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Dostoevsky in Greece.
A Brief History of Reception (1877-1929)

The story of Dostoevsky’s reception among Greek readers begins in 1877, a year
intertwined with the Russo-Turkish War (1877-1878), which sparked the first
commentary on the Russian author. The endpoint of this article is 1929, a pivot-
al year in modern Greek literary history, marking the emergence of the new lit-
erary generation known as the Generation of the ’30s. This literary shift, coupled
with a decline in Dostoevsky translations, a growing critical engagement with
his topics and techniques, and, what is the most important, emerging intertextu-
al dialogue, marked a transformation in the author’s reception in Greece.

After the initial reference to Dostoevsky (1877),' which is closely tied to the
unique historical and cultural relations between Greece and Russia, as well as
Greece’s immediate interest in a political issue that was also a major concern
for Dostoevsky at the time: the Eastern Question, specifically the fate of Con-
stantinople following the dissolution of the Ottoman Empire, nearly a decade
passed before the Russian author began to attract the attention of critics and
translators.* The sparse mentions between 1877 and 1886 are further confirmed

1 ANON., “Idwutépa alnhoypadia Ednuepidos”, Epnuepl, 3.5.1877.

2 Mentions of Dostoevsky began appearing in the Greek press as early as the 1870s. The re-
ception of the author in Greece should not be considered delayed, especially when com-
pared to other European countries, with the exception of Germany, where the first refer-
ences to Dostoevsky emerged earlier. For details on the author’s reception in Germany,
see: Buxrop B. AvAKUH n Koncrantun M. A3AAOBCKUH, “‘AocroeBckuii B [epmanuu
(1846-1921), in Mabs C. 3UABBEPIITENH ef al. (o pea.), ©. M. Aocmoescxuii: Hospie
mamepuaros u uccredosanus («Auteparyproe HacaepctBo>», T. 86) (Mocksa: UMAU
PAH, 1973, c. 659-740). In England, for instance, the first reference to the Russian writer
dates to 1875, when The Arhenacum published a report by its Russian correspondent, Eu-
gene Schuyler, concerning Dostoevsky’s novel The Adolescent (See Helen MUCHNIC, Dosto-
evsky’s English Reputation [New York: Octagon Books, 1969]). “Dostoevsky [...] remained
almost entirely unknown in France until the mid-1880s” (Alexander MCCABE, Dostoevsky’s
French Reception from Vogiié, Gide, Shestov, and Berdyaev to Marcel, Sartre, and Camus.
1880-1959 (doctoral dissertation, University of Glasgow, 2013). Interestingly, the first com-
mentary on Dostoevsky appeared even earlier, in 1869, in Italy, see: CTC(i)aHO AAOD, “l_Iep—
Bble aTanbl 3HakoMmcTBa ¢ O. M. Aocroeckum B Mrasuw’, in Jocmoescxusi u muposas
xyaemypa, N 15 (Canxr-ITerep6ypr: Cepebpsinblit Bek, 2000), C. 141-155.
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by the news of his death in 1881, which went almost unnoticed in the Greek
press.’ Reports of his death appeared in the sections of magazines and newspa-
pers alongside other foreign news, likely sourced from the Russian and Europe-
an press.* By comparison, the death of Tolstoy prompted numerous texts ded-
icated to his life and work by prominent figures of Greek intellectual life, such
as Kostis Palamas,’ Grigorios Xenopoulos,® and Pavlos Nirvanas” However, to-
wards the end of the 1880s, there was a gradual increase in the public’s interest
in Dostoevsky’s works, particularly after the publication of the translation of
Crime and Punishment by Alexandros Papadiamantis in 1889.°

The most significant factors that encouraged the spread of Dostoevsky’s
work, and Russian literature in general during the last two decades of 19th cen-
tury were: 1) the necessity to adapt Greek intellectual and social life to Eu-
ropean standards, 2) the distancing from France’s exclusive influence, 3) the
opening towards the “northern” intellectual horizons of Europe, and 4) the aes-
thetic pursuits of the Generation of the 1880s, which could no longer be satis-
fied by the romanticism of previous decades nor by the idyllic depictions of ru-
ral Greece. In the last decades of the 19th century, among Russian authors, the
dominant figure was Turgenev, who at that time was also highly successful in
France. Then, Tolstoy took the lead, but more as a social thinker and philos-
opher rather than a literary figure. Dostoevsky became a part of the broader
reading experience only during the first decade of the interwar period.

The Russian author was presented to the Greek public as a writer of “highly
realistic” works, where reality was portrayed objectively and accurately. The im-
age promoted of him aligned with the following aesthetic demands of the time:

3 News of the author’s death was reported by only three Greek publications: ANON.,
“Kpovwd, Iapvagods, top. 2, OeBp. 1881, 0. 189; ANON., “Edfioerg’, Epyuspic, 16.3.1881;
ANON., “©idoloyia, Emothun, KaXureyvie”, dedriov ty¢ Eoring, 1.3.1881, 0. 1.

4 Many years later, Kleon Paraschos, referring to Dostoevsky’s success in the West, character-
istically writes that the author had to die and be deified in his homeland and “there should
also happen to be a French ambassador there, a writer, de Vogiié, to begin to become the
greatest Russian writer known only in 1890, in France, and from France throughout the
world” (ve Thyet var elvou ke TeMhog mpéaPng excel, évag hoyotéyvng, o de Vogiié, yie v’ apyloe
va. ylveTal o peyoheitepog phooog cLYYpadéns YYwaTds WbMG Kortd To 1890, oty Tekhia, xat o’
™ Tuhiot o 8ho Tov kbopo). Khéwv [TaPAEXOE, “Mag ayvooly atny Evpamy’, Neoekvicd
Ipdppata, 21.9.1940, 0. 1-3.

s Kwotig ITasamas, “Topo otov Tohatdn’, Kadiréyvys, Aexéu. 1910, 0. 261-2635-Kwotig
ITaaaMAz, “Tohoténs’, O Novuds, 21.11.1910, Top. 413, 0. 225-227.

Tpnyépne ZENOTIOYAOE, “O péyeg Tohotsl, Afvar, 7.11.1910.
[Mavhog NIPBANAS, “Aéwy Tohotéi. 1828-19107, ITavadivesa, Top. 244, 30.1L1910, 6. 99-103.

8 Ocbdwpog AOXTOTE®EKH, 10 Eyxdqua xer y Tiuwpiz, ytdp. A. Tawadwpdavtng, Epyuepis,
14.04.1889-01.08.1889.
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precision in observation, direct oversight of social injustice and corruption, re-
jection of excessive imagination in the depiction of people or events, portray-
al of the feelings and ideas of society, and description of characters as living wit-
nesses of the era.® On one hand, he was discussed as an author who fostered the
cultivation of realistic consciousness, and on the other hand, he was part of a
mechanism that rejected romantic works — mostly translated from French —
which were labeled as “literary cholera™ and harmful to readers. In response
to these aesthetic demands, Dostoevsky was compared to Zola, whose work
had already reached the Greek public through the translation of Nana (1879),"
which caused a “revolution” in Greek literature at the time. Writing about the
waves of foreign literature that arrived in Greece during the last decades of the
19th century, Palamas observed that the first wave brought Zola, while the sec-
ond brought Dostoevsky.”

Beyond the points of convergence between the French and Russian writ-
ers, Greek critics also identified differences, particularly Dostoevsky’s skill in
psychologically dissecting his characters. Emmanuel Rhoides, comparing the
Russian author with the French naturalists, remarked that while the latter
“stripped their heroes and heroines of their clothes, sometimes even of their un-
dershirts, Dostoevsky strips off their very skin”” The attention to the psycho-
logical depiction of his characters, one of the innovative tendencies of Dosto-
evsky’s work, did not go unnoticed by other scholars of the time. Recognizing
the importance of depicting both the external and internal realities in the Rus-
sian writer’s work, Greek intellectuals tended to place it within the framework
of subjective realism. Thus, Mihail Mitsakis described him as a writer who is
“the most extreme of realists”, but also “the foremost of idealists”* Palamas also
referred to Dostoevsky’s prose from the perspective of blending objective and
subjective elements in his aesthetically profound literary expression.”

9 Tpnyépns ZENomOYAOE, “To épyov Tov Iamadpdvtn’, Iavadivae, Top. 248, 3111911, 0. 217.

10 Oebdwpog BEAAIANITHE, “Tlyypovog pwoaiksy hodoyle’, [Tapvacads, top. s, February
1889, 0. 253-274.

11 The publication of the serialized translation of Zolas novel in Rambagas had provoked
strong reactions from a segment of the reading community. It provided an opportunity
for significant intellectuals of the period — such as Angelos Vlachos — to offer vigorous re-
sponses to the issue of naturalism. (Ayyshog Baaxox, “H ¢uoiohoyixn ayo] ket o Zohd:
emaToM] mpog Enapyiatny’, Ertiz, Top. 207, 16.12.1879, 0. 789-795).

12 Bépdag Pakas [=K. [TasaMaz], “Evag 8dvoros’, Eoriz, 11.12.1897.

13 Eppovoud PoiaHE, “Aocctoyédokn xar To épyov tov Eyxdyqua xer tuwple’, Epyuepis,
13.4.1889.

14 Muyahh MET=AKHE, “Olyae My, To Aoro, 1.2.1895.

15 ITaaamaz, “Topo atov Todotén, 0. 261-263.
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In addition to the comments provoked by Dostoevsky’s aesthetic writing
characteristics, during the initial phase of his reception, there was also some
interest in his political ideas. Specifically, attention was focused on the Rus-
sian author’s views regarding the fate of Constantinople, which were met with
negative responses.” The negative reception of these ideas stemmed from fears
that Greek national interests would be jeopardized if the Russians laid claim
to Constantinople. As a result, these ideas were rarely framed within the con-
text of Dostoevsky’s concept of the “universal idea’, which, according to him,
involved the ultimate union of humanity and the creation of a universal broth-
erhood. Although this was a notion with positive content, grounded in Chris-
tian values of love and self-sacrifice, the “universal idea” elicited negative reac-
tions from the Greek public, with the sole exception of Palamas.” Dostoevsky’s
pan-humanist views were mainly interpreted as narrow nationalism, a Pan-Slav-
ic vision, imperialist ambitions, a fantasy of the Russian soul, and evidence of
the author’s subjugation to Tsarist autocracy, with even the authenticity of his
ideas being questioned.

The cultural activity of two groups of intermediaries played an important
role in the reception of Dostoevsky: the Russian-speaking and the Western-ori-
ented.”® The former, a product of the unique Greek-Russian cultural and histor-
ical relations, participated in both cultures and bridged the gap between Greek
and Russian literary life with their activities. Their mediatory role was multi-
faceted. They contributed to the dissemination of Dostoevsky’s works through
translations, critical essays, news reports, chronicles, articles, and speeches. No-
tably, their writings were based on Russian sources, which were largely un-
known to the Greek public. These intermediaries were mostly minor literary
figures (e.g., Nikos Kastrinos or Anna Stamatellatou), who became known pri-
marily due to their mediating role.

The group of Western-oriented intermediaries consisted of prominent fig-
ures of Greek intellectual life. Unlike the Russian-speaking intellectuals, they
were a product of the longstanding dependence of Greek literary life on the
West, especially France. These individuals were typically intellectuals who

16 For the Eastern Quiestion and its relation to Dostoevsky’s reception in Greece, see: 3op1<a
b. IIaAuBAHYAHUH, “Peneniius . M. AocToeBckoro kak MOAUTHYECKOTO MBICAUTEAS B
Tpeuuw’, Kagedpa susanmuiicxosi u nosozpexeckoii gunorozun, N° 1-2 (3), 2018, c. 159-168.

17 W [= K. ITasamaz], “Kar nédwv npodhitarl, Eumpds, 17.6.1918. In this specific text, Pa-
lamas mentions that Dostoevsky was a “universal humanist to the point of obsession”
(mavavBpwmoTig péypt pavies).

18 For more, see: Zorka SLJIVAN(:ANIN,
of Russian Literature in Greece”, Akropolis, top. 1, 2017, 0. 158-168.

«c

Cultural Mediators’ Contribution to the Reception



Dostoevsky in Greece. A Brief History of Reception (1877-1929) 149

maintained frequent contact with Western countries — primarily France and
Germany, and less often England and Italy — through their professions or stud-
ies. However, even those who did not travel abroad (e.g., Palamas) kept up with
developments in the Western intellectual scene because their knowledge of for-
cign languages gave them access to foreign magazines and newspapers (e.g., La
Revue des Revues) and foreign books, which were available in Greek bookstores
(e.g., Eleftheroudakis in Athens). In contrast to the Russian speaking intellectu-
als, the mediating role of the Western-oriented intermediaries was one-dimen-
sional, as they primarily operated as critics or translators. Western-oriented in-
termediaries in Greece engaged with Dostoevsky’s work under the influence of
French, German, and, to a lesser extent, Italian and English criticism and trans-
lation efforts.” This is why the most significant translation event of Dosto-
evsky’s first reception phase, the translation of the novel Crime and Punishment
(1889), arrived in Greece via France, as a product of the cultural relations be-
tween the two countries.

The 1889 translation of Crime and Punishment into Greek was pivotal for
the reception of Dostoevsky, not only during its initial phase but even up to the
present day. When the novel was translated in Greece, it encountered a “hori-
zon of expectations” shaped (or distorted) by French romantic novels. From
this perspective, it is not surprising that eighteen promotional texts appeared,
attempting to familiarize readers with the “high realism” of Dostoevsky’s lit-
erary world. If the hypothesis that Papadiamantis was the author of these pub-
lications holds true,™ it gives us access to a critical reading of Crime and Pun-
ishment from the perspective of the Skiathos writer. This reveals the levels at
which his original work, specifically The Murderess (H @éwioon, 1903), was in-
fluenced by Crime and Punishment. In this sense, the way Dostoevsky’s novel is
presented in these publications is of great interest. It is worth mentioning that
their author focuses on the following points: 1) the narrative focus on the per-
petrator rather than the victim, 2) the connection of the crime both to social
factors and the mental state of the perpetrator, 3) the depiction of characters’
actions as logical consequences of their circumstances, 4) the emphasis on in-

19 The influence of Italy is most prominent in the Ionian Islands, whereas the impact of Eng-
lish translations and critical reception of Dostoevsky’s works is more evident in Cyprus,
which was under British colonial rule from 1878 to 1960. For further details on the re-
ception of Dostoevsky in Cyprus: Zorka SLJIVANCANIN, “O @. M. Nrootoyiédokt xal v
Kimpog”, Néw Emoys, Top. 352, 2022, 0. 65-72.

20 Manolis Halvatzakis is the first to support this opinion. For more, see: Maviing
XAABATZAKHE, O Iamadipdvrys — uéon and o épyo Tov (Ade&dvdpew, [self publishing],
1960).



150 ZORKA SLJIVANCANIN

ternal punishment through guilt, and s5) the emphasis on an episode involving
the murder of a child, which never actually occurred in the novel.

This particular translation, as historical evidence of Papadiamantis’ rela-
tionship with Dostoevsky’s work, encouraged discussions regarding the cre-
ative meeting between the Greek and Russian authors.”” Already in 1894, Pa-
padiamantis was characterized as the “Dostoevsky of Greece” in an anonymous
publication in Akropolis.** Starting from this publication and continuing to the
present, a significant part of the process of Dostoevsky’s reception in Greece
has been shaped in the context of a joint examination of him with Papadiaman-
tis. The critical texts written up to the end of the Interwar period highlight the
following points of convergence: 1) the emotional power of their writing,** 2)
the vivid realistic depiction, melancholy, religious worldview, psychological af-
finity, and the incorporation of biographical elements into their literary work,*
3) the polyphony of their characters and their independence from the author’s
voice, with characters serving as carriers of specific spiritual states and emo-
tional dispositions, offering emotional power and philosophical stimulation to
readers, and* 4) the affinity — almost identification - of the Slavic and modern
Greek soul.””

During the same period, critical texts also circulated that attempted to re-
fute the similarities between Dostoevsky and Papadiamantis, primarily through
a comparison of Crime and Punishment and The Murderess. According to these
texts, the points of divergence between the two authors are as follows: 1) the

21 For more information about Papadiamantis’ translation, see: Zorka SLJIVANéANIN,
“Crime and Punishment in Greece, 1889-1912", Mundo Eslavo, vol. 16, 2017, pp. 235-
244 (access: hteps://revistaseug.ugr.es/index.php/meslav/article/view/1700/15425); 1.
B. PoYzIiT=KI, Z. ZAIBATZANIN, A. MarovaHs, “H anédoon ¢ 1Sohéktov Tov
Nrootoyiédoxt e elvicd’, Zréma, Tevy. 14, 2019, 0. 391-396.

22 ANON., “Eva Otfpynue”, Axpdmolig, 6.1.1894.

23 According to Sofia Bora, the anonymous editor of the publication under discussion was
Vlasis Gavrielidis, director of Acropolis, with whom Papadiamantis worked closely. For
more, see: 2ol MIIOPA, O Iamadieudvrys xar ot avayviores Tov: Zytifjuate 10Topins T
mpdadpys Tov épyov Tov (1879-1961), Top. 2, unpublished doctoral dissertation (Af#va: EK-
I1A, 2008).

24 Kwotig ITasaMaz, “ANéEavdpos [Tamadipdving’, Téyvy, Top. 6, Amp. 1899, 0. 138-142.

25 See the Philéas LEBESQUE’s column in Mercure de France, under the title: “Lettres Néo-
Grecques” for the following dates: 16.11.1908 (pp. 355-359), L7.1911 (pp. 200-205), 16.8.1913
(pp- 866-871), 15.4.1934 (pp. 421-429). The aforementioned texts were translated and pub-
lished in the Greek press.

26 See: Miktiadng MAAAKAKHS “ANéEavdpog [Tamadipdving’, Néov Aoro, 1911

27 See: ®dvyg Mixasomoxaos, “O IMamadwoudvtns. Eva Yuyopetpixd onpelwun’, Siuepa,
1933, 0 19.
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reasons that drive the protagonists to commit murder — Fragkogiannou is driv-
en by mental delusion, while Raskolnikov by his criminal instincts,* 2 the por-
trayal of Fragkogiannou as a native type, in contrast to Raskolnikov, who rep-
resents a universal character, and also the way they handle the problem of evil,»
and 3) the absence of a socially educational role in Papadiamantis’ existential
concerns, in contrast to Dostoevsky, and the difference in the former’s “devo-
tional faith” compared to the latter’s torturous “Christianity”*

Apart from the translation of the novel Crime and Punishment, Dosto-
evsky’s short stories also attracted translational attention until 1918. Just four
months after the release of Papadiamantis’ translation of Crime and Punish-
ment, the newspaper Akropolis published another work by the Russian author.
On December 16, 1889, in anticipation of the upcoming Christmas celebra-
tion, “Aw ta xabpéve o mouddxie. H yi6ixa tov Xpiotov” (The Beggar Boy at
Christ’s Christmas Tree) was published, translated by Theodoros Vellianitis.”
Nevertheless, this was not his first short story rendered in Greek. In fact, three
years carlier, in 1886, the Greek readers had their first opportunity to engage
with Dostoevsky’s literary style through the translation of the “To dévtpo Twvy
Xpiotovyévvay ko yapos” (A Christmas Tree and a Wedding) translated again
by Vellianitis.* Most likely, both translations were rendered from Russian, in
contrast to “O povlixoc Mdpet (Avduvnarg Zipnplag)” (Peasant Marey),” pub-
lished in 1888, which was translated from France by unknown translator. Dos-
toevsky’s two Christmas stories were repeatedly republished in subsequent
years, largely due to the common practice among Greek publishers of releasing
works with festive themes during the holiday season, particularly for Christmas
and New Year’s. Through these stories, Greek readers were introduced to two
key elements of Dostoevsky’s artistic thought: social criticism and existential
reflection. It is possible that, during this early phase of Dostoevsky’s reception,
Greek holiday-themed literature was insufficient to meet readers’ demands.
Under these circumstances, foreign holiday-themed short stories, including

28 See: Kwvotavtivos XaTzonoyaos, “Tlamadiupdvtys’, Néw Zwif, Notup. 1912 — Iav. 1913, o
33-34.

29 MIXAAOMOYAOS, . 19.

30 See: Ayyehog TEPZAKHE, “To npdfhnua Tomadwpdvty’, NeosMyvixd Ipdupare, top. 11,
13.2.1937, 0. 2.

31 Oebdwpog AOSTATIEGEKH, ‘A Ta xabuéve, e wendédicier. H y16hxa tov Xpiotov”, Axpdmols,
Acex. 16, 1889.

32 Oebdwpog AOSTATIEGEKH, “Aévdpov twv Xplatovyévvwy’, Axpdrodis Didodoyixsf, Aex. 24,
1886.

33 ©Oeddwpog AOSTATIEG:EKH, “O povlixos Mdpet (Avapynog Zibnplag)’, Dedodoyus
Axpérolig, 10.4.1888, 6. 63-165.
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Dostoevsky’s, found fertile ground for dissemination. However, it is notewor-
thy that the author’s short stories, outside the realm of holiday-themed literary
production, did not particularly captivate the interest of Greek translators. Of
the five collections of Russian short stories published in Greek up to 1923, only
one included his short stories.

In the context of Dostoevsky’s reception in translation up to 1918, the Greek
versions of White Nights and The House of the Dead hold particular signifi-
cance. The repeated publications of these works, either in full or as excerpts,
confirm their resonance with the interests of the Greek literary scene, whose
writers during this period can be categorized into three groups: a) those depict-
ing contemporary urban life without advocating for any reformative agenda;
b) those focusing on the individual’s inner world and consciously adopting the
techniques of symbolic poetry; and c) those portraying society in ways shaped
directly or indirectly by a specific vision for its future.*

If we accept that these translations aligned with the literary demands of the
time, it becomes evident that White Nights reinforced a trend in Greek litera-
ture toward prose that was subjective, emotionally charged, and poetically ex-
pressive. This work examines the danger of individuals isolating themselves
from society and the consequences of excessive imagination, centering on the
archetype of the dreamer. Its translation was published a total of four times by
1918: in 1894, 1909, and 1917. On the other hand, The House of the Dead stim-
ulated a different trend in Greek prose, fostering works with strong social con-
cerns. This book particularly captivated the interest of critics, translators, and
journals aligned with socialist ideological leanings. For instance, the promi-
nent socialist intellectual Panos Tangdpoulos praised its vivid descriptions of
prisoners’ lives. Two years after his commentary, excerpts from the same book
were translated for the journal Kerkiraiki Anthologia, whose editor was Kon-
stantinos Theotdkis, a well-known prose writer and advocate of socialist ideals.

At the beginning of the second phase of Dostoevsky’s reception in Greece
(1918), the number of translations of his works, primely from French and Rus-
sian, increased rapidly, and critical texts about him proliferated. The Greek the-
ater scene also began showing heightened interest in dramatizing his works.
References to Dostoevsky became more frequent in the writings of Greek intel-
lectuals, while the composition and size of his readership changed and expand-
ed compared to previous decades. His works transitioned from being regarded
as the “intellectual property” of a small circle of bourgeois intellectuals to be-

34 Roderick BEATON, Eiguywys ary vedrepy elapvirij doyoreyvie. (Abfvo: Nedéhy, 1996), 0. 138~
139.
35 Anuntpiog IT. TaTKOTIOYAOE, “Néow BiBhia”, O Novuds, apib. 524, 19.4.1914, 0. 112.
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coming a part of a broader reading experience. During the 1920s, although the
Greek literary intelligentsia generally preferred foreign translations, a new au-
dience gradually emerged that read Greek translations of Dostoevsky’s works.
This led to an expansion of his readership, which now included not only in-
tellectuals but also members of the petty bourgeoisie, artists, students, and ed-
ucated workers. Consequently, the network for receiving his works widened
considerably, reflecting a more diverse and inclusive reading public.

The success of Dostoevsky’s work during the first decade of the Interwar pe-
riod is due to a wide range of factors, with the October Revolution holding a
central position. This socio-historical event marks the dividing line between
the first period of Greek readers” acquaintance with Dostoevsky’s works (1877-
1918) and the subsequent period of his establishment as part of broader reading
experiences (1918-1929). The impact of the October Revolution, whether seen
as negative or positive, invigorated the reception network for Dostoevsky and
Russian literature more generally. After this event, Greek readers increasingly
sought to explore the ideological and spiritual expressions of Russian life. Dos-
toevsky’s works successfully met this curiosity. His examination of the external
and internal life of modern Russians allowed his works to serve as “windows”
into the post-revolutionary life of Russia. The reception of Zhe Brothers Kara-
mazov during the Interwar period is indicative of this communicative power.
During this period, the novel was received on five levels: critical, translational,
theatrical, cinematic, and in original literary production. Its impact was owed
to its ideological content as well as its portrayal of an entire gallery of human
types within Russian society.

Aside from the October Revolution, other internal factors also contributed
to the success of Dostoevsky’s works during the 1920s: 1) the strengthening of
socialist awareness, 2) changes in book production and the book market, 3) de-
mographic shifts in the country with the arrival of émigrés from Russia and ref-
ugees from Asia Minor, 4) the spirit of disintegration, pessimism, and reeval-
uation of values that prevailed after the Asia Minor Disaster and World War
[, and 5) the publishing success of Dostoevsky in Europe. The combination of
these factors encouraged the widespread dissemination of Dostoevsky’s work,
but also contributed to the phenomenon of translation overproduction.

The high demand for Dostoevsky’s works, which became part of the reading
“fashion” of the 1920s, negatively affected the quality of Greek translations.

36 The publisher Kostas Govostis, in the Preface of the History of Russian Literature, writes
about the “snobbish mania” of Greek readers to “stuff their pockets with books” written by
Russian authors: EKaoTHE [= K. TkoBO=THE], “H éxSoa1g T pwootkig dthoroylag’, in
Louis LEGER, Iotopiz Ty pwoaixifs pidodoyias (ABMpva: TxoBbdotyg, 1929), 0. 7-10.
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The release of low-quality translations in the Greek book market shows that
translation production was not immune to external factors. Testimonies from
intellectuals of the time assure us that the circulation of “butchered” transla-
tions,” including some Greek versions of Dostoevsky’s works, was due to the
following factors: first, the merging of roles — publisher, bookseller, and mer-
chant - into one person, who sought quick profit and controlled the book dis-
tribution industry; second, the lack of a systematic state policy regarding the
translation of foreign books into the domestic market; third, the shortcom-
ings and weaknesses of the source text (in cases of mediated translation); and
fourth, the untranslatability of the words used in the source text.

Apart from translations, the reception of Dostoevsky during the 1920s was
also shaped by critical texts that viewed him as an ideologue, psychologist,
criminologist-psychiatrist, and playwright. Among these aspects, most com-
mentary focused on the ideological dimension found in his literary works. The
fluidity of ideological life in Greece and the plurality in Dostoevsky’s ideologi-
cal views allowed for the coexistence of at least two opposing approaches. One
segment of Greek intellectuals portrayed Dostoevsky as a critic of socialist-rev-
olutionary movements, basing their arguments primarily on 7he Demons’*
From this same group, he was also presented as an opponent of anti-democrat-
ic methods in achieving social prosperity and as a prophet of the tragic events
that followed the rise of socialist-revolutionary movements to power.

At the same time, another segment of Grecek intellectuals saw Dostoevsky as
an inspirer and precursor of the October Revolution. A characteristic example is
Petros Pikros, a renowned writer of the first interwar generation, a socialist in-
tellectual, and a translator of Dostoevsky. In 1921, he wrote an extensive preface
for the translation of the book 7he House of the Dead, in which he emphasized,
among other things, that Dostoevsky’s works were written with a “revolution-
ary intent”. The circle of the intellectuals that promoted the image of Dosto-
yevsky as an inspirer of revolutionists based their arguments on his youthful en-
thusiasm for utopian socialism, his imprisonment for political beliefs, and the
social concerns that permeated his works throughout his career. In discussions
about socialist art in Greece, opinions often emerged regarding the relation-

37 The term was borrowed from an anonymous article published in Bpadvys under the title
“The Russian writers and their translators” (ANON., “Ot Pwgoot cuyypadels ko ot petadpa-
oot Twv’, H Bpadvv, 23.3.192.4).

38 For more, see indicatively: SER [I. ZEPOYTOZ], “Ot Acuproviopévor. To mpodmtixéy mvedua
Tov Aoatoyiédokv’, in Pidodoyixd mapdpryue g Meyddng ENMyvirsfs Eyxvxdomaideias, Top.
14, 305.1926, 0. 6. Zwbpog MEAAS, “Apoviouévor, Eoriz, 9.3.1938. Dwtog IToAITHS,
“Svyypoviouds’, Ietdapyia, Top. 28, 27.4.1930, 0. 18.
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ship between Dostoevsky’s ideological commitment and the social critique in
his works. Thus, the contradictory image of the Russian writer as both a proph-
et-critic of the Revolution and a prophet-inspirer of it was highlighted.

In contrast to Dostoevsky as a political thinker, which generated limit-
ed critical commentary during the first phase, Dostoevsky as a psychologist
drew attention from the beginning of his reception in Greece.”” The commen-
tary on the psychological dissection in his works holds a dual significance. On
the one hand, it distinguishes him from other pre-revolutionary Russian au-
thors who were crossing Greek linguistic boundaries during the same period.
On the other hand, it highlights the superiority of his writing compared to
French authors, who were also achieving notable success in translation at the
time. However, critical texts that focused on the psychological analysis in his
works became more prevalent during the interwar period. Interest in the psy-
chological depth of Dostoevsky’s characters aligned with the renewal trends
in Greek prose. Dostoevsky’s focus on human interiority, which reflects the
aesthetic demands for introspection and the exploration of the unconscious,
made his works particularly relevant to the new artistic goals. In this context,
comments on the superiority of his psychological analysis, and his contribu-
tion to the development of the psychological novel, were of great interest.
For Nikos Kazantzakis, Dostoevsky is one of the “patriarchs of the modern
soul”+ and a great psychologist who, with unparalleled precision, subtle anal-
ysis, and empathy, delves deeply into the realms of human injustice, sin, and
mysticism. Moreover, according to Thrasos Kastanakis, Dostoevsky’s creative
process allows us to describe him as “a kind of Christopher Columbus of our
inner geography”#

39 During the initial phase of Dostoevsky’s reception, the psychological analysis in
his work is discussed in the following texts: ©@e88wpog BEAAIANITHE, “Aévdpo Twy
Xpiotovyévvey’, Axpdmolss, 24.12.1886; ANON., “ANmroypadio g Eotiag’, dedriov ¢
Eosting, 19.4.1887, 0. 3; ANON., “EidVioeig ex Pwalag’, Axpdmolig, 30.22.1886; BEAAIANITHE,
“Thyypovos pwooiky dthoroyle’, 6., o 2532745 .. K, “Oebdwpog AootoyiBory’, Kiewd,
Tou. 5, 1889, 0. 145-147; POIAaHE, “Aogtoyédoky xat To épyov Tov Eyxdyua xew tiuwple’,
6.m; IT. MoaiNos, “To Yuyohoykédy wbotépnua’, H pwvi wy¢ Kimpov, s.4.1995; Ni-
xo¢ Enmrzxononoraos, “To pubiotépnua ket to dipynue xord tov 1900 cwwve’, 1o Aoro,
8..1901; N. Em. [=Nixo¢ Enmrskononoyaoz], “Tafpd A” Avvovvtowo”, To Aorv, 3.6.1895;
Nixog Enmr=xomnonoraos, “To pubiotépyua xat To Swpynue ketd tov 1900 awave, 1o Aoro,
8.1.1901.

40 Nixog KazaNTZAKHE, “Tiyivetoaw ot Pwaia’, Avayévvyoy, tedy. s, Iav. 1928, 0. 190-198.

41 See Kastanakis’ unpublished lecture on Dostoevsky, the text of which is preserved in the
author’s archive at the Hellenic Literary and Historical Archive (E.L.I.A.), in the folder
numbered Z17.
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During the same period, his criminological and psychiatric observations al-
so captivated critical attention. Interest in crime as part of Dostoevsky’s literary
agenda was influenced by the Italian school of criminal anthropology, partic-
ularly Cesare Lombroso. Dostoevsky’s criminal studies were discussed along-
side the broader literary interest in social marginalization issues such as crime
and prostitution. It should also be noted that Dostoevsky’s focus on crimi-
nal behavior is closely linked to his existential concerns. His characters are of-
ten placed in extreme situations before or after committing crimes, creating the
perfect “laboratory” conditions for examining the limits of human nature.

When Dostoevsky explored crime, his primary interest lay in the moral and
existential questions it raised, as religious-philosophical reflection was the cen-
tral axis of his literary production. However, during the period under review,
these dimensions of his work received limited recognition in Greece. Ear-
ly exceptions, such as Roidis, acknowledged Dostoevsky’s infusion of Chris-
tian ideas,** but broader systematic commentary was largely absent. From the
very beginning of Dostoevsky’s reception in Greece, some critical attention
was drawn to his metaphysical exploration of suffering and his treatment of the
problem of evil. Nevertheless, these remarks were sporadic, lacked factual sup-
port, originality, or substantial argumentation. Instead, they were predomi-
nantly shaped by the views of Melchior de Vogii¢ and his Le Roman russe (The
Russian Novel), a work that garnered significant readership in Greece from its
publication (1886) up until the 1930s. Over time, however, greater critical at-
tention began to focus on Dostoevsky’s existential and moral reflections. This
growing interest, particularly during the 1930s and 1940s, coincided with the
influence of Russian existentialist philosopher Nicolas Berdyaev. His works
were not only translated into Greek during interwar period but also widely
read by Greek literary figures such as Angelos Terzakis. Thus, it is important
to note that Berdyaev’s focus on existential and metaphysical questions likely
shaped the Greek perception of Dostoevsky’s philosophical and religious re-
flections during the second interwar decade.

The reception of Dostoevsky in Greece is shaped also by efforts to adapt his
works to the needs of the theater. The adaptations of his works are connected
to attempts to renew and modernize Greek theatrical life and are initially in-
corporated into the development of realistic, psychological drama, which fo-
cuses on social issues. However, as Dostoevsky became a part of the broader
reading experience, those involved in Greek theater began staging his works,
driven also by financial motives. Regardless of the purpose they served, these

42 PoiaHs, “Aogtoyédary kat To épyov’..
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stage adaptations of Dostoevsky’s novels encouraged discussions about his life
and work. They provided Greek intellectuals with an opportunity to express
opinions about his literary output, focusing on aspects such as psychological
analysis, the authenticity of his portrayal of the Russian soul, and his profound
philosophical thinking.

To summarize, the article reveals two distinct phases of Dostoevsky’s recep-
tion from 1877 to 1929, differing in both the volume of material and the na-
ture of the evidence documenting his presence. The first, the Introductory Phase
(1877-1918), marked a cautious acquaintance by Greek readers with his works.
His writings were rarely translated, primarily from French or Russian, and were
mostly short pieces published in newspapers. Regarding critical reception, this
phase was characterized by insufficient recognition of the philosophical and re-
ligious significance of his work, as well as early associations with Alexandros
Papadiamantis, who translated Crime and Punishment, the first of Dostoevsky’s
novels rendered into Greek. The second, the Establishment Phase, was shaped
by the October Revolution, during which Dostoevsky transitioned from being
a name known mainly in intellectual circles to a widespread literary phenome-
non. This period saw an abundance of Greek translations of his works, often is-
sued as inexpensive editions alongside those of other Russian authors, making
them more accessible to a broader audience. It could be argued that this prolif-
eration of translations and their widespread consumption during the 1920s laid
the groundwork for the evolution of interwar prose in the following decade.

By the end of the first interwar decade, however, the publication of Dosto-
evsky translations began to decline, while critical engagement with his works
deepened. His prose also increasingly served as a source of intertextual refer-
ences for authors from the Generation of the ’30s, such as Angelos Terzakis,
Yiorgos Theotokas, and M. Karagatsis. These writers engaged in a creative dia-
logue with Dostoevsky’s works, demonstrating a level of systematic engagement
not observed in earlier generations, except perhaps in the case of Petros Pikros.
What’s more, Dostoevskian narrative techniques, such as the internal mono-
logue, did not provoke significant discussion among Greek critics and writers
before 1929. It was only in the following decade that critics such as Petros Span-
donidis and Andreas Karandonis began analyzing the works of Stelios Xeflou-
das, Lazaros Pigiatoglou, and Konstantinos Theotokis through the lens of Dos-
toevskian literary methods. These discussions, published in the literary journal
Makedonikes Imeres (Macedonian Days),* particularly focused on character de-

43 Iétpog ZnANAQNIAHE, ,,Kabpedtiouata’, Maxedovirés Huépeg, teby. 1, Mdpt. 1932, 0. 29-
31; TTétpog ZraNAoNIaHE, “H weloypadio twv véwv (1929-1933)", Maxedovixés Huépes,
Tevy. 1, lav. 1934, 0. 13-28.
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velopment and the inner monologue technique, highlighting the growing in-
fluence of Dostoevsky on Greek prose, especially within the novel.

However, several questions remain open for further exploration, and one
of them is: how did the third phase of Dostoevsky’s reception unfold, and
which aspects of his literary production were most assimilated by Greek prose
writers? Ultimately, this brief overview of Dostoevsky’s reception in Greece
does not aim to exhaustively account for the entire phenomenon of the Rus-
sian author’s influence within the Greek intellectual sphere during the exam-
ined period. Instead, it emphasizes key milestones in the translation and critical
response to his work from 1877 to 1929, illustrating the unique nature of his re-
ception in Greece.**

44 For more details on the reception of Dostoevsky in Greece, please refer to the doctoral dis-
sertation of Zorka SLJIVANCANIN, under the title: “E. M. Dostoevsky in Greece (1877-
1929): Critical Reception and Translations” (O @. M. Nzostoyiéponr oty ENdda (1877-
1929). Kpizu wpdadapyy weu peragpdoe [Nicosia: University of Cyprus, 2020]).
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