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The idea for an organised armed action - coordinated and supported by
the Greek Kingdom and aimed against the Macedonian revolutionary organi-
sation emerged few years before the llinden Uprising.1During this period the
Greek nationalistic circles in Greece and Ottoman Macedonia, primarily the of-
ficial representatives of the Greek state and the Patriarchate of Constantinople,
becoming aware about the threat against Hellenism repeatedly demanded changes
in the policy concerning the Macedonian question, including for the Kingdom
to send some armed groups.20n the other hand, after the defeat by the Ottoman
Empirein 1897 and until the llinden Uprising, the officials in Athens led utterly
cautious policy with aconstanttendency of buildinggood-neighbourly relations
with the Ottoman Porte. The Greek governments during this period acted with
no clear national policy and without defined foreign and domestic programme,
while the whole activity of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs was primarily ori-
ented towards the problem of Crete.3The Greek official policy strived for and
hoped that the Ottoman civil and military authorities were going to protect their
interests in Macedonia, a practice which was giving results to a certain extent.

1Xpucto CunjaHos, OcnoboantenHute 6opou Ha MakegoHwuja Il, Ckonje, 2004, cTp.
151.

21n his first report to the Greek government at the beginning of 1901, the Metropoli-
tan from Kastoria Karavengelis, after lookinginto the situation in his Eparchy
he paid special attention to the need of sending Greek chetas to Macedonia.
MepmaHoc KapaBaHrenuc, MakegoHckata 6op6a, Ckonje, 2000, crp. 15.

3 O MaKedovIKOG dywv Kol Ta €1 ©paknv yeyovota, Mevikov eMITEAEIOV GTpaATOU;
AlgvBuvaig 10Topiag otpatou, Abnvai, 1979, a. 123.
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In any case, regardless of the negative attitude of the official Greek pol-
icy towards the idea of organising “armed defence of Hellenism” in Macedonia,
certain nationalistic circles started the process on their own initiative.4The Met-
ropolitan from Kastoria, Germanos Karavangelis, was resolute to realise the
plan for initiating organised armed struggle against MRO (later known as
IMRO). According to his concept, the armed forces coming from Greece would
have not been intended for the liberation of “the Greeks” from the Ottoman
rule, and even lesswould have acted on the territory populated with Greeks. On
the other hand MRO'sgoal was not to induce terror and killing against the Greek
population, but later on they did apply certain reciprocity. In spite of yet offi-
cially not approved plan by the Greek government or still not thinking in that
direction the resoluteness of Karavangelis was due to the gained rights of the
Greek propaganda in the Ottoman Empire, and above all due to the coopera-
tion and assistance rendered by the local Ottoman authorities. In addition to re-
cruiting of the local population - former bandits and renegades from MRO by
means of financial compensation, just before the Ilinden Uprising an armed
group of about 10 Cretans had arrived to south-western Macedonia.5The prime
objective of these groups was to oppose the chetas of the Macedonian Revolu-

4The 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.

5More on the activity of the ten Cretans see in: AumuTap J1aoposcku BamBaKoBCKU,
“[lejHOCTa Ha leceTMMHATa KpUTjaHU BO jyrozanasHa MakefoHuja“, Victopuja,
6p. 1-2, Ckonje, 2007, cTp. 17 - 32; Becena TpaiikoBa, “Ha4yeHKn Ha aHfapCcKo-
TO feno B MakegoHus —KapasaHrenuc, JoH [iparymmuc n gecetuHata Kput-
AHU", MaKeJOHCKW HayyeH MHCTUTYT; Mperneg, Codus, r. XXI1V, 2001, 6p. 1,
cTp. 45-60.
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tionary Organisation and to show thatin the “contested” parts of Macedonia,
Hellenism “did subsist”, but also to incite reaction in the Greek capital in order
to motivate the government to become actively involved in the struggle that they
had already started.

A radical turn in the policy of the Greek state regarding the Macedon-
ian question happened after the Ilinden Uprisingwas crushed. The Greek gov-
ernment6ivas no longer able to act indifferently towards the demands of the
Greek propaganda representatives in Macedonia, since the Uprising clearly con-
firmed their constantwarnings and urges that urgentaction against MRO struc-
tures were necessary. Essentially, during the llinden Uprising Greece came to a
conclusion that Hellenismé foundations in Macedoniawere no longer sound and
that the Greek state with the propaganda activities, at that time based primarily
on peaceful actions, was not able to realise the programme of the Megaliideal
Whatthe Ottoman authorities and even less the Balkans authorities were unable
to accept, was the fact that the Internal Organisation basically presented itself
as a legitimate representative of the majority of the Macedonian Orthodox
Christian population. In parallel to this tendency the leading national ideologists
in the Greek kingdom, along with the propaganda of the other pretenders for
Macedonia* rightfully started identifying MRO as one of the main obstacles in
achieving their national programmes. The slogan “Autonomy for Macedonia”,
which was confirmed also in the mostimportant Organisation program docu-
ment - the Constitution8from 1897, clearly defined the political form of the fu-
ture state. Furthermore, especially important was the organisation of most of
the territory of Macedonia in revolutionary districts which “resulted from the
specific needs thatimposed themselves in the course of the practical function-

6At that time there were frequent changes at the prime minister’sposition in the Greek
government. Thus, between December 1902 andJune 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
governmentwas headed by Theotokis (December 1903 - December 1904).

7KpcTte Butosckn, Mpukata “MakefoHcka 6op6a“, Ckonje, 2001, ctp. 90.

8Article 1 of the 1897 Constitution, which defined the goal of Macedonian Revolu-
tionary Organisation read: “to unify as awhole 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”. ictopuja
Ha MaKkeJOHCKMNOT Hapof, ToM 3, IHCTUTYT 3a HauuoHanHa uctopuja, Ckonje,
2003, cTp. 187.
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ingof TMORO on the ground”.91In such away the presented territorial sover-
eignty of the Macedonian revolutionary movement overlapped with some of
the territorial plans of the Megaliidea. The direct confrontation happened in the
so called middle or “contested area” of Macedonia, according to the Greek
views, where the intensity of the llinden Uprising was most strongly felt and
where later on most of the Andart chetas would operate.

The massive participation of the Macedonian Orthodox Christian pop-
ulation from western Macedonia, being exarchical and patriarchate, in the Ilin-
den Uprising caused a surprise and anxiety in Greece and among the Greek rep-
resentatives in the Ottoman Empire. The Secretary of the Greek Consulate in
Bitola at the time, lon Dragumis in a letter addressed to his father Stephanos
dated 25July 190310concluded: “we have a Slavic uprising in Macedonia... All
the Slavophones listen to the Committee (MRO, author’s note) both Orthodox
Christians and Schismatics (Exarchists, author’s note) and most of them vol-
untarily” . 1W hat concerned them was the fact that the majority of that popula-
tion “that did not have the necessary national consciousness and patriotism” to
follow the policy of Greek propaganda, had shown surprising consciousness
and patriotism in accepting and following the policy and the programme pro-
pagandised by a secret organisation which offered liberty and constitution of its
own Macedonian state.22Another alarming moment, as one could notice, was
the participation of agreat percent of the Macedonian patriarchate population
in the Uprising, which by the Greek policy was declared to be of Greek ethnic
origin in the Ottoman Empire. In such away the Greek state (with the excep-
tion of the small enclaves of Vlach and Albanian Orthodox Christian popula-
tion thatwere also considered to be “Greek”), which before the Uprising based
on the church affiliation of the population, presented and recognised domina-
tion of the Greek ethnic population in parts of the Macedonian territory, de
facto during the Uprising was left without most its self-proclaimed ethnic ele-
mentin Macedonia. This situation soon afterwards forced the Greek political

9 Mapwja MaHnescka, CTPyMUUKN peBonyumnoHepeH okpyr (1893-1903), kHura I,
Ckonje, 2002, cTp. 25.

1The dates in the text from here onwards will be written in an old style (Julian calen-
dar).

111wvog Apayouung, Ta Tetpddid tou IAwvtey, MNwpyoc Metaipag, Adrva, 2000, 0. 195.

R2KpcTe Butocku, “Hekoi acnekTa Ha UNHAEHCKATE HALLMOHANHOOCIO60ANTENHN
6opoun“, ctopuja, rog. XXXIX, 6poj 1-2, Ckonje, 2003, cTp. 17.
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leadership to adopt strategic and political solutions regarding the Macedonian
question, which, with small exceptions, had ignored the Macedonian reality on
the ground.13Such amove was the equalisation of the Macedonian revolution-
ary movement with the Bulgarian propaganda institutions, which in essence
made it easier for the Greek state in confronting the structures of MRO. This
tendency was supported by the policy and propaganda of the Bulgarian gov-
ernment, which was trying to present the Macedonian revolutionary movement
asawork of the “Macedonian Bulgarians”.The identification was aimed at jus-
tifying the Greek armed intervention, which allegedly was provoked by the “Bul-
garian movement, which was against the Greek nation and the Ecumenical Pa-
triarchate”.140On the other hand the Greek propaganda by presenting the Or-
ganisation as an armed phase of Bulgarian propaganda demanded an appropri-
ate reaction by the Greek side. In that sense the Greek Consul in Thessaloniki,
N. Evgeniadis, at the beginning of 1904 advised the General Administrator
Hilmi Pasha that “Bulgarian chetas could be destroyed by creating Greek ones,
which would also establish order”. The Consul also requested from Hilmi Pasha
aguarantee that their chetas “would not be persecuted by the Ottoman author-
ities”. 15T his proposal was decisively refused by the General Administrator. Still,
the ideologists of that policy, despite the official position of the Greek propa-
ganda, were familiar with the goals and the programme of MRO and its au-
tochthonous Macedonian character, which on the other hand cannotbe claimed
for the majority of the Greek public and political elite. In February 1903, the
abovementioned lon Dragmus concluded: “So the majority of the Macedonian
people will foment an uprising... What do they care about Hellenism? We shall
remain aminority in being stripped... | pity them, they want neither Bulgarianor
Greece, but they want their own freedom, the freedom that attracted them and
made them fanatics”.26Furthermore, in a letter to Pavlos Mellas dated 27 Feb-
ruary 1903 Dragumis wrote: “the chetas and the committees are infiltrated

BAunmutpuc intokcoy, Mpukata aHTUMakeoHcKa 6opba I; O NnnHpeH go 3aro-
puyaHm (1903-1905), Ckonje, 2004, cTp. 39.

UETapic MakedovIKGY oTtoudwv, 10pUPO PEAETWV XEPOOVAGOU TOU alpou, MepIKAEODC
AAe€. Apyupomourou, O PaKeSOVIKOC Aywv (amouvnuovedpata), @eacalovikn,
1957, 0. 4.

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

161 Apayoupnc, Ta Tetpadid..., 0. 21.
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everywhere and have no intention to give in to the demands of the Russians and
the Great Powers, who had been advising for peace. On the contrary, they had
worked even more aggressively than before... they claim... that they are not fight-
ing to make Macedonia Bulgarian, but to create an autonomous state (Macedo-
nia to the Macedonians)”.I7The contemporary of the llinden Uprising period
and alater on Greek historian, Gregorios Modis (born in Bitolawith Vlach ori-
gin), with akind of respectand admiration wrote about MRO, which “assumed
the liberation monopoly” and “with great supra-Christian soul gave an oppor-
tunity to all Christians, righteous and unrighteous to participate” .18Elaborating
on the objectives of the “Internal Organisation”, Modis noted: “it declared it-
selfand fought for the entire Macedonian population, regardless of the national
and religious feelings of the different elements. The Organisation was counting
on every individual who did not give in to the Ottoman tyranny and wanted to
dedicate all its energy to general liberation deeds... Their slogan was ‘Macedo-
nia to the Macedonians’ and they tirelessly waved the flag”.19

The role of the Great Powers and their interests during the Ottoman
domination always had crucial significance for the situation in the Balkan Penin-
sula. In the last quarter of the 19thcentury the relations between the Ottoman
Empire and the European powers were under the influence of the new protag-
onists, the newly-formed Balkan states and their efforts to realise their national
programmes thatwere primarily oriented towards the Ottoman territories, but
also in mutual competition for attracting the Christian population and con-
quering the territory of Ottoman Macedonia. The Great Powers tried to take
advantage of the newly created Balkan nationalism imposing themselves on
Turkey and one of the Balkan states in order to protect their own interestin the
region. The Great Powers in their attempt to maintain the integrity of the Ot-
toman Empire frequently intervened with the excuse of reforms in favour of
the Christian population in Macedonia, but with prime objective was to main-
tain the situation status-quo.2In this direction were the Mirzsteg reforms2lof

TNatahia MeNd, Mavhoc Mehag, ABrjva, 1926, 0. 172.

1Bl X. Modn, MakedoviKOC Gywv Kal HAKEDOVIKEC apxnyoi, @eaoalovikn, 1950, ¢. 32,
33.

9r. X. Modn, Makedovikog dywv Kal..., 0. 32.

DMipavta Ma&ipadomovAou - Ztavpvou, H dimdwpatio Twv AuvdpE®Y Kal ol JETOP-
puBuioelg otn Makedovia (1903-1908), ABrva, 2009, . 405.

2AThe Mirzsteg reforms were named according to the place Mrzsteg, where the Russ-
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2 October 1903, directly caused by the Ilinden Uprising and the violent inter-
vention by the Ottoman armed forces in putting it down. One should also men-
tion one of the factors thatincited the armed intervention of the Greek state in
Macedonia, and that is Article 3 of the reform programme from Miirzsteg. It
prescribed "After the pacification of the country, the imperial government
should be requested to make certain changes in the territorial division of the ad-
ministrative units in order to properly group the different nationalities” . 2T his
formulation of the article by the Balkan pretenders was interpreted as a possi-
bility to presentand win over the majority of the Christian population, in order
to group them artificially and more compactly i.e. to divide the “nationalities”
based on the new territorial division. The first one who realised the “threat for
the Hellenism” was lon Dragumis, at the time an official at the Greek consulate
in Serres, who in his report to the Greek Foreign Ministry dated 4 December
1903 warned that ""those threats refer to the spheres of influence on the Mace-
donian territory by the Balkan nationalists for characterising the population in
Macedonia as Greeks, Vlachs, Serbs, Albanians, Turks or Bulgarians, depend-
ing on the districts”.2Dragumis also noted that for the Greek interests ™in the
Greek territories with purely Greek population”, referring to the southern Hel-
lenophone area of Macedonia, ""therewere no threat, but such a danger did exist
on the territories with mixed population, especially those with Bulgarophones,
Schismatics or Orthodox Christians”.24The battle continued with even greater
intensity, primarily between the Greek and Bulgarian propagandas, but the Ser-
bian and the Romanian ones did not fall behind when it came to attracting indi-
viduals or entire settlements to their own church organisations, thus presenting
their church affiliation as a part of their ethnic group in Ottoman Macedonia.
The attracting of believers soon turned into aviolenti.e. armed and fierce con-
flict, to which MRO was drawn into. On the other hand, the requirement that
was incorporated in the above mentioned article of the reforms, ""after the paci-
fication of the country”, was totally in favour of the Ottoman authorities, which

ian Tsar Nikolai Il and the Austro-Hungarian EmperorJoseph 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.

2X. CunjaHos, OcnobognTenHmTe 60pou..., cTp. 54.

231 Apayoupung, Ta Tetpddid..., 0. 622 - 634.

2lbid., p. 622-634.
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not only had not undertaken proper measures for preventing the armed con-
flict, but on the contrary, in many cases they incited it or acted indifferently to-
wards certain developments.

Transfers of individuals or entire villages from one to another church
organisation (Patriarchate or Exarchate) started much before the Ilinden Up-
rising. The beginnings of that process dated from the time when the Exarchate
was founded in 1870, especially with Article 10 of the Ottoman firman, which
prescribed two thirds plebiscitary support by the Christian population in order
to join a certain church organisation.5MRO’spolicy on this issue during this pe-
riod was clear. Its agitation was oriented towards the entire Macedonian popu-
lation. In the course of it they explained the objectives of the Organisation re-
gardless whether the Macedonian population was under the jurisdiction of the
Patriarchate or the Exarchate and no pressure was exerted on the population to
transfer from one church to another. However, at the end of 1902 one could no-
tice enhanced agitation by MRO in the region of Kastoria aimed at convincing
the Macedonian population to leave the Patriarchate and to go over to the Exar-
chate. The frequent practicing of this was characteristic for the entire following
year. The decision of the Kastoria committee was reached as aresult of the neg-
ative influence that the Kastoria Metropolitan Germanos Karavangelis spread
among the Macedonian patriarchate population, his enhanced agitation and ac-
tivity against the Macedonian revolutionary movement.26 Such moves by the
Macedonian Revolutionary Movement leaders in Kastoria, according to the
Greek publicist Georgios Pecivas was due to the 1902 decision according to
which, “the Patriarchate ordered for the patriarchists to stop cooperating on the
preparation of the Uprising”.27 In any case, the situation started to change in
final phase of the Ilinden Uprising when the Greek Patriarchate metropolitans
as allies to the Ottoman authorities, profiting on the utterly difficult and hope-

SVicTopnja Ha MakeJOHCKNOT..., CTp. 40.

X 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”. JHeBHUKOT Ha BojBofaTa bacun Yakanapos, Ckonje,
2007, cTp. 153.

Z lwavvou Kapapitn, Opakedovikoc Aywv, Atopvnuovelpata, Topog A’, Elgaywyn,
Emuélela, ZxoAla INwpyog Metaifag, Adnva, 1994, a. 17.
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less situation of the population, forced the Macedonian Exarchate population
to go over to the Patriarchate. On the other hand, the population the only way
out and the protection from the retribution of the Ottoman authorities could
seein their return under the jurisdiction of the Patriarchate of Constantinople.
Such was the case in the Kastoria district where about 5,000 peasants were
forced by the Kastoria metropolitan to return to the patriarchate’s side i.e. ac-
cording to the beliefs at the time to become “Greeks”.2Z8But, very soon, imme-
diately after the end of the Uprising, and especially in the first half of 1904 as a
reaction to the negative attitude of the Greek propaganda institutions towards
the Uprising, especially their cooperation with the local Ottoman authorities
against the population, one could notice massive transfers of many families, and
later on entire villages to the Exarchate church.20n the other hand, undoubted
impact on this course of events also had the activity of the Bulgarian (Exarchate)
propaganda institutions and the initiative of the Bitola district committee “for
the patriarchate villages to be turned over into exarchate ones”.301In his mem-
oirs, Gjorce Petrov confirmed the district committee’s decision, which goal was
“to resist the manifested tendencies of the Greek bishops and consuls to bene-
fit from the disaster in favour of the Greek propaganda”.3lHowever, the reac-
tion by some in the Organisation to the spontaneous leaving of the Patriarchate
by the peasants in the entire area of the insurrection was not expected to be dif-
ferenti.e. to take an opposite stand, “since it suffered significantly from the con-

BOvmnTap S1aoposcku BamBakoBckK, “I'epxmaHoc KapasaHrenuc ..., ctp. 30.

DThere are many documents confirming the passing of the Macedonian population
from the Patriarchate over to the Exarchate. For instance, the Greek Consulin
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. Mouagglopakedovikovaywva, Olamapxectov Makedovikouaywva
(1903-1904); 100 €yypaga amo 10 ApXeio Tou Yroupyeiou Twv EEwTepIkmY TNG
EAAGd0¢, @egaalovikn, 1996, 0. 136 -139; In areport 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. Bennuko "eoprues,
Craiiko TpucoHoB, 'pbLKaTa u cpbbecKkaTa nponaraH4n B MakefoHMS; KpasTt
Ha XIX - Hauanoto Ha XX Bek, Cogous, 1995, cTp. 35 - 36.

3 BaHuo [opfues, MNMopasemHata peny6nuka; famjaH 'pyeB M MakKegOHCKOTO
peBONYyLMOHEPHO ABMXEHE, CKonje, 2010, cTp. 353.

3 CnomeHu Ha Nopue Metpos, Ckonje, 1950, cTp. 154.
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duct by Greek clergy during the Uprising”. But, besides that, “the Greek bish-
ops, open allies of the Ottoman authorities, with even greater eagerness than
before encouraged their priests and teachers... to betrayal and spying”.20n the
other hand, as to the regions in the south-western Macedonia, particularly the
region of Kastoria, from the memoirs of Georgi Pop Hristovwho came to that
region in mid 1904, we learned about almost complete passiveness on the part
of the Organisation in this region as well as about complete disconnection from
the District Committee in Bitola.33Hence, we can conclude that the possibility
for MRO’s structures in Kastoria to act in that direction was meagre, especially
since after the arrival of Pop Hristov there was full reorganisation of the dis-
trict, and the leadership for the first time was introduced to the rule book and
the draft Constitution of the District Committee of the Bitola Revolutionary
District.

However, this situation was used and presented another strong argu-
mentamong the representatives of the Greek propaganda institutions to influ-
ence the Greek government to change its position in order to start considering
military intervention in some parts of Macedonia. Firstly, those were the con-
sular officers of the Greek state as well as the clergy of the Constantinople Pa-
triarchate who were constantly reporting of the “catastrophic state of Hellenism ”
and the need of armed intervention, but not against the Ottoman regime, but
against the forces of MRO. The Greek Consul in Bitola, D. Kalergis, in that
sense tendentiously in his report to the Greek Foreign Ministry presented the
“unbearable” situation of the Macedonian peasants who “were coming to the
Consulate from everywhere to let us know that the committee (MRO, author’s
note) members at night surround their villages and threat the village elders to
sign statements saying that the entire village is willing to belong to the Bulgarian
Exarchate” .3 Kalgeris’ goal, regardless of the actual situation on the ground
was to blame MRO and for the Greek authorities to confront it with arms. In
the same report the Consul openly confirmed their cooperation with the local
Ottoman authorities, “which after receiving the order from Constantinople”, as

2 X CunjaHos, OcnobogutenHuTe 60pou..., ctp. 134.

Bleopru Monxpuctos, PesontoymoHata 6opba Bb 6utonckus okpyr, Codms, 1933,
cTp. 54.

3 Report by D. Kalergis to the Greek Minister of Foreign Affairs A. Romanos, Bitola,
6 February 1904. Mougegio pakedovikou ayava, Olamapxec Tou Makedovikou
ayava (1903-1904); 100 éyypaga..., 6. 134,



Greek-Macedonian Strudle: The reasons for its Occurrence 127

well as after the advice by the Greek Metropolitan, "decided to send an army to
protectvillages thatwere threatened by the Bulgarians”.3Such, in favour of the
Greek propaganda, was also the decision of the General Administrator of
Macedonia, Hilmi Pasha, who inJanuary 1904, gave an order for status-quo, ac-
cording to which, the villages should stayed under the same church rule as be-
fore the Uprising i.e. he deprived the people of the right to transfer from one
church organisation to another.3This order, pursuant to the decision of the
Mirzsteg reforms was completely in favour of the Greek propaganda, which at
this time massively, something thatwas not typical for the period before the Hin-
der Uprising, started to lose its self-proclaimed Greek ethnic population in
Macedonia.

In the abovementioned reportof lon Dragumis dated 4 December 1903
two measures were suggested to keep the Macedonian patriarchate population
within the Constantinople Patriarchate. First of all peaceful propaganda
£preaching.... for the Bulgarophones to stick to tradition, but also... violence is
necessary”, which essentially was the second measure proposed by him. Ac-
cording to Dragumis, the Macedonian patriarchists, fif it wasn’t for the com-
mittee, would have been for ever peaceful, subordinated and devoted to the faith
they inherited from their forefathers and most probably they wouldn’t have
needed the preaching”, but because, according to him, the Organisation acted
violently in order for our preaching and encouragement to bring results”, itwas
necessary "either to destroy the committee or to oppose the violence with vio-
lence”. He actually imagined & Greek state outside the borders of the Greek
state, organised inside the Turkish state by means of coordination of the Greek
municipalities”.37 Dragumis as someone who was well familiar with the situa-
tion in Ottoman Macedonia, proposed establishing a Greek "Internal Organi-
sation” similar to the Macedonian Revolutionary Organisation, which unlike the
MRO that had autochthonous character, this one should have been a product
of the Greek propaganda institutions in Macedonia. The reaction of the Kas-
toria Metropolitan Karavangelis was similar. On 11 May 1904 he wrote: "The
situation is already disappointing, there is no protection of ourinterests and the
panic that has spread throughoutvillages with everyday killings and compulsion
have destroyed the eparchy, which suffers from these murderers, who had

Flbid., 0. 135.
% X. CunjaHos, OcnoboguTtenHuTe 60pom..., cTp. 135.
371 Apayouunc, Ta Tetpddid..., 0. 622 - 634.
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changed their faith”.3Karavangelis disappointed by the attitude of the official
Greek policy even submitted his resignation from the position as Kastoria Met-
ropolitan, which of course was rejected.®

It can be clearly seen not only from Dragumis or Karavangelis’contem-
plations, but also from the rest of the Greek propaganda representatives that
the greatest “enemy of Hellenism” in Macedoniawas MRO s activity, which as an
entity completely disturbed the Greek positions they used to have and forwhich
itwas necessary to undertake suitable measures. Furthermore, unfounded were
the attacks of the Greek propaganda representatives aimed at getting a reaction
from Athens, to the alleged violent behaviour and pressure against the Mace-
donian population to go over to the Exarchate. In the activity of MRO at the
time no such action was noticed i.e. compulsion by means of terror even though
we have come to a conclusion that there were some recommendations and de-
cisions in that sense, but always as a result of the negative consequences from
the Greek actions. On the other hand, after the end of the llinden Uprising, the
Organisation became passive to a great extent, especially in the regions which
suffered the most from the Ottoman reaction. For instance in the Kastoria and
Fiorina regions the only remaining were Mitre Vlaseto and few other local
voivodes who were forced to think more about finding shelter for themselves
and “they were not able, even if they wanted, to organise —especially by means
of terror —a massive counter patriarchate activity.”40

“The right” to proclaim the Orthodox Christian population as part of
its own ethnic group in the Ottoman Empire, the official Greek policy founded
on the milletsystem, which essentially meant a religiousgroup. The equalisation of
the terms milletand nation happened under the west-European influence, where
the word milletwzs literary linked to the word nation i.e. equality in the concept
of the French model of nation. The consideration of these two terms as equal

BAvaotdaoiog lopdavoyhou, “H kataotaon atn Makedovia pe Baon Ta ekOEdOMEVA TIA-
TPlOpXIKG £yypaga, 1903 - 19080, O PakedoVIKOC aymvag; ZUPToald, @eooa-
Aovikn - ®@Aapva - Kaotépla - Edegoa, 28 okTwupplou - 2 voguPBplou 1984,
@¢aoalovikn, 1987, ¢. 131.

IMntpomnoAitng AvoTpiag k. MixanA Z1dikoc, “H gupBoAr Tou unTpomnoAitn KaaTtopldg
Meppavol KapaBayyéAn otov Makedovikd Ayamva*, ETalpeio JoKedOVIKOWY
omoudwv, Emiatnuoviko auvédplo, Makedovikog dywv 100 xpovid ano tov 04d-
vaTo Tou MavAou MeAd, @cagalovikn, 12-13 voeuBplov 2004, ¢. 44.

4HX.CunjaHos, OcnobogmTenHuTe 60pbu..., cTp. 133,134,
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was in favour of 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 their “national compatriots” in Ottoman Macedonia. In the late Ot-
toman pre-national millet system in which there were no conditions foramod-
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 armed violence. In that sense, the starting point of this policy was
tendentious identification of church affiliation with the recognition of “one’s
own nation” in the Ottoman Empire or, as the Greek historian Dimitris Livan-
ios concludes the “identity” seems could not be a matter of choice; it “existed”
independently from what the individual had thought.4

In any case, this situation was rather opposite to the factual realitywhich
has been confirmed by numerous testimonies thatwere also known to the offi-
cial representatives of the Greek state in the Empire. For instance, lon Dragu-
mis noted that “for most of the Slavophones the word Orthodoxy has no mean-
ing”, referring to the non-identification of the church affiliation with the Greek
nation, “because the schismatic priests (exarchists, author’s note) apart from the
use of the Slavic language, are no differentin any other aspect from the Ortho-
dox ones” . 2Furthermore, about the conversion from one church organisation
to another or according to the national understandings at the time —becoming
a “Greek” or a “Bulgarian” over night or even vice versa, Dragumis wrote: “It
seems that the peasants have never understood that they had become schismat-
ics (Bulgarians, author’s note) nor that they continued to be schismatics, nor that
theyreturned to Orthodoxy (Hellenism,author’s note)... Let alone the [existence
of Greek] national consciousness”.Z3Namely, according to the historian An-
drew Rossos, their proto-national consciousness was in great extentaresponse
to factors such as: language, folklore, customs, traditions and local interests -
symbols that they identified with Macedonia and which made them different
from their neighbours.44In 1908 the English politician and lawyer Alan Upward
described aMacedonian peasantas follows: “Antoni Stankoff (from the village)

4 Dimitris Livanios, “Conquering the Souls: Nationalism and Greek Guerilla Warfare
in Ottoman Macedonia, 1904-1908“, Byzantine and Modern Greek Studies,
23,1999, p. 199.
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130 Dimitar Ljorovski Vamvakovski

Frangotchi (meaning the village of Ranci- the region of Kajlari district). Speaks
no Greek. Is a Patriarchist. Does not know the difference between the Patri-
archists and Exarchists. Suffers from the Turkish terror. Does notwantany band
in his village. Has no preference between Greek and Bulgarian, so long as the
Turk goes. Would prefer even Austrian rule to Turkish”.4During his humanis-
tic activities after the llinden Uprising in western Macedonia, the English jour-
nalist Henry Noel Brailsford in a discussion with several Macedonians in front
of the remains of the fortress of Tsar Samoil in Ohrid, came to some interest-
ing conclusions: “'Who built this place?’, | asked them. Their reply was signifi-
cant: - The free people’. And who were they? O ur ancestors’. Ok, butwere
they Serbs or Bulgarians or Greeks or even Turks’? “‘They were not Turks, but
Christians.””46Actually, those boys were asked to respond to questions that they
could not understand. Brailsford asked them questions that belonged to the
times of the nations, something they were not familiar with, and they simply still
lived in the multicultural and religious Ottoman society.

However, at beginning of 1904 the Greek government headed by the
Prime Minister Theotokis, pressured by the public opinion, started talcing some
more radical steps in regard to the Macedonian question.47 This decision was
due to the common view of the Greek state that was created as aresultof con-
stant panicky urging of the official Greek propaganda representatives in the Ot-
toman Empire and the nationalistic circles in the Greek state concerning the
threats and the unbearable state of Hellenism in Macedonia.88The indecisiveness

HAllen Upward, The East End of Europe, London, 1908, p. 181 -182.
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1977, 0. 238.

8The Macedonian problem became an every day topic in the life of the Greek popu-
lation; nationalism was stirred up by the Athens newspapers and various syllo-
goses that were constantly talking or writing about the terror and killings of
their “compatriots” in the Ottoman Empire. For instance, the national feelings
and solidarity to what had been happeningin the north of the Greek state were
stimulated with the alleged 700 lulled “Greeks” in the period from 1897 until
the beginning of 1904. Anogtolou E. Bakahomouhou, O PAKEDOVIKAG aymvaC
(1904-1908) w¢ Kopugaia eacn Twv aywvwy Twv EAMvev yia T Makedovia,
@¢eogalovikn, 1985, a. 29. Professor Neoklis Kazazis, in the January issue of
the magazine “Elinismos” described the indifference of the Greek authorities
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and hesitation of the Greek Prime Minister Theotokis to start an armed inter-
vention against MRO structures was due to the fear of involving Greece in an
open conflictwith the Ottoman Empire, similar to the one from 1897. At the
beginning, the Greek government decided to carry outabroad survey of the sit-
uation in Macedonia in order to see whether there were favourable conditions
for “an armed defence of Macedonian Hellenism” 40

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'stoo late. | 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...*“. Z1a40n¢ Melayidne, “Aiyo petd 1o IAvtey (20
1ouMiou 1903) oTig meploxéc Kaatopldg kat dAwpvac™, O JaKESOVIKOC aywvag;
Juumoaio, ®eaaadovikn - PAwpwva - Kagtopla - Edegoa, 28 oKTwuBpIoL - 2
voepBplou 1984, ©@ecoahovikn, 1987, 0. 366,367,
A0 MokedovIKOC dywv Kal Ta €1 @pdknv...,a. 131,



