CORPUS REBETICORUM: A PREVIEW

The need for a corpus of rebetika verses may not be immediately
obvious. There are after all at least two massive anthologies of rebetika
still in print (Petropoulos, 1979 and Schorelis, 1977-81) and the
plethora of biographies of rebetes tend to include generous samples of
the biographee’s compositions (most recently Yenitsaris, 1992). There
are also numerous audio-anthologies of rebetika in circulation on LPs
and latterly CDs.!

Moreover, the whole notion of a corpus appears to have fallen into
obsolescence in the publication of Greek folksong since Passow (1860);
editors have seemed more comfortable with the randomness of a
“collection” or the subjective eclecticism of an anthology than the
laborious comprehensiveness of a corpus. Perhaps it is no accident
then that Greek does not have its “own” word for the concept of a
corpus, but uses the international Latin, and that compilation of two
modern Greek folksong corpora is currently taking place outside Greece
— to wit, the Melbourne Corpus Rebeticorum previewed here and the
King’s (London) corpus of Greek folksong verses.3

Recently though, electronic corpora do appear to have become a
growth area in Modem Greek literary and linguistic studies overall,% and

These include the following multi-album series: Pepnétixn 1o10pia
1925-55 (EMIAA), Or peyddor tov pepnétixov (Margo), Peprérixa yio mdvea
(Fontana), Pepnérixo Oepéiia (Venus), To pepnétixo tpayoddu napadocioxd
tpayoudia nyoypoagnuéva otig HITA otig npo'nsg Semeﬁsg tov awva (CBS),
To e?dmvnco tpayom& omyv Apepuc'q and to0 1917 éog 1938: avBevrikéc
nxoypaqmoetg pcumucwv X0 GpLPVEIKOV tpayouva (Agoi Painpéa), Ta
anoyopevpéva pepnétixa (Kokovpna), Ta pepnética g Tampiog MréAdov
(Adpar), Méprog BapBaxépng — Kaocetiva (EMIAA), Booiing Tortodvng —
Kaoetiva (EMIAA), To pepnétixo tpayotdr otnv Apepix (The Greek
Archives).

2In the sense of the word attested in English in 1727: “A complete
collecuon of writings or the like” (OED).

3Discussion with Professor Beaton and Mr Jim Kelly indicates that the
corpus of Greek (“rural”) folksong currently under compilation at King's
College London is to be a transcription from standard printed collections
and that its aim is to form the basis of a concordance of folksong verses.

4A paper entitled “Towards a corpus of Spoken Modern Greek”,
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the lack of a proper corpus of rebetika has been specifically identified
even in the columns of the most popular of Athenian newspapers
(Stamatiou, 1988). Furthermore, there is widespread acknowledgement
of the deficiencies of the available anthologies for most academic
purposes,’ for, with very few exceptions,® anthologists of rebetika
have shown scant regard for scholarly convention of any kind. Indeed,
sufficient justification for a corpus rebeticorum could be found in the
need to rescue rebetika from the ravages of irresponsible presentation
and documentation in print- and audio-anthologies’ and to supplement
the aging printed anthologies with songs from subsequent reissues and
re-makes of recordings. Additional justification for a scholarly corpus
resides in the fact that the well known controversies over rebetika,
which have thrived for half a century on misinformation and superficial
impressions of the genre derived from a chaotic diversity of sources

including a survey of electronic corpora was presented to the Conference of
the Association for Computers in the Humanities and Association for
Literary and Linguistic Computing at Georgetown in June 1993 by
Dionysios Goutsos, Philip King and Rania Hatzidaki of the University of
Birmingham.

SE.g. Smith, 1991: 145 claims that “The existing anthologies [of
rebetika] are completely unreliable. [...] Gross errors are found in the
transcriptions of texts even in the late 1980s”. See also Anoyianakis,
1978; Aulin and Vejleskov, 1991: 14-26; Gauntlett, 1991: 26, 29; Holst-
Warhaft, 1994a: 147; Kounadis and Papaioannou, 1980: 28f.; Kounadis,
1982: 48-50; Smith, 1989: 180. In summary, the texts given by
Petropoulos and Schorelis are unreliable as is the accompanying in-
formation; they fail to specify their sources; they diverge from professed
sources without explanation; they often present an exponent's recent
recollection of a performance together with the original performance; they
contain blatantly erroneous dating of composition and or performances —
sometimes inconsistent with internal evidence of the text. An additional
serious drawback of the two major anthologies is that they pre-date the
availability on reissued records of large numbers of old recordings. And yet
these works have been, and continue to be, extensively and uncritically used
by derivative works of homespun sociology and tourist guides to rebetika;
see Gauntlett, 1991: 27, notes 47 and 48.

6Notably Aulin and Vejleskov, 1991 and Gauntlett, 1985.

TThe editorial vandalism wrought by audio-anthologists of rebetika
ranges from segmentation of recordings, introduction of fade-in/out and
echo-effects — notably in Hatzidoulis’ Pepxérin wtopia 1925-55 (EMIAA)
and Ov peydAot tov pepnétikov (Margo) — to distortions of all kinds in the
accompanying notes. Cf. Smith, 1989: 177-80.

Corpus Rebeticorum 41

:\ (Gauntlett, 1991), show no sign of abating; rather their ground is
- expanding into areas such as textual interpretation and translation (see

Paivanas, 1993, 1994; Holst-Warhaft, 1994b). It is high time for the

_textual basis of commentary to be made more reliable.

However, the project previewed here has ambitions exceeding mere

* restoration and supplementation work on the anthologies. Its principal
- task consists of transcribing rebetika verses from thousands of recorded

performances and documenting the text and performance as fully as
possible, with a view to publishing a scholarly corpus of verbal texts,

 initially in book form and eventually in an electronic form yet to be
" determined. The latter possibilities range from a straightforward database

of verbal text — a refined form of our current working database — to a
multimedia encyclopaedia of rebetika on CD-ROM.
Even the first part of the task is obviously too large for one person

“to contemplate, and since its inception in 1990, compilation of the
“Melbourne Corpus Rebeticorum has been a group project: the editorial

“we” of this paper is thus literally plural 8
It is clearly impossible for a single corpus to represent the genre

rebetika with total comprehensiveness; for that matter, it is highly

unlikely that every single published or performed version of even a
single component text will be represented in the corpus, although we
intend to keep supplementing the electronic form of the corpus and
successive editions of its book form. On the other hand, thoroughness
of presentation and documentation from available sources is a
rudimentary requirement of a scholarly edition. Accordingly our aim is
to publish the verbal text as fully as possible and to report as much of

“the available detail of each known performance of each verbal text as
“possible, short of supplying its musical notation, which, regrettably, is

impossible for reasons of both logistics and editorial competence.?

8]t must be noted that the work of the editorial troika builds on two
years’ labour at initial transcription and data-entry on the part of our
research assistant, the professional folk-musician George Galiatsos. Ms
Haitho Skapentzis was also employed to enter texts from written sources
into the database.

9The most to which the current project can aspire in this regard is to
facilitate a future musicological project by sorting out chronological and
source issues, and such generic questions as pertain to the verbal
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This preview seeks to explain the editorial rationale of the corpus
with a view to eliciting feedback from potential users.10 This has been
our first involvement in a large-scale editorial project, and with no
precedent or truly kindred spirit within the field of Modern Greek
Studies to guide us, we may have tended to view the problems which
have arisen as peculiar to the genre rebetika, to the history of its
collection, and to the nature of the task which we have set ourselves.
Readers who see something comparable to editorial problems in other
genres are invited to share opinions and solutions with us, as are
potential users with specific needs.1!

Sources of rebetika

The range of sources from which the Corpus Rebeticorum is drawn is
very diverse, the principal type being commercial recordings of
performances, some 3000 of which have been transcribed to date into a
database from an assembled archive of over 200 (C90) cassettes.12

component. In the meantime, the corpus will provide a supplement to, not a
substitute for, listening to the recorded performances. Computer technology
may eventually expedite the production of musical scores of rebetika at such
time as the possibilities of automatic separaration and digitisation of
components of performance permit the transcribing of each individual
instrument and voice.

10T date, potential users have specifically expressed interest in using
the corpus for linguistic and stylistic analysis, and also for concordance-
making with a view to formula-analysis in a tradition where secondary
orality has played a major role. The fact that commercially recorded
performances of rebetika are (in theory) precisely datable via discographic
data is an advantage peculiar to the genre.

11Address: S. Gauntlett / A. Chatzinikolaou, Department of Classics
and Archaeology, University of Melbourne, Parkville, Victoria 3052,
Australia. We are encouraged in the hope of gaining useful feedback by the
rich response to presentations of the project to the Classics and Near
Eastern Studies Research Seminar at the University of Melbourne in 1993
and at the “4Rs” conference on scholarly editing at the Humanities Research
Centre, ANU in 1994. All assistance will, of course, be fully acknowledged
in the publications.

12The summary specifications of the database are as follows: 3644 db
records compiled, each containing a verbal text and variants derived from up
to five oral or written sources, each comprehensively documented over 68
fields and cross referenced. These documentary fields contain information
from gramophone-record labels and catalogues, other details of performance
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Indeed, the earliest known attestation of the term *‘rebetiko” occurs on
the label of a gramophone-record pressed in Germany by the Favorite
Record Company ¢.1913-14,13 bearing a recording from

‘ Constantinople (Strétbaum, 1992: 172-3 and 188). From the
“peginning of the twentieth century substantial numbers of recordings of
‘Greek songs were made in various cities of the Ottoman Empire and
Jater in Greece for mass-manufacture of the finished product outside

Greece (Kounadis and Papaioannou, 1981a: 44-5), in Britain, western
Europe and the USA. The first ever commercial recording of Greek song
is thought to have occurred in New York in May 1896 (Spottswood,
1990, vol. 1: v and vol. 3: 1135),14 and more than two thousand
different Greek records appear to have been manufactured in the USA in
the first half of this century, from locally produced recordings or from
imported masters (Spottswood, 1990: vol. 3, 1133-234; Kounadis,
1993: 2-4). The term “rebetiko” appears in American record-catalogues
and -labels from the mid-1920s onwards.15 By the end of the decade the
popularity of songs specifically called “rebetika” seems to have
outstripped supply, to judge by field reports sent from Greece to the
Gramophone Company (UK).16 During the 1930s the core of what is
now commonly perceived to be the classic rebetiko genre was released
on gramophone discs manufactured in Greece, under censorship for half
of that time. The fact that this censorship was pre-emptive led to the
writing down of verses and musical scores of rebetika for submission

inferred from the recording, references to published sources of the same text
and variants, and evidence justifying the inclusion of the text in the genre.

3The earliest possible dating is 1913 (Strétbaum, 1992: 172) and the
latest yrobable date is 1914 (Spottswood, 1984).

14Fjeld recordings of Greek folksongs are reported to have been made
on wax cylinders by Hubert Pemot in Chios in 1899 (Baud-Bovy, 1984: xiii
ff.).

15The earliest example known to us is the listing of the Greek Record
Company (of Chicago) record (G511) of Marika Papagika singing
“Ipvpvid” in the catalogue I'evixdg tiuoxardAoyos tov BifAoxwieiov
“"AtAng” (25 Madison St., New York), which can be dated by the printed
statement “Copyright December 1924 by Atlas Book Store Inc., NY™.

16«Report [to The Gramophone Company, Hayes, Middlesex] on a visit
to Greece: April-May 1930 by Mr M. Innes”. Extracts kindly supplied by
Mr Hugo Strétbaum.
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prior to recording;!7 this form of systematic manuscript transcription
of rebetika is circumstantially a by-product of commercial recording,
but oral performance of rebetika does not always hold primacy over
their cheirographic and typographic transmission. Indeed, the corpus
reveals the complexity of the relationship and interaction between media
of transmission of the genre throughout its evolution.

The censorship imposed by Metaxas on the recording of rebetika
and the bouzouki has given rise to a rampant mythology, and its
efficiency has been overestimated by several commentators.18 It took
until 1940 for the term “rebetiko” to disappear from record labels and
catalogues, and it was not restored with the resumption of recording in
1946. Paradoxically, it was under the Junta that the term returned with a
vengeance, following the ineffectual banning of Petropoulos’ Rebetika
Tragoudia (1968) and a spate of deaths of veteran exponents of the inter-
war years. The volume of reissues of old 78rpm records on LPs and
cassettes including the term “rebetika” in their title had reached deluge
proportions by the mid-1980s. A similar volume of “remakes” both by
original artists and latter-day revivalists has substantially supplemented
and duplicated the range of “rebetika” available for transcription into the
Corpus Rebeticorum.

The “secondary orality” of the gramophone has been a significant
force in the commodification of rebetika as both text and performance.
More significantly for current purposes, it has propelled both text and
performance through time, thus making possible the compilation of a
corpus rebeticorum from performances, albeit studio performances in
which the performers are removed from the immediate support and
control of their audience, and albeit preserved in a disembodied,
decontextualised state. !9

17The Petropoulos Archive at the Gennadius Library includes a
collection of such documents, a selection of which is published in
Petrolpoulos, 1979: 650-1 and Torp, 1993.

$Including Gauntlett, 1985 in treating August 1936 as a ferminus ante
quem for low-life song, particularly verses referring to hashish.

19The gramophone and its technological successors have also served:
to decontextualise and recontextualise rebetika socially; to determine
performance standards and shape audience expectations in such basic
respects as the length, format and organisation of texts; to stabilise texts
by providing a fixed point of reference; to expose texts to censorship; to
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A small number of performances have been transcribed into the
corpus from radio broadcasts of studio-recorded rebetika, which began in

- earnest in 1946, from Greek feature films (the celluloid era of rebetika

having begun in the 1950s, when some exponents virtually became
film-stars and rebetika were first written for the cinema),20 and from
live performances for television serials and documentaries.

Field recordings of rebetika available for transcription are
comparatively few and date from the early 1970s.2!

Manuscript and printed sources of rebetika have thus far yielded
almost two thousand texts for entry into our database. Indeed, some
rebetika texts exist only in manuscript or printed form, and printed
rebetika could be said to pre-date the earliest extant oral performance, if
one were prepared to admit the verses from works of Realist fiction and
the review theatre which Gauntlett (1985: 226-9) and Hatzipantazis
(1986: 86-7) regard as “Ur-rebetika”. A few verses now thought to be
rebetika are also to be found in anthologies of rural folksong dating
from 1842 onwards (Gauntlett, 1982/3: 92-3). Texts later known as
rebetika began to appear in popular magazines of song-lyrics from the
early decades of this century (Kounadis and Papaioannou, 1981b), and
on commercial sheet music from at least 1946.22 Other important print
sources relevant to rebetika are ancillary to commercial recording and
take the form of record catalogues and artist recording sheets.

make rebetika subject to fashion and the constant commercial quest for
novelty; to fragment the composition of rebetika among specialist
lyricists, melodists and performers, vocal and instrumental (see Gauntlett,
1985).

20Gauntlett, 1985: 135. The most recent example of this is Costas
Ferris’ feature film “Rebetiko” (1983) for which pastiche-rebetika verses
were composed by the poet Nikos Gatsos and set to pastiche-rebetika music
by Stavros Xarchakos. For an assessment of the plausibility of the
screenlplay see Petropoulos, 1991: 46, 217.

2!These include command performances instigated by researchers and
live performances in private dwellings (e.g. Gauntlett, 1985: 205-10, 212~
14) or places of public entertainment (e.g. the LPs Zovtaviy nyoypdenon
otov “Bpava” mv dvoiln tov 1961, Mépxog BauBaxdpng xar Ztpdrog
Hoywovptlag [Agoi dainpéa AF12] and Iévvng Haraivavvov, H npo-
tedevtaia Bpadid: Lovravn nyoypdonon and to xévipo Iavépapa orig
Tgttgup\ég [Agoi daAnpéa ~Lyra YLP 4657)).

2Torp, 1993: 87. More recently in books of sheet music, such as
Koutsothanasis, 1989.
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The distinction of publishing the first ever anthology of rebetika is
claimed by Dinos Christianopoulos (1979: 190) for his Diagonios
article and reprint of 1961, but as Christianopoulos admits (ibid.: 206),
it was the first edition of Petropoulos’ Rebetika Tragoudia (1968) that
set the parameters for definition of the genre for some time. One of
several major paradoxes of the latter work is that the author claims that
the genre was bastardised into extinction by 1952, yet 20 per cent of his
600 texts post-date 1952 according to his own chronology. The paradox
remains in the second edition of the book (Petropoulos, 1979) which
contains 1400 texts.

The issue of genre is a basic problem affecting compilation of the
Corpus Rebeticorum. Almost all the print- and audio-anthologists of
rebetika have exacerbated the problems inherent in all generic definition
by selecting texts intuitively or with undisclosed criteria, and by
documenting their sources inadequately. Petropoulos (1968) and
Schorelis (1977-81) have also retrospectively baptised as rebetika many
songs which were not explicitly labelled thus in previous publication,
and these texts have subsequently entered derivative anthologies (such as
Butterworth and Schneider, 1975; Holst, 1977) confidently designated
rebetika.

Certainly rebetika can be defined synchronically and superficially
by reference to the salient thematic and stylistic features of their verses
and by reference to their music, instrumentation, and choreography
(Gauntlett, 1991: 7-8). However, given that formulation of a precise
historical definition of rebetika is something which the corpus aims to
facilitate, it would be counterproductive to predicate the corpus on a
reductive contemporary definition of the genre. The aim of the corpus is
therefore to be inclusive and descriptive as opposed to eclectic and
prescriptive, the sole criterion of eligibility for inclusion in the corpus
being attestation as rebetiko in a verifiable source. The number of such
attestations for each text and the arrangement of texts in chronological
order of their first attestation as rebetika will allow the user of the
corpus to trace the evolution of both the term and the genre, and to
examine the strata of retrospective baptism of songs as rebetika by
audio- and print-anthologists.

For the purposes of the corpus, even demonstrably inaccurate
transcriptions of texts are considered to form part of the tradition and as
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such are included and documented. But publication of all texts currently
forming part of the tradition is not of equal urgency: after all, both the
large anthologies referred to earlier are still in print, and texts which are
known from them alone, or whose claim to inclusion in the genre is
pased on these anthologies alone, need no more than the most summary

~ listing in the book form of the Corpus Rebeticorum.

Format

After considering various options for presentation of the texts —
particularly the ones commonly used for folk poetry: recension,
sequential presentation, synekdosis (see Sifakis, 1988: 209-11) — we
decided that, given the extensive availability of recorded oral sources, an
editorial approach centred on description of performance would best
serve the purposes of scholarship on rebetika, particularly since this
approach has been eschewed by the major anthologists. Possibly
because of the stabilising effect of the gramophone record (and its
technological successors) on the tradition of rebetika, the vast majority
of texts included in the corpus present only minor variations from one
performance to the next, in contrast to the major variations between
published folksong texts. This allows for use of one performance as the
point of reference for concise presentation of subsequent variants; we
have decided to privilege the first performance known to be explicitly
styled “rebetiko”. Where performances diverge substantially in content
and story-line, they are presented separately and cross-referred.23 As for
performances of seemingly random strings of couplets (such as “Ae pov
Aéte”; Gauntlett, 1985:; 235-6), we have preferred to present the small
number of known performances in sequential transcriptions, rather than
violate the format which accommodates the rest of the corpus.

The page format of the book form of the Corpus Rebeticorum is
divided in roughly equal proportions into text/performance record and
documentation/performance report,24 and is arranged on two or more
facing pages, as illustrated (substantially, but not completely) in the
appended example, “Tixu tixi Tax”, which on current indications will be

2Under the heading ITapaddayéc.
24We are aware of the view that editorial comments are also part of the
text — see Herzfeld, 1985: 32ff. '
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the first text in the book form.

The text/performance record has three sections:

1. Keiuevo extéAdeong — nnym A presents in extenso the verses “as
performed” (as opposed to the homogenised verses produced in
conventional collections23), complete with extrametrical syllables,
paratextual expletives, various forms of parapraxis, and mis-
accentuation. Misaccentuation is in fact quite common in performance
of rebetika and grammatical accentuation is omitted from this sector of
the performance record in the interests of accurate representation of
performance-intonation, to the extent permitted by common
typographical conventions. Consideration was given to using the
international phonetic alphabet in order to render variation from standard
phonetics precisely, but the need for general accessibility outweighed
the advantages; an editorial footnote signals instances of egregious
deviation from standard pronunciation which cannot be denoted by the
normal alphabet and common supplementary sigla (cf. Kyriakidis,
21965).26

2. Mxpég naparAayég orig nnyés B — [Q]. Minor variants of each
syllable between performances are listed in a critical apparatus to the
transcribed performance; the apparatus is compact and not very user-
friendly.

3. Zriyou Rationalised verses derived from the performance text are
printed on the facing page for the benefit of casual users and those
unwilling to countenance anything but a standard “poetic text”.27 For
their further convenience, a digest of the performance report is placed
above the text.

The documentation/performance report gives other paralinguistic

25With the exception of Aulin and Vejleskov, 1991 and Gauntlett,
1985.

26Transcription of rebetika has proven to be a singularly thankless
task: cf. footnote 5 above. In their defence transcribers have regularly
invoked the problems of working with old and worn records of often
primitive recordings. All that needs to be added here to the well-rehearsed
formulae is an allusion to the problem of distinguishing between stressed
and extended syllables in sung performances, and the exacerbation of all
kinds of difficulties of transcription in polyphonic performances.

27Some conflation of verses varied in repetition is necessary in this
sector.
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and performance/source details in five sections. These details can either
be reported by, or inferred from, the sources of the performance, square
brackets being used to denote editorial inference.

1. ITnyé. For each performance/transcription28 precise details are
given of: all known sources, including size, catalogue and matrix
numbers of records (and reissues), date of performance and/or issue
reported (or inferred), and the title of their flip-side; the title given to the
text; the versifier, composer, singer(s), instrumentalist(s) and conductor
reported (or inferred); the dance rhythm reported (or inferred);2? the
duration of the performance in minutes and seconds; any attestation to
the performance found in record catalogues (including chapter heading)
or other sources.

2. ‘AAAeg mapanounég. All known references to the text in
secondary sources are listed.

3. DapaAdayés. References are given to texts bearing some
similarity but diverging in content or story line beyond the tolerance of
the critical apparatus. (Not illustrated in the appended example.)

4. Metagpaoeig. Known translations of the verses into other
languages are listed. (Not illustrated in the appended example.)

5. Mapatpriceig. Additional editorial comments on the text, its
transcriptions, and the current state of knowledge of it form the final
item reported.

The page headings consist of the first verse of the text as performed
(above the performance text) and the title as given in the first source30

(above the rationalised verses).

As for sequencing the material in the book form, again we have

| opted for an unprecedented descriptive editorial posture. The texts are

arranged for publication in chronological order of earliest demonstrable

- listing as rebetika. This means that, on present indications, the first

28For notational convenience, the sources are assigned a summary
designation such as “ExtéAcon Méapxov BapBaxdpn®, “Xe. Zéuon”, etc.
29This is noted by way of reporting potential kinesic aspects of

. audience response to a performance. Where there is video/film source the
- report extends to facial expression, bodily attitude and significant gestures
" and interactions of performers, and audience response. Verbal descriptions
- of kinesic aspects of performance are also cited where available.

30The rationalised first verse is used where no title is available.
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text in the first volume of the corpus will be “Tixt tix Tox” together
with all its known versions, followed by texts dating up to 1939, after
which the term “rebetiko” disappeared for some time from record labels
and catalogues. Subsequent volumes will lead through the sparse usage
of the term “rebetiko” in the 1950s and early 1960s to the plethora of
re-issued recordings, remakes and anthologies of the period from 1968
onwards.

The first volume of the corpus will include an introduction
discussing sources and methodological issues, reviewing the current
state of knowledge of the genre in the light of the corpus, and
signalling directions for future research, and indices. The final volume
is to be an index facilitating access to all texts through copious cross-
referencing and listing by: first verse, title as per record-label/catalogue-
entry/manuscript/printed source, versifier, composer, performers,
recording company, catalogue/matrix number.

Other editorial issues

This project is designed primarily to improve the textual basis for
scholarly commentary on rebetika and repair some of the damage done
by previous anthologists. At the same time we are mindful that
conventional norms of legitimate editorial practice have been revised as
a result of recent theoretical problematisation of notions such as
authorial intent, the mediation and closure of text, and genre. We are
aware that the de-oralisation of performance has been unfashionable
especially since the discovery of Malinowsky in the 1970s and the rise
of the performance-approach to folklore. Performance-theorists could
well accuse us of intersemiotic violence in appropriating performance to
print culture and the aural to the visual, not to mention
decontextualisation (with concomitant loss of meaning), reduction of
dynamic process to a static form or “a mutilated bit of reality”, and
fossilizing the ephemeral (cf. Fine, 1984).

Such accusations would imply a simplistic understanding of the
dynamics of reading and confer an idealised pristine status on oral
performance. But certainly, compiling a corpus from either oral or
written sources is an act of appropriation, canonisation and, to some
degree, closure of both the genre and of individual constituent texts;
inclusion, exclusion and sequencing of verses and whole texts can
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influence not only the scholarly perception of a genre, but even
influence the continuing evolution of its tradition, as has happened with
the anthologies of rebetika (Gauntlett, 1991: 27). This kind of closure
— or the illusion thereof (cf. Ong, 1982: 169) — is arguably
counterbalanced to some degree in the Corpus Rebeticorum by the
inclusion of minor and major variants which highlight the fluidity and
“openness” of the text.

Transcribing text is, moreover, a hermeneutic exercise in decoding
and re-encoding in another medium — in our case melodic speech into
writing, for the most part — wherein the humblest punctuation mark or
choice between capital and lower case letter can have far-reaching
consequences. We have tried to exercise the text-maker’s prerogative
responsibly and to disclose the basis for all conscious editorial
intrusions.

The ideal transcription of a performance would enable the reader to
reconstruct fully the aesthetic qualities of the original event to the
extent of becoming involved in the aesthetic transaction between
performer and audience — i.e. becoming a member of the original
audience. Arguably, though, our major source (gramophone records of
studio performances) has already decontextualised the performance,
disembodied the voice, and transferred the performance from one
symbolic system to another — cf. Marshall McLuhan’s (1962) famous
description of the phonograph as “a form of electrified writing” and
“auditory writing”. As editors we are surely as free as the next person t0
recontextualise the winged words which the mediation of technology
has already caged for our convenience and inevitably compromised in
the process of this mediation. It is fortunate that we do not have to
destroy our sources in order to preserve their content; the recorded and
printed sources remain independently available.

In the longer term, a CD-ROM edition could not only make both
written and aural sources concurrently available (including music), but
also deliver visual images of performers and audience response in some
instances, and even make for interaction of the user with the text, such
as addition and annotation of texts. We hasten to add, in conclusion,
that provision for karaoke rebetika is not on the project’s agenda.

athis Gauntlett, Dimitry Paivanas, Anna Chatzinikolaou
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Tixt ikt tax
Pepnétixo [Topyd yaodmko]
Aloxor 1913(;), 1920(), 1927, 1960(;)

Zriyo:
Tk i Tixe Tikt Tax
Tpunder n kapdut pov oav oe PAénw va SuxPaiveis.
T Tk Tix tixe Tox,

04w, movAi pov, va uavtedow mod aymivers.
5 6€éAw, movAi pov, va o€ potow,
gooﬁqv!tat un o€ &aagsamoa), ) )
yti 6rav o€ Suw apyiler ™mg xapdidg To Tk Tikt Tiki TOK.

T T Tixa ik tax
Ky’ n xapdid pov oav ue yéAio ue xorrale.
10 T ik tixe ik tox,
Eevpw, ovAl pov, ayordg va ue nepdles,
6éAw, movAi pov, va o€ petice,
poPoduan un oe Svoapesticn,
nati drav o€ diw apyile e xapduis To Tix Tik TiKt TOK.

15 Ttk tiKa tiki tox
Kauv’ 1 xopdud pov cav ue yéw pe xorrd e,
Tk Tix wix TiKt 10K,
Eedpw, movAi pov, ayands va ue newpdlec.
6¢Aw, movAi pov, va ce pomice,
20 gofovucn un oe Svoapesticn,
yaeti 6rav o€ Sw apy e mg xapdids 1o Tik Tikt TikL TOIK.

7, 14, 21  xo epavopatiwd: Natl ... tixi tdx;

Inyég

(A) Extéheon MNéyxov Yapatiadh. Sadtbaum 1992: 172, eot. VIIb [etik.
Sioxov], 188:- Favorite Record (78 oal, 27 ex.) 7-55014 unt.45q «TIKI
TIKI TAK (PEMIIETIKO) TIC TIC TAC Jankos Psamatiali
CONSTANTINOPLE». Strétbaum 1992: 172:- “1913 or later”. [Fopyé
yaodno. Opy. Dvoappdvika (iowg xailer o Yopatiadig, PA. Schwartz
1991) xoun xibdpa. 3'09"]

(B) Extéheon I'. Kavaxa xar M. Behetpidn. Dino Pappas xo. xart.:-
Panhellenion (78 oal, 25 ex.) 7008B unt. 4680-1 « TIK TAK» I'. Kavéaxag
(vyipovog) xar M. Bederpidng (Bapitovog). TéAn dexaetiag 1910/ apyéc
Sexaeriag 1920. [ Fopyd yasdmixo. Opy. Midvo xar Prokd. 3'08"]

(") ExtéAeon xapayxiolonaiym M. lTatpvod (tpayoddt tov Mopgoviod).

(continued on p. 58)
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Tik 11k tixt Tixt TOK
Keipevo extédeong — Iy A

T ik Tik TikL TOK
Tpundel N kapdud pov cav ot PAérw va Siefaivels
TIK TIK TIKL TIKL TOK
OcAd movAi pov va parvrevow mov myyaivers.
5 OéAw movAi pov va o€ poticn
pofovuar un oe Svoapeotiow
yati 6rov o€ 51 apyiler mg xopdids o Tik Tixt Tixt Tax
ebw-{ drav o€ Sud apyiler ™ xapdidg o Tix TiKt TikL TOK.

Tuc tix Tixe Tk tax
10 xduv’ n xapdid pov cav ue yéAw e xorrd(eig
T ik ik Tkt Tax
Eevpd movAi pov cryand v ue nerpd e,
OéAw movAi pov va o€ poticw
poPoduar un oe Svoapeotion
15 i orav o€ 816 apyilet mg xapdudg To Tix Tikt TikL TAK
ynati drav ce Sud apyiler me xopduig To Tix Tik Tikl TOK.

Tk Tux Tix Tik ok
Ky’ 1) kapdid pov cav pe véAo ue KordGels
TIK TIK Tik TiK Tok
20 Eevpd movAipov ayands va ue newpdeig.
Oédw movAi pov va o€ potice
pofoduat un o€ Svoapeoon
yori drav o€ 816 apyiler mg xapduig To Tix Tikt ikt Tax
ol érav o€ Sid apyiler ™me xapdids To Tax TdK TAK TAK.

25 ®aopit pexdpvt [pavi Yoporodn]
2 ioag Tpuxder ) kapdut pov

Mixpég xaparlayés orig xnyés B — E
1 T ok tixt tixt 1ok (B) Tax tix tixi tix tax () 2 xév’ n xapdid pov (BFAE)
3.24 Acimovv (N)— avri 3-5: An’ SAa ta Aoxavixd p’ apéosovy ot tomovpeg /
xLon’ OAo ta etewvd 1’ apéoovy ot ykapnAeg/ Ovi tixt Tax ovi ovi [ axoAovfel
SiudAoyog Mopgovios-Sixmydpov Kapayxidln 1 3 tix tox tikt tixi tox (B) 4 neg
1A pkpd pov va poBaive ot myyaivel; (B) 8éAm EavBi pov va paviedbon rod
nyaiverg (A) Bého movAi pov va pavtéye nod myaive (E) 5-8 Avwdia (BE) §
"Eda pixpd pov va oe pathoe (B) 7 niari sav ot xovtd (B) yoti (87 povi
(continued on p. 59)
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(continued from p. 56)

Dino Pappas 9. xat.:- Columbia (USA) (78 cal, 25 ex.) 7036-F «O
KAPATKIOZHZ AIKHI'OPOXZ» Mike Patrinos and mandolin. fav. 1927,
Néa Yopwn. [Apyd yaodnixo. Opy. xBépa;)

(A) ExtéAeon yopodiag Toovvapdxm. Hugo Strétbaum x¢. xat.:- American
Record (78 oal, 27 ex.) 2977 unt.2977 «TIK TAK» Toovvapdxmg. {Topyd
yoodmixo. Tp. Xopwdio. Opy. KBdpa, pavdorivo(;). 2'46"]

(E) Extéheon Mépxov BopPaxdpn. [MetaroAepixdg dioxog ayvaotav
otoyeiov. Apyd yaodnwko. Tp. Mapxrog BapBaxdpng xat yovaixa. Opy.
Ao provloidxu, axopvedv, niextpuch xBdpa(;). 2'45". ‘Towg npdxertar
ywx v extéAeon mov avagépetat and tov Kovvadn (1982: 56) vrd tov
titho «And 19601967 (Aioxor 45 otpopdv) RCA»: TIK TAK KANEI H
KAPAIA MOY. Tp. Map. BapBaxdpng, Zodbra Ltpdrov. Zriy. Mapxog.

Aaiixcn opyfiotpa M. BapfBaxépng. ‘AAAn Sym: Huovva pdykag pio gopd.]

‘AAdeg mapaxouxés
Holst 1992:8; Pappas 1992:11.

Hapatnpriceig

0 dioxog tov Wopatwdd (T A) eivar 0 apyawitepog tov kSproug 1oL Pépet
Tov npoadropiopd «peprérikon oTnv etikéta - N NYoypagnon povoroyeital
péAdov and Tig Ropapovéc tov A’ Ilaykoopiov MoAéuov (rPA. Strdtbaum
1992: 172 xou Spottswood 1984). Le dAAovg dioxovg o Yapatiadig (GAlog
Yapotiavig | Yopaiavég — PA. Kovvadng & NMaraivdvvov 19818: 45)
gavaler 1o Svopa mg Swxoypapuais etaupeiog omy apyh ™ nxoAnyiag (r.y.
Orpheum 10956 & 10957, Odeon 46051 & 46096). To tpayodvdt tov N,
Xattnarootéiov «Tng kapdidg to Tik-tak» mov nyoypaenbnke and tov Této
Anpntpuadn otig HITA o 1922 (Victor 73389, BA. Spottswood 1990: 1151),
xat 10 opdtitdo Tpayoddt tov K. TxapPéin mov nyoypagibnxe and toug I
K&Bovpo: - E. KapiBdhn 1o 1936 gwnv ABfivar (Odeon A19094 Go2729 — BA.
mea&ng 1981: 9) dev pépovv dAAn opowdmra xpog to npoxsqu:vo pe;,utenxo,
extdg g <ppaoemg «Tng xapduig 1o Tik-taxs. Enxov. ¢ Rpdng cnpoqmg

tpayou&wuwm and tov Apyupn Mraxiptli oe oxnvi} ™g KIVNRHOTOYPOPIKAG
rawviog «Iapaxadd, yovaixee, pnv xAaiter tov Zradpov TowdAn (1992).
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(continued from p. 57)
enav. 1peAn Eovbn) dtav oe dw (B’ povii exav. btav o Sw) (A) Yot étav oe
5o (E) 7 o tix tixu 1ixt 10 © @ (B) 10 tiku tixy tixt tax (A) 1o 11k Tk tikt tik Tox
(E) 8 Acine1 (E) yweri cav o€ xoutad (B) nati ( 87 povii emav. tpehddy Eavii) dtav
ot 8w (B’ pavi} exav. btav oe do) (A) 8 10 ikt tixt tixt vox (B) to tixt tix 1y
wox (A) 9 Tc tox tixt tixi tox (B) 10 xév' (BAE) érav p’ dAdov xouBevtialeg
(B) oav pe yéAwo pe xorrderg (A) ) porid cov sav pov pifeig (E) 11 tix tox tixe
tixttox (B) 12 tpedAd pkpd pov pn v ydpovg xovBevtidles (B) Eebpo Eavbi
pov oy va pe nerpaleis (A) BéAm movAi pov Aiyn aydmn va pov Seileig (E)
13-16 Avwdia (BE) 13 "EAa pxpd pov va oe potico (B) 8éAe tovAi pov va
o’ apatiom (AE) 15 ywri cav o€ xortd apyiler g xapdudg 1o tixt tixi tixito
o o (B) ywati (B’ povr exav. 1peddd EovBn) dtav oe 8o (B povi) exav. étav o
8w) apyiler tng xapduig vo tixt tixt tixy rax (A) yori dvav oe dw apyiler tng
xapdudig 1o Tk Tik Tixt tixt Tax (E) 16 Acixer (E) noti cav oe xortd apyilermg
xapdudg to tixt tikt tiku tox (B) ywori (B povi) exav. tpeddd EavBn) b1av o¢ o
(B povi) erav. dtav oc dw) apxilet g xapduag to tixt tixi tiki tax (A) 17 T
tox tixt tikt tox (B) 18 xdv’ n xapdut pov cav oe PAéne va SwuPaiverg (B)
kav’ 1 xapdid pov étav ' dAdlov xovPevrialerg (A) avt’ n patid cov pe
poyebder pe rondeder (E) 19 1ix tox tixt tix tox (B) 20 0éAm pikpd pov va
poBaive nod myyaivew (B) tpepd Eovdi pov pn yia ydpovg Aoyapidlers (4)
0édw movAi pov va pavtéye tyvpeder (E) 21-24 Avwdia (BE) 21 "EAa pxpd
pov va o¢ paton (B) 8o rovAi pov va ¢’ apathoo (AE) 23 ywati sov oe
xourd apyiler mg xapdids to tix tixt tikt 10 ® @ (B) yiati (B povi exav.
TpeAdn ) 6tav o€ 8w (B’ povi) exav. dtav ot dw) apyiler mg xapdidg to
tixutixe tik ax (A) yurti tav oe do apyifer tng xapdidg 1o Tix Tk Tikt Tikt
wax (E) 24 Acirer (E) ywori oav oe xoutd apyiler tng xopdidg 1o tikt tixt tixt
ok (B) ywati (B pwvij exav. 1peAdn Eavbn) dtav oe dw (B’ pwvi) exav. étav o
Sw) apxiler g xapduig o tix ikt tixi tax (A) 25 Actrer (BIAE)



ERRATUM

Modern Greek Studies (Australia and New Zealand) 1, 1993

In the process of editing the text of D.H. Close, “Schism in Greek
society under Axis occupation: an interpretation”, the word “anti-
Venizelist” was inadvertently extracted from several places; it needs to
be re-inserted in:

p- 2, line S; p. 3, para. 3, lines 9 and 18; p. 7, para. 3, lines 4 and
11; p. 19, para. 3, line 2.





