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The friendship between Giorgos Kotzioulas and Giannis Skarim-
bas — which started in the first years of the 1930s and lasted until
Kotzioulas’s death in 1956 — is one of the most interesting ones in
the history of Modern Greek literature. It wasn’t lofty and messi-
anic, like the friendship between Nikos Kazantzakis and Angelos
Sikelianos, nor scintillating and mutually uplifting, like the one
between Odysseas Elytis and Andreas Embeirikos. This rather
prosaic and “proletarian” friendship owes its uniqueness to the
explosive combination of two genuine disputants, two un-
compromising creators, proud of their humble origins, who
fervently castigated the intellectual environment of their time.
Decisively marked by the decadent experience of the inter-war
period, they both seemed to feel out of place in a period strongly
coloured by the optimism and seif-confidence of the generation of
the ’30s, who had adopted modernism in order to achieve a
prominent place in European literary life. What is more, being
leftists but not members of the Greek Communist Party, Kotzi-
oulas and Skarimbas were also out of tune with the optimistic
spirit of socialist realism; thus they were naturally marginalized.
Yet they did not passively accept their marginalization, as we
shall see. Choosing Kostas Karyotakis as their main poetic
precursor and leader in the path of combative resistance, they
persistently opposed the new literary establishment. Their attack
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on the modernism of the generation of the *30s did not lose its
nerve after the decade of the *30s, like so many other reactions
against modernism during those first years of its development,!
but became more forceful in the decades that followed.

Keen — and gifted — correspondents, the two friends wrote
frequently to each other, but unfortunately only a few of their
letters have been preserved. Eleven letters of Skarimbas to Kotzi-
oulas, five of Kotzioulas to Skarimbas, as well as a poem and
three critical texts of Kotzioulas for his colleague, and their brief
collaboration in Skarimbas’s literary journal Neoeddnvikd Znueid-
pora are the only actual traces of the relationship I will attempt to
investigate here. Let me begin by giving some biographical facts.
The older of the two, Skarimbas, was born at Agia-Thymia in the
province of Parnassida in 1893, just three years before K. G.
Karyotakis. (Despite his age, Skarimbas is usually placed among
the members of the generation of the ’30s, on account of his
boldly experimental prose.) Kotzioulas was born in Platanousa, a
barren village of the province of Ioannina, in 1909, the same year
as Giannis Ritsos (though he is usuaily regarded as a belated
member of the generation of the *20s, because of the traditional
and conservative style of his poetry and prose). Both had parents
of lowly social standing (with the exception of Skarimbas’s
“apyovronobie” mother): Skarimbas’s father was a tailor and
later worked as a customs official, while Kotzioulas’s father was a
farmer who also worked as a postman in order to enhance the
family income.

After their basic education at schools in the provinces, they
pursued different career paths: Skarimbas graduated from the
Middle Forest School, worked as an accounts clerk at the Singer
sewing machine company and finally was employed as a customs
guard in Chalkida, where he remained until his retirement. Kotzi-
oulas came to Athens in 1926, when he was seventeen years old,
and enrolled in the School of Philosophy, from where he gradu-

1 See Takis Kagialis, H emfouia yio 10 poviépvo: Asoueboeic xo
alidoeic e Aoyoteyviknc diovonons oty EAldde tov 30 (Athens:
Vivliorama 2007).
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ated a few years later. In contrast to Skarimbas, he persistently
avoided the constraints of a permanent job (although he was
occasionally given such a chance thanks to his widely respected
learning and his many friends in distinguished positions); instead,
he had temporary jobs as translator, journalist and particularly
proof-reader for various journals and publishing companies,
financially dependent on the whim of his employers and living in
poverty. This rather bohemian life-style ruined his delicate health:
at the age of twenty-three he suffered a nervous breakdown and
two years later he was affected by tuberculosis (like many other
poets of the inter-war period) and spent most of the second half of
the 1930s in sanatoria on Parnitha and Pendeli; in between he
lived in some of the poorest districts of Athens. He got married in
1950 and had a son, but died in 1956 from diabetes and a weak
heart in his forty-seventh year. Skarimbas, on the other hand, got
married when he was only 26 years old, had five children (one of
whom died at the age of 6) and lived all his life in Chalkida,
where he died “full of years” in 1984. Yet he too led a rather
unconventional life in the narrow boundaries of his town. Both
men, it should be noted, were completely untravelled and anti-
metropolitan (despite the bitter-sweet charm that Athens exercised
on Kotzioulas, who lived there most of his adult life).

Both Kotzioulas and Skarimbas developed a varied creative
and intellectual activity: apart from being a novelist and a poet,
Skarimbas was also a playwright, a journalist, a book-reviewer,
and a puppeteer (xapaykiolonaiytne), and he wrote his own
version of the history of the Greek revolution, while Kotzioulas,
despite the harsh conditions of his life, was a prolific poet, a
writer of short stories, memoirs, travel accounts, autobiographical
prose and theatrical plays, as well as a literary critic, journalist,
diarist and tireless translator of ancient Greek, Latin and modem
European and American poets.

Despite the fact that Kotzioulas was more of a scholar than
Skarimbas (it is characteristic that he often used the terms “@iho-
Aoyla” and “Aoyoteyvia” without distinction) and his education
was broader and more formal than that of his self-educated friend,
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wishes.” In his next letter, two weeks later, worried about
Kotzioulas’s silence, he warmly assures him: “Eyd 1600 ecéva
600 ka1 tov Kapbaio ocag ayund shxkpvd. Ko oo &xm Touvg
KOAAiTEPOVG —Ka1 Tovg pévovg pov— eidovg.”® It is obvious that
the relationship — and most probably the correspondence — of the
two men had started before the middle of the 1930s.

Kotzioulas’s poem leads to the same conclusion, given that it
is the most direct and casual of the poems he occasionally devoted
to his fellow-poets, establishing a relationship of equality between
his honorand and himself. In the first of the four rhymed quatrains
of the poem, Kotzioulas stresses the joyful spirit of Skarimbas’s
art and its depiction of ordinary people, and he presents himself as
a “yopudtng”, thus reflecting Skarimbas’s own self-presentation
as “avimontog Kot ayafoc smopyidTng” in an open letter he sent to
the literary journal Eexivyua in 1933, protesting against the unfair
(in his view) criticism of I. M. Panagiotopoulos for his novella 7o
Beio tpayi.® In the second quatrain Skarimbas is shown to be fortu-
nate because he lives on an Aegean island, in the midst of nature,
far away from the wicked step-mother Athens, where the harsh
conditions of life had once led Alexandros Papadiamandis into
deep poverty and had killed Kostas Krystallis in his twenties, as
Kotzioulas often reminds us in both his poetry and his prose.
Finally, Kotzioulas seems to echo discussions with Skarimbas
when he refers, in the last two quatrains, to social injustice and to
art as both a consolation and a game.

Kotzioulas admired Skarimbas’s literary work and he
acknowledged the superiority of his talent: “ov ot "ElAnveg
éviwbav and woinom, énpene va pog gixe offost GAoVG gRag Tovg
otyoypdopovs”’, he remarked with admirable modesty in his
review of Skarimbas’s second collection of poems, Eavrodindeg

7 See Ayannyié Kotliwodda. H alinloypapio tov mowmrs Iidypyov
Kotliovha (1927-1955), preface Giannis Papakostas, ed. Nasi Balta
(Athens: Odysseas 1994), pp. 57-8.

8 Ibid., pp. 58-9.

9 Eewcivua 8 (August 1933) 251-2.
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(1950).10 Skarimbas, for his part, respected his learned friend par-
ticularly as a thinker and critic, and highly valued his opinion. He
writes to him in September 1936, after the publication of his first
collection of poems, Ovlodody (1936):!1 “IToAAd ypappora
AoPaiveo yepdta evBovclaopots Kot BavpacTKES EKQPAOELS,
oA Sev éxovv v afio g dikhg cov meprwmic.”12 His only
comment on Kotzioulas’s poetry refers to his third collection of
poems, Adebdtepn {w# (1938),13 and it praises his friend’s person-
ality rather than his art: “Meg oTovg oTiyovg GOV CVTOVG,
TPOPAALELG GV 0 18106 e TNV —~AEG— OYLOKT] GOV HOPOT}, I avTh TN
pooTikh oyTvoPorio. cov mov pog payedelr poll cov.”'* The
“wootikh aytivoPoria” of Kotzioulas is quite different from the
playfully sinful, semi-autobiographical protagonist of Skarimbas’s
poems. Yet both poets, as has already been remarked, echo the
subdued, bitter climate of the inter-war period, and especially the
poetry of Karyotakis, with which they creatively converse.!> The
self-referential protagonist of their poems (who, in the case of
Kotzioulas, is openly autobiographical) is often defensively self-
undermined, thus expressing, indirectly, a strong sense of respect
and artistic self-confidence. What is more, both poets remained
faithful to the traditional poetic forms in a period when free verse
had become dominant. (It should be mentioned, though, that

10 Kotzioulas, “Tvlioyéc pe ovcio”, Néog Novudc 5 (195) 6-8.
Skarimbas’s collection is included in the volume ‘Azmaviec otiyor (1936-
1970) (Athens: Kaktos 1996), pp. 47-88.

1 'See Skarimbas, "Azavrec otiyor, pp. 13-45.

12 gyomyé Kottiobha, p. 73.

13 Kotzioulas, "Amavia 4’, pp. 101-53.

14 Ayomyé Kottiotha, p. 75.

15 See Giannis Papakostas, “K. I'. Kopvotéxme-Tibpyog KotGoviag:
oyxéon Swehdyov”, in the collective volume Kopvwrdxng wai
kapvotaxioucs  (lpaxticd  Zvvedpiov) (Athens: Ftaireia Spoudon
Neoellinikou Politismou kai Genikis Paideias 1998), pp. 283-94, and X.
Kokolis, “O Kapvwtoxng tov Txopiprna”’, and Panagiotis Pantzarelas,
“Tkapyrifovtac kopvotokikd, M kot oviiotpépmc”, both in: X,
Kokolis, "AvBpwmor ka1 un: ta 6pia e goaviagios oto Zxopiuma
(Thessaloniki: University Studio Press 2001), pp. 153-62 and 179-88
respectively.
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Skarimbas made a few rather unfortunate efforts to write in free
verse after the 1950s.16) However, whilst the masterly disciplined
verse of Kotzioulas aims at defending tradition as the only steady
point in unstable times, Skarimbas, with his frequent and daring
use of dissonances, enjambments and dashes, and in general with
his gaspingly articulated verse, aspires to highlight, as David
Ricks has put it, the artificial and unstable character of language,
and ultimately of reality itself.!”

Skarimbas is more existential and introverted, whilst Kotzi-
oulas is more realistic and more socially and politically orientated
(especially from 1940 onwards); however, their first poetic col-
lections have important affinities. First of all, the two friends have
common poetic ancestors, mainly Jules Laforgue, Romos Filyras
and Karyotakis. Secondly, many of their poems have a distinctive
fantaisiste character (fantaisisme is a poetic tendency which de-
veloped in France in the first years of the twentieth century and
which, as Manolis Anagnostakis reminds us talking about Skarim-
bas, is characterized by a playful combination of mockery and
tenderness, seriousness and lightness, happiness and sadness).!8
Thirdly, the first-person narrator of their poems owes a lot to three
popular figures or types of the inter-war period: (a) Don Quixote
(especially to the eternal conflict between his intrinsic and his
extrinsic self, and to his idealism, which is doomed to failure); (b)
the absurd, comic and deeply human figure of Charlot; and (c) the
vagabond, self-destructive heroes of the Norwegian Knut

16 See his collection Boiddyyelor in ‘Amavres otiyor, pp. 130-45.

17 David Ricks, “Ilapddoon kar mpwtotvmio: H 7mepintoon Tov
Zxoapipre”, in: N. Vayenas (ed.), H eAevfépwon twv poppdv. H elinviki
moinon arwo tov éuuetpo otov eievBepo otiyo (1880-1940) (Heraklion:
Panepistimiakes Ekdoseis Kritis 1996), pp. 175-85 (180, 184).

18 Manolis Anagnostakis, “H «pavtolictikn moinon» kar o Tévvng
Zkopiprog”, Ta coumdnpouaticd. Xnueidoels kpriknc (Athens: Stigmi
1985), pp. 141-9 [= Ia tov Zkapiuna, ed. Katerina Kostiou (Nicosia:
Aigaion 1994), pp. 212-18]. In his anthology XounAy gwvy. Ta Avpixa
HI0G TEPOOUEVHS ETOYXHG 0TOVG Takiols pvbuods (Athens: Nefeli 1990),
Anagnostakis includes eight poems of Kotzioulas and four of Skarimbas
(pp. 186-94 and 200-4 respectively).
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Hamsun. All those figures claim their freedom and uniqueness in
human society.

I think that Charlot, in particular, illuminates the deeper affin-
ities of Kotzioulas’s and Skarimbas’s poetry, especially through
his combination of crudeness with tenderness and lyricism, as
Petros Spandonidis has pointed out referring to the influence of
Charlot in Skarimbas’s novel Mapidurag (1935).19 Kotzioulas
devoted to Charlie Chaplin both a poem?® and a study,2! which
underline many of the debts of Skarimbas and himself to Chap-
lin’s popular comic hero: the folk mentality, spontaneity, naivety,
daring exposure of his wounds, cunning improvisation, ruthless
attack on formality and pomposity, avoidance of historical topics,
simplicity of means, suppression of class distinctions, transform-
ation of the humble everyday reality into art. Yet above all it is
this combination of coarseness and tenderness which both closely
links Skarimbas and Kotzioulas and distinguishes them from the
other poets of their time. This combination is more clearly dis-
played in their love poems, where they usually appear to fall in
love with ethereal, upper-class women and are inevitably doomed
to rejection. Their poetic ancestor in this respect is Romos Filyras,
who is forever enchanted by “blue-blooded” women. Lorentzos
Mavilis could also be considered an ancestor of the two poets
through his sonnet “®dAnpo”, where he desires to be crushed
under the car of an “opyoviomovia ... teTpaEavin”.22 The heroes
of Hamsun have similar self-destructive erotic tendencies. Yet
Kotzioulas and Skarimbas are not devastated by the unfortunate
outcome of their passion, as are Hamsun’s protagonists, neither do
they content themselves with extolling their beloved ones from a
safe distance, as Filyras usually does. They emphasize the class

19 p. Spandonidis, “T'évvn Zxapipme, Mopidunac”, Maxedovikés
Huépeg [ Thessaloniki] 8-9 (September-October 1935) 324-6 [= [ia tov
Zxopiuma, pp. 87-90: 89-90].

20 K otzioulas, “’Evag ovtnrig PAénet Taphd”, Amavia 4”, p. 89.

21 Kotzioulas, “O ¢flog pag o ZopAed”, Neoeldnyvid Ipduuara 214 (11
January 1941).

22 1. Mavilis, Ta mojuaza, ed. Giorgos Alisandratos (Athens: Idryma
Kosta kai Elenis Ourani 1990), p. 105.
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difference between their objects of adoration and themselves and,
consequently, between the idealized women and their earthly and
clumsy existence; they underline their total rejection and yet they
are led, lightly wounded, to their next, equally quixotic erotic
adventure. This combination of external coarseness and inner
delicacy in the personality of the two aspiring lovers exceeds the
usual combination, in the inter-war period, of the poorly-dressed
and the chivalrous. It is often presented with a hint of humour and
self-irony and it is directly associated with the folk and provincial
profile which the two friends create for themselves in their literary
work. Thus in the following lines of Skarimbas’s poem “H

dyvoorn’:

Kifrav opaio o tépace dkpn Tov dpdpov exel,
p dyvooto mdtnpa wodod Kot Tpueepd puoTiiplo,
o710 mefodpo L KPOVOVTOG MPALo EPTLLLKTY,

TOV TOKOLVIDV TT|G TO YOPYO KL EPATIKO ePPaTnpro.

ZtdOxo 6TNTdG, TN HOVGIKT] YPOIKOVIAG TOV OACPPOD
KOPOTICHOD TGV povy®V T1g [...]

KLMTOV o1 —~T0 VOLdbm vau— o av f8eke, pe piog,
Tov BapPapd pov govtd yhvkd Ba *xe nuepdoeL.

Topa; Thdpo otovg TpdOTOVG pov EUeva €86 0dvprovs,
TGvag ov 3pdpov pmTiKdS —1 @don og p’ éxet kdauer—[...]23

even if Skarimbas had not introduced himself as a “BéapPapoc”
erotic Pan, the peasant expression “otdfxo otntdg”, through
which he is introduced in the poem in the first line of the second
stanza, would be enough to indicate the overwhelming difference
between the elegant stranger and himself.

Kotzioulas on the other hand, in his poem entitled “To
TPayodSL TG LEYUAOVGIAVAS TTOV TV ayarols’ Eva @TeYOTo0”,
underlines right from the start the class difference between the

23 Skarimbas, "Awavrec otiyor, p. 25.
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third-person (yet clearly autobiographical) hero of the poem and
the woman he loves:

Avt kpatodoe o’ To peydio apyovioldy,

Y1 TOVG TPOYGVOVG TNG WACVOUY TO KITARLL,

KL and yoplareg Kol fTave o oo,

YOVIPE ToapodyLa, Ladpeg oKoDpLES, KovTokdmie. 24

In the next stanzas the poet focuses now on the poorly dressed
man and now on his aristocratic loved one, exploiting elements of
the mentality of Don Quixote in order to emphasize the contrast
between the man’s desire and reality. (It is not accidental that the
poem is dedicated to K. Karthaios, the much-praised translator of
Don Quixote into Greek in the 1920s.2%) For example:

TEPTATOE [IE TO TOVTIEAGVIO TOV TU TPUTLL,
nepndtoe ki ftav oo va fet ota Topapvoio.

K1 dpyoe to1e va TG Aéet kon va pun o@vet [...]
Yo T oTLyun wov Seiyvet Bpdvo 1o kacovL.
INo v aydnn g povoe, Ty aydnn.

Exeivr oxovppatve kot wévta sxopoyéia’
TETOLO PT|TOPLKY} HTOpEl voL UV apécet;
Ze Afyo Ba ’tove dikn Tov! Movo 1 Tpéha
okaAdvel 16oo Bappetd, o tétoln BEo.

Ma cov ™ pdnog, anokpibnke p’ éva oyl
[...]

Movéye avtd cvrhoyitdtav: «H kapdié pov,
8¢ Ba cvydoet 0vdE e dVo YALAIES YPOVION.

24 Kotzioulas, “Amavia A', pp. 49-52 (49).

25 For the influence of Don Quixote in Modern Greek literature see
Alexandra Samouil, Idalydg e 1éac. H mepinidvion tov dov Kiywrn
oy eldnvikr Aoyoteyvia (Athens: Polis 2007). On pp. 224 and 225
Samouil examines Skarimbas’s poem “AovArowéa” and Kotzioulas’s
“Toomavog 130AyS”.
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The two friends on the one hand idealize the women who
appear in their poems, following the romantic mode of Filyras and
often using religious vocabulary in order to describe them, and on
the other hand, by contrast, they open up a dialogue with
Karyotakis’s supposedly misogynistic poem “Amoctpoen”, which
starts with the emblematic lines “®Bovd tnv TOYN oag, mpovo-
wodya / théopato, kodkheg wmovikés”.26 Through this dialogue,
Skarimbas indicates the ghostly substance of the women he
describes, who often appear as lifeless dolls, or even robots,?’
while the more realistic Kotzioulas criticizes the opposite sex,
which, however, never ceases to be the main driving force for his
creation:

T vidtn pov 6An xoToplépal Kot o YEvog
oV Kaptepel amd kodkheg adeieg tn Xopd.

K1 6pmg xwpic ecdg dypnota 6a *tov OAa,

UE oTOVPOUEVE YEPLO DO *OTEKA KL EYM.

Todpa, 660 B€lel ag pe povokevel 11 TpHmLo. 6OAa,
KGO amd T GoTPo pHov TPaBh® pE neiopa apys.2

Another basic affinity of the two poets that should be men-
tioned is the folksiness of their style and their often dialectal
language, which, in the case of Kotzioulas, originates from the
villages of Tzoumerka (it is characteristic that three of his
collections of poems are accompanied by concise “Idiomatic
Glossaries™). As a result, their poetry is lent a similar colouring,
which reflects their unaffected and unconventional personalities.
Furthermore, neither of them escaped the danger of repeating
themselves in their maturity; however, by doing so with youthful
freshness and zeal they wrote some of their best poems.

One final remark before I proceed to the examination of their
ideological development and similarities: it should be kept in

26 K. G. Karyotakis, Howjuoza xor nelé, ed. G. P. Savvidis (Athens:
Ermis '1984), p. 102.

27 See Kokolis, "AvBpwmor ka1 un, pp. 13-15.

28 Kotzioulas, “Aravia A, p. 68.
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mind that in the coarse, lonely and unconventional provincial
heroes of their poems, who are rejected by upper-class women and
keep a critical distance from the codes of behaviour of the civil-
ized urban centres (whether of Athens or of Chalkida), one can
discern the writers who were distinguished for their militant
articles against the literary and broader intellectual and socio-
political developments of their time.

During the 1930s the two writers were in the limelight of the
literary world, not only because they often wrote articles and book
reviews (sometimes with a quarrelsome humour, as we shall see),
in newspapers and magazines of the capital and the provinces, but
also because they each published five literary works, almost half
of their entire literary output.2® Besides EAAnvikd I'pduuora, the
two writers “met” each other in other literary journals of the time,
such as Adyog, Eexiviua, NeoeAlnvikd I pduuare or Skarimbas’s
own NeogAdnvikd Znueiwpora, while they avoided both the hard-
core communist journal Néor Ilpwrtondpor and the Néa Ipduuara
of the emergent generation of the *30s. What is more, their views
about people and things in Greek literary life were often similar or
even identical. They believed in the national importance of demo-
ticism, they zealously defended the demotic language and the
literary use of local idioms. They were against both purist Greek
and the neo-demoticism movement,0 they went along with the
development of literary satire and the expression of contemporary
social problems in art. They were wary of the poetry of the great
visionaries Angelos Sikelianos, Kostis Palamas and Nikos Kazan-
tzakis and they had similar poetic preferences: in addition to
Dionysios Solomos and Andreas Kalvos, they selected Lambros
Porfyras, Miltiadis Malakasis, C. P. Cavafy, Kostas Varnalis,

29 Skarimbas published the short stories Kanuoi oto Ipiwovijor, the
novels To Ogio tpayi, Mopigunas and To odlo tov Diykapw and the
poems of Ovlalovu; Kotzioulas brought out the poetic collections
Epnuepa, Ziyavh powtid, dedtepn Lo and O ypipog and a collection of
g)rose narratives, 70 Kako oovardvinua.

0 For more on this see Christina Dounia, “Mua &exaopévy cvlitnon
néve og o 18éo tov I'. Zepépn”, To dévipo 19-20 (1986) 80-3 and 21
(1986) 87-9.
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Romos Filyras, and above all Kostas Karyotakis, while among the
younger poets they singled out Nikos Kavvadias and Tefkros
Anthias.

On the other hand, in the second half of the decade their views
diverged noticeably as far as literary trends of the twentieth
century and their employment by Modern Greek writers were
concerned. Kotzioulas abandoned his initially tolerant and some-
times even favourable attitude towards the new trends and in 1937
wrote an intensely anti-modernist text (which will be discussed in
detail below). In this text he rejected the stylistic trends of the
“ovyypovicpévoug” (as he called them) Greek poets, and accused
them of imitation of the “gukoAieg TV kovpacuévav Evporainy”
and disrespect for tradition.3! Skarimbas on the other hand seems,
at this time, to take a more positive view of western literary
currents, which he characterized in 1938 as “avbn s&evyeviopéva
pog paxpdTotng mapbdoong g téxvng”.32 He also believed that
his country’s literature would quickly rise to the challenge of
European cultural developments and he seemed satisfied with the
domestic production of his day in both prose and poetry.

What is more, in their prose-writing the two friends started to
diverge. Skarimbas abandoned the ethographic short stories of
Kanuoi oto I'piwovijor, as well as those that accompany To feio
tpoyi, and started to write novels, a genre much promoted by the
generation of the *30s. His stories took place in urban settings, he
expressed his appreciation of prose-writers such as Thrasos
Kastanakis, Giannis Beratis and Kosmas Politis and he intensified
his stylistic and narrative experimentations. Kotzioulas, on the
other hand, although he managed to express the “Spopatixi
youyf” of the inter-war man in his poetry, steadfastly continued to
write narratives that described the customs and the manners of his

31 Kotzioulas, “Tvyypovicpévn moinon”, Neoelnvikd Ipéuuaro 6
(February 1937) 14.

32 Skarimbas, book review of “ELtpéfilog” by P. Samaras in the
Chalkida newspaper Edpinog, issue 3,227 (10 April 1938) 1-2. See
further Symeon G. Stamboulou, llnyéc ¢ meCoypagios tov Iidvvy
Zrapiura (Athens: Syllogos pros Diadosin Ofelimon Vivlion 2006), pp.
288-9.
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native land using, as he confessed to his friend the prose-writer
Epameinondas Gonatas, the methods of “pwtoypagpia” and
“pavoinyic”,33 which had been collectively condemned by the
generation of the ’30s, beginning with Theotokas’s Eiedfepo
wvedua in 1929. Thus he persisted in the depiction of a bygone age
with stable values from which he did not wish to be cut off.

However, the fact that Skarimbas gradually went over to the
urban type of novel does not necessarily mean that he gave in to
the generation of the ’30s. As a poet he never conformed to its
modernizing commands, and as a narrator he remained a unique
case, with an increasing stylistic peculiarity. It is characteristic
that Karandonis, in his review of Mapidunog in 1935, did not
totally reject Skarimbas but criticized the acrobatics of his lan-
guage and particularly the dominant inter-war quality of his work:
his dependence on Knut Hamsun and his typically fantaisiste and
clown-like swings “oamd 10 coPfapd 610 KoMK, and T0 KOMUKO
070 6aTOVIKO, and v e&davikevpévn TpLEEPOTNTU 0T Adyvein
kot 1 oatopioon, omd v ekffmon ot euowodTnTa”’4
contradictions which were incompatible with the more “settled”
aesthetic of the prevailing literary discourse of the generation of
the ’30s. As Katerina Kostiou points out, Skarimbas’s divergence
from the norm, “c¢ eninedo 16100VYKPOCUKS, KOWMVIKO, WOEOAO-
Yo, vEOAOYIKS, arsbntikd, ftav peyardtepn ond to péco 6po
avtoynig mov 8160ete vt N Fevid”.35

It is virtually certain that both Skarimbas and Kotzioulas were
displeased by the emergence of the urban writers of the generation
of the ’30s, who were educated in Europe and who loudly pro-
claimed their superiority on the literary scene. In the second half

33 Kotzioulas, Avéxdora ypbuuara, ed. E. H. Gonatas (Athens: Keimena
1980), p. 87.

34 Karandonis, “I'évvn Zxopipna, Mapiéumos (podiotéopnua). Xeikida
1935”, Néa I pépuaza 10 (October 1935) 570-2 [= I'ta tov Zxapiuna, pp.
78-82].

35 K. Kostiou, “«NeogAAviké», «OmepeAAnVIKd», «oALOedVy 7
«movavpdmvor; H acdufatn oxéon tov Zxapipmo pe tov Ogotokd”,
Hpoxtica A” Haveldiviovo Zovedpiov yia tov T'avvy Zxepiuwa (Athens:
Diametros 2007), pp. 143-94 (146).
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of the same decade, they both had the feeling of being put aside
and treated unfairly. This feeling, as we shall see, led Skarimbas
to associate himself with the struggle of the provinces against the
capital. The iconoclastic Mapidunag, although it had received
some good reviews, had been accused of absurdity, surrealistic
deviations, even populism,3¢ while Kotzioulas, already affected by
tuberculosis and even poorer, had lost the financial support of
Katsimbalis, who had funded the publication of an early study of
Kotzioulas on Myrivilis in 1931, but now turned to the generation
of the *30s.37

The well-known article of Karandonis on Karyotakis and
Karyotakism, published in the first issue of Ta Néa I'pduuara in
1935, must have deeply annoyed the two friends for two reasons:
first, because the “official” critic of the generation of the *30s con-
demned the inter-war period and its bitter-sweet climate in which
they had both reached their maturity (he talked, for example,
about the “KAayldpika, vevpacHevikd, WYWELTOPOUOVTIKG KOl
VREPATOOTIKG 180vikd Tng emoxmig Tov Koapvwtdxn )38, and sec-
ondly, because Karandonis’s accusations against Karyotakism
partly concemed both the two friends. Kotzioulas, who had
dedicated an emotional elegy to Karyotakis in his first poetic
collection, reacted with these ironic verses:

Méva pov, Thg de pov *xe euyel To pookod
kelvoug Toug priveg mov fpovv duabo woddxy!
Ot dmotot gidol pov Ba p’ Eeyav Tperd

K1 6y, 670G THPa, ppnTh Tov Kapvetén.3?

36 For a detailed presentation of the critical reception of Mapidumag see
Stamboulou, ITnyég, pp. 229-40.

37 Kotzioulas, O Zrpazic Mopifhidne kai n moAsuihi Aoyoteyvia (Athens
1931). For more on the generous offer of Katsimbalis see the auto-
biographical text of Kotzioulas “Tyéiia ota ypagrd pov xou yapéva
xepdypopa” (1953), which is to be found in his Archive at the
University of loannina.

38 A. Karandonis, “H enidpaon tov Kopvatdkn otovg véous”, Néa
Fgo’c,uyaw 9 (1935) 478-86.

39 Kotzioulas, "dravia A, p. 122.
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Then, in 1937, at a time when Karyotakis was attacked by every-
one, including the Left,*0 Kotzioulas confessed that “Ohot pog
oyedov 6oot apyicaue va dnpooievovpe and to 1930 ko Smbe
Bprxope Yo vay xoipd Tov vt pog péca oo Totpatd tov”. 4
At the same time Skarimbas made a similar confession, the ironic
ambiguity of which does not conceal the strength of feeling:

Tdpa, av 1 Tpoporéa avty coyfivy (kat oovykpasio) tov
oTiy®v Tov, £kape KOAd N Kokd; Xi... udAAov var, pdiiov oyl
Kar todto 1o mphypoto dev pmoivovv €0koAo o€ DAIKY
Swatipnon [...] 0 KOPLOTOKIGUOS, Y10 [0 OPIGHEVT YEVIR UAG
otdbnke évag “Aoumpds kar oAé0plog” @irog pag, va &idog...
yAvkewds apaptiog. O ypdvog Ba deifel av Oo vootaiyolue, yio
noAD, 1 Yo Tvto v oAéBpra aydmn tov M Oo katapdpebo v
EKTVQAWOTIKA TOV poyeio.

Karyotakis never stopped being a very important figure of Modern
Greek lyricism for the two friends. As time went by, the poet of
the Zdmpec increasingly marked their militant stance in literary
and political matters.

Consequently their relationship became ever closer in the
course of the 1930s. It is characteristic that Skarimbas addressed
his letters to “ayamnté KotliwovAa” in 1935 and to his “mokv-
ayornuéve pov ¢ike Kotliovia” in 1936, while one year later
Kotzioulas became the main contributor to the magazine Neoeddn-
vird. Znueicduora, which Skarimbas started to publish in Evvia in
March 1937 with the intention of criticizing the negative aspects
of Greek intellectual life. Even before the magazine came out, the
two writers had started their angry journalism, Kotzioulas with his
first anti-modernist manifesto entitled “Zuyypovicpévn moinon”

40 For the adventurous reception of the poetry of Karyotakis see
Christina Dounia, K. I'. Kapvwtdkns. H avioxn uiag adéomotng téxvng
(Athens: Kastaniotis 2000).

41 Kotzioulas, “®\oloykéc oxoAés”, Neoghhnvixd Znueiduara 3 (May
1937) 38-41 (40).

42 Skarimbas, “Ilepi kapvotakiopotd”, H Koafnuepvii (2 November
1936) (also in Dounia, K. I Kapvwraxng, p. 383-4).
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(published in Neoeldnvixd [pdupore in February 1937) and
Skarimbas with the article “EAAnvikny emapyio” (published in the
magazine [Ivevuatiky} Zw# from December 1936 to February
1937). Both written with an acerbic tone, these two texts present
essential ideological links. Although Skarimbas focused on what
he called “veoroyiwtotionédc” of the Athenian centre (which
exercised its power particularly in the University, the Academy
and the Press), while Kotzioulas mainly attacked contemporary
Greek poets for imitating the latest European trends and
abolishing metre, rhyme, theme and rational sequence, they both
defended the values of demoticism (which Skarimbas connected
with the Greek provinces and Kotzioulas with the marginalized, in
his view, Greek poetic tradition) and they condemned what they
considered to be pretentious “Egvopovia” of Greek intellectual life
and the related entry of foreign, mainly French words, into the
language:

Ay m enappotik tpoctoydvil va pn mopieBovppavicél kol
gpele, mapd whvio ankol, ckAnpoTpdyniol, vo cEUPOKOTOVHE
aKOVPOGTOL TN OKANPT TETP TNG VEOTANOTNG YAMOGHS MO,
youyovAifovtog —yio va 1o Leotdvovus— ki” OAOG, TO OVAALKO
@LOpO NG TEXVNG pOg.

(Skarimbas)*3

To yoAAkd, Tov 1o wobave pali | Tpwv an’ to popoiika, ToVg
&yovv kokoovvnbioel. Kovid otovg gArnvikods TpdmoOvE, TTOU
dev anoxAgigTor vo, vou o1 XeipdTEPOL TOV KOGLOVL, Gpyloay v’
ATOGTPEPOVVTOL, VO VORIGOUY KaoTOTEPO, KABETL TO EAANVIKO,
KO 1] Aoyoteyvia Pog GUOIKA.

(Kotzioulas)**

According to Kotzioulas, the victim of this intellectual snobbery
was the Greek literary tradition, while for Skarimbas it was the
Greeks from the provinces (“og kavéva Aad, o€ Koppd YAOcoO 1

43 Skarimbas, “H ehnvucli emopyio”, vevuoatich Zw# 3 (December
1936) 39-41 (39).
44 Kotzioulas, “Tvyypovicuévn moinon”.
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AEEN «emapyidtngy Oev £yer T yvdain, TNV KOPOISELTIKY KoL
npooPAnTiK onupocio mov €yst oe pac”, he remarks). In other
words, in both cases the genuine popular Greek civilization
(which these two writers felt they expressed with their work and
their intellectual and moral attitude) appeared to be seriously
injured. They both took into consideration the element of social
inequality, given that, as they believed, the intellectual authority
of Athens, and particularly that of Greek modernism, functioned
as a kind of elite that addressed itself to a small minority of the
Greek — mostly Athenian — reading public.

In NeogAdnvikd Znusiwuora, which had the telling subtitle
“Mrvicia éxdoomn gréyyov, KprTikng Kou psAétng” and whose
militant tone has been compared to that of Novudg,*®> Skarimbas
threw himself, with increasing zeal, into his campaign against
Athens, in a conflict of centre vs. provinces that had already
begun in the early 1930s, involving a number of scholars, and
which reached its peak in 1937, mainly thanks to the part played
by Skarimbas.*¢ Skarimbas had a column called “Ilapoypa@dxia”
that gave the main tone of the magazine with its usually sarcastic
comments on people and situations in the Athenian intellectual
life. The poet Nikos Pappas, from Trikkala, a fanatical supporter
of the provinces against the patronage of the capital, supported
Skarimbas’s line with two severe articles.*’ Kotzioulas, who did
not take part directly in the conflict between centre and province

45 See the unpublished doctoral thesis of Lambros Varelas, “H avtipetd-
TOT AOYOTEYVIKOV KO TVEDHOTIKAV KIVNoE®V TNG eAANVIKAG emapyiog
(1929-1940). @époza 1ortoplog ko BiPrioypaeiog g veoeAANVIKIAG
Ahoyoteyviag” (Thessaloniki 1997), p. 197. For details of the adventurous
life of this short-lived periodical, see especially pp. 196-202.

46 For more on this conflict between Athens and the provinces see
Varelas, ibid.

47 Pappas even argued that “Ovte 10 yAwoowd, ovte 1 EAAnvuci
Eravaotoaon Tov gikoot éva obte 0 Zoiwudg, kavéva yeyovog, dev £xel
10 VYOG KOl TN onpocio Tng emopylokig mpoddov yi v ebvikn
gonuepio”. See “To TéhOG NG TMVELHOTIKNAG TAVTOKPOTOPlOG TOV
Abnvav”, NeosMnvicd Znuetopore 3 (May 1937) 36. See also his article
“H gv Apywvovoaig vavpoyla”, Neoeiinvikd Znueiduaro 4 (June 1937)
51-2.
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(unlike Skarimbas and Pappas, he lived in the capital and was an
active member of its intellectual life, despite the fact that he was
disregarded), supported his friend in his struggle more effectively
than Pappas, since he articulated the main ideological line of the
magazine with four studies concerning Greek literary life, written
in a more sober, and thus more convincing, way than the contri-
butions of Skarimbas and Pappas. These restrained articles,
devoid of personal attacks, to a great extent saved the dignity of
NeogAhnvixd Znueidpora, which has justifiably been criticized for
its personal character, tactless aggressiveness and futile opposition
to the capital.*® Myrivilis, who was directly offended by the com-
ments of Skarimbas, even talked about an organized “@tholoyixdg
yraykotepiopds 4 and, along with other offended writers, critics
and state institutions like the Academy, contributed to the closing
of the magazine by the Metaxas regime in September 1937.50

These four studies of Kotzioulas examine, respectively, Greek
literary language, philology faculties, Greek ethographies and
literary criticism.5! Although they expressed the writer’s personal
opinions and preferences, they converged with the views of
Skarimbas at crucial points, confirming the ideological affinity of
the two men. Although Kotzioulas did not go as far as calling
Athens “mn ywpuTikdtepn npoTedovoR TOV KOGUOVL”,5Z as
Skarimbas did, he argued convincingly that it still maintained its
provincial character (thus giving an answer to the cosmopolitan
rhetorical of members of the generation of the ’30s, such as
Theotokas):

Mov @aivetar Tog dev fpbe axdpa 1 dpao TOLv 1 HeyoAoVTOAN
pog propei va {foet aveEaptnto (péoca ot @rioloyin), dixmg
TOVG SeOPOVg OV TNV avayouv —le OYECELS VTOTEAEWC— OTO

48 For more on these attacks see Varelas, ibid., pp. 199-202.

49 8. Miyrivilis, “@ovprovvonoincic”, H EGvix# (16 October 1937).

30 For more on this short-lived periodical see Varelas, ibid., pp. 198-200.
51 Kotzioulas, “H Aoyotexvikh pog yAdosa”, “Or droloyikéc Zyoéc”,
“EMAnvikéc nBoypoaeiec”, “H elnvikny kprikn”, NeosAyvia Znueiod-
uora, issues 2, 3, 4 and 5 respectively (April-July 1937).

32 Skarimbas, “H eAAnvikn enapyio”, p. 40.
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Omafpo, ¢’ Oheg avtég TG MKpég katdomapteg motpideg. H
TPOTEVOVGE pog eivar mhva 1 cuvictapévn, de Bprike axdua
mv aveboptnoia e To moAd moAd vmodwaipeitor o pkpo-
YEITOVIEG OV SaTnpolv oKOUe GA0 TO TOTIKO TOVG YPOUA KAl
de dopépovve 010 PAfog amd TOVG EMAPYIDTIKOVE CUVOIKL-
opote. “Ooco yio T debvikn Lon pog, dev efvor vo n cvlntdue
coPapd. Av and kapd og koipd pepwoi "‘EAinves todebovy
omv Evpdnn, autd eivor 1o S0 pe to toéidio mov kavouv
rolhol emapyudeg pog @g v Abnva: dev mpdxertor v oAragel
Kovelc 1’ autdv Tov TpdTo TN Hopet| evHg ToALTIoHOD.S3

65

What is more, the views of Kotzioulas about Greek literary

language are almost identical to those of Skarimbas. I quote:

O loyotéyxvng tdpa e enoxnc pog &gl oy udvo tn duvvard-
Tnta Aepd Ko v vroypéwon poli v’ aviiioet oxdua ond Ty
TpOTN TNYN: ond 10 oTépa Tov Aoov. H yAdooo tav peyoiou-
wohewv pumopel va et moArég gvkoliec, yia T Aoyoteyvia Spwg
givar qyoyn kor covBnpotikn, katdAAnAn udvo yio dooug
YPAQOLV YPOVOYPAPNHATH K1 EXUPLAAIDES. Aev Efpm av eivar
amapaitnTo Y1t T0 AoyoTéXvn va mpodpyeton omd emapyio, po
TpEMEL vou TPOcEEEL MOAD TG WKPEG OUTéC mATPideg He TOug
KAg16T00g ToAMTIoHOUG Tav. Kdbe nepiopépeia kar kGde yoptd
gtv’ évag oAdrkdnpog koouog pe to 0o kol T ACAd TOv.
"Onmg to kKabeti, £161 K1 M YADOCGO. pag, TepooTepo AT amd
T’ G, Ppicketon primuévn o1o oTpdpate o Adikd. >4

Moreover, by warmly supporting the Greek ethographic trad-

ition, from Alexandros Papadiamandis up to Ioannis Kondylakis
and Kostas Krystallis, a tradition which he regarded as “rov mo
oo xopnd TN edviknc Aoyoteyviag pag”’,3> Kotzioulas appears
to be more conservative than Skarimbas, who, in the same year,
even claimed that he and other contemporary writers had managed
to surpass the heritage of Papadiamandis, Grigorios Xenopoulos

33 Kotzioulas, “EAAMvikéc n0oypopiec”, p. 56-9 (56).
34 Kotzioulas, “H Aoyotexvikn pag yAdssa”, pp. 21-3 (23).
33 Kotzioulas, “EAAnvikég nfoypagiec”, p. 56.
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and Konstandinos Christomanos.>® Yet in fact Kotzioulas’s praise
of ethography provided further arguments for the position
Skarimbas had taken in favour of the provinces — a position that
demonstrated his dedication to the provinces to be an independent
continuation of the great ethographic tradition and his opposition
to the alien, western-dependent capital.>’

We do not have letters or any other evidence to confirm the
contacts of the two writers in the *40s. But if we take into account
the intimacy of a letter of Skarimbas in May 1950, in which he
invites the newly-wed Kotzioulas and his wife to his house in
Evvia®® (an invitation to which Kotzioulas responded), it can be
taken as certain that that the two friends did not lose contact
during the difficult years of the Occupation and the Civil War.
Besides, (a) their participation in the National Liberation Front,
(b) their theatrical activity (Kotzioulas wrote plays for the
guerrillas on the mountains of Epirus®® while Skarimbas played
Karagiozis in the neighbourhoods of the occupied Chalkida, both
with the aim of encouraging people to resistance), and particularly
(c) their critical interventions in literary, intellectual and historical
developments prove not only that they continued to follow a
common course, but also that their ideological convergence was
becoming more and more intense, since Skarimbas abandoned his
modernistic forays and became an ardent supporter of the native
literary tradition. In 1945 they both suggested that art should be
addressed to the general public, which was unable to follow the
modernistic literary developments. “Zfjpepa tpoéyel va sxhoixé-
yovue xor Oyl va xatadikdoovpe v téyvn”, Kotzioulas
remarks,% while Skarimbas proposes the “amapistokpatoroinon”

36 Skarimbas, “"Evog —yopic piyo kdBav— PovPikdv”, Neoeldnvikd
Ipéupazo 10 (10 July 1937) 3.

57 Stamboulou, ITyyég, p. 115.

38 Ayamnté Kotiovda (see note 7), pp. 120-1.

59 See Kotzioulas, @éatpo ot fovva (Athens: Themelio 1976).

60 See the unpublished text “E&nyfoeig yie Tov avoyvdoty”, which
Kotzioulas intended to put as a preface to a book he was preparing at that
time (the book, which was never completed, was to be called Exsivor mov
pog éistwov and would have involved portraits of Greek men of letters
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of art, meaning the rejection of the new trends, which alienate the
writer from his sources, as he commented.®! These urges reflect,
besides the personal conceptions of the two friends, the collective
spirit of the Occupation, during which the Greeks demonstrated a
great desire to participate in culture.%2 During that period Kotzi-
oulas turned from a poet of the “ployépa” into a poet of the
“tpouméra’ (as he wrote in one of his poems)®® and he partici-
pated in the literature of the Resistance with two poetic col-
lections, which effectively depict his experience beside the guer-
rillas of Velouchiotis in 1943-44.64 Skarimbas, on the other hand,
continued to cultivate his eccentric poetic and narrative writing. In
one of his poems, however, he adjusted the inter-war motif of a
human-robot to contemporary circumstances, presenting the
German conquerors as robots, and in his narrative work “Apko-
pavodoo Ntapvtard” a captain who is shy of women is presented
as a deckhand on the ship of his admiral fiancée, who personifies
the National Liberation Navy and “rovg apkovdoyeppovoic
YTUmAEL Kal Tovg Bovpydpovg”.6® Finally, during the Civil War
Kotzioulas wrote satirical epigrams against writers like Myrivilis,
who had gone along with the side of the victors, and articles for
the communist newspaper O Piloc tng deviépag where, among
other things, he zealously supported the resistance literature

who died during the German Occupation); see the Kotzioulas Archive in
Ioannina.

61 See Skarimbas’s interview entitled “H «omapiotokpatonoineny g
éxvng’, Hopeio 1 (November 1945) 6.

62 See Angela Kastrinaki, H Aoyoteyvia otnv tapayuévny Sexaetia 1940-
1950 (Athens: Polis 2005), p. 25.

63 Kotzioulas, “Ilpdta ka1 thpo” (1945), ‘Amavia I (Hovjuara 1943-
1956) (Athens: Difros 1959), p. 95.

64 See the collections O “Aprc and O1 mpdhror Tov aydva, both published
in 1946 [=Kotzioulas, "Awavre I, pp. 161-89].

65 Skarimbas, “Ta pounét”, Eavtodindec (1950) [= “Amavieg otiyor (see
note 10), p. 65].

66 See the periodical Ipduuara 19 (October 1946) 110-12. For more on
this peculiar tribute of Skarimbas to the Resistance see Kastrinaki, A
Aoyoteyvia oty tapayuévy dexoaegtia, pp. 361-2.
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against its harsh critics (such as Karandonis).®” On the other hand,
Skarimbas published in Chalkida the short-lived newspaper
Aevtepid, in which he satirized the civil servants and the polit-
icians of the nationalist party,®® while in the following decades he
frequently referred to the democratic values of the National Liber-
ation Front and its suppression by post-civil war governments and
by the leaders of the generation of the *30s.9°

During the 1940s, the role of prosecutor of that increasingly
powerful literary generation was assigned to Skarimbas, who
“replaced” Kotzioulas for a while (Kotzioulas was then busy with
his theatrical activities in the mountains, and later on with the
writing of studies about his literary precursors). Skarimbas bitterly
attacked free verse and the poetic production of the modernist
elite, which, as he wrote, turned poetry into:

A6yo... kuProTikd... pumoikovi mpyunPoikd M ko E6pxio...
nepinoto peyorompenny Avpikd, éva &idoc... Taykov peg oTnv
téxvn! Kou Aéyeton «ehedBepog otixogn.’0

More often, and more vehemently, he made fun of surrealism:
firstly with the intense parody contained in his novel To 6640 tov
Giyropw (1939), then in his frequent articles in the press of Evvia,
and later on in his short story “To povotdxi (tov k. @poavoovd vie
Ao Tovcg)”.7! 1t is likely that Skarimbas’s anti-surrealist passion
derives to some extent from his annoyance at the insistent associ-
ation of his style with surrealism on the part of critics, beginning
with the young Dimitris Mentzelos in 1931.72 This connection

67 See, for example, his article “Atavooduevor ko mohtiky”, O Pilog tng
Adevtépac (5 May 1947).

68 For more on this see Maria Hatzigianni, O dilog Zxapiumag (Athens:
Sygchroni Epochi 1984).

69 See Kostiou, “«NEOSAANVIKGY, «OTEPEAAMVIKE», «OALOEOVH» 1
«avovlpodmvay;” (see note 35), pp. 181 and 193.

70 See Evpoiwd I'péuuara 23 (February 1945).

71 Tt belongs to the collection of short stories entitled Toplofdoudda oty
Xodxida (1973), now edited by K. Kostiou (Athens: Nefeli 1996).

72 D. Mentzelos, “O vreppeoiiopdc kou | [sic] téoeig tov”, O Adyog 7,
8, 9 (1931) [= Hpidavig 4 (February-March 1976)].
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ignores the intense personal character of his style, the radicalism
of which, as Giorgos Paganos points out, “dev meiBapyei oe
pevpato, Kar oyoMsg, dev evibooetol oe cvotiuata”.’3 A lot of
ink has been spilt on the investigation of the relations between
Skarimbas and surrealism. Nevertheless, I believe that Ritsos
approaches the truth when he characterizes Skarimbas as a
“dnuovpyd pe to £voTiktd Tov, TP Kot and v Evpdnn, evdg
YVAGIOV, POUEIKOD VIEPPEOMGLOD ToV TTa.pddo&ov™.74 It is an un-
deniable truth that due to his “ckavdolotikf pavtacia”> and his
uncompromising attitude (including his militant action in his
journal NeoelAnvike Znuciduaza), Skarimbas felt, rather early on,
that he was outside the rules of the literary game of the generation
of the *30s. So naturally he wanted to dissociate his writing from
the surrealist movement and more generally from modernism.
During the 1940s Skarimbas defended more and more zeal-
ously the native (provincial-agricultural) tradition against the
modernist (European-Athenian) developments. He now preferred
Krystallis to Elytis and ethography to the contemporary prose
production.”® Thus his views converged more and more with those
of Kotzioulas. During their brief time together in Chalkida in May
1950 (when Kotzioulas and his wife were put up by Skarimbas’s
family), the two friends confirmed their ideological unanimity.
Being both outside the literary norms of their time (Kotzioulas for
being too traditional and Skarimbas for being too eccentric) and
feeling exiled from the institutional discourse on literature, they
prepared to react by publishing a journal which would bear the
title “Eyputidtikn  @uAAdda”. A feverish correspondence
followed, as they continued to make plans and encourage one
another. Skarimbas, whose financial situation was then rather

73 G. Paganos, “O Zkapipmoag, 10 TOPGAOYO KOl O VEEPPECAICHOS”,
I'poppaza kar téyves 5 (April-June 1988) 21-4.
74 See EAetOspn I'vedun (24 June 1984).
73 A. Karandonis, “T1évvn Zkapiuma, Mapiduras (mobictépnua)”, in
T tov Zxapiuna, p. 79.

6 See especially Skarimbas’s articles published in the periodical
Evpoika I péuuare during the 1940s.
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satisfactory, as he said, envisaged his new publishing undertaking
as a continuation of the extremist Neoeddnvika Znueiouaro and
once again assigned to Kotzioulas the role of its “scientific” pillar,
characterizing him as “évav amdé tovg pdévov 800 1Tpelg mTov
Swbéter n oOyypovn EAAGSe owbeviikode drvoovpévoug, oAndi-
voug emotipoveg xau tipoug Aoyotéyves”.”” Kotzioulas, for his
part, could not wait to get started:

Bapa oo otavpd! Avtd npénet vo *voi to oOovOnua pog. Ipémet
Vo, ondoovpe KOKOAN, VO TOUS OYKUAMACOVHE KUPLOAEYTIKG,
vt k1 owtol 8€Anoay va pog Odyovv Laviavolg, dy povaya
epbG toug dvo, oAAd oAdKANpovV KOGUO, ToV kdopo 10 Skd
wac.78

The “x6opoc” of the two friends is the unpretentious world of the
simple people, the residents of the provinces, and in general the
Greek literary tradition, in other words the “mAnpsio amooctoify” of
the provincial writers that dates back to Papadiamandis and now
extends to them.

Immediately after his meeting with Skarimbas in Chalkida in
1950 Kotzioulas wrote his most fervently anti-modernist
manifesto entitled “Tlod tpafdst n moinon;”,”® where the argu-
ments of his older article “Zvyypoviopévn noinon” are developed
further and their opposing tension culminates. Kotzioulas now
openly castigates the poetic orientations and intrigues of the
“oywopatiki] mopacvvayoy” of the generation of the ’30s. The
terminology of this furious article is largely political, since the
left-wing critic perceived the recognition of the poets of this
generation as the result of a ruthless battle of social classes, in
which the “yodofoaiporor” Giorgos Seferis and Odysseas Elytis
were the main winners and writers like Skarimbas and himself
were defeated. Through a series of inspired metaphors, Kotzioulas

77 Ayamnté Kotliobia, p. 122.

78 Letter of Kotzioulas to Skarimbas in June 1950 (Archive of Skarimbas
in the Greek Literary and Historical Archive in Athens).

79 O Néo¢ Novudc 5 (April-June 1950) 14-22.
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talks about “mveopotikyy amoAvtapyie”, “vmepeiodo meplo-
Mopd”, methods similar to those of “oAoxAnpwtikd xobeotdto”
or “rérypara epddov”, in order to describe the ways in which the
hard core of the generation of the ’30s established themselves, by
means of a well-organized campaign centred around Giorgos
Katsimbalis and his journal Ta Néa Ipduuara. The leftist critics
Kostas Varnalis and Markos Avgeris are criticized for their neg-
ligence in failing to avert the danger. This bitter and rather
aphoristic lampoon, which was no less quixotic than Skarimbas’s
struggle against the Athenian literati, did not trigger off any public
debate. However, Skarimbas expressed his enthusiasm in one of
his letters to his friend:

To «mov tpafdet n moinom» eivor mpoypoTiKd APLOTODPYTLL
KPLTIKNG TOnoB£INGNG 0VTOY TOV PAIVOUEVOD TNG TPOCHOATG
0V 1gpol ovBpdmivov Adyov koi Tov vonuotog avtov. To
«x0pto apBpo» g Sikng pov «@vAAGdac» (ov petd omd to
dwd cov QULALABI0, 0VTO, Topérkel Kol SLEToEN TNV GROCTON-
yetoBétnon Tov) sixe axpBmdg o Pavduevo 10010 Yo Oépa tov.
2v dumg Atydtepo poynTiKG, po mEPCOTEPO GUGTNUATIKG KOl
0000, 10 eEAVTANCESC —Yio TPpdTO YEPE— KuARiTEpO. To diwkd pov
—10 apbpo— tya tithogopricel «Me to Bripa g XAvog!» Xv
—010 S0 cov— kamov ypapels, «Taypoto Epddov» (Tt odp-
ntoon)!) Avtd 1o «Tdayporo Eeddov» Bdtav axpifpac 6,1
£MPENE Y10 TITAOG TOV QPLOTOLPYNUOTIKOD QUAAGSIOL GOv.
‘Onwg vavar, pe tov titho avtd Ba etodom éva oydAL0 Y10 TO
$1x6 sov PuALESI0. 80

This commentary was never written, or at least never published,
because “Eypumdtikn ¢uALGSa” never materialized. However, the
similarity of the terminology with which the two friends expressed
their accusations against the generation of the ’30s (which they
essentially charged with fascistic organization methods) was not
merely a “oOuntoon”, as Skarimbas writes, but the point where
their converging courses finally met.

80 dyamnté KottiovAa, p. 126-7.



72 Athina Vogiatzoglou

One year later, Kotzioulas wrote a brief but warm review of
Skarimbas’s second poetic collection Eavtodindes (1950), where
he contrasted — indirectly but clearly — Skarimbas’s poetry to the
violently “cvyypovicpévn” (and de-hellenized) modern Greek
poetry, which, as he explained in his article “TIo0 tpafder 7
moinon;”, had been led to the “amoféwon tov mapaioyicpon”.8l
According to Kotzioulas, Skarimbas appears to tame his sub-
conscious and to create a coherent, harmonic and genuinely Greek
poetry. The intention to clear Skarimbas of any suspicion of
surrealism (as well as to associate him with the generation of the
1920s) is obvious.

Kéto on’ avtég 1ic {nievtég swdveg tov, kdtw on’ T1g 6Ao
EAAVIKOTI|TO, TOPOUOLDGELS TOV, CUVIOUES, YOPYEC, OOTPOu-
poTe. Epmvevons, okovlel, eppovudlel £va oKoTevd VIOGULVEL-
dnto, 10 GAoyo krivog mov 0GPere va ekepactel pe dvopdpeg
Kpowyés, dAAG mov M gvAoyio TG TEXVNG UTMOpPEL va TI METa-
BéArer oe ofpdtatec, mmoTikég, daxpvPpeytes eEOUOAOYAOELS
[...] ' Exovv 6Aa. toug [ta momjpota] cvvoyr, £T01 TOV A0TEAODV
£vo. ptio cbvolro, e povadikh appovic. Eivor o o epotikdg
momng érert’ an’ 10 PVpa, 0 MO TPOTOTVROG VOTEP’ On’ TOV
Kapvwtéxn.82

Kotzioulas passed away in 1956, at the age of 47. That year
the first institutional recognition of Skarimbas’s literary contri-
bution was celebrated. However, Skarimbas would continue his
militant action for three more decades, gradually sharpening his
tone against all those things he considered as negative aspects of
our intellectual and socio-political life, including the generation of
the "30s and the powerful cultural mechanisms of the capital.
Three years after the death of Kotzioulas, in an open letter to Elias
Erembourg (who, in his Russian anthology of the modemn Greek
novels, did not include Skarimbas or any other representative of
the Greek provinces), Skarimbas commemorated his Epirot friend

81 Kotzioulas, “Tlob tpaBéet n woinon;”, p. 16.
82 1dem, “TvAloyég pe ovoia”, p. 8.
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in the best possible way, by including him (along with other
writers like Kostas Varnalis, K. G. Karyotakis, Lambros Porfyras,
Dimosthenis Voutiras, Miltiadis Malakasis, Kostas Krystallis,
Themos Kornaros, and of course himself) in what he called the
“ramevol avappynTég Tov Yddotpatov”, who marched along the
“okoMd povordrt tov ayiov Toykdp”, as did in the past Pushkin,
Gorky, Tolstoy, or Gogol.83 The emotional way in which
Skarimbas refers to this group of Modemn Greek writers (which he
opposes to the divinely inspired Olympians Kostis Palamas,
Angelos Sikelianos, Nikos Kazantzakis, Stratis Myrivilis, Ilias
Venezis and a few more) echoes in both style and content the
more personal and combative article of Kotzioulas entitled “H
Tyohq tov Kapvwtdxn kol o x0kAog tov opoyevdy” (1952).84
Both writers use the first plural to depict themselves as
representatives of all like-minded writers. Skarimbas writes:

[...] bo01 —&v Lwn— dpodue oxdpe, TOAAOUEDD TAVTO LEG GTOVG
Stodoyopode Tov AoV, kdto omd g cvveldnong Tov Toug
¥romovg [...] Elpoote yvijow dvln tov xnmov pog, ovbevtikd
Todld Tov Aaod [...] Oy, dev £xgl onpaocia (1 éxel donv éxet)
av 10 Ta&{bt Tov KOGHOD Ol PEV TO KAUVOLV UE ... opeBovdp
A0VE eloutnpilo, ol toumAeiotol 8¢ ot GAAOL pag [...] putolwovy
7 éxovv neddvel oty yiho. 83

And Kotzioulas:

AovAievovue yia vo {ljcove Kot SOVAEDOVUE YioL TNV TEXVT] LOG,
yovovtag idpwta ki alpa Y 1o kKGbe koppdtt pog, eved ovtol
givar podnpévor oto érowa ko oTig ebkoleg emtvyieg [...]
woipvoope ofevaph otdon pmpog ota chyypove dedopéva, T
avaxkatebovpse autovcio Kor Bopperd oto  Ypoypd  pag,
Bavovue umdiiko ydpo oty moinon uog [...] Télog, &xovpe
KAion otovg ywplateg, otovg ovlpdrovg Tng dovAEdg, TOUG

83 Skarimbas, “Avoti emiotodf mpog Ttov k. HAla "Epeumovpyx”,
Evpoixog Adyog 21-22 (November-December 1959).

84 Néog Novudg 6 (January 1952) 5-8.

85 Skarimbas, “Avoity emiGTOM,”, pp. 66 and 75.
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Bewpodue clpka o’ TN CAPKO. LOG, OVTOVE TOV OIOTEAODY Ta
gvvid Sékorta Tov TAndvopod pag 86

These two texts obviously converge due to both the class
standards they apply and the high respect they express for the folk
values which, according to both Kotzioulas and Skarimbas, a
writer has to express with his work and with his life as well. In the
following decades (the 1960s and *70s) Skarimbas talked openly
about the generation of the ’30s, which he identified with the
Athenian establishment, as being indifferent to the needs and
desires of the ordinary people. What is more, with his last short
stories he returned to the ethographic framework of his first
attempts in the genre, thus bringing his adventurous creative
career to a close.87

In conclusion: despite their very different prose-writing styles
(Kotzioulas, as we saw, was persistently ethographic and realistic,
whilst Skarimbas was idiosyncratically and radically modernist
and “rmoapadolordyoc™), these two “enopyidtec” — as they proudly
used to call themselves — are connected by a fine poetic affinity,
their militant but unpretentious style and morals, as well as a
similar vision of art, which they regarded as deeply rooted in the
folk experience and aiming to delight and criticize (and not to
convey a profound and hermetic meaning). Kotzioulas was
broadly educated and poetically gifted, while Skarimbas had a
strong and highly unconventional literary talent. However, both of
them had low social capital and an implacably uncompromising
spirit, and thus did not gain the recognition they deserved.
Quixotic in both their poetry and their articles, they fought a battle
against the intellectual hegemony of Athens and the generation of
the *30s. Their libels were rarely taken seriously and their alliance
did not bear the fruit they expected; yet the story of their
friendship has a lot to reveal to us about the unofficial history of
Modern Greek literature, which is still uncharted territory.

86 Kotzioulas, “H ZyoMj tov Kopomtdkn kot 0 kKOKAOG TOV OpoyevhV”,

. 8.
57 See the comments of Stamboulou, ITxyég, pp. 397-400.





