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Abstract: My article will examine the role played by the agaaist ideology in inter
war Greek politics. Political interest in the rurgbopulation dates back to the early
nineteenth century. Radical land reform and the meition of the peasantry had become
part of the modernizing liberal government progragsnsince 1910. Yet it was not until
1923 that an agrarian party was founded in Greebiee emergence of the peasant as an
active factor in the political and social life was striking phenomenon in the history of
Greek politics between the two world wars. Howevactional misgivings, the petite -
bourgeoisie's aspirations of the Greek peasant esmas well as the clientelist networks of
the established bourgeoisies parties left verytéohiground for its success.

Yet, agrarianism exerted a far greater intellectuafluence on interwar Greece’s
hegemonic ideology than the electoral sway of theahan Party of Greece (which actually
hardly ever exceeded 6%). To this end, | will itigese the origins and identity of the
agrarian political personnel, and their parliamemnyacareer. Similarities and differences
between the right-wing and the left-wing agrarianagenda will be highlighted. State
intervention and protectionist measures in agriardt will be revisited. Last but not least,
the influence of agrarian populism on the discows&reek nationalism will also be briefly
considered.

Introduction

The emergence of the peasantry as an active factibre political and social life of
Europe, particularly in the agrarian East, wasrikisy phenomenon in the social history
of the Continent between the two world warsgrarianism, whose the underlying notion
is the idea that agriculture and those whose od¢imrpavolves agriculture are especially
important and valuable elements of sodietgertainly was not a novel ideological
phenomenon of the twentieth century. Since the nateteenth century, agrarian parties,
which intended to elevate the peasantry to a d&terrh socio-political position, were
established throughout Central and Eastern Eundpeever, it was not until after the
First World War that agrarian politics came to dogj@ prominent place on the political
agenda. In the aftermath of World War |, radicaldaeform and the emancipation of the
peasantry became part of the modernizing governmeogrammes even of highly
conservative regimes in the atelm Central and Eastern Europe, where the grepsesbf

" Lecturer of Modern History Faculty of History andrchaeology, University of Athens, Greece

(sploumid@arch.uoa.gr; sploumidis@yahoo.com).

! David Mitrany,Marx against the Peasant: A Study in Social Dogsma(New York, 1961), 31.

2 James A. MontmarqueThe Idea of Agrarianism: From Hunter-Gatherer toragan Radical in Western
Culture (Moscow, Idaho, 1989), VIII.

3 lvan T. BerendDecades of Crisis: Central and Eastern Europe beféMorld War Il(Berkeley, Los Angeles
and London, 2001 [1998]), 287-289, 292.

Studia Universitatis Cibiniensis. Series Historieal, 9-2012, p. 57-87



58  Spyridon G. PLOUMIDIS

the population lived based on agriculture, agrasmarwas disseminated along with the rise
of the forces of populist movements, which intenttegrovide solutions to backwardness
and socio-political marginalization of the peasgnifhe scope of agrarianist populism
entailed a fundamentally politicized view of thenfers as a social class; claimed to
represent genuine rural interests; and officiallpead at establishing the peasantry as an
independent socio-political force with an incregsgense of their own standing, interests
and purpose of actichThe agrarian parties, in their majority republicsith ostensible
left-wing, pacifist and socialist leanings, lefethimpact on East European politics in the
1920s, the era of the so-styled (by the Germarotigst Edgar Hosch) ‘green uprising'.
However, the limited power of Prague’s Green Irational (est. 1921) and the vigorous
reaction of the established bourgeois monarchigigsaleft very little ground for the
eventual success of the agrariar(n fact, the only agrarian party in the Balkahstt
independently yielded power was Alexander Stamddolg Bulgarian Agrarian National
Union between 1919 and 1993.

In Greece, political interest in the rural popwatidates back to the early nineteenth
century. Agrarian - minded intellectuals and poil#hs saw the ‘agrarian problen’
(aypotixov mpofinue) as an issue of landed private property. They lypexpressed their
distaste for the landlords, which they renounced tlas ‘parasites on agricultural
production’, and propagated the creation of a latges of small proprietors in agriculture.
However, before the turn of the twentieth centugyaaanism was not translated into a
practical form of politicized interest in the peasg as a social clagser se The situation
changed substantially since Spyros Chassiotis (18@3), the (in Evelpidis’ words)
‘protagonist of the agrarian idea’ in modern Greand an agronomist by trade, came to
the fore and publicized (by means of his periodiGgorgiki Proodos1892-96, andNea
Geoponika 1900-1927) the scope of agrarianism. The agrgmiahlem during thdin-de-
siecleGreece centred around tbifliks (i.e. the large estates) of Thessaly (alias thsug
of Thessaly’), and secondly those of Arta, AtticadaEuboea, which (after the
incorporation of Thessaly and Arta to Greece in 1)88ere owned by Christian
proprietors. The ‘issue of Thessaly’ particulartyracted the attention of several political
activists, such as the Larissa (Thessaly’s caplitallyer Demetrius Chatzigiannis and
Marinos Antypas (a socialist and agrarian publittist was murdered in 1907 at the behest
of the Thessaly landlords). On 6 March 1910, sldhras between the army and outraged
peasants at the railway station of Kileler (on thuskirts of Larissa) left two dead and
about a dozen wounded people. The bloody eversleier showed the violent potential
of the agrarian problem in Greece. Land reform #red emancipation of the peasantry
became part of the modernizing agenda of Elefteevienizelos’ first Liberal government,
elected on 28 November 1910. An active role in agnapolitics was also played by
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Alexandros Papanastassiou, a moderate socialistethirdeologue who initially became
politically affiliated with the Liberal Party andater, in 1928-36, led the Agrarian and
Workers’ Party (see below). In 1911, the revisiéranticle 17 (that touched upon private
ownership) of the Constitution paved the way fofuture forced dispossession of the
ciflik-owners. The expropriation of the large estatesthei distribution to the landless
peasantry was finally announced by the Venizelosvigional’ government in Salonic in
May 1917. At the same time, the establishment sélastanding Ministry of Agriculture
in 1917 (where Chassiotis served as General Dieetod of the Advanced School of
Agronomy at Athens in 1920 (which was directed byassiotis until 1925) created an
institutional forum for the expression and disseation of agrarianist political ideasyet

it was not until 1923 that an independent agraparty was founded in Greece. Before
1923, there had not been any genuinely agrariarement, let alone parliamentary party,
in the country; the various agricultural associagiosocieties and leagues, such as the
Athens-based Central Agricultural Society (est.4)8nd the Greek Agricultural Society
(est. 1901), for ‘the improvement of agriculturedasf the agricultural industries’ as well
as for ‘the practical and theoretical educationtloé farmers’, had been staffed and
administered by estate owners; and the rural ptpok had been represented in
parliament by their landlords.

For a better understanding of agrarian politicénberwar Greece, particular attention
needs to be drawn to the 1917 land reform, which acually materialized in February
1923, i.e. shortly after the Asia Minor Catastrogimel the influx of 1,3 million (mostly
destitute) refugees in 1922. The interwar land rmefoeventually expropriated
approximately 1,700 estates and rurally settled, 3D landless native families and
145,000 refugee families. The interwar agrariaomafcreated a massive stratum of new
smallholders out of the refugees and landless estin Thessaly and in the (post-1912
annexed) New Lands of Macedonia, Thrace and EpBys 930, Greece had irrevocably
become a country of small peasant proprietdrse socio-political importance of the land
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reform of 1917 was literally immense. Chassiotisno@ented in 1924, when the land
reform was still in advance, that ‘the landlesspwiork as simple wagers on alien estates,
are easily carried away by the communist propagamdach (if this frivolous and
dangerous ideology happens to spread into the gmini¢) threaten to paralyze labor,
peace, family and social order, and to dissolvepthlidy and the nation’; he argued that ‘a
good and just solution to the agrarian problemhis best measure for peace, social
equilibrium, order, progress and true civilizatio@nd he praised the socio-economic
advantages of the small landed prop&t§abis Alivizatos, a future secretary-general of
the Ministry of Agriculture and vice-director ofatAgricultural Bank of Greece, noted in
1934 that ‘thanks to the applied agrarian policyed€ge has acquired a most broad
conservative social foundation, i.e. the landeduaan class, something which will help so
that social evolution will take place at a mildercp and without abrupt social tossify’.
Truly, the rurally newly settled population of albol,000,000 came to be politically
conservative at heart, and communist influence gmive Greek peasantry remained
limited throughout the interwar periddl.

Besides the land reform, the interwar years weon@uwically characterised —and the
agrarian agenda was consequently influenced— bprédwide agricultural crisis, which
hit European agriculture especially hard. The degiom of the 1930s was preceded by a
slump in agricultural prices because of increasirgicessive productivity, particularly in
the Americas. Global recurring crises in the re@bnomy, peaking in 1924 and in 1928,
were considerably severe and contributed to thend@nd spiral in the early 1930s. As
output rose, prices declined and farmers clamodioedprotection. Worst affected in
Europe were producers of staple commodities, sushwheat?® In 1925-29, the
international index price of wheat decreased by 28¥he down swing in agriculture hit
badly the Balkan national economies, since agucaltproducts were their main export
commodities> Moreover, low productivity, lack of capital, pritivie farming methods and
a rural overpopulation marred the Balkan (and mgemerally Eastern European)
agricultural economie¥.In Greece, in 1927-31 the index price of wheadtffem 151 to

19 Spyros Chassiotis Tkéyeig Tivég eni tov aypotikod {ntipatog,” [Some Thoughts upon the Agrarian Issue]
Ta Nea Geoponik®-10 (September-October 1924), 77.

™ Babis Alivizatos, Anpokpartio kot yeopyia: O amoloyopdc piag dekaetiag (1924-1934),” [Democracy and
Agriculture: The Account of a Decade (1924-19&)jasia 230, (27 May 1934), 667.

12 George Th. Mavrogordatostillborn Republic: Social Coalitions and Party &egies in Greece, 1922-
1936 (Berkeley, 1983), 161, 176; cf Kostas Vergopoulsaypotixé Gitnuo oty EAAddo: To mpdfinua
S KOWWVIKNG evowudtwons e yewpyiog [The Agrarian Problem in Greece: The Issue of Sueial
Integration of Agriculture] (Athens, 1975), 153.

13 Chrysos EvelpidisH yewpyiii kpioic 10ia ev EMadi [The Agricultural Crisis, Particularly in Greece]
(Athens, 1931), 8, 10, 21-23; Shepard B. Cloughprités Moodie and Carol Moodie (eds€Egonomic
History of Europe: Twentieth CentufNew York, Evanston and London, 1968), 14, 215:A®&nk B.
Tipton and Robert AldrichAn Economic and Social History of Europe, 1890-1@8singstoke, Hampshire
and London, 1988), 165-166; Gerold Ambrosius antliakti H. Hubbard A Social and Economic History of
Twentieth-Century Europ@ambridge, Massachusetts, 1989), 169.

14 Giorgio CandeloroStoria dellltalia modernavol. IX (Il fascismo e le sue guejréMilan, 1990), 121.

15 John R. Lampe and Marvin R. JacksBaJkan Economic History, 1550-1950: From Imperiar&erlands
to Developing NationgBloomington, 1982), 434-435, 466-467.

16| . S. StavrianosThe Balkans since 1458lew York, 1965 [1958]), 593-599; Ivan T. Beremkcades of
Crisis: Central and Eastern Europe before World WaiBerkeley, Los Angeles and London, 2001 [1998]),
255-259.



Agrarian Politics in Interwar Greece: The StillbdReasant’ Parties 61

117" The income of the Greek farmers shrank accordibghpw the national average,
reaching the limits of poverty: in 1927 the averageome per ‘agro-pastoralist’ family
was $282.4, while the median household income ateduto $377.9% The decrease in
the agricultural income was also coupled with takk ih the average productivity (until
1931), as well as with the indebtedness of the éasnto banks and money lenders. The
indebtedness of the Greek peasantry deepened ih9Bf@s: in 1937, agricultural debts
reached 43.3% of the gross agricultural incomeiavalved 70% of the Greek farme'rs.
Farmers in Greece responded to the economic drisiforsaking their plots and
emigrating to the towns. Undoubtedly, urbanism wasa novel phenomenon in Greece.
In the ‘long nineteenth century’, a steady stredgnmdration to the towns (or to the
Americas up to 1922) offered an outlet for the @wer of labor in the countrysid®.
Nevertheless, in the interwar period this migratstregam widened. The agrarian reform of
1917, which turned the landless peasantry andehmees settled in the countryside into
independent smallholders, did not put an end toewersed this demographic trend. The
new smallholders did not succeed in turning theweselinto successful entrepreneurs,
while the economic slump of the 1920s and the e&f80s worsened the business
environment in agriculture. At the same time, theunting population pressure on
available arable land produced a marked movement fxgriculture to non-agricultural
occupations in the towns. Thus, seeing no futuospects in agriculture, Greek farmers
migrated themselves or incited their (male) offisgrito move to the towrfs. While
between 1910-30 the increase in the size of tharugmpulation was moderate in all the
other Balkan countries, in Greece the share of gbpulation living in towns rose
spectacularly? In 1920-28, the percentage of Greece’s urban pdipul living in cities
with over 20,000 people populating them, rose fioftio to 27%; this was practically the
result of the settlement of around 390,000 refugedise three largest cities of the country
(Athens, Piraeus and Salonica), as well as of tibernal migration of another 500,000
from the rural areas to the large urban cerffréBhis internal migratory movement
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continued well, yet to a lesser degree, into th80%9In 1928-40, the population of the
‘Capital complex’ (i.e. Athens and Piraeus) inceshby 40.2%, jumping from 802,000 to
1,124,109* Around 200,000 of these new urban settlers weezrial migrants from rural
areas> About one-fourth of the annual natural growthtaf population of the countryside
(15.47%o in 1931-35) was thus lost to the townsmipthis period® In March 1930, the
general secretary of the Ministry of National Ecawyoformally identified the Greek
problem of urbanism with the German-coined tebandflucht (namely in Greek:
aypogvyia), meaning the ‘desertion’ of peasants from th&d$ieand their ‘flight’ into the
towns?’ (As a matter of fact, théandflucht was a rather generic phenomenon that
inflicted a wide range of societies in Europe —Emritaly, Germany, Norway, Finland, et.
al.— at the time, except for Britaff).

The Agrarian Party of Greece, 1923-33

The need for the establishment of an agrarian par@reece that would promote the
‘agrarian idea’ was proclaimed at the so-calle@tFdanhellenic Agrarian Congress, which
was held in Athens in January 1922. The AgrariatyRd Greece was eventually founded
at the Second Agrarian Congress in March 1923. é¥eptatives of the cooperative
movement, agronomists and officials of the MinistfyAgriculture played a leading role
in its establishment and manned its provisionalnmBsnber administrative council.
Chassiotis was elected leader of the party, wheagasher three eminent agronomists
(Chrysos Evelpidis, loannis Karamanos and Demetasgetis), along with syndicalists
of the cooperative unions (such as Gregorios Bafnias Arta), became members of its
administrative council’ Chassiotis, Evelpidis and Bamias were re-eleatethé Party’s
first presidium in January 1924 (with Chassiotic@more in the chairf. Ostensibly, a
leading role in the new-fangled Agrarian Party vpdayed by the agronomists, a new

24 Nikolaos Chr. Settasfo dnuoypagikdéy xoa 1o Kowwviko-oikovouxdv mpdfinua e EAlddoc [The
Demographic and Socio-Economic Problem of Greestiighs, 1964), 23.

% A, Delendas and |. MagioroBuwc ifetar to EAqviov Ipépinua [How the Greek Problem is Put Forward]
(Athens, 1946), 30-31.

% A, Delendas and |. MagioroBuwc ifetar to EAqviov Ipépinua [How the Greek Problem is Put Forward]
(Athens, 1946), 32.

%7 petros E. GaroufaliasO* viepminfuopdg tov morewv,” [The overpopulation of the towngrgasia 8 (1
March 1930), 17; cf. Demetrius E. KalitsunakisAypotmg (0),” [The Farmer] Megali Helliniki
Engyklopaideiavol. | (Athens, [1926]), 491.

28 Frank B. Tipton and Robert Aldricthn Economic and Social History of Europe, 1890-16Basingstoke,
Hampshire and London, 1988), 241-242, 245; Geraltbsius and William H. Hubbardy Social and
Economic History of Twentieth-Century Eurd@ambridge, Massachusetts, 1989), 56-60.

29 Konstantinos MavreasH molitikiy opyéveon Tov aypotikod ydpov oty EAAGSa katé v mepiodo 1922-
1936,” [The Political Organization of the Rural Rean Greece in the Period 1922-1936] in Theodoros
Sakellaropoulos (ed.Veoeldnvikip kovwvia: Iotopixés ko kpitikés mpooeyyioeic [Modern Greek Society:
Historical and Critical Approaches] (Athens, 199B2; Gunnar Heringla wolitixé kéuuata oty Elldoa
1821-1936 [The Political Parties in Greece, 1821-1936], vdL (Athens, 2006), 1119-1120;
Panagiotopoulos{ypotixé Kéuua EXddog, 50-53.

%0 Demetrius Pournaraggropia tov aypotikod kivijuatoc v EJGor [History of the Agrarian Movement in
Greece] (Athens, 1931), 75-77; Panagiotopougsorixé Kéuuo EALddog, 56-57.



Agrarian Politics in Interwar Greece: The StillbdReasant’ Parties 63

emerging elite of technocrats(Similarly, a populist circle of agronomists, syatipetic to
the plight of the peasantry, were among the foundéthe agrarian political movement in
Bulgaria in 1899?)

The Party’s overall aim, upon its foundation in 39%as to promote the interests and
the emancipation of the agrarian cl&s. thus appealed to ‘the farmers to send to the
parliament, as their representatives, individualat thave a practical understanding of
agricultural life; individuals who know the problenof the farmer; individuals that are
flesh of the flesh of the farmers, i.e. who areasigns’>* The Party accentuated its class
identity by placing emphasis on the clash betwdsn‘dgrarian’ candidates and the
‘scribes’ kalauapddes) and the ‘drones’ sgygivec) of the cities® The party that
represented the progressive ideology of agrarianmstially appeared to be distancing
itself completely from the bourgeois establishméetirysos Evelpidis, an agronomist by
trade and a founding member of the Agrarian Padyeals that in September 1920 (in
view of the approaching general elections) he ahdroagrarian leaders had been called
upon to join up with the Socialist Workers’ Parthg SEKE), which had just (in April
1920) become a member of the Third Internationad (an 1924 was renamed as the
Communist Party of Greece, the KKE). The ‘electgmalgrammeme’ of SEKE called for
‘the immediate and irrevocable occupation of thedd§ by the farmers who till them,
without any indemnification of the landlords’, aslivas for ‘the disbandment of all the old
debts of the peasants toward usurers, monastendstle state’, appeared —in the
agrarians’ point of view— to be ‘far too radicaldanot compatible with the conservative
perceptions of the Greek people’. On the other h&iKE's agrarianist programmeme
(its ‘social programmeme on the economic, politexadl social issues of the countryside”),
which stood for small private property (in part@ylit stated that ‘every peasant that tills
his plot of land, by himself and with the help @ lbwn family, has the right to keep it),
appeared to be ‘too conservative’ and oppositbegtinciples of the Comintern, and thus
the agrarian—communist alliance was called offttey@ommunistg>

The ‘manifesto’, the ‘principles’ and the programmes of the Agrarian Party, which
were initially published inAgrotiki Simaia(the Party’s organ) on®1December 1923,
clearly addressed the agrarian class. The manitdstbed ‘our farmers brother of the
‘several perfidious individuals’ who for the pasheo hundred years were presenting
themselves as their defenders; and called on ttmeefoto realize their strength and get
politically organized, since the farmers represgr®% of Greece’s population’ and thus
were ‘the real power of the people’, yet so farythead remained ‘neglected and looked
down upon’ by the politicians. Along these lindse first and foremost principle of the

31 Demetrius Sotiropoulos and Demetrius PanagiotamuESucoi Stavoodpevol kot BOAAKES YEPAPETONG
ot0 Meoondrepo: Metoppubuotés yeomovor kar pnyovikol oty dmobpo kot oto dotv,” [Special
intellectuals and enclaves of emancipation in theriwar periodMnimon 29 (2008), 132-135.
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1923(Princeton, 1977), 23, 27, 32.
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501.
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Party declared that ‘the political power must beglémthe agrarian class, which is the most
numerous, and contributes the most to the counggtsromic life’. For that matter, the
farmers were ‘entitled to assume, through the ssprtives of their class, the reins of the
country’s government for the effective support bé tagrarian interests in harmony,
always, with the general interests of the natiod ahthe whole society’. In its third (out
of the ten in toto) principle the founders of thartly asserted that ‘popular sovereignty
must be real and absolute’; and it briefly refertedthe ‘positivity’ of the individual
liberties and the freedom of speech. Another ppiectalled for the protection and the
material elevation of the ‘working people and esgcthe farmers’ in the interests of the
country’s prosperity and the increase of the nafigroduct. Subsequently, the Party
manifested that ‘the land should belong to itetdland thegifliks should be abolished'.
Besides being radically principled on the core éssfithe land, the Party was also critical
towards the capitalists, who ‘should assist andemptoit the producers’, and called on the
state ‘to intervene and regulate economic life’rthermore, the Party asked for ‘full and
real local self-government (communal and provingiab that ‘all issues of a local nature
must be settled promptly by the interested regiamghns®’ Much of these, as well as
other agrarianist measures (such as the performainegtensive irrigation and drainage
public works; the amelioration of transport and cmmications in the countryside; the
provision of low-interest loans to cooperatives andividual farmers; the establishment of
medical services in the countryside; the improvemoéimygiene and housing conditions in
the villages; the treatment of malaria and thetiighalcoholism among the peasants; the
provision of electricity, fresh water as well agegtainment to the villagers; etc.) had been
proposed and ‘systematically’ enlarged by Evelpadigier in 1923°

Subsequently, the Party’s programmeme specified a@fgementioned suggested
measures and addressed several other pertineesigswa more analytical and practical
manner. For instance, it indicated that the ‘detrexpropriation of all the large
agricultural estates, including the meadows’, stidad ‘direct, simultaneous and complete
throughout the country’. It also demanded that distribution of these estates to the
landless peasantry and shepherds or refugees (bpose who did own adequate landed
property) as well as the use of these estates gHmlhanded to and handled by the
cooperatives. It further petitioned the advancenoénhe infrastructure in agriculture: the
construction of drainage, irrigation and anti-flogl works; the improvement of rural
transport; the establishment of an Agricultural Bathe strengthening of the cooperative
organization of the farmers; the consolidation gfi@ultural security with the help of the
agrarian policedypoguiokn); the undertaking of urgent and radical measureshie rural
hygiene, and the establishment of public surgenigbe rural areas, etc. It further called
for the ‘re-organization’ of the education and teeorientation of the educational system
towards the contemporary social needs, especiallthe rural areas, and towards the
agrarian character of the country’. This practicaitieant ‘the transformation of several
classical Gymnasiums into agricultural Lyceums arate generally the expansion of the
teaching of applied sciences’, as well as ‘the stament of agricultural and other
specialized professional schools throughout thenttgu The agrarians’ programmeme

37 Agrotiki Simaia,27, December 1, 1923, 2.
38 Evelpidis, Zootua aypotiic mokitikic, 72-114.
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touched also on ‘the improvement of justice’; thmleshment of the capital punishment
and of the imprisonment for debts towards the stte reformation of taxation’ with a
view to increasing the exempts of the agricultwabperatives and the abolishment of
indirect duties on staples. In the end, the progname called for the reduction of the
military service and for a foreign ‘policy of peac€oncerning the latter, the Agrarian
Party stood for ‘peaceful relations with all theuntries and the solution of every
difference through arbitration’, with a view to a&slishing ‘a sincere understanding and
economic cooperation with the neighbor countried #or the attainment of permanent
peace in the Near Eastjurolds, which included Turkey and the Balkan®)'.

The Agrarian Party based its electoral prospecthemstensible reality that two thirds
of Greece’s population (c.60%) lived on agricultufighing and husbandfy.Its founders
were fully aware that their party was certainly mio¢ first or the only one that had a
coherent agrarian programmeme. Evelpidis, who ily 1923 ‘more academically’
elaborated on the Party’s programmeme, admits\teaizelos’ Liberal Party had already
introduced ‘a really new and complete system ofiagn policy’, and that the Liberals’
Law 1072 of 1917 (which decreed the expropriatibthe large estates) was ‘undoubtedly
a steppingstone for a new agricultural progreshercountry’. However, he claims that the
actual implementation of these agrarianist measwas impeded by the ‘bourgeois
character’ of the successive Liberal governmentsteMyenerally, in Evelpidis’ view, the
agrarian programmes of all the ‘bourgeois part{®®&nizelist and Anti-Venizelist alike)
were rather ‘improvised’, and their mere purposes wa ‘steal’ the farmers’ vote; their
promises were forgotten the very next day afterelletions. The political schemes of the
‘bourgeois parties’ on agriculture focused on theréase of the agricultural production,
and ignored the interests of the farmers as alsdeiss, seeing them merely as ‘tools of
production’. The tillers of the land were thus lgpifooled and exploited®*

The Agrarian Party of Greece drafted a remarkakilgreled agenda in 1924. From 22
to 29 May 1924 the so-called Third Panhellenic Agra Congress took place in Athens.
The Congress was convened on the initiative of Bagty and of the Panhellenic
Confederation of Cooperatives, and was chaired lhgs€iotis. The Congressmen highly
praised Chassiotis for being ‘among the first whew sthe agrarian idea’ and for
‘indefatigably toiling for so many years over theakening of the rural people and over
the latter's ethical and material elevation’. (TR®ngress came under the aegis of
Alexandros Papanastassiou, who at the time helaffieee of the Prime Minister. In his
address to the participants, Papanastassiou exhkesocial role of the peasantry.) The
Congress’ resolutions echoed the main ideologieakts of the Agrarian Party. The
resolution on the ‘agrarian issue’ called for ‘thiesolute expropriation of thgfliks and
any other farm that is cultivated under serfdomd dheir allotment to the landless

3% Agrotiki Simaia27, 1 December 1923, 2. L. S. Stavrianbse Balkans since 145@New York, 1965
[1958]), 610 notes that “in international affaithe peasant parties had marred pacifist leaningk&
programme of the Agrarian Party of Greece was righddl in the summer of 1925; sd@pbypappa Tov
Aypotikot Koppatog,” [Programme of the Agrarian Partfh Nea Geoponik&/-8, (July-August 1925), 93-
95.

40 Evelpidis, Zootqua aypotikic molimikiic, 10; cf. Chrysos EvelpidisQixovours xar kowvewviki iotopio te
EXM.adog [Economic and Social History of Greece] (Ather35Q), 112.

41 Evelpidis, Zvotqua aypotixiic molitiic, 18-19.
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peasantry or to the farmers without sufficient lafthe resolution on the ‘settlement’ (of
the Asia Minor refugees and the native landlesssgay) openly pronounced the
following radical agrarianist principle:

‘The land must belong to those who cultivate iggf who do not contribute by means
of personal labor to agricultural production shalve no property rights [on the land].
Therefore, land shall be expropriated on the abmasis without taking into account
whether the present owners of the land have or haveny other adequate property or
fortune’.

This resolution determined also the priority inicla of agricultural land:

‘Wherever there is scarcity of land, priority shiaf given to the cultivators who have
the most labor rights and those who have diffiesltmoving. Therefore, sharecroppers
should have priority over capitalist farmers; madrbver unmarried [farmers]; native over
refugee [settlers], etc.’.

The congressmen clarified that the minimal sizehef expropriated land allotted to
landless peasants and refugees should, by any meaffise the maintenance of ‘an
agricultural family, for it to live on its personiabor’.

Additionally, the resolutions touched on the ‘sgdivernance’ of the agricultural
communities, and called for the broadening of ttape of the cooperative movement to
the management of ‘local public functions’ with i@w in attaining ‘full self-governance
and their emancipation from state intervention’. ré@articularly, they requested the
expansion of the agricultural cooperatives’ jurtsidin onto the election of local communal
officials; onto ‘communal security and agrarianipioly’; onto primary education; public
works for the benefit of the community; the levyiofy’communal and other taxes’, et. al.
The resolutions also requested the provision opiter and agrarian education’ by the
state; more particularly, they asked for the remtation of the existing educational system
away from its traditional classicist form, and tediahe ‘actual social needs and the
agricultural character of the country’. That expljc meant the transformation of the
majority of provincial ‘classical Gymnasiums’ intpractical Lyceums’ (i.e. vocational
High Schools); the establishment of several ‘agrarand other special schools, wherein
the farmers could receive training by professiamgdonomists; and more generally, the
expansion of applied science within state educafiboreover, the resolutions demanded
the establishment of a ‘large Agricultural bankhdathe abolition of the bureaucratic
fixing of prices of agricultural products, whictstgcted the returns of the farméfs.

In addition to issues related to the land reform agricultural education, ‘cooperatism’
(ovvepyatiouog) and the ‘cooperatist ideasveraipiotinyi 10éa), a ‘new system of social
organization that would embrace all the phenomdnaconomic life’, yet distinct from
Soviet-type collectivismuoilexnfiouos), also figured prominently on the agenda of the
agrarians?® Evelpidis, as well as other agrarianist intellatsy placed an emphasis on

42 Anonymous, To I Iaveldiviov Aypotikdv Zvvédpiov,” [The Third Panhellenic Agrarian Congresgi
Nea Geoponika6-8, (June-August 1924), 49-61.

43 D. Chatzigiannis, To 18e0Aoyikdv mepiexdusvov tov sAAvikod aypotikod kwviuotog,” [The ideological
content of the Greek agrarian movemeidtinoniki Ereuna 9, (December 1932), 5-6. The cooperative
ideals were originally formulated in the nineteem#ntury by Robert Owen (1771-1858) and Charles
Fourier (1772-1837). Cooperatism, which is foundadhe belief that the means of production, distidn
and exchange or consumption should be owned oraitaat by cooperatives, essentially is a visioraof
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sustaining the agricultural cooperatives, ‘the fnek unions of farmers of the same
vocation'’. In Evelpidis’ view, the cooperatives adeally founded on the ethical principle
of ‘solidarity’; ‘struggle against usury and preféring; they render commerce more moral;
and tent to restrict the dictatorship of the cdisits and the parasitism of the middlemen,
who exploit the work of the farmers’. Yet, as a teabf fact, the cooperative movement in
Greece was lagging far behind its counterpart enrthighboring Bulgaria. Within 1922,
Stambolijski’s government doubled the number of tkace existing 1,862 cooperatives,
whereas in Greece the official score of the agitical cooperatives at the end of 1922 only
reached 1,816. And while the majority of the Bulgar cooperatives belonged to
‘producers’, their Greek counterparts were, in rthgreat majority (1,345), credit
institutions, with only a slight minority (of 72)edling with the actual production.
Evelpidis accordingly admitted that ‘a great pafttiee founded cooperatives did not
advance an inch beyond the signing of their statatel ‘unfortunately, the majority of the
cooperatives in Greece forgot their long-term gahagendas, such as the advancement of
agriculture and the sustenance of cooperative aitiid and were overwhelmed by the
petits-traders’ spirit and the craving for profft Demetrius Pournaras, a prominent left-
wing agrarian journalist and publicist, regrettablgknowledged in 1931 that ‘in Greece
most of the cooperatives, except for a small soérhem, were not founded in order to
serve a more general agenda, and their actionssetrly restricted to the drafting of their
statute’. Pournaras underlined that ‘the coopegagpirit and the pure cooperative idea (the
cooperatives to become the bulwarks of the interesthe farming people and the latter’s
political and economic emancipation) did not flebtiin Greece, and consequently many
cooperatives were practically ‘completely dead'. eThileplorable situation of the
cooperative movement in Greece had resulted inAdgrarian Party ‘walking slowly or
even backwards, and not being in a position to ldpvihe necessary political propaganda
among the farmer$®. Gregorios Bamias, a cooperative syndicalist who iecome head
of the Athens branch of the Agrarian Party, ackmalgked in 1933 that there was ‘very
little or not at all cooperative conscience’ in Eece, and reasoned that cooperatism should
not yet be included in the agenda (the ‘fundamasragramme’) of the Party.

Cooperatism was not the only liability to the Paitieological and personal differences
and clashes caused a deeper rift among its rartkss, Tespite its fruitful reports and
profuse discussions, resolutions and suggestibasThird Panhellenic Agrarian Congress
did not forge unity between its members, and thst foreak-up of the Agrarian Party
followed shortly after, in the summer of 1924. Ghasis seceded along with his followers
and established the National Agrarian Party, whelpidis and Bamias retained, for a
short time, the control of the master Party andritaithpiece Agrotiki Simaia[Agrarian

alternative society to both capitalism and soamji¢ is a mode of ownership of the means of prdidac
that is both compatible with (indeed, a form oflvpte property, and at the same time not depenaieainy
division between capitalist and laborer; see Rdgenuton,A Dictionary of Political Though{London,
1996), 109-110; lain McLean (edJhe Concise Oxford Dictionary of Politig®©xford and New York,
1996), 111-112.

4 Evelpidis, Zvotua aypotiriic roic, 125-126, 129-130, 133-135, 138.

45 Demetrius Pournarasgtopio tov aypotikot kwviuatoc ev EAlaoi, 82-83, 86-88; MavreasH' molrtiki
0pYavmon ToL aypoTikov x®pov otnv EALGSa katd v nepiodo 1922-1936", 126.

6 Gr. Bamias, At dbo taoelc Tov Aypotikod Koppatoc,” [The two Tendencies of the Agrarian Party]
Koinoniki Ereuna 10, (January 1933), 22.
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Flag, issued in the years 1923-1926]. On 6 Decenb@b, the Panhellenic Agrarian
Radical Party was established in Trikkala (a m&g@m in Thessaly) under the leadership
of Demetrius Chatzigiannis. Chatzigiannis’ partyhieh practically replaced the stump
Agrarian Party, by and large represented the neallisatders of Thessaly and of the New
Lands (i.e. of the newly annexed northern provincke&pirus, Macedonia and Thrace),
who had acquired their plots thanks to the landrrafof 1917 and therefore had
established Venizelist and republican loyalties. @& other hand, Chassiotis’ offshoot
mostly expressed the interests of the yeomen of (Odd pre-1912) Greece and more
particularly of the Peloponnese, who had settletheir properties as a result of the 1871
land reform and were distinguished for their moshservative and royalist leanings.
Nevertheless, the Panhellenic Agrarian RadicalyRasis no more radical than the master
Party: Bamias clarified that the party was actimgthin the framework of the existing
social and economic regime’, and was absolutelctejg the idea of ‘the dictatorship of
the agrarian class, which had been applied by thigaBian Agrarian Party’ (in 1919-23).
Nor does Chatzigiannis claim, in his memoirs, aiffieently. The pronounced ‘promotion
of agrarian interests’, as well as ‘the awakening #he emancipation of the agrarian
class’, which figured in the newly-founded partgi®gramme, solely meant (in vague and
unclarified terms) ‘the movement of the weight egndf popular sovereignty from the
cities to the rural area¥’.

In 1929, renewed efforts were made for a unifiedafgn Party. For this purpose, the
so-styled First Panhellenic Unitarian Agrarian Q@sg was convened in Salonica in May.
The Party headquarters came to be ‘provisionatbtiened in Salonica, and Chatzigiannis
obtained the leading position of the secretary-ggdnia its ‘executive committee’. (The
transfer of the Party’s administrative centre tétoBiaa reflected the prevalent estimation
that support for agrarianism came mostly from th@tsm of new smallholders of
Thessaly and northern Greé€e.Thereupon, the Party assumed a more strict class
character, and placed forward pretensions for siseraption of the political power by the
agrarian class ‘through the parliamentarian wayeftiwing agrarian (such as Kostas
Gavrielidis) as well as former Communists (suclApestolos Pagoutsos) came to hold a

47 Gr. Bamias, Aypotikov Koppa,” [Agrarian Party] Megali Helliniki Engyklopaedial (Athens, [1926]), 501;
D. Pournarasiotopio tov aypotikod kivijuazog, 88; Constantine Trachanas, “The Agrarian PolitRarty of
Greece: Politics and Peasants, 1922-1936,” ungddishD thesis, University of Amsterdam 1989, 176;
Mavreas, H nolrtikn opydvoon tov aypotikod ydpov otnv EAAGda katd v nepiodo 1922-1936", 125;
Panagiotopoulosypotixé Kéuua Ellédog, 58-60; loulia Kandila (ed . Mvauvijoeic Anunrpiov Xarlnyyiévvny
1888-1973[Demetrius Chatzigiannis "Memoirs” 1888-1973] (lsma, 2011), 144-146, 323. The stratum of
old smallholders, namely yeomerm{xoxvpaior), which dated back to the Ottoman times, was tbeuyxt of
the distribution of the “national lands” —i.e. theeviously Turkish properties taken over by theeimehdent
Greek state— in 1871; and owed its existence andehits allegiance to the nineteenth-century mdrieat
state bourgeoisie. On the other hand, the bulkhefrtew smallholders came to be the most solid and
numerous base of support for Venizelism and theuBlgp (established in 1924), the twin agents ofrthe
emergence; cf. Kostas Vergopould® aypotixdé Gjnuo otpv EAAdda: To mpoPinue g kovavikig
evowudtwons e yewpyiog [The Agrarian Problem in Greece: The Issue of 8Sueial Integration of
Agriculture] (Athens, 1975), 153; George Th. Mawadgtos,Stillborn Republic: Social Coalitions and
Party Strategies in Greece, 1922-198Berkeley, 1983), 155-157, 161. For Stambolinslagrarian regime
in Bulgaria, see above, fn. 6.

8 Mavrogordatos,Stillborn Republic 172; Mavreas, H moMTiky| opydveosn TOv aypoTikod XHpov oTnv
EAM\GSa kota v mepiodo 1922-19367, 128, 130, 139-140.



Agrarian Politics in Interwar Greece: The StillbdReasant’ Parties 69

strong position in the re-established Party. OVerthle Unitarian Congress of 1929
signified a substantial leftist and anti-capitatistn of the Party. Reasonably, this overtly
radical turn to the Left appealed more to the regméatives of Thessaly and the New
Lands, and failed to win the support of Chassiatid other conservative cadres (such as
the former MP for Florina Philippos Dragoumis, wpalitically originated from the anti-
Venizelist Popular Party); the latter were repdstdtrrified by their colleagues’ random
appeals to ‘people’s democracy’ and their antidzdist overtones. Nevertheless, the
reshuffled Party overtly rejected, in its new datand programme (that was completed
and published iKoinoniki Ereunain August 1932), communism and the nationalization
or the collectivization of the land; and establgtsmall property’ as the basis of the
envisaged socio-economic system. Its radicalisrmdidstep far beyond the principle that
‘the land should belong to the farmers who til] &hd the standing appeal for the absolute
expropriation of all the remaining large estatefliks). Article 1 of the statute repeated
that ‘the political power should be in the handshef agrarian class, which constitutes the
biggest part of the laboring people and contribubes most to the economic life of the
country’; it advocated the ‘real and absolute pe@plsovereignty’; and stated that,
regarding the form of government, the Party wasliined toward people’s democracy’. It
also put forward the claim that ‘production and dech should be organized on a
cooperative basis’. Yet, it made clear that theumsggion of the political power by the
Agrarian Party ‘for the implementation of its pragime would only be sought ‘through
the parliamentarian way’. The administration of tnafied Party was organized on a
maximal collective and impersonal manner: the adbtrative and executive jurisdictions
passed into the hands of the Party Congress; a @@mber General Council; and the
Executive Committee. The party officers were elédte a short, two-year terffi.

A new schism within the Party came underway atSikgond Unitarian Congress in
Salonica on 17 December 1930. This was prompteitidojormal attempts of three Liberal
politicians to join the Party and lay claims fos iteadership: they were Apostolos
Alexandris, Alexandros Mylonas and loannis Sophgaubos, all former officials in
successive Liberal Party governments (for instan&éexandris was Minister of
Agriculture in 1930-31; Mylonas had been appointgecretary-General in the same
Ministry in 1917-20, whereas Sophianopoulos hadieskras Secretary-General in the
Ministry of National Economy in 1917) as well agrtledly close (political) ‘friends’ of
El. Venizelos. The move of these three bourgeaid (awyers in their professional life)
politicians was interpreted (besides their pers@mbitions) later (in the wake of the
elections of March 1933) as an orchestrated atteéongdtaw the Party away from its left-
wing trends, and to pave the way for its eventuaoiporation into the right-wing
Venizelist camp?

49 Trachanas, “The Agrarian Political Party of Gréeck81-187; Mavreas, H moltik| opyGvoot Tov
aypotikov ydpov otnv EAMGSa kotd tnv mepiodo 1922-1936", 129; HeringTa molitikd kéupoza otny
EAléda 1821-1936 1173; Panagiotopoulodypotiké Kéupo EMddog, 62-65. See alsKoinoniki Ereuna 4
(June 1932): 1; August 6, 1932, 45-48; Chatzigignfilo 1goloywdv mepieyOpevoV Tov EAAVIKOD
ayPOTIKOV Kivipatog”, 5-6.

%0 D. Chatzigiannis, Floia 1) onuepw 0€cgig Tov aypotucod pag kvfpatoc,” [Which is the present position of
our agrarian movementKoinoniki Ereuna 3 (April 1933): 4; Mavreas, H moltik) opydvwon tov
aypoTikoy ydpov otnv EAMGSa katd v mepiodo 1922-1936", 131-132; Panagiotopouldsporiké Képyo.
ElAddog, 67-68.
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The final and irreversible break-up came along avéinber 1932, when the Salonica-
based Executive Committee along with Sophianopoadso in September had been
elected MP for Serres on the Party’s ticket) seddo®m the party; and more completely
in the wake of the March 1933 parliamentary elextiorhe new and final division of 1933
was mainly caused by the severe polarization ofGheek body politic between the two
opposing camps of Venizelists and Anti-Venizelistseffect, the Agrarian Party broke up
into three parts through difference in opinion otfex question of alignment with the two
major political camps. Personal ambitions playesb @ decisive role in this partition. The
three break-away groups were largely personifiedMbylonas’ group aligned itself with
the National Alliance, i.e. the coalition centraetd\enizelos’ Liberal Party. Chatzigiannis’
group allied with the United Opposition, which eall round the conservative Popular
Party. On his part, Sophianopoulos followed thedi@doute, and succeeded in gathering
around him some left-wingers of the Agrarian PartPournaras’ and others’ desperate
calls to all the agrarian leaders, ‘leftist andhtigt alike’ (Sophianopoulos, Mylonas,
Chatzigiannis, Gauvrielidis, Rentis, etc.), to sefda their ‘personal aspirations’ and
‘individual interests’, and to find ‘a way for thestoration of the unity of the agrarian
movement were to no avail. Mylonas alleged in April 193&tlhe ‘unification of the
similar or parental political groups or factions’asvimpeded by ‘certain untreatable
personal ambitions’ of his ‘ideologically akin’ agonists® A columnist of Koinoniki
Ereuna (the Agrarian Party’s semi-official periodical arg attributed this ‘deplorable
plight of Agrarianism’ to ‘personal passions’, ‘g8’ and ‘squabbles’; ‘egoism’; and
‘petty ambitions™>*

Besides the polarization of Greek politics and thersonal desires, ideological
preferences were also a third reason behind thg/®auccessive break-ups. In fact,
ideological heterogeneity and dissension marredAtrarian Party of Greece right from
its establishment. Evelpidis noted in 1923 that ¢beposition of the Second Agrarian
Congress was already characterized by ‘evidenakbeterogeneity’. Despite their overall
consensus on the ‘general idea’, meaning the reptaison of ‘the interests of the agrarian
class’ and the need for ‘a more integral politicabanization of the farmers’, the
Congressmen were actually divided into ‘conserestiv ‘radicals’ and ‘socialists’.
Additionally, these ideological divisions cut acsogeographical affiliations: the
Peloponnese representatives were by and large €oaatsse’, whereas the other two
ideological categories were identified with the resgentatives from Thesssaly and

%1 Anonymous, To Aypotikév Képpo avacvykpoteitar ev Adfvoug,” [The Agrarian Party is Restructured in
Athens] Koinoniki Ereuna 8 (November 1932): 16; Trachanas, “The Agrarialitifal Party of Greece”,
206-210; Mavreas,H molrtikn opydvoon tov aypotikod ydpov otnv EAAGda kotd tnv mepiodo 1922-
1936", 139-140; Hering,To molitikd rxduuaza oty EJAddo 1821-1936 1185-1186; Panagiotopoulos,
Aypotixé Képpo EALddog, 79-80; Kandila (ed. Yvouvijaeis Anunzpiov Xoxlnyigvvy 1888-1973171.
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Macedonia respectivelj. In 1932, Kostas Gavrielidis, a left-wing agrariamith
communist leanings, censured the agrarian movemuaatits periodical organ for their
‘theoretical anarchy’, and identified their ‘sociabntent’ as a ‘mixture of different
conflicting ideas’ that caused real ‘confusiGh'Chatzigiannis attributed the fraction of
November 1932 to the ‘disorderly’ state of the Parideology and organizatiot.For his
part, Pournaras confirmed that within the Agrari@arty there was no ideological
‘homogeneity’ and not ‘one and the same programarearsingle theoretical line’ existed
therein. Instead, there were several ‘agrariansamihlist nuances’. From his perspective,
Pournaras identified three ‘main nuances’ withie &grarian Party: a. the ‘old agrarians’,
such as Chatzigiannis, who had indoctrinated fasmeto class politics and had ‘read
socialism’, yet he did not ‘fully agree that therAgan Party should acquire a socialist
character’; b. the ‘agro-socialists’, such as Gaidis and Pournaras himself, who
belonged to the new generation of ‘young and féilewergy’ agrarianist politicians, and
were destined to play a ‘very important’ role i thgrarian movement and lead it toward
‘certain left-wing and class directions’; c. th@rarians of Old Greece’, such as Evelpidis,
Bamias and Constantine Rentis (a former ForeigrisWn), who ‘strove to disseminate, in
a moderate form, the agrarian idea to the popuésses of the southern provinces’ of the
country. Pournaras rightly commented that the yeomik southern Greece were ‘less
leftist’ than the farmers of Thessaly, Macedonia dilnrace, whereas ‘the farming and
more generally the laboring populations of north@reece’ were more in sympathy with
the ‘agro-socialists’. Therefore, the ‘agrariansQitl Greece’ were ‘the Right of Greek
agrarianism’; Chatzigiannis’s faction was ‘ideolcgly’ the political ‘Centre’; and the
‘agro-socialists’ constituted ‘the Left’ of Greeseagrarian movement.In addition to the
founders’ socio-ideological ‘dissimilarity’, Poum@s commented also in 1931 on ‘the lack
of a farmer conscience’ among the greatest patthefParty’s founders. He rebuked the
latter as ‘pseudo-agrarians who are deprived ofstightest trace of farmer conscience,
being in reality mere exploiters of the confidermo®l the naive credulity of the popular
masses’. He further accused these ‘traders of iagrem’ of ‘trafficking the most sacred
interests of the farmers’, as well as of being hatized by the old bankrupt parties to
break apart the newly began political struggle loé farming people and to cause
disappointment amongst its rank$’For his part, Bamias identified in early 1933 two
general ‘tendencies’ within the Agrarian Partytte ‘socialist Left’; and b. the ‘radical
socialist-like Right'. Despite the ‘existing antitbes’, Bamias believed that the coexistence
of the two ‘tendencies’ within the Party was ‘natpiossible® History though proved
Bamias wrong about the potential of this coexistenc
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Theoretical Coursefoinoniki Ereuna4 (June 1932): 5-6.

57 Chatzigiannis, To 1860A0y1KkOV TEPLEXOLEVOV TOV EAAVIKOD aypoTicod Kiviparoc”, 5.

% D. Pournaras, O aypotiopdc, o coowAMopde kot to kopp: Hoia n evicdo 18eohoyks ypopps,”
[Agrarianism, Socialism and the Party: Which is @@mmon Ideological LineKoinoniki Ereuna 4 (June
1932): 6-8.

% D. Pournaraspropio tov aypotixot kivijuozog, 80-81.

80 Gr. Bamias, A1 800 Téoelg Tov Aypoticod Koppatog,” [The Two Tendencies of the Agrarian Party],
Koinoniki Ereuna 10, (January 1933): 22.
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The right-wing agrarians

The programme of Chassiotis’ National Agrarian Y#atgely copied the programme
and followed the main principles of the master yattequally petitioned for the ‘direct,
simultaneous and complete decreed expropriatiail dfie large agricultural estates’, and
for an active role of the agricultural cooperativieshe distribution of the expropriated
land. Its main principal was that ‘the land musibhg to its tillers, and theifliks must be
abolished’. Politically, it was similarly principeon ‘the real and absolute popular
sovereignty’, and called for ‘full and real selfs\ggnment (communal and provincial)’ of
the farming people. It further maintained that ‘thelitical power should belong to the
agrarian class’, on the grounds that the lattentimerically superior’ to the other social
classes and it ‘contributes the most to the ecoadifei of the country; yet, it clarified that
the representatives of the farmers, whenever tissyraed power, they would ‘always
harmonize the agrarian interests with the genenarésts of the nation and the whole
society’. The National Agrarian Party’s programniféeded from its left-wing counterparts
in the role that it attributed to the (bourgeoista: it clearly stated that ‘the State must be
the father for all the social classes and not & dd@ressure, exploitation and one-sided
protection of individual or party interests’. Insitview, the state should intervene to
regulate economic life and prevent the capitaligsisn exploiting the producers. To this
end, it stressed the need for ‘the protection debéon of the laboring and especially the
farming people’, and further opined that the fispalicies of the state should serve the
purpose of a ‘fairer distribution of wealth’. Thitear and emphasized reference to the role
of the state in agriculture was absent from theyEnmmes and principles of the left-wing
agrarian groups and parties; instead of the boisgstate and governments, the left-
wingers of agrarian politics attributed the leadiode in the agrarian economy to the
agricultural cooperatives and to the local rurahownities (see below). The programme
of the National Agrarian Party, in addition to tteeoretical principles and its suggested
practical measures on the amelioration of agricejttouched upon several other major
issues, such as tax reforms, the re-organizatigoubfic education, the improvement of
justice, the expansion of welfare, etc.. Regardiomgign policy, Chassiotis’ party stood for
—alongside with its master party— ‘a policy of pegaand ‘peaceful relations with all the
countries’, especially with those in the Near Ewéth a view in establishing a ‘permanent
peace’ and ‘economic cooperation’ there; it furtheged that ‘all differences should be
solved through arbitration’, and that ‘mutual obligns, by treaty, for the restriction of
armaments and other war expenditures, should bertaken’ by all state®.

In fact, the divergent visions over the role of thmurgeois state (in the agricultural
economy; in the cooperative movement; in the adeaent of the agrarian class; etc.) was
a crucial political difference between the rightadathe left-wing agrariarf. The
underlying idea of Evelpidis’ suggestions (backl1i623) was the intervention of the
organized state in the countryside, wherein thg pnésence of the Polity so far was the

61 “To E@vicov Aypoticdv Koppa te EALGSoc: Apxai — Ipéypoppa — Opyéveoic,” [The National Agrarian
Party of Greece: Principles — Programme — Orgapizpfa Nea Geoponikar-9 (July-September 1926):
86-88.

62 Mavreas, H moMtikii opyGvmon tov aypotikod xdpov oty EALGSa kot v mepiodo 1922-1936”, 127,
135.
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gendarme and the tax-collector; and the ‘civilizgatiety’ to more closely draw its
attention to the villages. Along these loyalist ttte bourgeois establishment lines,
Evelpidis had pointed out that the scope of theafign Party should reach as far as a
‘social reform’®® and therefore not a revolution or the overthrow #xisting socio-
political order. Mylonas’ Agrarian Democratic Partyhich was established in 1934, i.e.
after the final rift of March 1933, stated in itsogramme that it was promoting the
interests of the ‘large class of farmers, whoseredts have to be given priority over the
interests of other groups or individuals’. This maiion would best be served by state
intervention in the economy. The intervention of tstate would not only increase the
national income, but also secure a more just mgoligion of public wealth so as to reduce
poverty and unemployment and eventually oblitetdie exploitation of the working
people. Mylonas (initially, in 1908-10, a member ®&fapanastassiou’s left-wing
Sociological Society) placed a great emphasis en‘'dbcial mission’ of the (bourgeois)
state for attaining a ‘real Democracy’ (i.e. eqgiyalwithin the economy and the society.
Nevertheless, Mylonas clarified that his party wdemocratic’ in the sense that it
vehemently opposed ‘any form of authoritarianismhetter dictatorial, fascist or
communist, or a monarchical imposition’. It stoodr fa balanced and ‘healthy’
parliamentarism, free of the high-handed intenamtf political parties and other strong
poles of power; for that reason it suggested thetaitonent of the jurisdictions of the
President of the Republic and of the Senate. ¢t at&ed for the transfer of more power to
the local government so that elected (and not apgdiby the central government) local
councils would henceforward manage more sufficjelattal issues, yet ‘under the general
instructions of the state’. In that case, a reducin the numbers of the Members of
Parliament would be possible. Regarding the Seeate 1929 and disbanded in 1935), the
Agrarian Democratic Party proposed the expansidprofessional representation’, which
was expected to practically hand over the majowtthin this legislative body to the
agrarian class; ‘professional representation’ (anggple of ‘consensual-licensed’
corporatism) was thus more preferable (in Mylonasiv) to general senatorial elections,
for the farmers were easily manipulated by potiis that were alien to their professfon.
The programme of the Agrarian Democratic Partyudet also suggestions for all the
sectors of the central government (the MinistriésAgriculture, National Economy,
Finance, Foreign Affairs, National Defence, EdumatiJustice, Home Affairs, Transport,
etc.). As expected, the party’'s points on agriceltappeared first and foremost on its
agenda. More particularly, Mylonas’ party promisdtle systematic increase and
improvement of agricultural and stock-breeding piaitbn’ (with attention to its quality,
productivity and cost); that special importance lddae given to the export products (such
as tobacco, raisins, olive oil, wine, etc.) and ¢pansion of the domestic production of
cereals. Thereafter, the programme emphasizedetbe for the social ‘integration of the
function of agricultural cooperatives, and theiangformation into fully self-managed
units, without any further interference from thatstor the Agricultural Bank'. At the
same time, Mylonas’ party proposed the financiedrgithening of the Agricultural Bank
(est. 1929) and its safeguarding from any politigtty interference. Furthermore, it made

83 Evelpidis, Zvotua aypotiiic moimic, 19, 114.
54 “To mpodypappe Tov Aypotikod Anpokpatikod Koppatog,” [The Programme of the Agrarian Democratic
Party],Ergasia 231, June 3, 1934, 699; cf. Heriffg, rolitixd. képpaza otqy EMddo 1821-1936846 (fn. 57).
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promises for a ‘radical settlement’ of agricultugsbts, especially those toward private
institutions or individuals, with a general redoctiof the interest and the crossing-out of
the refugee settlement debts. Mylonas also rendlerein the master party’'s call for the
expansion of public works for the improvement oé tinfrastructure in agriculture (in
irrigation, draining, forest hydraulics, etc.). Mower, the party’s programme called for a
more advanced forest management; the completionthef land reform and the
expropriation of the remaining large estates (sagthe Kopais plain); the institution and
application of measures for the protection of theals farmer property, such as the
regrouping of lands into viable properties, and lggal definition of the ‘minimal land
tenure’ that should not be confiscated or furtheided >

Despite its emphasis on agricultural issues, Mybrgarty was not a mere or
exclusively agrarian class party. About half of fiogramme referred to various other
major issues of politics and economics. In thaseethe Agrarian Democratic Party was
closer to the mainstream established ruling parffes instance, it expressed its support
for the protective measures on native industry H{sag the tariff barriers); the clearing
agreements in inter-state commerce; the state alootr banks, loans and savings,and
appealed for a more rigorous state interventiontfier benefit of the ‘working classes
(workers, farmers, employees, professionals)’,sstrgy the matter of social security and
the expansion of benefits on accidents, unemploynileress and disability. To the same
end, it called for the diminution of working houtsy agreement with the other countries’,
and the improvement of working conditions and péyg$inancial matters, it demandéae
‘gradual’ increase of direct income taxes on tloh and the fiscal relief of the poor, as
well as the reduction of indirect taxes on stap{@s.education, Mylonas’ plan of action
included the full use of theemotic(vernacular) language in the primary schools ‘aith
any idioms’, and the upgrading of the educatiopénipheral rural areas, along with the
provision of free textbooks and the organizatiosadip kitchens for the indigent students.
It also referred to the need of adjusting publinaggal education to ‘the agrarian character
of the country’, suggesting the introduction of mdechnical and practical teachings and
the establishment of ‘practical farming schools’ast but not least, the Agrarian
Democratic Party stood for a pacifist and ‘constvea foreign policy. In particular, it
called for ‘political and economic rapprochementhwall those states around the world,
and especially in the Balkans, that are reciprgcalepended on Greece, for the
consolidation of Peace and economic communicatidhé common interest’. The means
for this worldwide rapprochement, envisaged in Nigs' party programme, were purely
economic: it suggested the redistribution of thedpction on an international level
‘according to the natural and economic conditioheach country’, and the re-adjustment
of the scale of production to the needs of consignpthus, the way would be paved for

85 “To mpdypoppo Tov Aypotikod Anpokportikod Koppatoc”, 699-700. For the meaning of “consensual-licefsed
corporatism, see Peter J. Williamsbiarieties of Corporatism: A Conceptual Discussf@ambridge, 1985), 7,
11. The corporatist principle of “professional egentation” practically meant that eighteen outhef 120
members of the Greek Senate were representativesoféssional associations (such as the Chambers of
Commerce and Industry, the Chambers of Agriculttiie, Technical Chamber, the Union of Greek Ship-
owners, et al.); see Nikos K. AlivizatoBy Xovioyua ko o1 gxfpoi tov otn veoelinvikij 1otopio, 1800-2010
[The Constitution and its Enemies in Modern Gregtdty, 1800-2010] (Athens, 2011), 265.
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‘a future, most broad, global political and econorfederation between states that are
inspired by the same social principl&%'.

Table 1 Agrarian parties in interwar Greece, 1923°36

Title Leader(s) Years
Agrarian Party of Greece Spyridon Chassiotis (1228-| 1923-25
Gregorios Bamias (1924-25)
National Agrarian Party of Spyridon Chassiotis 1925-29
Greece
Agrarian Radical Party of Greece  Demetrius Chadrigis 1925-29
Agrarian Party of GreeceDemetrius Chatzigiannis (1929-1929-33
(Unitarian) 32); Athanassios Tanoulas (1932-
33)
Agrarian Party of Greece loannis Sophianopoulos 3133
Agrarian Party of Greece Demetrius Chatzigiannis 33196
Agrarian Democratic Party df Alexandros Mylonas 1934-36
Greece
Agrarian and Workers’' Party gf Alexandros Papanastassiou 1928-36
Greece

The left-wing agrarians

Georgi M. (‘Gemeto’) Dimitrov, the Bulgarian leadafrthe ‘Pladne’ left-wing agrarian
group, defined agrarianism in the following terms:

‘In its fundamental principles, Agrarianism tendslie the ideology of political and
economic democracy based on the idea of coopersgindicalism. It is an ideology of
social justice which repudiates the communist iofethe dictatorship of the proletariat and
upholds that of the private and cooperative ownprehthe means of production and its
results for the laboring classé¥’.

In Greece, the ideological backdrop of left-of-temtre agrarianism was defined as
‘agrarian socialism’. Aristotle Sideris, an agrariminded economist who in 1915 was
elected MP for Salonica on a socialist ticket amthie interwar years became a supporter
of Papanastassiou, clarified that ‘agrarian saialidrew on Karl Kautsky’s teachings on

8 “To mpoypappa tov Aypotikod Anpokpatikod Képpatoc”, 700-701. The programme of the Agrarian
Democratic Party was also publisheioinoniki Ereuna 26, (May-June 1934): 399-402.

87 Constantine Trachanas, ‘The Agrarian Political tyPaxf Greece: Politics and Peasants, 1922-1936’,
unpublished PhD thesis, University of Amsterdam 9,9872-214; Konstantinos Mavreag] oAty
opyGvoon tov aypotikob ydpov otnv EALGSa katd v mepiodo 1922-1936’ [The political organization of
the rural realm in Greece in the period 1922-1936]Nsocldnvikij kowvwvia: Iotopikéc koi kpitikéc
rpooeyyioeis [Modern Greek Society: Historical and Critical Appches] Theodoros Sakellaropoulos (ed.)
(Athens, 1993), p. 122-143; Demetrius G. Panagmitys, Aypotiké Képuo EXadog: Oyeis tov aypotixod
rvijpotog oty EAAdda [Agrarian Party of Greece: Aspects of the agrarrmvement in Greece], (Athens,
2010), 50-83; | loulia Kandila (ed.)dvauvijoeic Anunzpiov Xoxlyyiavvy 1888-1973 [Demetrius
Chatzigiannis’ Memoirs, 1888-1973] (Larissa 20158-169, 325.

%8 George M. Dimitrov, “Agrarianism,” in: Feliks Grsged.),European Ideologies: A Survey of 20th Century
Political Ideas(New York, [1948]), 396.
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the agrarian question and the socialization ofcadftire® For his part, Chatzigiannis
identified Kautsky’d_a question agraire: étude sur les tendances dgricalture moderne
(Paris 1900) and Charles Gidé’a coopération: conférences de propagariBeris 1922)
as the sources of his political indoctrinatién.

Koinoniki Ereuna the monthly mouthpiece of the left-wing of theragan Party (that
all-in-all published 28 issues between March 1932 a#ugust 1934), a self-styled
‘theoretical organ of agrarianism and socialisrdentified ‘capitalism’, ‘plutocracy’ and
the ‘depraved faction of the bankrupt old partyamigations’ as its ‘enemies’. In March
1932, it drew a clear divisive line between theftlging’ Agrarian Party and the
‘bourgeois’ (Venizelist) government as well as theurgeois opposition parties’. Its
editor-in-chief (a certain Dimos Prasinos) explditiat its articles would ‘shed more light
on the political, social and economic issues ofdbentry’, having the ‘Marxist views’ as
the instance for their opinions. He clarified ttia ‘overall left-wing ideas and tendencies’
of his periodical were particularly connected wiitie ‘agrarian movement’ and the ‘ideal
of awakening and emancipating the Slaves of thall.dhese ideas were viewed from a
‘broader perception’, within the wider realm of &alism’, yet not of ‘communism’*
Pournaras, a regular columnist of the periodicafied, in the very first issue, against
‘capitalism, this great exploiter of the wealth toe nations’ and the ‘somewhat young
monster of Greek plutocracy’; and, drawing on thebgl economic crisis, the ‘shocking
increase in the number of unemployed’, the ‘anarchitburst of popular disaffection and
indignation’ and the ‘general overturn of the so &xisting economic conditions and
situations’, he predicted the ‘probable end of #ye of the capital’. Furthermore, he
reprimanded the ‘old parties’ for past disastetglisas first and foremost the Asia Minor
Catastrophe of 1922 and the uprooting of over oileomOrthodox from Turkey) and for
being primarily responsible for the ‘current indelsable crisis’; yet he concentrated his
criticism on Venizelos and his Liberal Party, irithcapacity as the mainstream political
representatives of the entrepreneurial bourgeo(sie the ‘great capital’ and the
‘plutocracy’), for plunging, through their ‘insarglicy’, the ‘people’ (‘the farmers, the
workers, the professionals, the strugglers of eweny’) into ‘adversity, poverty, hunger
and inability of production or consumption’. Pouras identified the re-established (in
1929) Agrarian Party as the ‘natural leader andhn@ol of the anti-capitalist struggles of
the laboring population of the country’. The (uria) Agrarian Party, inspired by a
‘purely socialist cum agrarian ideology, fully adeg to the native Greek reality and the
present conditions’, was destined to attract itdaanks ‘all the left-wing elements of the
country, which were educated in and infused, by kEmdge, with Marxism’. Pournaras
noted that the party of agrarianism substantiaffiged from the Communist Party in that
it sought the ‘ideal of social justice’ ‘graduallythrough a peaceful revolution’ and ‘not

9 A. D. Sideris, Aypotikdc cootoopog,” [Agrarian Socialism]Megali Helliniki Engyklopaideial (Athens
[1926]), 502-503.

0D, Chatzigiannis, To 13£0M0y1KkOV TEPLEXOLEVOV TOV ENATVIKOD aypoTIKOD KIVALATOS”, 5-6.

™. Dimos Prasinos,0 aydv okdpog aAl’ 1 vikn Pepaia’ [The struggle’s hard but the victory is certain],
Koinoniki Ereuna 1, March 1932, p. 2; Kostas AthanatdBe ‘kopa g eEdAlov avtidpacems,” [The Wave
of the Raging Reactiorffoinoniki Ereuna 1 (March 1932): 3; [Dimos PrasinosiAt andyeig pog did to
yeyovota: Eive kapdg va cuveyeipopey v EAAGSa,” [Our Opinion on the Events: It Is High Time thate
Roused Greece to Actiooinoniki Ereuna 3 (March 1932): 1.
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by means of anarchical manifestations and overtsitoWe also contended that the
previous socialist parties and groups, ‘misinteipgeMarx’s teachings’, ‘systematically
ignored the great mass of the farming people’, ‘fihebeians of the fields’, and looked
down upon the ‘newly-born agrarian movement’, faegstheir attention solely on the
laborers of the citie¥.

Despite Pournaras’ maxims, the left-wing principtédsthe columnists oKoinoniki
Ereuna were far from being identical. For instance, dartadmittedly Marxist party
members called for closer relations of the Agrafamty with the Soviet Unioff. At the
same time, a ‘general counselor’ of the Party dedighat ‘in Marxist terms’ the Agrarian
Party was a ‘class’ party, a ‘political organizatiof the agrarian class and more generally
of the laboring and exploited people’; ‘not a bawots or a petites- bourgeosies party, but
one that had a place within the framework of theiaist parties (such as the English
Labor Party and the German Social-Democratic Pafty.,)’. He further stated that the
Party’s final objective was the ‘cooperative orgaion of production and consumption’
within the country and a parallel ‘restriction ofdividual initiatives in the production’.
The Party aimed at ‘the gradual creation of an egva and social system wherein there
would be no exploiters or exploited’, of which ‘tiimate stage of evolution’ would be
‘Socialism’. The organ of the unified Agrarian Party, functitmias a centripetal factor,
published long-paged biographical articles on deegaAgrarian and Socialist political
figures, such as Marinos Antypas (related by thexia historian Giannis Kordatos, an
ex-member of the Communist Paffy)on ‘the murdered leader of Bulgarian agrarianism’
Alexander Stambolijski; on Jean Jaurés (the late leader of the FrenchalBts;
assassinated in 1914), ‘a major figure of the magonal movement of the working
people’’; on Filippo Turati, ‘the father of ltalian socisth and the leader of anti-
Fascism’® et. al. More generallyoinoniki Ereunadrew attention to the Agrarian Party’s
aspiration to wholly represent the ‘laboring massethe countryside and the towns’; its

2 Dim. Pournaras, O poioc Tov 0ypoTIGHOD €1C TNV OoNUEPWAV kpiow: Al dvokorot otiypol NG
miovtokpatiog,” [The Role of Agrarianism in the Present Crisihe Difficult Times of Plutocracy]
Koinoniki Ereuna 1 (March 1932): 7-8;0 elnvikdg aypotiopdg kot 1o Xootohotikov Koppa,” [Greek
Agrarianism and the Socialist Partgbinoniki Ereuna 3 (May 1932): 8-9. Similar views against capsali
and Venizelos' Liberal Party were also expresseather columnists, such as the agrarian MP foreSerr
Socrates AnthrakopoulosAlati 18p00n kot Tt emdubker moltikdg to Aypotikév Koppa,” [Why Was the
Agrarian Party Founded and what does it Seek Palliy] Koinoniki Ereuna 1 (March 1932): 17. For the
principal class identity of the Liberal Party, $¢avrogordatosStillborn Republic181.

3 N. Matousis, To owovopikév mpdfinua g ydpog,” [The Economic Problem of the Countrigpinoniki
Ereuna 5 (July 1932): 27.

™ Theod. Skrekas,To Aypotikdv Koppa g EAMGSog Sev give piicpoaotikdv oAAd cootahotikdy,” [The
Agrarian Party of Greece is not Petit-Bourgeois®atialist)Koinoniki Ereuna 3 (May 1932): 31.

S Giannis Kordatos, Mapivog Avtonac: O Kepodlovitng aypotocostootic mov £mece 0po tov 18edv
tov,” [Marinos Antypas: The Cephalonian Agrarianista&$ocialist who Fell Victim of His Own Ideas],
Koinoniki Ereunal (March 1932): 33-34.

8 Greg. Stoyanov, AMéEavdpoc Stapmodivokv: H {of, 1 moMtich 8pdoic kot o paptupikde 0Gvotdc tov,”
[Alexander Stambolinsky: His life, Political Actisnand Martyrical DeathKoinoniki Ereuna 1 (March
1932): 38-40.

7 “Tlog eyvdpion tov Zav Zopic, apyyov Tov YoAMKoD coolahopod, to mpdtov Bdpa tov Haykoopuiov
TToXépov,” [How | got to Know Jean Jaures, the Leader adrieh Socialism and the First Victim of the
World War] Koinoniki Ereuna2 (April 1932): 14.

8 Jean Longe,®ikmmog Tovpdry,” [Filippo Turati] Koinoniki Ereuna 2 (April 1932): 16.
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editors emphasizedthe Party’s array within the tloaimp of Agrarianism and Socialism’;
and placed particular emphasis on the Party’s dpposto the ‘Stalinist Communist
Party of Greece (the KKE) and the Moscow-led Titernational”®

In 1932, Mylonas (who at the time, from 1929 to 29®as, along with Chassiotis, a
Member of the Senate for the agricultural coopeeali appeared in the columns of
Koinoniki Ereunaas a self-styled ‘politician of the Left camp’; hdenounced ‘the
unharnessed liberty of the capital-holders’ ance ‘éxploitation of the weakest’; and
pleaded for a new ‘radical’ change in governmeptaicy ‘through the parliamentarian
way’. In particular, he asked for a more energatle of the cooperatives in the economy
in the place of private companies, and for an vwaetion of the state for the regulation of
economic relations; for a more fair distribution thfe produced wealth; and for the
prevention of the exploitation of the economicalgak by the strongest. On the other
hand, he disapproved of ‘the dogmatic impositioc@ihmunism and anarchy’ as well as
of the nationalization of the land or its legalnséormation into ‘communal property’,
arguing that the latter (i.e. the Soviet) systerim@ viable’ and ‘first and foremost is not
compatible with the nature of the Greek farmer’.ldhas wrote vigorously in support of
the small private property; and for that matteraseerted that the Agrarian Party, which
sought the ‘political organization and the emanigpaof the farmers’, ‘is not literally
socialist like the labor parties, which usually aaialist, because the industry workers,
since they are deprived of the means of productoa,naturally and mainly longing to
collectively acquire the ownership of these meanke social basis of Greek agrarianism,
he opined, was the small individual propéftiKoinoniki Ereuna which frequently hosted
Mylonas’ articles, identified Mylonas as a ‘moderafrarian cum cooperative syndicalist’
and ‘an eminent personality of the Left’, yet cary not a Marxist, and arrayed him
within ‘the main tendencies and nuances of théstgfiolitics and intellectual movement’
in the country. Comparing him with the ‘agro-soigtilcadres, Pournaras placed Mylonas
on ‘the extreme Right’ and ‘conservative’ wing bétParty’*

For his part, Sophianopoulos rejected the classacter of the Party, and believed in
‘the harmonization of the interests of the farmeith the interests of the other working
classes’. He argued that the state should assueneol®é of ‘the supreme guardian and
judge of everything’ with a view to regulating tbemmon interests of the classes, and he
abhorred the ‘liberalism of the State, which haduled in the unfeigned dissension
between the classes’. Therefore, he supportedatteolute strengthening of the notion of
the State’ and the ‘disciplining of all classes enthe State’. Furthermore, he advocated
the bolstering of the executive power and its catregion into the hands of ‘the One’ and
only ‘Supreme Ruler’; at the same time, did notaaal his admiration for Hitler and Sir
Oswald Mosley. Because of these overtly corpora@std authoritarian views,

9 Editorial, “H evonoinoig tmv costaotédv” [The unification of the socialists]:Zociahorai kar Aypotikoi”
[Socialists and Agrarians]; H avnovyia tov koppovviotdv,” [The Uneasiness of the Communists]
Koinoniki Ereuna?2 (April 1932): 1-2.

8 Al. Mylonas, Tloiot eive m kowovikai Paoec Tov eAAnvikod aypotiopod,” [Which are the Social
Foundations of Greek Agrarianisipinoniki Ereuna2 (April 1932): 11-12.

8 D. Pournaras, O aypotiopdc, 0 cootoMopdc kat to koppe: Iofo 1 eviaia 18eohoyikh ypoppy”
[Agrarianism, Socialism and the Party: Which is @@mmon Ideological LineKoinoniki Ereuna 4 (June
1932): 6-8. Cf. D. PrasinosO" aydv okAnpdc odX” n vikn Bepoio”, 2. See also MavreasH" molrtikn
0pYAV®GT| TOV 0ypoTkoD ydpov otnv EALGSa katd tnv mepiodo 1922-1936”, 141.
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Sophianopoulos was accused by his opponents afrmgt'purely fascist’ or rather ‘agro-
fascist’ principle$? Demetrius Panagiotopoulos, a historian of the Agma Party,
characterizes Sophianopoulos’ discourse as a ‘@eauixture of revolutionary socialism
and agrarian populisni®.In that matter, | believe that Sophianopoulostdigse appears
to be most populisttricto sensynot in the more generic usage of populism, maamass
popular backing or acting in the name of the irgeref the mass of the people), in the
sense that his rhetoric tended to be a collectfastrands of left- and right-wing thought,
with a heavy stress on leadership on the one hamdl popular equality on the other, as
well as with a rather highly illiberal and intoletaposition on civic libertie& In any case,
Sophianopoulos and his associates vehemently elj¢atthese accusations. According to
his biographer, Sophianopoulos believed that ‘tber@eois agrarian paternalism’ was
‘ultimately bankrupt’, and that he had gathereduarb him ‘the most lively and
progressive cadres of the agrarian movement d@inmés. The new-fangled agrarian leader
had reportedly identified himself as a politiciaintloe Left. Sophianopoulos’ ‘ideological
fluidity’ permitted the formation of a broad agiami political front that could include the
‘radical Left’, and favored closer ties with Mosc8On 22 July 1936, Sophianopoulos
actually agreed to join the Popular Front that baen shortly before founded by the
Communists ‘in order to avert war and the ascengfdascism to power’. The imposition
of the Metaxas dictatorship ten days later, 8BrAdigust, suspended parliamentarism and
cancelled these plaf.

In fact, the left-of-the-centre- agrarians wererphyadivided over their relationship and
possible co-operation with the Communist Party tdgge. Pournaras stood for the Party’s
individuality, and opposed both (Sophianopouloagrb-fascism’ and ‘agro-communism’
(i.e. a potential coalition with the KKE). In hisié his followers’ view, a ‘left-wing
agrarian party’ should draw on ‘socialist’ and &stiific Marxist’ principles, and aim at
establishing a ‘true People’'s Democracy’; yet, iwd not seek to fulfill its ideals by
means of a revolution but through ‘peaceful paramarian procedures’ and ‘gradual
revolutionary reforms’. For that matter, Pournaraial ‘socialist agrarian party’ was
contrary to any sort of ‘dictatorship’, of eithdret'Capitalists’ or the ‘Bolsheviks’. On the
opposite side, Gavrielidis and his co-believersegithat the alliance of the agrarians with
the ‘working class’ (represented by the KKE) wobklthe only key to success. Eventually
the gap between the two factions was bridged iwvid the general elections of
September 1932; the Party’s electoral platform tecirto a two-front war: against both
‘the oligarchy of Venizelism’ and an absorptionthg KKE®?’

82 Anonymous, Tt &ive o aypotogaoiopds,” [What is Agro-FascismKoinoniki Ereuna 4 (June 1932), 9-10.
Cf. Panagiotopoulos{ypotixé Kéuua EAAGdog, 69-70.

% panagiotopoulosyponixé Kouua Eilddog, 82.

84 Cf. David RobertsoriThe Penguin Dictionary of Politic§London,21993), 390-391.

8 Sotiris Patatzislwavwiic Zogiavémovioc: ‘Evac smavastdne ywpic emaviotacy [loannis Sophianopoulos: A
Revolutionary without Revolution], (Athens, 196104-105, 114; HeringJTa molitikd kouuotoa otnv
EJlada 1821-19361174-1175.

86 Patatzis,lwdvvne Xogiaviomoviog, 155-156; MavrogordatosStillborn Republic 178; Panagiotopoulos,
Aypotixo Kopua EAédog, 93-95.

87 panagiotopoulos{yporixé Kéuua EMadog, 71-72, 5.
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Table 2Electoral sway of the Agrarian Party of Greece dsdsuccessors, 1926-%6

Year No. of MPs Total No. of MPs %
1923 4 398 ?
1926 4 286 2.95%
1928 0 250 1.68%
1932 11 250 6.17%
1933 8 248 5.03%
1936 5 300 3.61%

Papanastassiou’s Agrarian and Workers’ Party, 19286

Alexandros Papanastassiou, a law- and economicetraland influenced by the
teachings of the German New Historical School ioneenics, namely Gustav Schmoller’'s
and Adolph Wagner'Staatssozialismjigsepublican politician, was first engaged in agtiv
politics in 1908, when he founded the Sociologtgatiety, a political group of ‘reformist’
or indeed Fabian socialists. (The establishmenthef Sociological Society has been
historically evaluated as the first collective atf# at creating a social-democratic party in
Greece.) In November 1910, the Sociological Societich had just been reshuffled into
a short-lived Popular Party, merged with Venizelb#ieral Party, and Papanastassiou
along with other six of his comrades were electezhiders of Parliament on the Liberal
ticket. From 1910 to 1920, Papanastassiou anddu®I8gists intermittently participated
in the successive Venizelos governments and actetthea ‘left-wing’ of the Venizelist
camp. In 1921, Papanastassiou formed the poliicalp of Republican Liberals, which in
the next year evolved into the break-away indepenparty of the Republican Union. In
1924, the Arcadian-born politician formed his firshort-lived (approximately three-
month-long) government. In 1926, his Republicanddnassumed the subtitle ‘Agrarian
and Workers’ Party’, and in 1928 it was officiallgnamed as such, thus ostensibly
assuming a more strict class character. In thesy#826-32, Papanastassiou entered the
Zaimis ‘coalition’ administration (1926-28) and sessively backed the Venizelos
Government (1928-32). In May 1932, he formed h#& [@ne-month-long) government.
His sudden death in November 1936 put an end tatilme-long and most energetic
republican and agrarian struggfés.

8 Constantine Trachanas, ‘The Agrarian Political tParf Greece: Politics and Peasants, 1922-1936',
unpublished PhD thesis, University of Amsterdam 298. 175-178,194-195, 206-209; Konstantinos
Mavreas, H moltikn opyévwon tov aypotikod y®pov oty EAAGSa katd v mepiodo 1922-1936° [The
political organization of the rural realm in Greeicethe period 1922-1936], iVeoeAnviry rxorvwvio:
Toropuxés kau kpitikés mpooeyyioeic [Modern Greek Society: Historical and Critical Appches] Theodoros
Sakellaropoulos (ed.) (Athens, 1993), p. 124, 1238, 142; G. Heringpp. cit, I, p. 1120-1122, 1176,
1183; Demetrius G. Panagiotopoulogotiké Kduua EALddog: Oweic tov aypotikod KivIjuatog otnv
EM.ada [Agrarian Party of Greece: Aspects of the agranmeavement in Greece], (Athens, 2010), 79-80, 82,
86.

8 Toula Apostolopoulou-Georgiadi,AAéEavdpog 1. Hamavastaciov: O TOMTIKOC — 0 EMOTAUGY — O
ayovietg — o GvBpomog,” [Alexandros Papanastassiou: The Politician —Slegentist — the Struggler — the
Man] in AXélavipog IMomavaotaciov: Ocouoi, 1deoloyio. ko mohitikii oto Meoomdleuo [Alexandros
Papanastassiou: Institutions, Ideology and Politiahie Inter-War Period], Giorgos Anastassiadigros
Kontogiorgis and Pavlos Petridis (eds.) (Athens37)9 21-80; George Th. Mavrogordato$] &uvyn tng
eMnvikng cootoddnuokpatiog,” [The eve of Greek Social-Democracy] Hiécavopoc Hamavaostaciov:
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In fact, Papanastassiou’s fruitful career in agmrapolitics commenced in 1911, when
he succeeded in passing in parliament his refononégiosal for a gradual emancipation of
the sharecroppers and the appropriation of the tgnithe tillers In 1917, he came to be
one of the most enthusiastic supporters —on tiec@t ground of social ‘progress’ and of
the material advancement of agriculture— of theiceddland reform and the forced
expropriation of theifliks.” Most successful was his term at the office ofMirister of
Agriculture in the Zaimis Government (from 7 Novesnkl926 to 3 February 1928):
during that period of time he instituted the cortcaion of wheat and drafted the first bill
for the establishment of the Agricultural Bank ofe€ce (finally established in 1929).
(Papanastassiou was since 1909 one of the vehexdeatators, in the name of ‘social
justice’, of the establishment of an agricultureddit institution ‘beneficial to the public’
or a ‘central bank of the cooperatives’ independemn the commercial capitals.) The
concentration boosted the income of the wheat-g®wen 1931, some 35% of the
country’s cultivated land was covered with wheai approximately 70% with cereals),
while it marked the initiation of Greece’s concertdfforts toward autocracy in cereals and
other nutritional agricultural products.

On a theoretical level, Papanastassiou was opptusdubth the ‘utopian’ and the
‘revolutionary’ socialism or communisf.Speaking in parliament in November 1924, he
intuitively argued that the necessary preconditiforsa ‘Bolshevik revolution’ did not
exist in Greece, for ‘the farmers, in their overimhieg majority, are proprietors”. (In
fact, the Stalinist hostility to private propertyested the Greek smallholders from

Oeouol, 10c0loyia kor mohitiky oto Meoomdleno, 104-106; Thanassis Diamantopoulos) “A.
IMomavaotaciov wg opotepy mrépuya tov Bevilehopov,” [Al. Papanastassiou as the “Left-Wing” of
Venizelism] in: AAéavdpog omavactaciov: O KovwvikéG, O0IKOVOUIKES Kol TOMTIKES OTOWEIS TOV
[Alexandros Papanastassiou: His Social, EcononticRuiitical Views], proceedings of a conferencedtel
the Panteion University of Social and Politicalé®aies (Athens 5-7 December 1986), (Athens, 19%1); 1
133; Theodoros Sakellaropoulo$) A. TTomavactaciov kot to aypotikd Mnua,” [Al. Papanastassiou and
the agrarian issue], iMiécavipog Iaravacraciov: O KOIVOVIKES, OIKOVOUIKES KoL TOMTIKES OTOWELS TOV,
222-224; Michalis PsalidopouloBpiizikij oikovopio kou EAAves diovooduevor: Meléteg yra v iotopio tg
oikovouknc okéyng oty ovyypovy ElAdoa [Political Economy and Greek Intellectuals: Stgdiethe History
of Economic Thought in Modern Greece] (Athens, 1998-111.

% pantazopoulos [Topadostakoi aypotikoi Oeopoi o Sokyacia”, 237, 240, 242.

% Sakellaropoulos,0 A. Iaravactasciov kot o oypotikd {irnua”, 213.

92 Nikos S. Kastrinosd.. Hozavaotaciov o avopoppotic ke i dnuokpatio [Al. Papanastassiou the Reformer
and the Republic] (Athens, 1975), 193; Thanos V&erfO aydvag yu v idpvon tng Aypotiknig
Tpdmelog ko 0o AAéEavdpog Tanavaotaciov: ‘Eva ypovikd,” [Alexandros Papanastassiou and the Struggle
for the Establishment of the Agricultural Bank: AhiGnicle] in Alécavdpog IHamavaortaciov: Oeouoi,
10e0loyia ka1 mohitiky oto Meoomdleno, 256-271; Theodoros Dion. SakellaropoulGsxovopio, kovwvia,
Kpdrog oy EALdda tov Meoomoléuov [Economy, Society and State in Inter-War Greeéehéns, 1991),
103-106; Mark MazoweiGreece and the Inter-War Economic Crif@®xford and New York, 1991), 89-91;
Ploumidis, Edagpoc ka1 pviun oto. Balxdvia, 116-120, 130, 174. In 1931, Greece”s domestic aivhe
production covered merely 40% of the native condiomp see A. DepastasXttog (spmopgvtoroy),”
[Wheat commercially]Megali Helliniki EngyklopaediaXXI| (Athens 1933): 883.

%3 Giorgos D. Kontogiorgis, Ot costohotiké 18éec Tov AéEavdpov Hanavastasiov,” [The socialist ideas of
Alexandros Papanastassiouldf¥cavipoc Homavaotaciov: Oeouoi, i0eoloyio kot wolitiki oo Mesordleuo,
84.

% Spilios PapaspiliopoulosOt andwyetc Tov AMEEavdpov TTamavastasion yio Thy KOWoVIKA HeTaBolr Kot To
cocwohopd” [Alexandros Papanastassiou’s Views on Social @eaand Socialism], indiééavdpog
Homavaoraciov: Ot KOIVWVIKES, OIKOVOUIKES Kou TOMTIKEG amowels Tov, 93-94.
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communist agitatioﬁ?) In 1922, in the aftermath of his secession frdma tiberals,
Papanastassiou openly identified himself as pathefLeft camp® On a more practical
level, the Fabian-minded socialist politician wasaalamant supporter of small individual
property and the cooperative organization of thecaljural economy in the name of
‘cooperation’ and ‘solidarity’; in his view, ‘theooperative organization of the producers’
would ‘pave the way that leads to the socialisaid® At the same time, Papanastassiou
was in full accord with the right-wing agrarianseovthe role of the bourgeois state in
agriculture. In his opinion, because of the ‘priw@tcondition of cooperative awareness’
in Greece the initiative for the establishment dhd development of the agricultural
cooperatives should lie with the stdteln 1930, Papanastassiou took part in the
International Conference of the Agrarian PartieRliague’® Despite its initial programatic
references to certain labor issues, his Agrariash \Aforkers’ Party essentially was an
agrarian class party: twenty-three out of the tydivie points in the resolution of its Third
Congress, held in Thessaly's capital (Larissa)9811 referred to issues of agriculture. As
the historian George Mavrogordatos explains, sitiee class-minded and politically-
organized part of Greece’s labor population hachheen over by the Communist Party,
Papanastassiou and his comrades ended up addressiost exclusively the new rural
settlers and especially the refugee smallholdetsy were not yet integrated into the
clientelist networks of the established bourgeoistips'® Papanastassiou identified
agrarianism (in its quality as an ‘idea and a paltdirection’) as a ‘systematic endeavour
of the State for the ethical and economic elevatibthe agrarian people’; for that matter,
agrarianism was supposed, in his opinion, to beomcern of and a ‘policy of the
[bourgeois] State'® More particularly, Papanastassiou’s agrarian dism® can be
manifestly framed within the context of radical aganism (see Conclusions), for his
emphasis mainly was on the acceleration or expansicalready undertaken measures,
such as the expansion of the institution of theceatration of cereals; the acceleration of
the rural settlement of the native landless and réfagees; the acceleration of the
construction of small drainage works throughout €62 the institution, ‘as soon as
possible’, of social security, including unemployrhd®enefits; the prompt settlement of
agricultural debts, et. &

The priority of rural over industrial labor intetesvas manifest in Papanastassiou’s
political discoursé® Upon his party’s Second Congress on 8 May 192pafastassiou

95 Mavrogordatosstillborn Republic175, 178; Heringlo. molitikd képypoto otpv EAAddo 1821-19361178.

% Giorgos D. Kontogiorgis, Ot soctohotikéc 1déeg Tov AAéEavdpov Maravaotasion”, 90.
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A. TTomavactaciov kot to aypotikd {iTnua’, 212, 222; Thanassis Kalaphati©u0ewpnticés amapyés ko n
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OIKOVOUIKES KOl TOMTIKES OTOWELS Tov, 229.
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clearly declared that ‘in the first place, we awsipvely interested in the elevation of
agriculture, and thereafter generally in all thieoling people®® In an interview on 14
March 1931, he justified the entanglement of agrawith labor and other alien interests
in his party’s programme, and the consequent ‘garofraracter of the agrarian parties’, in
the following terms:

[...] the life of a society cannot and is not to aogy’s interest to become exclusively
agricultural; therefore the agrarian parties, vyifay power, need to have a clear
programme for the entirety of the society, for émire function of the State. And for the
definition of this programme, they are obliged t@mine which other non-rural classes
are related to and thus in a position to appro&ehpolitical perceptions of the rural
classes.

[...] Most relative to the latter are the labor clssthe classes of the strugglers, who
live on their labor. Among these and the farmeesdhs no social difference, only in the
way of working. Both the farmers and the strugglensate [their livelihood] from their
personal labor. Both are on the lowest level oheoaic power, and need one another, not
only for their political preponderance, but alsotfeeir economic advancement”

Allegedly, Papanastassiou’s interest in agriculamd the class of farmers was deeply
rooted since his early years; his mentor in agnésta was one of his uncles (a certain
loannis Apostolopoulos, a French-trained agronohydrade)®°

For its partKoinoniki Ereunacritically argued that Papanastassiou’s party Vigistly
inclined to the Left, without advancing toward maradical solutions to the Greek
problem’. And disparately maintained that Paparsasta ‘is fluctuating between
radicalism and petite-bourgeoisie indolence, witsparious social content and a fully
confused ideological character'. It further condechiPapanastassiou’s collaboration with
Venizelism on the general elections of 1928 aslagrént crime’, accusing him of
‘forgetting that he is a leftist’. All in all, th&heoretical organ’ of the Agrarian Party
claimed that Papanastassiou’s party was no mone @hgersonal party’; ‘one of the
various bourgeois parties that contest the powerder to govern to the detriment of the
laboring populations of the country’. In June 193Zis left-wing agrarian periodical
asserted that it was not feeling ‘enmity toward &sassiou or his party’, yet it called on
his ‘radical’ and ‘leftist’ followers to abandonrhiand to join the Agrarian Party of
Greece. In view of the September 1932 electi&io#noniki Ereunaescalated its criticism,
associating Papanastassiou’s party with ‘the weapitalist and anti-popular parties’ and
regarding it as an ‘enemy of the laboring peopléhefcountry®” In January 1933 and in
view of the forthcoming March elections, Papanaitasmade proposals to Mylonas and
Sophianopoulos to form a ‘coalition of the dispdragrarian and labor forces’ against ‘the
great economic interests and all the forces ofti@a¢c but he received a negative reply.
The leader of the Agrarian and Workers’ Party lattied the division between the ‘left-

104" Xenophon Leukoparidis (ed.)Aiééavdpov Iomavaotaciov ueiétes, Adyor, dpbpa  [Alexander
Papanastassiou”s Studies, Speeches, Articles]llvhthens, 1957), 574, 647.

105 Xenophon Leukoparidis (ed.)Aiééavdpov Iomavastaciov ueiétec, idyor, dplpa  [Alexander
Papanastassiou”s Studies, Speeches, Articles]llvpAthens 1957), Il, 695-696.
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197 Editorial, “O potog Tov k. IMomavaoctasiov,” [The role of Mr. Papanastassiokpinoniki Ereuna 4 (June
1932): 1-2.
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wing [political] organizations’ to ‘either personat secondary theoretical reasot’In
fact, in 1929-33 the main obvious discrepancy betwBapanastassiou’s party and the
unified Agrarian Party of Greece was centered eir thpposite stances (relatively pro and
vehemently against, respectively) toward VenizefiShtdowever, despite their infrequent
allusions to the Left, | believe that Papanastassiand, for that matter, Mylonas’ close
association with the bourgeois state and the Libdratorically places them on the Right
or rather more conservative wing of agrarianism.

Table 3Electoral sway of the Agrarian and Workers’ ParfyGreece, 1926-38°

Year No. of MPs %

1926 17 6.48%
1928 20 6.71%
1932 8 5.89%
1933 13 4.16%
1936 4 2.59%

Conclusions

The Agrarian Party of Greece and its offshootswal as Papanastassiou’s Agrarian
and Workers’ Party, failed to inspire, to motivated win the allegiances of the agrarian
population of Greece. All in all, they remainedréihghout the interwar period) minuscule
political formations with a negligible nation-wigdectoral sway that hardly ever exceeded
6-7%. The first and foremost downturn of the intanagrarian parties of Greece was that
their programmes included policies and measurdshidid either been already applied or
were under way of being materialized by the govermis of the Liberal (Venizelist)
camp. The timely solution to the core of the agmaproblem (meaning the issue of large
landed property) had already been delivered by 2&o$ himself in 1917 and applied by
the Plastiras (Venizelist) Government in Februa93, a month before the establishment
of the Agrarian Party in March 1923. For that mattke Agrarian Party and its offshoots
did not innovate but rather came to fill-in omiggoand to pressure for the faster
implementation and the broader extension or rade@bn of existing policies and
measures. In other words, in the period under denstion the established bourgeois
parties were always many steps ahead of the agradaio-political requests: As
Evelpidis admitted in 1926, the tenets of agragianii.e. ‘the decreed expropriation of
most large estates; the allotment of land to thwlless peasantry for the purpose of
creating a class of self-sustained small proprsettte assurance of a minimum viable
property to each agricultural family; the legal teiiion of the new small landed property;

108 Al PapanastassiouH" cuscmpdTactc TV aploTepdv opyavdcswy,”, [The Unification of the Left-Wing
OrganizationsKoinoniki Ereuna 15 (June 1933): 1.

109 Diamantopoulos,® A. Hanavactasiov ¢ aploteph Ttépuya 0L Bevilehopov”, 154-155.

10 Demetrius G. Panagiotopoulagypotiké Kduua Eilddog: Oweic tov aypotikot kivijuoroc oty Edda
[Agrarian Party of Greece: Aspects of the agranmvement in Greece], (Athens, 2010), 82, 86.

1L cf. Panagiotopoulostypotixé Kouuo EMédog, 54, 86, 90.
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the grouping of small proprietors into cooperativesc.) were by and large fulfilled by
Law 1072 of 1917 and the successive agrarian kgl passed in 1919-24.

As Mavrogordatos has expressed it, Greek agramargssentially grew out of a
‘revolution of rising expectations’ among the nematlholders, and was sustained by a
demagogic and populist agitation against the litigites of the 1917 Venizelist land
reform*® (For instance, in 1924 Chassiotis suggested tleenption of the former serfs
from any indemnities for the small plots of landttthey had received?) The discourse
of the Greek agrarians can thus be described aficalaagrarianism™® Still then,
Venizelos’ ingenuity (which majorly drew on Papaaasiou’s original ideas) blunted the
radical appeal of the agrarians. In 1928-32, thaix&os Government carried out major
public infrastructure works for the benefit of agidture: irrigation, drainage and rural
road-building works in the Strymon valley, in Thalysand in Epirus; these works
significantly increased the productive possibititief Greek agriculture (in 1932, wheat
production increased by 75 % compared to the medfathe period 1927-31), which
followed a rising course throughout the rest of 1830s. Additionally, Venizelos' last
long-term Government established the Agriculturan® the Tobacco Institute and the
Cotton Institute, as well as an Advanced Schoohgficulture in Salonica; it continued
the policy inaugurated by Papanastassiou for teee@se of grain production and the
sustainment of the rural income by offering ari#ily inflated prices to domestic wheat
producers; it also expanded and completed the taf@m with the expropriation of
further 87 estates that were owned by Greek ndsarad the ‘buying-off’ of another 104
that belonged to foreigner subjett$Last but not least, in October 1931 Venizelos gass
a five-year moratorium on the farmers’ private l®aa pro-agrarian gesture that was
repeated by the Metaxas Government in 1937 on a gemerous (twelve-year) basis.

In addition to lagging far behind the ingeniousiagtural policy of Venizelos, the
Agrarians were literally squeezed between the tvapompolitical camps (Venizelists and
Antivenizelists); the polarization of the Greekernwar political life (especially in the
period 1933-35) was the second most severe blotlet@grarian political movemehf.
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The petite-bourgeoisie aspirations of the Greek ggasasses as well as the clientelist
networks of the established bourgeois partiesvefy limited ground for the success of
agrarian politics!® The Agrarian Party presented itself as a ‘genpiarty of principles,
without corrupt adherents, but based on the agefcgincere and not self-interested
ideologues’. Thus, it was manifestly distinguishitsglf from the ‘personal parties that vie
for power’, and appealed for supporting ‘the makshe people and especially to those
who are minimally related to corrupt practices, aodfirstly and mostly to the morally
pure farming people?® However, clientelism (the system by which parliatagian
politicians distribute jobs in the public sectorgmecial favours in exchange for electoral
support), which was deeply rooted within Greek ety left little ground for the
flourishing of ideological and class parties in theriod under consideration. Thus, the
Greek farmer (especially the yeomen of Old Greeemained firmly attached to the
patronage system of the established bourgeoisiqabliparties** Moreover, the radical
and far-reaching land reform of 1917 irrevocablgled the alliance of Venizelism with
the formerly landless peasantry and the refulf@es.

Furthermore, Greek farmers appeared to lack alsdeiss consciousne$s.in 1931,
Evelpidis noted the absence of the ‘necessary teghexperience’ as well as of an
‘agrarian conscience’ among ‘many’ of the new shatlers*?* This critical absence of a
class consciousness can also partly explain thegiephic drift from the countryside to
the large towns, which —as the agronomists andulieg politicians feared — tended to
assume the dimensions of a rural exodus: tensoofsdnds of smallholders forsook their
land and sought social mobility (namely, to theitpdiourgeoisie level) and employment
in the towns as wage-earners or shopkeepers. Tdredfedepopulation of the Greek
countryside did not eventually happen during théerimar period (it awaited the
devastating occupation by the Axis forces and thiesequent Civil War in the 1940s).
However, in the prevalent opinion of the agronomitd more generally of the interwar
bourgeois publicists, the ostentatious urbanisidref the Greek farmers reflected not only
the steep drop in the agricultural income due ® dhgoing crisis in the rural economy
(that peaked in 1924 and 1928); the wretched liviagditions in the countryside (which
were attributed to the neglect of the rural popatet by the official state); but also to the
peasants’ attraction to the urban lifestyle; aredrthversion to the agricultural profession.
Thus, Greek agronomists considered as their sdaigl to infuse the farmers (especially,
the post-1917 new smallholders) with a conservatiggrarian conscience’; this
‘conscience’ entailed not only the sealing-off loé ttarmers from the rebellious teachings
of communism and left-wing agrarianism, but alse persuasion of the farmers to remain

19 Mavrogordatos,Stilloorn Republic 168-170; Alkis Rigos,H B Eiqvikij Aguoxpatio. 1924-1935:
Kowawvikég draotdoeis e molitikiic oxnvijc [The Second Greek Republic, 1924-1935: Social Dsmans
of the Political Scene] (Athens, 1992), 156-157.

120 agrotiki Simaia,3, October 23, 1925, 1.

121 Nikos Mouzelis Modern Greece: Facets of Underdevelopm&oindon and Basingstoke, 1978), 102, cited
in: Mavreas, H noltikn opydvmwon tov oypotikod ydpov otnv EANGda kotd tnv mepiodo 1922-1936”,
119; Trachanas, “The Agrarian Political Party oé&re”, 221-231.
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122 Trachanas, “The Agrarian Political Party of Gréed@0-171, 245-253.

124 Evelpidis,H yewpyiii kpioic 1dia ev EAdor, 39.
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in their profession (by presenting farming as al\vservice to the entire ‘nation’) and not
migrate to the urban centéfs.

In addition to the obvious lack of an ‘agrarian soence’ among the Greek farmers,
the geographical and social breakdowns of the egralectorate (between the New and
the Old Lands; between old yeomen and new smalihsjcbetween native and refugee
farmers, etc.) limited further the margin for anra@n political success® Another
(fourth most) important reason that explains théfa of agrarian politics in interwar
Greece is the personal character of the agrariamptgts and the unbridgeable ambitions
of their leaders, which left not much free ground dollective action. What is more, none
of the agrarian figures had the qualities of a ishaatic and indisputable political leadéf.
Pournaras deplored in 1933 the fact that ‘agrasiahhad been ruptured into ‘countless
pieces and groups out of personal, in their most, gacentives’. In his opinion,
agrarianism in Greece had been ‘ridiculed’ by thectessive splits, dissensions, personal
conflicts and recriminations’. The real intentidrehind these ruptures within the Agrarian
Party were the ambitions of each one of these diguto create his own group and to
present himself as a leader, without caring for éRkploited and abused people of the
plebeians of the land and the laborers, whom theyewsupposed to represent and
defend’’?® Last but not least, the majority of the agrariaaders (Chassiotis, Evelpidis,
Mylonas, Papanastassiou, Sophianopoulos, etc.) weteof a rural extraction but
belonged to Athens’ upper bourgeois strat&easonably, the genuineness of the agrarian
parties of interwar Greece was under serious dolbtsonclusion, agrarianism exerted a
far greater influence on Greece’s parliamentarigitips through the agency of Venizelist
governmental policies (by means of the Venizebsgfidlature and via Venizelism’'s ‘left-
wing’, personified in Papanastassiou) than throtlgh electoral sway of the country’s
agrarianper separties.
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