4
/ ‘ N , . i _— .
212 f/pg opos, /{*4 TOURISM LANDSCAPES: REMAKING GREeCE A4 W [mfermuhonal f?!’C'LI'NC-/W”? Exluabiha

La Bremnale” di Vimezia. GHung l‘./h‘msffj * 5Vqﬁ””(“7f,5”(’5’j 2 Climate Cliang

To napév rou napeABévroc:
KAaoikn apxaiornra
ka1 ouyxpovn EAAdda

The Present Past:
Classical Antiquity
and Modern Greece

EAEANA MNAAOYPH Mag n EANGSa avapetpdral pe tnv 1oTopia Tng; INota napeABdvta avakaAei, !

ELEANA YALOUR! nola Anopovd kai péow noidv popey; Moieg gival o1 evrdoeig nou npokintouv '
éTav ekTIUGVTAl anoucieg kar andAeieg, vootalyieq kal embBupieg, epneipieg,

Hl E)‘Sé"’“ Tiakedpn HVAMEG KAl OVTIKPOUSHEVEG ANdYEIG OXETIKA e To T kal nwq Ba npéner va pvn-

givai Enikoupn povevoupe; Kar Téhog, noiog o péhog twv UAIKGY kataAoinwy otnv npoondBeia

KaBnyrrpia Korvevikig
AvBpwnohoyiag,
Mévraio Mavenotipo

ouvopiAiag pe auté nou, av kai éxel napéABer, napapével napoy;

To eAAnviké Tonio nAdBetar and diapopeTikég Syeig Tou napeABovTog
Tou: BulavTivég exkkAnacieq kai oBwpavikd 1lapid, napadociakoi oikiopol kal
Assistant Professor kTipia Tou peoonohépou i npoo@uyikéq noAukaroikieg onpadepéveg and mig |
of Social Anthropology, opaipeg Tou EupuAiou, onparodotolv oTiypég and 1oTopieq kal pvripeg nou :
Panteion University wotéoo ouxvd emiokidlovtal and éva dAAo napehBov nou paivetar va BéAel
va povonwAioel Tnv eBviki pvipn. H kAaoiki apxaiétnra, napoioa, opari kat
'Snpédoia’ oe pouoeia nou opBdvovrai ndvw and Ta Aeipavad Tng, oe pvnpeia kai
enokéPIpoug apxalohoyikolg xdpoug, og nAateieg nou diapgoppwvovral yipw

Eleana Yalouri is an

How does Greece measure up to her history2 Which pasts does it recollect, which
ones does it forget and how? What tensions arise in the process of evaluating ab-
sences and losses, yearnings and desires, experiences and memories in order fo
determine what should be remembered? And, ultimately, what is the role of mate-
rial remains in our attempts to communicate with the ever present pasté

The Greek landscape is made up of various aspects of its past: Byzantine
churches and Ottoman mosques, traditional settlements and buildings from the
interwar period or apartment blocks, pockmarked by civil-war bullets, signal his-
tories and memories, which are, nevertheless, often overshadowed by a different
past that seems to want to monopolize the nation’s memory. Classical antiquity,
present, visible and ‘public’, in museums that are built on its remains, in monuments
and archaeological sites, in piazzas developed around them, but also on plots of
land, hidden behind fencing made of corrugated sheeting, has left its milestones in
the landscape of Greek town and countryside. Antiquity also leaves its mark, what
architect Dimitris Philippides' calls the ‘phantom of classicism’, on more recent ar-
chitecture, while depictions of it, in photographs, advertisements, fourist brochures
or souvenirs, circulate and leave their imprint on the urban landscape.
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Toug, alAd kar og oikéneda, kpuppévn nicw ané nepippdkelg, and eAevir, dn-
uioupyel opdonya otnv Tonoypagia, 16oo g eAAnvikiq unaibpou, 600 kai ot
‘authv Tov néAewy. H apxaiétnta agrivel To ixvog Tng, autd nou o apxITéKTovag
Anpritpng ®AinniSng' ovopdler ‘pdvracpa Tou kAaoikiopol', kai oTn vedrepn
QpXITEKTOVIKI, EVG 01 aVanapacTdoeig TG, 08 pToypa@ies, diagnpioeig, Tou-
pioTIKd PUAAGSIa A couPevip kukAopopolv kal aprivouv To anotinwpd Toug
oTO aoTikd Tonio.

MapdAAnha épwe napxaiétnta gaiveral va karahapPdvel kai va xapa-
ktnpilel 6xi pévo Ty unépyeia, ahAd kai Tnv undyeia SYn Tou TENOU: YVWOTEG
gival ol elkéveg NAnBGpag apxaloThtwy nou anokdAuye o Merpondvrikag xard
Ti¢ epyacieg didvoi§ng onpdyywy yia o abnvaiké petpd, opiopéveg and Tig
onoieg napoucidlovrdi pali pe apxaiohoyikd eupripara og npobrikeg oToug
otaBpoig Tou. Avdhoyeg kal ol eikéveg and Tig avackapég yia T Sidvoign Tou
perpé Tng Oecoalovikng katd Tig onoieg ipbe oTo Pwg n pvnpeiddng odikn
aptnpia nou xpnoiponoincav Pwpaiol, Bulavrivoi kai OBwpavoi. H apxaiétnta
avagletal kdTw and yudhiva 3dneda karactnpdrey i niow ané Pirpiveg Toug,
ot e10680ug, undyela kal ykapdl nohukaroiki®y, og 1I016TIKoUG E0WTEPIKOUG Kii-
noug, oe Eevodoxeia. [MoAhol nepaocTikoi oUTe kav npoaéxouy Tnv Gnap&r Toug,
Sev oTaparoly, napd ouvexilouv BracTikd Tov dpduo Toug. H napoucia twv ap-
xaiwy Bewpeital 1600 autovénTn kai Sedopévn GoTe ouxvd ‘dev Ta PAénoupe’.
‘Opwg, é6c0 anaparipnra nepvoly, dAAo téoo éxouv Tn dlvapn va enevepyolv
ano@acioTikd oty eAAnviki kaBnpepivétnra, npodiabéToviag oe ouykeKpIpé-:
VEG CUNEPIPOPEG KaI BIAPOPPRVOVTAg TG00 To OKNVIKS PEoa aTo onoio Kivoy-
vTal ol dvBpwnol 600 kai autolg Toug idloug.

At the same time antiquity seems to occupy not just the above ground
space but also the subterranean. Many of us are familiar with the pictures of the
plethora of antiquities discovered by the Metro Mole in the course of the tunnel
boring works for the Athens metro, some of which are presented along with ar-
chaeological finds in showcases in the metro stations themselves. Similar images
have resulted from the excavations carried out for the building of the Thessaloniki
metro, which uncovered the monumental highway used by Romans, Byzantines
and Ottomans. Antiquity springs up under the glass floors of shops, or behind
shop windows, in the entrance-ways, basements and garages of apartment
blocks, in private walled gardens, in hotels. Many passers-by don’t even notice
their existence, they don't stop, they just go hurrying on their way. The presence of
the antiquities is taken so much for granted that frequently we just ‘don’t see them’.

ApxaioMoyixé supripara
¢c avackan oikonidou,
Movacnpdki, ABriva, 2014,
Archaeological findings during
site excavation, Monastiraki,

" Athens, 2014.
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'H apxaiétnra’, dAhote opari kat dAhote aBéarn, ndvrote dpwe ev
Suvdper napotoda, napepPaiver omig Lwég Twv avBpdnwy éxovrag npaypari-
KEG ouvéneleg ndvw Toug: ddeieq ekaka@v and Ty ApxaloAoyikrii Ynnpeoia,
OWOTIKEG aVaoKaQEQ Kal n anelAf TnG  anaydpeucng GUVEXIONG OIKOSOUIKGY
£PYacidy, anaAAoTpIdOEIG Nou eKKPEPOUY, oToIXEIdVouY TIG (wég Twv avBp-
" nwv nou éxouv yalouxnBei pe To ebvikd agriynua Tou xpucol napeABévroq
10 onoio wotdoo, bérav avapetpdrar ye Tnv kaBnuepivérnra Tng NGANG, cuxva
anodeikvieral Tupavviké?. Eidikd étav épxerar avripérwno pe avantu&iakolq
oxedlacpolg otn odyxpovn ndAn, npokalei epwthipara yia Tn Oéon Tou napeA-
Bévrog oto eAAnvikS napdy, avakivel diIAfipparta yia Tnv éktaon kal o Pabud
OIAowani¢ Tou, evey nupodotel SPoug nwg To napeABSy kivduvelel va nvikel to
napdv pertarpénovidg 1o ot éva TepdoTio pouoeio nou dev Ba éxel nAéov xdpo
yia Toug {wvtavolg. Zntipara yvwoTtd kat and dAAa pépn tou kbéopou énou o
{idog avddei&ng noAmaopikig kAnpovouidg® and tn dekaetia tou ‘80 kupiwg
Kai MeTd odrynoe oe pia ‘ékpnén’, dnwg ouvnBilerar va Aéyetal, Tng pvipng pe
ouvakdroubn paydaia avanruEn pouceinv kar kipu§n 1o0TopIKdY Xx@pwy, nou
ouvdéeral pe noANG and ta Béparta nou o Derrida* ouvoyiler und v évvoia
‘dAyog Tou apxeiou”.

H xardAnyn tou napdvrog and to napeAbév atny EAAGSa wotdoo dev
anoteAel paivépevo pdvo Twy TeAeutaiwy dekaemwv. H 1oTopia auth eivar pa-
Kpdxpovn Kkal ouvdEeTal OTeVA pe TRV enoxn éTav ol NoAiTeg Tou veoolaTartou
eAAnvikoU kpdroug kAnpovdpnoay pali pe ta eAAnvikd e8den kai Tov TiTAO TV
vOpIpwY kKAnpovépwy Tou apxaiou eAAnvikod noAimiopol. Mia kAnpovouid yia
v onoia wotdoo €pile évag kdopog nou ektelvéTay noAd népa anéd Ta olvopa

But even if they escape our notice, they still have the power to influence Greek
everyday reality, disposing people toward certain behaviors and shaping both
the background against which they act and the people themselves.

‘Antiquity’ -sometimes visible, sometimes invisible, but always a poten-
tial presence- intervenes in peoples’ lives and can have real consequences for
them: the need for permits from the Archaeological Service to undertake any kind
of building, or the threat of legal sanctions from them forbidding, interrupting or
delaying construction projects, and expropriations of private property haunt the
lives of Greeks who were weaned on the national narrative of a golden past. But,
when held up against everyday urban life, this legacy often proves tyrannical’. In
particular, when it comes face to face with development planning in the modermn
city it can raise questions about the place of the past in the Greek present or create
dilemmas as to how much should be rescued and how far it should be restored,
sparking fears that the past threatens fo stifle the present, turning it into a vast mu-
seum in which there will no longer be any room for the living. These are familiar
issues from other parts of the world too, where the so-called “heritage revivalism’,
from the 1980s onwards in particular, led to what is often called an ‘explosion” of
memory, along with a rapid expansion in museums and places declared 'histori-
cal’, all of which relates to many of the issues summed up by Derrida® under the
term ‘archive fever®.

However, in Greece the occupation of the present by the past, is not a
recent phenomenon. It is an old story and one closely linked to the time when the
citizens of the newly established Greek state inherited not just the territory but also
the title to the ancient Greek heritage. Yet the diffusion of classical culture has
made Greek antiquity a patrimony that extends beyond its homeland’s borders’.
For travelers and other western Europeans with a classical education and tastes,
the ‘Hellenic topos® represented an idyllic homeland rooted in the past, but from
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™ng apxikng Tng natpidag?. O ‘eAAnvikég 16noq’” éhaPe yia Toug nepinyntéq kai
dAAoug duTikogupwnaioug yahouxnpévoug pe Tnv kAaoiki naideia kal aioBni-
ki, Tn Béon mag eilSuANiakiq natpidag pilwpévng ato napeABévy, and tnv onofa
eixav woTé00 anokAeloTel oi clyxpovol kdtoikoi Tng. Aedopévng Tng onpaciag
nou &ixav ol GpXClI.(')TnTEq yia 11q Eupwnaikég Auvdpeig Tng enoxig, ol onofeg
kai SIapépPwoav To NOAITIKS, IBE0AOYIKS Kal KOIVWVIKOOIKOVOUIKS nAaicio Tou
EAAnvikoU MoAépou tng Ave&aprnoiag kar tng enakéAoubng idpuong Tou eA-
Anvikol kpdroug, dev gival Tuxaia n onpaivouca Béon nou Ta uAikd kardAhoina
g apxaiag EANGSag éAaPav 1éoo orn diapdppwaon Tng eOvikig ouveidnong
Kat oTn vopiponoinan Tou véou eAAnvikod kpdroug, éoo kai otny anddei&n Tou
gupwnaikol Tou npooavarohdopoii®. Eivar xapakrnpiotikd ta Adyia tou npdtou
np6edpou Tng Apxalohoyiknig Eraipiaq lakwBdkn Pidou NepouAot érav, otnv
npodT™n olokePn Twv peAdv Tng nou éAaPe xdpa otnv AkpdnoAn, Seixvovrag
npog Ta gpeimia Tou xapou, dSRAWTE:

«Kipioi, €1 autolq Toug AiBoug Toug onoioug katéaTnoav AcuykpiTwg
noAutiporépoug napd tov axdrny kai Tov adduavra ol [pa&iréAeiq kar or Per-
dial, kai o1 lktivol kar ot Ayopdkpitol kai o1 Mipwveg, e1g autolq toug AiBoug
XPEWCTOUNEY KaTd péya Pépog TnV NONITIKAY npdv avayévvnaivs’,

Me tnv idpuon Tou eAAnvikoU kpdToug omig apxég Tou 19° aighva und
Ty enfipeia Tou Bauapikol veokAaaikiopoy kat e tn otipi&n Beopdv, dnwg n
oxoAIkr gknaideuon, kabBdg kar emoTtnpdy, dnwg n 1oTopia, n yewypagia'® kal
n apxaiohoyia'', kaAMiepyriBnke ouoTtnuatikd n nenoiBnon 61 o EAAnviopédg
avayevviibnke kar o1 apxaiol EAAnveq Pprikav Toug vopipoug anoyévoug Toug
ota npdowna Twv olyxpovawv EAAivev. H Siadikacia tng oikoddpunong Tou

which the modern inhabitants were excluded. Given the importance antiquity as-
sumed for the nineteenth-century European Powers, whose influence shaped the
political, ideological and socio-economic context of the Greek War of Independ-
ence and the subsequent founding of the Greek state, the significant part played
by the material remains of ancient Greece, not only in shaping the national con-
sciousness and legitimizing the modern Greek state, but also in demonstrating
its European orientation, was not a matter of chance’. The words spoken at the
first meeting of the Archaeological Society [a meeting which took place on the
Acropolis) by lakovakis Rizos Neroulos, its first president, are characteristic. Point-
ing to the ruins, he declared:

“Gentlemen, these stones, thanks to Pheidias, Praxitelis Agorakritus and
Myron, are more precious than diamonds or agates: it is fo these stones, that we
owe our political renaissance™.

With the establishment of the Greek state in the early nineteenth century
under the influence of Bavarian neo-classicism and with the support of institutions
such as educational establishments and of disciplines such as history, geography®
and archaeology'®, the idea that Hellenism had been reborn and that the ancient
Greeks had found their legitimate heirs in the modern Greeks was systematically
fostered. The nation-building process that had begun with the War of Independ-
ence became known as the ‘Regeneration™. In fact, the official celebration of the
centenary of the independent Greek state took place on the Acropolis, on Easter
Sunday 1933, to emphasize the symbolic connotations of the Resurrection'. The
idea that emerged in Greece with the War of Independence and lingered on after
the establishment of the Greek state, was that the Greek nation had been reborn

‘Anoyn tng AkpénoAng kai Tng
like the phoenix from its ashes to inhabit Greek soil once more'. Kanvikapéac , ABriva, 1962.

. . . Street view of the Acropolis and
As was only to be expected, this land constituted an important reference ™2, ">/ Kapnikorea,

point at a time when the ‘autochthony’ of the Greek nation and the deep roots of  athens, 1962
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¢Bvouc-kpdToug nou Eekivnoe e Tov Ayaéva tng AveEaptnoiag €yive yvwoTi wg
Mahyyeveoia'. Mdhiota o enionpog g0pTACPOGTRG £KATOVTAETNPI®AG TOU ave-
EGprntou eAANVIKOU kpaToug éhaPe xdpa otnv Akpénohn To lNdoxa tou 1933,
yia va unoypappioet Tig oupPoAikég cuVONAGOEIG TNG Avdotaong'?. H 1déa noy
RSN UNEPWOKE otnv EAAGSa pe Tov AneAeuBepwTiko MéAepo Kal, oTN Cuvéxela,
pe Tnv iSpuan Tou eAAnvIKoU kpdToug fitav 6T 1o EAANVIKG £Bvog avayevvidray
and Tig OTAXTEG TOU yia vd katolkAae! £k vEou TV eAAnviki yn's .

H yn autd anotéAeoe, 6nwg ATaV GYAPEVOHEVO, ONPEio avagopdg ot
uia nepiodo anédei€ng kai avadeigng g ‘qutoxBoviag’ Tou eAAnvikol €Bvoug
kai Tov Padidy pildv Twv veoeAAivwy oTn yn TG EANGSag Tou MepikAi. H ap-
xaloAoyIKA avackagnh Eyive eBvik6 eyxeipnpa Kal anotéhece peTagopd Tng
(S1ag g 15éaq evég €Bvoug Bappévou yia QIdVEG, mou eixe £pBel n wpa va
EavayevvnOei. Ta £wg npoTIivog Bappéva avTIKEUEVA MOU £PXOVTAV OTO WG
‘eicéPalav’ oTo napév and GAAo xpévo kat xdpo atnpifovrag Tnv avaliitnan
evé G pubikod e0vikod £auToU KAl PIAg AI@VIAg TauTéTRTAG Kal npéopepayv uAikd
Tekphipia 6T 1o Evd080’ napeABév eixe mpdypat undp€er'.

MapdAAnAa pe Tnv avackagn, n avaoTAA®oN KAl anoKaraoTaon Twy
apxaloeAANVIKGY pvnpeiwv kabiotaro pia GAAn peTagopd yia Ty idia T dia-
Sikaafa ouykpdTNONG Tou EAANVIKOU £0vouc-kpdToug nou diekdIKOUCE TNV £na-
vedagonoinan Tng apxaiag eAnvikhic S6Eag kar pali pe auti pia end&ia Béon
oTo olyxpovo kéapo. Mvnpeia kal apxaiéTnTeg anopovaOnkav anéd ta olyxpo-
va 1 1a Bewpolpeva g ‘nohuopatikd’ oupppalopevd Toug, yia va avaxBouv
o€ éva xpdvo Kal XHpo a@aIPETIKO KAl pvnpeiakd'®, eved Bé0EIC MOV YIa QIOVEG !
peteixav Tng kabnpepiviig Lwiig nepippdxBnkay, avaknpuxBnkav ‘apxatohoy!-

modern Greeks in the land of the Greece of Pericles had to be demonstrated and
highlighted. Archaeological excavations turned info national project and served
as a metaphor for the very idea of a nation that had been buried for centuries and
whose time had come to be reborn. The objects that until recently had been buried
and were coming fo light ‘invaded’ the present from another time and place',
supporting the quest for a mythical national self and an eternal identity and pro-
viding tangible evidence that the ‘glorious’ past had actually existed.

Together with excavations, the restoration and restitution of ancient Greek
monuments were becoming another metaphor for the very process of building a
Greek nation state that demanded the reterritorialization of ancient Greek glory 1 Aexaia Ayopd xar o Nabg o

: : : e e Hopalotou, Aldva, 1964,
along with a suitable place in the modern world. Monuments and antiquities were  fhe ancient Agora ond the lemgl-
isolated from their contemporary surroundings, in order fo revert fo a ‘monumen-  ofHephaestus, Athens, 1964
tal’ time and space'®, while places that for centuries had been part of everyday
life were surrounded by fencing, declared ‘archaeological sites’, and ‘purged” of
the evidence of those eras that were incompatible with the dominant Greek na-
tional narrative. Though monuments and archaeological sites ought to be brought
fo life in the present, if should be on their own terms and untrammeled by the trivia
of the societal present. And in fact, from as early as 1867, ancient drama per-
formances were organized fo revive the ancient Greek spirit in ancient sites and
theaters'®, thus linking ancient grandeur with modern visions and activating the
Greek national memory. Celebrations, such as the revival of the Olympic Games
in 1896 and later, in 1927 and in 1930, the holding of the Delphic Festivals, were
addressed to a modern international public in order to promote a ‘world heritage’
which had now acquired a- homeland.

Landscaping projects on archaeological sites became much more sys-
tematic with the advent of mass tourism, while from the '50s onwards they were
linked to the development and ideological objectives of post-war and post-civil-
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kéq', kai ‘anokaBdpBnkav’ ané Tekpripia enoxwv acluPatwy npog To Kupiapxo
eAnvikd €Bvikd aphynpa. Mvnpeia kar apxaloloyikég Béoeig énpene pev va
Eavalficouv o1o napéy, ahAd pe Toug dikolg Toug 6poug kai aveunddioTeg and
Ta TeTpIPpéva Tou Kovwvikol napévrog. Mpdyuar, idn ané o 1867 napaotd-
oeiq apxaiou Spdpatog opyavadbnkav yia va avaBidoouy 1o apxaio eAAnviké
nvelbpa o€ apxaioug xdpoug kai Béarpa’® cuvdéovrag éTat apxaia peyaAeia pe
olyxpova opdpara kai evepyonoidvrag v eAAnviki eBvikii pviiun. Eoptracpoi
énwe n avaPioon Tev OAupniakody Ayadvey to 1896, kar apydrepa To 1927 kai
10 1930, n Siopydvwon Twv AeAgikdv Eoptédv aneubivovrav oe éva obyxpovo
S1eBvéq kové yia va napouctdoouy pia ‘naykdopia kAnpovouid’ nou dpwg eixe
Tdpa anokTioer eBviki natpida.

O1 avanAdosig Twv apxaloloyikdv xdpwv éAaPav x@pa noAd nio ou-
oTNPaTIKG e TV gp@dvion Tou palikod Toupiopod, evedy and Tn dekaetia Tou
'50 ka1 perd ouvdéBnkav pe Toug avantu§iakolq kar ideohoyikolg oTéX0UG TG
petanoAepikic kar peteppuiiaki EANGSagY. MapepPdoeig 6nwg auth Tou An-
pten Mixidvn otoug Aépoug Tg AkpdnoAng kar Tou Pihondnnou enévduav
otn Suvapiki $14dpacn Twv pvnpeiwy pe 1o eAAnVIKS guoiké Tonio To onoio fidn
ané ta TéAn Tou 19°° aidva kar Tig apxég tou 20°% e§upviinke anéd nointéq kai 1-
avonTtéc 6nwg o MepikAig Navvénourog'® 4 dnwg n yevid tou 30" wq dppnkra
ouvdedepévo pe To apxaio peyaleio kar Tnv eAAnvikd Yuxi. Avalntedvrag Tig
ekpdvoeig piag ‘eAAnvikétntag’ nou eixe enifidoer dia péoou Tng apxalétntag
kai Tou Bulavtiou o1 diavonTtég autoi Tig cuvavroloav oTo Tonio Kal Ta Xpwpa-
Ta TG eAANnVIKAG @uong, kabdg kal oTa {d1a Ta CWPATA KAl TA XAPAKTNPIOTIKA
Twv veoeAAdvav. Npoypdppara devdpopliteuong apxaloAoyIKdyY XDpwy eniong

war Greece". Interventions such as that by Dimitris Pikionis on the Acropolis and
the Philopappos Hill aimed at highlighting the dynamic interaction between the
monuments and the Greek natural landscape, which frqm as early as the late nine-
teenth and early twentieth century was praised by poets and intellectuals, such
as Periklis Yannopoulos'® or the ‘generation of the ‘30s"? for being inextricably
linked to the ancient grandeur and the Greek soul. Seeking manifestations of a
‘hellenicity’, which had persisted through antiquity and Byzanfium, these intellec-
tuals discovered it in the lines and colors of the Greek landscape and in the bodies
and characteristics of the modern Greeks. Plans for the landscaping of archaeo-
logical sites also supported this perception, as in the case of the Athenian Agora,
where the American School of Classical Studies opted to plant with native species
that had grown there in antiquity, in order to reconstitute the ancient Athenian
landscape in its totality®®.

Just as the Greek archaeologists of the era sought fo discover, conserve
and promote ancient Greek monuments, so too did Greek folklorists, impelled by
their ‘patriotic duty’ to the newly established Greek nation-state, begin to discover,
collect and record so-called ‘verbal monuments™', i.e. the songs, proverbs, stories
efc. of the Greek people. The Greek language itself was subjected to a similar
purging, restoration and supplementation process as that to which the Acropolis
of Athens was subjected when the architectural, material remnants of medieval
and modern times were systematically removed, architectural members that had
collapsed were replaced in their original position, and new material was added
to substitute the old??. The ‘architectural purging’ of the Acropolis was born of
the same mindset that led to the widespread use among the Greek bourgeoisie
of katharevousa, i.e. the purist form of the language that insisted on the use of ar-
chaic terms, and sought to rid [modern] Greek or foreign influences. Thus the lan-
guage functioned as another monument or ‘fort’, standing guard over the notional
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otipi€av auth Tnv aviidnyn, dnwg n.x. oty nepintwon Tng ABnvaikrig Ayopdg,
énou n Apepikavikn Ixohd Khaoikgv Xnouddy enéAe&e evdnpika ¢utd, yvword
KaTd TNV apxalSTRTa yia va avacuoTioel To apxaio ABnvaiké Tonio ouvolikd®.

‘Onwg o EAAnveq apxaioAdyor Tng enoxrig npoondBnoav va anoka-
Adyouy, va ouvinpricouv kal va npoPdiouy Ta apxaioeAAnvikd pvnueia, 1ol
ka1 o’EAAnveg Aaoypd@or kivoupevor and natpiwtikd kubhkov' npog 1o veoal-
otato eAAnviké £Bvoc-kpdTog Gpxicav va avakaAintouy, va cuAAéyouy Kai va
kataypdgouv Ta Aeydueva ‘pvnueia Adyou’, Tpayoudia, napoiyieg, apnynoeiq
KAR. Tou eAAnvikoU Aaou. H idia n eAAnvikid yAdooa kard Tov 19° kai Tig ap-
xég Tou 20° aidva unoBAiBnke oe pia diadikaoia kdBapong, anokardoTaong
A oupnAfipwong avdloyn pe autii otny onofa unoPArBnke n AkpénoAn Tng
ABdvac étav «apxITekToviKd UAIKS KATAAOIO TWY PECAIWVIKGY KAl VERTEP®WY
xpOVwY anopakplivOnke cuoTRHATIKG, APXITEKTOVIKG PEAN Mo gixav KaTappey-
oel enavatonofetiBnkav otnv apxiki Toug Béon kai véo uAikd npooTéBnke yia
va unokaraoTioel To nahié»?!. H npdén tng ‘apxitekrovikriq ekkaBdapiong’ Tng
AkpdnoAng Atav pépog Tng idiag vootponiag nou odfiynoe oTny eupeia xpron
oTo x(po Tng eAANVIKiG aoTikrig Té&ng Tng kaBapelouoag, Tng HopPAg exeivng
TV EAANVIKGV nou enéueve oTn xpRon Tev apxaifoviey dpwv Kai enidiwke Tnv
exkaBdpion Tng eAAnvikiAG yAdooag and Tiq Eéveq emdpdoeig. H yAdooa Ael-
ToupyoUoe €101 wg éva dAAo pvnueio i 'kdoTpo’ nou nepippoupel Ta vonTikd
otvopa tng ENAnvikéTnTag, kai n onofa ‘aneidodpevn’ pe kannAeia i akpwtnpi-
‘ aopé, ekkaBapileral, avacTnAdveral i cupnAnpdverai.

boundaries of Greekness, and whenever it came under ‘threat’ of being exploited
or mutilated, it had to be cleansed, restored or supplemented.

Typically the same process of restoration’ of the ancient classical past in
the present is also seen in the reversion to ancient place names, as well as in the
renaming of the Christian inhabitants of the Greek peninsula. Appellations such
as Romiot, Christian, Moraitan, etc., that had been employed prior to the War
of Independence, were replaced once it began by the term ‘Hellene’ in order
to underpin the ideology of continuity that would unite the ancient and modern
Greek worlds in the Greek national consciousness®. At the same time ancient
Greek forenames became especially popular in the early nineteenth century, very
frequently replacing the tradition of using exclusively Christian names, and encap-
sulating the process of creating citizens with national awareness?. Thus, people,
monuments and the entire landscape participated in this reincarnation of the an-
cient spirit in the present day.

If in the nineteenth century the newly established Greek state had cel-
ebrated its creation on the Acropolis with reference to the commencement of its
archaeological restoration, the dawn of the new millennium in 2000 was cele-
brated in Greece by turning its gaze once again on its ancient heritage. For the
international broadcast of the millennium celebrations in Athens, the monuments
on the ‘sacred’ rock were illuminated in shades of red and orange, and it was at
the center of a firework display®®. Earlier demands for the repatriation of Greek
heritage were revived. The return’ of the Olympic Games to Athens in 2004 was
presented by the state as legitimizing more general national struggles and de-
mands, while efforts to complete the New Acropolis Museum were intensified,
aspiring to house the ‘exiled’ Parthenon sculptures. The restifution of the Greek
heritage would thus be solemnly celebrated in all its glory?. Despite the fact that
the Parthenon sculptures were not returned, and the 2004 Olympic Games actu-
ally left Greece with a heavy burden, nevertheless the ‘symbolic capital” of the

i
i
i
i
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Eivai xapakmpiomikd 61 n idia Siadikacia ‘anokardotacng’ Tou ap-
xafou kAacikod napeAB6vrog oto napédv diakpiveral kar oty enavagopd
~ .apxaiwv Tonwvupiey, aAAd kar oty ovopatodeoia Tou iSiou TOU xpIoTIAVIKOY
“nAnBuopot nou katorkoboe oty eAAnvikii xepodvnoo. Ovépara énwg Pupiof,
Xpioiavoi, Mwpaiteg kAn. nou xpnoiponolodvTay npiv ané Tov Ayéva tng Ave-
Eaprnoiag avTikataotdBnkav petd tnv évaplii Tou, and 1o dvopa “EAAnveq’ yia
va otnpiouv 1o 18e0Adéynpa Tng ouvéxeiag nou Ba évwve Tov apxaio kar Tov
veoeANANVIKS kbopo atny eAAnvikh eBviki ouveidnon?. TMapdAAnha apxaio-
eAAnvIKd ovépara éyivay 18iaftepa Snpo@ii oTig apxég Tou 19°° aidva noAd
ouxvd avrikaBiotdvtag pia napddoon ovoparobeaiag xpIoTIAVIKGY ovopdTev
ka1 ouvoyilovrag T Siadikacia ouykpéTong noAITey pe ebviki ouveidnon?
AvBpwnol, pvnpeia, kai To Tonfo oAdkAnpo cuppeTeixav £T01 OE QUTA Th PETEV-
0dpKWON TOU APXAioU NVEUPATOG OTO NAPOV.

Av 10 veoaioTato eAAnVIKS kpdTog Tou 19° aidva yidprace Tnv idpu-
ofi Tou oTnv Akpdnohn pe apopun Ta eyKaivia Twy avacTnAWTIKGV £pywy oTov
apxatoloyiké xépo, n évap€n g véag xiNieTiag yioprdotnke otnv EAAGSa ndAr
ue 10 PAéppa otpappévo npog Tnv apxaia Tng kAnpovopid. fia tn di1eBvi avape-
1G800n Twv eopTacudy yia To 2000, Ta pvnpeia Tou 1Iepol’ Ppdxou pwticTnkay
{E KOKKIVA Kal nopTokai xpduara, evdy n enideifn Twv nupoTexvnudrwy oTny
ABriva enikevTpdOnke yipw and autév?®. Makaidrepa arripara yia Tnv enicTpo-
ofi Tng eAANVIKAG kKAnpovopdg avakiviiBnkav. H ‘eniotpogh’ Twv OAupmiaxdy
Aydvwv otnv ABriva tou 2004 npoPAiBnke and To kpdtog wg n dikaiwon yevi-
kéTEPWY £BVIKGY aydvey kal SiekdIkicewy, evéd evraTikonoiBnkay o npoond-
Beieq nepdrwong Tou Mouceiou AkpondAewg nou Ba otéyale Ta eknaTtpiopé-

ancient Greek past?’ continues in global circulation, uniting or dividing those who
buy into it. In the unfavorable climate of the Greek crisis and following the cut-
backs in state funding for culture, proposals to involve private capital in the exploi-
tation of archaeological sites for tourist purposes pose new questions as to the fate
of Greece's cultural heritage as a public good and new dilemmas concerning its
economic exchangeability.

Nowadays, at a time when the international press is filled with cartoons
presenting ancient Greek heroes exhausted by the Greek crisis, or run to seed
from debauchery, and ancient Greek temples buckling or collapsing under the
weight of the difficult economic situation®® modern Greek politicians seem un-
daunted. They continue to invest in the symbolic capital of classical antiquity, with
receptions in the Acropolis Museum for the principal lenders to the Greek state,
so that when they speak of Greece’s debt, they can remind them of the western
world’s “debt® to the global ancient Greek heritage - which, nonetheless, has
‘legitimate’ national beneficiaries. The spirit of antiquity is recalled once again
fo safeguard and come to the aid of the Greek present, acting in the interests of
Greece. )

At the same time, however, the protective ‘spirit” of antiquity may turn into
a specter that haunts and burdens the present, not only coming back to make its
views known on the current unsatisfactory state of affairs but also to dictate what
is right and what is wrong®®. The spirit of antiquity, which is often hypostasized,
can encourage essentialist conceptions of the state, but it does not always assume
the same importance for everyone who recalls, invokes or lays claim to it. It can
circulate, mutate, connect or divide®'. Antiquity, as familiar as it is remote, creates
experiences that are not just the product of academic knowledge or some schol-
arly tradition, but also of the daily contact that people have with it when they live
and grow up alongside it. As can increasingly be seen from a number of ethnogra-
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_va' yAuntd Tou MapBeviéva. H anokardotaon g eMNnvikic kAnpovopidg Ba
pNOpOUCE £TOl VA EOPTACTEl NAVAYUPIKG OE 6Ao Tng To peyaAeio®. Mnopel
ta yAuntd Tou MapBevéva va pnv enéaTpepayv Kai ol OMupniakoi Tou 2004 va
denoav Bapy kdaTog nicw Toug, woTdoO TO ‘supPoAiké kepdAaio’ Tou apxaiou
eAAnvikot napeA6vTog?® eEakoAoubei va 1i0etal oe naykdopia Kukhogopia
gviovovTac fi Sixalovrag autolg nou enevdiouy oe auté. Yné To Suouevéq KAlpa
ng eAANVIKAG Kpiong kat PETd Tig nepIKonég OTn XpNUaTod6TNON TOU KpdToug
yia Tov noAmiopé, o enaxéhoubeg okéyeig OXETIKG HE TV EUNAOKA 1016TIKOY Ke-
pahaiou oTnv ToupIoTIKi ekpeTdAAEUON apxalohoylkdv xdpwy npokaloiy véa
gpwTAparTa yia v 10Xn TG noAITIoHIKIG KAnpovopidg wg Snuéaoiou ayabod kal
véa SINAppaTa yia Tav oikovopiki avraAiagipdTnTa me.

Yhpepa oe pia nepiodo pe To digbvii Tino va PpiBer okiTowv nou na-
poucialouv apxaiogeAANVIKOUG NPWEG eEouBevwpévoug and Tnv eAAnvik kpion
i nAadapolg and T diapbopd ka apxaloeAAnvikolg vaoug va AuyiCouv 1l va
katappéouy katw and 1o Papog g SuoxepolG OIKOVOUIKAG katdotaong?, o
veoéAnveg noNimikoi dev gaiveral va nroouvral. Yuvexilouv va enevoiouy oTo
cupPoliké kepdAaio TG KAAOIKAG apxaléTnTag SeLiwvopevol Toug OaveioTEG
Tou eAAnviKoU kpdToug oto Mouaeio Tng AkpdnoAng, doTe dTaV EKEIVOI TOUG
iAoy yia 1o xpéog Tng EAAGSag, autoi va Toug Bupilouv 'To xpéog’ Tou duTiKOY
kbopou?® npog Tnv nayksopia apxatoeAAnvikh kKAnpovopid, n onoia 6pwg Exel
'vopipoug’ eBvikolg Sikatoixoug. To nvedpa Tng apxaidTnTag avakaAeitar Kai
nd\l yia va nepigpoupricel kai va ouvtpéEer To eNAnVIKG napdv evepywdvTag
npog SPeNOG TV EAANVIKGV CUNPEPOVTWLY.

phies, apart from the versions of history propounded 'from above’ by state agen-
cies, intellectuals and officials, there are other ties to the past, which are consistent
with or depart from ‘official’ versions, and which arise out of everyday practices
and experiences®?. Moreover, the contact with the past is not always linked to a
rational or historicist perception of an ‘objective’ and ‘documented’ past, but may
highlight other types of historicities or engagements with its physical remains that
are involuntary, corporeal, sensory and emotive®. An old granny crossing herself
when she visits the Acropolis®* experiences the place in a different way fo an ar-
chaeologist or a historian, while a Roma girl is appropriating antiquity when, on
seeing the tunic worn by the korae on the funeral steles in Keramikos, she exclaims:
‘Hey look, lady, that one there is wearing a gipsy skirt! 32

Mo Movesio Axpdnohng,
ABriva, 2009, sicodog,

pot., M. Kokkividg.

New Acropolis Museum, Athens,
20089, enirance, phota, P. Kokkinias.
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Qorbéoo To npoorateutikd ‘nvetipa’ Tng apxaidtntag pnopel Tnv idia
oTiyp# va yiver pdvracpa nou atoixeidvel kal Bapaivel 1o napdy, enicTpépel
yia va oxoMidoel Ta kakdg keipeva aAAd kai va unayopeloe T eival owoTté
ka1 1f AdBog?. To nvedpa tTng apxaidTnTag nou cuxvd unooTaclonoleital, uro-
pei va evBapplvel ouaiokpartikég avriAfipelg nepi €Bvoug, aAld Sev anokrd
v iSia onpaoia ndvrta kar yia dAoug ool To avakaloly, To enikaholvrat
A 1o Si1ekdikolv. Kukhogopel, petaPdAAeral, ouvdéer i dixdler*®. H apxaid-
™70, oikeia 600 kar andpakpn, dnpioupyei PBidpata nou dev eivail npoidvra
pévo piag Adyiag yvaong kai napddoong, aAAd kat piag kaBnpepiviig enagrig
nou éxouv padi tng o1 dvBpwnoi kabdq (ouv kar peyaAwvouv nAdI Tng. ‘Onwg
npokynrel ané évav ohoéva auvfavdpevo apiBuéd eBvoypaidy, népa and Tig
ek TwY Avw’ ek8oxEG TnG 10TOpIag KPATIKWY Qopéwy, diavoolpevwy Kal a&i-
wpaTolxwy undpxouy kal dAAor deopoi pe 1o napeA8év nou cuvopiAolv 1
Eepelyouv and 1ig ‘enionpeq’ ekdoxéq kar npokinTtouv péoa and kabnpepivég
npakTikég kal euneipieg®’. EnnAéov n enagn pe To napeABov dev ouvdéeral
ndvra pe pra opBoloyiki § 1oTopiKioTIKA aviiAnyn evdg ‘avrikelpevikod’ Kal
‘Tekpnpiopévou’ napeA8bévrog, aAAd pnopel va avadeikviel kai dAAou Tinou
IOTOPIKOTNTEG 11 OXECEIG e Ta UAIKG KatdAoind Tou nou eival akoloiol, Evow-
paroi, aioBntnpiakofl kai ouykivnolakoi*2. Mia yiayid nou kéver 1o ataupd
g 6tav emiokéntetal Tnv AkpdnoAn®? Bidver Siapopetikd To xdpo and évav
apxaioAdyo 1 évav noAITikd, evéd pia gIKpR popd oikglonoleital Tny apxaidrn-
Ta étav otn Béa Twv XITOVWY nou gopolv ol kSpeq oTig emTipPieq oTAAEG TOU
Kepapeikod avagpuvel: «Kupia, auti popd Totyydvikn gotoTal»®,

In the more than 150 years since the birth of the Greek nation-state, an-
tiquity has not remained anchored to a specific place; on the contrary, it is forever
changing and found in a multiplicity of forms, in museums in Greece or abroad, in
the salons of European classicists, and in centers of the Greek diaspora. It breaks
loose from its supposed immobility and appropriates the politics of memory and
oblivion, assuming different - often contradictory roles®. It is paraded by various
regimes, democratic or otherwise, but it also remains silent, ready fo intervene in
times of crisis.

Persecutor, protector, tyrant, comforter or redeemer, the past is actively
involved in individual or collective demands that invoke the official discourse on
antiquity for their own ends, and reproduce it, contest it or overturn it, reminding
us that the past is also presenf*’.

But the past is at the same time the future. At a time when Greece has
been acquiring a new look and new citizens, because of the mass immigration that
began in the ‘90s, new circumstances arise in relation to the cultural heritage of
the country and its future. It remains to be seen what shape the politics of memory

5. TeMoloypagia, avaqopd any
eAAnvikd oikovopIkd kpion.
Caricature, reference to the Greek
financial crisis.

4. Zuvdvrnon g Kaykehapiou
g Meppaviag Avykeha MépkeA
kai rou'EAAnva MpwBunoupyod
Avrévn Lapapd orny Abriva,
Nio Mouozio Akpénoing,
Anpiliog 2014,

Meeting of the German Chancellor
Angela Merkel and the Greek Prime
Minister Anfonis Samaras in Athens,
New Acropolis Museum, April 2014.



222 TOURISM LANDSCAPES: REMAKING GREECE

Yrov napandvw and evdpiou aidva (wig Tou eAAnvikol £Bvoug-kpd-
. Toug, n apxaiétnTa dev napapéver aykupoPoAnpévn oe éva uykekpipévo Téno-

avtiBera eivar petafarAépevn kai noAAanAdg kefpevn oe pouoeia tng EAAGdag
A pakpid Tng, oe caidvia Eupwnaiwy KAQGIKIOTOY, ot kévipa Tng Alaonopdg.
Zepelyer and Tn Bewpolyevn akivnoia Tng Kal Kivntonoleital oTig noAImikég TG
pvApng kai Tng ABng anoktdvrag diapopeTikolg - cuxvd avriparikolsg poé-
Mouc®. MapeAatvel €€ ovéparog Siapopetikdy kKaBeoTOTWY, dnpokpaTIKGY Kal
pn, aAAd kar napapéver oiwnnAi £toiun va napéuPel oe oTiypég kpiong.

KaradiwkTiki, npooTateutiks, Tupavviki, napnyopnTiki i AUTPWTIKA, n
dpdon tou napeABévTog epnAéketal oe atopikég i cuAAoyikég SiekdIKATEIG nou
enikaholvTal Tov enfonpo Adyo nepi apxaidrtntag npogq idiov S@ehog, Tov ava-
napdyouy, Tov apgioBntoty A Tov avarpénouy, BupiCovtdq pag 611 1o napeABdy
eival napév3e,

AAAG 1o napeABév eivai padi kar péAdov. Zipepa og pia nepiodo nou
n EAAGSa anoktd véo npdowno kat véoug nohiteq pe Tn pblixd eiopon perava-
otdv and 1o ‘90 kai perd, véa dedopéva 1iBevrar yia Tnv noAmopiki kAnpovo-
HId Tou Ténou kai To péAAov Tou. Anopéver va Solpe nig Ba diapoppwboiv ol
noMITikéG TnG pvApNG Kal Tng ARONG o pia x@pa nou kaAeitar va avtanokpiOel
otnv noAu-noAmoypiki nAéov Tautétntd Tng. Fldg Ba evowpar®oe pvipeg Kai
Tpadpata avBpdnwy pe Srapoperikég epneipieg kail napeABévra; Xe noid Babud
kai pe no1olg Tpdnoug yia napddeiypa n kAaoiki apxaidétnta Ba cuvopAficel
e peTavdoTeg nou Souleliouv wg ePYATEG OE APXAIOAOYIKEG avaoKapég i nou
Couv nAdi1 og apxaioloyikolg xwpoug; MéAn Tng dedTepng i TpiTng yevidg peta-
vaoTev Ba ecwrepikeloouy Ta Kupiapxa agnyrigata Tou xpucsou napeAdévrog,
Ba ta oikelononBolyv, Ba Ta avanapdouy, Ba ta apgioPnricouy i Ba Ta anop-
pipouv cuhAiBdnv; Ti Ba avrité&ouv oe autd kal nwg Ba gavraciwboly Tnv
EAMGSa Tou péAdovrog;

and oblivion will take in a country that is called upon fo respond to what is, by
now, a multi-cultural identity. How will it incorporate the memories and traumas
of people with different experiences and pasts2 To what extent and in what ways
will classical antiquity speak to the immigrants who work as laborers on archaeo-
logical digs or who live cheek by jowl with archaeological sites? Wil the second
or third generation of those immigrants internalize the dominant narratives of the
‘golden past’, will they appropriate them, will they reproduce them, will they ques-
tion them or will they reject them out of hand? What will they counter them with
and how will they imagine the Greece of the future?

Aoudpevol KovTd oTo vad Tou
Mogadva, Zoldvio, 1947,
Bathers near the temple of Paseidon,
Sounion, 1967,
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