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REFUGEES OF THE 1923
POPULATION EXCHANGE
BETWEEN TURKEY
AND GREECE

Greek efforts for integration and assimilation

Eleni Kyramargiou

Introduction

An exchange of populations between Greece and Turkey was first suggested by
Mr Venizelos in 1914 as a way of solving the difficulties which had arisen at the begin-
ning of that year between the two countries. Relations had become strained owing
to the refusal of Turkey to recognize the Greek annexation of the Aegean islands
opposite the Anatolian coast. In order to put pressure on the Greek Government,
the Turks proceeded to expel the Greek inhabitants of a large number of towns and
villages in Eastern Thrace and on the Western Anatolian littoral, installing in their
place Moslem emigrants from Macedonia. These Greeks, amounting to 270,000,
were forced to take refuge in Greece. |...]

A similar situation, this ime on a much larger scale, arose after the Smyrna disaster in
1922, Over 800,000 Greeks and Armenians from Anatolia took refuge in Greece during
and immediately after the operations, while the whole of the Greek and Armenian popu-
lation of Eastern Thrace, another 200,000, trekked over into Greek territory before the
country was re-occupied by the Turks in accordance with the terms of the Moudania
Convention. Thus the position, when the delegates of the belligerents met at Lausanne
to discuss terms at the end of that year, was that there were over a million Greek and
Armenian refugees in Greece for whom neither land nor houses were available.

L Lras inevitable, under the circumstances, that Mr Venizelos should revert to
the old idea of an exchange of populations. Under the arrangement, the Moslems
of Greece (excepting Western Thrace) were to be forced to emigrate, thus making
room for the refugees. This proposal was accepted by the Turkish Government and
embodied in the Greco-Turkish Convention signed at Lausanne in January 1923,

(Archive of Alexandros Pallis, Institute of Historical
Research/National Hellenic Research Foundation)
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i de by Alexandros Pallis, membey .,

The above description comesl fro:x:hif:;:':“;’;z:zuu:ym year after the complcnu:. (:”H g
Joint CMnlm “:::c ?5'":;‘::: provisions of the Lausanne Treaty. In this presentation, "tf;‘:
exchange n ’S: ontext for the Greek-Turkish relations and, more generally. the ey
secks to provi e“;)' formed Balkan states following the recent military expeditions ;, |
bcmnd:l;:lb" wars of 1912-1913 and the First World War (.h“ followed are eveny 4,
zsﬁ'noncd the development and formation of the Balkan states and influenced the relation,..
among them. The beginning of the Greek-Turkish war in 1919, th.e end of the war in |42
with the defeat of Greece, the disorderly retreat of the Gne.k army in tandem with the fl,y,
of the Orthodox population from Asia Minor, which led, in turn, to the agreement for ),
population exchange between Greece and Turkey in January 1923, are all events that defiy,. :
modern Greek and Turkish history and influenced the formation of not only the mode,,
Greek state but also modern Turkey.

Pallis’ description indicates that the idea of the population exchange was not merely ¢}

result of the Greek=Turkish war of 1919 and the violence perpetrated throughout it by hors
warring sides. Instead, Pallis highlights how the population exchange actually sealed the den,
graphic and political shifts initiated by the dissolution of two empires at the beginning of 1.
twentieth century, the Russian and the Ottoman; events which forced thousands of peoplc
to move according to ethnic or religious criteria and led to the creation of the Balkan nauon
states as well as the establishment of the Turkish state. The Greek-Turkish war of 1919-1922
and the ensuing population exchange brought an end to a long period of instability within the
wider Ottoman Empire, during which the multinational elements of the Empire faded, this
rendering the coexistence of different population groups impossible. That was the momen
when Greece became Greek and Turkey became Turkish.

In September 1922, Greece did not merely lose a war; its grandiose dream of expanding i
borders and creating the “Greece of two continents and five seas” was virtually devastated. The
de{'ea was 50 overwhelming that the Greek state had to manage not only the disintegraton
of its dzsbanded army, but also the arrival of thousands of refugees in a state of shock. Durirs
the negouations that began in the next few months and resulted in the Treaty of Lausanne.
(‘;‘:’""’"‘“ for a population exchange was characterised by Greek diplomats and officials 5

only solution, since it allowcfi the Greek state to accept within its borders the Chrisuar
zm::: g::::nAEz"’ 3 “’fd’ the exception of the Christians of Istanbul where
respective exceptions in ,I',h:“. m time, the departure of Muslim populations, with theie
for the refogee resetdement. create the spatial and economic conditions necessirs
different :g:oimmc; ::Ihm?mgd; wl the agreement of the exchange of population. for
to lay the foundations for the formulatio, o;:lhmonm, in the end, both countries utilised #
and the constitution of their national n of their national ideology in the twentieth centu
the crucial historical fact. The destru hﬂm’)’ s Gne'k historiography, the exchange is 1t

Christians are portayed 35 the decie brnrc ™ 7 Scptember 1922, and the exodus o
the victory in the Greek-Turkish War and ::w events. Similarly, for Turkish historiograph™
monumental historical eveats (Alpan 2012, M :l“.w"“] independence of 1923 are presented »
on the policies of social integration and paltsiotis 2006, Yildirim 2006). The focus will b¢
rural areas, the multiple ways the 4 m°'; particularly their implementation in urban and

m parture of Muslims from Greece created ample space 072
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Refugees of the 1923 population exchange

The refugees of the Balkan wars and the First World War

The Balkan wars not only changed the geography of the Balkans by forming the borders of
the states, but mainly gave rise to national ideologies and nationalist movements which made
it impossible for different ethnic/religious groups to coexist within the same country.' The
possibill!Y of a population exchange among Greece, Bulgaria and the Ottoman Empire was
posited for the first time shortly after the end of the Balkan wars and before the beginning of
the First World War. By that time, it had already become evident to the political leadership
of all three sides that the preceding wars had broken the bonds among the various populations
of the Empire, leading to violent incidents between different ethnic groups, while thousands of
people had been forced to relocate either within the newly formed states or the Ottoman ter-
ritory. In the summer of 1914, a joint commission of Greek and Ottoman officials was formed
in Smyrna to discuss the issue of population movement between the two states for the first
dme. The Greek side had not yet resolved to proceed with this solution, nor were the Greek
people of the Empire ready to abandon their homes and livelihoods, despite the violence that
had been inflicted upon them. Then, the Ottoman Empire entered the First World War and
the commission was suspended (Archive of Alexandros Pallis).

At the diplomatic level, the ensuing First World War, the Treaty of Sévres and the Greek-
Turkish war interrupted any attempts at an agreement between the two states, while also
encounaging violent clashes between their populations, especially in the areas of Pontus and
Asia Minor. It is worth noting that, as the Ottoman Empire had been shrinking since the
mid-nineteenth century with the Crimean War and up until the Balkan wars, thousands of
Muslim people had been forced to find refuge in Asia Minor and other fertile areas of the
Ottoman Empire, exacerbating the conflicts between different ethnic groups and making coex-
istence particularly difficult. According to Stanford J. Shaw, Muslim refugees to the Otoman
Empire were called muhacir or muhajir. In 1914, the muhacir of the Balkan wars constituted
20% of the population of the Ottoman territory, equal to the percentage of Christian minor-
ities living in the Empire at the time (Shaw 1980). These populations had multiple effects on
the Ottoman Empire. Although some of them transfused the spirit of European moderniza-
tion to the Ottoman society, they also contributed to the rise of religious nationalism and the
Islamization of the political life of Ottomans and Young Turks. The Balkan wars muhacir,
carrying the fresh trauma of their expatriation, joined the ranks of the Neo-Turks and became
involved in a violent process unfolding within “a political framework which linked ethnicity
with land ownership”, thus adding a new dimension to the national conflict. Within this frame-
work, an element of class resentment towards the affluence of Christians further fanned the
violence against them (Liakos 2019).

As a result, part of the Christian populations of the Ottoman Empire were forced to abandon
their houses and livelihoods, permanently or temporarily, because of the continuous and par-
ticularly extreme incidents of violence which were taking place mainly in the area of Pontus
and Asia Minor and to seek refuge in Greece, adding to the Greek refugee populatons of the
Balkan wars. In order to deal with the refugee movement, the Greek state scrambled to set up
the required administrative organization and to obtain the financial resources necessary. Until
the beginning of the twentieth century, the funds for refugee assistance had been raised by
charities. A central committee was established in Thessaloniki in 1914 to take on the care and
rehabilitation of 174,000 refugees who had settded in Macedonia. It was the first organized
state aid to provide assistance to Orthodox newcomers from the Ottoman Empire. In 1917,
60,000 refugees arrived in Greece from the areas of Caucasus and Pontus. In the same year, the
Greek state also set up the Ministry of Relief to address the issue of refugee arrivals in a more
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organized way, while a number of laws comributed' in the same direction (Karamouy,, 199
Kontogiorgi 2006), The arrival of the refugees obhgate.d the G_mek government o esihyy
the necessary structures in order to manage the new reality and, in this way, the welfire of the
refugees became a state concern.

The constant influx of refugees throughout the First World War also forced the Gy
government to reconsider the possibility of the voluntary relocation of populations frop, one
country to another. In the Treaty of Neuilly, signed between the Entente powers and Bulg,,,,
on 27 November 1919, there was a provision for “a kind of voluntary mutual excharg,
populations”. Greece and Bulgaria seized this opportunity by signing a separate protocol iy
exchanging a large part of their national, religious and linguistic minorities. More spef
ally, 30,000 Orthodox Greek-speaking people moved from Bulgaria to Greece, and 53
Orthodox-Exarchist Bulgarian-speaking people moved from Greece to Bulgaria (Aktar 20
The majority of the refugee populations, which had been arriving in Greece since the Ealky,
wars, settled in 365 settlements in rural areas of Macedonia without the necessary care 114
assistance by the State (Archive of Alexandros Pallis). Greece was still in the muddle of 3 wi
the state administrative organization was inadequate and the financial resources very limiied
The attempts to organize the refugee settlements were left unfinished and there was no cenil
planning for their creation. It was with their own money and labour that the majority of the
refugees built their new homes.

The refugees from the Asia Minor catastrophe (1922)

On 25 August 1922, the Greek army was crushed in Afyonkarahisar in western Asia Minos
and retreated. The defeat marked the end of the Greek-Turkish war. Following the routing of
the Greek army, the Orthodox population of many parts of Asia Minor — most of them Greek
speahng.-. ?bandoned their homes and villages for fear of retaliation by the Turkish army. Mox
of the civilian population and the army left for Greece from the port of Izmir. The iland
of the eastern Acgean were the first stop for the majority of refugees, while at every Greet
port arrived thous'znds of people who had been travelling for days, packed in ships with lutle
‘f’_h:;“ m!;:» oﬁ:hn without food. In September 1922 alone, more than 40,000 refugees arrived &
m;:‘y.‘ s ::r::t mc:ek port. At the same time, refugees also arrived in Thrace from ¢
ka:::m‘:“ ent of Petros Protopapadakis resigned shortly after the defeat, while in the arm™
give up the throme. Ui oy upheaval. At the same time, King Constantine [ was pressored
manage the miv:l' ofn f:: these conditions of political instability, the political leadership had ©
level. The newly # ‘:’m at the national level and negotiate a ceasefire at the internation”
crown, had to immdy zove rnment of Nikolaos Triantafyllakos, in collaboration with ¢
and the tens of thousands of commodate the 150,000 refugees already on the Aegean islnd™

Of people who had reached or were heading to the Greek ports. S7¢

the end of A o .
mkingoxo “3““'1912;':? Ministry of Relief, in cooperation with other ministries, had be¢”
country, coordina transportation, settlement and care of the refugees throughott the

ne . .
mainland to mp:f:;ec::mqk. :hhe effors to decongest the ports and transport refugees © the
most vulnerable of the m&ps. © 3PPropriation of public and private buildings to house !
the first public relief mmusr:‘.r:: Wdl as the organization of a nationwide fundraiser W
the biggest and most imue s . 207 Of houses and the coexistence with refugees
ediate change in the daily lives of the natives (Kyramargiou 201"
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Despite the ministry’s efforts to swiftly transfer the refugees from outdoor camps to sheltered
or official temporary accommodation, the camps remained overcrowded due to the constant
influx of refugees. On 30 September 1922, the minister of relief, Apostolos Doxiadis, “was
granted dictatorial power towards the accommodation of refugees within eight days”. It had
now become clear that the Greek administration was in a state of emergency which could only
be resolved through urgent measures. What was oniginally a temporary decision was turned
into law at the end of November, giving the minister of relief the opportunity to complete the
effort he had begun.

In every Greek port, in the centres of the cities and in neighbouring settlements, dozens
of refugee camps were erected either by sate and municipal agencies, providing barely decent
living conditions, or by the refugees themselves. These camps were particularly flimsy and
shoddy, as indicated by the description of Henry Morgenthau, who served as president of the
Refugee Rehabilitation Committee:

At the Piracus, the port of Athens, eleven miles away, the beach was lined with the
tatterdemalion encampment of other thousands of refugees. Misery is always pic-
turesque, the one sorry virtue of human sorrow. Shoes made of pieces of discarded
automobile tires became almost the standard footwear of the refugees. Clothing made
of flour sacks was a fashion born in of necessity, and was hard-pressed for first place
by garments improvised out of burlap or pieced together from mere rags. The sim-
plest implements were hard to come by. Tin cans served for cooking utensils. Rusty
nails were substituted for pins, and a real needle was as valuable a curiosity as it is to
an Esquimau.

(Morgenthau 1929, 51)

At the same time, the government had sought the assistance of the International Red
Cross, international charity groups and European governments. This assistance included not
only food, blankets and meals, but also the creation and maintenance of makeshift camps and
hospitals, and began at the end of October 1922 (Diplomatic and Historical Archives of the
Hellenic Ministry of Foreign Affairs). As a result, the aid during those first months was entirely
based on internal resources, public and private, which were decidedly inadequate to cover the
total needs of the more than 500,000 refugees who arrived in Greece n 1922. The arriving
refugees had been highly mobile since the first days of their arnival. They moved either indi-
vidually or in groups, sometimes of their own accord, other umes by state order, depending
on the potential for settlement and work. This first period was particularly fluid and rife wath
practical problems that had to be resolved immediately through state aid and private charity.
The majority of refugees had not been able to rescue their property and move it to Greece, and
even those who were, in theory, able to cover their Living expenses and secure decent accom-
modation, were unable to follow individual accommodation strategies, due to the lack of avail-
able options and alternatives.

The signing of the Lausanne Treaty in January 1923, sealed not only the cnfi of the Greek-
Turkish war, but essentially of a whole decade of military conflicts and populam)-n'movements.
imposing for the first tme a compulsory population exchange based on_rehgxon. For the
refugee populations, the treaty signified the permanence of the new reality to which they
had to adjust, while for the Greek government, it undcrl_meq the urgent need for permanent
solutions towards the housing and professional rehabilitation of refugees. It is important
to note that the Greek—Turkish population exchange was the first compulsory population
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exchange between two countries which was ratified through an international treaty. 4, ,

Igsiz points out,

population transfers and resetdement policies had occ.umd bffmr. but the 1923
exchange was the first of its kind in that it has set an international legal precede,
whereby forced migration was legitimised as a sgluuon fora greater good: peace. Such
legitimisation implies that the segregation of different groups will restore a peacefiy
order.

(Igliz 2018, 4)

On the other hand, the social realities of the refugee arrival posed a novel threat 1 ),
internal order of the defeated Greek state. The anxiety that if left alone the destitute newcone,,
would pose a threat to the unstable Greek political and social realities is often repeated i (|,
thetoric and writings of those involved in the policies of rehabilitation. In the words of Char,
P. Howland, chair of the Greek Refugee Setdlement Commission, “relief of despair on sy}
scale is as much a political necessity as 2 humane responsibility” (League of Nations 1926). Tj,
politics of “relief™ entailed two major, and intertwined, goals: providing housing and work o
the hundreds of thousands that had arrived in the modern Greek state.

Urban settlements

Housing was the biggest and most immediate of the problems that the state needed to resolve
after September 1922, while after the signing of the Lausanne Treaty it became clear that am
solutions suggested would have to aim towards the permanent accommodation of both the
l‘eﬁngca already in Greece and the ones expected to arrive imminently due to the popul
tion exchange. The refugees had to be allocated throughout Greece, as well as obtain housin
and work. Basically, the refugees could pursue one of the following solutions in their attempt
to solve the housing issue: 1) settlement in the buildings constructed by the Refugee Care
Fund and the Ministry of Relief, 2) long-term hospitality in requisitioned houses, 3) «lf
accymmodauon with state intervention and 4) self-accommodation without state intervention.
mh" category if‘dUded. on the one hand, the wealthiest of the refugees, who settled »
3 own expense in the centres of Greek cities, and on the other the poorest, who fled ©

ewettedd 'o.r.umnha"bued areas, which the government gradually ordered to be expropriated
and requisitioned. “There were those who could not, and those who did not want to settle 10
refugee setements and requisitioned houses” (Gizeli 1984). By 1927, in the cities and villg®

:i::‘::::‘_l- and:;:: € greater Athens and Piracus region, almost 35,000 refugee families s/
On 3 Nm‘:nber 19°2rzmmnm_ at their own expense (League of Nations 1927)-
organizati » the Refugee Care Fund was established by the Greek state. Th
rganization reflected the need for 2

centzal political level and aimed to genuine solution to the issue of refugee setdement 3’
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which — almost 4,500 — were located in Athens and Piracus, on land owned by the state or
newly requisitioned (Gizeli 1984).

In June 1923, Fhe Law “On the granung of public property and the forced requisition
of private properties towards the urban settlement of refugees” was passed and allowed the
forced requisition of public and private land outside the city plan for the settlement of refugees
(Government Gazette 153, 9.6.1923). This law enabled the Refugee Care Fund to secure the
space for the creation of its settlements. At the same time, it allowed the Ministry of Relief to
requisition land already occupied by refugees, as well as land adjacent to existing settlements, 50
that refugees could retain their makeshift homes and the state could then expand existing refugee
settlements and establish new ones. After the dissolution of the Fund and for the following five
years, the Greek Refugee Settlement Commission undertook the task of rehabilitation.

The Greek Refugee Settlement Commission was an orgamization established with the
Geneva Protocol (29.9.1923) under the auspices of the League of Nations and with the par-
ticipation of the Greek state. The Committee was governed by a four-member council and
had at its disposal all exchanged Muslim property, monastic and public lands, the land that was
requisitioned through the act of Agricultural Reform of 1924, as well as the two refugee loans
received by the Greck government in 1924 and 19287 In addition, the government granted
the Committee parcels of land in and around cities to build urban sewlements and transferred
administrative and technical personnel from the Ministry of Agriculture and the Ministry of
Relief to staff its services.

In the cities, the Committee implemented a multistage housing programme, while in the
countryside, it handled the housing and the occupational rehabilitation of refugees. More spe-
cifically, the Committee undertook the completion of the residences which the Fund had begun
constructing, while at the same time implementing a comprehensive programme of urban
rehabilitation in four areas of Athens and Piracus (Nea lonia, Kaisariani, Vrion and Kokkinia)
and managing a number of refugee buildings constructed by the Ministry of Relief. In these
four settlements, the Committee ensured the creation of water and sanitation networks, the
opening of roads and the construction of public spaces and buildings (where stipulated). The
refugee families who were rehabilitated in the Committee’s residences purchased their homes
cither in instalments of promissory notes, or in bonds received in exchange for their property
according to the terms of the Lausanne Treaty.

For the total cost of the rehabilitation effort, the Greek government received a series of
refugee loans from the League of Nations, which were managed directly by the GRSC in an
effort to avoid the time-consuming Greek bureaucracy and expedite its work. The rationale
behind the decision to charge refugees for housing was based on the fact that the rehabilitation
effort would continue long after the loans had run out to accommodate as many refugees as
possible. The result was, of course, that a large number of refugees were excluded from rehabili-
tation projects, as they could not afford the corresponding sum. These refugees resorted to
self-housing on the outskirts of the cities, expanding the urban boundaries and forming com-
munities composed by makeshift shacks and hovels.

The Committee allocated 40 industrial plots to the refugee settlements of Athens and
Piracus, where mainly carpet and cotton factories were established, employing young girls and
older women from Asia Minor and Pontus. The GRSC's decision to refrain from any essen-
tial involvement in the issue of urban employment is reflected in its tri-monthly reports, even
as it recognized its necessity since almost half the refugees who had arrived in Greece resided
in ‘cities and towns (Vogiatzoglou 199, Kritikos 2000). In spite of the lack of support by the
GRSC, industry and manufacturing thrived in the years following the refugee arrivals, since
a large part of the refugee business elite had managed to transfer their funds to Greece in time
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and were able, using their connections as well as t.he support of the I_‘Jauoml B.ank in the fo,,
of loans, to establish industrial and manufacturing units, usually in the vicinity of s .g,;
settlements in order to take advantage of the labour supplied by refugees, the majority Of“h..,%
were converted to industrial workers despite not having previous work experience, :

Rural settlements

At the same time, the Greek Refugee Settlement Commission attempted the implemeng,, .
of a comprehensive programme for the housing and professional rehabilitation of refuge,, .
agricultural areas, mainly in northern Greece and especially in Macedonia and Thrace, why,,
until then the Muslim and Slavic-speaking populations were the demographic majoruty, After
ten years of military conflict in the wider area of northern Greece and the forced moveryer
of the Muslim and Slavic-speaking populations as a result of the wars and their aftermath, ¢,
areas of Macedonia and Thrace had lost 2 large proportion of their population, farming b
ceased and agricultural production had collapsed, affecting the economic life of the counery ,,
a whole. Simultaneously, the mass setdement of Greek-speaking Christians from Turkey in the
area would change the ethnic/religious composition of the population, transform the Grect
Orthodox element from a minority to a majority and, thus, prevent any territorial disputes b
neighbouring countries.

The programme for agricultural rehabilitation included both housing and professioni
rehabilitation schemes and stipulated the allocation to refugees of residences, plots and anim,
as well as tools, seeds, ferulizers and so on. The refugees settled either in new settlements freshly
established by the GRSC, or in settlements and residences abandoned by the Muslim and Slavic-
speaking populations of Macedonia. According to the GRSC, by the time the Committee wa
terminated, 1,381 new settlements had been established in Macedonia and 236 in Thrace.
compnung 50,396 residences in total and housing 552,000 refugees (GRSC 1928). Thex
nadences usuany consisted of two main rooms, a stable, and ancillary spaces. The farmbouses
were built Fnhcr by the Committee or by the refugees themselves with materials supplied by
the Committee. At the same time, the GRSC, in collaboration with the Joint Commussion for
‘hh;mlim Be dpbp"lm and the Ministry of Agriculture, undertook the distribution of

houses in addition to the registration and distribution of land property. In this case »

well, the refugees had to purchase the property in numerous, :
: , small instalments at a price simhi
to the ones stipulated by the urban rehabilitation schemes (K p

ived ontogiorgi 2006, Salvanou 2018
For the refugees who arrived in Greece right after the military defeat, the whole proces

During these first years, 3 large number
original pl i of refugees moved to several iless of thet
. setdement, either in an effort to of il

ighbours, or i R reunite with their extended families 4
neigh! O in search for bewer living conditions and professional o e

The mo, P
socially o~ m&lmﬂ;fﬁ"‘“m“l © artived in Greece between 1922 and 1924 were 10
Oge population, nor had they been bomosencou, (cukun[h-
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and My) in their places of origin. Even that large part of the refugees who resorted to the
rehabilitation and state wglfue programmes did not constitute a homogeneous social group, but
was instead a mosaic of d’Y‘“‘ people with different social backgrounds and professional skills,
who had "0"“""‘?‘ all lived through the experience of forced movement and adjustment to
a new, different reality. The urban and agricultural rehabilitation programmes described eardier
were the two major policies implemented by the government and carried out mainly by the
Refugee Rehabilitation Committee. However, beyond the logistical aspects of the rehabilita-
tion process, there was also the issue of the refugees adjusting to the new reality and coexisting
with the country’s native populations. Both these processes were lengthy and complex, affecting
refugees and natives alike.

In Greek historiography, it is often stressed that the choice by the GRSC and the govern-
ment to grant arable land to the refugees who settled in the countryside, mainly in Macedonia
and Thrace, was made 1n an effort to establish a class of small landowners in order to pre-
vent revolutionary movements. The land the state granted to refugees from Turkey through
the GRSC's rehabilitation programme came from properties abandoned by populations who
fled or were exchanged, the expropriation of large estates and church property that remained
uncultivated, as well as from the agricultural reform which had begun in 1917 and was
concluded in 1923 (Liakos 2019). The claims by the natives on agricultural land which had
hitherto belonged to Muslim populations and was granted to refugees was the main cause of
the rivalry between natives and refugees, especually in mixed settlements where they had to
coexist (Alvanos 2019).

One of the most serious and bloodiest clashes between natives and refugees took place in
November 1924, in the county of Phyllis in the Prefecture of Serres. More specifically, native
residents of the village Kioup-Kioi (now called Proti) attempted to cultivate agrartan land
that had been expropriated by the General Administration of Macedonia for the agricultural
rehabilitation of refugees from Turkey in the village of Tserepliani (now called lhokomu). After
they were chased away by the refugees, the villagers of Kioup-Kioi returned with reinforcements
and attacked the refugees. The scuffie quickly escalated and several of those involved were
injured. Although the refugees retreated and fied to the neighbounng village of Rotholivos, the
natives destroyed part of the abandoned refugee settlement, vandalizing and burning residences.
Both Kioup-Kioi and Tserepliani were mixed population villages, especially Tserepliani, where
495 out of the 972 residents were refugees (Mavrogordatos 2017). This mcident is indicative of
the tensions which arose between the natives and the refugees who received land distributed
by the state.

In the cities, a large proportion of the refugees found employment in industry and manu-
facturing in low-skilled positions as they lacked any relevant work experience. The refugees
offered cheap and unskilled labour that led to rifts with native workers, while the Greek
economy experienced moderate development in the immediate aftermath of the 1922 mili-
tary defeat. Gradually, the refugee labour fuclled the impetus of local industries that had to
accommodate the rapid expansion of the internal market, leading to a brief period of capitalist
expansion in the late 19205 and carly 1930s. At the same time, the shared labour and social
experiences forged a new equilibrium between refugee and native workers, leading to the
growth of industrial-based labour unions. In essence, proletarian workers, regardless of their
origins, had much more in common due to their life and work conditions, which led to a
faster normalization of their relations in cities, especially in the worker-refugee settlements.
(Kyramargiou 2019) 5 - :

The 19205 were a particulady challenging period of transition for Gm_ck society as it
attempted to strike new balances and develop new bonds among its populations which were
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now almost entirely Greek-speaking and Orthod.ox Chbein, To‘this PUFPOse, an older cey
tral political decision to Hellenize the toponymic map was put into eﬂ.ﬁca' The populay,
movements which took place from 1912 until 1924 affected the resldenml_ map of the wh,
country, especially in northern Greece: a series of settlements ceased' to exist, others acquy;
new residents, while new setdements were established to house exclusively refugee populyq,.
These changes now had to be reflected in the toponymic map of the country. The numj.,
testify to the extent of the phenomenon: in the three years between 1926 and 1928 2 4,
toponym changes were implemented, most of them in Macedonia. To illustrate just 1y,
high this number is, it s worth noting that between 1913 and 1961, 4,075 toponym chpy,
occurred in the entire country, more than half of which were in the period between 193
and 1928 (Statistical Annals of Greece 1930). The hurried nature of the name changes cip, b,
also seen in the usual practice of translating “foreign-like toponyms” or in the corruption of
existing names towards a more Greek-like version.* The following examples are indicatne o
how toponyms were renamed in inland Macedonia:

Gerakartsi = Gerakareio Mantalevo = Mandalon
G(k)oumentza = Goumenitsa  Gioupsevon - Gypsochorion
Lipaninovo - Liparon Mantar ~ Manitari

The epicentre of this activity was the region of Greek Macedonia where Muslim populwon
had been removed and had been replaced with a large number of Christian refugees. Between
1926 and 1928, 201 toponymic changes were recorded in the Prefecture of Drama, 118
the Prefecture of Thessaloniki, and 213 in the Prefecture of Kilkis (IHR/NHRF Daubiw.
hnp://pandekt.is.eh.gr/pandektis/handle/ 10442/4968). The populations who were living i
:“:"ef‘“ entirely made up of refugees advocated for these toponymic changes and welcome?
mmph“::d sa:;:mon :?k relief, since the new, euphonic Greek toponyms in many cis
i )(KPIR J ::c;l(;sl;?i these new lands (Nea Trapezounta, Nea Santa, Nea

Conclusion

zn:f:m“:l:h'?:hc::’l’lmm °flh¢ process for the exchange of populations, a “violent mod-
The Balkan the Fi gun in 1912 reached its final conclusion for Greece and Turke!
in the dm\:'a;z fe,:m‘wl rorld War and the Greek-Turkish war that followed resulte’
ties in Anatolia. Thoe M . communities in the Balkans and the Christian commuf”
th . population exchange finalized the transfer from the West to the [-N o

between the two : : :

of the W two countries from 1912 unil 1924 was a consequenct
By 1924, ,h,'g;;::;‘"‘: Q"“"?ﬂ (Toynbee 1922, Liakos 2019).

would sprawl over tWo ¢ mpm had given way to Tl.ll’kzy, and the Great Idea of a Greece that

way. The idea of 3 demo:::‘:z:umd five seas had forever been abandoned in the most painfil

prevailed and the borders and y and religiously homogeneous nation state had definitve

year when the two coumuies i F s o™ Of the two countries had been finalized. It W the
their military conflicts jn lhemrned overa new leaf in their modern history, attempting t© Jeave
past. In Greece, which had ended up on the winning side of the

Balkan wars, but had 1
tion and assimilation o‘? ::flhu o o Gre‘ek-'ru,u,h war, the efforts towards the rehab’”
gees proved particularly complex and time-consuming. Evental¥
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it was a new war, the Second World War, which would bring refugees and natives together, first
in the barracks and then in the resistance, ushering in a new era in Greek history.

Notes

At the beginning of the twentieth century, Greek populations from Eastern Romania began to arrive
in Greece. It was the first time that the Greek state had to take care of the housing and professional
rehabilitation of populations that were not related to the Struggle for Independence but rather to more
general political developments and the emergence of nationalisms in the Balkan Peninsula. A large
part of this population settled in Thessaly despite experiencing major problems due to the existence
of swamps in the area, which made the terrain completely inappropriate for habitation and the living

conditions extremely difficult (Karamouz 1999)

2 The two major refugee loans from the League of Nations had a particularly high interest rate (796); as
a result, by 1931, repayment costs and the costs of refugee rehabilitation in general constituted 40% of
the yearly budget (Tounta-Fergadi 1986).

3 Spyros Asdrachas’ remark on this phenomenon is of particular interest. Referring to the paraphrasing

or translation of foreign toponyms in Greek, he points out that these toponyms take on new meanings

and are misinterpreted: “muisinterpretations and mistaken etymologies that derive from a standard intel-
lectual demand, the meaning of names, while the historicity of names is an absent witness” (Asdrachas

1995, 139-140 ).
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THE MAKING OF A
NATIONAL CITY

From Mezre to Elazig

Ali Sipahi

Introduction

Modern nation-states have aspired to create homogeneous natonal spaces by planning alike
cities and towns decorated with material symbols of nationalist ideology. Turkey was not an
exception. Dozens of Anatolian cities, the new capital Ankara being in the first place, were
replanned by the new regime in the 19305, an ambitious period for infrastructural investments,
comprehensive plans and public works projects. However, from the locals’ point of view, such
periods are exceptional, temporary and rarcly as transformative as they seem at first sight. Towns
have a life also when they are not on the agenda of the central governments. If we highlight
only flashy events like large military operations or top-down projects, even if it 1s for critical
purposes, we may end up reproducing the nationalist state’s narrative. In this regard, Elanig is
an ideal case to study because it seems like a quintessential “nanional town.” Yet, this chapter
shows that, in most of its history, this town was carved out by local people in the face of utter
indifference by the central state. It is a story of reluctance, negligence and foot dragging. rather
than that of interventions, constructions and inventions. The first part of the chapter tells the
story of the making of Elaziz in the nineteenth century as an elite enclave for Armenian and
Turkish notables, whereas the second part explains the nationalization process in the town in
the twentieth century and the local take on the government intervention.

El-aziz: emergence of a modern imperial town
Mezre: a hamlet of landlords

In the imperial world, places used to rise and fall because the official positions travelled to
where the person in charge resided, as opposed to nation-states, whcr:_peoplc . 6l
fixed positions. At the end of the eightcenth century, for Diyarbekir Province, the rising place
was Keban simply because the directors of the Imperial Mines lived here. They had exceptional

ivileges that put them at a more powerful rank even than the nominal governors in .l%arput
and Diyarbekir. In the beginning of the mineteenth century, h?v:mr. Keban lost its privileged
Position to a new place called Mezre, the origin town of Elanig.
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