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1. Introduction

The main objective of this paper is to study ssilend other forms of rural
mobilization in Greece, placed within a wider agtiaral movement, during the larger
part of the interwar period. Looking at the strikegiich are the main theme of this
Conference, we should point out that their freqyenahe rural areas was much lower
as compared to that of the urban centers. This fmetever, should not be exclusively
attributed to the conservatism of the farmers, @®pared to town dwellers. On the
contrary, it should be taken into account, thatywaften the farmers were expressing
their protest in different ways, as they were digedependent on their harvest and even
a few days of strike could give rise to serioushfgms.

The starting point for the study of the varioustigrof mobilization is the year
1922, as our objective is to look at the impactima country of the defeat at the Asia
Minor front and the arrival of almost 1.5 milliorfugees. Particularly for the rural
sector, it should also be taken into account thatyear 1923 marks the enactment of a
rather radical agricultural reform aspiring to sobhe problem of refugees’ settlement
and rationalize the landowning structures through large estates’ expropriation. At
this point however it should be stressed that tbealrreform (essentially the
expropriations of large estates in the areas winegwere used as the main vehicle for
exploitation) had been planned since the early 491t it was practically never
implemented up to 1922. On the other hand, lookamgthe state policy on the
management of the rural sector and the refugeddement from 1922 onwards, we
should underline that the Greek state was greaiiyparted by the League of Nations
and the Refugee Settlement Commission (RSC), whvels set up in 1924. In
particular, regarding the commission’s work, itcigar that the main emphasis was
given on the settlement of rural population, as garad to the urban dwellers. Taking
into account those developments, as well as theemsydization of the efforts for the
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solution of a series of hot issues, we should gat@mstudy the evolution of rural
mobilization, the collective bodies that had shapaad the forms it had taken.

The end point of the period under study, on theotiand, coincides with the
restoration of the monarchy in the country and aega political unrest, Metaxas
(leader of theEleutherothronai a party with very small electoral base) wouldetak
advantage of and impose his dictatorship. It igegmely interesting, to note that the
social tensions as manifested by the strikes aidob workers in May 1936 and the fear
of a “communist revolution”, were the main argunsensed by the dictator to justify

the need of imposing such a regime.

2. Thebasiclinesof therural policy in Greeceduring theinterwar period

Following this brief introduction, which has focdsenainly on the reasons of
choosing this particular period, for the study eé rural mobilization, our objective in
this section, is to present the main lines of tiralrpolicy during this period, always in
conjunction with the difficulties the rural poputat had to face.

As it has already been stressed, the rural poficthé period under study was
marked by its “interconnection” with the issue afugees, as it was crystallized
through the enactment of the rural reform of 1903 need to form a large stratum of
small landowners, which would contribute to ther@ase of production but at the same
time, would guarantee the social stability, wasaai® aspect of the rural policy, ever
before 1922. However, after the refugees’ arritral objective became an urgent need
and the support of small property was closely cotete with the formation of a
nationally homogeneous class and the presencestdaaly electoral base. Hence, the
government’s efforts focused on the process ofs#tiement of landless (both native
and refugees).

The colonization policy of the Greek governmenterahe next years, as well as
the efforts of the RSC, contributed to the fast affdctive restoration of the refugees.
Within this framework, a number of significant fifetions were provided to the
landless. The formation of cooperatives, which wegsponsible for the farmers’
settlement, as well as the granting of loans wereesof the dimensions of the state’s
aid. ™.
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However, despite the coordinated efforts of thee&rgovernments, various
problems related with the process of expropriatiorese emerging. The exemption, for
example, of the monastery property from expromiatiad often led to increased social
tension, directed mainly against the church. Thé#icdity of paying back the
agricultural loans and the consequent accumulatiatebts to credit organizations was
an additional cause of popular discontent in thentyside. The excessive debt of the
farmers, especially in a harsh economic period, was of the basic reasons for the
rural mobilization.

Looking at the basic lines of the rural policy imetperiod under study, we
should not disregard the strong state interverdrmniwhich reached its climax during
the 1930s. The increasing protectionism of the tgimbasic export products, through
the setting-up of organizations entrusted with régulation of production, the holding
of prices at a steady level and the reduction gfarts was certainly a main aspect of
this policy. The first such intervention mechanisamcerned the currants and from the
end of the 1920s onward a number of similar medmasiwere set-up for wheat, cotton
and tobacco. The state’s intervention was graduaflgcted on the legislation for the
cooperatives. The increase in the number of inspgetas a first result of this policy,
which reached its climax with the laws enactedtos issue in the early 1930s

As a result of the new laws, the cooperatives Ilgsime of their basic
characteristics, as self — administration, selfctioa, the significance of mechanisms
restricting their operations was reinforced, wratethe same time the participation in
the cooperatives of individuals, who had in thetgasen involved in politics, was
prohibited. Those state’s initiatives were ességtiaaiming at converting the
cooperatives into state policy puppets throughstiféocating control of their activities.
% The decisions taken for the rural sector in théyek930s were, in my opinion, in line
with the general spirit of the Liberal's governmeritich had been in office since 1928.
Venizelos, at that period, was not characterizethbyliberal rhetoric of 1910, when he
was elected Prime Minister for the first time bo, the contrary, he had clearly moved
towards a model of state intervention, which wasfoeced by the financial crisis of

1929. Indeed, many times in his effort to preverdgible social outrages, he had taken
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decision characterized by a spirit of state autananism, as for example in the case of
the cooperatives.

Returning to the issue of a continuously increasiage intervention in the rural
sector (which was obviously, related to the incregasterest for agriculture) we should
refer to the case of the Agricultural Bank of Ge¢aBG). The need to found a bank,
exclusively responsible for the granting of loanstle rural sector, was beyond any
doubt and indeed it had been a firm and long —datgndemand of the majority of
agrarists, since the early 1910s. Its establishrhemtever in 1929 disappointed the
agrarists since its basic lines were completelietght from their visions. The option of
a bank based on the agrarists and organized fréovpbseemed impossible within the
prevailing, at that time, climate of intense in&mionism. On the contrary, as it was
very soon revealed, the intention of the Greek guwent was to use the Agricultural
Bank not only as a vehicle for the monetizatiothef rural economy and the increase of
agricultural production, but mainly as a control am@nism of the cooperativist
movement. The Agricultural Bank of Greece took oWes role and, as it may also be
seen through the legislation enacted after 1929 etkwas a direct involvement of the
Bank’s supervisors into the cooperatives’ inte@féairs’.

All those governmental initiatives towards the culation of state
interventionism and the setting — up of control heegasm, were undoubtedly related to
the intensified rural mobilization during the 1dt820s and the early 1930s. Concluding,
we could say that yet another basic aspect ofttte’s rural policy, during the period
under study, was the more systematic implementatiche modernization plans. The
main goal of production increase, interconnectetth wrucial options, such as draining
of lakes, flood controls and irrigation works edpég in the annexed, during the last

decades, Greek regions.

3. Themain reasons of theintensified rural mobilizations after the agrarian reform

The governmental plans were often facing seriowblpm, as a result of the
country’s harsh economic situation, which had beedoubtedly deteriorated by the
global economic crisis. Looking at the rural matations in the Greek countryside after

1922, we would perhaps have expected a decredse mumber of rural protests. This,
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however, as we shall see in the following pagegemneccurred, but on the contrary the
number of rural mobilizations, with varying demandsd drastically increased in a
number of regions. Furthermore, a gradual radiadbn of the rural populations, who

were often using acts of violence to promote tbkims, was also observed. Naturally
the first question, which should be asked, is wdggpite the enactment of the radical
rural reform of 1923 and the seeming confrontatbone of the hottest issues of social
reality, the momentum of the agricultural movemiegt increasing over the following

years.

To answer this question we should, in my opini@eus on the main difference
with the previous years when, despite the presehaenumber of serious problems, we
didn’t have an organized rural movement. Indeedcadd say that a rural movement
had clearly emerged from 1923 onwards in contrdtét the scattered outbreaks of rural
populations, which had been taking place in theviptes years. The main difference
was the absence of social rural collectivities @otitical parties, which could act as
levers of rural mobilization. Indeed, in spite bétemergence of certain dynamic groups
which led the mobilizations in Thessaly in 1910, dié not have any similar examples,
in other areas of Greece, over the next years.

Looking at this matter and also at the weaknessexctbd at a national level we
could, without any doubt, argue that up to thet fitscades of the J0century, Greece
was a country in a process of continuous annexaioterritories. Hence, it was
practically impossible to have even the skeletoarobrganization that could coordinate
the rural demands at a national level. After théeakeof 1922, when the plans for
further territorial expansion were abruptly intgrted, the conditions for the birth and
growth of a national agricultural movement becamelmmore favorable. On the other
hand, returning to the absence of those colleasjitwhich could mobilize the large
rural population masses, we should mention theifgignt steps, which had already
been made since the late 1910s and continued dinengext decade. The foundation of
SEKE in 1918, which a few years later was renaméa KKE (Communist Party of
Greece), was the first big step. Despite the gjratmistakes made in its planning, it
was the first time that an organized political bddy put forward radical demands that
would satisfy the overwhelming majority of farmeRuirther significant developments
were the discussions among the farmers and theitesi behind the scenes for the
foundation of purely agricultural political partylhe first attempts towards this

direction, made in the early 1920s, were basicslligported by the unions of certain
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agricultural cooperatives and a few agrarists amellectuals active in the rural sector.
Those attempts did not last long and did not |eaahty tangible outcome. Nevertheless,
the discussions for the setting — up of such atipaliformation continued throughout

the 1920s and, indeed, in certain cases, even thosmplete organization structures
had contributed to the increase of rural mobil@atiuring the period under study.

On the other hand, the strengthening of the codip&sta structures was
remarkable; already, from the 1920s, when the @irsbns of cooperatives had become
to emerge, there were frequent discussions comgertine establishment of a
confederation of cooperatives. Indeed, accordinthéolaw regulating their operation,
the cooperatives should not have a vindictive attarébut, on the contrary, their main
concern should be to facilitate the money circolatin the rural sector. In reality,
however, several cooperativists had fought forgiiting — up of a new organizational
model, that would give the cooperatives a much na@asive role in context of rural
demands. It was for this reason that, throughoet pleriod of the cooperativist
movement’s evolution, official governmental sour&ept recommending to the unions
not to deviate from their institutional role. Inyaoase, it should be stressed that during
the whole period of increased radicalization in theal sector, certain cooperatives
(either first — grade (degree) or more complex cstmes) were among the basic

supporters of rural vindications.

4. Notable moments of the rural movement and the means of their expressions

Having presented the basic qualitative charactesistf the rural movement that
contributed to a clearly more intense mobilizatiorthe early 1920s, we would now
look at the most important moments of the coopé@sitimovement during the period
under study, which is split into parts the firsttemding from 1923 to 1929 and the
second from 1929 to 1935.

4.1 Therural maobilization from 1923 to 1929

The first dynamic agitations in the Greek counttgsiafter the rural reform of
1923, took place in the first months of 1925. Inuky and February of this year, we
came across a generalized wave of resistance méihed only to one region. It was
expressed through the farmers’ attempts to seizartbnastery lands since, although
according to the reform’s clauses they were amohg lands in process of

expropriation, the monasteries kept occupying gelgrart of them. The attempts of
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mass land seizures started at the first days afiaignin the region of Livadia and
shortly afterwards continued in Thessaly. From ld& days of January, a similar
climate of revolt was prevailing in Trikala, Thelssavhere the basic demand was again
the expropriation of big estates and monasterysfaadd the form of its expression,
once more, mass seizures. The contribution of thegoerilla movement to the rural
mobilizations — through the unions it had foundedas decisive throughout the period
under study. It was basically an anti-war movemairtjing at the restoration of the
reserve officers who had returned wretched andnueid from the Asia Minor Front
and its growth should be studied in parallel whk spreading of the Communist Party
of Greece (formerly SEKE) in the countryside, asrtlactions were —to a large extent-
interrelated.

A particularly noteworthy point regarding the mdtaktion of 1925 is the
farmers’ support by the laborers and other empleyddhe areas under revolt. Indeed,
if we examine this phenomenon in conjunction witR@&s efforts to penetrate the
countryside, we realize its clear interconnectioithwhe rhetoric concerning the
formation of a “common front of workers and farnieasd the future establishment of a
“workers’ — farmers’ government”. The CPG seemedit@ particular emphasis on this
issue, as a clearly stated objective of its leddera/as the avoidance of any isolated
action of the farmers; on the contrary, it wasssteel that the farmers’ mobilizations
could be fruitful only if they were organized inliedooration with the pioneer sections
of the labor movement. The Bulgarian case of Stabky’'s Agrarian party was a
typical counter example. Hence, the view that, eveghe farmers could seize power
they would not keep it for long, unless they coelder into an alliance with the labor
class, had been consolidated in the communist.party

Besides this aspect of joint action, another dinmensf the rural mobilization,
during the first months of 1925, was that most loé trevolts, where “traditional”
methods for the promotion on rural demands had lbised, were not spontaneous. On
the contrary, following the establishment of cadliee structures in the countryside,
more organized ways of vindication had been intoedu The handing out of leaflets
and propaganda material, in order to mobilize thealrpopulation was a common
practice. The culmination of this process was, uibdedly, the organization of mass
rallies with particularly radical slogans, which g¢ertain cases were put into practice.

® Livieratos, D. (1985)Social struggles in Greece, 1923-193bmouna, Athens, pp. 122 — 12k
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The mass seizure of estates was certainly suctkxampge and verifies the increased
level of radicalization in the Greek countryside.sbme other cases more “moderate”
solutions were preferred aiming at the politicalugon of the existing problems. The
submission of resolutions to the prefectural autiesrasking for the satisfaction of the
rural demands should be seen in this coftext

Summarizing, we may note that the rural mobilizagioof 1925 were not
characterized by an one — sided way of rural vemthnis but by a pluralistic approach;
this demonstrates the presence of a dynamic and aggultural movement, clearly
better organized as compared to that of the previdecade, and in a process of
continuous development. Looking at specific caasdpr example the rural uprising at
Trikala in February 1925, we realize that it did test for one day only but, on the
contrary, the continuous action of the region’srfars had kept this “new” dimension
of the rural issue in the full blaze of publicitgrfabout ten days. In 1925 we came
across the first strikes, which were not confinedie geographical region only.

As it has already been stressed in the introdugctle character of agitations in
the countryside was completely different, as comgdo that of urban riots, since the
farmers’ survival was directly dependent on theindest and hence a strike during the
cultivation period could be disastrous. Hence,ttubilizations in the countryside were
usually taking place in periods of less intensenfag activity. In any case, the mass
land seizures stopped at the beginning of 192&\iihig a very tight state riot control
(which caused the death of many peasants) aimisggpress the rural mobilizations.

The next generalized phenomenon of strong tensiotme Greek rural sector
took place in Iraklion, Crete during the first mlstof 1928. This time the reason of
unrest was not related to the land-owning strustuteit to the high-taxation. The
farmers demanded a radical reform of the tax syst&emd it is interesting to note that
they used radical ways of pushing it forward. Besithe mass rallies, we should also
refer to other forms of action, like the invasiohpeasants in the tax offices and the
burning of the files. It was clear that the issdeagricultural debts had managed to
mobilize a large part of the rural population, whélt the same time the contribution of

the Communist Party in this direction was deciSive
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The communist party’s leadership underlined thensgteous character of the
rural movement in Crete, but at the same time reatefl the party’s active participation
in the farmers’ “day — to— day” fights and its soppo the local movements. The view
that the CPG’s effort for an ever increasing peat&n of the rural population would be
greatly facilitated by a wider alliance with othieft — wing groups, was extremely
interesting. Indeed, in contrast to the party’®iinal opposition which had argued that
the spontaneous rural mobilizations should not bppesrted, since they were the
“driving forces” of military dictatorships, the adfal line was in favor of an even closer
guidance of the rural strdtaTowards the end of the 1920s the increase affitsence
in the countryside and the better organizatiorhefdgricultural (rural) structures were
two clearly (explicitly) stated goals of the CPG.

The fact that all the efforts which had been maaléas for the formation of an
agricultural party had failed, in conjunction witthe scarcity of strong rural
organizations that could be at the head of a mowenevocated the Communist
Party’s initiative. Such an event of common acticas observed in the mobilizations of
January and February 1928 in Crete, where the Unfi@@ooperatives in the Prefecture
of Heraklion had an active participation in theliesl which took place, while at the

same it seemed to approve the form of the farnreesitior’.

4.2 Therural mobilization after thecrisisof 1929
In any case and towards the end of the 1920s,utta¢ demands were not any

more confined exclusively to the rationalization the landowning structures. The

outbreak of the global financial crisis in 1929vlep the farmers’ social rage. Over the
next years, a number of strikes were called inareas of Northern Macedonia and
Thessaly, but also in Peloponnesus and Steréhe most active militant sector of the
rural movement was traced in areas of Northern Mace and issues, such as the
unbearable taxation and the impoverishment of tival rpopulation, were the main

causes of its radicalization. The accumulation diaad-to-bear sum of rural debts,

°® Communist Party of Greece, (1978)ficial texts, vol. Il 1925 — 1928&ighroni Epoxi, Athens, p. 568.
(in Greek)

agrotiki Kriti, newspaper 23.01.1928n Greek)

Ygeferiades, S. (1999) Small rural ownership, Stéssi® agriculture and peasant protest in the irsterw
Greece. The Agrarian Question Recaktyrnal of Modern Greek Studije¥ol. 17, pp. 315-316(in
Greek)

453



which could not be paid back by the majority of fapulation, was certainly a fact
closely related to the abnormal situation prevgiimthis area.

The farmers’ debts had been incurred after th@rasbn process and they were
due, not only to the Agricultural Bank of Greecat hlso to supranational bodies, such
as the RSC, which had been entrusted, in 1924héyleague of Nations with the
responsibility to assist the Greek nation. The fshdebts had always been a source of
social discontent but the situation had been dws#ing since the early 1930s. The
prevailing climate was particularly unfavorable fdealing with such issues, as the
country was in a state of bankruptcy and in thedbich global economic crisis. The
considerable decrease of the demand for agriclilfucalucts and the bad harvests of
the early 1930s, were two more problems addedet@xisting ones.

Hence, the realization that the confrontation oSthissues was interrelated with
the basic problems of the rural population’s sual/idid not come as a surprise. In this
case too, besides the common ways of protestraxémple the farmers’ marches, we
came across acts of violence against state oSicmlch as the tax collectors, which
were considered as a kind of oppressors for therd@ivata of the rural population. As it
has already been stressed, the most serious natimihzn the early 1930s broke out in
areas of Northern Macedonia and in this case the @W&s not the only strong supporter
of the rural demands. On the contrary, the roléhefagrarists in Northern Macedonia
(perhaps the most radical section of the Greelcalgural movement during this period)
who, since 1929, had founded the new Agricultuaaty? with more militant character
and more advanced demands, as compared to sineidures of the previous years,
was also decisivié

The political bond of the rural population (mairthe small landowners, which
according to the Greek urban governments’ reasomimge the guarantors of social
peace) with Venizelos and the Liberal Party “haokbn”, as the policy it has followed
was held responsible for the farmers’ financiatréss. The presence of an Agricultural
Party, which could offer a new “political roof’ tthe farmers, caused considerable
concern to the Venizelist party’s officials. Thertga which had been founded by
agrarists and was based in Northern Macedonia, etesacterized as a class —

conscious party and, according to Venizelists’addlis, its action was identical to that
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of the Communist Party. During the following years, up to the establishmef
Metaxas’ dictatorship, both the rural and urbarasref Northern Macedonia were the
breeding ground of strong (intense) social upheavealith the strike of tobacco
producers and laborers in Kavala, in May 1936,aahe most typical case.

Coming back to the issue of rural mobilizationss itlear that the more dynamic
ones were those which burst out in areas of Peloggrs in 1934 and 1935). Their
background was almost similar to that of the mahtions in Macedonia, as the main
cause of the social outbreak in Peloponnesus wss take difficulties of the rural
populations’ survival. One of their main differesceas compared to those of
Peloponnesus, was their duration, as they lastedvier a month in each of the two
consecutive summers of 1934 and 1935; furthermorthe summer of 1936 and prior
to the establishment of Metaxas’ dictatorship, sonwe upheavals, but of a much
smaller scale, broke out in the currant-producireps. Another difference was that, in
the latter case, the protests were not confinexhtp a part of the prefecture but, on the
contrary, they were gradually spreading everywhdfmally, it should not be
overlooked that in the upheavals of 1934 and 1885sbcial rage was manifested in a
much more direct way against the state and the etenporganizations.

Before we focus on the means used to promote threrduyproducers’ demands,
we should look at the background of this crisigstFof all, it must be underlined that
currant, the basic Greek export product, was adéated to the big crisis, which had
broken out in the mid-1890s and had lasted up editkt years of the new century. In
that case, too, the dramatic drop in currant’s espwas the basic reason for the riots,
with the producers asking for protective measuresraainly for the buying out of the
production surplus by the state or a state org#nizaln spite of the efforts made to
solve this issue, almost four decades later thiatsitn hadn’t changed considerably.

In 1925, within a context of increasing state imégrtionism, the Autonomous
Currant Organization (ACO) was established and &dsusted with the regulation of
the production and the product’s exports. Howesenrtly after its establishment, it
was criticized because it was considered as a ¢leetior the safer placement of the

loans” granted by the banking organizations aciivéne countrysid¥. This criticism

13 Mazower, M. (1992). The refugees and the econamisis, Deltio Mikrasiatikon Spoydqrvol. 9, pp.
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very soon became general and more severe as, $ebal@ccusations about financial
irregularities, the prevailing view among the coe@pists was that ACO, from a third
— grade cooperativist organization had been esdgntransformed into a state’s
orgart®. In a period of a dramatic drop in exports and ¢besequent inability of the
producers to sell their products, the governmaséd@sion to buy the surplus production
(retaining) at very low prices provoked their sgoreaction. The basic target of the
currant-producers’ protests was undoubtedly the A€iGre it was held responsible for
all their problems. As in previous mobilizationsnamber of attacks at the offices of
state agencies occurred in this case too. Furthrernaonumber of “symbolic acts of
resistance”, as for example the destruction ofréhigvay lines, in order to prevent the
transport of currents, were also obsefed

The mass rallies were the most common way of egmesof the farmers’
vindications in all areas of Peloponnesus in August September of 1934 and 1935.
Furthermore, in certain cases we had the joinbaaf farmers with other professional
groups, as it had already happened in the pastedter in the cases of mass rallies
with the participation of currant-producers fromegy part of Peloponnesus, the shops
remained closed and the whole population expressedlidarity to the farmers.

Regarding the socio-political bodies which constitlthe main vehicles of
those mobilizations the CPG played, once more, @se role. Its influence was
detected even in the rhetoric used as, besideslgéhanciations via slogans such as
“Down with ACO”, “We are hungry” and “Life or Death the views that the
governments’ capitalist policies were responsibletfie prevailing situation or that the
decisions taken were in favor of the politico-calist elites, as expressed in various
currant producers’ conferences caused a sensation

On the other hand, in this case too, the agricalltcooperatives were the basic
vehicles of the rural vindications and among theinmsupporters of the currant-
producers’ demands. Certainly at the level of rhetoo argument based on a thorough
and documented criticism of the capitalist syste been formulated. On the contrary,

as it has already been stressed, the denunciabibtise cooperatives were directed
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almost exclusively against the operation of the A@@l the downgrading of the
representatives of the unions of the cooperatives.

In any case, however, several cooperatives paateipactively in those riots
thus composing the most significant non-politicegiamizing body. The continuously
improving organization of the rural populations time countryside of Peloponnesus
during those riots is indeed noteworthy. The orgation of annual currant producers’
Conferences, at the beginning of summer, whereptbducers were discussing and
formulating their joint actions’ framework is a tgpl example.

The setting-up of committees entrusted to publitieefarmers’ problems and to
push their demands through the competent Statecegewas another tool which had
been used by the currant-producers at that periadl showed that this was an
agricultural movement with a many-sided way of atti It was also a natural
consequence of the fact that in a mass of 10.00eis (an indicative number based on
the participation in the bigger rallies) was nosye# have unanimity on the way the
currant-producers; movement should proceed. Hemediad the coexistence of various
forms of action, like the attacks in ACO’s officegth the efforts for a political solution
of this issue. This may also be fully explainedtbg simultaneous presence of bodies
with completely different rhetoric and practice wtiwere banded together by their
discontent for the prevailing situation and thesed to satisfy certain short-term goals.

5. Conclusions

Summarizing we could say that from 1922 onwards hmuawore intense,
dynamic and frequent mobilizations of the population the Greek countryside have
been observed. A first conclusion which may be drasvthat the rural discontent was
not stemming from one, but, on the contrary, fromagety of reasons. The delays in
the implementation of the rural reforms of 1923 &@hd exemptions of a number of
estates from them was certainly one major soureksgbntent.

The fear of prolongation of an unfair land-owninggime, as well as the
accumulated rage of the previous decades, setatiggtound of those mobilizations,
while the strong presence of the old guerillas ganeantimilitary character to those
actions. The generalized mass seizures of landessta many regions should be
considered as the first expression of rural radicalin the post-Asia Minor disaster

period. At the same time they seemed to follow plagern of the previous decades
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when the overwhelming majority of the isolated H&vowvere also related to the
landowning status.

The strikes constituted a form of mobilization matesely related to the urban
areas; on the contrary, the rural populations weaely using demonstrations in order
to press for their demands’ satisfaction. As it hlready been mentioned, the more
radical acts of the farmers’ protests were usuakyng place after the end of the rallies
and were instigated by groups of demonstrators.iiteh higher number of strikes in
the urban centers, as compared to the rural asgabeiyond doubt, related to the
seasonality of the work in the countryside. Thecfamation of strikes was practically
impossible during the periods of intense agricaltuactivity since given the harsh
economic situation the farmers’ survival was degendolely on their harvest. On the
contrary, the mobilizations were more frequent migirthe period with less intense
farming activity.

On the other hand, as the economic crisis wasngetkeeper, many of the rural
populations’ demands were also focusing on thdesedint of financial matters. The
issue of rural debts was one of them and led tthéurradicalization of the rural
movement in many areas. The assaults on state geggl®r the acts of vandalism in
state buildings revealed a case where the poligigHiority has lost its legitimization in
the eyes of the farmers due to its unwillingnesdaiee some, at least temporary,
measures of relief.

The radicalization was naturally stronger in theaar facing the most hard to
solve problems, but also having the socio-politibabies which could support the
mobilizations. The establishment and the gradu&ngthening of those actors was,
beyond doubt, a main reason for the more frequeshinaore dynamic agitations during
the 1930s. Indeed it must be mentioned that the mateworthy riots were breaking
out in areas where the model of the commercialaggitulture had been consolidated.
The consequences of the global economic crisis, dib@ease of exports and, by
extension, the lower demand created the environfeemtense social protests in areas

of the country’s basic export products.
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