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T he idea for an organised arm ed action - coordinated and supported by 
the G reek K ingdom  and aim ed against the M acedonian revo lutionary organi
sation em erged few  years before the Ilinden U prising.1 D uring this period the 
Greek nationalistic circles in Greece and Ottoman M acedonia, prim arily the of
ficial representatives o f the Greek state and the Patriarchate o f Constantinople, 
becom ing aware about the threat against H ellenism  repeatedly dem anded changes 
in the po licy concerning the M acedonian question, including for the K ingdom  
to send some arm ed groups.2 On the other hand, after the defeat by the Ottoman 
Em pire in 1897 and until the Ilinden U prising, the officials in A thens led utterly 
cautious policy w ith a constant tendency o f building good-neighbourly relations 
w ith the O ttom an Porte. The Greek governm ents during this period acted w ith 
no clear national po licy and w ithout defined foreign and dom estic program m e, 
w hile the w hole activ ity o f the M in istry o f Foreign A ffairs was p rim arily ori
ented towards the problem  o f Crete.3 The Greek official policy strived for and 
hoped that the Ottom an civil and m ilitary authorities were go ing to protect their 
interests in M acedonia, a practice which was giving results to a certain extent.

1 Христо Силјанов, Ослободителните борби на Македонија II, Скопје, 2004, стр.
151.

2 In his first report to the Greek government at the beginning of 1901, the Metropoli
tan from Kastoria KaravengeJis, after looking into the situation in his Eparchy 
he paid special attention to the need of sending Greek chetas to Macedonia. 
Германос Каравангелис, М акедонската борба, Скопје, 2000 , сгр. 15.

3 Ο Μακεδονικός άγων και τα εις Θράκην γεγονότα, Γενικόν επιτελειον στρατού;
Διευθυνσις ιστορίας στρατού, Αθηναι, 1979, σ. 123.
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In any case, regardless o f the negative attitude o f the official G reek po l
icy towards the idea o f organising “arm ed defence o f H ellenism” in M acedonia, 
certain nationalistic circles started the process on their own initiative.4 The M et
ropolitan from  K astoria , G erm anos K aravangelis, was reso lute to realise the 
plan for in itiating  organ ised  arm ed struggle against M RO (later known as 
IMRO). According to his concept, the arm ed forces com ing from Greece would 
have not been in tended for the liberation o f “the G reeks” from the O ttom an 
rule, and even less would have acted on the territory populated w ith Greeks. On 
the other hand M RO ’s goal was not to induce terror and killing against the Greek 
population, but later on they did apply certain reciprocity. In spite o f yet offi
cially not approved p lan by the G reek governm ent or still not th inking in that 
direction the resoluteness o f Karavangelis was due to the gained rights o f the 
G reek propaganda in the O ttom an Empire, and above all due to the coopera
tion and assistance rendered by the local Ottoman authorities. In addition to re
cruiting o f  the local population - form er bandits and renegades from M RO by 
m eans o f  financial com pensation , just before the Ilinden U prising  an arm ed 
group o f about 10 Cretans had arrived to south-western M acedonia.5 The prime 
objective o f these groups was to oppose the chetas o f the M acedonian Revolu

4 The rapid development of the Macedonian Revolutionary Organisation at the begin
ning of 20th century caused fear among the Greek national factors about the 
future of their plans in Macedonia. The joining of a great number of Mace
donians — patriarchists, to the Organisation and the fact that they started to lose 
control over that portion of the Macedonian population caused uneasiness and 
panic among the Greek academic-propaganda circles. The process of unifica
tion of the Macedonian population in the Kastoria district and the disappear
ance of the “clash between the Exarchists and Patriarchists“ due to the MRO’s 
programme for fighting the Ottoman regime caused feelings of concern. The 
violation of the projected borders of “historical Greece” for the Greek prop
aganda factors meant a reason for initiating merciless war against the Mace
donian revolutionary movement, with the metropolitan Germanos Karaven- 
gelis as one of the leading protagonists.

5 More on the activity of the ten Cretans see in: Димитар Лэоровски Вамваковски,
“Дејноста на десетмината критјани во југозападна Македонија“, Историја, 
бр. 1-2, Скопје, 2007, стр. 17 - 32; Весела Трайкова, “Наченки на андарско- 
то дело в Македония — Каравангелис, Јон Драгумис и десетината Крит- 
яни“, Македонски научен институг; Преглед, София, г. XXIV, 2001, бр. 1, 
стр. 45-60.
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tionary O rganisation and to show that in the “contested” parts o f M acedonia, 
H ellen ism  “did subsist” , but also to incite reaction in the G reek capital in order 
to m otivate the governm ent to becom e actively involved in the struggle that they 
had already started.

A  radical turn in the policy o f the G reek state regard ing the M acedon
ian question happened after the Ilinden U prising was crushed. T he G reek gov
ernm ent6 7 was no longer able to act ind ifferently towards the dem ands o f the 
Greek propaganda representatives in M acedonia, since the U prising clearly con
firm ed their constant warnings and urges that urgent action against M RO struc
tures w ere necessary. Essentially, during the Ilinden U prising G reece came to a 
conclusion that H ellen ism ’s  foundations in M acedonia were no longer sound and 
that the G reek state w ith  the propaganda activities, at that time based prim arily 
on peacefu l actions, was not able to realise the program m e o f the M ega li id ea J  
W hat the Ottom an authorities and even less the Balkans authorities were unable 
to accept, was the fact that the Internal O rganisation basically presented itse lf 
as a leg itim ate representative o f the m ajority o f the M acedonian  O rthodox 
Christian population. In parallel to this tendency the leading national ideologists 
in the G reek kingdom , along w ith the propaganda o f the other pretenders for 
Macedonia* rightfully started identifying M RO as one o f the m ain obstacles in 
achieving their national program m es. The slogan “Autonom y for M acedonia” , 
w hich was confirm ed also in the m ost im portant O rganisation program  docu
m ent - the C onstitution8 from 1897, clearly defined the political form  o f  the fu
ture state. Furtherm ore, especially im portant was the organisation o f m ost o f 
the territo ry o f M acedonia in revolutionary districts w hich “resulted from the 
specific needs that im posed them selves in the course o f the practical function

_________ Greek-Macedonian Struggle: The Reasons for its Occurrence

6 At that time there were frequent changes at the prime minister’s position in the Greek
government. Thus, between December 1902 and June 1903 Prime Minister was 
Teodoros Delianis; he was followed by Georgios Theotolds (June - July 1903); 
then came Dimitrios Ralis (July - December 1903); and then again the Greek 
government was headed by Theotokis (December 1903 - December 1904).

7 Крсте Битовски, Грчката “Македонска борба“, Скопје, 2001, стр. 90.
8 Article 1 of the 1897 Constitution, which defined the goal of Macedonian Revolu

tionary Organisation read: “to unify as a whole all dissatisfied elements from 
Macedonia and Edirne, regardless of their nationality, in order to achieve full 
political autonomy for these two regions by means of revolution”. Историја 
на македонскиот народ, том 3, Институт за национална историја, Скопје, 
2003, стр. 187.
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ing o f TM O RO  on the ground” .9 In such a way the presented territorial sover
eignty o f the M acedonian  revolutionary m ovem ent overlapped w ith  som e of 
the territorial plans o f the M egaliidea . The direct confrontation happened in the 
so called m iddle or “contested  area” o f M acedonia, accord ing to the G reek 
views, w here the in tensity o f the Ilinden U prising was m ost strongly felt and 
where later on m ost o f the A ndart chetas would operate.

T he massive participation o f the M acedonian O rthodox Christian pop
ulation from w estern  M acedonia, being exarchical and patriarchate, in the Ilin 
den U prising caused a surprise and anxiety in G reece and am ong the G reek rep
resentatives in the O ttom an Empire. The Secretary o f the Greek Consulate in 
B ito la at the tim e, Ion D ragum is in a letter addressed to his father Stephanos 
dated 25 Ju ly  190310 concluded: “we have a Slavic uprising in M acedonia... A ll 
the Slavophones listen to the Com m ittee (MRO, author’s note) both O rthodox 
Christians and Schism atics (Exarchists, author’s note) and m ost o f them  vo l
untarily” .11 W hat concerned them was the fact that the m ajority o f that popula
tion “that did not have the necessary national consciousness and patrio tism ” to 
follow the po licy o f G reek propaganda, had shown surprising consciousness 
and patriotism  in accepting and follow ing the policy and the program m e pro
pagandised by a secret organisation which offered liberty and constitution o f its 
own M acedonian state.12 A nother alarm ing m om ent, as one could notice, was 
the participation o f a great percent o f the M acedonian patriarchate population 
in the U prising, which by the G reek policy was declared to be o f G reek ethnic 
origin in the O ttom an Empire. In such a way the G reek state (with the excep
tion o f the small enclaves o f V lach and A lbanian O rthodox Christian popula
tion that w ere also considered to be “G reek”), which before the U prising based 
on the church affiliation o f the population, presented and recognised dom ina
tion o f the G reek ethn ic population  in parts o f the M acedonian  territory, de 
facto during the U prising was left w ithout m ost its self-proclaim ed ethnic ele
m ent in M acedonia. This situation soon afterwards forced the G reek political

9 Марија Панлевска, Струмички револуционерен округ (1893-1903), книга I,
Скопје, 2002, стр. 25.

10 The dates in the text from here onwards will be written in an old style (Julian calen
dar).

111ωνος Δραγουμης, Τα Τετράδιά του Ιλιντεν, Γιωργος Πετσιβας, Αθήνα, 2000, σ. 195.
12 Крсте Битоски, “Некой аспекта на илинденските националноослободителни 

борби“, Историја, год. XXXIX, број 1-2, Скопје, 2003, стр. 17.
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leadership to adopt strategic and political solutions regard ing the M acedonian 
question, which , w ith  small exceptions, had ignored the M acedonian reality on 
the ground .13 Such a move was the equalisation o f the M acedonian revolution
ary m ovem ent w ith  the Bulgarian  propaganda institutions, w h ich  in essence 
m ade it easier for the G reek state in confronting the structures o f MRO. This 
tendency was supported  by the policy and propaganda o f the B ulgarian  gov
ernm ent, which was trying to present the M acedonian revolutionary m ovem ent 
as a w ork o f the “M acedonian Bulgarians” . The identification was aim ed at jus
tifying the G reek arm ed intervention, which allegedly was provoked by the “Bul
garian m ovem ent, w hich  was against the G reek nation and the Ecum enical Pa
triarchate” .14 O n the other hand the G reek propaganda by presenting the Or
ganisation as an arm ed phase o f Bulgarian propaganda dem anded an appropri
ate reaction by the G reek side. In that sense the Greek Consul in Thessaloniki, 
N. E vgen iad is, at the beginn ing o f 1904 advised the G eneral A dm in istrato r 
H ilm i Pasha that “Bulgarian chetas could be destroyed by creating G reek ones, 
which would also establish order” . The Consul also requested from Hilm i Pasha 
a guarantee that their chetas “would not be persecuted by the O ttom an author
ities” .15 This proposal was decisively refused by the General Adm inistrator. Still, 
the ideologists o f  that policy, despite the official position o f the G reek propa
ganda, w ere fam iliar w ith  the goals and the program m e o f M RO  and its au
tochthonous M acedonian character, which on the other hand cannot be claimed 
for the m ajority o f  the G reek public and political elite. In February 1903, the 
abovem entioned Ion Dragmus concluded: “So the m ajority o f the M acedonian 
people w ill fom ent an uprising... W hat do they care about H ellenism ? We shall 
remain a m inority in being stripped ... I pity them , they want neither Bulgaria nor 
G reece, but they w ant their own freedom, the freedom that attracted them and 
m ade them  fanatics” .16 Furtherm ore, in a letter to Pavlos M ellas dated 27 Feb
ruary  1903 D ragum is w rote: “the chetas and the com m ittees are in filtrated

_________ Greek-Macedonian Struggle: The Reasons for its Occurrence

13 Димитрис Литоксоу, Грчката антимакедонска борба I; Од Илинден до Заго-
ричани (1903-1905), Скопје, 2004, стр. 39.

14 Εταιρία Μακεδονικόν σπουδών, Ιδρυμα μελετών χερσονήσου του αιμου, Περικλεούς
Αλεξ. Αργυροπουλου, Ο μακεδονικός άγων (απομνημονεύματα), Θεσσαλονίκη, 
1957, σ. 4.

15 Report by the Royal Greek Consulate in Thessaloniki, No. 3 ,4January 1904. The au
thor has a copy of the original.

161. Δραγουμης, Τα Τετράδιά..., σ. 21.



everywhere and have no intention to give in to the dem ands o f the Russians and 
the G reat Powers, w ho had been advising for peace. On the contrary, they had 
worked even m ore aggressively than before... they claim... that they are not fight
ing to make M acedonia Bulgarian, but to create an autonom ous state (M acedo
nia to the M acedonians)” .17 The contem porary o f the Ilinden U prising period 
and a later on G reek historian, G regorios M odis (born in B itola w ith V lach ori
gin), w ith  a kind o f respect and adm iration wrote about MRO, w hich ‘'assum ed 
the liberation m onopoly” and “w ith great supra-Christian soul gave an oppor
tunity to all Christians, righteous and unrighteous to participate” .18 E laborating 
on the objectives o f the “Internal O rganisation” , M odis noted: “it declared it
self and fought for the entire M acedonian population, regardless o f the national 
and religious feelings o f the different elements. The O rganisation was counting 
on every individual who did not give in to the O ttom an tyranny and w anted to 
dedicate all its energy to general liberation deeds... T heir slogan was ‘M acedo
nia to the M acedonians’ and they tirelessly waved the flag” .19

T he ro le o f the G reat Powers and their interests during the O ttom an 
dom ination always had crucial significance for the situation in the Balkan Penin
sula. In the last quarter o f the 19th century the relations between the O ttom an 
Em pire and the European powers were under the influence o f the new  protag
onists, the new ly-form ed Balkan states and their efforts to realise their national 
program m es that w ere prim arily oriented towards the O ttom an territories, but 
also in m utual com petition  for attracting  the C hristian population  and con
quering the territo ry o f  O ttom an M acedonia. The G reat Powers tried to take 
advantage o f the new ly created B alkan nationalism  im posing them selves on 
Turkey and one o f the Balkan states in order to protect their own interest in the 
region. T he G reat Powers in their attem pt to m aintain the in tegrity o f the O t
tom an E m pire frequently in tervened w ith the excuse o f reform s in favour o f 
the Christian population in M acedonia, but w ith prim e objective was to m ain
tain the situation status-quo.20 In this direction were the M ürzsteg reform s21 o f

122_______________ Dimitar Ljorovski Vamvakovski__________________

17 Ναταλια Μελά, Παύλος Μελας, Αθήνα, 1926, σ. 172.
18 Γ. X. Μοδη, Μακεδονικός άγων και μακεδονικές αρχηγοί, Θεσσαλονίκη, 1950, σ. 32,

33.
19 Γ. X. Μοδη, Μακεδονικός άγων και..., σ. 32.
20 Μιραντα Παξιμαδοπουλου - Σταυρινου, Η διπλωματία των Δυνάμεων και οι μεταρ

ρυθμίσεις στη Μακεδονία (1903-1908), Αθήνα, 2009, σ. 405.
21 The Mürzsteg reforms were named according to the place Mürzsteg, where the Russ-
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2 O ctober 1903, d irectly caused by the Ilinden U prising and the v io len t in ter
vention by the O ttom an arm ed forces in putting it down. One should also m en
tion one o f the factors that incited the arm ed intervention o f the G reek state in 
M acedonia, and that is A rtic le 3 o f the reform  program m e from  M ürzsteg. It 
prescribed "A fter the pacification o f the country, the im perial governm ent 
should be requested to make certain changes in the territorial division o f the ad
m inistrative units in order to properly group the different nationalities” .22 This 
form ulation o f the article by the Balkan pretenders was interpreted as a possi
bility to present and w in over the m ajority o f the Christian population, in order 
to group them  artific ially and m ore com pactly i.e. to divide the “nationalities” 
based on the new  territorial division. The first one who realised the “threat for 
the H ellen ism” was Ion D ragum is, at the time an official at the G reek consulate 
in Serres, w ho in  his report to the G reek Foreign M in istry dated 4 D ecem ber 
1903 w arned that ""those threats refer to the spheres o f influence on the M ace
donian territo ry by the Balkan nationalists for characterising the population in 
M acedonia as G reeks, V lachs, Serbs, A lbanians, Turks or Bulgarians, depend
ing on the districts” .23 D ragum is also noted that for the G reek interests ""in the 
G reek territories w ith purely Greek population” , referring to the southern Hel- 
lenophone area o f M acedonia, ""there were no threat, but such a danger did exist 
on the territories w ith m ixed population, especially those w ith  Bulgarophones, 
Schism atics or O rthodox Christians” .24 The battle continued w ith even greater 
intensity, prim arily between the Greek and Bulgarian propagandas, but the Ser
bian and the Rom anian ones did not fall behind w hen it came to attracting ind i
viduals or entire settlem ents to their own church organisations, thus presenting 
their church affiliation as a part o f  their ethnic group in O ttom an M acedonia. 
The attracting o f  believers soon turned into a v io lent i.e. arm ed and fierce con
flict, to w hich M RO  was drawn into. On the other hand, the requirem ent that 
was incorporated in the above mentioned article o f the reform s, ""after the paci
fication o f the country”, was totally in favour o f the O ttoman authorities, which

_________ Greek-Macedonian Struggle: The Reasons for its Occurrence

ian Tsar Nikolai II and the Austro-Hungarian Emperor Joseph I met. The pro
gramme was later approved by other powers that participated in the Berlin Con
gress. The reforms had 9 articles that envisaged reforms in the administration, 
the economy, the police and justice.

22 X. Силјанов, Ослободителните борби..., стр. 54.
231. Δραγουμης, Τα Τετράδιά..., σ. 622 - 634.
24 Ibid., p. 622-634.
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not only had not undertaken proper m easures for preventing the arm ed con
flict, but on the contrary, in m any cases they incited it or acted indifferently to
wards certain  developments.

T ransfers o f individuals or entire v illages from one to another church 
organisation (Patriarchate or Exarchate) started much before the Ilinden U p
rising. T he beginnings o f that process dated from the tim e when the Exarchate 
was founded in 1870, especially w ith Article 10 o f the O ttom an firm an, which 
prescribed two thirds p lebiscitary support by the Christian population in order 
to join a certain church organisation.25 M RO ’s policy on this issue during this pe
riod was clear. Its agitation was oriented towards the entire M acedonian popu
lation. In the course o f it they explained the objectives o f the O rganisation re
gardless w hether the M acedonian population was under the jurisdiction o f the 
Patriarchate or the Exarchate and no pressure was exerted on the population to 
transfer from one church to another. However, at the end o f 1902 one could no
tice enhanced agitation by M RO in the region o f K astoria aim ed at convincing 
the M acedonian population to leave the Patriarchate and to go over to the Exar
chate. T he frequent practicing o f this was characteristic for the entire follow ing 
year. The decision o f the K astoria com mittee was reached as a result o f the neg
ative influence that the K astoria M etropolitan G erm anos K aravangelis spread 
am ong the M acedonian patriarchate population, his enhanced agitation and ac
tiv ity against the M acedonian  revo lutionary m ovem ent.26 Such m oves by the 
M acedon ian  R evo lutionary M ovem ent leaders in K asto ria, accord ing to the 
G reek pub lic ist G eorgios Pecivas was due to the 1902 decision accord ing to 
which, “the Patriarchate ordered for the patriarchists to stop cooperating on the 
preparation  o f  the U prising” .27 In any case, the situation started to change in 
final phase o f the Ilinden U prising when the G reek Patriarchate m etropolitans 
as allies to the O ttom an authorities, profiting on the utterly difficult and hope

25 Историја на македонскиот..., стр. 40.
26 In his diary, one of the heads of Kastoria committee, Vasil Cakalarov noted that at

the “General Assembly” in the village of Bapcor, held on 29 August 1902, be
side the other organisational issues they also discussed “the behaviour of the 
bishop and the Greeks who did things out of malice and imprisoned our peo
ple” and the people “admitted that the Greeks were our devils and agreed to 
renounce the bishop”. Дневникот на војводата Басил Чакаларов, Скопје, 
2007, стр. 153.

27 Ιωαννου Καραβιτη, Ομακεδονικος Αγων, Απομνημονεύματα, Τομος Α ’, Εισαγωγή,
Επιμέλεια, Σχόλια Γ ιωργος Πετσιβας, Αθήνα, 1994, σ. 17.
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less situation o f  the population, forced the M acedonian Exarchate population 
to go over to the Patriarchate. On the other hand, the population the only way 
out and the protection from  the retribution o f  the O ttom an authorities could 
see in their return under the jurisdiction o f the Patriarchate o f Constantinople. 
Such was the case in the K asto ria d istrict w here about 5,000 peasants w ere 
forced by the K asto ria m etropolitan to return to the patriarchate’s side i.e. ac
cording to the beliefs at the time to becom e “G reeks” .28 But, very soon, im m e
diately after the end o f the Uprising, and especially in the first h a lf  o f 1904 as a 
reaction to the negative attitude o f the G reek propaganda institutions towards 
the U prising , especially their cooperation w ith  the local O ttom an authorities 
against the population, one could notice massive transfers o f m any families, and 
later on entire villages to the Exarchate church.29 On the other hand, undoubted 
im pact on this course o f events also had the activity o f the Bulgarian (Exarchate) 
propaganda institutions and the initiative o f the B itola d istrict com m ittee “for 
the patriarchate v illages to be turned over into exarchate ones” .30 In his m em 
oirs, G jorce Petrov confirm ed the district com m ittee’s decision, w hich goal was 
“to resist the m anifested tendencies o f the G reek bishops and consuls to bene
fit from the d isaster in favour o f the G reek propaganda” .31 However, the reac
tion by som e in the O rganisation to the spontaneous leaving o f the Patriarchate 
by the peasants in the entire area o f the insurrection was not expected to be dif
ferent i.e. to take an opposite stand, “since it suffered significantly from the con

28 Димитар Лэоровски Вамваковски, “Герхманос Каравангелис и..., стр. 30.
29 There are many documents confirming the passing of the Macedonian population

from the Patriarchate over to the Exarchate. For instance, the Greek Consul in 
Bitola D. Kalergis informed the Greek Minister of the Foreign Affairs, A. Ro
manos in his report dated 26 February 1904 that 65 villages passed over to the 
Exarchate. Μουσειομακεδονικουαγωνα, Οιαπαρχεςτου Μακεδονικουαγωνα 
(1903-1904); 100 έγγραφα απο το Αρχείο του Υπουργείου των Εξωτερικών της 
Ελλάδος, Θεσσαλονίκη, 1996, σ. 136 -139; In a report under the ref. No. 333, 
from the Bulgarian trade agency in Bitola addressed to the Prime Minister 
Racho Petrov on 3 May 1904 it was reported that 15 villages from the Kastoria 
district passed from the Patriarchate over to the Exarchate. Величко Георгиев, 
Стайко Трифонов, Грьцката и срьбската пропаганди в Македония; краят 
на XIX - началото на XX век, София, 1995, стр. 35 - 36.

30 Ванчо Горѓиев, Подземната република; Дамјан Груев и македонското
револуционерно движење, Скопје, 2010, стр. 353.

31 Спомени на Горче Петров, Скопје, 1950, стр. 154.



duct by G reek clergy during the U prising” . But, besides that, “the G reek bish
ops, open allies o f the O ttom an authorities, w ith  even greater eagerness than 
before encouraged their priests and teachers... to betrayal and spying” .32 On the 
other hand, as to the regions in the south-western M acedonia, particu larly the 
region o f K astoria, from the memoirs o f G eorgi Pop H ristov who came to that 
region in m id 1904, we learned about alm ost com plete passiveness on the part 
o f the O rganisation in this region as well as about com plete disconnection from 
the D istrict Com m ittee in B ito la.33 Hence, we can conclude that the possibility 
for M RO ’s structures in K astoria to act in that direction was m eagre, especially 
since after the arrival o f  Pop H ristov there was full reorgan isation o f the dis
trict, and the leadership for the first tim e was introduced to the ru le book and 
the draft C onstitution o f the D istrict Com m ittee o f the B ito la Revolutionary 
District.

H owever, this situation was used and presented another strong argu
m ent am ong the representatives o f the Greek propaganda institutions to in flu 
ence the G reek governm ent to change its position in order to start considering 
m ilitary intervention in some parts o f M acedonia. Firstly, those w ere the con
sular officers o f the G reek state as well as the clergy o f the Constantinople Pa
triarchate who were constantly reporting o f the “catastrophic state o f H ellenism  ” 
and the need o f arm ed intervention, but not against the O ttom an regim e, but 
against the forces o f  MRO. T he G reek Consul in  B ito la, D. K alergis, in  that 
sense tendentiously in his report to the G reek Foreign M in istry presented the 
“unbearable” situation o f the M acedonian peasants w ho “were com ing to the 
Consulate from everyw here to let us know that the com m ittee (MRO, author’s 
note) m em bers at n ight surround their villages and threat the v illage elders to 
sign statem ents saying that the entire village is w illing to belong to the Bulgarian 
E xarchate” .34 K algeris ’ goal, regard less o f the actual situation on the ground 
was to b lam e M RO and for the G reek authorities to confront it w ith  arms. In 
the same report the Consul openly confirm ed their cooperation w ith the local 
O ttom an authorities, “which after receiving the order from Constantinople”, as
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well as after the advice by the G reek M etropolitan, "decided to send an arm y to 
protect villages that were threatened by the Bulgarians” .35 Such, in favour o f the 
G reek propaganda, was also the decision o f the G eneral A dm in istrator o f 
M acedonia, H ilm i Pasha, who in January 1904, gave an order for status-quo, ac
cording to w hich , the villages should stayed under the same church ru le as be
fore the U prising  i.e. he deprived the people o f the right to transfer from one 
church o rgan isation  to another.36 This order, pursuant to the decision o f the 
M ürzsteg reform s was com pletely in favour o f the G reek propaganda, which at 
this time massively, som ething that was not typical for the period before the Hin
der U prising , started  to lose its self-proclaim ed G reek ethnic population  in 
M acedonia.

In the abovem entioned report o f Ion Dragumis dated 4 D ecem ber 1903 
two m easures were suggested to keep the M acedonian patriarchate population 
w ith in  the C onstantinop le Patriarchate. F irst o f  all peacefu l p ropaganda 
£'preaching.... for the Bulgarophones to stick to tradition, but also... vio lence is 
necessary” , w h ich  essentially was the second m easure proposed by him . A c
cording to D ragum is, the M acedonian patriarchists, ££if  it w asn ’t for the com 
mittee, would have been for ever peaceful, subordinated and devoted to the faith 
they inherited  from  their forefathers and m ost probab ly they w ou ldn ’t have 
needed the preach ing”, but because, according to him , the O rganisation acted 
violently in order ££for our preaching and encouragem ent to bring results” , it was 
necessary "e ither to destroy the com m ittee or to oppose the v io lence w ith v io 
lence” . H e actually im agined ££a G reek state outside the borders o f the G reek 
state, organised inside the Turkish state by means o f coordination o f  the Greek 
m unicipalities” .37 D ragum is as som eone who was w ell fam iliar w ith  the situa
tion in O ttom an M acedonia, proposed establishing a G reek "Internal O rgani
sation” sim ilar to the M acedonian Revolutionary O rganisation, which unlike the 
MRO that had autochthonous character, this one should have been a product 
o f the G reek propaganda institutions in M acedonia. T he reaction o f the Kas- 
toria M etropolitan  K aravangelis was similar. On 11 M ay 1904 he wrote: "The 
situation is already disappointing, there is no protection o f our interests and the 
panic that has spread throughout villages w ith everyday killings and com pulsion 
have destroyed the eparchy, w hich  suffers from  these m urderers, w ho had
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changed their faith” .38 K aravangelis disappointed by the attitude o f the official 
Greek policy even subm itted his resignation from the position as K astoria M et
ropolitan, w hich o f course was rejected.39

It can be clearly seen not only from D ragum is or K aravangelis’ contem 
plations, but also from  the rest o f the G reek propaganda representatives that 
the greatest “enem y o f H ellenism” in M acedonia was M RO ’s activity, w hich as an 
entity com pletely disturbed the Greek positions they used to have and for which 
it was necessary to undertake suitable measures. Furtherm ore, unfounded were 
the attacks o f the G reek propaganda representatives aim ed at getting a reaction 
from A thens, to the alleged v io lent behaviour and pressure against the M ace
donian population to go  over to the Exarchate. In the activ ity o f M RO at the 
time no such action was noticed i.e. compulsion by means o f terror even though 
we have com e to a conclusion that there were some recom m endations and de
cisions in that sense, but always as a result o f  the negative consequences from 
the Greek actions. On the other hand, after the end o f the Ilinden U prising, the 
O rganisation becam e passive to a great extent, especially in the regions which 
suffered the m ost from  the O ttom an reaction. For instance in the K astoria and 
F iorina regions the only rem ain ing w ere M itre V laseto  and few  other local 
voivodes w ho w ere forced to think more about finding shelter for them selves 
and “they w ere not able, even if  they wanted, to organise — especially by means 
o f terror — a massive counter patriarchate activity.”40

“T he righ t” to proclaim  the O rthodox Christian population as part o f 
its own ethnic group in the Ottom an Empire, the official G reek policy founded 
on the m illet system , w hich essentially m eant a religious group . The equalisation o f 
the term s m illet and nation  happened under the west-E uropean influence, where 
the word m ille tw z s  literary linked to the word nation  i.e. equality in the concept 
o f the French m odel o f nation. The consideration o f these two term s as equal
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was in favour o f  the small Balkan states and it strongly encouraged nationalism  
in recognising their own “holy” right to seek, to find, to count, to recount or to 
convert the ir “national com patrio ts” in O ttom an M acedonia. In the late O t
tom an pre-national m illet system  in which there were no conditions for a m od
ern nation and national awareness to develop, the Balkan nations-states saw a 
possibility to create their own “national tissue” using the church, the schools and 
later on the arm ed violence. In that sense, the starting po int o f this policy was 
tendentious identification o f church affiliation w ith the recognition o f “one’s 
own nation” in the O ttom an Em pire or, as the G reek historian D im itris Livan- 
ios concludes the “identity” seems could not be a m atter o f choice; it “existed” 
independently from  w hat the individual had thought.41

In any case, this situation was rather opposite to the factual reality which 
has been confirm ed by numerous testim onies that were also known to the offi
cial representatives o f  the G reek state in the Empire. For instance, Ion D ragu- 
mis noted that “for m ost o f the Slavophones the word O rthodoxy has no m ean
ing” , referring to the non-identification o f the church affiliation w ith the Greek 
nation, “because the schismatic priests (exarchists, author’s note) apart from the 
use o f the Slavic language, are no different in any other aspect from the O rtho
dox ones” .42 Furtherm ore, about the conversion from one church organisation 
to another or according to the national understandings at the tim e — becom ing 
a “G reek” or a “Bulgarian” over night or even vice versa, D ragum is wrote: “It 
seems that the peasants have never understood that they had becom e schism at
ics (Bulgarians, author’s note) nor that they continued to be schismatics, nor that 
they returned to O rthodoxy (H ellenism , author’s note)... Let alone the [existence 
o f Greek] national consciousness” .43 Nam ely, according to the h istorian  A n 
drew Rossos, their proto-national consciousness was in great extent a response 
to factors such as: language, folklore, custom s, traditions and local interests -  
sym bols that they identified  w ith  M acedonia and w hich m ade them  d ifferent 
from their neighbours.44 In 1908 the English politician and lawyer A lan Upward 
described a M acedonian peasant as follows: “Antoni Stankoff (from the village)
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Frangotchi (m eaning the village o f Ranci -  the region o f Kajlari d istrict). Speaks 
no G reek. Is a Patriarchist. D oes not know the d ifference betw een the Patri- 
archists and Exarchists. Suffers from the Turkish terror. Does not want any band 
in his village. Has no preference between G reek and Bulgarian , so long as the 
Turk goes. W ould prefer even Austrian rule to Turkish” .45 D uring his hum anis
tic activities after the Ilinden U prising in western M acedonia, the English jour
nalist H enry N oel Brailsford in a discussion w ith several M acedonians in front 
o f the rem ains o f the fortress o f Tsar Samoil in Ohrid, came to some interest
ing conclusions: “ ’W ho built this p lace?’, I asked them. Their reply was signifi
cant: - ‘T he free peop le’. A n d  who were they’? O u r  ancestors’. O k , but were 
they Serbs or Bulgarians or Greeks or even Turks’? ‘T hey w ere not Turks, but 
Christians.’”46 Actually, those boys were asked to respond to questions that they 
could not understand. B railsford  asked them  questions that belonged to the 
times o f the nations, som ething they were not fam iliar w ith, and they sim ply still 
lived in the m ulticultural and religious O ttoman society.

H owever, at beginn ing o f 1904 the G reek governm ent headed by the 
Prime M inister Theotokis, pressured by the public opinion, started talcing some 
m ore rad ical steps in regard to the M acedonian question.47 This decision was 
due to the com m on v iew  of the G reek state that was created as a result o f  con
stant panicky urging o f the official Greek propaganda representatives in the Ot
tom an E m pire and the nationalistic circles in the G reek state concern ing the 
threats and the unbearable state o f H ellenism  in M acedonia.48 The indecisiveness
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and hesitation o f the G reek Prim e M inister Theotokis to start an arm ed inter
vention against M RO structures was due to the fear o f involving G reece in an 
open conflict w ith  the O ttom an Em pire, sim ilar to the one from 1897. A t the 
beginning, the Greek governm ent decided to carry out a broad survey o f the sit
uation in M acedonia in order to see whether there were favourable conditions 
for “an arm ed defence o f M acedonian H ellenism”,49
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in the following way: “Greece, the free homeland, is forgetting its duties, con
tinuing with its policy of indifference. The bells are alarming the approaching 
threat. Nobody is listening. The church bell will mark a disaster. Only then we 
shall rise. But, at the same time, the cry of the historical revenge will also be 
heard. It’s too late. I hope that this new year that has already started will waken 
us all up from the winter slumber, the young, the old, the official, the unoffi
cial, I wish for nothing more...“. Στάθης Πελαγιδης, “Λίγο μετά το Ιλιντεν (20 
ιουλιου 1903) στις περιοχές Καστοριάς και Φλώρινας“, Ο μακεδονικός αγώνας; 
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