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The literary career of Ovid’s Metamorphoses in the Greek speaking world has been rather
unsuccessful compared with the poet’s vast popularity in Western Europe. The landmark of
Ovid’s travel from the Latin speaking West to the Greek speaking East is beyond doubt the
translation of the Metamorphoses and the Heroides by the thirteenth century monk and
scholar Maximus Planudes during the Palacologan Renaissance.' The translation of Ovid’s
Metamorphoses by A.S. Kasdaglis appears in 1908 and it is rather unfortunate that it has not
received so far any scholarly attention. In this paper I will examine the language and
methodology of Kasdaglis’ translation, as well as his views on the nature and purpose of a
translation in general. Finally, I will try to evaluate his translation of Ovid’s epic within the
wider context of the so-called ‘Greek language question’ («yAwooucod {nnuo»), which was at
the very epicentre of the socio-political and cultural agenda of Greece at the turn of the 20th
century.’

Before I start with Kasdaglis’ translation, it would be useful to make an overview of
Ovid’s popularity among Greek speaking translators. Based on the surviving evidence we can
discern two main strands in Greek translations of Ovid’s Metamorphoses between Planudes
and Kasdaglis.’ During the seventeenth and eighteenth century we have translations in the
vernacular, while in the nineteenth and twentieth century the vast majority of translators use
the katharevousa. The only exception to this rule is the translation of the first five books of the
Metamorphoses by Philippos loannou (1874) who used ancient Greek in ancient dactylic
hexameters.® The last quarter of the nineteenth century and the early beginnings of the
twentieth century saw a real surge in the production of translations of Ovid’s epic either in
whole or in parts.’ All these translations were published in Athens, with the exception of
Livadas (1908) which was published on the island of Corfu. Their main objective was

educational, so far as we can tell from the prologues of these books. In some cases their
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educational intent is even stated in the book title.® This is quite understandable given the
importance of Latin for both the Secondary and the Higher Education of that time in Greece.
In addition, some of the translators were teachers themselves. Kofiniotis and Vythoylkas
taught in High Schools, and Livadas was Professor of Latin at the University of Athens. The
educational character of these translations accounts perhaps for the translators’ predilection
for prose and more importantly their use of katharevousa, which was the formal language of
the educational system.

Modern Greek translations of Ovid’s Metamorphoses during the seventeeth and
eighteenth century are in the vernacular and include the work of Makolas (1686),” Daponte
(c.1737-1750)% and Vlantis (1798).” All three of them are in prose, but their format is far from
what we could call a translation today. Only Vlantis, a headmaster at the Flanginian School of
Venice, offers a translation of the whole work. His translation is organised in Myths (Mv6og)
each of which is preceded by a short Summary (YmoOeon) followed by an Allegorical
Explanation (A\\nyopia).'® Makolas’ and Daponte’ work are more or less anthologies, the
first one containing twelve stories, and the second one forty seven stories from the
Metamorphoses. The accuracy of these translations is questionable with Vlantis’ translation
being the most complete. Daponte, on the other hand, offers a second-hand translation, since
he is not translating directly from Latin but rather from an Italian translation. In any case,
these early prose translations should be praised for two reasons; firstly, for the fervent desire
of the translators to introduce such renowned works of Western literature as Ovid’s
Metamorphoses to the Greek public. In Makolas’ own words: «t0 dedo&aouévov Kol
nepnucpévov yévog twv EAMvev trv ofuepov elpioketar eig peyddnv évdelav amo
tow0to, Ppria copéhyar.' His target is clear: the benefit of his readers. He repeatedly refers

to his work as «weéhpov» or even «weehyotd[v] Pipro[v]».'? Secondly, these attempts

stand out for the modernization of the Ovidian text through the translators’ choice of the
vernacular. In all of them there are minor or major departures from the original, alterations,
subtractions or even additions; however, through the careful choice of vocabulary, the use of
popular idioms and modern language they manage to offer a lively translation which appealed

to the reader of that time.
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It is within this line of literary production that Kasdaglis’ work appears in 1908. In the
book’s colophon we read that the book was printed by G. Tenios (I'. Tnvidg) Press in
Alexandria."” George Tenios, the son-in-law of the great Alexandrian Anastasios Vitalis, was
a very well-known publisher,'* the heart and soul of the newspaper «Toyv8popoc», which was
until very recently the biggest and most important Greek newspaper of Alexandria."” The
publication of this translation in Alexandria, outside Greece, comes as a surprise, since all the
above mentioned translations in katharevousa were published in Athens. Even more unusual
is the translator’s choice of verse instead of prose.

The book, which is 575 pages long, is entitled: OBIAIOY / METAMOP®QXEQN /
BIBAIA TIENTEKAIAEKA / EMMETPQYX / EIX THN EAAHNIAA METENENHI'MENA
O®QONHN / YIIO / AAEEANAPOY X. KAXAAT'AH / TOY AAEEANAPEQEX // EN
AAEZANAPEIAL THZ AIT'YIITOY / 1908. All necessary information regarding the subject
matter (translation of Ovid’s Metamorphoses), the format of the translation (verse), the
language (katharevousa), the name of the translator (A.S. Kasdaglis), the translator’s origin
(Alexandrian), the place (Alexandria) and the time (1908) of publication is given on the title
page. The structure of the book is the following:

I. A dedication to King George I of Greece (p.0).'°

II. A dedicatory letter also addressed to King George I (pp. w'-1y"). In this letter Kasdaglis
makes a flashback to the glorious Greek past up from classical Athens to the fall of
Byzantium and the refuge offered by the Medici to the Greek Muses. His choice of Ovid’s
Metamorphoses is justified on the work’s impact on pictorial arts during the Renaissance,
since the poem serves as a gallery of the Greek mythical and historical times.'” Kasdaglis also
mentions the royal permission granted to him during his meeting with King George in Paris.'®
Finally, he repeats once again his choice of the katharevousa for his verse translation."

III. The prologue (ITPOAETOMENA, pp.il-AB"), where the translator offers general

information about Ovid and his work, but also discusses issues of great importance, like for
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example the necessity for a new translation of Ovid’s Metamorphoses, his principles of
translation and so on, which will be examined in detail.

IV. The translation proper (pp.1-516), which follows the organization of the original Latin
text in fifteen books. A short, one-page summary of its content (YIIO®EZXIYX) precedes each
book.

V. Indices (IIINAKEZX, pp. 517-536): i) an Index nominum (IIEPIEXOMENQN ITINAZE
AAOABHTIKOZ, pp. 517-536), and ii) a Table of Contents per book (IIINAZE
IMEPIEXOMENQN KATA BIBAIA, pp.537-544).

VI. The Epilogue (EIIIAETOMENA, pp.545-562), a kind of critical Appendix which from a
theoretical point of view is equally important with the Prologue.

VII. A Comparative Table of the lines of the translation with the lines of the original
(ITAPABOAH / TOY ITPQTOTYIIOY KEIMENOY TON METAMOP®QXEQN / I[TPOX
TO KEIMENON THX META®PAXEQY, p.536).

VIII. Corrigenda (HMAPTHMENQN AIOPOQXEIY, pp.564-570).

IX. A Bibliography of Kasdaglis’ works (AAEZANAPOY X. KAXAATAH / EPTA
®IAOAOI'IKA, pp.571-573). The bibliography 1is divided in: 1) Translations
(META®PAXEIX (1872-1880)), ii) Verse translations of epics (EIIQN EMMETPOI
MEO®GEPMHNEIAI (1881-1907), iii) Verse translations of Greek poets and writers
(EMMETPOI ME®EPMHNEIAI EAAHNQN TIOIHTON KAI AOI'OI'PA®QON (1890-
1908), iv) Poetry (ITOIHZEIZ (1876-1905), v) Other writings (XYTTPA®ALI).

a) Bibliographical and grammatological background

The reader is struck by Kasdaglis’ sound knowledge of Latin grammatology. Ovid’s
biographical data is impressive for its accuracy and thoroughness.”” What is more impressive
is his choice to translate and incorporate to his prologue big chunks of text from the prologues
to Ovid’s Metamorphoses of the eighteenth century French poet and translator Ange-Frangois
Fariau de Saint-Ange (1747-1810) *! and the nineteenth century French literary critic Désiré

Nisard (1806-1888).%* He also cites from Daniel Heinsius’ work De tragoediae constitutione

 His only mistakes are the attribution of the Nux, the Consolatio ad Liviam, and the Halieuticon to Ovid and the
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(1785), ii) The Metamorphoses Books 5 (,6) (1787-1789), iii) The Ars amatoria, with notes (1807), iv) The
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and from the Latin Grammatology of de la Harpe.” This is not because Kasdaglis could not
have provided the relevant information by his own, but this kind of citation serves him largely
as valid proof, a show-off, of his being aware of the international debate about Ovid’s literary
merit. In his attempt to validate his critical inquiry Kasdaglis supplements his translation of a
classical text with a translation of modern scholarship on that classical text. This is a first,
albeit implicit, indication that for Kasdaglis translation is a useful means of learning. His
selections from critical writings is not random; on the very contrary, all his citations interlock
nicely with each other and with his own remarks. Thus, he manages to offer a dense
theoretical text, in flowing narrative whose multiplicity of critical voices provides the reader
with well-rounded information.

Kasdaglis’ bibliographical knowledge of Ovidian translations in most European
languages is equally impressive. His learnedness and thoroughness become evident in the
extensive list of illustrated editions of Ovid in French** and English® dating from 1484 to
1784. Another set of bibliographical information comprises editions of isolated episodes or
myths, especially in English from 1547 to 1830,*° as well as paraphrases or parodies of the
Ovidian text, mainly in French. Kasdaglis is also aware of editions (prose or verse) in Italian,
Spanish, German, Flemish, Danish, Swedish, Russian and Polish (a real treat for
bibliographers of the fifteenth century onwards!).”” Whether the above is first —or second-

hand- information cannot be deciphered with certainty. However, we are struck by Kasdaglis’

reference to his persistence in getting hold of a copy of Maximus Planudes’ translation of the
Metamorphoses, which was published in Paris in 1822. He claims it took took him a good five
years to get hold of a copy while visiting London and Paris.”® However, despite his awareness
of foreign translations, he does not seem to be equally informed of the relevant Greek
production. He knows Planudes, Vlantis and Ioannou, but he does not say anything about
prose translations of the eighteenth century or any of the translations in the katharevousa
mentioned above.

It is clear that we are dealing with a learned translator, who does not aim at providing
merely a good translation of Ovid’s Metamorphoses. A translation, even a good one, seems to
be not good enough for Kasdaglis. Instead, he complements his translation with critical

remarks which resound with the philological methodology and literary criticism of his time.

* Entitled: Lycée ou cours de littérature ancienne et moderne.
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His acute criticism and sound judgement can be seen in a short passage from the Prologue
which serves as a bridge-passage between his citations from de Saint-Ange and Nisard. *°
There, Kasdaglis rightly comments on Ovid’s transitional place in the history of Latin
literature, caught as he is between the Augustan era and the early Imperial times. He notes:
«Kal at pév mieiotol Twv ovyypaewv g Aatvikng I'pappatoroyiog o mopadéyoviol TOV
OBidov €k TV TPOT®V TOL AVYOVGTAIOL GLLWVOG TOMTWY: KATATAGGOVOL 8¢ aVTOV EvOa
TOPEPYETOL HEV 1) AKUN, APYETOL € 1) Tapokun TG AOTVIKNG nooemoy.>’ Nevertheless, the
poet’s intermediary position does not harm the quality of his work.’’ Kasdaglis’ attention to
literary periodisation is quite modern, in that the transitional character of Ovid’s work
between two eras has long gone rather unnoticed until fairly recently. Kasdaglis does not
hesitate even to admit Ovid’s flaws, which he considers as testimony to the poet’s greatness.>>
Free from prejudice and with remarkable neutrality he backs up his views with examples of
flawed narratives in Ovid,*®> Homer and Milton.

b) The language and principles of the translation, the purpose of the translation and the
need for new translations

Kasdaglis is more than willing to share with his readers the linguistic and metrical choices of
his translation, his methodology, the need for new translations, above all the purpose of his
work. With regard to the language of his translation, Kasdaglis right from the very beginning
(on the title page) states that he has translated Ovid’s Metamorphoses in verse
(«kEMMETPQZ», p. &) using the katharevousa («EIZ THN EAAHNIAA...®QNHN», p. €°).
The same claim is repeated almost identically in the dedication of the book to King George
(«<H EMMETPOX AYTH EIZ THN EAAHNIAA ®QNHN / META®PAZXIZ», p. 6") and in
the dedicatory letter («eig v xabapav Erknvida vy éppétpog émovadoncy).>* The final
section of his Prologue is essentially a defensio of his linguistic and metrical choices. >
Kasdaglis defends the katharevousa («trjv koBapav EAnvido @wvriv») as opposed to the

ancient Greek («tnv EALGSa yAwooav, wg anokaretl v apyaiov twv EAMvov eoviv 6
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otovdnmote 1) “EAAnvog 1] Popaiov momtod, mdvtote povadikog kai Amopduillog lotatol kotd te Tat
TAEOVEKTNUATO KOL T HELOVEKTHUATA AVTODY.
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LELOVEKTNUATOV;>
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‘Hpddotocy)*® on various historic and aesthetic grounds. The katharevousa, so he claims,
might have failed to maintain the ‘unobtrusive purity’ of ancient Greek, however, given the
current cultural frailty of the Greeks, it is a most appropriate choice in that it manages at least
to preserve the ‘ancestral virtue’.’’ After having been cleansed (it is called ‘katharevousa’
after all!) from foreign linguistic admixtures it has kept the linguistic and expressive wealth of
the past intact.”® In addition, this is the language which is more understandable by all those
who study Greek letters.”” Most importantly, this language is the genuine descendant of the
Greek glorious past, a guarantuor of the uninterrupted continuity of the Greek nation from
antiquity to the present days.*’

With respect to metrics, Kasdaglis notes that he systematically avoided the accent on
the fifth foot and maintained it only where the text allowed.*' By keeping as close as possible
to the grammar and style of the Latin original he is struggling to render in modern Greek what

he calls «tv eOpolov twv émwv», the flow of words, combined with «tov Adyov TNV

gOpédetavy, the ‘melody of the speech’.*” Hence, he refrains from any excessive use of verbal
ornamentation® and he carefully avoids syncope and elision.** His use of ancient and obsolete
words is also sparse.*’

Intrinsically related with the question of language are Kasdaglis’ views about the
purpose of his translation (every translation as a matter of fact), which is none other than the
benefit of the readers («1)... T0lg TOALOLG TPOGYEVOLEVT weéhewar).* For Kasdaglis, this is
the main, if not the only, criterion against which every translation should be judged. To
support his thesis he offers a consice, but sound, critique of the 1865 translation of the first

five books of Ovid’s Metamorphoses by the Greek scholar and Professor of Philosophy at the

%% Kasdaglis 1908, Aa".

3" Kasdaglis 1908, Aa’-AB": «ADT TNV TPOYOVIKT|V GPETIV S6MCUGCH, KOTX TOGOUTOV HOVOV TJULV TOlG
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100 €movg pnuoTikt) kotdAnéig cvvtepvopévn var petafdiin g EAlnvikng emvig 10 ebgboyyov &ig ToL
BapPépov ovVIGHOD TO pvOBoyyoV GYHILa».
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University of Athens Philippos Ioannou. *’ Kasdaglis starts his criticism by openly
acknowledging Toannou’s learnedness.*® Then follows an excerpt from the Prolegomena of
the translation, where Ioannou exposes his principles. Kasdaglis finds no fault in following
the middle road, i.e. to keep close to the original, but also to diverge freely when the word-by-
word translation yields a difficult text.*’ In fact, he admits to the artistic excellence of the
produced work calling it: «Ovi®g ayAaov 0& pvnuelov pobNcemg Ao Kol AKaTofATon
vmopovne». What receives the fervent arrows of his polemic is Ioannou’s choice to translate

in ancient Greek («&ig v ‘EALGS0 povijvy) and to use ancient Greek hexameters. Kasdaglis

is more, if not exclusively, preoccupied with the potential usefuleness of the translation and
less with its craftsmanship. He wonders: «&Ard Tig 1) €€ a0TOU TOlG TOAAOLG TPOGYEVOLEVT
woeérew;». The answer to the above question is given indirectly through the ingenious
association of Ovid’s translation by loannou with the translation of Vergil’s Aeneid by
Evgenios Voulgaris.”® Ioannou seems to have followed the example set by Voulgaris in
producing an archaic (in language, metre and tone) translation. Kasdaglis effectively applies
the criticism of Voulgaris’ translation by Demetrios Thereianos, who was the biographer of
Adamantios Koraes, to the translation by Ioannou.”' In view of the close similarity of the two
texts, the negative assessment of the chronologically earlier work casts a bleak shadow on the
most recent one. Hence, their shared ‘qualities’ are now regarded as reasons for rejection.

The metrical competence of the two translators is unquestionable,’* even though the
use of ancient Greek hexameter is considered to be pointless.”> However, the touchstone of a
good translation is the benefit of its readers (@W@éleia) and this is where both Voulgaris and

Ioannou fall short. Their translations, in spite of their formalistic and metrical perfection, fail

*" For the complete title of this translation see Nikitas 2012, 108 n.16. A second revised and enlarged edition of
this translation (together with other translations of Latin texts and his original poetry in ancient Greek) was
reissued in 1874. Kasdaglis must have read this second judging from his reference to 1874 (p. xC"). It seems very
likely that loannou did not manage to complete the translation of the whole work. Or at least, if his translation of
books 6-15 was ever done, it has not been discovered yet.

* Kasdaglis 1908, kot": «Kai O Nuétepog dilnnog Todvvov, detvog pév kat €&oxog EAlnviotig, kpdrtictog 8¢
¢ apyoiog petpikng kat tng méiat EALGS0g poviig pooTnoy.

* Kasdaglis 1908, «{: «uéonv 8¢ tva 080V mpoehounv Padicar, ovk év méot (sic) T 00 Keévou
Tpocioxopevos Aéet, év 8’ éxeivolg avThg aplotdievog évla 1) kot prjpo pebeppunveia tpoyelo av €yEveto 1)
dvovontog Alavy.

% Kasdaglis 1908, kot": «oUtog THY 86Eav Evyeviov 100 Bovlydpeng ToU HETAOPOGTOD Mg Alvelddoc,
InAdoag, kol eig T avta Opnpika pétpa ayapevog Tg petappiceng thg OPdlavig énonotiogy.

> Kasdaglis 1908, k(- k1.

32 Cf. Thereianos’ comments for Voulgaris (via Kasdaglis): «t0 katopOopa 100 KAEWOD ieplpyov péyo pév
napodexoievoey (p. kC'), «TnVv mept 10 TEVOLPYELY T)p@ikolg E&auétpoug alobavpactov evyépetavy (p. k('),
«onaviav deCiotnra wepl Ty kataokevny ECouétpwv Exwvy (p. kn’). Also cf. Kasdaglis’s comments for loannou:
«KpATIoTOG 3E TG Apyaiog HETPIKNO» (p. KOT), «T1)v Tept Té apyaio péTpa Bovpactrv aToD eVyEpetov» (p.
kC").

>3 Kasdaglis 1908, kn’: «t0 dokomov ¢ &lg Npwika Ounpika pétpa pebepunveiag.



to preserve the liveliness of the original Latin text, in general the ‘sacred fire’ of poetic
inspiration.”* What is more, their awkward idiom combined with extreme archaism ultimately
make them even more incomprehensible than the Homeric epics themselves.”> On such
grounds, both translations are rejected for not having any benefit for their readers.’® Their
communicative purpose is annulled and they constitute merely an: «avoeelég OA®G TOLG
PILOAOYOUGWY £deopa TPOG YEDGY, ° (...) OTEP KOVIOPTOD {6MG KATOMAEMY AMOKELTAL VOV €V
toig PpAtodnongy. > Closer to Kasdaglis® taste stands Planudes for his choice to use a
language which is neither ancient nor vernacular. Planudes offers a tasteful translation whose
only shortcoming is the fact that it has been composed in what Kasdaglis calls «tov
napnkpaxota "EAAnva melov Adyov g id.” éKoTovTasTpidocy.”

Thereianos, whose criticism Kasdaglis employs, is mentioned in the text as the
biographer of Koraes. Such emphasis is not fortuitous. I contend that Kasdaglis through this
ingenious substitution of Thereianos’ critique for his own critique manages to implicitly
associate himself with Koraes, who, like himself, was also an adamant advocate of the
classical past so far as it would be beneficiary for his readers. Their common interest in the
benefit of the reader and the potential usefuleness of the past for the present further strengthen
the link between Kasdaglis and Koraes. In this light, Kasdaglis’ choice of the katharevousa
could be explained as a direct influence of Koraes, who after all was the theoretical advocate
of linguistic purism.

Kasdaglis proves to be quite modern also in his views on the accuracy of the
translation. His main concern is to give a text which can (and should) be read on its own.
Hence, he is willing to make all necessary modicifations in order to adapt the meaning of the
original Latin text to suit the needs of the language of the translation. ® Aware of the concise

character of Latin he does not hesitate even to add lines to the text of his translation so as to
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GUYKEVTIPOVUEVT, IKPAYV T) 0Udepiav Ttotel aicbnov ToD tepoD ékeivov mopdc, Gmep €V TI) TOWGEL, 0V LOVOV WG
npwtov aitiov Ty Lonv Eueuod, AAAd Kol ¢ altlatov v TAoT) T dNUoVPYIKR avTOL ddTnT
£kTo&evOLEVOV TANTTEL TIV Stdvola Kol TOV TPOG TG € EVOOVGLOGHOV EUTOLEL TQ) AVAYIYVOOKOVTD.
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facilitate the readers’ comprehension. As he himself remarks, the 11.993 hexameters of the
Latin original become 18.861 fifteen syllables in the modern Greek translation. ®' In Ovid’s
account of the death of Achilles (Ov. Met. 12.976-985), for example, Kasdaglis adds a line to
praise Homer!®* His comment is symptomatic of his views: «AAL’ OO KoAMTEXVIKT)V ETOWLY,
TAONG EUMHETPOV UETOPPACENMS Ol Te Apetal kol kokiot kotagoivovior ovyl €k Thg
napaforr)g ToU APOHOD TV OTiYOV, AAAX KLuplwg €K TG EVIVIACEMS, 1V EUTOLEL TQ)
AVOYLYVOOKOVTL 1] TOU pebnpunvevpévov keyévov avayveolg». In addition, Kasdaglis
proves to be extremely confident about the modern Greek language. In the Epilegomena, he
proudly celebrates the superiority of the Greek language compared with the other European
languages, which in his view fall short in tranferring the poetic ingenuity of Ovid.*

Another very important aspect of Kasdaglis’ translation theory is the independence
and uniqueness of the translation. Every translation is a finished product which should stand
on its own right irrespectively to its original. The original belongs to Ovid, but the translation
belongs to the translator. Kasdaglis’ belief in the independence of the translation is
intertwined with his belief in the beneficial role of the translation, as we have seen it above.
The translator in order to be successful should go round the danger of producing a text so
closely depended on the origininal that it would be inaccessible to the modern reader. In his
own words: «Ta to0 Oidiov €an €keivov avapaipeTa KTHLOTO TVYYXAVOVUGLY, OUT®O KOl TO
Nuétepov keipevov, ael pev tov OPwiov €mog katax TV TAOKNAV kol TNV olkovopiov
aBdvatov mapopével 100 Avyovstaiov momtoL KotopOmpa, AAL’ OUOG KOTO TOOTN THV
Anod00v Kol TNV mepl T €mn Kol Tot HETPO KOTOOKELNY, TJHETEPOV MAVTIMOG EUUETPOV
nebepunveiag doxipov toic mept Tt EAAvica Tpdppota Aoyolovpévolg poseépopevy.®
To the independence of the translation Kasdaglis also adds the uniqueness of each translation.
Every translation is unique, because the phrasing and metrics are unique to each translator. If
this was not the case, then there would be no need for new translations; one (and only)
translation would be enough.®

In his Prolegomena Kasdaglis also answers back to the criticism he received, when he

revealed his decision to translate Ovid’s Metamorphoses. ® First, he argues for the rarity of
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the only edition of the Planudean translation (published at Paris in 1822 by Jean Francois
Boissonade de Fontarabie) which took him, as we saw above, a good five years to get hold of.
In his defense he even cites from this correspondence with important scholarly and literary
figures of his time, like Alexandros Rizos Ragkavis, who was based in Berlin at the time, and
the Professor at the University of Athens Theagenis Livadas. Both of them sound enthusiastic
about the project and prompt him to pursue his endeavour at any rate. Indeed, Ragkavis

considers the proliferation of projects like this one at hand «&0vucov képdog».®’

A final comment concerns Kasdaglis’ reference to the particular purpose of his
translation. As he notes in the closing of his Epilegomena the purpose of his work is twofold:
«KVPLOV GKOTIOV £GYOHEV OV povov TNV €v €mect kaAlepyiov g kad’ 1uag Eiinvidog
POVNG, AALX KOL TNV €K TNG AVAYVAOGEMG TOV EMOVG AVOPLOUEVIV TTEPL TAX KOAX Epeotvn.”
Firstly, we have the exploration of the expressive capacity of the katharevousa in verse;
secondly, we have the reader’s benefit, with special emphasis on morality. The usefulness of
Ovid’s Metamorphoses can be multiple, Kasdaglis contends. For artists and writers, the work
is a goldmine of stories and themes. He informs us that he has already drawn from Ovid’s
work the subject of two of his tragedies (Ilpoxpis, Ilaviiovioes). % Moreover, the
Metamorphoses stand out for their narratological virtues. Finally, the work can also be of
value to those interested in Greek literature, since Ovid’s use of Greek sources has been
extensive.

At the turn of the twentieth century Kasdaglis comes along the line of a series of
Greek translators showing great interest in Ovid and his work. During that time the dispute
between the demoticists and the purists remained still unsettled. It was only few years ago that
the turmoil caused by this dispute cost human lives.”” Based in Alexandria, far from Athens
and the frenzy fanatics of both sides, exposed to the newest critical trends in Europe
Kasdaglis offers a very important translation of Ovid’s Metamorphoses, which deserves a far
better place in the history of Ovidian reception in Greece. It is my contention that the purpose
of his titillating amalgam of katharevousa with the fifteen-syllables is twofold. On the one
hand, this is Kasdaglis’ own take on the modernization of the Ovidian text for Greek readers.
On the other hand, the combination of the archaic katharevousa with the fifteen-syllables, the
metre of the Greek folk songs, seems to be a compromise between the two linguistic strands

of the demotic and the katharevousa. Perhaps it is not haphazard that around the beginning of
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T am referring to the so-called «Evayygiicé» (8 November 1901) and the «Opeotiakdy (6-9 November 1903).



the twentieth century the democisists turned to Greek folk songs for the true, unpretentious
and unspoiled expression of the Greek people.”' In this light, the translation of Ovid’s
Metamorphoses by Kasdaglis becomes a bold poetic experiment which aims primarily at

overcoming the on-going ideological and aesthetic disputes about language of the time.
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