly, even though some of the 

members at the core of the Editorial Board of Historein openly took part in the eruption of 

the public debate on postmodernism in 2002-2004 (Effi Gazi, Haris Exertzoglou, Ioanna 

Laliotou), the journal itself was never used as a medium for pro-postmodernism polemics in a 

direct way. Secondly, the absence of clear epistemological discussions on postmodernism as 

such is probably the most striking point of interest for the present research, especially if one 

bears in mind the multiple accusations from other parts of the Greek academia against the 

“postmodern character” of Historein, or the polemics like the one by Hatziiosif we examined 

above.  

                                                           
411 Yiorgos Kokkinos, Απο την Ιστορία στις ιστορίες, προσεγγίσεις στην ιστορία της ιστοριογραφίας, την 

επιστημολογία και τη διδακτική της ιστορίας [From history to histories, approaches to the history of 

historiography, epistemology and didactics of history], Ellinika Grammata, Athens, 1998 
412 Editorial, Historein, Volume 1, Nefeli Publications, Athens, 1999, p 1  
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Although the majority of the journal’s central subjects in each volume revolved around 

issues of historical epistemology, the absence of articles or texts in general that discussed 

postmodernism is in itself a thunderous silence. This intriguing “omission” becomes even 

more striking once one observes the absence of any discussion on postmodernism and the 

postmodern challenge in cases like Antonis Liakos’ article ‘History writing as the return of 

the repressed’ published in the third issue of Historein413, which was his own version of an 

ego-histoire. There, he presented all the major changes in his biography as a historian during 

the period between the 1970s and the 1990s regarding the epistemology of history; and while 

he acknowledged taking an increasing distance from “older”, more traditional perceptions of 

historiography over time, the concept of postmodernism was entirely absent from his account. 

Equally interesting here, is the absence of any further reference to postmodernism in the 

review of Fredric Jameson’s Archaeologies of the future by Ioanna Laliotou in the 7th issue of 

the journal414. Even though the only reference to previous publications by F. Jameson made 

in the review concerns his Postmodernism or the Cultural Logic of Late Capitalism, no 

elaboration of the relationship between his studies on utopian texts and his perception of 

postmodernism took place in the course of the review. However, the most striking places in 

terms of the absence of discussions on postmodernism were the many articles on the 

methodology of historiography hosted in all the issues of Historein. For example, Antonis 

Liakos’ ‘The transformation of historical writing: from syntagmatic to paradigmatic syntax’ 

published in the second issue of Historein was an ideal case of the absence of 

postmodernism-related discussions415. Through this article, Liakos elaborated on a subject he 

had already touched upon in his ‘Essay for a poetics of history’. The changes in the writing of 

history that had taken place over time that he presented and developed in the later article were 

as much a part of the influence of postmodern theories on historiography as the ones he had 

identified in his article of 1999. 

The only exception in this rule of silence can be found –as might be expected- in the large-

scale interview of Hayden White in the second issue of Historein416. Hayden White has been 

characterized by such exceptional accounts of postmodern historiography as those of Georg 

                                                           
413 Antonis Liakos, ‘History Writing as the Return of the Repressed’, Historein, volume 3, Nefeli publications, 

Athens, 2001, p 47-58 
414 Ioanna Laliotou, Review of the book Archaeologies of The Future by Fredrick Jameson, Historein, Volume 

7, Nefeli publications, Athens, 2007, p 173-175 
415 Antonis Liakos, ‘The transformation of historical writing: from syntagmatic to paradigmatic syntax’, 

Historein, Volume 2, Nefeli publications, Athens, 2000, p 47-54 
416 ‘The ironic poetics of Late Modernity’, Interview of Hayden White by Angelica Koufou and Margarita 

Miliori, Historein, Volume 2, Nefeli publications, Athens, 2000 p 183-200 
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Iggers, Beverly Southgate, and Willie Thompson417, as the quintessential representative of 

postmodern historical thought. In the course of the interview he openly acknowledged his 

identification with the epistemological ideas of postmodernism. In the approximately twenty 

pages of the interview, the subject of postmodernism appeared in a relatively limited number 

of references, in a brief discussion that extended to the length of almost four pages. Despite 

the peripheral position that the subject of postmodernism acquired in the course of the 

interview, in it, H. White made a statement which could be interpreted as the most probable 

cause for Hatziiosif’s polemic, and for most of the accusations of that period against the 

alleged postmodern identity of Historein. According to H. White, what differentiated his 

understanding of Postmodernism from that of Fredric Jameson and the Marxist cultural 

theorists was that in contrast to them he embraced the fact that postmodernism took politics 

out of historical narratives: 

 

H.W: […] The fake has as much artistic integrity as the original, or the reproduction. You can 

have an aesthetics of a reproduction, an aesthetics which is centered upon photographic reproduction 

of the work of art. Now that’s all different from literary modernism, which still has a notion of 

authenticity. Postmodernism doesn’t have that. 

A.K: Jameson and Eagleton reproach postmodernism for this. 

H.W: That’s right, these are all old-fashioned guys, old fashioned Marxists. I mean, Marxism 

believes in authenticity too, doesn’t it? 

A.K: Eagleton says that postmodernism took the form of modernism and emptied it of its content. 

H.W: Well, because there is no politics. 

A.K: In your article on Jameson you argue that politics conceived in its 19th century parliamentary 

incarnations is valid no more. 

H.W: You see, Jameson does not believe that, he thinks that politics is still possible. He has to 

believe that because he has to believe that we can stir or guide society towards the Revolution. I don’t 

agree with him. I am too ironic to believe in Revolution.418 

 

We cannot know whether Hatziiosif’s polemic against Historein and Dertilis’ skepticism 

towards the trend of deconstruction had to do with H. White’s dismissal of left-wing 

modernist grand narratives (such as that of the Revolution) in the specific interview or if they 

were the result of a broader aversion to political relativism, although it could stand as a rather 

                                                           
417 See: Beverley Southgate, Postmodernism in history fear or freedom, Routledge, New York, 2003 and Willie 

Thompson, Postmodernism and history, Palgrave Macmillan, New York 2004 
418 Hayden White, ‘The ironic poetics of Late Modernity’, 2000 p 196 
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legitimate interpretation. Both Liakos himself and the rest of the members of Historein’s 

editorial board never hid their admiration for Hayden White and his propositions. 

Nevertheless, the specific interview provides us with a direct connection between the 

perceptions of postmodernism related to the journal (since Hayden White was also a member 

of its International Editorial Advisory Board) and the depoliticized perceptions of history on 

which Hatziiosif accused the Greek historians of the late-1990s.    

Most references to postmodernism in the ten issues currently in our list of source-material 

can be found a long time after the eruption of the public debate, in the 10th issue of Historein 

-not surprisingly since its subject title was: ‘History between reflexivity and critique’- in 

2010. In the issue in question one can find an article by H. White, with explicit references to 

the postmodern challenge in historiography419, or even references regarding the ways through 

which the postmodern challenge should be dealt with, in Ewa Domanska’s article ‘Beyond 

anthropocentrism in Historical studies’420,despite the fact that neither of the two specified the 

content of this challenge. All the references mentioned above, and all the other similar ones 

one can find in the pages of Historein, always remained mere references. In other words, 

nowhere in all the issues of the journal, with the exception of Hayden White’s interview, was 

there a thorough discussion on the content of postmodernism or the postmodern turn as such. 

Thirdly, the most interesting point worthy of serious observation is that just as Hatziiosif’s 

polemic was carried out only through hints and insinuations, that is, by using all the 

epistemological characteristics widely recognized as features of postmodern historiography in 

his argumentation against Historein, without however using the term postmodernism as such, 

the members of Historein promoted epistemological perspectives and methodological 

features related to postmodern historiography without identifying themselves as 

postmodernists, or the journal as a postmodern journal. What makes this even more important 

however is that while in parts of the Greek academia, in the Greek popular press and in many 

academic and intellectual circles internationally the debates on postmodernism were still 

popular during the first years of Historein’s publication, the journal never provided an 

explanation for the Editorial Board’s choice to not openly accept the postmodern label 

attributed to them by their opponents, and thus, while reaching for an international appeal, 

they chose to remain outside the maelstrom of the broader international debate. This 

avoidance of a self-identification with postmodernism bears many possible though not 

                                                           
419 Hayden White, ‘The Practical Past’, Historein, volume 10, Nefeli publications, Athens, 2010,  p 18 
420 Ewa Domanska, ‘Beyond anthropocentrism in Historical studies’, Historein, volume 10, Nefeli publications, 

Athens, 2010 p 119, 120, 123 
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mutually exclusive interpretations. A primary interpretation could be that although some of 

the members of Historein identified with most features of the postmodern turn in 

historiography, they did not identify with its extreme representatives.  

Another possible interpretation would be, that although certain members of the Editorial 

Board, and especially those who openly participated in the public debate supporting aspects 

of postmodernism (like Effi Gazi, and Haris Exertzoglou), were in favor of postmodern 

approaches in historiography, other members of, or participants in the journal did not share 

the formers’ perspective on the postmodern debate; and thus, being in need for a resolution of 

this internal disagreement, the Board chose not to formally identify postmodernism with 

Historein. Finally, it could also be interpreted in relation to the polemics for and against 

postmodernism that dominated the Greek intellectual circles in the end of the 1990s and the 

first half of the 2000s. In other words, it could be interpreted as a strategic move and position 

in a wider historical context of polemics in the intellectual sphere. A strategic choice, which 

although allowed the directions of the methodological preferences of the journal to become 

evident, it did not allow for the journal itself to be identified with one of the sides of the 

debate. Moreover, the academic biographies of the historians who unofficially constitute the 

“core” of the Editorial Board of Historein can stand as a crucial step towards a mapping of 

the paths that the intellectual transfers of postmodern historiography followed until their 

consolidation in the late 1990s and early 2000s in Greece. Particularly, Antonis Liakos 

(1947-) who at the time of the public debate was a professor of history at the University of 

Athens with a particular focus on the history of historiography, was a Research fellow and 

visiting professor at the European University Institute in 1995 and the University of Princeton 

in 1996 and 2006. Effi Gazi received a Masters degree by the University of Essex, England. 

She received a PhD from the European University Institute (Florence, Italy) in 1997 and 

conducted post-doctoral research at Princeton University (USA) in 1998. Ioanna Laliotou 

studied at Birmingham University where she obtained a Masters degree in Cultural Studies, 

and the European University Institute in Florence where she carried out her doctoral research 

in History in 1998. She also served as a post-doctoral fellow at Princeton University (USA) in 

1999. Polymeris Voglis received his PhD from the European University Institute in Florence 

in 1999 and he continued his postdoctoral research at Princeton University in 1999-2000. 

Haris Exertzoglou received both a masters and a PhD from King’s college, London, in 2000. 

It might be difficult to draw safe conclusions from these examples, however it is certain that 

both the academic space of Princeton University in the USA as well as the EUI in Italy and 

most probably around the influence of Antonis Liakos who held positions in both the 
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aforementioned institutions, have served as centers for the routes of the circulations that are 

at the center of this research. More particularly, the Center for Hellenic Studies at Princeton, 

as well as the Center for Byzantine, Ottoman, and Modern Greek studies at Birmingham 

University in England played a crucial role in the transfers of ideas from the English speaking 

world into the Greek milieu. Both the Center for Hellenic Studies at Princeton and the Center 

for Byzantine, Ottoman, and Modern Greek studies at Birmingham, had a fundamental role in 

the cultural transfers relevant to Theory and postmodernism to and from Greece, not only due 

to their influence on Greek intellectual and cultural production as such, but also because of 

the role they played in the international development and diffusion of postmodernism-related 

ideas long before the transfers with Greece took place. Princeton University was one of the 

first places in the USA where the influence of post-structuralism was established, and so it 

was one of the birth-places of postmodern theory. The University of Birmingham during the 

1980s was one of the poles of radical renewal in the humanities and social sciences globally 

both due to the role of its famous Center for Contemporary Cultural Studies and the influence 

of Stuart Hall, and due to the influence of the historians’ circles around History Workshop 

Journal.  

Both Princeton and Birmingham played a key role through their mediatory position. 

Having one foot in the developments of the Anglo-American academia and one foot in the 

Greek reality from which the intellectuals in question came, provided these institutions with a 

dual character which played a significant role in the diffusion of theories and methodologies 

associated with postmodernism. It was in these institutions that the aforementioned young 

historians came into contact with new questions and methods regarding the history of 

historiography, which in turn inspired them to create a group of scholars dedicated to the 

practice of self-reflexive history in Greece. Liakos, who in the beginning of the 1990s was 

gradually abandoning his preoccupation with political and social history for a more in-depth 

engagement with the history of historiography was a fellow at the University of Birmingham 

in 1989-1990, where he came in contact with the work of numerous historians and academics 

of philosophy and cultural studies. During his stay at the University of Birmingham, he had 

the chance to come into further contact with the work of Hayden White, whom he also met in 

person there, while in a later publication of his, he acknowledged the profound impact that 

his participation in the closed sessions of historians associated with the History Workshop 
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Journal had on his thinking421. The European University Institute might not have had a 

modern-Greek or neo-Hellenic studies department to mediate between different academic 

traditions and national environments, but it provided an international setting of multiple 

influences, in which the young Greek historians could come into contact both with the latest 

developments in European historiography through their studies and academic practice and 

with different national academic traditions through their contact with their peers and 

professors. At the same time, as is rather expected, studies in English Universities (mostly 

post-graduate studies) can be found not only in all the biographies presented above, but in the 

biographies of most of the members of the Editorial Board of Historein; thus, proving both 

Hatziiosif’s claims about the Anglo-Saxon influence of the intellectuals around Historein, 

and my claims of the identification of the postmodern turn with the rise of an Anglo-Saxon 

influence in the Greek academia of the 1990s. Through their biographies and their direct 

contact with departments of the English-speaking world, through their constant contact and 

exchanges with the bibliographical production of England and the USA, the young historians 

of Historein personified in the eyes of the anti-postmodernists the generation of the Anglo-

American paradigm change in Greece. Finally, precisely because their understanding of 

history and more specifically, their understanding of the inquiries on the history of 

historiography were bound to the use of Theory and to interdisciplinary uses and applications 

of theory (in the example of Hayden White), the anti-postmodernists feared that in their 

approaches, the members of Historein were participating in the dissolution of history for 

which postmodernism was allegedly responsible. In essence, the narrative of these 

epistemological changes and of the disputes they produced is the narrative of changing 

generations in Greek history. The generation of Kremmydas (1935-2017) and Dertilis (1939-

), established the new approaches to history which characterized the metapolitefsi in its 

formative years. Later on, the generation of Hatziiosif (1947-) and Liakos (1947-) promoted 

further changes in the practice of history and set up different examples, the former by 

continuing a tradition of Marxist tendencies inspired by French and German historiography of 

the 20th century, and the latter by turning his gaze to the establishment of a self-reflexive 

history of historiography. Finally, the younger generation of historians around Historein, like 

Efi Gazi (1966-), Ioanna Laliotou (1969-) and Polymeris Voglis (1964-), all of whom were 

students of Antonis Liakos during their undergraduate or primary post-graduate studies at the 

University of Thessaloniki in the 1980s and the University of Athens in the 1990s, 

                                                           
421 Antonis Liakos, Πώς στοχάστηκαν το έθνος αυτοί που ήθελαν να αλλάξουν τον κόσμο; [How did those who 

wanted to change the world reflect on the nation?], Polis, Athens, 3rd Edition, 2005, p 96-97 
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established the history of historiography and the practice of self-reflexive and 

interdisciplinary history which Liakos advocated in the articles of his we examined in the 

present chapter, through the circulation of Historein and their own individual careers. 

Throughout the years before the conference of the Institute for Neohellenic 

Research/National Hellenic Research Foundation in 2002, critical arguments against 

postmodernism at large, or against some of the “founders” of the concept and its discourse 

(Lyotard, Hayden White, even Foucault and Derrida as seen from the perspective of a 

postmodern philosophy), had been articulated in various forms and colors in most of the 

publications of the time422. What is of particular interest about Hatziiosif’s polemical text 

however, is that it was the first one to publicly associate specific local historians with these 

critiques and even more so, to link them with each other under the force of a political 

criticism, centered on the accusation of depoliticizing historiography.  

Immediately after the conference and for the following three years (but in essence 

extending beyond this time-limit with the inclusion of certain isolated articles that remained 

unanswered or uncommented) a public debate erupted in the pages of some of the most 

widely circulated and most prestigious newspapers and reviews. Starting with a few brief 

responses to Hatziiosif’s critique in the newspaper He Avge423 as well as responses from the 

editorial board of Historein in the Journal’s blog/web-page, a large number of critiques, 

responses and counter-critiques appeared in the review pages of the Sunday editions of To 

Vema and He Avge. It is important to note most of the contributions to the debate after 

Hatziiosif’s paper mentioned so far, whether those in favor of a “postmodern turn” or those in 

opposition to it came from historians both younger and less well known than Hatziiosif and 

Liakos. It was in other words, the generation of the 1990’s historians who were mostly 

affected by the initial criticism and who were mostly interested in this debate. After the first 

responses had appeared in the aforementioned newspapers and the debate had taken truly 

wide and public dimensions, the first properly epistemological contribution appeared in the 

Review O Politis, continuing the confrontation in an even more polemical tone. The 

following December (2002), Nikos Theotokas, a Marxist historian closer to the generation of 

Hatziiosif and Liakos than to the historians of the 1990s published an article entitled 

                                                           
422 See for example: Panagiotis Kondylis, Η παρακμή του αστικού πολιτισμού, 1991, and Kosmas Psychopedis, 

‘Υπεράσπιση του Ορθολογισμού [in defense of Rationality]’, O Politis, Issue 64-65, November-December, 

Athens,1983, p 12 
423 Charis Exertzoglou , and Vasilis Kremidas, He Avge, 17/11, 01/12 and 8/12 2002  



201 
 

‘Postmodernism and historiography: On Truth and Truths in history’424. Theotokas was the 

first to provide a deep examination of the epistemological stakes behind the so called 

postmodern challenge, while he took the debate on a new level of personal polemics, bringing 

Liakos and the Historein-associated historians into the center of his account.  

The debate went on, throughout the pages of more than another 15 articles in O Politis, 

including responses from both Liakos and “his students”, while philosophers and sociologists 

interested in the political stakes of the historians’ debate and the question of relativism in 

history as one of the key elements of postmodernism jumped in taking sides and bringing 

their own theoretical viewpoint and suggestions to the story. Despite the fact that the 

epistemological differences and disagreements were never truly solved (unanswered articles 

or reviews relevant to the epistemological features of postmodernism kept on appearing in O 

Politis until 2007) the personal tone of the dispute did subside sometime during 2004.The 

connections drawn between the actors of this debate, their positions regarding the latest 

developments in contemporary historiography and their political positions (both regarding the 

university and politics on a broader institutional level) in the period of the metapolitefsi is of 

fundamental importance to this research, since it is through these very connections that the 

significance of the debate can be fully understood and evaluated. In the following section I 

present the development of the debate as it unfolded in the pages of the two newspapers and 

the review mentioned above, and I attempt to provide a further examination of the 

epistemological influence of the positions expressed in the course of the debate. 

I do not believe that distinguishing between the critiques that the supposed “bearers of 

postmodernism” received on a personal, political or academic level and the critiques against 

postmodernism as a sum of theoretical or methodological claims would be fruitful for a 

research that wishes to grasp the debate in its entirety and to ground it in the social context 

from which it sprung. On the contrary, the most interesting aspects of this debate lie precisely 

in the ways through which the epistemological or philosophical critiques intertwined with the 

critiques on a “personal”, political or even union level, as well as the ways that the infamous 

postmodernism-debate connected to other major public debates concerning history and 

historiography that might at first sight seem entirely irrelevant. A telling example of this line 

of connections can be found in the paper delivered by Antonis Liakos in the same conference 

as the papers examined above. In his contribution, Liakos tackled the issue of the nation’s 

historical continuity in Greek nation-centered historiography. The sociological concept of the 

                                                           
424 Nikos Theotokas, ‘Μεταμοντερνισμός και ιστοριογραφία [Postmodernism and historiography: On Truth and 

Truths in history]’, O Politis, Issue 106, Athens, December 2002 p 24 
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social construct blended with perceptions of nationalism as an ideology, while the account 

reached its conclusion with a reference to Hayden White’s Metahistory425. Liakos, who was 

the protagonist of a major public intellectual debate concerning nationalism and national 

continuity in the beginning of the 1990s, had already endured massive disputes with state 

officials and propagators of nationalist history for advocating versions of history and 

historiography which questioned nationalism and which in the eyes of his critics questioned 

the “nation’s homogeneity”426. By utilizing Hayden White’s periodizing schema in the 

conclusion of the text, Liakos’s conference speech united his research on Greek nationalist 

history with his latest ‘postmodernist’ concerns. Thus, the postmodernism-debate and the 

critiques stemming from it were registered in the context of an already heated atmosphere, in 

which the concepts of identity and historical relativism had enormous gravity and impact.  

The critiques that the so called “bearers of postmodernism” in historiography received-that 

is, almost exclusively the people around Historein- in the pages of O Politis and the 

newspapers mentioned above, can be categorized into the four following groups according to 

their content: 

 

a) That through postmodernism they promoted relativism and a stance that was 

hostile to Reason (or rationality), camouflaged in a discourse around “rights” and 

“identities”. Relativism identified with anti-enlightenment, irrationalism and hostility 

towards Reason seemed to be-according to these critiques-the primary feature of 

postmodernism in historiography (Theotokas) as well as in philosophy, political 

science, and sociology (Psychopedis). 

 

b) The “bearers of postmodernism” were also criticized for assigning a secondary 

role to the analysis of social structures and classes in history. By ascribing equal 

significance to all analytical categories (class, gender, race etc), as well as by rejecting 

all unifying philosophies of history and totalizing interpretative schemas (what is 

usually referred to as “grand narratives”), they promoted a seeming depoliticization of 

history clothed in the guise of a supposed “de-ideologized” historiography. This 

category of criticisms was always (just as the one above) bound to epistemological 

                                                           
425 Antonis Liakos, ‘Το ζήτημα της «συνέχειας» στην νεοελληνική ιστοριογραφία [The issue of “continuity” in 

modern Greek historiography]’, in Ιστοριογραφία της νεότερης και σύγχρονης Ελλάδας 1833-2002, Πρακτικά, 

[Historiography of modern Greece 1833-2002, Proceedings], Institute for Neohellenic Research/National 

Hellenic Research Foundation, Athens, 2002, P 64 
426 See: Aggelos Elefantis, Antonis Liakos, Antonis Manitakis, Damianos Papademitropoulos, Ο Ιανός του 

εθνικισμού [The Janus of nationalism], Vivliorama, Athens, 2007. 
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questions at the heart of historiography. Thus, just like the category of relativism, the 

category concerning the depoliticization of historiography was identified with the 

linguistic turn, the turn to personal experience and memory studies in historiography 

and the rejection of all grand narratives. This critique was almost always linked to the 

different viewpoints between the so-called postmdernists and their adversaries on 

interdisciplinarity. In the discourse of the anti-postmodernists, we can very often find 

claims for the destruction of disciplines and scientific fields in the name of a supposed 

interdisciplinarity, while on the other hand, in the discourse of the so-called 

postmodernists the need for further contact between history, the humanities and the 

social sciences is given a fundamental position. 

 

c) That the postmodernists were responsible for the promotion of an Anglo-

American turn in the contemporary Greek academia. More particularly, the focus of 

this category was not the Anglo-Saxon turn in general as much as the American turn 

which was intimately bound to fears of an “Americanization” of the Greek society and 

the intellectuals during the later years of the metapolitefsi. This group of accusations 

might seem the most naïve of the ones presented here, since in the aftermath of the 

intervention in Bosnia anti-American sentiments were on the rise throughout most of 

the Balkan countries and their populations. However, it is important to approach this 

category of criticisms with the necessary caution and seriousness despite its possible 

surface-banality. It is important in other words, to understand it as a sign or 

representation of a broader socio-historical transition that Greek society had been 

undergoing during these years. Thus, when critically analyzing the writings of 

intellectuals coming from the ranks of the Greek left of the 1960s-70s (Theotokas, 

Elefantis, Psychopedis, Hatziiosif, Liakos) one must always bear in mind that the 

intellectuals in question had been personally involved in the organizations of the left in 

a period when Anglo-American political “influence” was not merely a phobic fantasy 

but a concrete reality (the US support of the Greek military Junta of 1967-1974 is 

obviously the case in point here). Furthermore, one must also bear in mind that the 

Anglo-American turn in the academia of the 1980s and 1990s was far from an isolated 

Greek phenomenon, but rather one that seemed to be acquiring near-global 

dimensions. The threat that this turn posed to local academics who were trained in the 

intellectual and linguistic traditions of other foreign centers and who were ardent 

supporters of their intellectual backgrounds (like Theotokas with the French or 
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Psychopedis with the German frameworks) was a significant factor in the 

postmodernism-debate and its interpersonal conflicts, despite the fact that it was never 

openly acknowledged by any of the actors of the debate. Finally, the readers must 

always bear in mind that the gradual rise to dominance of the English and the 

American academic systems and especially the symbolic dominance of the English 

language as the de facto language of the global academia was registered in the local 

intellectual framework as a fundamental element and a by-product of the educational 

reforms promoted by the European Union throughout the decade between 2000 and 

2010. 

 

d) The last category of critiques concerned the political identity and the role of 

the postmodernists in the framework of the Greek universities. In this rather personal 

line of critiques and accusations, all the above-mentioned categories converged. The 

rejection of the primacy of class-analysis and grand narratives (scientific relativism), 

once seen through the prism of this category, was not just the outcome of certain 

intellectual or scientific inquiries, but the uncritical acceptance of all the trends of the 

Anglo-American sciences which identified the postmodernists with a rejection of the 

left altogether and announced their proximity to Neoliberalism and the expanding 

clientelist state of the governing social-democratic party. Moving away from the left 

and what it stood for was not only a critique and an accusation on an epistemological 

level, but an attack on a clearly personal level, regarding the postmodernists’ political 

position within the university and its unions. The extraordinary number of articles 

against the Bologna Process and the reforms promoted by the EU in the Greek 

institutions of higher education written by Theotokas and Elefantis as well as many 

more intellectuals in all the publications mentioned throughout this chapter is the 

clearest mirror of this set of relations one could ask for. The critique coming from the 

circles of the anti-postmodernists extended to a critique on a personal level when it 

came to the university and the educational reforms themselves. The identification of 

Antonis Liakos with PASOK and its various institutional manifestations from the mid-

1990s and onwards, as well as his open support for the European reforms constituted 

the source of all the polemics that related the formers’ methodological choices to a 

neoliberal political project that was supposed to be the underside of methodological 

postmodernism. 
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4.4 Debating postmodernism 

 

On Sunday 10 March 2002, months before the conference mentioned above took place, in 

a publication of texts from a tribute dedicated to the subject of ‘The Left and History’, in He 

Avge, the historian Nikos Theotokas, in an innuendo rather evidently aiming at Historein, 

wrote:  

 

History is not narratives. Narratives are an object of the historian’s work, a piece of evidence, a 

source of history. The past is the object of the science of history. A science which contains supervisory 

instruments and intellectual tools, which too are historically defined, thus they too are objects of projects of 

reflection, evaluation, reconstruction, or rebuttal. That, with all the debates it might entail is the content of the 

Marxian aphorism: “I know but one science, the science of history
427. 

 

Theotokas’s text described the fundamental role that history played both in the left itself 

and in its theory, as a mirror that brought it face to face with its past. The text’s emotional 

tone as well as its absolute opposition to other views of the role of history prepared the way 

and prefigured the debate that would erupt after the conference on Modern Greek 

historiography a few months later. The most significant part of the article, whose ideological 

content will re-appear in many forms in the pages that follow, can be found in the following 

passage: 

 

 The Science of history, only she alone can provide us with the exact content of the phrase “what is 

the meaning of the right-wing”428. What did this word mean in the days when left-wingers and democrats were 

killed, executed, deported, imprisoned, or tortured? Each of us in his own way knows what that means. He 

knows it in his skin or through the narratives of those older than him. But is history the narrative of the stories of 

individual subjects? The professional historian who poses the problem of his or others’ conceptual tools, sets for 

the historians of the victors or the apologists of party-histories as a central stake, the imperative of 

understanding what happened, the way it really happened, the way it is (through unimaginably numerous 

mediations) registered in the narratives of left-wingers or the narratives of the party. Understanding is the world 

of gravity here. What I mean to say is, that the science of history, she alone (and here Marxism still has to fight 

the battles of a valid, a falsifiable, or renewable intellectual tool) can tell us about what happened and how it 

happened. By denouncing the role of the judge. By telling us “what happened and how” and by proving its 

claims through evidence
429.  

                                                           
427 Nikos Theotokas, ‘Η αριστερά απέναντι στην ιστορία της [The left facing its history]’, He Avge, 10 March, 

2002, p 23 
428 A popular phrase in Greece used after the civil war as a form of remembrance for the tortures and oppression  
429 Nikos Theotokas, Η αριστερά απέναντι στην ιστορία της’, 2002, p 23 
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The passage above was a critique of the versions of historiography that relied on a 

subjective outlook. The role of history was brought to the center of the left’s identity, as the 

sole guarantor of the past’s existence and thus, of the future’s success in escaping the specters 

of the past. That, according to Theotokas, was what made the New Left so significantly 

different from the soviet-type left movements, which still clung to mystified narratives of 

what happened. 

In the same issue of He Avge, two more texts from this tribute were hosted, one by the 

physicist and historian of science Aristides Baltas, and the other by the historian Giorgos 

Margaritis430. Both texts defined the Enlightenment as the beginning of the left and its 

troubled history (although Baltas used the plural: enlightenments because of the various 

different narratives of what that epoch was). None of those texts referred to postmodernism 

or postmodernity, and yet mainly Balta’s and Theotoka’s articles touched upon a great deal of 

the subjects most often associated with it. More particularly, both Theotokas and Baltas made 

cases for the centrality of history in the left’s identity and the challenges they were both 

facing at the time. Baltas identified a condition of the world under globalized capitalism, in 

which grand narratives and big ideas were threatened by a relativism presented as objective 

truth, and in which the role of theory was sidelined through the promotion of individualism 

and egoism431. The fact that none of the texts used the concept of postmodernism although 

they identified so many of its “symptoms” as characteristics of contemporary life and society, 

means that at the time, postmodernism had not yet become the codeword containing all the 

negative features that would in turn lead to the construction of a coherent and all-

encompassing polemic in the field of history. The first outright identification between these 

epistemological and methodological dangers and the concept of postmodernism, would take 

place eight months later. 

On Sunday 17 November 2002, He Avge published a lengthy article by Vasilis 

Kremmydas, which had the role of an assessment of the conference on Modern Greek 

historiography we examined above432. Kremmydas (1935-2017) was at the time a professor at 

the University of Athens, and he had carried out his post-graduate studies on economic and 

social history first at the University of Lyon and later at the Ecole Pratique des Hautes Etudes 

                                                           
430 Aristedis Baltas, ‘Η αριστερά και η θεωρία της [The left and its theory]’ and Giorgos Margaritis, ‘Η 

αριστερά απέναντι στην ιστορία της [the left facing its history]’, He Avge, 10 March, 2002, p 27-28  
431 Aristedis Baltas, ‘Η αριστερά και η θεωρία της’, 2002, p 27 
432 Vasilis Kremmydas, ‘6 Μέρες ιστοριογραφίας: Έτσι κλείσαμε [6 days of historiography: that’s how they 

closed]’, He Avge, 17 November, 2002, p 22-23. 
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between 1964 and 1967. Along with his fellow historians Giogros Dertilis (1939-), Spyros 

Asdarchas (1933-2017) Filippos Iliou (1931-2004) and Vasilis Panagiotopoulos (1932-), all 

of whom had some form of a biographical-professional connection with the universities and 

historical research centers of France, they formed the generation that re-shaped Greek 

historiography and initiated major paradigm shifts in the post-dictatorial era. The titles of the 

article’s sections provide a perfect representation of the most important discussions and 

disagreements that took place during the conference. At the same time, they were in their 

own way the conceptual basis on which a great deal of the public debate would be based in 

the following two years. First, “the issue of sources”:  

 

The primary source of this conference-of its subjects-is the works of historiography. But are the 

publications in the press when not written by historians’ sources too? The source of all modern-Greek historians 

is sine qua non the archives. We did not promote this discussion enough. These days I remembered many times 

something a young historian had told me half-joking a few years ago: “Archives? What archives? Who looks at 

archives anymore?”. Could it be that he was not joking? What does it mean, I wonder, to perceive of every text 

as a source, historical or historiographical? Maybe that they’re all good, that they all have the same value, that 

they all do the same work, and thus that everything is historiography?
433 

 

For Kremmydas the future of archival research seemed at risk, while the same fear was 

expressed for the future of economic history as the side-effects of the waning of Marxism 

from the fall of the Soviet Union and onwards were gradually dominating the scene. But what 

is of interest for us here is not the diagnosis itself as much as the way it was expressed: “the 

fall of the Berlin wall in 1989 (exactly 200 hundred years after the French Revolution as an 

irony of history) did not just crush the so-called actually existing socialism, but it also 

crushed Marxism, to set free all kinds of anti-Enlightenment and irrational forces”434. Thus, 

Marxism was not only presented as a part of modernity and its grand narratives, but it was 

invested with the role of the protector and guarantor of Enlightenment values. Already in 

these very first publications following Hatziiosif’s presentation, postmodernism in the form 

of historical relativism and de-politicization, did not appear as just an enemy of history, but 

as an enemy of the left altogether, while the left was perceived as necessarily Marxist. 

Second, “the role of history among the social sciences”. He identified the same gap that 

Hatziiosif referred to in his conference speech but took a radically different stand towards it. 

Kremmydas believed that history should engage in exchanges with the other social sciences, 

                                                           
433 Vasilis Kremmydas, 6 Μέρες ιστοριογραφίας’, 2002, p 22 
434 Vasilis Kremmydas, ‘6 Μέρες ιστοριογραφίας’, 2002, p 23 
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but in a way in which history would remain the leading field in this process. Moreover, just 

like Hatziiosif, he acknowledged that the 1990s in Greece had been a period in which 

attempts for the elimination of this gap had taken place, but the way these attempts had been 

carried out was entirely wrong. 

 

At the same time, in the 1990s something else happened as well: with the crisis of the Annales as the 

expression of a particular historiographical school, began the invasion of the American historiographical school 

against the French-not just here to us; on the level of the revision of the sermons of the Enlightenment and the 

undoing of rationality. With key ideological foundations such as the multiple equally-valid truths, the denial of a 

total view of the past, and the fragmentation of the agenda and the perspectives, the legitimation of every single 

possibility, any idea-Everything is good, everything is true. That’s where we are. When a few years ago in a 

similar gathering I dared to speak of the Enlightenment and Reason, the response I got was something like: “are 

you still bothering with that stuff”?
435 

  

What becomes immediately felt from the text’s style and the expressions used in the 

passages quoted above (as for example in both cases he mentions something that somebody 

told him in an informal way) is that the writer was afraid that history as he knew it was 

outdated or under threat of extinction. That threat was not the outcome of a cold super-human 

law, but the outcome of specific practices and a specific world-view promoted by specific 

historians. The young age of the person half-joking in the passage above hints at an aspect of 

the postmodern debate that was never openly mentioned throughout its unfolding, and yet 

appeared as an innuendo in multiple texts of those who critiqued postmodernism; that is, that 

the debate was to a great extent a genealogical disagreement on perceptions of history. 

Finally, the parallelism between the historian and the judge, a more than famous symbolism 

in the context of the debate both locally and internationally appeared for the first time in the 

context of this article436. 

A great deal of the themes touched upon in Kremmydas’s conference assessment article 

was already developed in the articles by Theotokas, Baltas and Margaritis examined above. 

What makes Kremmydas’ text particularly important is that it literally initiated a public 

debate in the press as we shall see in the following pages. The debate remained from its 

beginning to its end exclusively an issue between left-wing historians, as right-wing or 

conservative historians never intervened or participated in any of its phases. The absence of 

                                                           
435 Vasilis Kremmydas, ‘6 Μέρες ιστοριογραφίας’,2002, p 23 
436 For more on the comparison between the judge and the historian See: Carlo Ginzburg, The Judge and the 

Historian: Marginal Notes on a Late-Twentieth-Century Miscarriage of Justice, Verso, London, 1999 
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the latter category of intellectuals from the debate was the result of primarily two reasons: 

First, the political sides of the debate (the arguments and the claims escaping its 

epistemological aspects) concerned almost exclusively the “survival” of the left and of its 

ideals in the post-soviet age of globalization (postmodernity) when its appeal was gradually 

decreasing both in the academic circles and in society in general. Second, the fact that 

postmodernism (with all the epistemological challenges it carried) constituted an ideal code-

word which could be invested with all kinds of meanings and connotations that would serve 

the conducting of poltical, ideological or even union-related confrontation within the ranks of 

the left, and more particularly in its academic manifestations. 

During the period in which the public debate erupted, a series of significant developments 

were completely reshaping the political and intellectual terrain of Greece. The new-left (the 

anti-soviet left with a large intellectual production and ideological hegemony over the 

majority of the population) from the middle of the 1980s and onwards was divided between 

the governing PASOK which was gradually transforming into a clientelist social-democratic 

organization, and various smaller parties or groups, the most influential of which was EAR, 

which after the coalition government of 1990-1991 was “reborn” into the “party of the 

coalition of the left” (synaspismos). The latter case, along with the various other small left 

wing organizations, was the political force behind publications such as He Avge and O 

Politis. These divisions were not limited to the domain of the political parties but were 

introduced and recycled in the academia, in research and in the intellectual sphere in general. 

The university and the sector of education in general, in which the vast majority of the 

intellectuals participating in the debate were employed, was constantly in the headlines of the 

news during the period that the postmodernism-debate was taking place, as the government of 

PASOK was pushing for a series of changes in the legislation that would “adjust” the sector 

of higher education to the latest changes taking place in the E.U. The vast majority of the 

intellectuals opposing the “postmodern turn” in the course of the public debate were active 

participants in the campaigns against the government-imposed educational reforms. The most 

representative example of that group of intellectuals was Nikos Theotokas, who had written 

literally hundreds of articles against the state of the field of education of the period and the 

government-imposed reforms. 



210 
 

On Sunday 1 December 2002, Haris Exertzoglou, one of the historians in the editorial 

board of Historein, published a response to Kremmydas in He Avge437. Exterzoglou’s 

response touched upon a great deal of subjects that had been described as features of 

postmodern thought by Antonis Liakos in his ‘Essay for a poetics of history’. Exertzoglou 

claimed that in the Greek historiography so far, the textual nature of sources had been 

disregarded. Greek historians refused to acknowledge the degree to which our sources come 

to us mediated by their numerous readings over time, the historian’s intentions, and by the 

(unconscious) intentions of the source’s makers. These claims were directly taken or inspired 

by Liakos’s article and they reflected the thought of Hayden White. Furthermore, he also 

claimed that the distinction between first-hand and secondary sources was not a particularly 

useful methodological move, as much as understanding that the evaluation and interpretation 

from the historian’s part, are actions defined by the historical conjuncture in which the 

historian is practicing his profession. That is why, the history of historiography, or any form 

of reflection on that subject for that matter, is of crucial importance and help to all historians. 

In a direct response to Dertili’s conference speech, he claimed that reflecting on the practice 

and nature of historiography was not a passing “trend” but an integral part of the historians’ 

work: 

 

If we have something certain in our hands, that would be the commentary of the sources or of the 

historians who almost always respond to other comments. If we add to this the metaphorical properties of 

language as a symbolic system and the shifts it brings about in the production of meaning, if in other words we 

move ourselves from the intentions of the commentators who in the form of the correspondence-writer, the 

administrator, the doctor, the merchant or the historian, give their own meaning to the time or the event which 

they are commenting on, to the impersonal structures of language, then things become much more complicated. 

If all this means something it is nothing more than the inherent relativity of every historical interpretation, even 

if that is not recognized, or even worse if it is banished in the name of the one and only objective truth. If the 

historians’ critical discourse has a purpose, then that is precisely to dispel the certainties that societies produce 

for themselves, the convenient assurances that the state of things is natural and unchangeable. Have we not had 

enough of the constant metaphors from biology and medicine to the level of society? That however means that 

we must be open to new currents which come to strengthen the proposition that societies have a social, cultural 

and historical dimension and do not reflect stable orders of things. This dialogue can take place without 

demonizations and exclusions on the grounds that one is or is not doing real History. Pluralism of interpretations 

is a much more fertile ground for historical research in comparison to the quest for-or should I say the 

totalitarianism of-the one and only truth, or more accurately the illusion of that. From this perspective, the 

demand for a return to rationality, which conveniently puts itself in opposition to the discourse of 

                                                           
437 Haris Exertzoglou, ‘Ιστορία και Ιστοριογραφία: Ένα σχόλιο [History and historiography: a comment]’, He 

Avge, 1 December, 2002, p 21  
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Christodoulos438, functions in a conservative way precisely because it can be easily taken as a desire for the 

return to a state of certainty as the only state of things, and it can be misleading, to the extent that it positions 

some of the new historiographical and philosophical developments in the realm of the irrational
439. 

 

 

Exertzoglou’s response in essence started the conversation on postmodernism and 

historiography and brought it to a more tense and personal level. In contrast to Liakos, who in 

his essay in Ta Istorika had warned the readers of the dangers of historio-skepticism and 

relativism and attempted to provide a way around their pitfalls, Exertzoglou’s article seemed 

to really give in to the relativism of the “many equally-valid truths” and the “unreadability” 

of the original past events. 

On December 8 2002, Kremmydas wrote a response to Exertzoglou under the title: 

‘Postmodern Historiography’440. That was the first time that an open identification between 

Exertzoglou, the board of Historein and the concept of postmodernism had taken place. The 

article began with an extremely ironic tone, by claiming Exertzoglou deserved public 

acknowledgement for exposing his identity (being a postmodern) and for not “textually 

mediating” Kremmyda’s claims, even though that was something that the postmoderns were 

notorious for. The ironic tone continuous throughout the text and the entire debate, took an 

even more personal character than before. The main focus of his response was on the issue of 

mediation and representation. Initially, Kremmydas distinguished between historiography and 

history. History he said, was the events that happened in the past. Historiography, was the 

interpretations and the attempts to reconstruct these events. He then went on to claim that 

postmodernsim’s claim that the historical event is identical and equivalent to the 

historiographical event leads us to not being able to see the past. Such an approach he 

claimed, “erases” the past as such. In direct contrast to Exertzoglou, Kremmydas claimed that 

the distinction between the two types of sources (primary and secondary) is clear and 

unambiguous. The event’s synchronic sources were “unmediated” while the subsequent 

references to and interpretations of it, were mediated. At the same time, every new 

historiographical approach to the fact did not just project an entirely new and different story 

or version of its story, but helped us find out more and more new things about it. Thus, these 

new approaches to and views of the event help us grasp it more clearly and enrich our view of 

                                                           
438 The archbishop of Greece at the time 
439 Haris Exertzoglou, ‘Ιστορία και Ιστοριογραφία’, 2002, p 21 
440 Vasilis Kremmydas, ‘Σκέψεις για την μεταμοντέρνα ιστοριογραφία [thoughts on postmodern 

historiography]’, He Avge, 8 December, 2002, p 22-23 



212 
 

it with better tools, and to bring us closer to the truth of the event as it actually happened. In 

other words, despite the fact that an absolute and perfect knowledge of truth or a complete 

representation of the past is impossible, there are degrees of success or failure in these 

attempts. Finally, Kremmydas critiqued the idea that the fact is mediated by language itself. 

The article did not really respond to the epistemological implications that this idea entailed, 

and thus he never truly responded to the claim that discourse is mediated by the medium of 

its articulation, but he claimed that the aim of such theoretical claims was not to deepen into 

the relationship between past events and historical subjects, but to ‘relativize’ everything. 

Unfortunately the discussion between the two historians was not continued after this 

response. On 9 February 2003, Aggelos Elefantis, a seminal intellectual persona of the 

metapolitefsi who at that time was the managing editor of both the intellectual/cultural pages 

of He Avge and of the review O Politis, wrote a brief text in He Avge entitled ‘A necessary 

clarification’ in which he put an end to the two historians’ dispute. Elefantis justified his 

decision to not publish the response that Exertzoglou had written along with any other text 

relating to postmodernism in He Avge, by claiming that he considered it inappropriate for any 

one intellectual or “academic” subject to keep on taking so much space in the pages of a 

newspaper. Both Kremmydas and Exertzoglou along with the sides they represented, had 

exposed their positions, and if they wished to go on with this argument they could do it 

through the pages of a journal441. At the same time, the debate was reigniting and expanding 

in the pages of O Politis, although neither Kremmydas nor Exertzoglou would participate in 

it themselves for as long as it lasted. The main lines of the debate had already been set. 

On 22 December 2002, two of the members of the editorial board of Historein, Efi Gazi 

and Ioanna Laliotou published their responses to the rising postmodernism-debate in To 

Vema442. The title of Ioanna Laliotou’s article, ‘Historiography and anti-Americanism’, was 

more than indicative of its focus. Laliotou claimed that the discussion that had initiated after 

the conference on Modern Greek historiography, was “excessively theoretical”: 

 

For example, the intense and emotionally charged attack against the new “directions of 

historiography” is characterized by a strongly theoretical, subtractive tone, and is focused on the discourse 

around beings rather than the beings themselves. Thus, criticisms don’t seem to regard specific works, books, 

                                                           
441 Aggelos Elefantis, ‘Μια αναγκαία διευκρίνιση [A necessary clarification]’, He Avge, 9 February, 2003, p 23 
442 Efi Gazi, ‘Ο μεταμοντερνισμός λέει... [Postmodernism claims]’, and Ioanna Laliotou, ‘Ιστοριογραφία και 

Αντι-Αμερικανισμός [Historiography and anti-americanism]’, He Avge, 22 December, 2002, p 62-63. 
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articles, research programs, but abstract concepts such as postmodernism, deconstruction, christodoulism443, 

Americanism etc
444. 

 

Throughout the rest of the article she made a brief review of the most recent developments 

in American historiography through the example of Imagined Histories: American historians 

interpret the past, and Rethinking American history in a Global Age445. According to 

Laliotou, the peculiarity of contemporary American historiography was that it had taken leaps 

away from American particularism and had recently started turning towards global history 

more and more. The description of the latest developments in American historiography was 

used to prove that all the fears for the new tendencies in historiography which were en masse 

identified with the influence of “the American historiographical school” (as we saw for 

example in the article by Kremmydas above) were entirely false, and the products of 

misinformation. In reality, she claimed, there is no such thing as one American school but 

many, and radically different from each-other, approaches to new or old subjects of American 

historiography. The ease with which all the negative features of these discussions were 

identified with the USA was firstly the byproduct of the deep ignorance of Greek society and 

intellectuals for anything that really had to do with American history, and secondly the 

widespread stereotypical fear of the ghost of evil America waiting to take over the world. The 

use of phrases such as Americanization or Americanism was the projection of such fears on 

the level of everyday or even academic discourse. Finally, she claimed that she aimed for her 

intervention to function as a call to abandon vague theoretical discussions and “instead of 

talking about the supposed invasion of the “American historiographical school” to talk about 

American history and its contemporary research developments. Unless the argument of all 

those in support of the “old directions of historiography” is that we don’t have to learn 

anything more than what we already know”446. The reason Laliotou’s text did not draw as 

much attention as Gazi’s or Exertzoglou’s was its entirely particular focus (Americanism-

antiAmericanism) and the fact that its style was much less provocative than that of the other 

articles of the same period. A further point of particular interest, lies in the fact that 

Laliotou’s article was in essence simultaneously a defense of the Anglo-American paradigm 

shift that had been dominating Greece since the end of the 1990s. 
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The title of Efi Gazi’s intervention in the debate, ‘Postmodernism claims...’ was also very 

indicative of the text’s content, as well as of its ironic style of writing. The article itself was 

one of the most interesting and original contributions to the entirety of the debate, and we 

will be coming back to its claims when examining the debate in O Politis below. Firstly, she 

made a distinction between two discussions taking place with regards to postmodern thought. 

The first one, which she characterized as ‘interesting’, was that which was taking place 

within postmodernism and had a truly wide and diverse range of perspectives. The second 

one, which she characterized as ‘dull’, was the discussion taking place outside 

postmodernism and had the form of a crusade against it, under the familiar catch-phrase 

“postmodernism claims that..”. This second type of conversation was the one that had been 

dominating the scene in Greece after the conference and made no effort to interpret and 

comprehend the socio-political circumstances in which the epistemological problematiques 

or claims of the postmodern emerged. Instead, it resorted to easy complaints against 

relativism, irrationalism and Americanism. Because these complaints ignored the internal 

context of the USA, through which many of postmodernism’s main claims emerged as part of 

an anti-hegemonic discourse (sexual liberation, identity politics, immigration and colonialism 

etc), they ended up identifying themselves with the conservative forces they were supposed to 

be in opposition to from the beginning: 

 

The conversation according to the logic of “postmodernism claims this and that...” is a truly dull 

conversation. It is carried out through slogans, it constructs stereotypes and feeds phobias. It would be pointless 

for one to engage with it if there wasn’t the risk that it will establish its categories through an entirely myopic 

and conservative epistemo-political discourse which announces itself as radical while it just postpones any form 

of critical thought, in a nostalgia for “Alexandria leaving...”447. It is time that we abandon it and that we start 

thinking of the world within the postmodern condition. For better or for worse it is within it that we will live and 

within its limits we will attempt to reconstruct our past, as well as our present and our future. Both the 

theoretical and the political stakes are open and torturous. It is time we remembered that societies are not 

eliminated by postmodernism. The idea that “society does not exist” belongs to Mrs Thatcher, it is not part of 

the theories of postmodernism. If we manage to leave labels aside, we might agree that it is in our best interest 

to reflect on and fight against her views and of others like her
448. 

 

Gazi’s article was a defense of the so-called Greek postmodernists left-wing identity, and 

a call for new epistemological discussions and perspectives at the same time. She was the 
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first historian in the debate to endorse the use of the concept of the postmodern condition 

inspired by Lyotard or Fredric Jameson and David Harvey. The implications of that choice in 

the difference between her perception of postmodernism and that of the others in the debate 

will be made much clearer in the following pages, where the debate in pages of O Politis is 

presented and discussed. 

 

O Politis 

 

O Politis was a review famous among those subscribing to the politics and culture of the 

Greek New Left and probably the most expressive of its voices since the fall of the 

dictatorship. First published in 1976 under the guidance of Aggelos Elefantis, an intellectual 

who had just returned from France where he spent the years of the dictatorship and published 

monthly until 2007-2008 and his unfortunate death. In the pages of O politis one could find 

debates on the most diverse and unusual subjects, articles on social theory and history, 

comments on contemporary politics and aesthetics, or even translations of articles from the 

international press. It was in many ways, at it has often been called, a laboratory for the ideas 

of the left449. From 1995 and until 2007, a biweekly version of it was also published in 

parallel to the circulation of the original review. The Dekapenthimeros Politis (the biweekly 

politis) was also managed by Aggelos Elefantis. 

Although, just as in the journals examined above, references to postmodernism or the 

latest developments in European historiography were almost entirely absent before the end of 

the 1990s, instances of the ideas relevant to postmodernism could be seen mostly in texts 

dealing with philosophy or culture since the beginning of the decade. Thus for example, in 

1995, in the 6th and 8th issue of the biweekly edition, Kosmas Psychopedis published two 

articles tackling relativism and its origins in contemporary philosophy450. The term 

postmodern was used in both articles to characterize the latest trends in philosophy and the 

philosophy of history more particularly. Just as in the texts from Modernism: an assessment 

published one year later which we examined in the beginning of the present chapter, 

                                                           
449 ‘Περιοδικό Ο Πολίτης, ένα εργαστήριο αριστερών ιδεών και συναισθημάτων- Μια συζήτηση με τον 
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June, 2010 
450 Kosmas Psychopedis, ‘Αναγκαιότητα και απροσδιοριστία στην κοινωνική θεωρία [Necessity and 

indeterminacy in social theory]’, O Politis-biweekly edition, 2 June, issue 6, 1995, p32 and Kosmas 

Psychopedis, ‘Στρατηγικές ένταξης του σχετικισμού σε έλλογα πλαίσια και το πρόβλημα της απροσδιοριστίας 

[strategies for the integration of relativism in rational frameworks and the problem of indeterminacy]’, O 
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216 
 

Psychopedis identified postmodernism as a wave of thought in support of relativism, 

irrationalism, and of an overall anti-enlightenment logic. In the 4th issue of the biweekly 

edition, the political scientist/sociologist Stavros Kostantakopoulos used the term in the title 

of a polemical piece against the neo-fascist comedian and reporter Themos Anastasiadis451. 

‘Images from a fascist past for the construction of the postmodern future’, contained no other 

references to postmodernism apart from the one in its title, but the text itself criticized the 

reporter for his anti-intellectual discourse and his anti-enlightenment propaganda, bringing at 

the center of its critique the links between postmodernism (as relativism and irrationalism) 

and authoritarianism in the same way as Richard Wolin did in his monograph452. 

In a similar vein, in the framework of a tribute to the role of culture in the years of the 

dictatorship in 2002, Aris Maraggopoulos wrote an article under the title ‘Children of Marx 

and coca-cola’, according to which Greece’s postmodernity began with the metapolitefsi, and 

was the byproduct of that strange amalgam between an era of left-wing resistance (Marx) and 

Americanization (coca-cola)453. The first reference to postmodernism which retained its 

connection with the philosophical traits we encountered in the articles above but at the same 

time was closer to the ways the concept would be used in the years between 2002-2004 can 

be found in the 79-80th issue of O Politis, in 2000. In an article entitled ‘Postmodern readings 

of the educational system’, Thanasis Alexiou openly linked the direction of the European 

reforms on higher education to postmodern relativism and neoliberal de-politicization454. 

Two years later, in the issue of June-July 2002, Alexiou wrote an article entitled ‘The 

working class as the object of micro-sociological approaches’455. It was in essence a critique 

of the postmodern approaches on the subject of social classes. According to Alexiou: 

 

In the multi-causal paradigm of the “postmodern condition” the various levels (politics, culture, 

ideology, economy etc) are listed next to each other with all forms of scaling or structural relationship. The 
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causal relationship between them is weakened so that it can become conjunctural, which more or less leads to, 

as Perry Anderson mentions, the randomization of history
456. 

 

The same criticism applied not only to the multi-causal approaches to social class (where 

all approaches are dealt with as equally valid explanatory schemas), but also to the subjective 

narratives of history. To engage in the interpretation or the reading of a story through the eyes 

of its subjects alone, leads us to a form of history that ignores the larger scheme of things. 

The big picture for Alexiou, was the struggles for and against capitalism (class struggle); and 

so, to engage in an understanding of history on the scale of micro-perspectives would 

necessarily put the political (anti-capitalist) under challenge. It was in other words, a polemic 

against postmodern trends in sociology and history, and in support of Marxism which was 

seen under threat by the acceptance of ideas such as the ones described above. 

On the aftermath of the conference on Modern Greek historiography, in the 106th issue of 

O Politis, Nikos Theotokas published a text under the title ‘Postmodernism and 

historiography; On truth and truths in history’, intervening in the debate that had already 

begun between Kremmydas and Exertzoglou in He Avge457. Theotokas was a professor of 

political science and history at Panteion University in Athens, who had carried out his 

postgraduate studies in Paris I-Pantheon-Sorbonne and in the École des Hautes Études en 

Sciences Sociales on Byzantine history and sociology respectively, in the early-1980s; In 

1994, he was one of the key founders of the journal Dokimes, a journal specializing in social 

theory, history, and interdisciplinary approaches to the social sciences in general. Dokimes 

was one of the publications which played a significant role in the introduction of various new 

social theories into the Greek millieu throughout the second half of the metapolitefsi. 

Theotoka’s article was a critique of Liakos and his Historein-related “disciples” on numerous 

grounds. The article followed the style of writing that Efi Gazi had criticized in her article in 

To Vema, that is, the style of “postmodernism claims that..” or “according to 

postmodernism..”, with the sole difference that for Theotokas, the category of postmodernism 

was in practice personified by Liakos, Gazi and Exertzoglou. The main points of focus for 

Theotokas were the issue of interdisciplinarity and the “problem of sources”. It was made 

clear from the beginning of the text that although debating postmodernism in general was 
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interesting to him, the goal of his text was to intervene in the Greek debate on postmodern 

historiography in particular. 

 Although he acknowledged the beneficial impact of the interaction between history and 

the social sciences since the 1970s on historical research, Theotokas claimed that the 

postmodern call for interdisciplinarity in the Greek historiography of the 1990s and 2000s 

was quite different from previous such encounters. In reality, in the name of 

interdisciplinarity, the postmodernists sought to establish a form of research in which one can 

choose whatever type of theoretical tools he/she wants according to their liking. This 

corresponded to the broader socio-political state of affairs in higher education, where there 

was more and more intense pressure for publications in which one refered to as many works 

of other intellectuals as possible, since this was considered a sign of originality and 

productivity. 

 

Let us dwell for a moment on the idea of “interdisciplinarity”. This word, that became so fashionable 

lately, either implicitly refers to eclecticism and the dissolution of any type of discipline within scientific fields, 

or directly refers to the self-evident concerns of even the most “conventional” (albeit informed in the matters of 

his science) modern historian
458. 

 

Theotokas did not consider specific subjects or approaches to be postmodern as such 

(gender history, or micro-history) but rather postmodernism to be a way of approaching the 

object(s) of history and a way to articulate or narrate one’s findings from it:  

 

 the postmodernists trespass on entire fields of historiography, such as for example microhistory, oral 

history or the history of historiography. They need “tools” and a “theory” to establish such a construction. 

Fragments of functionalism, remnants of structuralism, legacies of hard-core positivism of the 19th and the early 

20th century, a bit of micro-sociology, a bit of social anthropology and a bit of linguistics, all these together 

provide them with an eclectic amalgam of “tools” in which their only “synthetic advantage” is that they oppose 

each other
459.  

 

The main reference regarding the “problem of sources” came from Exertzoglou’s article in 

He Avge. In fact, for Theotokas, just like for Kremmydas, “the problem of sources” was the 

most important theme in the debate on postmodernism and historiography, for it was the 

place where relativism and irrationalism were to be found in their strongest versions. 
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If we try to follow the train of thought running through the “postmodern” perception of 

historiography, we will find that the tradition of rationality [and the Enlightenment] in general, is identified with 

positivism in particular in that they both underestimate the “textual nature of history”460.[...] That for 

“postmodern” historiography the question of knowledge, the very problem of truth, relies in the end in the 

historian’s “preferences”. The historian doesn’t have to do anything but listen to what his source narrates. And 

in order to do that, he has to leave aside like superstitions, his past “certainties” of Reason, and to listen “freely” 

to what his evidence will confide in his preferential reflexes. The truth, thus, ends up being a matter of faith or 

of subjective preference. We are dealing with a furor of solipsism
461. 

 

For Theotokas, to support such positions (like those of Exertzoglou) regarding the method 

and nature of history meant to be in essence, trying to scientifically defend relativism.  

 

Finally, all the features developed above, gradually turn into a new dangerous system of faith of their 

own. Despite all that, the rational understanding and assessment of the production of currents of thought are 

customarily called collectively postmodern thought, is a hard, fertile and very crucial task to be undertaken by 

the “postmodern historians”. They are satisfied just by showing around with blessings, holy water and cherubim, 

either the holy skull of Diversity, or the holy shin of Identity, or the holy ulna of Narrativization in litanies of 

exorcism against Reason [rationality]
462. 

 

 

Finally, he responded to Gazi’s “Jamesonian” perception of Postmodernism, according to 

which we all live in postmodernity already, and thus postmodernism should be seen as the 

logic underlying the social world we inhabit in its entirety. According to Theotokas, the 

fatalism of such a de facto conception of the world was identical to the ‘Thatcherite end of 

history’, in which one specific logic and one specific system have prevailed and there is no 

reason to raise questions to this fact. Therefore, for Theotokas, just like for Hatziiosif the 

problem of the postmodern challenge was not merely a problem of epistemology in general, 

but a political problem regarding the epistemic basis of history in particular. That is why, in 

his description of postmodernism, he felt the need to defend Marxism as one of the 

approaches that still have a lot to offer and whose perspective was attacked by 

postmodernism along with those of every other major historiographical tradition of the 20th 
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century463. As we have seen in the articles from He Avge on the relationship between the Left 

and History, for Theotokas, Marxist perceptions of history were not just important as 

scientific approaches in their own right, but they were fundamental for the very existence of 

the project of the left, which was constantly under threat in the dawn of the 21st century. After 

the conference on Modern Greek historiography and especially after the public dispute 

between Kremmydas and Exertzoglou, the political found an epistemological basis and vice-

versa. 

In the January 2003 issue of O Politis, Antonis Liakos and Efi Gazi responded to Nikos 

Theotokas464. What is interesting about Liakos’ ‘Postmodernism, historiography and the 

Left’, is that this very first critical response to Theotokas referred to the funding behind 

historical research, and the social use of history. According to Liakos, there had been some 

considerable uneasiness in the historians’ circles during the past few years (the 1990s) which 

was externalized loudly at the conference on modern Greek historiography and in the debates 

around postmodernism afterwards. 

 

This uneasiness is not unjustifiable. Historians had built a myth to justify why society didn’t care 

about them and their work. Now society is interested, but not for the reasons they considered it should have been 

[…] They enjoyed the luxury of writing whatever they wanted even though nobody cared about it. Sudddenly, 

running after funded programs, they realize that they are in the chain of production, doing things they hadn’t 

planned, and which were not in their priorities. In the universities, they had to create new programs and new 

classes, bridging the advanced verbal descriptions of Brussels, to an archaic or non-existent tradition
465. 

 

This aggressive introduction (which went on for another two paragraphs using the same 

form and style) introduced in the debate another aspect, which in Theotokas’s text remained 

latent. It introduced the factor of real-politik through the perspective of interuniversity 

politics. Society had outgrown the subjects that Greek historians were interested in (a hint at 

the defense of Marxism in Theotokas’s previous text) and along with the economic assistance 

of funding centers and the ideological assistance of the E.U it called for them to synchronize 

themselves with the “advanced” west. It was the turn of society-funded research programs, 

institutions, and Brussels to indicate the subjects and the questions that the historians should 

ask, if they were not to remain outdated. That was an extremely similar idea to that of Gazi’s 
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postmodern condition, however seen not through a cultural or epistemological prism, but 

through a political and economic one. Liakos claimed that we now lived in this world, and 

historians had to keep up, and look at things from within this new framework, rather than 

lock themselves out with outdated criticisms. 

The titles of his subchapters indicate the responses he gave to Theotokas regarding the 

epistemology of postmodernism. Firstly, the title: ‘Ignorance?’ Liakos claimed that if one 

were to judge Theotokas’s knowledge of the subject of postmodernism from the references of 

relevant publications in his article, one would come to the conclusion that Theotokas didn’t 

even know one book on postmodernism and historiography466. Instead of referring to Marx 

and Engels over and over again, he should have given a more particular and concrete picture 

of what he disliked and disagreed with from the publications on postmodernism. 

Furthermore, he should have done that not to demonstrate his knowledge, but “to avoid the 

kind of dogmatism according to which, there is only one history, one science, one history that 

is scientific, in analogy to the claim there is only one party, one Left, one correct reading of 

Marx etc etc”467.  The second subchapter was entitled: ‘Misreading’, and as is rather evident, 

accused Theotokas of intentionally misreading Liakos’ ‘Essay for a poetics of history’. The 

most interesting critique in this subchapter can be found in the accusation that Theotokas did 

not recognize that the term “horizon of expectations” (Erwartungshorizont) belonged to the 

literary critic R. Jauss, but instead associated it with sociologists like Danielle Bell. 

According to Liakos that “misreading” was part of a broader intentional effort to “construct 

some kind of a genealogy with American thought and in particular with American post-

industrial sociology”468. The last sub-chapter was entitled: ‘Dividing lines?’ The intentional 

construction of a genealogy with American post-industrial thought did not only indicate the 

fear of Americanization by Theotokas, but also a political dividing line. Liakos claimed that 

once upon a time, the Left was a space for open dialogue and constructive disagreements. But 

lately (he did not specify when, but everything hints to the 1990s again), it had started 

becoming a closed space of fear and hatred for everything new and experimental. According 

to Liakos, Theotokas’s article represented exactly that type of a transformation of the Left. 

He claimed that what has been called “postmodern thought, a spectrum of theories and views, 

is not in rivalry with the polymorphous Marxist tradition”469. Indeed, some parts of 

postmodernism are in opposition to certain types of Marxism, but all in all most of the ideas 
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and approaches that are being categorized under the label of postmodernism are not “the 

ideological superstructure of American imperialism. Most of these theorists are children of 

the generalized 1968”470. 

In other words, according to Liakos, texts like that of Theotokas were drawing dividing 

lines between different traditions of the Left. Between a “properly Marxist” left-wing theory 

and history, and those who had opened their doors to the culturalist approaches of the 

postmodernists. This division represented different political visions at the same time. 

Following this logic, the older historiographical approaches represented the true Left, while 

the latest trends in historiography merely represented the left that had forgotten its radical 

political identity. In the text’s last paragraph Liakos drew connections between history, the 

left and postmodernism in a more than personal critique of Theotokas: 

 

Because the Left does not coincide with History, as has been so strongly claimed lately, but they are 

two mutually intersecting circles, articles like this nurture the inertia of those historians who are in fear of the 

depreciation of their profession and of their role in the new circumstances or of those who are bored of renewing 

their wardrobe. The rituals of exorcism and exclusion always offer a short-term relief and mainly postpone 

indefinitely the need to clothe in words and phrases our stress and to rationalize out fears
471. 

 

Gazi’s ‘On postmodernism and historiography’, essentially responded to Theotokas by 

using the same three basic arguments that Liakos used in the article described above472. 

Initially, she claimed that Theotokas misread her article in To Vema. She explained that she 

clarified her opposition to theories of the end of history, and that the proposition that we live 

in postmodernity was in no way identical to such theories473. Furthermore, she claimed that 

what she identified as a positive aspect of postmodernism in her newspaper article was that 

postmodern theories have produced interesting critiques of hegemonic political discourses. 

Furthermore, she insisted that to criticize hegemonic discourses in no way meant to reject 

Marxism or Reason474. By elaborating on that last point, she reached her third critical 

argument, that of ignorance. Gazi claimed that if we wish to understand the postmodern 

phenomenon, we must understand its complex relationship to Marxism. According to Gazi, 

there were two reasons behind the Marxists’ categorical dismissal of postmodernism. Firstly, 

“a rather schematic perception of postmodern thought and of the “postmodernists”, who are 
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collectively perceived as “apologists” of Late Capitalism”. Secondly, “left-wing pessimism 

that barricades itself behind the constant denunciation of everything and leads to a politics of 

folding in, and introversion.”475 However, the relationship between Marxism and 

postmodernism had been neither always positive nor negative. Gazi claimed that a great deal 

of the constructive developments taking place in the humanities at that moment were to be 

found in the meeting point between Marxism and postmodern theories. Theotokas had 

evidently no knowledge of these developments, as the cases of Fredric Jameson, David 

Harvey and Perry Anderson (all of whom Gazi mentioned in her response) would have 

provided perfect proof of the existence of that meeting point and constructive dialogue. 

Finally, Gazi returned to her original claims as they were described in the newspaper article 

of To Vema: 

 

 

The term postmodernism is functional only to the extent that it describes a historical moment as well 

as the economic, social and political and cultural processes and phenomena that characterize it. The total 

production of thought which seeks to assess and evaluate the character of the postmodern age shares in reality 

only one common feature: It cannot avoid using the term. In any other way, it is characterized by internal variety 

and contains different currents of thought just as N. Theotokas observes in his article
476. 

 

 

In other words, for Gazi, the age of postmodernity should have been a priority in our 

analysis of the concept, since it was presupposed for the existence of, and predated 

postmodernism. Thus, she urged the Greek historians and social scientists of the time to 

engage in a deeper conversation around the broader social changes framing the emergence of 

postmodern theory, rather than trying to create typologies according to which one was a 

postmodernist or not. It is important to note that Gazi’s reply had a much less aggressive and 

personal character than that of Liakos. She also targeted the Greek new left much less, 

despite the fact that both for her epistemological and political arguments she used almost 

exactly the same arguments as Liakos. 

The following month’s issue of O Politis, could be seen more or less as a response to the 

articles by Liakos and Gazi examined above, since five out of the nine texts that comprised it 

either directly or indirectly responded to Liakos’ and Gazi’s previous texts. Nikos Theotokas’ 
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476 Efi Gazi, ‘Περι μεταμοντερνισμού και ιστοριογραφίας’, 2003, p 20 



224 
 

‘Eclecticism as “theory”’ responded to Liakos on a personal/political level, and on an 

epistemological level, while in the end of the text the two levels were woven together into a 

unified polemic477. On a political level, he defended the Greek new-left by stating that 

Liakos’s fears of a new-left heading towards introversion and exclusion were nothing but a 

strategy to help him avoid responding to the truly important issue, which was the 

epistemology of postmodernism. Furthermore, although the circumstances which Liakos 

described regarding the new state of things for historians and their relationship to society 

were true, Liakos presented them as a “neutral” “objective” uncontrollable process instead of 

what they really were; according to Theotokas, to describe the Greek academia of the 

metapolitefsi as an “archaic system” which set whatever research questions it liked for itself 

was not a “neutral and objective” description of reality, but an extremely ideologically 

charged narrative.  

 

 

Moreover, it is important for historians to ask new questions and never feel entirely at ease with what 

they’ve accomplished, but the questions are not magically set from “society” out of nowhere. Claims or 

descriptions such as these intentionally cloud the fact that society does not set questions to historians on its own, 

but rather is “guided” towards asking certain questions instead of others, and that this is an issue of power 

relations’
478: Behind the words (not of Antonis Liakos, but of the “verbal descriptions of Brussels”) are masked 

the neoliberal policies on higher education and research that currently prevail in Europe. Every kind of discourse 

for the defense of the academic character of the European university institutions, every resistance to their 

neoliberal destruction is considered an “archaism”. The “archaic” the “non-existent” historians, and along with 

them the left wing academics and researchers, write and practice by paving the way towards a different 

direction. What does Mr Liakos have to say and what does he do about this? How does he respond to the 

challenges of the “external environment” which he vaguely describes? What kind of an academic policy does 

the “derangement” of universities serve, which is the promise of neoliberal eclecticism?
479 

Furthermore, claims such as these are false because although asking new questions is crucial for the historians’ 

profession, most of those questions lately do not come from the “internal environment” of the historians but 

from “external centers”. If we remain within the “internal environment” of the historians however, the answer to 

all these questions is common and the same: the aim of the social sciences is still the old demand for 

understanding or demystifying the world”
480. 

 

                                                           
477 Nikos Theotokas, ‘Ο εκλεκτικισμός ώς θεωρία [eclecticism as theory]’, O Politis, issue 108, February 2003, 

p 21. 
478 Nikos Theotokas, ‘Ο εκλεκτικισμός ώς θεωρία’, 2003, p 22 
479 Nikos Theotokas, ‘Ο εκλεκτικισμός ώς θεωρία’, 2003, p 22 
480 Nikos Theotokas, ‘Ο εκλεκτικισμός ώς θεωρία’, 2003, p 24 
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On the epistemological level, Theotokas, claimed that his main polemic (and thus the 

characteristics of postmodernism he referred to in his previous article) was not against 

postmodernism at large but specifically on “the phenomenon of the late balkanized 

‘postmodernism’ which became a fad in our country”481. The phrases and the style of writing 

he used to describe the Greek branch of postmodernism throughout the text are indicative of 

the personal turn the debate had taken. More specifically, he claimed that even though 

postmodernism in general was a problematic wave of thought to begin with, its “local, 

provincial version […] produces theory through the method of patchwork”482. The idea that 

society in the last quarter of the 20th century had changed dramatically and that this change 

had led to a paradigm shift (or the necessity of one) for the humanities and the social sciences 

causing the emergence of new questions and categories of thought, was according to 

Theotokas intentionally false. Societies (especially western) have truly changed, but the 

significance or even the existence of such a paradigm shift in the social sciences was untrue 

and served those who, like the Greek postmodernists, wanted to create a “theory” out of thin 

air to serve their interests and to promote a specific image of themselves483. In other words, 

Liakos and his group of followers used the postmodern method of theory-making to create 

their own “school” in Greek historiography and to present themselves as important players in 

the new business life of the academic world. 

Finally, the text closed with a paragraph which linked the personal, the political and the 

epistemological together into a polemic that exceeded by far the tone of a sober critique: 

 

 

 

And one final remark, and let us agree on this. Indeed, it was wrong of me to call our “postmodern” 

historians postmodernists. They are not postmodernists, since they assure us that they are not, or at least they do 

not claim the status. They just passionately defend postmodernism and they assure us that the postmodern 

condition is a reality in which whether we like it or not, we have to learn to live in. What they define as 

“postmodernism” is liberalism in the “market of theory”. They are in other words, positivist liberals who, by 

utilizing an archaic positivist linguistic construction call themselves followers of the “linguistic turn” and end up 

mixing themselves up in the chains with which they knot together the signifiers and the signified
484.  

 

                                                           
481 Nikos Theotokas, ‘Ο εκλεκτικισμός ώς θεωρία’, 2003, p 21 
482 Nikos Theotokas, ‘Ο εκλεκτικισμός ώς θεωρία’, 2003, p 24 
483 Nikos Theotokas, ‘Ο εκλεκτικισμός ώς θεωρία’, 2003, p 24 
484 Nikos Theotokas, ‘Ο εκλεκτικισμός ώς θεωρία’, 2003, p 25 
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In the same issue of O Politis four more texts were published that were in direct reference 

to Liakos’s ‘Postmodernism, historiography and the Left’. Kostas Stamatis, in his 

‘‘Knowledge society’ and university’, did not directly refer to postmodernism, although most 

of the text’s central ideas can be found in numerous other texts as features of postmodernity. 

The text’s main argument was that neoliberal capitalism used television and neoliberal 

education in order to dominate the citizens’ consciousness and to manipulate them in its 

favor485. The forms of higher education promoted by the EU, the OECD and other 

international organizations and institutions were deeply irrational and subscribed to anti-

Enlightenment sentiments and ideologies. Stamatis’s article did not really elaborate on what 

it was in those educational policies that made them, or their local supporters, part of a broader 

anti-Enlightenment logic, while the extreme conservatism that characterized its one-sided 

analysis of the role of the media as mechanisms of oppression put it among the samples of 

left-wing conservatism of the period. 

In the same vein, Stefanos Dimitriou, in his ‘Philosophical Postmodernism and the 

relativistic undoing of critical philosophical discourse’, developed a critique against 

postmodernism from a philosophical perspective, by elaborating on the aspects of 

postmodern philosophy closest to anti-Enlightenment and irrationalism486. The text did not 

introduce anything entirely new to the debate that had already taken place, apart from 

clarifying the ways in which postmodern discourse presented itself as objective or liberatory 

through its use of the vocabulary of identity politics and human rights. Both in Dimitriou’s 

and in Stamatis’s text, the influence of Psychopedis was evidently crucial. Both writers cited 

Psychopedis frequently throughout their texts, while the emphasis on the relationship 

between anti-enlightenment and relativism links them back to the lectures of 1995 and the 

introduction of philosophical postmodernism by Psychopedis, Tsoukalas and Tsinorema. 

Giannis Papamichael, in his text entitled: ‘Dad, how far is America?’ engaged in a 

polemic against Liakos. The text however, was a polemic only based on the ideological and 

the political implications of Liakos’s claims and theory, and not, as it clarified from the very 

beginning, on the epistemological aspects on which the dispute with Theotokas was taking 

place. In that logic, all the claims in the article that related to the issue of history were used in 

a political argument rather than in a methodological one. 

                                                           
485 Kostas Stamatis, ‘«Κοινωνία της γνώσης» και πανεπιστήμιο [“knowledge society” and the university]’, O 

Politis, February, Issue 108, 2003, p 15 
486 Stefanos Dimitriou, ‘Ο φιλοσοφικός μεταμοντερνισμός και η σχετικιστική αναίρεση του κριτικού 

φιλοσοφικού λόγου [Philosophical Postmodernism and the relativistic undoing of critical philosophical 

discourse]’, O Politis, February, Issue 108, 2003, p 26 
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[…]The postmodern “pluralism of interpretative frameworks”, of the historical experience, by 

reintroducing the lived subjectivity and by idealizing the criterion of individual experience in the name of an 

“anti-metaphysical” or “anti-transcendental” pragmatist logic, focuses the historical reading on an expansion or 

an eternal repetition of the present of experience. In the name of “difference” the new metaphysical (super-

authoritarian and “Empirial”487) framework of historical consciousness is constructed, which individualizes the 

meanings, in accordance with the vulgar individual interests of the social subjects, the representations of the 

future and whichever fictions are considered  efficient depending on the circumstance
488. 

  

 

This was the text in which the connection between postmodernism and Americanization 

that Laliotou had spoken of in her newspaper article became most intimate: 

 

In a frame of earthquakes, cataclysms, natural disasters and other bleak “free designs of the future” of 

social endangerment, the western collective imagination has so to speak, been terrifyingly covered by allegorical 

sea monsters, aliens, vampires, viruses etc. which are produced by the American cinematic culture of the 

spectacle and have established themselves in our everyday life, mainly under the guise of a politically correct 

“science fiction” by the free market of cultural products
489. 

 

In passages such as the above, postmodernism was presented not as an isolated academic 

challenge or even as a political phenomenon, but as a full blown socio-cultural byproduct of 

Americanization. Antonis Liakos was brought in the center of this thunderstorm of 

Americano-phobia, nationalism and irony as the absolute promoter of Neoliberalism, 

Imperialism and an anything-goes theoretical logic in the Greek academia and public sphere: 

 

 

Somehow of course, in an Orwellian way, words ended up meaning their exact opposite. And 

somehow that way of course, Liakos seems like he doesn’t want to understand that there is nothing 

contradictory in the fact that American values (moral relativism, tolerance, multiculturalism etc) are today “at 

the center of oppression, and they are being replaced by the logic of ‘there is only one truth’ and by the 

distinction between good and evil, and by patriotic values”
490

. On the contrary, their acceptance constitutes the 

                                                           
487 A reference to Hardt and Negri’s Empire 
488 Giannis Papamichael, ‘Μπαμπά είναι μακριά η Αμερική; [Dad, is America far?]’, O Politis, Issue 108, 

February, 2003, p 38 
489Giannis Papamichael, ‘Μπαμπά είναι μακριά η Αμερική;’, 2003, p 39 
490 The phrase inside the quotation marks was taken directly from Liakos’ previous article in O Politis: Antonis 

Liakos, ‘Μεταμοντερνισμός, Ιστοριογραφία και Αριστερά’, 2003, p 17 
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necessary term for the construction of the Empirial political ethics-and it is precisely in these circumstances, in 

the name of these values and in the name of their elevation to the level of the absolute criterion on “how 

democratic societies are” that the “war of civilization” is carried out by the Anglo-Americans
491. 

 

In Papamichael’s polemic, Liakos was not only considered responsible for the promotion 

of the “American school of historiography” or social theory but for the promotion of 

American values in general. 

In the same issue of O Politis, Elefantis published a letter of protest the review had 

received by Antonis Liakos492. In his letter, Liakos expressed his discomfort with the fact that 

Elefantis, who edited the texts for publication in O Politis, had trasncribed the names of 

Hayden White and R. Jauss (Χ. Ουάιτ, Ρ. Τζαους) using the Greek alphabet in Antonis 

Liakos’s ‘Postmodernism, historiography and the Left’. Elefantis’s response to Liakos’s 

letter, under the ironic title ‘Μαρξ, or in a more Marxist way Marx’, related Liakos’s 

insistence on using the Latin original, to the increasing dominance of the English language in 

contemporary Greek culture and the public sphere. That, however, was not the first time that 

the issue of language had become occasion for a debate on the dominance of the English 

language and its implications. In issue 95 of O Politis, A. Armenis, had written a short text 

criticizing Historein for the elitism of not publishing articles in the Greek language493, while 

in the following issue (96), Alexis Herakledis wrote a reply in defense of Historein and the 

efforts of its editorial board to connect the Greek academia with Europe494. 

In the next issue of O Politis, the historian Thanasis Bohotis wrote an article summing up 

the Greek historiographical debate on postmodernism495. By dividing the participants in the 

debate into two categories (the postmodernists and the anti-postmodernists), Bohotis 

described the main epistemological claims behind the debate. Liakos, Theotokas and 

Hatziiosif were almost entirely absent from the text, since it focused almost exclusively on 

the claims of Kremmydas, Exertzoglou, Gazi and Laliotou. Judging by the arguments he 

supported, he unintentionally seemed to be taking sides with the modernists (anti-

postmodernists) in the debate, while the text did not introduce any new factors or 

perspectives to the subject of postmodernism and historiography. Finally, Bohotis’s briefing 

                                                           
491 Giannis Papamichael, ‘Μπαμπά είναι μακριά η Αμερική;’, 2003, p 39 
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495 Thanasis Bohotis, ‘Η πρόσφατη διαμάχη για την Ελληνική ιστοριογραφία [the recent dispute concerning 
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can be seen as the last statement regarding postmodernism and history in O Politis, since 

most of the references to postmodernism that appeared in the review’s pages in the following 

years had to do with entirely different fields. 

In O Politis’ 110th issue, the anthropologist Evaggelia Datse wrote an article on the 

postmodern challenge in anthropology496, while in the issues of May and November 2003, 

two more texts that related to postmodernism as developed in the debate on historiography 

were published. Thanasis Alexiou’s ‘Public university and the Market’, by utilizing Lyotard’s 

definition of the postmodern condition and following Psychopedis’s description of the 

concept, described in further detail the connection between postmodernism and 

Neoliberalism in education that was already present in the account of Theotokas or Alexiou’s 

previous articles. Following Lyotard (whose theory of postmodernity as a new regime of 

knowledge was barely ever mentioned throughout the previous publications of the public 

debate), Alexiou claimed that the transformation of knowledge into information, and the 

emergence of new laws governing the diffusion of this information to society rendered all 

meta-narratives useless or redundant: “Knowledge is not longer a value in itself, but the only 

knowledge that has a use-value is that which can be packaged, which for the university means 

that it has to direct itself towards the market”497. Vaso Kindi, in her ‘The significance of the 

so-called postmodern critique’, attempted to trace and reconstruct the origins of the 

postmodern perception of history to modernist philosophy in the heyday of Modernity498.  

What is most interesting and unique about this article is that by keeping a safe distance from 

both sides of the debate (both by not mentioning any of the participants of the debate, and by 

historicizing the philosophical claims each side represented) it managed to masterfully 

deconstruct the simplistic identification of postmodernism with relativism, as well as to 

rehabilitate the concept of the “linguistic games” by historicizing it in the work of 

Witgenstein, and thus to dispel its countless postmodern or anti-postmodern misreadings. 

From the publication of Kindi’s article and until the end of O Politis’ circulation in 2007 no 

articles concerning postmodernism as such were published. In rare cases the term was used as 

an adjective indicating the content of certain theories or works of art. 

After having presented the epistemological changes in the field of history during the 

metapolitefsi and connected them to the postmodern challenge, I described the public debate 
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on postmodernism which took place between 2002 and 2004. Following the narrative and line 

of thought developed throughout the present chapter, the following chapter offers an account 

of the epistemological shifts and the public disputes around postmodernism in the field of 

literary studies, or more particularly, on the fields which in the local context are most 

frequently referred to as philology and literary criticism. Despite the linear character of its 

structure, the narrative constructed in the following chapter returns to, and refers back to 

various moments and figures discussed in the present chapter. Thus, instead of a linear story 

developing in absolute chronological order, the two large-scale case studies of the 5th and 6th 

chapters should ideally be read in parallel to each other and to the chapters preceeding them, 

as parts of a general story; the story of postmodernism in the metapolitefsi.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



231 
 

Chapter 5: Postmodernism in Literary Studies. 

 

The ways historians understood postmodernism and in turn understood the changing 

aspects of their practice were intimately bound to the overall social and intellectual changes 

of the metapolitefsi. The practice of history (historiography) sometimes functions as a 

temporal mirror for societies. By looking at their past, societies are always at the same time 

looking at their present. By the narratives they produce for themselves, they are re-defining, 

re-narrating, and thus re-constructing their present situation. By that rationale, changes in this 

mirror-function, almost always indicate changes in the very texture, nature, and self-

perception of societies. The epistemological discussions of the historians we traced in the 

previous chapter were also -at times openly and at times subtly-, discussions on the political 

present and future of the Greek society in the metapolitefsi, discussions on economics and 

labor relations, as well as discussions on personal biographies. Following that –rather poetic- 

logic, literary theory, or literary criticism, serves another form of self-reflexive function for 

societies. Discussions on a society’s cultural products, and even more so, discussions and 

disputes on how these very cultural products should be read, evaluated, examined and 

categorized are almost always at the same time discussions on that society’s perceptions and 

positions for its own culture. Therefore, as the debates of the historians on postmodernism in 

the previous chapter were connected to the broader history of the metapolitefsi, the arguments 

and debates of the literary specialists examined in the present chapter should also be seen as 

part of a broader narrative; that of the changing socio-political reality of Greece and of the 

transnational transfers of ideas that shaped the country’s intellectual and cultural circles. The 

present chapter traces the changing perceptions of postmodernism in the field of literary 

studies. More particularly, in the following pages, I describe the changes in the Greek 

theoretical discourse on literature and the reception and adaptation of various theoretical 

concepts from central/northern Europe and the USA in the Greek context. Furthermore, I also 

attempt to present the public discussions and disputes relevant to the new theoretical 

approaches which took place in the local scene during the metapolitefsi, with a particular 

focus on the theories and ideas related to postmodernism (post-structuralism, relativism 

etc)499. Finally, it is important to mention from the outset that in contrast to the discipline of 

                                                           
499 The majority of this chapter’s sources have been drawn from the Journal of Modern Greek Studies (1983-), 

the journal Byzantine and Modern Greek Studies (1975-), the Journal of the Hellenic Diaspora (1973-2013), 

various relevant monographs and collective volumes published during the period under examination, the review 

O Politis (1976-2005), the Greek literary reviews Simioses (1973-), To Dentro (1978-), and Poese (, as well as 

the newspapers To Vema, He Kathimerini, and He Avge. In an attempt to broaden the sources for the present 
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history, in literary criticism and theory, and especially during the first half of the 

metapolitefsi, the most important texts in relation to postmodernism or theory in general 

(excluding the translations of English or French texts relative to the subject into Greek) did 

not appear in local journals and reviews, but in monographs and collective volumes and in the 

journals related to modern Greek studies, published in different countries of the English-

speaking world. Furthermore, the relevant articles in Greek newspapers and literary reviews 

appeared only briefly in the form of an ongoing public debate between literary specialists as 

was the case among historians. Instead, the multiple public discussions and disputes 

concerning literary theory were brief and of small length, while most of the relevant articles 

had a polemic tone, and a charged anti-postmodern content which often took the form of 

personal accusations. 

In order for the relationship between postmodern theory and Greek literary studies to be 

made clear in the present historical narrative, it is of crucial importance that the pre-history of 

this relationship be examined thoroughly. Thus, this chapter does not deal exclusively with 

the concept of postmodernism, but with that of literary theory in general and with French 

Theory or Theory in particular. Literary studies in Greece underwent a series of 

transformative encounters with French philosophy and literary theory already from the 

beginning of the metapolitefsi. I propose here, that the history of the changes in Greek 

literary studies during the metapolitefsi should be read as the history of the encounters 

between the local approaches to literary criticism and foreign Theory.  

Each of the chapter’s sections focuses on a particular phase of that history of encounters, 

while its development is presented in a chronological order. The first section attempts to 

describe the state of things in Greek literary studies before the metapolitefsi, and the 

significant impact of the exchanges between Paris and Athens during the 1970s and 1980s. 

The second section seeks to present the encounter between Greek literary studies and the 

U.S-inspired body of theories which Francois Cusset described in his pivotal study as French 

                                                                                                                                                                                     
chapter and in the hope of rendering the relationship between academic and extra-academic literary theory 

clearer, I examined the yearly handbooks for undergraduate and postgraduate students of the department of 

philology of the University of Crete between 1981 (the year the department was established) and 2010. The 

University of Crete was one of the first academic institutions to welcome and adopt the use of various new 

theories of literature, while its teaching and publishing activity had a considerable impact on the broader 

academic scene in Greece. Unfortunately, the yearly handbooks contained inadequate information on the 

teaching of literary theory in Greece, since their content did not provide any particular details on the subjects 

taught in each term or the literature and the sources used for the classes in either undergraduate and graduate 

levels. Despite the fact that the handbooks proved to be ‘deficient’ sources for the aims of this research, and are 

thus not one of the central sources of the present chapter, they remain a reliable indicator of the gradual changes 

in the academic treatment of literature in Greece during the metapolitefsi, and are thus helpful, albeit minor, 

tools towards a better understanding of the subject under research. 
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Theory500. Therefore, the term French Theory throughout what follows will refer specifically 

to the body of theories and philosophical concepts that Francois Cusset identified with the 

term. The third section focuses on the attempts of certain intellectuals throughout the 1980s 

and the beginning of the 1990s to establish the approaches inspired by French Theory in the 

Greek milieu, and their disputes and public debates with the newly emergent anti-theory 

camp. The provocative title ‘Theory Wars’, should not be seen as only applicable to the brief 

disputes of the 1980s, but as the label for an entire period of encounters and debates that 

began in the early 1980s but extended all the way to beginning of the 21st century. The fourth 

section examines the changes in literary Theory in Greece throughout the 1990s, and the 

beginning of the 21st century, the continuation of the transfers of French Theory examined in 

the previous sub-chapter, while it offers a view of how the literary specialists of the period 

themselves interpreted the tremendous changes of the previous decade. Finally the fifth 

section deals with the emergence of postmodernism as the dominant term in the theory wars 

during the later stages of the metapolitefsi. Its emergence signalled the beginning of a new 

round of Theory-wars, with the revival of the epistemological disputes of the 1980s and the 

introduction of new concepts and points of public debate. Postmodernism did not appear out 

of the void, and was not an entirely novel concept. It was infrequently used throughout the 

first sub-periods of the metapolitefsi, while when used it was mostly in parallel to other 

relevant terms (post-structuralism, post-industrial society etc), but it gradually received more 

attention and replaced most of the other terms relevant to French Theory. Similarly to the 

field of history, in literary studies, it was the anti-postmodernists who started using the term 

more frequently in their polemics. Just like in the field of history, no literary specialist 

identified himself or herself as a postmodernist in the course of the public debates, despite the 

fact that many of them were systematic supporters of French Theory. 

In contrast to historiography, where the debates around postmodernism and the historians’ 

methodology took place during the passage to the 21st century, the largest debates in the field 

of literary studies took place in the 1980s and the main subjects of dispute were the issue of 

(French) Theory and its influence on Greek criticism, and the relationship between literary 

criticism and nationalism/national identity. Both took place in the pages of reviews, 

newspapers, journals, and sometimes even in the form of entire books. At times the two were 

connected as in the cases we examine in the third section below. Issues of nationalism or 

national identity were projected or debated through notions and concepts such as those of 
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‘Greekness’ and ‘Helleno-centrism’ which provided the cultural material for the narrative of 

Greek exceptionalism and the uniqueness of the Greek nation. All nation-states developed 

similar concepts and ideas in the course of their historical construction, while in the Greek 

case, literature and literary studies played a significant role in the establishment of nation-

centric narratives, which dominated the country’s cultural production until the end of the 

metapolitefsi. The encounter between Greek literary criticism and French Theory, which is of 

more interest to the present research, was in essence the basis upon which the polemics 

around postmodernism were formed in the second half of the metapolitefsi. The central 

figures of the Theory-wars of the 1980s were also at the center of the polemics against 

postmodernism, while the vast majority of the ideas associated with what was labelled 

‘French Theory’ or more frequently plain ‘Theory’ during the 1980s, was also the core of 

what was understood as postmodernism in literature and literary criticism.    
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5.1 The field of literary studies in Greece and the first sub-periods of the 

metapolitefsi. 

 

The first academic positions dedicated to the study of modern literature in Greece were 

established in 1925 in the University of Athens and in 1926 in Salonika. The efforts of 

literary specialists at the time aimed at constructing a canon for modern Greek literature, and 

at establishing certain commonly accepted approaches to literature and to its evaluation. 

While most literary critics or academic philologists in Greece before the metapolitefsi 

engaged in some form of theoretical discourse with regards to literature, writings dedicated 

exclusively to literary theory remained scarce for most of the decades before the 1960s. With 

minor, spasmodic exceptions such as those of the Marxists behind the literary review 

Epitheorise Tehnis (Art review) (1954-1967), hardly anyone from the fields of academic or 

extra-academic literary criticism before the 1980s developed a unified theoretical method for 

the analysis, understanding, and interpretation of literature.  In the cases where attempts were 

made towards the formulation of a more thorough theoretical method or approach regarding 

aesthetics and literature, most of the attempts were concerned with concepts such as 

Greekness and the relationship of Greek literature to that of Europe or of its eastern 

neighbours and its Ottoman, ancient Greek, and Byzantine past. The relationship between 

aesthetics, literature and national identity remained the primary concern of the local literary 

specialists until the second half of the 20th century. 

Most of the prevalent approaches to literature in Greece even until the first half of the 

metapolitefsi continued to practice the aesthetic evaluation of literary works and to analyse 

them through the biography of their authors501. Already from the 19th century, the 

construction of the field of literary studies in Greece took place under the widespread 

influence of enlightenment narratives concerning the human sciences and aesthetics coming 

from Germany and Austria. For the entirety of the 19th and the beginning of the 20th century, 

schools of philosophy around the country were responsible for the academic teaching of 

history, linguistics and literature altogether. The first department of philology, dedicated to 

the study of languages, the classics, and literature, was established in the University of 

Thessaloniki in 1925, and it was part of the school of Philosophy. It was as late as 1932 with 

the changes in the legislation regarding the organization of higher education brought by the 

government of Eleftherios Venizelos that the school of philosophy of the University of 

                                                           
501 For more see: Dimitris Tziovas, Μετά την αισθητική, [After Aesthetics], Odysseas, Athens, 2003 
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Athens was divided into two departments. According to this division, the department of 

Philology would focus on the study and teaching of language, classics and literature, and the 

department of History would focus on the practice and teaching of historiography502. The vast 

majority of the universities’ academic personnel had been trained in Germany, and to a lesser 

extent in France and Italy. The School of philosophy of the University of Crete was 

established in 1977, while the first department of philology there was established in 1983. 

The school of Philology in the University of Ioannina was established in the early 1960s as a 

branch of the University of Thessaloniki, while the University became autonomous in 1970. 

The establishment of an independent department of Philology there took place in 1984. The 

department of Philology at the school of Humanities and Social Sciences at the University of 

Patras was established in 1994 and accepted its first students in 1997-98, while the 

department acquired a status of institutional autonomy in 2001. Finally, the department of 

philology of the University of Thrace was established in 1993, it accepted its first students in 

1995-96, and acquired a status of institutional autonomy in 2008.  

It was due to the influence of Enlightenment values and narratives that the first 

departments of philology focused on the study of ancient Greek literature, the European 

classics and to a lesser extent Byzantium, the latter mainly out of a necessity for the newly 

established Greek independent state to construct the history of the Greek nation in an 

effective, homogenous longue durée narrative which included the periods and regions of its 

history not directly associated with the west. The influence and gravity of the philological 

paradigm of the 19th century was such that the extensive focus on the classics and the 

biographical author-centric approaches to literature were also the central preoccupation of 

philology departments which were established during the 20th century. The study of modern 

literature as an independent subject arrived at the Greek universities as late as the end of the 

19th century. Until then, the classics and linguistics with an emphasis on ancient and classical 

Greek were the primary subjects of teaching in departments of philology. Finally, it’s 

important to note that due to their intimate relationship with linguistics, the departments of 

philology were heavily influenced by the linguistic issue503. 

Extra-academic literary criticism, either in the form of brief journalistic bibliographical 

reviews in newspapers and magazines or in the form of lengthier treatises in literary 

                                                           
502 Karamanolakis Vaggelis, Η συγκρότηση της ιστορικής επιστήμης και η διδακσκαλία της ιστορίας στο 

πανεπιστήμιο αθηνών (1837-1932) [the establishment of the historical science and the teaching of history in the 

university of Athens (1837-1932), Gennike grammatia neas genias, institouto neoellinekon erevnon, Athens, 

2008, p 20-21 
503 The dispute between Katharevousa and Koini Neoelleniki as described in the first chapter of the present 

thesis. 
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periodicals and books was already an established practice of relative popularity in Greece 

since the first half of the 19th century. It was mainly practiced by members of the educated 

elite who were interested in language and literature, and by literary writers themselves. In the 

beginning of the 20th century academics specializing in literature started participating in 

popular book reviews more frequently, and so gradually the borders between one form of 

practice and another were breached. The entrance of academics in the practice of popular 

criticism had a tremendous impact on the field and enriched both of its sides. The academics 

found more efficient ways to spread their views to the public, and the professional critics 

raised the status of their profession through the prestige that academia bore in the Greek 

society at the time. The significant delay for the academic recognition of the subject of 

literature in Greece, and the popularity of criticism and literature as such throughout the 20th 

century can be seen in its clearest form in following peculiarity: In Greece, even nowadays, 

no journals on literature exist. No university or research center ever started its own strictly 

academic press dedicated to the study of literature. The result of this lack of specialized 

academic press is that already from the beginning of the 20th century, academics published 

their research articles and think-pieces in periodical publications which contained academic 

essays, poems and pieces of prose and journalistic book reviews all at the same time504. 

Regarding literary theory, it was in the early 1960s that the first signs of change were 

visible, through the translations and introductions to French thinkers appearing sporadically 

in various literary reviews. The change however was halted for the duration of the military 

dictatorship, with many local intellectuals fleeing to Europe. The first steps towards major 

changes started taking place in the middle of the next decade, along with the broader sea-

change brought by the widespread spirit of the metapolitefsi. The most important factor in 

these changes was the intellectual exchanges with Europe and mostly France. However, long 

before the return of the intellectuals who had fled Greece during the dictatorship in the 1960s, 

Paris played a central role in the education and training of Greek intellectuals and state 

functionaries. The chair of the Neohellenic Institute at the Sorbonne established in 1920 by 

Eleftherios Venizelos was the first formal conduit between the Greek and French academy. 

In December 1945, in the midst of the Greek civil war, the New Zealand ship Mataroa 

brought 215 Greek researchers to France with scholarships provided by the French state, in a 

desperate effort to save them from incarceration, torture, or even death, at home. The famous 

Mataroa mission did not just lead to the formation of a formidable group of elite Greek left-

                                                           
504 Gregory Jusdanis, Belated Modernity and Aesthetic Culture, the University of Minnesota Press, Minneapolis, 

1991, p 148 
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wing scientists and intellectuals in France. These very intellectuals were the group of 

established figures who would welcome the Greek students of the following generations 

when they arrived in France for the first time. After the end of the civil war, the flows of 

Greek students to France kept on increasing, while they reached a peak with the imposition of 

the military regime in 1967. In the intermediate years, more and more ties were being formed 

with France and its intellectual circles. In the various newly established libraries of Athens 

since the 1950s, the majority of the imported books were in the French language, while the 

National Hellenic Research Foundation, originally established as The Royal Hellenic 

Research Foundation in 1958 was consciously constructed according to the example of the 

Center National de la Recherche Scientifique505. 

In the late 1960s and early 1970s, numerous Greek intellectuals and researchers relocated 

to France and especially Paris, in an attempt to avoid incarceration at home. In 1970, K. Th. 

Dimaras, one of the most important figures in Greek literary studies of the 20th century took 

over the chair of Neo-Hellenic studies at the Sorbonne. During the same period the historian 

Nikos Svoronos was a permanent researcher at the CNRS and was the Director of Studies at 

the IVe section de l’Ecole Pratique des Hautes Etudes and taught mainly Byzantine history. 

Dimaras was actively promoting French ideas on history and literature through his work in 

Greece long before he began teaching at the Sorbonne. His seminars in France until 1980 

however, held a central place in the shaping of the academic and intellectual identities of the 

students and young researchers who arrived in France during those years. Dimaras’s study of 

literature was not limited to the study of prose and poetry but extended to the study and 

cataloguing of popular songs and the oral traditions of the past centuries. His approach to 

literature and history was intimately bound to the subject of the modern Greek (Neohellenic) 

Enlightenment. Dimaras did not belong to the wave of nouvelle histoire which was gaining 

ground at the time in France, despite the fact that he had expressed his admiration for French 

historians like Michelet, and Lucien Febvre506. His main attempt was to write a long durée 

history of Greek culture, which he described as ‘history of consciousnesses’ (meaning the 

consciousness of the different peoples under research). Despite his indifference or sometimes 

even hostility towards the French historians of the Annales, the concept of the history of 

                                                           
505 Ioanna Petropoulou, ‘Για την ιστοριογραφία της πρώτης μεταπολίτευσης [on the historiography of the early 

metapolitefsi]’, in Συναντήσεις της Ελληνικής με την Γαλλική ιστοριογραφία απο τη μεταπολίτευση εως σήμερα, 

[Encounters between Greek and French historiography from the polity-change until today], Athens, 2015, p 35 
506 K. Th. Dimaras, ‘‘Ως η διψώσα έλαφος...’ [as the thirsty deer]’, interview of K. Th. Dimaras by Stefanos 

Pesmatzoglou and Nicos Alivizatos in Syghrona themata, issue 35-36-37, Athens, December 1988, p 24-25. 

Although Michelet did not belong to the historians of the Nouvelle Histoire, he is considered one of their 

precursors. 
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consciousness admittedly has a strong proximity to the history of mentalities507. The fact that 

Dimaras described himself as a philologist and worked as an academic specialist on literature 

but constantly sought to write and expand the history of Greek literature shows us the 

primary element of Greek philology of the time; namely, its close relationship to history. 

In an article published recently in a collective volume examining the relationship between 

Greek and French historiography during the metapolitefsi, on the occasion of the forty years 

since the establishment of the Society for the study of modern Hellenism, Ourania 

Polykandrioti divided the Greek philologists of the period in France into two categories: The 

first group contained all those who attended Dimaras’s seminars and who frequently 

perceived of Dimaras as their mentor. Most of those who belonged to the ‘circle of Dimaras’ 

produced lengthy histories of literature, or longue durée studies of particular literary subjects 

in Greece. Some of the examples she gives are the studies of Panagiotis Moullas on the Greek 

para-literature of the 19th century, the anthology of prose edited by Giorgos Kehagioglou, or 

the various studies by Alexis Politis on Greek demotic songs, or the origins of the Greek 

novel508. The second group contains all those who studied literature in France during the 

same period but did not attend Dimaras’s seminars, or did not directly belong to his circle of 

influence. The latter group of philologists were also interested in the history of Greek 

literature but did not produce similar lengthy synthetic studies. In contrast to the students and 

followers of Dimaras, the ones who belonged to the second category mostly focused on 

comparative philology and came into direct, unmediated contact with the various new literary 

theories of the period as they appeared in France. The most characteristic examples of the 

second category of philologists can be found in the cases of Eratosthenis Kapsomenos and 

Zacharias I. Siaflekis. 

Kapsomenos carried out his post-doctorate studies in Paris between 1974 and 1977. 

Initially he enrolled at the Sorbonne at the department of Philosophy and Aesthetics under the 

supervision of Olivier Revault d'Allonnes and focused on Aesthetics and theory of Art and 

Culture. At the same time, he attended classes on Poetics by Roland Barthes and Julia 

Kristeva at the Universite de Paris VII and on Narratology and Structural semiotics by A.J 

Greimas, Claude Bremond and Gerard Genette, at the Ecole des Hautes Etudes, while upon 

his return to Greece, he was one of the founding members and the president of the Greek 

                                                           
507 K. Th. Dimaras, ‘‘Ως η διψώσα έλαφος...’’, 1988, p 26. 
508 Ourania Polykandrioti, ‘Συμβολές της Γαλλικής σκέψης στις Γραμματολογικές προσεγγίσεις της 

νεοελληνικής λογοτεχνίας απο την μεταπολίτευση εως σήμερα [contributions of French thought to the literary 

approaches of modern Greek literature from the polity change until today]’ in Συναντήσεις της Ελληνικής με την 

Γαλλική ιστοριογραφία απο τη μεταπολίτευση εως σήμερα, [Encounters between Greek and French 

historiography from the polity-change until today, Athens, 2015, p 63-64 
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Semiotic Society in 1978. The Greek Semiotic Society was a self-managed autonomous 

organization founded in 1978 at the Aristotle University of Salonika, with the aim of 

promoting the use of semiotics in Greece. It was an official member of the International 

Association for Semiotic Studies509, and it has been organizing influential conferences, 

symposia and publications on semiotics since 1985. Most of its members were academics and 

particularly academics trained in France, while forty years after its establishment it remains to 

this day a functional organization with numerous tactical members. Kapsomenos was one of 

the figures who introduced structuralism, semiotics and narratology in Greece, while he 

remains a professor at the philology department of the University of Ioannina since 1979. His 

introductions to Poetics and Narratology510 have been among the most influential 

publications on the theory of literature in Greece. 

Zacharias I. Siaflekis carried out his postgraduate studies on comparative literature at the 

University of Nanterre (Paris X) between 1975 and 1980. He was one of the founding 

members of the Greek General and Comparative Literature Association in 1987 and its 

president between 2006 -2009 and a lifelong member of the Greek Semiotic Society. He 

taught theory of literature with an emphasis on comparative literature, semiotics and 

modernism in various departments at the Universities of Ioannina, Thessaloniki and Athens, 

while his monograph entitled Comparativism and the history of literature511 was one of the 

first thorough studies on comparative literature in Greece, introducing various aspects of the 

French theories of comparativism and narratology through their application to Greek and 

French literary texts. Both Siaflekis and Kapsomenos can be seen as ideal examples of the 

French-trained intellectuals of the first stages of the metapolitefsi specializing in literary 

theory and introducing French thinkers of structuralism and post-structuralism in Greece. 

Despite Dimaras’s aversion to Nouvelle Critique and Nouvelle Histoire which were 

gaining influence in France at the time, his students could not have been unaffected by the 

aforementioned developments in their new foreign environment. One of Dimaras’s students, 

and a literary critic of significant influence in the subsequent years in Greece, Lizy 

Tsirimokou recalls the state of things for the Greek students of Dimaras in an 

                                                           
509 See: http://iass-ais.org/ 
510 Eratosthenis Kapsomenos, Αφηγηματολογία: Θεωρία και μέθοδοι ανάλυσης της αφηγηματικής πεζογραφίας 

[Narratology: Theory and methods of analysis for narrative prose], Patake Publishers, Athens, 2003 and 

Eratosthenis Kapsomenos, Ποιητική: Θεωρία και μέθοδοι ανάλυσης των ποιητικών κειμένων [Poetics: Theory 

and methods of analysis for poetic texts], Patake Publishers, Athens, 2005 
511Z.I. Siaflekis, Συγκρητισμός και ιστορία της λογοτεχνίας [comparativism and literary history], Epikeroteta, 

Athens, 1988 
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autobiographical introduction entitled ‘The Route’ to her collection of essays Internal 

velocity: 

 

On the other side however, out of the Neohellenic institute, in Paris of the 1970s as in all of Europe 

reverberates the tone of new calls in the humanities. Driven by structuralist linguistics and anthropology, and 

with the re-discovery of the principles of Russian formalism a stimulating, radical approach to literature is 

formed –and I can feel that literature is the field I am eagerly interested in. The grand advantage of this new 

gaze on literary texts is that it treats them not as vehicles for historical information and sources, but as 

autonomous stand-alone linguistic messages with a primarily literary function. We are in essence talking about a 

nouvelle poetique coming into existence in the middle of the 1960s, but which now in the middle of the next 

decade tends to become ‘academized’, despite its experimental and subversive character. That means, I find 

myself between a ‘nouvelle histoire’ and a ‘nouvelle poetique’: On the one hand, a historiography which despite 

its modernity keeps on treating literature in old-fashioned ways, to dissect it as a source of historical data, and 

on the other hand, a progressive poetique, which in its radically renewed programme, integrates the literariness 

and autonomous temporality of texts, replacing the idea of a genetic evolutionary process with the idea of 

structural development
512. 

 

 

Tsirimokou’s testimony describes eloquently the personal experience of encountering 

structuralism and the first instances of post-structuralism in the Paris of the 1970s. Many of 

Dimaras’s students experienced the intellectual situation in Paris at the time in precisely these 

terms; that is, as a dilemma between a ‘nouvelle poétique’ and a ‘nouvelle histoire’. 

However, given Dimaras’s negative view of both the new currents in history and in literary 

theory and given the degree of his influence on his students and the Greek academia, it is safe 

to assume that in total, his stance and his actions hindered more than facilitated the 

importation and proliferation of new French theories in Greece in the first part of the 

metapolitefsi. 

In attempting to sketch the cultural transfers from France to Greece in the first sub-periods 

of the metapolitefsi, it is important to mention that during the same period in Paris, Greek 

academics and intellectuals who did not belong to the fields of history or literary studies held 

prominent positions and exerted great influence on the other Greek expats. Nikos Poulantzas 

and Cornelius Castoriadis writing from the perspectives of historical sociology and 

philosophy, Constantine Tsoucalas, who carried out his doctoral studies and taught sociology 

at the University of Paris are perfect examples of this category of intellectuals. Finally, 
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intellectuals like Angelos Elefantis or Giorgos Veltsos who would later become figures of 

intellectual influence upon their return to Greece regardless of their subject of studies, played 

a significant role in the shaping of ideas in the Greek circles of France of the period.  

Most of the intellectuals who studied or worked in France during the dictatorship returned 

to Greece after the regime’s fall and by the first half of the 1980s had found permanent 

positions in the academia, in various research centers, or in journalistic positions in 

newspapers and reviews. It was through those positions of influence and visibility that they 

helped promote the theories that had influenced them during their stay in France, and helped 

reshape the Greek public sphere in the spirit of the French 1968 that had influenced them so 

much in the first place. 

During the first sub-periods of the metapolitefsi, Greek literary criticism and the academic 

engagement with literature was enriched by the arrival of various theories and philosophical 

waves from France. From semiotics, comparative narratology and deconstruction, to the 

Marxism of Louis Althusser these newly discovered approaches by the Greek intellectuals 

were gaining ground in the Greek milieu. The Association for the Research on Contemporary 

Hellenism established in 1971, along with various newly established reviews, literary 

periodicals and independent publishing houses played a significant role in the diffusion of the 

aforementioned theories. The number of translations from French increased significantly, 

while the need for more new translations pushed towards the creation of various small 

publishing companies. In 1978, Michel Foucault’s History of Sexuality, in 1977 Roland 

Barthes’s  Fragments d'un discours amoureux, and in 1979, Roland Barthes’s Mythologies 

were published by Kedros Publishers513. In 1978, an anthology of Louis Althusser’s texts 

under the title Theses (positions) was published in Greek by Themelio Publishers, while in 

the same year; his Pour Marx was published by Grammata Publishers514.   René Wellek’s and 

Austin Warren’s Theory of Literature was published in Greek in 1980515, while the rising 

interest in Marxism was not only due to, or limited to the influence of the French left, as the 

tremendous success and influence of Terry Eagleton’s work in Greek literary studies can 

                                                           
513 Michel Foucault, Η ιστορία της Σεξουαλικότητας 1[The history of Sexuality volume 1], Kedros Publishers, 

Athens, 1978. Roland Barthes, Μηθολογίες, Μάθημα [Mythologies: a seminar], Kedros-Rappa Publishers, 
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Για τον Μάρξ [on Marx], Grammata Publishers, Athens, 1978 
515 Rene Wellek & Warren Austin, Θεωρία λογοτεχνίας [Theory of Literature], Difros Publishers, Athens, 
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attest for516. Throughout the following decade, numerous more titles by the aforementioned 

intellectuals and many more would appear in translations by various publishing companies 

and intellectuals517. It is important to note that the influence and increase in the numbers of 

translations should not be just deduced by the book titles translated into Greek, but even 

more, by the translations of articles and introductions published in periodicals like O Politis, 

Anti, and Semioses. Furthermore, the translation, and the gathering of disparate texts into 

collective volumes throughout the 1980s and especially the 1990s played an important role in 

establishing Theory in the Greek intellectual context. The most important example can be 

found in a collective volume entitled Semiological texts, translated and edited by Kostis 

Papagiorgis and published in 1981. The volume contained texts by Derrida, Foucault, Roland 

Barthes, Emile Benveniste and others518.  

Kostis Papagiorgis was one of the most influential figures in the establishment and 

diffusion of French philosophy in the Greek milieu. After an attempt at studying law in 

Salonika in the 1960s, he moved to Paris where he studied philosophy in Paris VIII between 

1969 and 1975. Although he never finished his studies and never acquired a degree by the 

French University, during his stay in Paris, he had the chance to attend classes by Lyotard, 

Derrida and Châtelet, while upon his return to Athens after the fall of the regime; he worked 

as a translator and publisher. In fact, Papagiorgis’s name can be found behind many of the 

pivotal translations of French philosophy of the period. In the years between 1978 and 1990, 

Papagiorgis had translated Foucault’s Archaeology of Knowledge, Lyotard’s Postmodern 

Condition, Derrida’s Of Grammatology, Lucien Goldmann’s Recherches dialectiques, and 

Châtelet’s three-volume edition of the history of philosophy519. From the beginning of the 

1980s and until his death in 2014, he also published essays and books verging between auto-
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517 See for example: Michel Foucault, Η αρχαιολογία της γνώσης [The archaeology of knowledge], Eksandas 

Publishers, Athens 1987. Roland Barthes, Ο Rolan Barthes απο τον Rolan Barthes [Roland Barthes on Roland 

Barthes], Kedros-Rappa Publishers, Athens, 1983. Roland Barthes, Ο Βαθμός μηδέν της γραφής: Νέα κριτικά 
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biography and philosophy. Despite his influential role in the diffusion of Theory and his 

extensive knowledge of French philosophy, he remained silent in the course of the debates on 

Theory in the 1980s and the debates on postmodernism after 2000, never taking sides or 

commenting on the polemics of those engaged in the debates. 

After the completion of the Anglo-American turn in the late 1990s and by the end of the 

first decade of the 21st century, the translation of introductions to the theory and history of 

literature from the English language experienced tremendous growth. 

 

 

 

 

5.2 French theory, or, an ‘American paradigm’ 

 

The changes brought to the Greek literary studies from the fall of the dictatorship to the 

beginning of the 1980s as described in the previous pages were taking place at the same time 

that the democratization of the universities and the public sphere were carried out. Both the 

intellectuals who were merely inspired by the changes in the field of literary theory in Greece 

and those who experienced the shift to structuralism and post-structuralism in France and 

consequently sought to promote these changes in Greece, thought, worked, and acted in the 

spirit of the influence of the French May 1968. The ‘spirit of 68’ ran through the theories and 

philosophies that were then being introduced to the Greek milieu, while it also influenced the 

administrative reforms in the universities and the broader process for the democratization of 

the public sphere as described in the first chapter of the present thesis. Thus, it was almost 

exclusively the political organizations of the left, or the intellectuals who associated 

themselves with the left and who were identified with the anti-dictatorial struggles of the 

1960s and 1970s, who led the process for the introduction of theory in the local framework. It 

was in this framework that intellectuals like Aggelos Elefantis who upon his return from Paris 

after the fall of the dictatorship started the publication of the review O Politis, in an effort to 

create spaces for public intellectual dialogue for the left. 

During the first two sub-periods of the metapolitefsi, academic literary criticism and 

literary studies in general were gradually enriched by the advent of theory, while many local 

philologists welcomed the arrival of new methodological tools and new ways of approaching 

texts. However, for the majority of the professors in philology departments the reception of 

theory was at best reluctant and slow. The epistemological changes brought by such methods 
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as deconstruction, semiotics, or post-structuralism in general, were at no point of the period 

hegemonic, neither in terms of the subjects taught at the universities, nor in the ways in which 

book reviews or discussions were taking place in the popular press. 

From the beginning of the 1980s, and while the first major importation of post-

structuralism from France had already been realized, other radical changes related to literary 

theory began to take place, only this time in the English-speaking world, and particularly in 

the USA and England. Working mainly in departments of modern Greek studies, or 

publishing in the journals relevant to the field, various young academics living and working 

in the USA or England were heavily inspired by the body of theories that Francois Cusset 

described as ‘French Theory’520.  

In 1985, a collective volume of significant importance in the history of theory in Greek 

literary studies entitled The text and its margins, was published in the USA and the UK by 

Pella publishing company. The volume was edited by Margaret Alexiou, who at the time was 

a senior lecturer in Byzantine and Modern Greek at the University of Birmingham, England, 

and who also held the George Seferis chair of Modern Greek Studies in Harvard University, 

and by Vassilis Lambropoulos, who at the time was Assistant Professor in Modern Greek at 

the Ohio State University, Columbus. All of the texts contained were in English and all of the 

nine participants were associated in different ways with the School of Hellenic and Roman 

Studies at the University of Birmingham. A seminar on the application of post-structuralist 

theories to modern Greek literature mainly organized by Alexiou had already been taking 

place in the University of Birmingham since 1979, while as the preface to the collective 

volume explained: ‘by December 1981, the success of these seminars’ encouraged the 

organizers ‘to invite contributions from the most active participants’521. The essays gathered 

from the meetings of the seminars were published together in The text and its margins. Each 

of the essays of the book represented an attempt to apply post-structuralist theory on Greek 

texts of the 20th century. Lambropoulos’s essay utilized Michel Foucault’s ideas from the 

Archaeology of Knowledge and critiqued the hierarchical character of Dimaras’s History of 

Modern Greek Literature, by proposing instead a ‘generalogy’ of Greek literature; Influenced 

by Paul De Man, Dimitris Dimiroulis’s essay sought to analyze the rhetorical tropes in a 

poem by George Seferis; by applying the reader-response theories of Roland Barthes and 

Arthur Janov, Pavlos Andronikos’s essay analyzed the mechanisms of psychological 
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influence on the reader in a literary text by Stratis Myrivilis, while Dimitris Tziovas’s essay 

attempted to analyze the discourse on the idea of ‘Greekness’ in history and literature, using 

Hayden White’s tropological analysis522. Most of the contributors were intellectuals who had 

just finished their doctoral research and were either carrying out postgraduate studies, or had 

just began their academic careers teaching at various institutions in England and the United 

States, and their names would appear numerous times in the years to come in the academic 

conversations and disputes concerning postmodernism. 

From the title of the volume, which was a reference to Derrida’s theory of the text and 

textuality, to the subjects of the essays it contained, it is evident that the editors and 

contributors were influenced by the post-structuralist philosophers and literary theorists that 

were dominating the international critical theory scene at the time. What is of significant 

importance regarding this particular publication however, lies in the fact that it continued and 

expanded upon a series of broader cultural transfers that had already began before the 

introduction of post-structuralism in the Greek milieu. French intellectuals or intellectuals 

based in France like Derrida, Foucault, Barthes and Julia Kristeva, had started gaining 

tremendous attention and fame in the American academia since the late 1960s. Collectively 

presented as parts of a broader wave in philosophy and literary theory, grouped together 

under the label of French Theory, these intellectuals were revived and re-invented multiple 

times in the American academia and public sphere during the 1970s. Post-structuralism and 

Deconstruction among many other terms and concepts gained fame by providing American 

academics with new tools to approach literature or texts in general. In the process of their 

transportation from the European context and the particularities of France to the USA, the 

ideas of French Theory were homogenized or seen as part of a unified critical programme, 

while its members were arbitrarily categorized in ways they never would have comprehended 

themselves. Their differences or even at times the temporal distance between one’s theory 

and another’s were reduced or even eliminated. Thus, the phenomenon and label of French 

Theory was born and established, giving birth to a plethora of consequent approaches and 

ideas that until then would have been unimaginable523. Through the transfers of the ideas 

relevant to French post-structuralism, the humanities and social sciences in the USA 

underwent a radical shift, creating new forms of jargon and methodologies which in turn 

became hegemonic in various local institutions and spaces. Local figures such as Hayden 
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White or Paul De Man, were significantly influenced by the rise of French Theory, and 

played a key role in its spread and establishment in the American Academia. 

Throughout the 1980s, the philosophies and ideas of French Theory gradually escaped the 

fields of literary theory, architecture, and philosophy, and expanded into film studies 

producing entirely new ways to approach and analyse films and the media, and various other 

fields of the humanities and social sciences. During that period, French Theory was gradually 

also transferred back to Europe, this time to England. Its influence in the academia of the 

English speaking world along with the emergence of Critical Theory, played a significant role 

in the formation of the character and the establishment of the field of Cultural Studies. 

In The text and its margins, most of the names evoked were those of French philosophers 

and theorists. The readings of those intellectuals carried out in the essays of the collective 

volume however, were primarily based on the American understanding of French Theory. In 

contrast to the intellectuals described in the previous sub-chapter, who attempted to import to 

Greece theories and approaches from France, the intellectuals involved with The text and its 

margins, who were attached to the various departments of modern Greek studies in the 

English speaking world, were essentially attempting to introduce the American variations of 

those French philosophical concepts and approaches; that is, French Theory. 

While the Greek intellectuals who were based in or returned from France in the 1970s and 

early 1980s attempted to disseminate particular methodological approaches and theories 

(Structuralist Marxism, Deconstruction, Semiotics etc) in the local milieu, the younger 

intellectuals of modern Greek studies perceived the ideas usually attached to French Theory 

as parts of a broader web of approaches, where, despite the value of each particular approach, 

what mattered the most was the interplay between them. To the younger Greek academics 

writing from England and the USA in the mid-1980s, the most important aspect of Post-

structuralism (the term they used to describe French Theory in The text and its margins) was 

its usefulness in renewing and re-politicizing their field of studies. When explaining why they 

chose to publish the manuscripts gathered throughout the course of their seminars, the editors 

of The text and its margins wrote the following: 

 

Our decision to publish was prompted by two factors. First, the dearth of periodicals on modern 

Greek literature in languages other than Greek has hitherto stifled attempts to communicate with a wider and 

more informed readership among those interested in European Culture. Second, dissatisfaction with the state 

and status of modern Greek literary criticism, both within Greece and outside, particularly in the field of 

contemporary literature, urged us on to action. Three major deficiencies attracted our attention: First the 
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negative influence of philology, or ‘the dead hand of classicism’, prevalent among so many scholars who have 

arrived at modern Greek literature from the discipline of the classics; Second, the biographical impressionism 

and romantic dilettantism inherent in so many approaches to Greek authors and texts; Third, an almost total 

disregard for discussing and defining critical approaches. In short, the backwardness of literary criticism in our 

field, cannot be ascribed to the ‘inferiority’ or ‘marginality’ of contemporary Greek culture [...] Why bother? 

(some will object). Why seek to encumber a small but complex field, so far uncontaminated with passing fads 

and fashions, with the latest apparatus of post-structuralist criticism? Our present commitment is based upon the 

four following objectives: First, to bring modern Greek studies to the attention of scholars in other literatures, 

thereby promoting a higher level of debate and exchange of ideas with scholars in related disciplines, especially 

within comparative European and American literature; second, to activate the kind of radical, questioning 

approach among young critics and scholars that is a prerequisite for the development of modern Greek studies; 

Third, to break down the nation-state isolationism of different disciplines within modern language, which are 

too often regarded as the sacrosanct territory of experts in particular linguistic fields; and last but not least, to 

develop and creatively apply contemporary critical theory, in the belief that no reader or critic can give an 

‘innocent’ or ‘purely objective’ reading of any text, and that theory has a strategic role to play, both in raising 

modern Greek studies above the stagnating effects of philology and biographical impressionism and in 

promoting a new kind of dialogue among scholars in the field524. 

 

The lengthy passage quoted above is an ideal reflection of the changes that had been 

initiated in Greek literary criticism through the introduction of French Theory. Within it, one 

can locate the majority of the themes that would be evoked in the debates concerning literary 

studies and postmodernism in the following years both within and outside Greece. From the 

accusations on the backwardness of Greek literary studies (the influence of philology), to the 

need for politically aware readings of literature and the claims for the parochial  character of 

modern Greek studies, the subjects mentioned in the volume’s introduction would  frequently 

return to haunt Greek literary studies in the following decades.  The term postmodernism was 

infrequently used by the intellectuals under examination during these first stages of the 

metapolitefsi with the exception of brief references, since the terms they mostly used at the 

time were Post-structuralism or simply Theory. Postmodernism would gradually take the 

place of Post-structuralism or French theory in such texts, already from the end of the 1980s, 

but mostly at the end of the 20th century when historians and other social scientists would 

start using it more frequently too. The process of the appearance of the concept of 

Postmodernism in Greek literary studies however, cannot be separated from the process of 

the establishment of French Theory or literary theory in the Greek context in general. As will 

become evident in the following sections of the chapter, from the early 1980s and for the 
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following 20 years, the fate and development of the field of modern Greek studies, were 

absolutely bound to those of French Theory in Greece. 

 

5.3 Theory Wars I 

The first public dispute concerning the appearance of French Theory in the circles of 

modern Greek studies took place in the pages of the Journal of the Hellenic Diaspora. A 

double issue of the Journal focusing on the poet C.P Cavafy published in 1983 and edited by 

Margaret Alexiou, contained an essay by Vassilis Lambropoulos entited ‘The violent power 

of knowledge: The struggle of critical discourses for Domination over Cavafy’s ‘Young men 

of Sydon A.D 400’’. Already in the article’s first page he attacked the established ways used 

by scholars in modern Greek studies to approach texts, and identified the major lacunae in 

Greek literary studies: 

 

Unfortunately, the scholarly interest in the disciplines of criticism—their emergence, individuation, 

development, and transformation—remains completely nonexistent in Greek studies. Thus, we lack not only a 

history of modern Greek criticism but also any major study on the reception and transmission of individual 

literary works. With a noble idealism and naive innocence typical of its romantic conception and orientation, 

modern Greek scholarship keeps returning dutifully to the original works and investigating the authenticity of 

their origins and meanings in order to recover the author's (conscious or unconscious) intentions. The tradition 

of the works' transmission, their (mal)functions, (mis)readings, and (ab)uses, incite no interest whatsoever, since 

the established mythical image of the text is still one of purity and full presence525. 

 

In the course of the essay, Lambropoulos defined and discussed Foucault’s concepts of 

Genealogy and Power and their Nietzschean origins, and later applied them to a historical 

reading of Cavafy’s poem in the history of modern Greek literature. More particularly:   

 

The important question we must address ourselves to is not, given the presence of Cavafy's work in 

the corpus of modern Greek literature, how and why is it that power needs to establish a knowledge of it; it is 

rather, in a specific type of discourse on literature, in a specific type of critical discourse and its relations with 
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other critical discourses similarly oriented to a concrete form of extortion of truth, that of Cavafy's poetry, what 

were the most immediate, the most local power relations at work, how did they make possible these kinds of 

critical discourses, and, conversely, how were these discourses used to support power relations?
526 

 

 

Lambropoulos’s text was the first proposal for a post-structuralist approach to modern 

Greek literature to appear in a journal related to the fields of modern Greek studies or Greek 

literary studies. Its emphasis on the political character of discourse and the implications of a 

reading of literature which focused on the violence of knowledge had a far reaching 

influence. The essay functioned as a call for new readings of literary texts, which would no 

longer exhaust themselves in discussing the author’s intentions or biography, and at the same 

time, it functioned as a practical example of critical writing that sought to differentiate itself 

from the established style of Greek literary studies. The text’s last paragraph was the perfect 

example of a form of writing that was entirely new to Greek literary studies at the time, and 

which was steeped in the relativist and politically charged waves of French Theory: 

that is also why this paper has no position to take or suggestions to propose about YMS (young men 

of Sydon), because the poem does not exist but is rather produced by historically specific discursive practices 

that are intellectual exercises of explicatory power and juridical terror, that is, of "true," "objective," and 

"authentic" knowledge. Mine is only a hermeneutical interpretation, a political interpretation of interpretations, 

an interpretive resistance against the domineering interpretations, an interpolation of interpenetrations, an 

interrogation of interrelations, an interspersion of interpersonal intersections. That is why it is not mine; that is 

why I am not "I."527. 

The next issue of the Journal published an essay entitled ‘Against ‘the violent power of 

knowledge’’, written by Rodeick Beaton, who at the time was lecturer on modern Greek 

literature at King’s College, London, responding to Lambropoulos. Beaton claimed that 

Lambropoulos’s critique of literary criticism was nihilistic, in that if interpretations of texts 

by literary critics were only different representations of power interests seeking to dominate 

the original literary referents, and it had no claim to validity, then it would be completely 

useless, and so even Lambropoulos himself wouldn’t have written his article on Cavafy to 

begin with.  Furthermore, Beaton claimed that Lambropoulos utilized Foucault’s and 

Nietzche’s concept of Power to disavow humanism and morality in literary analyses. 
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However, he claimed, Lambropoulos’s approach itself made moral judgements since the 

terms he used to describe the authoritarian character of discursive power were themselves 

moral evaluations528. What is most important here however is that later in the text Beaton 

identified Lambropoulos’s relativist approach to intertextuality by claiming that it was a bad 

mimicry of French Theory:  

 

The denial of "authentic knowledge" and consequent satisfaction of wallowing in a potentially 

endless chain of "interpretations of interpretations," etc, is an orthodoxy of formalism, structuralism, and the 

post-structuralism of Derrida and Foucault. It is tempting sometimes to see this cynically, in terms of a 

restrictive practice in an industry where academic critics in the major literatures now seem to outnumber 

producers of literature. Self-referentiality may be seen as a way out of an employment impasse, a lazy 

alternative to diversification into lesser-known literatures, lesser-known areas of major literatures, and wider-

ranging studies of literary problems
529. 

 

In the same issue of the Journal, Lambropoulos’s final response was also published. Under 

the title ‘Resisting the power of knowledge and the knowledge of power’, Lambropoulos’s 

response is one of the most important texts with regards to literary theory in the history of 

modern Greek literary studies. The text contained all the characteristics that would later be 

identified with postmodernism in literary theory: irony, relativism, deconstruction of the 

author, critique of established institutions and the canon, breaking down of stylistic barriers 

between different forms of discourse etc. The text followed the logic of a novel and it began 

with a narration of the story of its creation, where Lambropoulos received Beaton’s critique 

over the mail, and started reading it in the presence of the postman. In the course of the story, 

appeared many figures under the name Lambropoulos, while the one who was supposedly 

reading Beaton’s critique and whose thoughts the reader encountered through the article (the 

real Lambropoulos) was called Ishmael. Throughout his response, Lambropoulos denied the 

fact that he (Ishmael) had written the paper ‘The violent power of knowledge’, since the 

essay’s author had already declared in the end that ‘That is why it is not mine; that is why I am 

not "I"’530. In a phrase possibly inspired by the theories of Roland Barthes on the death of the 

author and the relationship between the writer and language, Lambropoulos denied his 
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authorship of the original paper by writing: ‘He refused to identify with that figure and 

receive the paper, conceding that his was the voice behind the text. Texts are commodities 

which do not belong to anybody in particular’531. 

In a gesture of extreme irony, already in the beginning of the text, Lambropoulos 

explained that for the entirety of the response he would write Beaton’s name [biytn] since the 

phonetic spelling and the bracketing will help him ‘get rid of intruding questions of 

authorship’532. The very style of writing of the text along with the continuing phonetic 

spelling and bracketing of Beaton’s name or the misspelling of Lambropoulos’s name as 

Lambropulus and the frequent use of phrases such as ‘and [biytn] is an honourable man’533, 

pushed the sarcastic character of the text to the extreme. In another paragraph at the end of 

the text, the person reading Beaton’s response (not Ishmael, but one of Lambropoulos’s alter 

egos) reacts to it by drawing from the authority of various thinkers of the 20th century and 

deciding to resist, while he explains his position:  

 

The rest of the paper left him entirely unmoved and indifferent. Its largest part was devoted to a 

regressive defense of humanism which these days could be taken seriously only as a parody in its belated 

advocacy of a Ptolemaic order of texts and hierarchy of values. To insist (contra Gadamer, Feyerabend, Kuhn, 

Rorty, Cavell, Derrida, Foucault, Fish, Eagleton, . . .) that "authors, texts and critics all exist [ outside of 

quotation marks" even ignorance cannot justify. What then? Ishmael froze: he felt the cold hand of the secret 

police of academic criticism searching for his ideological identification card and heard [biytn]'s beatification of 

the subject interrogate his beliefs: what is your purpose, "to provoke constructive debate" or "deconstructively to 

foreclose it"? are you for or against us? do you support or do you condemn criticism? Ishmael summoned his 

courage and decided to keep resisting on. When he discovered the last Lambropulus presented in the paper, he 

was well prepared. After being called upon and asked to apologize as an author, a scholar, a critic, and a 

professor, finally he was now identified as a moral consciousness—and put on trial. He refused to respond. He 

was not interested in the game but in its presuppositions, not in texts but in practices, not in works but in 

interpretations, not in persons but in discourses, not in truth but in institutions, not in morality but in ethics—not 

in values but in their (Nietzschean) genealogy and re-evaluation. He refused to be treated as a subject, to be 

pushed into a prearranged subjective position sanctified by [biytn]'s Beatitudes which allowed for legalized 

violence, the "power to explain"; he would resist subjectification and subjection not as an idealist revolutionary 

but as a sophist: by subverting the game opposing the rules, confusing the players, provoking the audience. His 

"real purpose" was anti-agonistic: achieving not the importance of being [biytn] but the integrity of not being 

any Lambropulus. He intended to resist on
534. 
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The resistance in the title of Lambropoulos’s text referred to the act of resisting 

succumbing to Beaton’s approach. The point of Lambropoulos’s call for the re-politicization 

of literary criticism did not lie in the mere application of certain theoretical approaches, but in 

resisting the established ways of reading literature by doing so. The reason for resistance and 

critique was political and not literature-centered. The response’s originality lay not only in 

the ideas regarding texts, interpretation and authorship that it promoted, but in that the style 

of its writing was in itself an active example of the ideas it sought to promote. No such article 

has been published again since then in any of the journals related to modern Greek studies. 

However, that should not be seen as a sign for the marginal character of the article. Even 

though his writing style was not since imitated and followed by others, Lambropoulos’s text 

had a lasting influence, and provided the first step towards the radical opening up of modern 

Greek studies and its relationship to French Theory. Many other literary specialists were 

inspired by the application of literary theory and the style of French Theory as developed by 

Lambropoulos; what they did not wish to follow or imitate, was the article’s sarcastic and 

polemical tone and its extreme relativism. 

In 1988, Lambropoulos expanded upon his efforts to re-politicize and radicalize literary 

criticism in his book Literature as national institution535. Post-structuralism and the broader 

body of texts of French Theory formed the basis of his quiver, while the political character of 

his quest became clearer:  

 

With deconstruction, the discourses of post-structuralist criticism committed the ultimate political 

hubris-the totalitarian aspiration of tyranny. The poststructuralists proclaimed criticism as the highest stage of 

literature in the same way that the romantics had earlier proclaimed literature as the highest stage of language; 

and they argued aggressively for the superiority of the self-reflexive over the literary, while the structuralists had 

equated the two. Now all literature aspired to the state of self-reflexivity and criticism. What followed is 

common memory: criticism went bankrupt after trying in vain to prove that it was its own justification, contrary 

to all previous theory, which had accepted its subservience to literature; debates about political issues such as 

institutionality, tradition, canon-formation, evaluation, gender, race, power, and violence erupted everywhere. 

Soon, it appeared that the two main paths were open to future research: pragmatist acquiescence, in the name of 

an agnostic realism, deals with problem-solving in the context of local communities; and political resistance, 

inspired by a historicist scepticism, opposes all impositions of interpretive authority
536. 
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His critique now, was not only directed to the underdeveloped and isolated Greek literary 

criticism, but had evolved into a much broader and universalist project. His immediate 

subject might have been Greek literature, but he was part of a wider effort of various actors 

from various fields and subjects to critique the institutions of literature and literary criticism 

themselves beyond post-structuralism. In the introduction to his monograph he wrote: 

 

But the demand of the times, in the wake of poststructuralism, is no longer to change criticism but 

rather to abolish it. In the studies that follow I mean to contribute to this goal. An investigation into the politics 

of criticism can only take another step toward its abolition, a political step against and beyond the limitations of 

aesthetic understanding. As for the question that may be raised about the future of literature and art in a world 

without any grammarians or custodians of beauty, the answer can only be direct and simple: what kind of 

‘literaure’ or ‘art’?
537. 

 

For Lambropoulos, Greek literary studies were always subject to the limitations imposed 

by the traditions of philology. In Greek literary criticism, all literature was seen as an 

expression of the voice of the nation. All literature was national literature, and thus, a project 

such as the one he proposed would in the end be a critique of Greek nationalism itself and its 

analogous institutions and customs538. The arguments regarding the regressive character of 

philology and established Greek literary studies were shared by many young intellectuals of 

the period, all of whom were influenced in different degrees by French Theory. Most of them 

however, did not take the subject of critique to the extremes that he did. 

The majority of Greek U.S or England-based intellectuals who promoted critical theory in 

literary studies did not teach in Greek universities at the time, while most of their texts were 

not published in Greek or even reprinted in local publications, but their presence was 

becoming increasingly felt in the local milieu, since their claims and propositions for the 

study of literature criticized the established local academic elite, and they aspired to change 

the local paradigms. 

In an article entitled ‘What is going on in Greek criticism?’ published in O Politis in 1984, 

Dimitris Dimiroulis, who at the time was a post-doctoral researcher at the University of 

Birmingham, identified many of the themes that appeared in Lambropoulos’s polemics, and 

which were to appear in the debates of the following years. He claimed that the massive and 

radical developments in the field of literary criticism that took place in the years between 

1960 and 1980 resulted in a total change to our relationship to the text, aesthetics, the 
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established methods, and led to a ‘radical revision of tradition’539. According to Dimiroulis, 

these radical changes were the result of the encounter between literary criticism and Theory. 

After the advent of Theory, literary criticism turned towards three directions: firstly, towards 

the study of texts (interpretations, historicizations etc); secondly, towards the theoretical 

presuppositions of its methods and practices; and thirdly, towards its own discourse. None of 

the directions was entirely new territory for literary criticism, but the ways in which the 

directions were explored in the two decades between 1960 and 1980 were completely 

novel540. Dimiroulis dedicated the first half of his article to describing and cataloguing the 

legacies of these theories.  

The theories responsible for the radical change in literary criticism, were the theories most 

frequently associated with the label of French Theory. More particularly, for Dimiroulis, it 

was Deconstruction, Neo-marxism, narratology, post-structuralism, and the figures of 

Heidegger, Austin, Gadamer, Derrida, Foucault, and De Man that were responsible for this 

enrichment541.  

  The second half of the article however, fittingly sub-titled ‘against Greek criticism’ was a 

clear polemic seeking to inspire change in the ‘backward’ and ‘underdeveloped’ field of local 

criticism. The first subject of criticism in his polemic was the national character of Greek 

literary criticism. The word Greek in the field’s title, claimed Dimiroulis, did not just 

describe the field’s subject of focus (Greek literature) but also indicated its limitations and its 

ideological pre-suppositions; its nation-centerd approach. In Greek literary criticism, the role 

of the critic was reduced to debating and analysing the ‘Greekness’ of a given text and its 

author, and rarely ever ventured into more critical readings and approaches542. In a statement 

concerning the role of theory which resembled Lambropoulos’s claims as we have examined 

them above Dimiroulis wrote: 

 

Regardless of any form of denial however, the ultimate goal of every meta-critical theory is to spread 

concerns, to awaken doubts, to cause cracks; consequently, not only does it not fear the reactions against it, but 

it encourages them, even when it predicts their negative or fruitless character. The first question that appears 

almost automatically in any similar attempt of revisionary studies, is of comparative nature: what is the 
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relationship of Greek criticism to the broader developments in critical thought of our time, and what stance does 

it hold towards other national schools or forms of critical reflection?
543.   

 

Dimiroulis claimed that Greek literary criticism had changed, it had been enriched by 

various developments in theory since the 1960s, and that there was enough evidence of this 

change. From the strong influence of Marxism or psychoanalysis, structuralism or semiotics, 

to the increasing number of translations, the landscape of Greek literary criticism had indeed 

been enriched in multiple ways544. But the dominant practices and perceptions regarding 

literary criticism remained the same. Literary criticism in Greece was still viewed as a 

secondary practice to literature, while the primary goal of the critic was to reconstruct the 

author’s intentions behind a text, or to debate its place in the canon of national texts: ‘The 

absence of a substantial theoretical destination and methodological reflection is filled by 

vague references to ‘common sense’ (whatever is generally considered acceptable, obvious, 

and true)’545. Furthermore, he claimed that Literary criticism was not allowed its own 

institutional space in the scientific community, since it was placed under the banner and 

guidance of philology. The exceptions to this rule were constantly in the margins, while they 

often came from Greeks established in foreign departments. But the exceptions, he claimed, 

were not enough to undo the rule. They often achieved brief disruptions to the dominant 

established ways, but that was the furthest they ever managed to go, and that was not 

enough546. Even though the point of the article was not to compare Greek literary criticism to 

its Western siblings, the resulting conclusion was that in the midst of the crisis that had been 

reshaping the humanities throughout the world during that period, Greek literary criticism 

had remained largely blind and deaf to the renewal that had taken place. The established 

‘common-sense’, nation-centric and author-centric ways of approaching literature had 

remained dominant in the Greek context547. 

The closing section of the article was entitled ‘prologue’, indicating his desire to initiate a 

debate and promote the adoption of new theoretical approaches, rather than close the subject 

with a negative remark and an attack on traditional Greek literary criticism. Dimiroulis 

claimed that the crisis of the humanities which was a subject of extensive discussions in the 

1980s throughout the English and American universities, was the by-product of a broader 
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social crisis that had been plaguing the world since the 1960s and which was the result of 

changes in the western societies often associated with the emergence of a new historical 

phase often labelled ‘post-industrial’, ‘technocratic’ or ‘postmodern’548. 

Dimiroulis’s article verged between the history of literary theory and polemics, and it was 

the first major text to discuss the relationship between French Theory and Greek literary 

criticism to appear in a Greek periodical. It was also the first such publication to make a 

connection between postmodernism and literary theory. Even though the article itself would 

not be mentioned again in the relevant discussions of the following decades, ten years after its 

publication, the connection between postmodernism and literary theory would become much 

more prevalent in the Greek public sphere. In Dimiroulis’s polemics, the aim of the new 

theoretical approaches that he promoted was not to render literary criticism more ‘scientific’ 

or ‘objective’. Although it was never explicitly stated in the course of the article, in a similar 

vein to the articles of Lambropoulos in the journal of the Hellenic Diaspora, Dimiroulis’s 

goal seems to have been the establishment of a new multi-cultural (trans-national) criticism, 

which would not seek to interpret or evaluate a work of art, but to question and critique the 

structures of power behind the canon and the established literary practices along with a 

constant meta-critical gaze on the work of criticism itself. A criticism in other words, not 

only preoccupied with art, but with society at large and with itself at the same time. That is, I 

believe, the main reason why Dimiroulis used the term criticism or Greek criticism 

throughout most of his text instead of literary criticism in particular. The proposition of a 

critical project of such character was essentially a political proposition. Unlike Lambropoulos 

in 1988, who proposed the destruction of literary criticism, and much like Lambropoulos in 

1983, Dimiroulis proposed the radical politicization of criticism, rendering it subversive and 

anti-authoritarian. 

In 1984, in a symposium on Greek literary criticism organized by the ELEMEP (Greek 

society of research and scientific reflection), in the London school of Economics in London, 

Dimitris Dimiroulis presented a paper entitled ‘Literary criticism: the problem of definition’. 

The text remained unpublished until 1990549. The introductory section of the paper was 

entitled ‘theory and the poverty of criticism’, making the polemic tone of what was about to 

follow clear. The paper repeated most of the points made in the article published in O Politis 

in the same year. Dmiroulis claimed that Theory enriches the practice of criticism and makes 
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it more self-reflexive by opening new horizons550, while he also claimed that the local 

‘traditional criticism’ treated the arrival of Theory as an invasion of ‘foreign elements’ and 

thus was reluctant or negative towards it. This negative stance led the local elite of literary 

criticism into promoting a ‘conservative empiricism’ (biographical, author-centric approaches 

to texts) that would guard and defend their positions of authority551. 

What makes this particular paper so important in the history of Greek literary criticism 

was not its general polemic tone, but its focus on a particular person. The paper’s sub-title ‘on 

the occasion of a text by Dimaras’, made it clear from the beginning that this paper was a 

response to a specific text, and to the practice of a specific figure. Dimiroulis repeated most 

of his arguments as they appeared in ‘What is going on in Greek criticism?’ only this time 

structured in the form of a polemic against Dimaras. The reference point of Dimiroulis’s 

polemic was an interview with Dimaras entitled ‘What, -maybe- is criticism?’ published in 

1981552, and Dimiroulis’s polemic was a thorough analysis of and response to Dimaras’s text. 

For Dimiroulis, Dimaras personified everything that was problematic and out-dated about 

Greek literary criticism, but most importantly, he personified the establishment’s aversion to 

Theory. 

According to Dimiroulis, Dimaras identified literary criticism with the history of literature 

(both of which were his life-long personal interests), in such a way that he never provided a 

definition or understanding of what the practice of criticism actually was553. For Dimaras, the 

critic’s right way of practice was to ‘identify with the deeper soul of the text and the author’. 

Once that identification was achieved, the next tool that the critic needed was an experienced 

‘instinct’ that would guide him/her through the interpretation of the text554. For Dimiroulis, 

there was nothing objective or scientific about such an approach to criticism. Dimaras 

rejected all the developments in the field of literary theory of the past decades by claiming 

aphoristically that Nouvelle Critique (without ever explaining the term) was not really 

criticism and thus was not of interest to him555. Dimaras was the part of a humanist tradition 

in criticism going back to the 19th century, while what he perceived as scientific and objective 

in his approach to literary criticism required no justifications and explanations; it was 

presented as merely ‘common sense’. ‘Literary criticism: the problem of definition’, was 
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essentially a case-study polemic of everything that Dimiroulis had identified in his previous 

article in O Politis. The very fact that this polemic was directed against the patriarch of Greek 

literary history and criticism in France was of tremendous symbolic significance.  

For Dimiroulis, the methodological and perceptual tools provided by French Theory were 

the appropriate tools for the critical evaluation of Dimaras’s approach. Greek literary 

criticism could have been enriched and renewed if allowed to come into contact with Theory 

unhindered by the conservative reflexes of the establishment. His polemic aimed at the 

promotion of American readings of French philosophers and critics, while at the same time 

attacking one of the most prominent Greek intellectuals in France. It was in other words, a 

practical attempt towards a paradigm shift through the changing of the sources of cultural 

transfers: from old Paris, to the new Anglo-American world of critical theory. 

Four years after the presentation in LSE, in a paper delivered at the 8th annual poetry 

symposium of the city of Patras in 1988 and later in the year published in O Politis, Dimitris 

Dimiroulis tackled the subject of postmodernism in poetry. In ‘The Babel of genres and the 

strategy of boundaries’, Dimiroulis expanded upon his references to postmodernism as they 

had appeared in his previous articles (postmodern society etc), and approached the art of 

poetry through the lens of postmodernism556. The text began with an acknowledgement of the 

difficulty in defining postmodernism, and claimed that this difficulty should not discourage 

us from seeking to understand what it is and how it functions: 

 

This difficulty however, is inherent in every attempt to define the –post, that is, in every historical 

determinism, and in every scientific interpretation. It’s not actually certain at all that we will ever manage to 

achieve a definition, with the discourse that we possess regarding postmodernism. We have, undoubtedly, the 

need for a whole new way of thinking. Perhaps our inability to define postmodernism is due to inherent defences 

that the term itself possesses, defences which to begin with challenge similar rationalizations, by reducing the 

contradictions into a way of thinking. How is it possible for one to be looking for definitions within this tower 

of Babel?
557 

 

Furthermore, he claimed, if defining postmodernism in general is difficult, then defining 

the various forms of expression or discourse that it produces is even more challenging. The 

fact that it is difficult doesn’t mean it doesn’t exist though. Later in the text, he claimed that 

its resemblance to the tower of Babel is the cause of postmodernism’s advantages and 
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disadvantages at the same time. Contrary to modernism, postmodernism’s main feature was 

not originality, but what Jameson called pastiche; an anything goes logic that allows the artist 

to mix varying dissimilar elements with each other at will558. Thus, in Dimiroulis’s approach, 

postmodernism was not only a form of a new socio-historical period which the world was 

undergoing, but it was also a form of artistic expression as modernism was before it. The 

Tower of Babel was both the artistic condition of postmodernism and the social condition 

from which it arose. For Dimiroulis in 1988, postmodernism was not just a synonym for 

French Theory or post-structuralism, but an altogether new social and cultural wave. At the 

end of the paper, he called for a new ‘poetics of seeing’, a ‘new hermeneutic of the genres 

and of the boundaries separating them’ to escape the burden of 200 years of tradition559. That 

‘new way of seeing’, was the artistic equivalent of the concept of critique that he had 

proposed in 1984. 

Which would be the ‘science’ that would allow us to create such a new poetics? The 

answer of course, was Theory. This paper presented a very novel understanding of both 

postmodernism and French Theory. Much as in Jameson’s texts on Postmodernism and 

Postmodernisty, for Dimiroulis, Postmodernism was both a form of art and a social condition 

at the same time. What was different in his approach was that the vague and all encompassing 

thing labelled Theory by Dimiroulis was not identified with postmodernism, but was instead 

the set of tools through which to understand it. Theory had now become something much 

larger than the mere application of post-structuralist methodologies. It was a whole new way 

of gazing at the world; a way to make a map of the tower of Babel.  

In 1987, Dimitris Tziovas published one of the most influential books on literary criticism 

of the metapolitefsi entitled After aesthetics560. Throughout the introduction and various other 

parts of the book he criticized the established academic and extra-academic literary criticism 

in Greece for much the same reasons that Lambropoulos or Dimiroulis had in the texts we 

examined above. ‘In the last few centuries in Greece, the only serious theoretical engagement 

with art and literature was aesthetics’561 Tziovas informed the reader on the very first page of 

the book. The immense emphasis given to aesthetics by local literary critics masked the 

poverty of theory in Greece. According to Tziovas, from the very beginning of the Greek 

independent state and the establishment of the first schools for the study of literature, no 

theory of literature had been developed in Greece. Aesthetics had been the dominant way of 

                                                           
558 Dimitris Dimiroulis, ‘Η Βαβέλ των ειδών και η στρατηγική των ορίων’, 1993, p 147-148 
559 Dimitris Dimiroulis, ‘Η Βαβέλ των ειδών και η στρατηγική των ορίων’, 1993, p 150 
560 Dimitris Tziovas, Μετά την αισθητική, 1st edition, Gnose, Athens 1987, 2nd edition Odysseas, Athens 2003 
561 Dimitris Tziovas, Μετά την αισθητική, 2003, p 11 



261 
 

approaching art for the past centuries, and in Greece it still remained the dominant approach, 

while the critics sought to evaluate the works of art aesthetically and to find their rightful 

place in the local canon. In a significant passage, Tziovas claimed that after the developments 

in the theory of literature of the past decades, critics had come to a point where discussing the 

text with the old values and terms of aesthetics was not only impossible but also undesirable. 

‘What is challenged lately and banished from the discussions and studies on literature is not 

evaluation as such, since that is something we cannot entirely escape, but the idea of aesthetic 

value as an essential and unchanging property of the texts themselves’562. This major 

development, seemed to be absent from the minds of most literary critics in Greece, well into 

the middle of the 1980s. 

The book’s aim was to provide an introduction to the theoretical developments that had 

changed literary criticism in the Anglo-American world, but had not yet managed to 

challenge and change the established Greek literary criticism. The vast majority of the book’s 

bibliographical references and sources were in English, and in contrast to the polemics of 

Dimiroulis, or the irony of Lambropoulos, Tziovas’s proposal for filling the gap of theory in 

Greek literary criticism was not an abstract turn to Theory, but a concrete application of it to 

Greek literature. Each of the book’s chapters presented a specific theoretical approach to 

literature and then proceeded to apply its methodological tools to a Greek literary text. Thus, 

After Aesthetics contained a chapter on narrative techniques and their ideological 

implications, a chapter on the revival of rhetoric and a chapter on the death of the author. It 

provided discussions of structuralism, deconstruction, and semiotics, along with examples of 

their application to Greek literature. With one foot in the University of Birmingham and the 

developments of the Anglo-American literary criticism, and the other in modern Greek 

literary criticism and its state of under-development and negativity, Tziovas’s book was a 

radical break from the usual publications in Greece at the time. 

The penultimate chapter of After Aesthetics was entitled ‘postmodernism and scepticism’. 

This chapter was the first extensive discussion of postmodernism in literature in a book 

published in Greek, and the book’s success and influence made this fact even more important 

in the passage of time. The chapter’s main subject was what he understood as ‘postmodern 

literature’563, and more particularly the style of literature called ‘meta-fiction’. For Tziovas, 

like Dimiroulis in 1984, Postmodernism was one of the conceptual categories produced in an 

attempt to understand and analyze the socio-cultural period we have entered: 
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Our era, more than any other, favours self-referentiality and revision. That is what terms such as 

postmodernism, post-structuralism, meta-fiction or meta-history indicate; these terms represent the inclination of 

western thought towards introspection, self-consciousness, and a historical retrospective to the origins of every 

intellectual or scientific undertaking. Inevitably so, in the field of literary criticism we are going through the 

period of meta-criticism. The established approaches to literature are examined critically and their 

epistemological presuppositions are often challenged, so that in the end, the theoretical principles of criticism 

are rendered, mostly in Europe and America, more and more a subject of knowledge themselves, providing us 

with incentives for further reflection and scepticism. It is probably time for something relevant to happen to 

modern Greek literary criticism: for its goals to be evaluated, its achievements to be highlighted, and its 

problematique to be compared
564. 

 

The chapter on postmodernism was at the same time his critique of the deficiencies of 

Greek literary criticism and his call for its renewal, through the encounter with theory. 

Following this logic, it is of particular interest that the sub-chapter dealing with the lacunae of 

modern Greek literary criticism was part of the chapter on Postmodernism and scepticism. A 

large part of the chapter’s critique of contemporary Greek criticism had been presented by 

Tziovas in a paper in the London School of Economics at a symposium organized by 

E.L.E.M.E.P three years before the publication of the book. Tziovas diagnosed Greek literary 

criticism with the same gaps and problems that Lambropoulos and Dimiroulis had in the texts 

we examined previously. One of the primary problems of Greek literary criticism for 

Tziovas, was its secondary role in comparison to philology. Criticism in Greece mainly took 

place in newspapers and book reviews, and so most of the times the critics sought to present 

and evaluate the books they discussed rather than to engage in a systematic, scientific 

analysis. In other words, in Greece, there was no institutional space proper for literary 

criticism565. The function of the critic had always been that of a mediator between the literary 

text, the author, and the readers. According to Tziovas the established and dominant criticism 

was characterized by a ‘humanist empiricism’566: 

 

With the term ‘empiricism’ following Catherine Belsey, I mean the tendency of literary criticism to 

insist that the real duty of the critic is the immediate and exclusive contact with the text. What comes first in this 

case and defines one’s critical ability, is the sensory and sensual understanding of the text, rather than its 

methodical analysis and its logical examination. [...] In short, empiricism in the field of literary criticism resists 

theory, perpetuates epistemological poverty, and avoids systematic critical thought. Instead, it favours the 
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subjective, impressionistic and apocalyptic role of criticism. It is complimented too, by the humanist conception 

of literature as an expression of human life and the perception of the author as a creative subject
567. 

 

The extreme empiricism of Greek literary criticism was always perpetuated and made 

worse by the absence of serious theoretical undertakings and the lack of contact with the 

developments in European critical thought. Despite the various attempts for the importation 

of the latest theoretical developments in Europe that had taken place since the middle of the 

1970s, Greek literary criticism remained in the shadow of its European counterpart, ignoring 

or cautiously avoiding contact with Theory. 

In the same year that After Aesthetics was published, Nasos Vayenas, at the time a 

professor of modern Greek literature at the University of Crete, entered the discussion on the 

relationship between Theory and literary criticism. In an essay entitled ‘Theory or Criticism?’ 

published in O Politis, Vayenas raised issues and made claims that would dominate the 

discussions on literary theory for the following 20 years. Vayenas claimed that the motivation 

behind the article was the rise or more aptly, ‘the exacerbation of Theory, or of the desire for 

Theory’ which had taken place in Greece during the past four or five years568. According to 

Vayenas, those advocating the necessity for Theory were mainly academics who had studied 

in France or the Anglo-American academia, while the main features of this ‘desire for 

Theory’ were the stubborn claim that Greek literary criticism lacked contact with the 

European theoretical currents of the period and the constant need to examine literary texts 

through the lens of certain theoretical approaches569. Furthermore, what was of particular 

importance for Vayenas, was the fact that the rise of Theory in Greece was taking place at the 

very moment when in the rest of the world it seemed to be in decline. According to Vayenas, 

‘the passion for theory abroad is in retreat, not only due to the powerful blows given to 

Theory by critics who don’t believe in its usefulness, but also due to the anti-theoretical turn 

that some of its patrons have recently taken’570.  

As is evident already from his introductory clarifications, the text’s goal was to defend 

Greek literary criticism from the advent of French Theory and more particularly to examine 
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in this light the relationship between the three pillars of literary studies in Greece: Theory-

Philology-Criticism. The central theme and message of the article was the relationship 

between the three aforementioned pillars. He aimed at defining the ideal role and function of 

criticism, the ideal role of academic literary studies (philology) and finally the role of Theory 

in all this. In the form of a critical response to Dimiroulis and Lambropoulos, Vayenas 

defined Theory as follows:  

 

It is the belief in the possibility of discovering universal principles, which if applied faithfully, always 

gives the correct results. The difference between the principles of theoretical activity and the other critical 

activities is the difference between laws and rules. While the other critical approaches cannot have universal 

validity, since the terms of their application vary depending on the conditions in their field of practice, theory 

seeks for a programmatic method based on a mechanism of objectivity, which allows its user to be rid of his 

own preferences and from the relativity of his empirical findings and to enter the unalterable essence of the text. 

The generalizations and theorizations of empirical observations are inadequate for Theory (the concept of 

empiricism causes aversion to it), because empiricism is for it synonymous with subjectivism. That is why it 

moves forward into the creation of general principles not based on the experience of the relationship between 

the receiver and the text, but in the study of what it considers to be the inherent properties of the text
571. 

 

This, according to Vayenas, was the kind of theory that was rising in Greek academic circles 

and which had become famous in the past decades in the countries that were ‘our cultural 

role-models’572. Another branch of theory, which resembled the one described above, was 

what he called ‘negative theory’. Negative theory was in essence deconstruction, albeit in an 

over-generalized and vague form. The term was taken from Steven Knapp and Walter Benn 

Michaels and their famous Against Theory573. For Vayenas, Deconstruction was the logic 

which claimed that everything is a product of history, even the laws and principles that 

Theory detected. Thus, all interpretations ‘both of theoretical and non-theoretical criticism 

are equally untrue’574. On the one hand, Theory strives for an objective anti-empirical and 

purely scientific approach to literature575, while on the other hand, negative theory relativizes 

everything by claiming that no approach can ever be true or objective. Vayenas claimed that 

both approaches were part of the same current of thought, and both were fashionable and 

dangerous for criticism during that period. 
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In a statement that he would repeat numerous times in the years that followed, and which 

forms the basis of his argumentation regarding Theory, Vayenas claimed that ‘the rise of 

theoretical activity abroad was mainly one more attempt on behalf of philosophy to 

manipulate literary criticism’576. The blurring of the boundaries between philosophy and 

literary criticism was responsible for the rise of deconstruction and other such destructive 

theoretical trends of the past decades. Much as in the article’s central claim, where the reason 

behind the rise of Theory in Greece was the disturbance of the balance between literary 

theory, academic literary criticism (philology), and literary criticism, the reason behind the 

rise of Theory in the west was the disturbance of the boundaries between disciplines and 

fields577. In his opinion, philology and criticism were parts of the same process. Philology 

represented the scientific and thus objective part of examining texts, while criticism 

represented the empirical and thus subjective part of the process: ‘We could say that criticism 

is the higher level of this process, the act which processes, composes and evaluates the 

findings of philology’578. In his schema, philology and criticism were all that was necessary 

to approach texts if in balance with each other, since theoretical undertakings were just a part 

of the science of philology to begin with. Theory was barely necessary in the practice of 

literary criticism, while certain types of theory such as deconstruction were perceived as 

actively damaging to the critic’s work. Theory as Vayenas perceived it, was the product of an 

intermingling between criticism and other disciplines: for Vayenas, Theory was ‘that 

direction of the engagement with literary texts which attempts to interpret them by drawing 

its criteria from some general interpretative system, which it has constructed by looking 

outside of its object of study, from a distance, from above, or through the perspective of 

another cognitive field’579. 

For Vayenas, the rise of Theory was a reaction of the younger critics against the ‘critical 

impressionism of personal taste’ and the ‘dryness of positivism’ that were so prevalent in 

European literary criticism of the past century. However, he claimed that in the context of 

Greek literary criticism, the advocates of Theory were wrong in their evaluations of the state 

of the field. In Vayenas’s opinion Greek critics were informed of the developments taking 

place in the west, as the increasing number of articles and translations of French theory since 

the early 1970s indicated, and thus no claims for the backwardness or under-development of 
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the field could or should be made. In a passage of significant gravity describing the role of 

the critic Vayenas made the following claims: 

 

For literary criticism is not a science, even though it can’t exist without science. But its science is not 

philosophy, it is philology. Just as criticism is not criticism if it is not evaluation. The role of criticism is to 

critique literary texts, and to critique means to distinguish and to evaluate; to find out if a text has literary value, 

and how much of it, and to justify that evaluation. By literary value I mean of course what gives literary status to 

a text, a literariness that is not just a game of formalistic rules. Literariness is measured of course, by the rhythm 

and the intensity of the merging of the signifier and the signified, in combination with the depth and the breadth 

of what is signified. Roland Barthes’ belief that criticism is nothing but a meta-language, an idiom dealing only 

with the language of literature and not with the world, exclusively with the system and not at all with the 

message, promotes an amputated, and incomplete critical act. Just as the practice of deconstruction is castrating 

when it denies the validity of meaning in the critical activity
580. 

  

The aggressive tone and the use of charged words such ‘castrating’ or ‘amputated’ gave 

the text a polemic character, verging at times to insult for those belonging to the opposite side 

of his opinions. One thing that is striking in Vayenas’s critique of the advent of Theory in 

Greece, is the fact that he didn’t distinguish between the first generation of bearers of Theory 

from France in the 1970s, and the younger academics based in England or the USA. No 

example of applications of theory in Greek literary criticism as described above was given in 

the text. I believe that in the heart of his disputes with the various intellectuals promoting 

Theory at the time stood two disagreements, or put differently, two different readings and 

understandings of the international developments in literary theory and criticism.  

First, his insistence on the balance between fields and disciplines did not allow him to 

debate the latest tendencies in literary studies the way his interlocutors did. For Vayenas, the 

expansion of philosophy, history, and above all linguistics into the field of literary criticism 

had a damaging effect, disrupting the established practices of the critics. For Lambropoulos, 

Dimiroulis, or Tsianikas as we will see below, this trans-disciplinary turn in literary studies 

through the vehicle of Theory was not only a welcome development, but a positive renewal 

of its subject too. 

Second, Vayenas’s insistence on the evaluative and subjective/poetic role of criticism was 

in absolute contradiction with what the advocates of Theory perceived to be the role of 

criticism. Vayenas seemed to ignore the developments that had taken place in the field of 

criticism in the USA or England already since the 1970s. As Tziovas had effectively shown 
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in After Aesthetics, the term criticism indicated less and less the process of evaluating and 

ranking a work of art in the canon since the paradigm shift of the 1960s and the 1970s. That 

was particularly so in film criticism throughout the 1980s. For figures such as Fredric 

Jameson or J. Hoberman, the point of criticism was not to read a film through its creator’s 

intentions, or to evaluate its literariness or film-ness, but to analyze it as an object in dialogue 

with its own time and age581. The point of criticism, was not to say if a work was beautiful or 

moral, ugly or bad anymore, but to read it as an artefact of the social context from which it 

arose, and to see it within the web of power, aesthetics and authority in which it existed; the 

change in the practice of criticism was in other words, what in the previous texts we 

examined was presented as a politicization of criticism. 

A few months after the publication of ‘Theory or criticism?’ Michalis Tsianikas published 

in O Politis the first response to Vayenas’s article. Under the provocative title ‘Philological 

demureness, critical inadequacy, and censorship’, Tsianikas responded critically to Vayenass, 

by attacking the latter’s positions and by defending Theory at the same time582. Tsianikas 

located various gaps in Vayenas’s arguments and line of thought. The first and most 

important such gap was found in Vayenas’s inability to provide any details on what really 

differentiates theory from criticism583. The two concepts seemed to spill into each other at 

various points of his text. Furthermore, an even more significant problem in Vayenas’s 

definitions was that he didn’t distinguish between Theory and method. According to 

Tsianikas, despite Vayenas’s claims, nowhere in the world did anyone perceive of Theory in 

such limited terms. That is, none of those who advocated the use of Theory in literary studies 

perceived it as something existing totally outside literature and from which one draws tools 

whenever desired or necessary:  ‘During the last three decades, the ontological, the historical, 

and the communicative approaches to literary works were established, which are described by 

three key-words, structure, function, and communication’584. 

After the initial critique of Vayenas’s argumentation, most of the remaining text was 

dedicated to a defense of Roland Barthes. Extensive quotes by Roland Barthes were used 

throughout every page of the text, in a way in which Barthes’s words themselves stood as a 

defense of both Tsianikas’s arguments and Barthes’s philosophical work in total. Tsianikas 
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claimed that Barthes’s discourse was free of the ‘moralistic pseudo-dilemmas’ that Vayenas 

put at the center of his polemics, like the question Theory or criticism?:  

 

The discourse of Vayenas is not paradoxical, but irrational and authoritarian, since by rejecting 

Theory as something authoritarian, he put criticism in its place, but also because he advertises an ideal critical 

heaven, only after he has eliminated all differences present in discourse on the way there of course, by reducing 

them to a homogenous schema
585. 

 

Finally, he claimed that what was mostly problematic with Vayenas’s polemic was that the 

language he used to describe and attack Theory (for example the texts of Theory as ‘foreign 

objects coming from abroad’, or phrases such as ‘an exacerbation of Theory’), was constantly 

on the verge between moral panic and censorship586. For Tsianikas, that was the censoring 

voice of the established philological elite which felt threatened by those who disagreed with 

its tradition, and sought to expel them from its circles587. 

In a text entitled ‘Theory or Criticism’ also published in O Politis a few months after 

Vayenas’s polemic, Yiorgos Yiannoulopoulos provided a less charged and different critique 

of Vayenas’s claims588. Vayenas had taken the term ‘negative theory’ from an essay entitled 

Against Theory by Steven Knapp and Walter Benn Michaels589. Yiannoulopoulos dedicated 

the largest part of his essay to reconstructing the background of Against Theory. 

Yiannoulopoulos’s aim was to show that Vayenas’s conservative stance towards Theory and 

his stubborn defense of empiricism in criticism were heavily influenced by his identification 

with the positions of the authors of Against Theory. Following this approach, he first 

critiqued Knapp and Michaels and then extended the same criticism to Vayenas himself. The 

problem with such approaches to Theory was that even though they wished to be Theory-

free, the very terms of their disagreement with Theory constituted a form of Theory 

themselves too. Thus, a vicious circle was created in which one could not avoid Theory in 

some form or other590. The clearest example of such dead-ends in Vayenas’s thought could be 

found when in his text he attempted to make generalizations and provide all-encompassing 
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definitions. If his definition of what criticism is were to stand, or the claim that literariness 

can be measured were valid, that required that both the ideas (criticism, literariness) and how 

one experiences them by coming in contact with them remained unaltered in time. 

While Yiannoulopoulos attempted to defend Theory from Vayenas, he did so by 

understanding the background of Vayenas’s thought and the presuppositions of his claims. 

Furthermore, Yiannoulopoulos avoided constructing another polemic and managed to present 

various points of agreement with Vayenas throughout the response. In the process of debating 

the points of agreement or disagreement, he briefly critiqued Tsianikas’s polemic as well. 

More particularly, despite their many common claims, Yiannoulopoulos disagreed with 

Tsianikas’s desire to defend Barthes, and even more so with Tsianikas’s desire to defend 

Barthes by quoting him extensively in his response: 

 

But beyond the points with which i agree, I would like to comment on the basic direction of his 

critical strategy-and I am referring to the invocation of Roland Barthes. The subject is enormous, and so I have 

to express myself deliberately. I believe that the invocation of that specific representative of the contemporary 

French school was rather unfortunate. There are others, more important and certainly more original than 

someone who functioned as the Christian Dior of the Parisian intelligentsia. The accusation is indeed heavy but 

I do not hesitate to put it forward, for someone who more than anyone else constructed the role model of the 

hyper-modern intellectual as a narcissistic fortune-teller, who first applauded the death of the author, and then 

rushed to write his biography...
591

. 

 

Despite his dislike for the figure of Roland Barthes, Yiannoulopoulos claimed that 

contemporary theory was of fundamental importance to the humanities. He claimed that even 

if one disagreed with certain intellectuals, or ideas from the school of French Theory, one 

could not but acknowledge that: 

 

 Theory forces us to look at the world differently. The linguistic turn, post-structuralism, post-modernism-

call it what you will-constitutes an altogether qualitatively different question, and that is what stimulates our 

thought. It would be a huge mistake to adopt the new theories just because this is what they do in Paris, and 

there are already signs (which I refer to with certain reluctance as I am not a specialist in Greek developments) 

that their ‘fashion’ has reached finally Greece. But it would be an even bigger mistake if we don’t accept their 

challenge
592. 
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In a brief text published in the periodical Ek paradromis in the same year, entitled 

‘Provincialism and criticism’, Vayenas pushed his polemic response to the advocates of 

Theory even further. The text only consisted of sentences starting with the phrase: 

‘provincialism is...’, and most of the statements made were references to the positions and 

disagreements we have examined so far. For example, statements like ‘provincialism is the 

demonstration of an unstoppable passion for Theory and the discovery that Greek criticism is 

unbearably anti-Theoretical’, or ‘provincialism is to mention extensively and without 

sufficient reason the name of Roland Barthes’593, were direct responses to the texts of 

Dimiroulis and Tsianikas. 

In the February-March issue of O Politis in 1988, Vayenas published the second 

instalment to his anti-theory polemic entitled ‘Theory or Criticism? B’’. The sarcastic and 

derogatory tone of the essay was evident already from its first page, as he claimed that the 

present article was not in reality a response to Michael Tsianikas, since it would be 

impossible for one to enter a rational dialogue with such a text594. 

Vayenas repeated most of the aphorisms and definitions he had used in the first article, 

only this time a clarification had to be made. He claimed that, contrary to what Tsianikas 

believed, he was not against literary theory in general, since he believed that theory was 

useful and a fundamental part of literary criticism at all times. Theory gave the critics better 

ways to approach texts, and made them more objective in their interpretations. His 

disagreement lay not with theory in general but with ‘the theory which formulates its 

principles by conversing with the findings of other fields of the humanities from a position 

that stands outside the field of literature and inside the field of another science’595. 

 Thus, the problem of those who complained that Greek literary criticism had a deficiency 

of theory, was not in reality an actual lack of theoretical approaches, but only a lack of what 

they understood as Theory. Throughout the entire article, those he responded to and clashed 

with, were never mentioned as critics, historians, scientists or any other such possible term, 

but as ‘theorists’. More particularly, the phrase he used repeatedly to refer to them in various 

statements was ‘our theorists’, a choice of style that was openly sarcastic in the context of the 

text. In ‘Theory or Criticism? B’’ the focus was shifted from philosophy and turned to 
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linguistics. In the first article he had identified the rise of Theory with ‘philosophy’s attempt 

to manipulate literature’; in the second one, the problem of Theory was interpreted through 

the negative legacy of the linguistic turn: 

 

I referred to the structural claims of R. Barthes, because they lead us to the heart of the problem of 

modern literary theory: the application of the linguistic model. Already from the beginning of the century, when 

Roman Jacobson formulated the demand for a science of literature, the object of which would be not literature 

itself but literariness, the turn towards the semiotic study of literature seemed to be able to solve the problem of 

criticism. But the use of the linguistic method, with everything that a great deal of the post-saussurean 

linguistics professes for the relationship of the linguistic referent to reality, caused many to abandon all hope of 

speaking with some objectivity about the work of literature, and pushed them to carve an unsurpassable barrier 

between the structure of a work and its value, between poetics and aesthetics
596. 

  

The main problem with the use of the linguistic method in literary criticism was that the 

relationship between the signifier and the signified took different forms and meanings in each 

field597. If the basic ingredients of the critic’s work were poetics/rhetoric and interpretation, 

and interpretation had been the one getting most of the attention during the past centuries, 

then the linguists/theorists/philosophers of the 1960s and 1970s shifted their attention to 

poetics/rhetoric and to the structural functions of language598.  The shift of attention was a 

conscious effort to balance the centuries of interpretation and evalutation. But this effort 

towards a re-balancing of the two poles got out of control, and linguistic or philosophical 

elements of thought dominated everything else in the field of criticism. Against this state of 

criticism, Vayenas drew inspiration from Tzvetan Todorov and his ‘critical humanism’. The 

duality of poetics and interpretation was directly taken from Todorov and his Poétique de la 

prose599. Thus, critical humanism would be the kind of criticism which would treat the 

question ‘what does that text mean?’ with equal gravity as questions such as ‘is it true?’ and 

‘is it correct?’. That form of approach would pay equal attention to all the sources and 

methods (structural, historical, linguistic/rhetorical) that would help us understand and 

interpret it, without privileging one over the others, and without allowing the critic to lose 

touch with the mission of criticism600. 
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Vayenas was the central figure of the anti-Theorists throughout the metapolitefsi, and that 

is why his articles function here as ideal representations of the claims directed against post-

structuralism, deconstruction, or French Theory in general. In the course of the 20 years after 

the publication of the articles we examined above, Vayenas extended his polemics from 

Theory to postmodernism, and so, by the beginning of the 21st century, he was already the 

central figure of the anti-postmodernists in the field of literary studies. His texts from the 

1980s did not yet refer to postmodernism, but the largest part of his negative observations 

about Theory or ‘the crisis of criticism’ from the 1980s would remain intact and function as 

the basis for his polemics against postmodernism.  

 

 

5.4 The passage to the 1990s: A chance for retrospectives and a gradual shift 

to postmodernism 

 

By the beginning of the 1990s, it was already evident that something had radically 

changed in Greek literary criticism and in the Greek public sphere in general. As the decade 

changed, a chance for retrospection emerged and numerous occasions for the survey of what 

had occurred since the regime change of 1974. In 1993, Dimitris Dimiroulis published a 

collection of the articles related to literary criticism and theory that he had written over the 

past decade under the title The spectre of Theory. In the introductory essay of the collection 

under the same telling title, which had not been published before, but had been written in 

1990, Dimiroulis attempted an examination of the relationship between philosophy, 

philology, and theory, and an overview of the developments in that relationship over the past 

decade601. In a representative passage from the beginning of the essay, he claimed that this 

should not be viewed as one more defense of Theory, since it was no longer in need of a 

defense. Instead, Theory had become dominant and at the same time it belonged to the past; 

A past that was not entirely gone and buried, but which still affected the present in numerous 

ways602. Of course, when claiming that Theory had become dominant, he meant in the Anglo-

American intellectual centers, and not in the Greek periphery. 

He believed it was necessary now that the 1980s were gone, for a collective study on the 

influence of Theory in Greek literary criticism to take place. Furthermore, he claimed that 
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even though it would be difficult to give the past decade a ‘symbolic meaning’, it would be 

wrong not to recognize the enormous significance of the clash that took place during these 

years. Through the introduction of Theory into Greek literary criticism two camps came into 

conflict in the most ‘radical confrontation of the metapolitefsi’. The clash was between ‘the 

all-powerful traditional critical discourse, in its most conservative manifestations (from the 

outdated scholastic philology to the ruthless critical impressionism), and of a newly arrived 

theoretical criticism in all its diversity’603. But for Dimiroulis, the problem with the debates of 

the 1980s was that they remained a mere clash and never blossomed into a constructive 

conversation604. The fertile debates that could have take place were ‘already strangled while 

they were still in the cradle’. In the fields of modern Greek studies, philology, or popular 

literary criticism, Theory was used as a straw-man to which everything that the field’s elite 

feared was projected, and thus exorcised605.  

One of the dominant themes in his descriptions of the claims of the anti-theorists was the 

importance of nationalism. By describing Theory as something imported from France or 

England, or the USA, Vayenas, Dimaras, and those in agreement with them tended to 

describe it as a body of ideas that was foreign, and thus alien to the local tradition of ideas. 

Thus, a double externality was projected onto Theory: It was, according to Vayenas, a body 

of knowledge which existed outside literary criticism, with tools and methods drawn from 

other disciplines, and so it tended to dominate and manipulate criticism, taking it away from 

its ‘proper’ and established practices. At the same time, Theory came literally from ‘outside’ 

the country, and thus it was foreign to the local ways of criticism. The ‘rising desire for 

Theory’ that took place in the 1980s was in this interpretation the result of a local 

provincialism in the minds of the younger Greek critics who had been seduced by the jargon 

of European Theory. Their unwavering admiration for Theory came from an analogous deep 

admiration they felt for the academic and cultural centers of Europe and America. In other 

words, the lack of ‘Greek character’ in the approaches and ideas promoted through Theory, 

was for the anti-Theorists a serious cause for concern. 

Finally, in assessing the state of things in the new decade, Dimiroulis claimed that even 

though a part of the disputes on Theory had passed, ‘the encounter between modern Greek 

studies and Theory was still in progress’606. He doubted the possibility for Theory to become 

hegemonic in the fields of local criticism or modern Greek studies in the future, primarily 
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because Theory lacked the institutional support for such a victory to be achieved. Even 

though total hegemonic victory was out of the question for Dimiroulis, he was certain that 

Theory would keep on influencing and changing things as it had already been doing for 

almost a decade; He was certain, that Theory couldn’t pass ‘unobserved’607. 

In 1988, on the occasion of the twenty year anniversary from the establishment of the 

Modern Greek Studies Association of America (MGSA), the Journal of Modern Greek 

Studies published a lengthy essay by Vassilis Lambropoulos, which examined the changes 

that had taken place since the establishment of the association and the current state of things 

in the field. The entire issue was dedicated to an overview of the field, using Lambropoulos’s 

polemic retrospective as a starting point, and including four replies from other prominent 

academics, as well as a reply to the commentary from Lambropoulos himself. The essay’s 

title was ‘Modern Greek Studies at the Crossroads: The Paradigm Shift from Empiricism to 

Skepticism’608. Lambropoulos applauded the success of the organization, and its 

achievements over the two decades of its function, recognizing the increase in the numbers of 

its members and the improvement in the quality of its work. However, the rest of the essay 

did not continue in the form of a congratulatory note, but as a polemic of sorts, describing the 

clash of two epistemologically opposing camps: 

 

 I propose that we are witnessing, and we are also part of, a paradigm shift. Twenty years after the 

official establishment of the MGSA and its academic territory of operation, a revisionary, and often 

oppositional, collective effort to re-examine its direction seems to have reached a high point of maturity, 

visibility, and success. So far, a crude line has been tentatively drawn between two camps: the philologists and 

the theoreticians. The first camp appears to include traditionalists who still adhere to criteria of fact gathering, 

stylistic analysis, and factual reconstruction, while the second includes those who espouse methods loosely 

associated with the poststructuralist movement. Although the differentiation may not be entirely inappropriate, 

its institutional origin (in recent debates within departments of English and other "major" languages and 

literatures) ought to warn against its uncritical application in other areas. It is true that philology and theory have 

come to represent today two dominant positions, whose conflict manifests itself with particular clarity and force 

in literary studies: one position that trusts the autonomy of the literary text and takes its aesthetic importance as 

its starting point, and another that questions this autonomy and its concomitant cultural authority
609. 

 

Later on, after claiming that the distinction between ‘philology’ and ‘theory’ was 

inadequate in describing the specific differentiation, he proposed the use of two other terms; 
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namely, ‘Empiricism’ and ‘Skepticism’. Empiricism was a term inspired by Tziovas, who in 

After Aesthetics referred to the dominant critical approach in Greek literary criticism as 

‘humanist empiricism’. Empiricism in modern Greek studies was the result of many factors. 

One important factor was the heavy influence of classicism (classical studies) on the subject, 

along with the rigid culture of philological methodologies610. Another factor was the need for 

those involved with modern Greek studies departments in the Anglo-American world, to first 

establish the field and render it important in the eyes of those outside it. Thus, a great deal of 

effort and resources were dedicated to the translations and presentations of the canon of 

Greek literature, or in the teaching of the language. According to Lambropoulos, in the 

context of this emphasis on establishing modern Greek studies, the field remained locked in a 

mode of existence whose aim was to fill the gaps rather than to present critical perspectives 

and insights. A particular attachment to modernist subjects of Greek art (modernist literature, 

poetery and cinema) along with a methodological attachment to the proto-modernsim of the 

Anglo-American New Criticism dominated modern Greek studies for most of these twenty 

years, producing a specific and limited view of their research subject611. Another important 

factor according to Lambropoulos was the fact that until recently, those espousing the 

empiricist way of doing things actively sought to silence those on the other epistemological 

side. The other side of this opposition, was the camp he described as ‘Skepticists’: 

 

The skepticists exhibit an intense awareness of presupposition and method distinguished for its self-

reflexive integrity. In an inviting gesture of good faith and openness, they first raise these questions in reference 

to their own work. References to one's own cultural position and perspective have actually become their 

hallmark. Their research is distinguished primarily by a willingness to admit the necessarily partial and 

provisional viewpoint defining any particular analysis, including the aesthetic, moral, political, or other 

assumptions informing it and the specific historical circumstances conditioning it. Skepticists are skeptical about 

the possibility, credibility, and utility of what may pass as truth (including what they themselves do). Let me 

clarify two points before I proceed. First, the common tendency to misunderstand a critique for an attack must 

be dispelled. Empiricism and skepticism are two very different languages of knowledge and views of the world; 

they are two incompatible paradigms. The skepticist challenge is to accountability, not to validity. It is an 

invitation to compare credentials and access, not sources and references. Notions such as truth, reality, fact, 

evidence, and proof, it insists, can no longer be taken at face value; they are cultural constructs and as such are 

liable to analysis as these are objects of study. At issue is not the accuracy of evidence but one's right and access 

to it. Who and how, the question is posed, decides what counts for a fact and determines its relevance612. 
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Throughout the rest of the essay, he went on to give various examples of the discourse 

against the skepticists produced by the dominant empiricists, and further clarifications 

regarding the differences of their approaches. For Lambropoulos, the Skepticists sought to 

renew their field (literary studies) by eclectically combining ‘approaches from various 

disciplines, refusing to obey the rules or respect the autonomy of a single area’613. While for 

Vayenas or Tsianikas, the debate between pro-theorists and anti-theorists was focused within 

Greece and its academic or critical borders, Lambropoulos’s polemic was concerned with 

modern Greek studies outside Greece and more particularly in the English-speaking world. In 

contrast to the debates between Vayenas and Dimiroulis or Tsianikas, for Lambropoulos in 

1988, the difference between the two camps rested not only in their different opinions about 

Theory, but in the fact that the two camps had a completely different view of the field in the 

end. The use of Theory (or not) was the main dividing line in this distinction, but the 

distinction was not limited to this difference. It was the skepticists’ ‘skeptical’ outlook 

towards all forms of relations of authority and interpretation that differentiated them 

completely from the empiricists. 

Lambropoulos claimed that the skepticists were doing much more than their opponents in 

opening up the field to the rest of the world, by participating more actively in the latest 

interdisciplinary efforts that were taking place in the English-speaking world, and publishing 

in periodicals that had a wider circulation and appeal614. In fact, he claimed, it was the project 

of Skepticism itself as described by him that could offer the field of modern Greek studies an 

opportunity to turn its marginal and minor character into that of a ‘catalyst’:  ‘In the present 

exciting climate of heated discussions on Anglo-American canons, western imperialism, 

Eurocentrism, bourgeois hegemony, minority literatures, local cultures, third-world theories, 

resistance strategies, cultural materialism, black vernaculars, gender power, and the politics 

of interpretation, an excellent and timely opportunity presents itself for exploring the 

specificity and difference of Greece, as well as its discursive construct’615. Finally, for 

Lambropoulos, the difference between the two camps was also a generational difference. The 

empiricists represented the generation which founded the association and the journal, while 
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the skepticists were the younger academics who started appearing on the stage in the second 

half of the 1980s616. 

For Lambropoulos, at the end of the 1980s, the struggle was still ongoing, and although 

empiricism remained the hegemonic bloc at the time, the balance of power between the two 

had already shifted dramatically. The closing decade had given plenty of opportunities to the 

skepticists to challenge the established camp and their approaches, changing the landscape of 

the field and rendering it more theoretically and politically aware. At the end of the essay he 

summarized the skepticists project and the changes that it aimed to make: 

 

The skepticist paradigm and project can be summarized in the four major tasks which I have outlined 

above. First, a non-romantic, non-empiricist, non-philological political understanding of Greece that focuses on 

the ethnographic specificity, socio-economic particularity, historical discontinuity, and cultural difference of 

post-Byzantine experience. Next, a comparativist approach that contextualizes the local reality in terms of both 

comparable contingencies of identity in other areas and eras and of multiple disciplinary perspectives. Then, a 

genealogical investigation of what has been variably called the "interpretation" (Jenkyns), "rediscovery" 

(Tsigakou), "making" (Herzfeld), or "fabrication" (Bemal) of Greece—of its modern representations in the 

discourses of knowledge and the practices of culture. Finally, a philosophical inquiry into the scholarly 

methodologies applied to (or more accurately, that have produced) different dimensions of Greek history and 

culture, in order to gain insights into the object of study and the very constitution of our disciplines
617. 

 

 

Thus, the two points of Lambropoulos’s polemic had become clear:  The clash between 

the two camps had epistemological origins and features, but the epistemological differences 

reflected a broader difference in their respective perceptions of modern Greece itself and the 

desired role of the field of modern Greek studies. At the same time, the question of which 

path to be followed, scepticism or empiricism, was a key question with regards to the future 

of the field of modern Greek studies. The differences between the two camps, reflected a 

difference in political, epistemological, but also directly practical outlooks with regards to the 

fate of the field. 

The replies to Lambropoulos’s polemic came from Margaret Alexiou, Peter Bien, David 

Holton, and Alexander Nehamas. None of the responses was purely positive, while each of 

them focused on different aspects of Lambropoulos’s claims. Lambropoulos’s own 

aggressive style in the original essay incited responses with a charged style by the four 
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academics. Margaret Alexiou, claimed that Lambropoulos’s polarization was simplistic and 

authoritarian, not leaving any space for a middle ground and reconciliation between different 

approaches618. Peter Bien criticized Lambropoulos’s call for a non-empiricist approach to 

literature, as one that would normally be welcome, only it had arrived too late. In other 

words, the epistemological debates for which Lambropoulos called were already on the 

decline in other major disciplines and fields. At the same time, he claimed that Lambropoulos 

was wrong when he complained about the ‘alleged power of the empiricists’619. Nehamas’s 

calmer response claimed that the conflict between the two camps should be better viewed 

historically and socially than logically620. That is, if seen from a different perspective, the 

division between the two camps would not be absolute, but instead flexible, allowing one 

person to exist within both camps at different times, and thus, presenting a possible way out 

of the conflict621. Finally, David Holton claimed that most of the distinctions Lambropoulos 

made were myths, ‘illusory’, false dilemmas, and that the people responsible for the growth 

that modern Greek studies had experienced since the 1970s ‘deserve credit and thanks, not 

opprobrium for failing to avail themselves of opportunities for more self-indulgent critical 

pursuits’622.  

Lambropoulos’s reply was in essence directed against three out of the four responses, as 

Holton’s text remained unmentioned until the very end of the reply. In fact, Holton’s 

response was mentioned only in a postscript where Lambropoulos claimed that Holton was 

unaware and dramatically uninformed of all the developments in the field that Lambropoulos 

himself was writing about623. The final response claimed that the reason the two camps 

cannot find a middle ground was not the lack of personal will, but the fact that in the end they 

‘spoke a different language’624. Furthermore, the basis behind the two different languages 

was that of a different political outlook and a different stance to the major political and 

epistemological challenges of the time. Lambropoulos claimed that an interesting aspect of 

the responses was that they left the bibliographical references of his essay completely out of 

their discussion, while the very point of the bibliography was: 
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 to remind one that our amicable discussion is but a minor instance of a vehement national debate 

over the nature and future of both higher education and scientific inquiry, which has been raging during this 

decade. Not just the Humanities but Humanism itself, as it has developed over the last one (some people say 

three) hundred years, is being challenged. Examples abound of what everybody, from the Department of 

Education to the National Endowments and from universities to the mass media, knows as the "Battle of the 

Books" of this century. When twenty years ago some of us started talking about the death of "literature," the 

"author," or "Man" himself, most colleagues thought it was just another esoteric academic fight: "tilting at 

windmills." Later developments have shown that they were fiddling while Rome was burning. Now that the 

crisis has erupted in public, affecting curricula, appointments, salaries, grants, publications, and reviews, who is 

really "tilting at windmills": those who are willing to see the debate for what it really is—a battle over the 

meaning and consequences of basic western values; or those who concoct the specter of totalitarianism and 

prepare to fight another territorial war—this time for the middle ground?
625

. 

 

From the beginning of the 1980s the discourse on criticism and the public debates and 

statements on its role and function began to rapidly increase. The turn to the new decade 

provided a chance for a re-evaluation of everything that had taken place in the field. At the 

same time, a widespread sentiment that things had changed both in literature itself but in 

criticism as well, characterize most of the discussions on the subject. In a discussion 

organized by the literary review To Dentro and published in 1990, five critics of the period 

debated the basic themes of the discourse on criticism that had dominated the past decade and 

would go on to characterized most of the next one. Two of the discussants (Kostas Mavroudis 

and Tasos Goudelis) were the review’s editors, while Alexis Ziras and Vaggelis Hatzivasiliou 

were professional critics who had regularly worked in some of the period’s newspapers 

including He Katherine for the former and He Avge for the latter. Finally, Evripides 

Garantoudis was a lecturer on modern Greek literature in the University of Padova, Italy 

between 1986 and 1989, while in the years between 1995 and 2003 he was a lecturer on 

modern Greek literature in the department of Philology of the University of Crete. 

The first subject of the discussion was the position of criticism in the context of 

professional press. The features under discussion were the personal relationships of interest 

between publishers, writers and critics and the degree to which the market of books 

influences criticism and the openness and pluralism of the field626. While the discussants 

agreed on the problematic character of the ‘family ties’ between publishers and critics in 

Greece, they considered this to be part of the general limitations and practical conditions of 
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the state of the field of publishing in the country, and not an issue of ethical decadence. In 

other words, they claimed that this was a necessary condition of the industry in a small 

country, despite the fact that it had a negative impact on popular criticism and on its reception 

by the readership627. The second subject of discussion was the distinction between book 

reviews in popular periodicals and newspapers and a more ‘serious’ type of criticism. 

Although they all agreed that the journalistic type of criticism found in newspapers was of 

importance and needed expansion, the type of criticism that required more attention and a 

concentration of forces, was the latter type of criticism. Another subject raised was the lack 

of space dedicated to literature and literary criticism in the Greek popular press of the period. 

The scorn for criticism from both the Greek readership and the publishers was a complaint 

present and prevalent in most of the statements in the course of the discussion The discussion 

was often framed in a context which the discussants called a ‘cultural crisis’ in modern 

Greece; in other words, a crisis in the market of cultural goods and especially in the market of 

‘serious discourse’628. The discussants agreed that the country’s critical tradition was isolated 

from the developments that had taken place in the theory of literature in the west since the 

beginning of the 20th century. A change was observed in the 1970s, when the old generations 

of criticism gave way to younger ones, and the academics that had been trained in theory in 

Europe and America started entering the arena of popular literary criticism629. The post-1970 

change described here was the change we examined above, when the first generations of 

theory-oriented intellectuals entered the scene in Greece, and changed the local paradigm. 

While it was never identified as such throughout the discussion, the participants had also 

diagnosed in contemporary popular criticism, what in the polemics above was identified as 

‘empiricist impressionism’ or ‘humanist impressionism’. The discussants named it 

‘verbalism’ or ‘a criticism of rhetorical tricks’. The phrases meant a type of criticism in 

which the critics used the same excessive language to describe any kind of book they wanted 

to, in an attempt to make a strong impression to the reader630. When discussing the 

relationship between Theory and criticism, all of the participants agreed that the evaluation 
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and interpretation of literary texts were the primary goals of criticism631. Hatzivasiliou 

claimed that ‘no conflicts of theory have really developed in Greece’, ignoring the public 

debate of the 1980s that we examined above632. However, since some of the articles of the 

debate of the 1980s appeared in the footnotes of the discussion, it is better to interpret this 

dismissal not as ignorance of the existence of the debate, but as a refusal to recognize its 

importance. Furthermore, Alexis Ziras claimed that a distinction between philological and 

literary criticism should be made. The two types of discourse referred to the initial distinction 

made in the discussion between a ‘journalistc criticism’ (popular book reviews) and ‘serious 

criticism’. According to Ziras, the distance separating the two types of discourse was 

disappearing with the passage of time, and he believed that Theory was an important tool 

only for philological/scientific criticism633. According to Garantoudis, a discernible symptom 

of the theory-criticism relationship in Greece, was the fact that in the last fifteen years, ‘there 

are publications which have been taken over by a mania of theoretical consumerism’634. This 

mania for theory was identified with post-structuralism, and he claimed that the mania was 

the result of a desire to quickly cover the gaps of Greek criticism with regards to Theory in 

the west. But the problem for Garantoudis was that Greek criticism already had deeper and 

more long-standing gaps in theories prior to post-structuralism (structuralism and formalism) 

which were more urgent635.  

With regards to the relationship between academic and extra-academic criticism, Alexis 

Ziras observed that there was a significant imbalance of power and authority between the 

two, making popular or extra-academic criticism suffer. The signature of an academic under a 

text of popular criticism could give it more authority in the eyes of a reader and thus 

influence him/her in the critics favour. Furthermore, Hatzivasiliou observed that critics who 

were employed by the university already had a steady source of income, and thus did not rely 

on their performance as popular critics to make their living636. The overall opinion of the 

discussants on the relationship between academic and extra-academic criticism was negative. 
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While it was never explicitly mentioned, the discussants seemed to believe that the two fields 

should remain separate. At the end of their discussion, the participants claimed that the most 

important issue of the period was the changing role of the media, and that further attention 

should be paid to newspapers, in an attempt to positively change the market of books, and 

thus the professional conditions of criticism. 

 Starting from the state of things in the circulation of newspapers, most of the subjects 

touched upon in the discussion of To Dentro examined above, remained central issues of 

debate for the following decade. However, all of the issues raised throughout the discussion 

would change radically within the years following its publication. The constantly growing 

number of translations of titles relating to Theory and academic criticism would reduce what 

the discussants saw as a ‘gap’ in the training of local critics. For example, the translation into 

Greek of Terry Eagleton’s Literary Theory: An Introduction, in 1989 by Michalis Mavronas 

with an introduction by Dimitris Tziovas was a significant event, due to the book’s 

subsequent influence on local criticism. Similarly, the translation by I.P Nikoloudis in 1995 

of a collective volume edited by Tzvetan Todorov which functioned as an introduction to 

Russian formalists helped diffuse various new theoretical approaches to the Greek public637. 

While the 1980s was the period during which Theory entered the center-stage in Greece 

for the first time, it was during the 1990s that this entrance turned into a stable reality. 

Reviews and periodicals like Poese, To Dentro and Semioses established the translation of 

theoretical texts in their issues along with the regular publication of articles dedicated to the 

theory of literature. In the publishing world of newspapers, which was such an intense subject 

in the special issue of To Dentro, the state of things changed completely by the end of the 

1990s. Criticism and the market of cultural goods received greater attention and acquired a 

more prestigious position in the popular press, when after 1997 most popular newspapers 

started dedicating special sections of their papers to book-reviews. To Vema started 

publishing a special section entitled Vivlia (Books) in March 1997, while by the beginning of 

the 21st century, the vast majority of the popular newspapers in Greece including He Avge 

and Kathimerini, had established a section in their issues that was either dedicated to the arts 

and sciences in general, or to literary criticism in particular638. 
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  The passage to the 1990s marks a period of change for literary criticism in Greece. 

Literature itself was relatively unaffected by that change, but for literary criticism, the 

changes initiated since the fall of the dictatorship became consolidated, while the institutional 

conditions for the establishment of theory in the Greek academia were realized more and 

more. From the end of the 1980s but especially by the end of the century, literary theory had 

become part of the curriculum in all of the country’s departments of philology. The existence 

of chairs dedicated to the study of the subject helped canonize it and reflected the broader 

changes in the field. Giorgos N. Perantonakis, in his comprehensive study on the history of 

literary criticism in the metapolitefsi, traces in the passage to the 1990s an analogous major 

change639. Contrary to our periodization, Perantonakis seems to adopt the historical schema in 

which the metapolitefsi itself is divided into two sub-periods separated by the passage to the 

1990s. His detection of the changes taking place during the particular sub-periods remains 

valid and relevant despite the different framing of the periodization. During the 1990s the 

theory-wars toned down, while the discourse on postmodernism in both academic and 

popular publications increased rapidly. References to the term increased while the concept 

began to gradually be identified with a large part of the theoretical ideas examined in the 

previous sections of the present chapter. Until the end of the century, Postmodernism in 

literary criticism appeared more and more as one more part of the broader turn to Theory. 

However, just before the historians entered their own public debates on postmodernism, a 

prelude to a new round of Theory-wars appeared in the pages of To Vema. 
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5.5 An enemy in Postmodernism (Theory Wars II) 

 

The public debate ignited in the local press in the aftermath of the Sokal affair brought the 

critics’ attention back to the subject of Theory and its impact on the local literary studies. In 

an article published in To Vema on November 2 1997, entitled ‘World-theoretical fireworks’, 

Dimitris Tziovas attempted to place the Sokal Affair and more particularly Impostures 

Intellectuelles, in the context of a new American epistemological trend. According to 

Tziovas, Sokal and Bricmont’s book was ‘a symptom of a general strategy which has been 

gradually gaining ground in the USA lately. That, I would say, is the strategy of fireworks 

and big ideas based on the idea of an end and on a new premise by which to view the 

world’640. Two other popular books which belonged to that new American tendency were 

Fukuyama’s The end of History and the Last Man, and Huntington’s Clash of Civilizations: 

 

All three of those publications share some common elements. They all started from articles in 

journals and developed into books. All three have expressed views which in general were approachable by the 

general public, and so received great publicity through the newspapers and the magazines of broad circulation 

(also in Greece). In one way or another, the positions expressed in these books attempt to distinguish between 

the end of an era and the coming of another one. They also generalized, and made universal and popular claims, 

if we judge by the appetite for popularization and the global circulation their ideas received; ideas which can be 

perfectly expressed in slogan form, and completely summarized by their mere titles: ‘the end of history’, ‘the 

clash of civilizations’, ‘the fraud of theory’. In other words, they do not wish to limit themselves to the halls of 

the academia, in specialized journals and in scientific conferences. On the contrary, they seek the widest 

possible appeal, and in that they are naturally helped by the journalistic simplicity by which their ‘subversive’ 

ideas are formulated
641.  

 

For Tziovas, the growing tendency towards simplistic theoretical ‘fireworks’ reflected an 

American attempt to take the position of world-cultural primacy that Europe held until 

recently. One of the ways for that shift of power in the realm of ideas to be achieved was to 

prove that the recent wave of French Theory was a fraud, and thus to empty it of its 

significance642. In a critical response to Tziovas’s article entitled ‘The conditions for a 

dialogue’, published in the same newspaper a week later, Nasos Vayenas claimed that 
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Tviovas’s article contained all the features of the Greek postmodernists’ way of thinking643. 

According to Vayenas, Tziovas’s article had no real content and was filled with mistakes, 

aiming only at making an impression to the readers of the newspaper and not in really 

initiating a dialogue. For Vayenas, Impostures Intellectuelles, did not fall into the category of 

works that Tziovas had sketched. It was not a ‘firework’ and did not refer to the end of an 

era. It merely brought to the surface the numerous epistemological mistakes and 

misappropriations that the French postmodernists had committed over the years. Furthermore, 

he claimed that ‘the fluidity’ of Tziovas’s statements and his unconditional support of 

Theoretical eclecticism brought any form of dialogue on the subject to a dead-end. Instead, he 

claimed, the Sokal affair should become the ideal occasion on which a ‘serious dialogue on 

the issues put forward by the French postmodernists’ could take place in Greece for the first 

time644. 

A further response from Tziovas entitled ‘The rhetoric of impermeability’, was published 

in To Vema the following week. The word impermeability in the response’s title in the 

original Greek was part of a play of words in which it also meant dryness at the same time. 

That very play of words gave the tone of the text from the beginning. According to Tziovas, 

the real dispute over the Sokal affair for the supporters of Sokal lay not in the validity or 

falseness of Sokal’s book, but in their wish to guard the boundaries of different scientific 

fields from each other645. In other words, what was the real issue for them was ‘the 

impermeability of the scientific fields and the incompatibility between the discourse of 

science and the discourse of fiction, in an age when the intermingling of texts, genres, 

languages and sexes is at its peak’646.  As a representative example of the fruitful synthesis of 

fictional and scientific discourse, he gave the work of Hayden White. According to Tziovas, 

Hayden White in Meta-History showed us that when in various historical occasions the 

discourse of history was enriched by the discourse of fiction (through the concepts of 

language, narrative and rhetoric) it did not lose its scientific objectivity, but managed to 

achieve better results647. The question thus was, why did Vayenas still claim that 

‘epistemology is incompatible with fiction and synonymous with impermeability (dryness) or 
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to what extent does he believe that epistemological literality is invulnerable and unspoiled by 

rhetoric?’648. 

In a contentious further response published on 30 November 1997, Vayenas accused 

Tziovas of misreading his previous article and claimed that he never supported the dryness 

and isolation (impermeability) of different scientific fields. Instead, he claimed, his main 

issue with the postmodern challenge was that  

 

There are certain cases where scientific and epistemological reason is injured by rhetoric. These are 

the cases in which meaning becomes so obscure that it ceases to exist; the elementary rules of reason are 

violated; the validity of argumentation is violated; the minimum requirement of objectivity is also abandoned. 

There are also cases in which, either due to theoretical naivety or due to the author’s incompetence, or out of 

mere cunning self-interest (or even those three or two together), rhetoric becomes empty words or sophistry, 

preventing dialogue and making epistemological communication impossible
649. 

 

Tziovas’s last response came on 7 December 1997 and was entitled ‘The rhetoric of 

evasion’650. In this rather aggressive response, the question of epistemology seemed to be 

gradually taking a back-seat in the debate, while a growing frustration showed that the much 

awaited ‘serious discussion’ on postmodernism would not in the end manage to take place.  

For Tziovas, the issue was not and could not have been the obscure language of the 

postmodernists, since obscurity had been a theme in philosophical discourse since the early 

days of modernity. Instead, he claimed, Vayenas was merely hiding behind the excuse of 

postmodernism’s alleged irrationality to avoid entering a serious dialogue on the subject. 

Furthermore, he claimed, if Vayenas was in favour of interdisciplinary ventures, but he 

disagreed with trans-disciplinarity as professed by the postmodernists, then that could only 

mean that he wished to have control over the ways in which interdisciplinary attempts would 

be carried out. He desired to police the process of interdisciplinary exchanges, because he 

believed that the postmodernists could not be ‘objective enough’ to do it properly 

themselves651. Finally, Tziovas accused Vayenas of wasting the opportunity for creating the 

serious dialogue on postmodernism which he claimed he wanted so much by constantly 

debating the parameters of the dialogue (debating what would promote it or obstruct it) 

instead of presenting his actual views: 
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In the era of interpretative relativism, inter-textual and intercultural combinations, Vayenas continues 

to invoke the ideal of an undefined objectivity without identifying who will be the impartial judges. He sees 

almost everywhere distortions, mis-readings, sophistries, and what interests him first and foremost is applauding 

his own certainties rather than contributing to a dialogue of interest to a broad readership. He pushes the whole 

debate to a deadlock and I will not follow him in that direction any more. In short, he limits the subject, hiding 

behind scholasticism and rehashing the same arguments instead of putting forth his views; He keeps examining 

"how much and in what ways" does this or that promote the debate constructively over and over again
652. 

 

In a final article entitled ‘Post-script to a dispute’, Vayenas claimed that Tziovas’s 

‘theoretical naivety’ was one of the main reasons why epistemological communication was so 

hard to achieve at the time. Once again, much like in the debates we examined in the previous 

sections of this chapter, for Vayenas Theory was the driving force behind Tziovas’s general 

statements: ‘The obsession with over-generalizations in the name of theoretical purity is a 

scholasticism of the abstract that is much closer to nonsense than any scholasticism of the 

specific’653 he wrote in the closing paragraph of his article. 

This brief exchange of positions and accusations on postmodernism in the humanities 

closed the public debate between the two literary specialists but in turn opened up a different 

kind of polemic ‘dialogue’. In the years between 1997 and 2015, Nasos Vayenas published 

34 articles in various newspapers and reviews attacking the dangers of postmodernism. In 

certain cases (as for example in his articles concerning postmodernism in historiography) his 

articles were written as responses to the texts of other academics, but in most cases they were 

isolated polemics. Furthermore, in 2002, he published the first book written by a Greek 

academic in Greek, dealing with the relationship between postmodernism literature and 

criticism654. Postmodernism and literature represented the sum of his positions on the subject 

as they had been presented in this peculiar dialogue of one through the various articles he had 

published over the years. In 2012, a second expanded edition was published adding two 

chapters entitled ‘literature and organic form’ and ‘literature and morality’ respectively. In 

what follows, I will attempt to present Vayenas’s idea of postmodernism in literature and 

literary studies mainly by following the arguments of Postmodernism and literature, and 

when necessary, directly turning to specific articles of his. It is important to note from the 

outset, that (ironically) it is in Vayenas’s polemics against postmodernism that one can find 

the most extensive treatise on postmodernism and literature in the Greek literature. 
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Postmodernism and literature contained all of Vayenas’s positions on the relationship 

between postmodernism, literature, and criticism as they had previously appeared in his 

numerous newspaper articles, and as they would appear in the articles he wrote after the 

book’s publication. The examination of his positions on postmodernism that follows in the 

paragraphs below uses references from the book for convenience, while in the bibliography 

section at the end of the present account, the readers can find the titles and details of all the 

articles of his that I examined in the course of my research. 

For Vayenas, the decades between 1970 and 2010 were a period in which ‘so-called 

Theory’ dominated the humanities655. The very phrase ‘so-called Theory’ in the beginning of 

the book subtly put forward a distinction that for Vayenas was essential to understanding the 

issue of postmodernism. The distinction was that between literary theory as it had been 

practiced in the days of modernism (as for example in the English and American schools of 

New Criticism), and a false kind of theory, namely postmodern theory or plain Theory. With 

the rise to prominence of Post-structuralism and the various relevant French philosophies in 

the 1970s, the latter form of theory began its ascent to domination of the field. The hegemony 

of this obscure and unclearly defined body of thought had over the years produced and spread 

certain problematic ideas which needed to be tackled directly. The first such idea was 

concentrated in the claim that literature does not necessarily need ‘organic form’. For 

Vayenas, that claim was both ‘paradoxical’ and ‘empirically wrong’; on the contrary, he 

proposed that it was organic form that gave literary language its literary character656. In his 

own approach to literature, organic form was so deeply embedded into the logic and function 

of literature that it was in a sense part of human nature. Thus, when justifying the claim that it 

was organic form that made literature possible, he developed an essentialist interpretation of 

the use of literature in human societies: 

 

To put it briefly and with simple words: the purpose of literature and of art in general, is to offer us, 

with our entrance into the world of the work of art, which is a world of harmony, the feeling of a sublime 

balance and harmony, a mental cleansing, which man eagerly seeks, animated by an inherent desire to transcend 

the human condition. The work of art offers us that feeling thanks to its organic form; which, by capturing the 

elements that make up the tragedy of the human condition in a harmonic way in the realm of language - and by 

bringing them together with the creation of an illusion of a natural relationship between the signifiers and the 

signified (in the form and the content) of the work of art- and by providing us upon our entrance into the 
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balanced world of literature, with a feeling of transcendence of this raw reality, it helps us understand the 

meaning of the human condition better and to reconcile with its tragedy
657.  

 

Just as in his texts of the 1980s, he claimed that the advent of Theory represented one 

more phase of an ongoing battle between philosophy and literature thus in the beginning of 

the 21st century, he claimed that postmodernism was the latest manifestation of the ‘eternal 

battle between philosophy and poetry’658. According to Vayenas, the contemporary 

(postmodern) literary theorists suffered from a lack of knowledge and sense of the history of 

literature, and thus tried to approach it by imposing on it language-centric theories which 

belonged to other fields and disciplines659. What they did not understand was that 

‘perceptions of literature might have changed for many in our era, but human nature remains 

unaltered’660. Thus in a rather anthropological schema, literature through its organic form and 

harmonic structure was understood as a form of creation which responded to a need 

embedded in human nature; namely, the need and desire to escape the tragic reality of the 

human condition. 

For Vayenas, most of the traits of postmodernism were not original. In fact, the vast 

majority of the ideas and methods his contemporaries associated with postmodernism were 

already present within modernism as such. The two features of postmodernism which were 

entirely novel and unprecedented in history were first, the claim that organic form was not an 

essential part of a work of art, and second, the ‘opening up of the literary text to an infinite 

number of possible interpretations’661. Modernism in literary criticism had already undone the 

romantic approaches to literature, in which the critics sought to uncover the one correct 

interpretation of a text most frequently associated with the author’s own intentions. The 

postmodernists took this idea one giant leap further, and in a purely relativist fashion claimed 

that a text can have an infinite number of valid interpretations. But for Vayenas that was 

entirely wrong since if every interpretation is valid, then no interpretation can really be valid, 

thus rendering the interpretation and evaluation of texts redundant. 

Postmodernism in this narrative sought to abolish the limits of art both internally and 

externally. The internal abolition of boundaries and limits was achieved by claiming that 

there is no need for organic form, internal structure and logic in a work of art. Externally the 

                                                           
657 Nasos Vayenas, Μεταμοντερνισμός και λογοτεχνία, 2012, p 19-20 
658 Nasos Vayenas, Μεταμοντερνισμός και λογοτεχνία, 2012, p 21 
659 Nasos Vayenas, Μεταμοντερνισμός και λογοτεχνία, 2012, p 21 
660 Nasos Vayenas, Μεταμοντερνισμός και λογοτεχνία, 2012, p 21-22 
661 Nasos Vayenas, Μεταμοντερνισμός και λογοτεχνία, 2012, p 28 



290 
 

boundaries of literary discourse were undone by opening up the text to an infinite number of 

valid interpretations and dissolving the separation between literary and non-literary forms of 

discourse. The two forms of abolition were part of the same process and one could not exist 

without the other: There doesn’t have to be an organic form that differentiates literary texts 

from non literary texts so that the distinction between literature and other forms of discourse 

to be annulled. In a sentence hinting towards the works of Tziovas we examined earlier, he 

claimed that ‘it is not accidental that the certainty for the achievement of such an abolition is 

accompanied by the appearance of people who speak of literature after the end of 

aesthetics’662. 

According to Vayenas, the postmodernists claimed that the fragmentary literary writing 

which rose to prominence in the last decades of the 20th century -a form of writing that 

according to the postmodernists does not have organic form- was the result of a reaction 

against modernist literature. However, he claimed, they were mistaken. Their mistake was to 

believe that there could be any radically new form of literature after modernism. For 

Vayenas, modernism pushed literary experimentation to its extremes, reaching through Dada 

and Surrealism the furthest places it could. Thus, the most fundamental contradiction in the 

minds of the postmodernists was that they could not understand that since no radically new 

form of literary writing could occur after modernism, postmodernism as a literary form 

simply did not exist663. Most of the literary specialists of the period did not share the 

controversial belief that there can be no postmodern literature (he made the same claim both 

for prose and poetry later in the book). Already in 1987 in his references to meta-fiction, but 

more particularly in The palimpsest of Greek narrative, in a chapter entitled ‘Postmodernism, 

micro-narrative and the meaning of history’ published in 1993, Tziovas made numerous 

significant observations regarding the appearance of a postmodern fiction in the Greek 

literature of the metapolitefsi664. The most important contribution to the study of Greek 

postmodernist fiction to have been published since the appearance of the term in local literary 

criticism came out more than a decade after Vayenas’s denial, as recently as 2013. Following 

Tziovas’s preliminary remarks on Greek meta-fiction in After Aesthetics, Gerasimus Katsan’s 
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History and Ideology in Greek Postmodernist fiction, directly examined the ways in which 

Greek fiction produced after the 1970s adopted and re-visited the features of 

postmodernism665. The feature which differentiated postmodernist from modernist writers in 

Greek prose above all else, was their approach to and appropriation of history and national 

ideology. For Katsan, the postmodernist writers of Greece consciously wrote ‘against the 

grain of the modernists’ hegemonic perspective or seem to have absorbed and transmogrified 

it through their own experimentation’666.  

If Postmodernism in literature did not and could not exist, what did indeed exist and was 

the cause of all the confusion according to Vayenas, was postmodernism in literary theory. 

From the relativistic applications of deconstruction to Barthes’s theory of the death of the 

author, all of the dominant philosophical ideas in literary theory during the past few decades 

were seen in Vayenas’s schema as the by-products of postmodernism. In fact, throughout the 

book, the only two figures of famous theorists who received most of the fire of his polemics 

were Barthes and Derrida667. The former with his theory of the death of the author and the 

latter with deconstruction, were seen as the figures that pushed the development of 

postmodernism more than anyone else. However, they were not alone in this. The initiators of 

the ‘theory of infinite possible interpretations’, or in other words of critical relativism, were 

according to Vayenas: Roland Barthes, Jacques Derrida, Paul De Man, and Terry Eagleton668.  

 The polemic reached its climax in an attempt to discover the drive behind their theories of 

relativism. Vayenas claimed that ‘no literary author’ and ‘no serious literary critic’ could ever 

agree with the theories of the postmodernists. These theories were primarily written by 

figures who wished to demolish the dividing line between literary and theoretical discourse. 

The aforementioned figures and their followers sought to demolish the barriers separating the 

two forms of discourse out of a ‘fear of literature’. Their complex psychological problem was 

that they always wished to write literature themselves (that was the reason their theoretical 

writings had such a strong literary style) but were always afraid to do so. Thus, out of their 

fear of literary creation, they tried to demolish it through their theories: 

 

Because the existence of organic form -that is the threat- deconstructs (renders them pseudo-literary) 

their theories on literature: the theory of the disassociation of the signifier with the signified on which Derrida 

bases his philosophy; the theory of the identification of literature with rhetoric, through which De Man, as it has 
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been observed, tries to bury his youthful affair with a Nazi ideology of ‘organic’ dimensions; Eagleton’s neo-

Zhdanovite theory, which understands literature through a particular political system of ideas (and I leave 

Barthes out of this category, because his theory of the ‘death of the author’, despite its huge appeal, was for him 

just a momentary posture)
669. 

  

Vayenas nowhere in the book specified the figures making these claims and gave no 

examples of that form of supposedly anti-organic writing that had emerged at the end of the 

20th century. The theories referred to in the passage above, were not connected through 

references or footnotes to any particular publications. The only place in the course of the 

book where two lists of references appeared was in a section entitled ‘postmodernism and 

literary criticism’, where Vayenas claimed that the criticism against postmodernism as it 

appeared in the 1980s had already shown the unreliability and poverty of Theory670. The first 

list of citations, mentioned a large number of publications against postmodernism or Theory, 

while the second list put together a plethora of publications on the relationship between 

literature and ethics. The majority of the books contained in both lists were in English and 

primarily published in the USA between 1983 and 1998. Few of the titles in the lists had been 

translated into Greek at the time; while most of them still remain un-translated. Vayenas 

made no distinctions between the subjects or fields of each title. For example, Stein Haugom 

Olsen’s The End of Literary Theory, was a collection of essays questioning the very 

possibility of a unified theory for the ‘appreciation and evaluation of literary works’671, while 

Christopher Norris’s The Truth about Postmodernism, was a defense of Kantian 

enlightenment from post-structuralist and postmodernist philosophy from the epistemological 

point of view of philosophy672. Polemics against theory in general were not seen as a separate 

subject from polemics against specific applications of theory in literature, while he did not 

attempt to contextualize the works cited in the broader framework of the Theory-wars that 

had also taken place in the English-speaking world of the 1980s. Finally, in a rather 

contradictory choice, the list included Terry Eagleton’s The illusions of postmodernism as a 

critique against postmodern theory, while in first chapter of the book Vayenas had presented 

Eagleton as one of the theoretical founders of postmodern relativism673. 

Furthermore, Vayenas claimed that while postmodern theory had received catalytic 

criticism already since the middle of the 1980s, the local postmodernists of the 21st century 
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acted as if they still lived in the 1970s and ‘chased windmills’, attacking problems and dead-

ends that had already been solved decades ago674. According to Vayenas, even Derrida 

himself had acknowledged the death of postmodernism, and that was the reason why he 

participated in a series of discussions organized by Loughborough University under the title 

‘Life after Theory’, since the word Theory in the title ‘meant postmodern theory’675. This 

very identification of Theory with postmodern theory was a gesture indicating how his 

polemics of the 1980s and his polemics against postmodernism twenty years later were 

connected. 

Throughout most of his texts since the 1980s Vayenas followed similar patterns. A 

practice which repeated itself in his writings of every decade was accusing his interlocutors 

of mis-reading his original texts and mis-representing his positions676. In the debates around 

postmodernism this accusation expanded into a defense of the writings of others as well. In 

Vayenas’s view, postmodernists either due to the effect of their relativist theories or out of 

malice had a tendency to mis-read and distort the texts they referred to, and so, these texts 

had to be defended677. In other words, while in the 1980s the accusation of mis-readings 

seemed to be merely a strategy of argumentation, in his post-2000 polemics, mis-readings 

and distortions appear as an inherent part of postmodernism. Vayenas believed that a mania 

with Theory had taken over a part of the local intellectuals from the 1980s and well into the 

first decade of the 21st century. In his attempt to interpret the reasons behind the ‘blind 

admiration’ the various local intellectuals showed for Theory, he claimed that it was out of an 

internalized fear of ‘provincialism’. In his 1987 text entitled ‘Criticism and provincialism’, he 

accused those in favour of theory (like Lambropoulos or Dimiroulis) of a provincial 

behaviour, while the most striking signs of provincialism, were to be found in those afraid of 

provincialism678. In two newspaper articles under the same title published in the end of 2008 

and the beginning of 2009 respectively, he repeated his claims679. Out of their fear of being 

described as provincial, the local admirers of Theory worshiped uncritically everything that 
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was produced in the American and European centers, and constantly critiqued the local 

intellectual scene for being inadequate and underdeveloped. If the major names of 

postmodernism (such as Derrida and Barthes) promoted their theories out of a fear of 

literature, then the local postmodernists did so out of a fear of provincialism and in a constant 

desire to look in fashion. Thus, fear was once again presented as the exegetical mechanism 

behind the promotion of Theory, and was in this way cast into the broader list of symptoms of 

postmodernism. In his articles at the end of the first decade of the 21st century, the symptoms 

of postmodernism were also frequently presented as symptoms of ‘political correctness’ and 

of its authoritarian censorship680. 

A final remark of significance on Vayenas’s polemics is that, exactly as in the debates of 

the historians we examined in the previous chapter, none of those accused of promoting 

postmodernism identified himself/herself as a postmodernist. The first generations of 

intellectuals to import ideas related to French Theory, whether in the primary form of 

structuralism and deconstruction from France, or in the Anglo-American take on French 

philosophy in the form of post-structuralism and later postmodernism, did identify to a large 

extent with the ideas they promoted. The category of the skepticists as described by 

Lambropoulos in the 1980s, attempted to bring together all those who sought to renew the 

fields of modern Greek studies and Greek literary studies through the application of various 

theoretical models of French Theory. Thus, although most of those who agreed with his 

distinction between skepticists and empiricists and found themselves identifying with the 

former category, didn’t identify themselves as post-structuralists or deconstructionists and 

postmodernists later on, they did feel a sense of identification with a broader category of 

thought, distilled into the notion of Theory. Postmodernism, as a term which gained ground 

in the local context at the end of the century and especially in the first years of the new 

millennium was promoted and defended less than its predecessors in the process of 

theoretical transfers we described in the present chapter. The lack of larger public debates or 

public support for postmodernism however, should not be seen as a sign of the decline of 

Theory at the end of the metapolitefsi. During the first decade of the 21st century, the 

publications on Theory continued to increase in numbers, while more and more literary 

specialists seemed to be interested in the themes and discussions raised by the theoretical 

currents that we examined in the present chapter. 

                                                           
680 See for example: Nasos Vayenas, ‘Μεταμφιέσεις του Ζντανοφισμού [Disguises of Zdanovism]’, To Vema, 

20 January 2008 



295 
 

Published in 2002, Morfia Malli’s Modernism, Postmodernism and periphery, provided an 

analysis of Vayenas’s theory and practice of translation in poetry, in the framework of the 

distinctions between modernism and postmodernism and center and periphery681. Located in 

the periphery rather than the center, Greece’s translators of literature and particularly of 

poetry throughout the 20th century had been primarily influenced by European modernism. 

Thus, the modernist traditions of translation in Greece always bore and internalized the 

‘shame of being peripheral’682. In the metapolitefsi, the local translators found themselves 

attempting to shake off the peripheral character of Greek modernism. Vayenas’s collection of 

translated poems, Η πτώση του Ιπτάμενου (The flying man’s fall) published first in 1989 and 

in a second expanded edition in 1997, sought to transcend the features of provincialism 

(peripheralism) found in Greek modernism683.  

Morfia Malli understood postmodernism both as a form of thought and as a social 

condition/a new era, through the lens of postmodernity and under the direct influence of 

Kondylis and Jameson. With regards to postmodernism as a form of thought or a range of 

ideas, she followed the distinction between two versions of postmodernism initiated by Linda 

Hutcheon in The Politics of Postmodernism684 and developed further by Hans Bertens in The 

idea of the Postmodern685. In this reading of Postmodernism, its history could be divided into 

two phases, where the first one began in the early 1970s and drew its foundations from post-

structuralism in the early work of Barthes and Derrida; the second phase began in the 1980s, 

it was mainly influenced by the work of Foucault, and was characterized by a questioning of 

‘objective reality’, and claimed that ‘knowledge and language were inextricably bound to 

authority, and ‘that is why it questions the authority embedded in the formation of discourse 

which reproduce it and recycle it perpetually’686. The two types of postmodernism eventually 

represented two very different lines of thought. The latter type in particular, despite its anti-

authoritarian potential, ran the risk of total relativism. 

Following Vayenas’s diagnoses of the dangers of postmodernism in Greece, Malli too saw 

the uncritical admiration of postmodernism by the local critics as a sign of provincialism and 

as the reproduction of the hierarchical distinction between a peripheral and a central 
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culture687. Although the local critics saw Vayenas’s collection of translations as a product of 

an experimental modernism of sorts688, she claimed that Vayenas’s attempt towards the 

transcendence of modernist provincialism in Greece was, even without his knowledge, 

shaped under the influence of postmodernism689. In Η πτώση του Ιπτάμενου, Vayenas used 

several of the trademarks of postmodernism in translation and literature: The collection 

included poems that he had written along with translations of other poets without explaining 

or indicating the difference between one and the other. In certain cases, the translations 

themselves were consciously altering the content of the original poems by adding extra lines 

or omitting certain words, while the choice of poems for translation was also indicative of his 

experimental intentions. 

By elaborating on the distinction between the two types of postmodernism we examined 

above, Morfia Malli saw Vayenas’s own theory of translation and his general theory of 

literature as a radical critique of the relativist branch of postmodernism. In its place, Vayenas 

proposed a ‘new humanism’; a ‘postmodern humanism’ in essence, which kept the useful 

parts of Barthes’s theory and at the same time put the principles of the enlightenment back in 

the center of focus690. Since he identified the local uncritical admiration of postmodernism 

with an internalized ‘peripheralism’, Malli saw Vayenas’s project through his collection of 

translations as the first call for the replacement of postmodernism with post-colonialism in 

Greek literary criticism691. The main source of influence for the identification of 

postmodernism as a tool for the overthrow of the center-periphery relations in the work of 

Malli came from the works of Ihab Hassan and Hans Bertens692, but found its clearest 

application in the writings of Nelly Richard and her observations on the case of Latin 

America693. 

Modernism, Postmodernism and Periphery helped bring the questions regarding 

postmodernism that at the time were dominating the field of literary criticism into the field of 

translation, and thus significantly expanded the discussion and its horizons. Furthermore, by 

bringing together the questions of postmodernism and periphery, Malli shed light on a 
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sidelined political perspective on postmodernism; namely, the relationship between 

postmodernism and post-colonialism. However, a significant drawback of her approach lay in 

the fact that she accepted Vayenas’s diagnoses of the state of Greek literary criticism and 

theory at face-value, without empirically verifying his claims or elaborating on their 

implications. Nowhere in his polemics did Vayenas provide a thorough description of why he 

believed that the local critics welcomed French Theory so ‘uncritically’. Since the 1980s, 

translations and applications of French Theory in the local context increased significantly 

while the local intellectuals showed a continually increasing interest in Theory, but the 

application of Theory never became a hegemonic practice in Greek literary criticism. The 

majority of the departments of philology remained bound to the teaching of modernist 

approaches and practices until the very end of the metapolitefsi. Postmodernism became a 

subject of classes and seminar debates, without however becoming the dominant subject of 

teaching or even more so, without ever pushing the traditionally established approaches off 

the curriculum. In fact, the subject of ‘Greekness’ and the nation-centric approaches to 

literature so prevalent in Greek criticism throughout the 20th century remain to this day a 

dominant lens through which popular criticism ‘reads’ literature. Vayenas’s polemics against 

the so-called local ‘theory-mania’ lacked any evidence to prove the significance, and 

hegemonic character that he claimed it had. 

In a collective volume on the history of Greek literature in the 20th century published in 

2012, Vayenas returned to the subject of Theory694. This time, ten years after the initial 

publication of Postmodernism and literature, the term postmodernism had completely 

disappeared from his vocabulary, but the content associated with the term in the polemics we 

examined above remained intact. The term he used to denote the phenomenon now, was 

‘theoretical impressionism’. Theoretical impressionism occurred in Greece in the mid-1980s 

and was the result of a ‘grave depreciation of positivism’, with a consequent depreciation of 

research and verification of validity, and of the constant desire for novelty in theory, along 

with a widespread fear of provincialism in the critical circles695. The examples given from the 

local intellectual scene were the literary specialists Vassilis Lambropoulos, Dimitris 

Dimiroulis, and the historian Antonis Liakos. Lambropoulos had fallen victim to his 

uncritical admiration of Foucault, Dimiroulis for his admiration of Derrida, and Liakos had 
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fallen victim to the theories on the historical construction of nations (those of Benedict 

Anderson, Ernest Gellner, and Eric Hobsbawm in particular). Just as postmodernism was 

seen as one more phase in the ‘eternal battle between philosophy and poetry’, so its alter-ego, 

was seen as a recurring phenomenon over the centuries, whenever ‘critics cannot hold back 

their theoretical urges’696. The terms of description might have changed, but the phenomenon 

remains the same. Vayenas was the most significant and vocal representative of the anti-

French Theory voices in the context of Greek literary studies, and so in his writings one can 

find a condensed form of all the claims, polemics and fears on the encounter between literary 

criticism and Theory in the end of the 20th and the beginning of the 21st century.  

The term postmodernism was gradually replaced by other zeitgeist terms (globalization 

was the most important replacement at the end of the first decade of the 21st century), or still 

appeared in parallel to them as a synonym or a complementary concept in literary criticism. 

However, as the appearance of studies such as that of Gerasimus Katsan, has become more 

frequent since the end of the metapolitefsi, postmodernism started being used more 

frequently as a concept not in the field of criticism, but in the periodization and analysis of 

Greek literature itself697. Katsan, an Associate Professor of Modern Greek at Queen’s college 

(City University of New York), published in 2013 History and National Ideology in Greek 

Postmodernist Fiction, the first in-depth analysis of postmodernism as a literary form in 

modern Greek literature. Much in line with the connections between Theory and nation-

centric narratives we have traced in the sources of the present chapter, Katsan examined 

Greek postmodernist fiction by focusing on the ways it debated national identity and national 

ideology. Although significant publications such as Roderick Beaton’s book on Kazantzakis 

as a postmodernist avant la lettre or Dimitris Païvanas’s examination of the postmodern 

elements in the novels of Thanasis Valtinos predate the publication of Katsan’s History and 

National Ideology and shed light on the relationship between historical fiction, national 

identity and postmodernism, Katsan’s research holds a unique place in the history of 

postmodernism in Greek literary studies mainly due to the fact that it provides a broader 

                                                           
696 Nasos Vayenas, ‘Θεωριακός Ιμπρεσσιονισμός’, 2012, p 545 
697 Gerasimus Katsan, History and National Ideology in Greek Postmodernist Fiction, Fairleigh Dickinson 

University Press, Madison-Teaneck, 2013. For more on the emergence of postmodernism as form in Greek 

literature see: Anastasia Natsina, Για τα όρια του Μεταμοντερνισμού στην Ελληνική πεζογραφία κατα το 

τελευταίο τέταρτο του 20ου αιώνα [On the limits of postmodernism in Greek prose during the last quarter of the 

20th century], in Aggela Kastrinaki, Alexis Politis, Dimitris Tziovas (Eds), Για μια ιστορία της Ελληνικής 

λογοτεχνίας του εικοστού αιώνα [For a history of Greek 20th century literature], Panepistimiakes ekdoses 

kretis/Mousio Benake, Heraklion, 2012, p 387-402 
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framework for understanding postmodernism in Greek historical fiction and meta-fiction698. 

Expanding upon Tziovas’s observations in The palimpsest of Greek narrative, Katsan located 

the emergence of Greek postmodernist fiction in the works of historical meta-fiction and 

more particularly in the ways these literary works debated and re-appropriated national 

historical narratives. Similar observations regarding the emergence of Postmodernist fiction 

in Greece were made by the critic Vaggelis Hatzivasiliou in 2002 and the scholar of modern 

Greek literature Eleni Papargyriou in 2010699. Thus, as the disputes over the influence of 

postmodernism in Greek criticism seemed to subside, the use of terms such as ‘postmodern 

Greek prose’ or ‘postmodern Greek fiction’ have been gaining further attention. While 

postmodernism in historiography questioned the boundaries between historical discourse and 

literary fiction, postmodernism in literature sought to appropriate the historical narratives of 

the past, and to experiment with the experience or trauma of history. Historiography and 

literary studies remain distinct fields, while history and literature were never as close as they 

came to be within the influence of postmodernism. Finally, the questions on the relationship 

between theory, criticism, and literature raised in the debates we examined in the present 

chapter remain largely unanswered, and are always likely to re-emerge if the circumstances 

call for new theoretical tools and perspectives. The transnational transfers and exchanges that 

inspired and gave rise to postmodern Greek prose remain un-examined, and deserve to be the 

subjects of further research in their own right. The fear or challenge of postmodernism in 

epistemological terms might seem to have ran its course, but the broader influence of 

postmodernism remains present in the intellectual circles of Greece, and is always worthy of 

further attention and discussion. 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                           
698 Roderick Beaton ‘Ο Καζαντζάκης μοντερνιστής και μεταμοντέρνος [Kazantzakis as a modernist and 

postmodernist]’. Kastaniotis, Athens, 2009. Dimitris Païvanas, ‘A post-modern lesson in history: the incomplete 

rhetoric of Thanasis Valtinos’s The Descent of the nine’, Byzantine and modern Greek Studies, Vol.29, No 2, 

2005. See also: Panagiotis Roilos, The Politics of writing: Greek Historiographic Metafiction and Maro Douka’s 

A Cup of Purple, Journal of Modern Greek Studies, Vol. 22, No 1, 2004. 
699 Papargyriou Eleni, Reading Games in The Greek Novel, Legenda, Oxford, 2010. And Vaggelis Hatzivasiliou, 
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και διασταυρώσεις, Alexandria Press, Athens, 2002, p 151-173 
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Epilogue 

 

I began the present research by appropriating and addressing one of the clichés in the 

literature on postmodernism; namely, the idea that defining postmodernism is an extremely 

difficult task. Let us now move to the conclusion of this research by tackling another cliché: 

writing an epilogue is a difficult task. A conclusion brings the researcher face to face with 

his/her achievements and limitations, as well as with the dead ends and the remaining open 

questions of his/her efforts. Throughout the course of a historical study one can open up 

many doors and windows, and leave too many loose threads. A lengthy historical narrative 

always runs the risk of getting its readers lost in a sea of information and multiple micro-

narratives. I wish here to briefly summarize the findings, conclusions and historical 

observations made in the course of the present research, in an effort to bring the readers back 

to the ‘big picture’ of the history of postmodernism in Greece. 

The present research focused on three interrelated narratives, while at the same time it 

sought to tell the story of the socio-historical development of these very narratives in parallel 

to the history of the metapolitefsi. The three points of focus were a) the development of the 

definitions and connotations of postmodernism in Greece, with a particular focus on the 

popular representations of the term in the local press; b) The development and the impact of 

postmodernism in specific disciplines and fields of the humanities and the social sciences, 

with a particular emphasis on history and literary studies; c) the ways in which 

postmodernism and other related terms and ideas were imported in Greece, with a particular 

emphasis on the routes, figures, places, institutions and social frameworks of the transfers 

relevant to postmodernism.  If –as I hope- these three parts of the story and the connections 

between them have been presented even with relative success, then the readers will have 

acquired not only a sufficient view of the history of postmodernism and its relevant transfers 

in Greece, but also a gaze into the cultural and intellectual history of the metapolitefsi as 

such. 

The term postmodernism started being used in Greece already since the mid-1970s but 

began having a serious impact on the local intellectual circles from the beginning of the 

1980s and onwards. From its establishment in the 1980s it kept on gaining more fame and 

influence and being more and more frequently used with every passing year until the end of 

its momentum and its gradual disappearance at the end of the first decade of the 21st century. 

Its entrance in Greece took place through the field of architecture, but it gradually entered the 
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discourse of many different fields. First, in the 1980s, it entered the fields of philosophy and 

sociology (Kondylis, Psychopedis, Mouzelis, Veltsos), during the 1990s its presence was felt 

more and more in the fields of history and literary studies, while by the end of the 

metapolitefsi it had influenced every epistemological debate and discussion of the humanities 

and social sciences. The initial representations and definitions of the term during the first half 

of the metapolitefsi were primarily the products of the influence of French post-structuralism, 

and were the results of transfers from the academic life of Paris. As the term entered the 

discourse of history and literary studies more directly during the second half of the period, the 

transfers behind its diffusion were mostly from the U.K and the USA, while the theoretical 

paradigms which inspired it were those of the American readings of French post-

structuralism, or what we have described as ‘French Theory’. During its development in the 

Greek intellectual framework, it was often accompanied by, and associated with, other terms 

and concepts such as modernity, modernization, modernism, democratization, post-industrial 

or post-Fordist society, and globalization. The changes in the term’s definitions or the 

pursuits through its use indicated the changes in the broader socio-political and intellectual 

context of the metapolitefsi. Thus for example, its association with modernity and 

modernization mostly took place during the late 1980s and 1990s when modernization had 

become the hegemonic political concept of the period and was debated in the popular press 

along with the country’s position in the global capitalist system in the scale of development 

and underdevelopment. Similarly, postmodernism was more and more associated with 

globalization and Empire during the first years of the 21st century, when the world had 

evidently entered a new phase of economic and political stakes, for the description and 

understanding of which new concepts and ideas were needed. 

Regarding the impact of postmodernism on historiography and literary criticism, we traced 

its connection to debates on subjects such as the relationship between historiography and the 

past and on the possibility of truly uncovering or reconstructing it; on the relationship 

between historical interpretative schemas and politics; on the questioning of previously 

established methodological approaches; on the relationship of the historians with their 

sources; on the relationship between literary theory and literary criticism; on the relationship 

between the critic and the literary texts and between literature and the representation of social 

reality; on the usefulness of history, criticism, and literary theory and their function in 

society. The two disciplines were often connected through epistemological questions brought 

by postmodernism, either because they had to face common challenges and face similar fears 

as for example in the case of the death of grand narratives and the criticism of Enlightenment 
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and modernity, or because they had to face questions which directly related the two 

disciplines with each other, as for example in the discussions on the literary nature of 

historical narratives, and the always-mediated reading of historical sources (Hayden White, 

Patrick Joyce, Keith Jenkins). 

In the public debates on historiography, postmodernism was criticized as a negative 

development in the field, through numerous accusations. It was presented as a relativist and 

de-politicized version of historical writing, downgrading class analysis or even at times 

threatening the country’s national and traditional culture, or as a bringer of Americanization. 

In the field of literary studies, it was also seen as a negative development, and was frequently 

accused of promoting the theoretical analysis of literary texts against their critical evaluation. 

In essence, the basis of all the discussions on postmodernism during the metapolitefsi was the 

relationship between politics and intellectual practice. The connection between political 

debates and agendas and postmodernism was seen most clearly in the 4th chapter of the 

present research, where we described the unfolding of the public debates on postmodernism 

among historians as directly related to their debates on the future of Greek higher education. 

In reality, the epistemological claims of the debates on postmodernism were the one side of 

the coin, while the other side of it was the political disputes on the attempted legislative 

changes concerning universities in the beginning of the 21st century. In the social sciences 

and especially in sociology, postmodernism was proposed in the 1980s as a valuable 

theoretical tool in understanding the changing Greek society of the metapolitefsi, and was 

also criticized on these very grounds. In the realm of popular culture and popular politics, it 

was often presented as a relativist tendency which was threatening Greek culture and had an 

Americanizing or Westernizing effect over society. In history, postmodernism was mostly 

criticized by left-wing and especially Marxist historians as a de-politicized, relativist version 

of historiography. In literary theory, postmodernism was promoted as a body of ideas which 

could subvert and overthrow the dominant conservative methods of criticism, in favour of 

more politically aware and progressive approaches to literary texts. Consequently, it was 

criticized by various local literary specialists as a corruptive force which sought to undo 

literary criticism altogether, by dissolving the boundaries between disciplines and intellectual 

practices. With the exception of the sociologist Giorgos Veltsos, none of the historical actors 

in the history of postmodernism in Greece identified himself/herself openly as an advocate of 

postmodernism, while most of the claims on what the term postmodernism signified were 

made by those who wrote polemics against it. In all of the epistemological debates on 

postmodernism in history and literary studies, the one subject which dominated the 
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discussions was the relationship between theory and scientific practice. Postmodernism for its 

critics was described as the domination of historiography or literary criticism by Theory. 

Theory according to these critiques sidelined all the previously established approaches to 

history and literature and promoted relativist readings of their subjects. 

The history of the metapolitefsi in the present narrative can be seen as the transition from 

the hegemony of French cultural influence to the hegemony of Anglo-American epistemic 

and cultural paradigms. Therefore, we traced the influence of France in the formation of 

historiography and literary theory, as well as in the entirety of the cultural sphere of the 

metapolitefsi during the first stages of the period through the actions and role of various 

actors and channels (The French Institute of Athens, the chair of Neo-Hellenic studies at the 

Sorbonne, the influence of the Annales on the formation of local journals etc). The Greek 

intellectuals associated with France during the first half of the metapolitefsi shaped and 

reshaped their subjects of study in Greece as well as the country’s public sphere in numerous 

ways during the first two decades following the fall of the dictatorship. Furthermore, we 

examined the role of the intellectuals associated with the modern Greek studies departments 

of England and the USA from the late 1980s and onwards, in the enrichment of their field of 

expertise as well as the role they played in the establishment and diffusion of postmodernism 

in Greece, along with their significant role in the creation of channels of communication and 

cultural exchange between Greece and the English-speaking world. In this framework, we 

examined the significant role played by the universities of Princeton (USA) and Birmingham 

(England) as hubs for the transfer of ideas, paradigms, and broader cultural tendencies to and 

from Greece. Writing an epilogue can also be a difficult task because it forces one to face the 

things he/she didn’t manage to include in their narrative, or the things he/she would wish to 

focus on in future research. Fortunately, in the writing of history, limitations are as important 

as aspirations. The present research is the first extensive historical narrative on 

postmodernism and its many transformations in Greece. That means that it had to overcome 

many obstacles which future researches will not have to tackle. Through the present account, 

I sought to shed light in a dark and relatively unexplored room. As is usually the case with 

such ventures, where one expects to find a mere dark corner, one happens to discover the 

existence of entire new rooms or cupboards and cabinets which await further exploration. 

Thus for example, gathering such a large part of the Greek literature on postmodernism was 

both a challenging and a significant task. Any future research on postmodernism in Greece 

can use the present account and its sources as a starting point and as a ground on which to 

develop its narrative. While the present research is extensive on subjects such as the 
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representations of postmodernism in the popular press or even more so in the fields of history 

and literary studies, there are various subjects it briefly touches upon, and which I believe 

deserve further attention and research. More particularly, the perceptions of postmodernism 

in Greek theology or in the intellectuals of the Orthodox Church and postmodernism in 

architecture were subjects which we briefly examined in the course of this research and 

which contain extensive sources, ideal for future in-depth research. Even more so, a 

collective research project bringing together the work of many individual researchers on 

various other particular features and histories of postmodernism both in the Greek and in an 

international context could combine the findings and the history of postmodernism of the 

present research with the findings of researches on other subjects relevant to postmodernism 

into a broader socio-historical narrative that no single individual could produce. In a similar 

logic, in the course of this research, we showed that Marxist uses of postmodernism (mainly 

those initiated by the work of Fredric Jameson) did not find a particularly fertile ground in 

Greece despite the efforts of certain Greek intellectuals. On the contrary, it was Marxist or 

Marxism-inspired critiques of postmodernism which blossomed throughout the public 

debates on postmodernism. The reception of new ideas from France (post-structuralism, 

psycho-analysis, semiotics etc) in the 1970s and 1980s, or even more so the reception of new 

ideas from England and the USA in the 1990s and 2000s from the Marxist circles of Greece 

and their reactions to those new ideas along with the role of Marxism in the shaping of the 

culture of the metapolitefsi deserves to be the subject of further research as such. 

I sought to gather as much first-hand sources from the university departments associated 

with historiography and literary criticism as possible, in an effort to document the ways in 

which the teaching and research subjects of the aforementioned fields changed during the 

metapolitefsi. Lack of time did not allow me to gather any material from university 

departments other than those of the University of Athens and the University of Crete. A 

research emphasizing the changes in the academic treatment of theory and postmodernism 

through the prism of the changing perceptions and practices of the university departments and 

the intellectuals working in them would play a fundamental role towards the writing of the 

general intellectual history of the metapolitefsi. If more than 30 years after the completion of 

the metapolitefsi pass, then researchers will also be allowed to have access to the proceedings 

of the universities’ departmental meetings, and thus will have access to significant sources on 

the ways in which the historical actors of the present research debated the epistemological 

challenges of postmodernism. Unfortunately, due to the temporal proximity of the present 

research, I was not legally allowed to access these sources.  
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Writing an epilogue is a difficult and somewhat sad task, but, it can be liberating and 

optimistic if one chooses to write it and read it this way. Instead of focusing on the 

conclusion of a research, it would be better to close this section by focusing on the possible 

opening up of other future research projects such as the ones suggested above. Through the 

methods and perspectives chosen for the historicization of postmodernism in the present 

research, I sought to propose the beginning of a broader effort for the writing of an 

intellectual history of the metapolitefsi. The period itself has only recently started to become 

the subject of historical research, and the perspective of cultural transfers can only benefit our 

understanding of it. The present research is not only the first extensive narrative on the 

history of postmodernism in Greece, but also the first research which approached 

postmodernism through the prism of cultural transfers. Therefore, since I had to cover major 

gaps in the existing literature, I chose to integrate the sources I gathered into a general trans-

cultural narrative of transfers and exchanges which provides the readers with a long view of 

the metapolitefsi and of the changes and transitions in its interior. Thus, further research 

could be carried out which would focus on particular aspects, themes and cases regarding the 

cultural transfers of the metapolitefsi as such. For example, the exchanges between the 

intellectuals of the University of Birmingham and intellectuals in Greece could very well be 

the subject of an autonomous research project; the same can be said for the history of the 

French institute of Athens or the biographies of the individual historical actors this research 

focused on. While the present narrative on the history of postmodernism in the Greek 

metapolitefsi closes here, many more such narratives of both national and international 

significance could open, bringing both the study of transfers and the study of ideas to the 

fore, and renewing contemporary historical thought through the prism of a transnational 

scope. 
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