Bourgeois Conformism and the Dictatorship of théoGels in Greece

Antonio or the Message: Bourgeois Conformism and the Dictator ship
of the Colonelsin Greece (1967-1974)

Philip Hager (Royal Holloway)

2007 marks the fortieth anniversary of the ‘Reviolutof the 21" of April,” the coup
executed by a military troika, the junta that sdipewer for seven years (1967-1974).
During this specific period theatre gradually beeaanmedium through which the
people of Greece participated in the public affdinsa coercive society defined by a
military State, political activity was reduced teetprivate sphere. Theatre publicised
private opposition and created a condition of prdltcomplicity between stage and
auditorium. Audiences were not sole observers ofetion, but a living group of
acting individuals that fulfilled their part as iz#éns. Theatre, as it is a place of
illusion, offered the illusion of citizenship. Mareer, since it created the conditions
for the forbidden to occur, theatre functioned aglace of resistance to the
dictatorship of the colonels. It must be clear tiflmuthat resistance through theatre is
only symbolic; that is, it can onipspireresistance in the social sphere.

The period of Greek history that begun at the eénd/orld War 1l in 1945 is
defined by the civil war between nationalists aminmunists, and its consequent
polarisation. The dictatorship of the colonels whs climax and the end of this
situation of partial democracy; partial, because part of the population experienced
an ordinary bourgeois capitalist everyday life, iwhanother part of the population
(the communists) was violently repressed. The Graek war is seen by many
historians as the Greek manifestation of the Colar:\Breece, as a dependent State
participated in the global policies of polarisation

Haralambis argues that the dictatorship was atre$icontradictions within

Greek social structures and observes that the amsyidentified with the idea of the
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nation [...as its] source, and guarantor; the pretmmdof the nation’s existence’
(Xaparaunng 77)* National identity was defined by the repressivpaaptuses as the
opposition to the anti-Greek other, the communigtsp were also referred to as
Slavs, or reds. According to this logic, democrecoyld only be maintained when the
traitors of the nation would be extinct. ‘The ravtdn was not aiming at the death of
democracy, but at democracy’s salvage from death would come with the red
totalitarianism, as a result of actions carried bytthe politicians of the time’
(Mokapéfog 14). A gradual democratisation of the State o@iuring the 1960s
when a party of the centre won the elections. Harethis government was deposed
by the palace. This led to a period of politicalnatmality and popular
demonstrations, requesting a more democratic reglmeas a period in which
political awareness was growing in parallel witle thxplosion of oppressed leftist
activity.

Poulantzas, inrhe Crisis of the Dictatorshipgiscusses the existence of the
para-State in post-war Greece, and defines it @stwaork that ‘functions behind the
facade of the State Apparatuses, which carefulgguse it [...and] provides a
permanent recourse for the bourgeoisie in theuggle to maintain and safeguard
their power’ (Poulantzas 100-101). Therefore, theagState and its practices were
illegitimate. When the colonels seized power in 7,9they claimed legitimacy on
behalf of the para-State. The purposes of the tdictiip were the conservation of
bourgeois State, the rescue of the national chemaend the elimination of the

communist dange.

L All quotations from Greek sources are translatedb.

2 Nikolaos Makarezos, of the leading troika of tl8Z coup, in his booklow We Were Driven to the
21% of April 1967 claims that ‘[tlhe need for an effective confratiin of the [political] dead end
created by the pre-April national crisis, dictatdte following double mission to the Military
Revolution of the 2% of April:

I.  Theprevention:
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The ‘Revolution’ came as a result of the destadtilis) of the bourgeois order
aiming at the reinforcement of law and order. Huat tthey employed practices of
‘brute violence’ (Close 282). The coup was an dcaudonomy of the para-State. It
was an attempt to legalise unlawful aggressionvamlénce. The bourgeoisie trapped
in its (nationalist) contradictions remained indrént to the new social condition,

hence providing passive support to the colonels.

In 1972, Théatro Téchnis in Athens produced Luladwostaki's playAntonio or the
MessageAnagnostaki was a fairly young playwright andstproduction marked the
initiation of the celebration for the 30 years diéhtro Téchnis. The socio-cultural
event itself (the celebration) added significanmehis particular production. Carolos
Coun (the artistic director and founder of Théatfkchnis) was one of the most
acknowledged theatre directors in Greece, and Tdwéaéchnis was a highly
legitimate institution in Greek avant-garde theali®st of the production’s reviews
start with a quick reference to the celebratoryrati@r of the occasion and Coun’s
overall contribution: ‘Theatro Technis has reach@dy years of activity, constantly
devoted on creative work of a higher artistic l1eyalbéag 2). ‘One of Coun'’s finest
traditions is that he gives the chance to youngndtasts to break théarrier of
silence The ones, however, who manage to walk throughNbBeow Gate are
subjected to the danger ofashingagainst the wall of thenacceptable(KoAxkdavn
4). The latter quotation reveals the difficulty efiteringthe (re)strict(ed) world of

Théatro Téchnis and the conservatism of the boisgeainstream theatre audiences.

a) Of the pre-arranged outbreak of the fourth ComistlRound and the consequent massacre.

b) Of the overturning of the bourgeois order arel@ktablishment of a Stalinist Dictatorship.

c¢) Of the incorporation of Greece behind the [Ir@ujrtain and its geographical mutilation.

Il. The safeguarding of the preconditions for a normal functioning iyt of the public life in the
Country, and the return, as soon as possible,f@pentarism on healthy ground. In other words,
the settlement of the clearly political problemdxapéloc 13).
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I will argue that this production was an act ofisesce to the cultural and physical
submission of the country to an illegitimate (aliterate) military regime, as well as
an attempt to raise political awareness among diegeoisie.

Antoniois set ‘[ijn a room without walls where people frafarious countries
live together. The room has view over streets, sepjand gardens where soldiers and
policemen meet in an attempt to impose a new oKdénoniiong 35). This house is
located, according to descriptions, somewhere igldm: ‘On Sundays, after the
meal, we always have tea here. With lemon. | diket tea. | warn you... You will
have to get used to the habitavryvootaxn 10-11). The house is shelter for refugees
from places where the ‘new order has been impo#estsembles a prison, or an
asylum. The regime constitutes an invisible and igodus threat of violence that
eventually becomes visible and physically affectergone inside and outside the
house.

Threat generates action, which comes in the formartlis spoken by men and
women that enter the house. The message of feavialghce is announced through
their language in increasing waves, to conclude igpectacle of brutal physical
violence by the regime. Anagnostaki pointed out thahis play the characters are
given freedom; they are fragmentary, and theiroastiare often incomplete or
completed by another character. Moreover, evermgrpss ‘freely and are introduced
by the characters; accordingly they lead everybdiglly shaping the play, with
their own meaning and autonomyyoyvootakn 15). Therefore, the characters are
not complete individuals, but fragments of a cdliecunconscious, and it is up to the
events to construct the plot. Anagnostaki createdalbstract sign-system that is

characterised by lack of logical consistency angtipslogical causality.
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The residents of the house live in constant fday ffear what is to come; a
certain establishment, an order from which theyehild is a totalitarian order that
spreads like a plague; so does the fear. The tefraotalitarianism and violence
(reality) generates fear, and creates tendenciesaape. The house offers an illusion
of privacy, which means detachment from realityd &nerefore safety. The shelter
they seek is the very illusion of the house beirgpalter: they escape reality in order
to feel safe. Reality is fear. The illusion is s&h damaged when it is clearly
exposed: physical violence invades the house iallpawith a counter-message of
reaction that has been spread by a group of yowergand women, Antonio’s trusted
friends. Antonio is a double figure within the pldne is the adopted son of the owner
of the house (Aliki), and a mythical revolutionafyhe former is an oppressed boy in
a man’s body and physically present, while thestatd the representation of an ideal
and physically absent. The former is matter, wthkelatter is spirit. Antonio’s friends
appear as friends of Aliki’'s son, but reveal thelvese as followers of the ideal. They
appear to play a game, and discuss the futureeaf rthsistance. They are interrupted

by State agents who appear to confirm the thredbang violence on stage.

Meaning within the play is produced by its irratidity and its resistance to traditional
structures of realist drama. The characters angpsul off their individuality and act
accordingly. In this chaotic universe only the stanal variations of the theme of
threat do not fall apart. The structure of the pdayives from the notion of threat of
violence. The rest of the structural elements (eamic relations between events
and characters) are built upon this ground, follmyvian internal causality of

succession of events, and not a logical/psychadbgrausality of behaviours.
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Moreover, threat spreads and gradually dominatesplace in the form of a disease
surrounding the house.

The atmosphere of the play consists of a poetikndgs and constant
menacing signs, creating a claustrophobic enviraitmBhe domestic space can be
described as a closed circuit, from which themoipoint of escape. The circle asserts
a certain degree of continuity, in that it does hate a starting or an ending point.
Threat enters the circle of the house from theppeny of a wider homocentric circle.
It surrounds the space of the house, thus creatimgcular notion of siege, that
gradually closes down to the centre. The outeldecic defined as the State. It is a
continuum of oppression and violence, which is @spnted by waves of threat that
occupy the whole of the outer circle, and graduedisade the inner circle. The latter
is the private space of the house: it is a sma#iproduction of the outer one. They
share hierarchical structures and power organisatbemes, but reversed. The inner
circle is the structural centre of the play; ittle exemplary case within a wider
context. Fear/threat comes in an outsidénside scheme.

The two circles are presented as the Family andSta¢e. However, the
specific case of family is consisting of variousraénts, often with opposing needs
and wills; they are strangers to each other. Thus not a typical example of a
bourgeois family. Fear (of the outside) graduadlgds to conformism, as a medium of
anonymity and safety, which again leads graduatly ldss of identity, mass
stereotypes, separation from the experience andselie alienation. The slow but
steady invasion of fear creates events within theranosm of the house. The
reactions to the outside are only passive; thdgvothe events without participating.
It is only a matter of time for the menacing vilwat to invade the private in material

form: physical violence.
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The only active resistance to the threat comes fAmtonio’s friends. Their
actions radicalise the inside/private by makingatt of the outside/public struggles.
They invade the inner circle before the agentdefState. They dissolve the private,
in order to confront the terror of the public. Téennection between the youth and the
environment of the house is established by Elem& sepresents the house in the
game® The inside space of private safety has been shgngince she joined the
strange family living in this house. The privateasp of the house is defined by
conformism to the local habits, and the bourgedéoliogy of passive observation of
spectacular life. For its residents, the house daae of anonymity, a safe place in
which they can continue an unsuspected life. Tletysaf the private is the last thing
dissolved by the State. The physical invasion ofgmy by the public/State is the
ultimate mechanism of suppression and oppressiqioged by the established order.
Slater points out that, according to Marxist thegoyivate life appears free yet has in
fact been colonized by public commercial and paditinstitutions’ (148). Therefore,
the safety of the private appears as a vital midbkion of the bourgeoisie.

In the scene with Antonio’s friends, a messageainter-action is delivered,
reversing the dynamics of relations and events. iagn struggle of the play is
encapsulated here: the various power structurésalrt and their mythologies are
disillusioned to reveal reality. Reality expose® tState Apparatus as a set of
repressive and reproductive institutions. For thestpart of the play the private is
dominated by the public (on the symbolic/psychatabievel). At the end the private

is physically eliminated: the lack of the illusiai safety, will remove individuals

%It is a game of questions and answers: its logithat each one answers to the previous question.
Thus, truth reveals itself, but hidden under a seginillogical order. Eleni asks the questions dnel
youth answer. The universal character of the yontivement is revealed in some of the answers:
‘Have you ever honoured your parents? Not me, myher has. | was doing other stuff. Were you ever
in Paris, in the spring? | can't remember any m@vere you ever a follower of fire? Whenever it was
needed, yes'Avayvootakrn 84).
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from their alienated privacies, and turn them ttivacagents. This scene is at the
centre of the circular structure of the play; ittssclimax and counter action. It marks
the explosion of the private, and its consequehtipstruggles.

The structure of the play creates a spatial birfaoyy which various signifiers
arise. Themessageof the title is to be found in the succession wfabes; it is a
reaction to these binaries, or even reaction tonthteon of binary and polarisation,
which was integral part of the collective conscimess and a determining factor in the
historical developments in post-war Greece.

The spatial binary (inside — outside) implies theaby safety — danger. It is,
moreover, the distinction between two phases ofityeathe familiar and the
unknown. The inside forms the private space, wthikeoutside is that of the public.
Bourdieu argues that ‘[olne might add to this theaieprivacy [...] that of the
residence, the house as a stable, enduring loaighenhousehold as a permanent
unit, durably associated with a house that is esstifetransmissible’ (65). In the
sphere of the private/household we find the notibthe family: ‘[...] when we think
of privacy as the domestic, intimate and familiabrid, we associate it with (for
example) emotion rather than reason [...] persorthkerahan monetary or material
bonds’(Slater 144).

The people in Aliki's house share a bond of felagytstay together in order to
survive. They form a stereotypical family, in order escape participation in the
violence of the public. Bourdieu again suggests #wording to ‘[tjhe dominant,
legitimate definition [...] the normal family [...] i& set of related individuals link
either by alliance (marriage), or filiation, or,ste commonly, by adoption (legal
relationship), and living under the same roof (¢otadion)’ (64). The individuals that

form the household iAntonio are not related by blood, and are not marrieds thi
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household consists of strangers. However, the obrthe family is Aliki and her
adopted son, and they all share a bond that ceristust and immaterial motives.

Anagnostaki presented on stage the nucleus sooigl the oppressed and
oppressive bourgeois family. The State is the ahs@ner structure that appears only
at the end, forceful, invasive, and oppressive.ghoataki underlined the domestic
oppression and violence, which is succeeded bySthée violence. The former is
mostly psychological, whereas the latter is physica

For the characters of the play the private spaceiges the illusion of safety.
‘The bourgeois idealization of the private was bwp with the idea of home as
haven from the public world’ (Slater 146). Family, basexh regularities and
stereotypes provides this illusion of safety, whalethe same time ‘it is the main
subject of reproduction strategies’ (Bourdieu @9)is, according to Bourdieu, the
locus of both biological and social reproductiorespectively, the State aims at
forming a corpus of regulations that will promotespecific type of family, thus
encouraging ‘logical conformism and moral conformis(Bourdieu 71). The
individuals that live in the house, under Aliki'sle, conform to the local logical and
moral stereotypes to be accepted by the local gsmis) community, and eliminate
any suspicion of irregularity.

Bourdieu concludes that ‘family is indeed a fiatioa social artefact, an
illusion [...], but a “well-founded one,” being proced and reproduced with the
guarantee of the State, it receives from the Sthvery moment the means to exist
and persist’ (72). IlAntonio’s case the illusion is demystified due to the vickof
the State and its physical presence within theapeispace of the family. When the
State physically crosses the line that separatepublic from the private, it suspends

the distinction between the two levels of socidivagy/reality; it breaks the ruleshat
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itself has established. The characters of the fdaythisunlawful deed, and they find
shelter in escaping reality: Aliki insists on thentinuation of the conformed life she
leads, although the menacing waves bring the messhgiolence closer. It is the
bourgeois myth of safety within the private worlfltbe household. Thenlawful
order imposed by the State, illustrates an oppressitaditi@rian bourgeois State, and
implies the regime of the colonels: it was a cabdlegitimate para-State agents
claiming legitimacy. Aliki's reaction to it reflestthe reaction of the bourgeoisie to
the dictatorship of the colonels in Greece: theas,wintil then, no public reaction to
the regime. Inaction means, in this sense, suppdhie established order.

The domination of the private by the public iseally revealed from the very
beginning of the play (or even before that); th#edence at the end is that the
domination has become material, physical, violent.

Whereas family life, leisure and consumption hagerbpresented as sacred

and as autonomous spheres of freedom, they hafeetimecome the objects

(and vehicles) of modern forms of social controthslias advertising and

marketing, State policy, bureaucratic rationali{§later 148)

Aspects of totalitarianism, such as oppression, @otence, complete an idea of
Anagnostaki’s indirect point of reference: the 8taft Greece in 1972.

When the private sphere is discredited, the ordystance to the State is the
group of Antonio’s friends. Michailides argues tiraAntoniothe youth undertake the
difficult role of raising collective awareness: ‘Mhhappened betwedine Gathering
[Anagnostaki’s first play] andntoniowere the events of May 68 in Paris. The youth
have taken on their part, found their charact®fiyfmiriong 39). Antonio’s friends
reflect the generation of the 1960s; they echo dblective consciousness of a

generation that negates the bourgeois logic. Theater sphere exits from the

domestic space, it becomes public: ‘the personapdbtical’ (Slater 149). The
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dissolution of the private points at the every days of resistance: revolutions in
every day life.

Plant points out that ‘daily acts of disruption aedistance to work, authority
and consumption showed that the spectacle was lwangested’ (32). And this is
exactly the kind of action the young revolutionaneant to undertake:

YOUNG MAN B: It will be a bizarre invasion. We wikll wear the same

clothes, nothing special or fancy; for example @weldhirt and a pair of tweed

trousers. We will be silent. [...] From now on theylwonstantly find us in

front of them, because we will never leave any m@xeayvootdaxn 81-82)

The ‘they’ of the above is the bourgeoisie; the gheothat ‘suspect nothing’
(Avayvmotdaxn 79). The youth must go and ‘talk to them abounges they can't see
anywhere’ Avayvootdakn 79).

Kristeva argues that ‘liberation of social behaviauas experienced as a revolt
against bourgeois morality and family values’ (18)d this is what Antonio’s friends
are determined to do; scare them with unconventidmaviours, so that the
bourgeoisie will be able to recognise their entrapmwithin the bourgeois
contradictions. The youth reverse the structurdlese (inside— outside), thus
signifying that private must become public in ortteresist the new totalitarian order.
The reaction starts from the private sphere, inetreryday lives of the oppressed: the

intimate, non-material relations of the private esghshould expand to the public and

construct a new society free from the bourgeoisestgpes.

The reception of Anagnostaki's play by the critigas positive, but with question
marks. A part of the establishment was supportivenethough they had spotted
problems in the play. The critical responsétdonioreflected the expectations of the
theatre establishment in regard to an emergingnplgiit, as well as their scepticism

towards Modern Greek playwrights; the discourse feassed on the originality and
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especially the binary content — form. A clear mgesavas expected due to the
peculiarities of the socio-cultural context; a naggs against the regime, which the
opposing feeling would grasp. Anagnostaki hersetficainced a message in the title
of the play, but then created a complex univeraewas not easily deciphered.

Antonio was mainly criticised for its lack of causalityettabsence of fully
drawn characters, and the lack of action; all th@va add up to the absence of a clear
message: ‘no one can really see the message opllye (Ad&ag 2). Kritikos,
delivering the most intimidating critique of theaglargues that Antonid includes
nothing truthful and significant under isgriousskin. [...] Violence and oppression
are to Ms Anagnostaki just words, and not real Bfgperiences’ Kpitucog 4).
Margaritis, in his own account of the play and therformance, disagreed with
Kritikos suggesting that ‘whatever may seem likelediciency in the eyes of the
uninformed spectator [...] is in fact intende®d¢pyapitng 2). Furthermore, Kalkani
argued that ‘[...] my logical and poor frame of arsadyis betrayingAntoniqg that is,
its musicality, the surreal narrative of the plthe very deeply drawn and fascinating
small scenes in which humans reveal themselesiavn 4). She implied that the
depth of the play is far beyond reason and merehatter of sensitivity, which cannot
be analysed in a review.

Kalkani grasped and clearly reflected what Anagmastried to expose, a
plague created by humanity. Abuse of power, opmessiolence are the main
themes of the play; ‘all the characters are fuggivn indoor spaces that are not
asylums, because fear has dominated them, anddseta® epidemic spreads closer
each time, more monstrous, present, constant; there safety anywhereK@Aikdvn
4). Here she points out the imprisonment of theviddals within their own space;

they are fugitives, their asylum/prison is the hgutheir illusory space of safety.
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Within the social context of the performance, timydogic according to which she
could approach Anagnostaki’'s dramatic world wast tbh everyday life under
colonels: oppression, threat, and fear were theadis that was spreading among the
Greeks.

Georgousopoulos argued thantonio or the Messages without a doubt
Anagnostaki’s best product. [...] She always gaveitmgression of a sensitive and
cultivated receiver of the zeitgeist of our timé§ewpyovcomoviog 41-42). Her
message was delivered in an unconventional matimeiyrationality of the play not
only proposed a new contemporary form, but alsatedce meaning in itself. In other

words, the logic of the form corresponded to tlggdf the play in terms of content

In Antoniq Anagnostaki negated the constitution and divismh society that
intimidates the weak. Anagnostaki’s point of refere was the bourgeois society, and
more specifically the Greek bourgeois society, mol fear was the main component
in the post-war years. The youth do not belongiwithis logic, therefore signifying a
radically different vision. Anagnostaki, part ofettyoung generation, participated in
the youth movement. The productionAritoniowas a celebration for the thirty years
of Théatro Téchnis, and at the same time the catielrof a growing movement. The
students were carrying out a noisy protest, whiels Wimited in range, but constant
and spontaneous. This movement gradually grew gdroand reached its climax in
November 1973, when it managed to incorporate bloeirgeois) public of Athens.
Anagnostaki understood her position within times{biy) and space (Greece); her
play was inspired by and inspired the flowing idezsher time. Anagnostaki

criticised the bourgeoisie, which was sinking iareeand traumas of its past.
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