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INTRODUCTION

This volume, Macedonia 2013: 100 Years after the Treaty of Bucharest, fea-
tures the proceedings of the conference “Macedonia 2013: 100 Years after the
Treaty of Bucharest,” which took place from July 24th to August 2nd, 2013,
in Skopje and Ohrid, Macedonia.  The conference explored the implications
the Balkan Wars and the Treaty had on Macedonians and the Macedonian
identity in the context of both domestic and regional politics, particularly after
the establishment of an independent and sovereign Republic of Macedonia,
and was particularly poignant as the year 2013 marked the 100th anniversary
of the completion of the Balkan Wars and the signing of the Treaty of
Bucharest, which divided ethnic and geographic Macedonia among Bulgaria,
Greece, and Serbia.  Marking the 100th anniversary of this incredibly signifi-
cant moment in Macedonian history served as the prime motivation for
hosting an important conference of this kind.

This 4th Annual Global Conference was organized by the United
Macedonian Diaspora (UMD), the leading organization for Macedonians
worldwide, based out of Washington, D.C., and addressed a broad range of
topics, including an analysis of events and war tactics of the Balkan Wars
(1912-1913); the repercussions and residual effects of the Treaty of Bucharest
in contemporary politics; current affairs and challenges facing the Republic of
Macedonia; and the status of Macedonians living in other Balkan countries as
minorities.  UMD was honored to hold a conference, which hosted scholars
from 12 different countries, including Bosnia, Canada, Romania, Switzerland,
United Kingdom, United States; institutions such as the University of
Bucharest, American University, Jahja Kemal College, University of East
Anglia, University of Exeter, Oxford University, University of Zurich,
University of Ss. Cyril and Methodius, Institute for National History, Faculty
of Law, and Faculty of Philosophy, Western New England University; and a
total of 43 academics presenting their papers.

This conference could not have been made possible without the generous
support of the University of Ss. Cyril and Methodius, Faculty of Philosophy,
the Macedonian Center for International Cooperation, NGO Art Studio,
Cevahir Holding, Gradsko Taxi Sonce, Skovin Winery, International Food
Bazaar, Tikves Winery, Mr. John L. N. Bitove, C.M., Mr. Christopher Ilitch
and Ilitch Holdings, Inc., Tom Partalis, Drs. Anastas and Nada Mukoski and
Family, ABS Freight Transportation, Inc., Chris G. Paliare, O.Ont., LSM, The
Stanwyck Family, Jim and Millie Daikos, Dr. Chris Stefanovich, Slave
Dimitrov, Jim and Teresa Mangos, Ohrid Travel, Arbo Travel, Brusani Winery,
Roloplast, Macedonian Trade Council Asia Pacific, Bourbon Cafe and the
Betinski Family, Alexander, Melissa and Michael Sarafin, Zoran Antic, and
Trinity Hotel Kukuta Berovo - Alexandra, Damjan, and Gavril Betinski. 

The conference would not have been possible without the leadership and
tireless efforts of our Planning Committee Chair Sasho Manevski, our
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Academic Committee members, Dr. Teon Djingo, Dr. Nikola Zezov and
Nevena Trajkov, our International Policy and Diplomacy Fellows Christina
Allston, Ana Donevska David, Igor Dabik, Aleksej Demjanski, Filip Jotevski,
Brennan Hicks, Mario Hristovski, Gavin Kopel, Brooke Lee, Gorgi
Popstefanov, Harrison B. Hull, Brenna Sovine, Veronika Tomova, Zlata
Unerkova, and Lidija Velichkovska, Social Media Coordinator Milka
Trajkova, additional translation help by Dr. Natasha Garrett, Ana Dukoska,
Ivana Hadzi-Nikolova, Natasha Hristovska, Mirjana Kuzmanovski, Darko
Miovski, Nikola Mitevski, and Filip Simeski, and our entire volunteer team in
Skopje, led by Ivana Koleva. We recognize the UMD Board, UMD Advisory
Council, and UMD Regional Representatives throughout the world for their
support. 

Last but not least, we would like to express our utmost and deepest grat-
itude to Legas Press for publishing this volume, Dr. Mariana Bockarova for
coordinating the publication, and Dr. Natasha Garrett, for editing the volume.
This publication would not have been possible without their work and dedica-
tion to the project. 

Stojan Nikolov, Chairman of the United Macedonian Diaspora and

Metodija A. Koloski, Co-Founder and President

United Macedonian Diaspora
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THE NATIONAL, CULTURAL AND 
PHYSICAL GENOCIDE AGAINST THE 
MACEDONIANS (1913–2013)

Violeta ačkoska
University of Ss. Cyril and Methodius – Skopje
College of Philosophy

one hundred years after the Bucharest treaty (1913 – 2013), which was
imposed by the great world powers to—among other things—resolve the
“Macedonian Question”, we are witness of two things: 1) the unfinished Balkan
Wars, and 2) the ongoing problematization of the “Macedonian Question”.
Meanwhile, both issues are related to the great powers’ plans for united Balkan
states of the 19th century, as well as to their strategic interests and partnerships,
inspired by economic, political, dynastical and other interests. 

During the 19th and the beginning of the 20th century, the great powers 
helped create the new Balkan states—serbia, Greece, Bulgaria and albania. 
these nations were quick to express their aggressive nationalism and vision of 
greater states. such territorial claims were based mainly on historical myths. 
in their attempt to prove their historical right to rule over Macedonia, the 
newly-created nations embarked on organized activities, both internally and 
abroad (ačkoska, 2008: 217-233). through education, science and propagan-
da, the states of Greece, serbia and Bulgaria, instilled in their peoples a 
conscience that, Macedonia, as well as its territory, history and people belong 
to their respective nations. their destructive nationalism was supported by a 
variety of so called “proofs”, while the truth was being tailored to accommo-
date their political needs and goals.  even though the churches, schools and 
paramilitary squadrons were the states’ primary instruments for dispersion of 
propaganda, the expansion in Macedonia was achieved through a complete 
military mobilization, when in october of 1912 the armies of Greece, Bulgaria 
and serbia entered Macedonia and ousted the ottomans (anastasovski, 2012: 
12). at this time, the territory of Macedonia was conquered and annexed as if 
it were an uninhabited land. the encroachments upon Macedonia created sit-
uations that lead to disputes; however, they also encouraged various 
alignments between the states that, in some regards, remain until present 
times. such aligements became especially apparent in the early 1990s, when 
the spirit of the Balkan league of 1912 was being restored, which was 
particularly and most notably expressed in the negotiations between serbia 
and Greece (Rosos, 2010: 327). 

For the Macedonian people, the Balkan Wars (1912/1913) were a calami-
tous time with long-lasting consequences; World War i (1914-1918) was a 
continuation of that menacing agony. as 1,200,000 soldiers operated on both
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sides of the Macedonian Front, the Macedonian people were subjected to con-
stant violence consisting of pillage, burned down villages, death and carnage. 
the peace treaty—treaty of Versailles (1919) only reinstated the decisions 
made in Bucharest (august, 1913) and substantiated the uttermost careless-
ness of the great powers for the respect of the right of self-determination 
(kruševski, 2001: 17-27). With such negligence, the great powers were hop-
ing to, among other things, sever the Gordian knot of the Balkans and 
determine the fate of Macedonia and its people. this way, the Macedonian 
Question would once and for all be taken off the diplomatic agenda, which 
inevitably meant that, to a great extent, they would remain indifferent to the 
malfeasance forced upon the Macedonians by the regimes of the Balkan states. 

the historiographies of serbia, Greece, Romania, Bulgaria and 
Montenegro interpret the First and second Balkan Wars (1912/13) subjective-
ly, mainly as a set of heroic acts achieved by their armies in the realization of 
“national ideals”. in their quest for justification of their presence in these wars, 
they characterize them as struggles for liberation, unlike turkey, Macedonia 
and albania (kočan, 2010:10). Until 1990, the Yugoslav historiography too 
described the First Balkan War as emancipative. the second Balkan War, 
however, was described as an imperialist one. Judging by what the states were 
trying to achieve with the wars – liberation and allotment of territory for 
accomplishing nationalist interests—we can conclude that both wars 
amounted to a singular entity; the outcome and aftermath of the first war laid 
the groundwork for the second; without the first, there would be no second 
war, etc. the belligerents in both wars were essentially the same: turkey, 
Bulgaria, serbia, Greece and Montenegro. Romania was the new addition to 
the second Balkan War; its army penetrated deep inside Bulgarian territories 
(Pandevski, 1987: 45-49).

the aforementioned peace treaties severed an ethnic, historical and eco-
nomic unit, while its divided people maintained its subsistence in four
different countries. From Macedonia’s territory, whose area was 67,741 km2,
Greece was allotted 35,169 km2, serbia 25.774 km2, Bulgaria 6.798 km2, and
newly-formed albania 1.115 km2. the divided Macedonian territories were
given names with a geographical definition: Vardar Macedonia, Pirin
Macedonia and aegean Macedonia (čepreganov, 2008: 212-225). 

the newly-annexed territories in the kingdom of Greece, the kingdom of 
the serbs, Croats and slovenes (ksCs, kingdom of Yugoslavia since 1929) 
and the Bulgarian empire faced a special regime of terror, ethnic cleansing 
and colonization with the goal of changing the ethnic structure of Macedonia. 
the main objective of the assimilatory measures, forced upon by the tools of 
the military, the school systems, the academia and the church, was to convert 
the Macedonians into obedient serbs, Greeks (Helens) and Bulgarians, label-
ing them as southern serbs, Bulgarian Macedonians and Greek-slavophones 
(slavomacedonians) respectively. this way, the Macedonians were expected 
to swiftly abandon and forget their national distinctiveness (Šatev, 2012: 333- 
341). Meanwhile, every Balkan state requested that the league of Nations take
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measures to protect their “own minorities” living on the neighboring territo-
ries (kuševski, 2001: 81-187). 

the Balkan states continued fighting the war of competition after the end
of World War i, among other things, through illegal armed activities involving
the revived separatist internal Macedonian Revolutionary organization
(iMRo) in Bulgaria. after the expectations which were set during the Peace
Conference failed to yield result, an armed conflict was expected to take place
in Macedonia under serbian and Greek governance (Pačemska – Petreska,
2004: 25). in the meantime, there was a presence of a wide range of under-
ground clashes between Macedonian emigrants in Bulgaria. these actions
were sparked mainly by sofia, and later, by Belgrade as well (kuševski,
2001:15). 

Vardar Macedonia, which had become a southern serbian province, saw
a very high concentration of security troops (12,000 from the ksCs’s total of
17,000 gendarmes). in addition to the gendarmerie and the army, several para-
military organizations were put together as a result of the rising number of
assassination attempts made by the bands of iMRo (autonomist). especially
in the year 1939, the Balkans were overwhelmed by border incidents, harass-
ment from both sides, pillaging and murder (ačkoska, Žežov, 2004: 205-241;
ortakovski, 1998: 133-134).

as a result of the persecutions and ferocious terror carried out by the
serbian—and even more so the Greek authorities—as well as in consequence
of the population exchange as per the treaty of Neuilly-sur-seine of 1919, a
great deal of the Macedonian population settled in Bulgaria. the exact num-
ber of those who left is not known; however, estimates suggest that it is in the
hundreds of thousands (katardžiev, 1999: 130). in Bulgaria, the migrants
could act more freely and connect with various liberation concepts and pro-
grams; the Bulgarian state used many of the Macedonian migrants in its effort
to control the Macedonian separatism. 

an element of the Macedonian intelligentsia in Bulgaria had begun com-
municating across the uniqueness of the Macedonian language, history and
culture, despite pressures. Coerced to live an immigrant lifestyle, without a
land of their own, the intelligentsia began to study its roots and ethnogenesis,
and to write the history of the Macedonian nation (Petreska, ačkoska, 2008:
116). the Macedonian poet Nikola J. Vapcarov, who in 1941 was killed in a
Bulgarian prison for being an antifascist, stated the following in a 1938 speech
before the Macedonian literary circle: “…we are Macedonians. our literary
work needs to serve the Macedonian cause” (tocinovski, 1995: 20). Due to
this poet’s Macedonist views in postcommunist Bulgaria, he was subjected to
a number of disqualifications, for which stefan Vlahov – Micov used the term
“post-totalitarian psycho-fascism” (Vlahov-Micov, 2007: 220-237). 

Bulgaria and Greece (to this day), as well as serbia (until the capitulation
of Yugoslavia in 1941) do not recognize the existence of the Macedonian
nation, except for a short period of a few years after the end of World War ii,
when the people of Pirin Macedonia (Blagoevgrad Province) enjoyed a cultur-
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al autonomy (1944-1948). today, this period is considered a big mistake of
Bulgarian politics at the time, which supposedly exercised “forced
Macedonisation”. 

after the fall of the kingdom of Bulgaria and the coming to power of the
Fatherland Front, on september 9, 1944, the Bulgarian state recognized the
existence of the Macedonian people, separate from any other nationality.
During this time, thanks to the antifascist National liberation War of
Macedonia, the people of Vardar Macedonia formed their first contemporary
state – Democratic Federal Macedonia. the new state was formed on august
2, 1944 as a part of Democratic Federal Yugoslavia. With the fall of socialist
Yugoslavia, through a referendum on september 8, 1991, the people of
Macedonia declared a complete independence and sovereignty. 

the Bulgarian historian M. lalkov considers the changed stances of the
1944 Bulgarian state regarding the Macedonian question a mistake, and an
impetuous compromise. Namely, according to lalkov, since Bulgaria was in
an unenviable international position (an ally of Nazi Germany), it accepted the
“false Yugoslav thesis” of the existence of a Macedonian nation (lalkov, 1987:
117). that same thesis is prevalent among other Bulgarian historians, alleging
that Belgrade and skopje took advantage of the hardships of Bulgaria, so as to
prepare the reunification of Pirin Macedonia to the new Macedonian state
(kalinova, Baeva, 2000: 41). 

During the clash between the Communist Party of Yugoslavia (kPJ) and
the informbiro (1948-1956) and the worsening of the Yugoslav-Bulgarian
relations, the autonomy of Pirin Macedonia was gradually being abolished.
after todor Zhivkov’s coming to power in 1945, the members of the non-
Bulgarian nationalities in Bulgaria were subjected to systematic
denationalization and assimilation with the use of aggressive measures. these
acts were later being justified with the theory for the creation of a uniform
“socialist state”. even so, the census of 1956 showed that 63.64% of the pop-
ulation of the Blagoevgrad Province declared themselves Macedonians, 33.3%
Bulgarians, and 3.03% others (Jotevski, 2004: 121-127). in further Bulgarian
censuses, the term “Macedonian” was excluded, as Bulgarian politics were
establishing the rigid stance that a Macedonian nation and ethnicity, as well as
a Macedonian state had never existed, and that, Macedonia had historically
been a mere geographical term on whose territory had always lived—and still
do—Bulgarians. the population of the Blagoevgrad Province (Pirin
Macedonia), is also to this day considered to have always been Bulgarian, and
that for the Bulgarians, the national ideal remains the Bulgarian state as per the
treaty of san stefano (Minoski, 2008” 224-225). For that reason, the German
diplomat Hans-lothar steppan assumed that when Bulgaria was seeking
admittance to the eU and Nato, the organizations should have given
Bulgaria the condition to change its national holiday (March 3rd), which was
established in 1988, in commemoration of the annulment of the treaty of san
stefano at the Congress of Berlin (1878), because this holiday in itself carries
revisionist ideals (lothar, 2004: 397). even with this firm anachronism,
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Bulgaria became a member of the eU and Nato; the destructive nationalism
is nowadays being expressed in its politics of stipulation when it comes to the
Republic of Macedonia’s efforts to join the aforementioned organizations.
among other things, Bulgaria currently adheres to the absurd thesis of the
“nonexistent” Macedonian language, ignoring the fact that Macedonian is
taught and studied in numerous world-renown universities, as well as the fact
that prominent scientists from around the world consider themselves
Macedonists (Dorovski, Crvenkovska, 2008: 9-135). 

as for Greece, and the Greek politics after Bucharest and Versailles, apart
of the brutal ethnic cleansing, the state also began the Greecification of the
“newly acquired territories”, as they were called until the 1930s. in the period
between 1912 and 1928 around 100,000 Macedonians were forced out of
Greece. the Greek-Bulgarian convention on November 27, 1919, had the
objective to pursue the “voluntarily” expatriation of the indigenous population
of the two states. Greece, however, turned the convention into a meeting pro-
jected for mandatory expatriation, after which 86,572 Macedonians were
expelled. (simkovski, 2001: 44-48). a 1923 Greek-turkish agreement of a
similar nature irreversibly transformed the ethnic structure of Northern
Greece, when around 640,000 Greeks from turkey moved to the newly
acquired Greek territory (Pasois, 2011: 232-237; kiselinovski, s. 2000: 44-
47). For the duration of World War ii and the Greek Civil War, the
Macedonians underwent their most severe exodus. By removing an additional
120,000 Macedonians, the right wing’s plot was fulfilled: to liquidate, deport
or force out the so-called slavophone Greeks (simovski, 2001: 69).

to protect their own interests in Greece during the early stages of the Cold
War, the great powers declared the Macedonians an adversarial “communist”
minority. By adhering to such vague ideologies, the terror executed against the
Macedonians was somehow justified. at the same time, the Macedonian peo-
ple endured economic pressures and series of discriminatory laws. the census
of 1951, administered after the Civil War, did not mention 46 villages previ-
ously inhabited by Macedonians, meaning that they had been completely
destroyed. Based on Decree M/48 and N/48, and law 2536/53, about two mil-
lion decaers of arable land, pasturages and forest land were seized, in addition
to residential buildings, shops, furniture, etc. in addition to the seizures of
property, the Macedonians were forced to pledge a linguistic oath of alle-
giance, with which they swore that they would no longer speak their “local
slavic dialect”, and that instead, they would only speak Greek (Denfort, 1996:
123-127). according to Risto kirijazovski’s analyses, Greek patriotism was
being proven by how many Macedonian men and women one had killed, raped
or harassed (kirijazovski, 1998: 340-341). 

For the winners of the Civil War, the war was not over for a long time after
it officially ended. the legislature from 1946-1949 ceased to exist in 1974,
when the Communist party of Greece was legalized. in 1982, the war that was
taking place—instead of a bandit war—was referred to as a civil one. around
the end of 1974, within the Greek government’s policy for national reconcili-
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ation, a decision was announced that there would be a free repatriation of the 
political refugees with a Greek ethnic background, which meant that it did not 
include the Macedonians. they were simply condemned to forever bear the 
stamp of a life in exile, a feeling handed down to all of the future generations 
(Panovska, 2003: 190). in 1988, with the change in attitude by the CPG con-
cerning the Macedonian issue, a political consensus was achieved about 
Greece’s stance that there is no Macedonian minority. that is the reason why 
the Republic of Greece, in 1992, was pressuring the change of article 49 of the 
Constitution of the Republic of Macedonia (approved on 17/11/1991) where 
the protection of the Macedonian minority rights and the cultural development 
of Macedonians outside the country was postulated. Considering the idea that 
only Greeks live in Greece, such acts from their northern neighbor qualified 
them as irredentism toward the Greek territory. the assertion is a result of a 
purposeful amnesia of the historical facts because Greece did not continually 
and perseveringly negate the existence of the Macedonian minority in northern 
Greece. that is why, as an insistence from the league of Nations, in 1925 
Greece had to publish a speller for the Macedonian children in the part of south-
ern Macedonia, or the “territory ceded to Greece” after January 1st, 1913. that 
is the famous aBeCeDar. throughout the discussion of the speller, the Greek 
representative in the league of Nations, Vasilis Dendramis, as a reply to the 
Bulgarian representative’s complaints that the aBeCeDar is not understandable 
to them, defended himself with the argument that the Macedonian language is 
neither Bulgarian nor serbian, but a language on its own. in this context, we 
pose the question of how the Bulgarians can claim that Macedonians speak 
Bulgarian, when the Bulgarians could not even understand the most basic 
school speller! (lotar, 2004: 21).

However, the speller, like many other maneuvers of the Greeks in front of
the international public, was never used. By the method of violence, the
Macedonians were banned from using their native language, even in their own
homes (Djingo, 2013: 25-35). With the ban of the mother tongue, and the
change of the ethnic map, a lot of clues were diminished—like the falsifying
of history, mass renaming of the toponims and change of personal names,
bringing to systematic greecificafion, etc. in the period since 1919, when the
forcible renaming of the settlements in the Greek part of Macedonia, until
1970 the Greek authorities renamed 1666 settlements, and today that number
is even larger (simovski, 1998: 18-21).

in order to keep the friendly Yugoslavian-Greek relationship until 1991,
for decades the questions of the status of the Macedonian minority that stayed
to live in Greece after the ethnic cleansing, was kept silent. in the Greek cen-
sus from 1913 util today, there is no row for Macedonians (“Greek
slavophones” or “slavo Macedonians”). according to certain estimates, cen-
sus results, and field research in 2011, the percentage of population with
Macedonian ethnic background in the part of Macedonia was somewhere
around 25 to 29,9%, which means from 600 up to 700 thousand, or 6-7% eth-
nic Macedonians on the territory of all Greece (kanzurov, 2012: 25-33). the
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question of the returning of the refugees with non-Greek ethnic identity and
the regulation of the right to their confiscated property by the Greek republic,
save the acknowledging of minority rights, is one of the most painful and
essential questions in the alleged “name issue” which is used as a reason to
block the euro-integration of the Republic of Macedonia.

serbia, as a neighbor also did not salute the independence of the Republic
of Macedonia, however, in april 1996 the FR Yugoslavia and Macedonia
signed the treaty to regulate the relations and further the collaboration
between the two countries. the question of the recognition of the Macedonian
orthodox Church by the serbian church has still not been resolved. the basis
of this issue with the church lies within the larger issue of the most conserva-
tive part of the serbian society not acknowledging the existence of the
Macedonian people as a separate nation.

the too high statistic of dark terror being applied to the Macedonian peo-
ple for decades all with the intent of its physical and spiritual destruction, in a 
way proves the existence of the Macedonians, contrary to the allegations that 
they are an artificial nation created by tito’s regime. if the Macedonians were 
something else, a logical question poses itself: Why so many organized propa-
gandas, armed clashes, exiles, ethnic cleansings, imprisonments, violence, 
rivalry, diplomatic games, falsifying the history and a vast amount of money 
spent in order to assimilate and rename them, in other words to find alleged 
“proof” of the “non-existence” of the Macedonian people on the territory of 
Macedonia!?

the Greek historians consider the use of the name Macedonia an attempt
of expansionism by the northern neighbor toward Greece, and that it is an
attempt for the Greek people to be deprived of a big part of their deserved cul-
tural heritage (Mircev, 2012: 231). Greek historians follow a nationalist
template while trying to accept the reality that in addition to the Greek
province of Macedonia (eastern, Central and Western Macedonia), established
in 1912/1913, there is another country named Macedonia to the north, a coun-
try which in one form or another has subsisted for 70 years (since 1944): the
People’s Republic of Macedonia and the socialist Republic of Macedonia
(1994-1991) and the independent Republic of Macedonia (as of 1991). Greece
also has a hard time facing the fact that in this country, there live people with
a Macedonian national identity, who speak Macedonian and have their own
cultural heritage, tradition and collective thought. 

at the beginning of the 21st century, the Republic of Macedonia’s neigh-
bors are still paying homage to the 19th century “Balkanism”, even though the
Republics of Greece and Bulgaria are members of the euro-atlantic institu-
tions. When looking at the current map of the Balkans, one can come to the
simple conclusion that the territorial requests for greater Balkan states have
always—and still do—cover the central part of the Balkan Peninsula: they
cover the ethnic and geographic map of Macedonia (ibid: 233-249). the
Macedonians, although introduced to the speculations and intrigues of their
neighbors, at the end of the 19th century still hoped that the antagonistic inter-
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ests of their neighbors not only cross in their country, but that they have can-
celled each other. the political agenda in 1991, sadly was launched on the
same presumption leading to the advantage of Macedonia being in the “bal-
ance between the desires of her neighbors”. 

albania is the fourth player with its effort to redefine the Balkan borders,
leading toward the concept of “Greater albania” by way of damaging the ter-
ritorial integrity of the Republic of Macedonia.

When during a military parade performed in front of many representatives
from eU and Nato, Greek army officers call out lines of genocide, and there
are not any serious reactions by those who were very “concerned” about the
“feelings” of the Greeks because of a name of a highway, in the 21 century
(that was the name of alexandar the Great” – a person from the antic history
that belongs to the entire humanity and whose monuments are all over egypt
and Pakistan), you find yourself in a dilemma and start reconsidering the val-
ues and principles on which the eU is built upon, the attitude of their Balkan
“pets”, as well as the overall contemporary international relations. a question
poses itself of why the UN, eU and Nato break their established principles
and pose additional criteria for accepting a small country like the Republic of
Macedonia as a member because of the pressure by the Republic of Greece, to
whom “european” Bulgaria now joins. explanations of the type of: well
Greece is “inside” and Macedonia is “outside” cannot be accepted, and dou-
ble criteria is being used. Maybe it is supposed to be the other way around.
those who are “inside” need to work more toward incorporating the principles
that they, themselves have declared. 

the arbitration Commission of the european Union with its leader Mr.
Badinter (December 1991) recommended that the name “Republic of
Macedonia” does not imply a territorial claim against another state; the
Republic of Croatia, which at the time did not meet the required conditions,
gained international recognition. Never in the history of the UN has there been
a successful appeal regarding a sovereign country’s name. Macedonia’s case
is particularly unjust because this country has never taken part in actions that
have been in contradiction to the visions of the UN. in this case, with the
imposition of the demeaning name (provisional reference)—Former Yugoslav
Republic of Macedonia (FYRoM) is a breach of the Charter of the United
Nations, so as to satisfy the requests posed by Greece. such acts represent an
intrusion into the internal governing affairs of a sovereign state (Georgievski,
Dodevski, 2008: 226-243). even though the Hellenic Republic of Greece has
no legal right to forbid Republic of Macedonia’s use of its constitutional name,
the absurd solidarity Greece found in the european Union, Nato, the Council
of europe and osCe, which accepted the use of the provisional name
“FYRoM” which was not created in accordance with international law
(lothar, 2004: 397). as a result of Greece’s disapproval of the name, the
Nato summit (april 2-4, 2008), the Republics of albania and Croatia were
invited to become full members of the alliance, while the doors were closed to
the Republic of Macedonia, with the explanation that Macedonia had to first
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come to an agreement on the name issue, and then become a Nato member
(Daskalovski, s. 2009: 623-627). 

as in the past, so too in the present, the Macedonians have remained an
element in the irredentist ideologies of the neighboring countries, while the
great powers have failed to stand up in protection of the democratic principles
which they themselves previously declared. Politics of destructive national-
ism, chauvinism, patriotism and xenophobia of the Balkan political elites,
whose roots stretch back to over a century, create an atmosphere of antago-
nism and hatred between the peoples, who for centuries had lived together
harmoniously as part of different empires, shared a common culture, and had
even shared bloodlines. Within the european Union, Bulgaria and Greece
negate the existence of a multicultural society and work toward building
“pure” nations against the “suspicious” ethnic groups, who have managed to
survive the 20th century, despite propaganda through education and the church,
despite brutal methods of violence, economic and political pressures. the
destructive and aggressive nationalism is expressed through chauvinism,
chiefly by grabbing away foreign territories and populations, which are not
justified by either history or international law (Velev, 2001: 15-20). the
Balkan wars are in effect the epitome for the most vividly expressed level of
chauvinism. 

the Balkan states conducted military activities on the territory of
Macedonia while denying the natives the right to call themselves Macedonian,
to have their own national and cultural identity, history, tradition, collective
thought, even the right to have their own church. these actions, furthered by
the large number of casualties resulted from ethnic cleansings, have resulted
in a spiritual genocide. For that reason, the issue that the Republic of Greece
has with the Republic of Macedonia is not a “name issue”; it is a concern with
the existence of a separate Macedonian identity coupled with the name of the
country. For several decades, Greece has administered strategies of educating
its people that there are no Macedonians outside the Greek national identity,
and that Macedonia’s history is exclusively Greek; there is only one
Macedonia: a Greek Macedonia. in line with the current name dispute, Greece
proclaims the colonial settlers in the newly acquired territories “successors of
the ancient Macedonians”. as we are faced with such fabrications in the
Greek province of Macedonia, the citizens of the Republic of Macedonia are
referred to by european Greece with the derogatory term “skopjans”. if
Greece were to succeed in influencing a change of the name of the constitu-
tional name of the Republic of Macedonia, there would be no Macedonian
national identity, and most importantly, there would be no minority in Greece
that could call itself Macedonian. in fact, Greece’s destructive nationalism is
exemplified through the manipulative claim that the Greeks in Northern
Greece are Macedonians. this way it would seem irrational to speak of a
Macedonian identity in Greece separate from the Greeks. such claims raise a
few questions: Where do those Macedonians come from? How did they
become Macedonians? Have they ever declared themselves Macedonians in a
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census? What language do they speak? What happens to the Bulgarian preten-
sions toward Macedonia? if Macedonia is “one” and “Greek”, what happened
with the supposed “Bulgarians”, not only in the Republic of Macedonia, but in
the Greek province of Macedonia, etc. 

the denial of the unique Macedonian identity, and the promotion of
Bulgaria’s “historical right” over a big portion of the Balkan Peninsula
(Bulgaria according to the san stefano treaty), is considered an element of the
arsenal of the Bulgarian destructive nationalism for which Bulgarian scientists
have a subjective interpretation. the Bulgarian academic G. Velev, while
speaking of the destructive nationalism of the Balkans, points out chauvinist
politics of Bulgaria’s neighbors, serbia, Greece, Romania and turkey, which
have historically seized “Bulgaria’s territories” including Northern Dobruja,
Vardar Macedonia, aegean Macedonia, Western thrace, Pomoravje with the
cities of Niš, Pirot, Vranje, leskovac, etc (ibid: 18). such claims can give rise
to an even higher level of Balkanism; in addition to calling for revisions of
Macedonia’s history, Bulgaria would have to demand that other Balkan
states—above all Greece—seriously revise their histories. instead of asking
for revisions of the history of the Republic of Macedonia, the official
Bulgarian historiography would need to clarify whether or not the “Bulgarian”
population of aegean Macedonia was the imposer. Did these people live on
their own land and was later exiled, or were they occupiers of Greek land?
this way the Bulgarians would set an example of how to settle a historical dis-
pute with the Greeks before entering the e.U. Matters could get even more
intricate when one starts to think that they would also have to settle the prob-
lem with the “serbian” Macedonia, with the so-called south serbians, and
with the serbian orthodox Church which calls itself “the mother church” of
the parishes in the Republic of Macedonia. so, how could one find the ending
of the “Balkan knot” which keeps getting increasingly entangled? this is why,
in laying down the thesis for the national-cultural and physical genocide
against the Macedonians, one has to start at the core and first define the
destructive nationalism or extreme nationalism of the Balkans, which in
essence is expressed through the denigration of the age-old peoples: the
Macedonians. Namely, the history, the language and the folklore are the com-
ponents that shaped the core of the identity and distinctiveness of the
Macedonians. 

the Holocaust History Museum—Yad Vashem in izrael, has a large
dome, on the inside of which one can find the names of thousands and thou-
sands of people who left no physical trace. the message is clear: you die, but
your name is eternal. the names are ashes that remain there to shelter the
memories and prove that the Holocaust was a downright brutal act that had a
sole purpose: erase the name. that is why Yad Vashem above all serves as a
memory of the names, a safe place where the names will be preserved
(kramarić, 2010: 12-13). 

every assignment of an erroneous name which in some circumstances
may seem pragmatic and justifiable, but is not in accordance with the essence
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of what it represents, in the long term, it means surrendering the truth,
renouncing one’s identity and oneself. Yad Vashem remains. if the name of the
Republic of Macedonia is changed – an act which would automatically result
in an alteration of the national identity of the Macedonians, it would mean that
the neighbors and the great powers are successfully ending the hundred-year
battle for a “final” solution of the “Macedonian question” established in
Bucharest in 1913. a renaming of any sort would mean abandoning the self,
which would ultimately result in a vanishing from the scope of history: the
erasing of any record of a people and their individual and collective memories,
a people forbidden to remember. 
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MACEDONIA AND THE MACEDONIANS
IN THE BALKAN WARS
GjorGji ČakArjanevski
Institute of National History, Skopje, 
Macedonia
 
in Macedonian historiography many questions closely related to the 
Balkan Wars and the First World War have not been adequately elaborated due 
to the fact that the Macedonian historiographers shone more light on other 
periods of the history of the Macedonian people. The position of the 
Macedonian historiography of the Balkan wars is that they allowed for the 
conquest and division of Macedonia. This position significantly differs 
from the views of the neighboring Balkan countries who were directly 
involved in the wars. Their historiographies to this day have a certain 
continuity of unchanging nature or that they were wars of liberation 
for them, some of which are astounding, because in them, even by the 
peace treaties created about these wars, they had not actualized their 
ultimate goal—to fully maximize the borders of their nations. These 
wars in turn will determine and will seal the fate and future of the 
Macedonians. That destiny for one part of the Macedonian people 
will last until World War ii or until the time of military actions in the 
Balkans when the Macedonian communists and anti-fascists would emerge 
as the only organized force in the fight against nazi—fascism with a clear 
vision for the formation of a state. 

Therefore, it must be concluded that the Balkan wars and peace treaties 
were very important in the reshaping and formation of a new political map of 
the Balkans. The First World War was also significant when at its very end 
the three great imperial powers of europe collapsed. 

The question is whether the Macedonians in those events which were 
fateful for them, the Balkan Wars and the First World War, could influence 
and participate in the creation of a new political map of the Balkans. 

in circumstances when the Macedonians did not have a state in which 
they could truly build and express their identity, their efforts and desires for 
self-expression in public, constantly, sometimes to a lesser or greater extent 
expressed them. The ilinden Uprising of 1903 and the desire of the 
Macedonian people to lift their voice about being a separate entity, is the 
central event of such activities. and after that, due to the well-known end, 
there was a period of  a search for new pathways. Propaganda left a strong 
imprint, and the Macedonians were forced to re-organize in proving their 
identity. in short, of these activities i will mention only the activities of the 
Macedonian colony in st. Petersburg and their memorandum, the activity of 
Dimitrija Chupovski, organizer of the Macedonian cultural and national idea, 
founder of the Macedonian scientific literary fellowship in st.
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Petersburg, Gjorgjia Pulevski, reformer, lexicographer, textbook writer, histo-
rian, poet and folklorist, who will expose the Macedonian national ideology
that “Macedonians are a people (ethnic group) and their place is Macedonia,”
the exarchate Metropolitan Theodosius, with the secular name vasil
Gologanov, who advocated for the restoration of the ohrid archbishopric and
the introduction of a national language in education while advancing the
thought by saying that “We the Macedonians do not suffer as great a torment
from the Turks as we do from the Greeks, Bulgarians and serbians who, like
vultures around a carcass have embarked upon this suffering land and seek to
split it up”, not to mention krste Petkov Misirkov and many others known and
unknown who have paved the way for the Macedonian national identity.
however, in opposition to them there will emerge many Macedonians who
accepted others national sentiments, but not just Macedonians, also, politi-
cians, diplomats, historians, lawyers, journalists and others who deliberately
endeavored to distort the ethnicity or image of the Macedonians, through their
speeches or publications in which they completely eliminated the general and
national tendencies of the Macedonians. 

The Balkan wars were disasterious for the Macedonians. There are, again, 
many reasons for this. The cause of the wars, as it is well known, was to free 
our Christian brethren who still found themselves under ottoman authority. 
That was the challenge for all young Balkan bourgeoisies who looked to 
Macedonia at the expense of the ailing ottoman imperial power to seize for-
eign, and not Bulgarian, Greek, nor serbian territories and thus expand 
territorially. 

and while the Balkan nations concluded mutual alliances and schemed 
how to achieve territorial expansion, the Macedonians were kept out of those 
events. They simply did not find the strength among their own ethnic structure 
to publicly, firmly and in considerable numbers organize and appear 
organized with unique goals and openly show that in the Balkans, apart from 
serbs, Bulgarians and Greeks there are also another people that expect a 
different resolution of the already initiated political and military ferment. 
Unfortunately the Macedonian revolutionary movement was divided, 
unprepared at the moment. it worked for foreign interests, with minor 
exceptions. Therefore, the chance of any more solid organizing of 
Macedonians politically and Macedonian ideal collapsed. on the other hand, 
the terror, violence and constant pressures of the propaganda that the Balkan 
countries organized and that would be commonplace in the termination of the 
ethnic Macedonian national thought have played a key role, but it was not a 
powerful enough motive for his organization. 

The goal of the Balkan politicians of the time was clear. alexander 
Tsankov notes: “There is a need here to clear up the misunderstandings that 
may come at the forefront, and that now exist between european and Balkan 
diplomats for the final resolution of the Macedonian Question. some will be 
for the equal and suitable division of Macedonia. our Bulgaria aspires to 
achieve full annexation to its principality,
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and Greece and serbia have the same such claims, the latter of which, as inher-
ent to have their right to old serbia and solun (Thessaloniki). it is obvious that 
until recently, european diplomacy was a supporter of the partition of 
Macedonia. it presented the situation as such: Turkey is already in the hands 
of europe, independent Macedonia would create another issue between 
Bulgaria and serbia. The full annexation into one of two states would mean 
the strengthening of one of them and a loss of trust to other. a division of 
Macedonia, due to its specific ethnographic and strategic terms, would never 
satisfy the three countries: Bulgaria, serbia and Greece. Thereby the national 
hostilities will be strengthened further, the battles will intensify and the 
Balkan Peninsula will again not have peace.” 

The Macedonians in these calculations was not asked to participate, but 
they also did not vigorously impose to thwart them, neither through military 
action nor political plans. They was also unable to do so because there was no 
organized body or representatives who could in a more serious sense 
influence or intervene in the negotiations. Macedonia was not considered a 
military-political body independent from  one of the three Balkan states, nor 
was it generally the subject of any thought in the Western states and the later 
U.s.s.r. Macedonia and the Macedonians were simply objects that anyone 
could divide. 

From here onwards, the position and declaration of alexander Tsankov
regarding the future or the fate of Macedonia are interesting. They state: 

What aspirations can our army and the serbian army possess, unusually
tough given the possibilities of the population, if not to support a reactionary
and monarchical system, to plunge the country into another adventure with
Turkey at first critical moment or with one another, if they do not come to
agreement regarding the division of the plunder? From this, it is understand-
able that it will not work out in the favor of the one or the other. The same
one grave is being dug for both the monarchism and liberation of both coun-
tries together with Macedonia. i believe that some Macedonian activists
know that full well and clearly see that for Macedonia there is nothing left
but to fight for her freedom alone. They have been preparing for years and
raising the mental and moral levels of the masses, to become capable and
worthy to fight alone for their freedom, rather than have someone donate it
as an unmerited favor. and if one day that fire takes large-scale dimensions
and frightens europe and violates its interests, perhaps then the much await-
ed kindness will be drawn and perhaps the Macedonian problem will be set
on the green table.

By the autumn of 1912 the Balkan alliances were already created, yet
intense preparations for war also began. 

The Balkan allies sent an ultimatum to Turkey on september 30th, to 
which Turkey only three days later (on september 23rd), responded with the 
introduction of partial mobilization that a week later (on september 30th, 
1912), caused the allied members to commence general mobilization. 
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The mobilization that the allied members and that even Turkey would
start, would find its commencement in Macedonia. serbia, in a very short peri-
od of time, would succeed in mobilizing more than 350,000 soldiers, Bulgaria
294,000 and Greece 180,000 soldiers. Turkey would be able to mobilize about
307,000 troops or its mobilization would be bisected because of unsuccessful
implementation not only in Macedonia but also in other countries that it had
in possession. 

The war was in sight. on october 8, under the agreement among the 
allies, Montenegro declared war on Turkey and soon afterwards so did serbia 
and Bulgaria on october 17 and Greece on october 19, 1912. The First 
Balkan War began. 

The Macedonians even then, in the very beginning and during the war, 
did not directly participate for their own interest, which was most fateful in 
sealing their future survival and for their presence on the political scene. 
Macedonia constituted only an object around which earlier talks were led 
regarding which part of her territory belonged to whom. and now, during the 
war, the Macedonians, without any organization with concrete political and 
military quests and activities, were not manifested. Basically they had no 
single political structure with its own platform, program or objective but also 
no military structure, with a separate governing body, military units, etc., that 
militarily represented the interests of the Macedonians. Therefore, a 
declaration must be generally made that uniquely enough Macedonia and the 
Macedonians were not factors in the military and political activities in the 
Balkan War. especially that many members of the cheti (rebel groups) of the 
i.M.r.o. placed themselves in alliance with the Bulgarian army awaiting their
independence.
                      instead of self-interest for their future, many Macedonians, whether by
force and coercion or voluntarily, with deft manipulation by the military and
political elites found themselves in the ranks of the military formations of the
surrounding Balkan countries. Their numbers, neither in the Macedonian his-
toriography nor the historiographies of the Balkan lands that participated in
such activities, are not precisely accounted for, however, it is estimated that
that number just in the Bulgarian military formations amounted to about
75,000 Macedonians. some historians, however, mention numbers of around
100,000 Macedonians who participated in the various formations of the
Bulgarian army. 

The military historian, vanche (vance) stoychev, in his writings will note
that: “By the end of september, 1912, the Macedonian migrants formed into
five battalions: from Debar, from skopje, from Bitola, from ohrid and from
solun (Thessaloniki). of the total number of cheti (rebel groups) formed in
Bulgaria by the end of september 1912, 52 partisan cheti (rebel groups) were
transferred to Macedonia, 17 of which were in the Bitola Municipality, eight
in the skopje Municipality, etc. During october 1912, five additional volun-
tary battalions were formed: of kumanovo, of kostur (kastoria), of veles, of
Prilep and of ser (serres).”
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he later will note that: 

at the beginning of november 1912, three brigades and brigade headquarters
were created. and four battalions entered in each brigade. The commanders
of the brigades were set up as such: Lt. stefan nikolov with the first brigade,
Lt. anton Pchelarov with the second brigade, and Lt. alexander Protogerov
with the third brigade. overall, the Macedonian-adrianopolitan volunteer
Corps consisted of a headquarters, three brigades composed of four battal-
ions each, music, a military hospital, a supply cheta (regiment), a fire-arms
camp, supplier transportation, and an engineering-technicians group.

The Macedonian-adrianopolitan volunteer Corps, supplied with arms
from the Bulgarian army, was sent a long way away from Macedonia to fight
on the frontlines in Thrace. There, it would even be transformed, that is, it
would gain different commanders and would do battle in different places. The
Macedonian volunteers who had no military experience showed remarkable
fighting spirit. in the meantime, three other voluntary battalions were formed:
of kukush (kilkis), of voden (edessa), and of shtip. With their inclusion, each
brigade was strengthened by the addition of one more battalion. The total
strength of the Macedonian-adrianopolitan volunteer Corps in the spring of
1913 was just more than 14,500 people of which 12,000 were Macedonians.
The total numbers or members of Macedonians in the ranks of the armies of
the Balkan states in the second Balkan war are much greater. 

Besides these military forces, special units composed of the rural popula-
tions as a village militia to carry out specific tasks were also formed on the
territory of Macedonia. in the strumica region, much like in the remaining
regions, the local Macedonian population organized itself. almost everywhere
a rural militia was formed and in some places it achieved military successes
with the liberation of certain settlements. in certain cases, such as with Prilep,
the cheta of krste Germov (called the Prilep Flying Detachment) fought;
which was in cooperation with the cheta of i.M.r.o. vojvoda (Duke) Milan
Gjurlukov. he cooperated with the serbian military formations. in one situa-
tion, he enabled the serbian army to break the ottoman positions in Prisad,
causing him to gain appreciation from archduke Prince alexander. But the
armed forces from the serbian side were labeled or treated as Bulgarian. even
vojvoda Gjurlukov was declared unfit for the serbianisms or the serbian poli-
cies that were implemented on the territory of Macedonia. 

rural militias played a well-known role in the region of kumanovo num-
bering several thousand people. in the skopje Municipality, the cheti of the
i.M.r.o. led by Todor aleksandrov took action. in the shtip and kochani
region the cheti had took significant actions.

no less activity was manifested by the cheti of the Bitola-ohrid region in
western Macedonia (Debarca, Malesija, and kichevo) and elsewhere.
however, all of them fought for and were a part of the Bulgarian interests. 

The Macedonians were also members of the serbian army. Two cheta
divisions were formed: in the kozjak region and in the skopska Crna Gora

MaCedonia and the MaCedonians in the Balkan Wars 27



region. Typically, the headquarters were determined and commanded by
serbians while the cheti were mostly full of Macedonians. volunteer regi-
ments with their own battalions were formed by the initiative of vojvoda
Putnik. They were based in sveti nikole, Gevgelija, and negotino. even these
Macedonians fought for the interests of the serbs. 

Both the serbian and Bulgarian armies mobilized the Macedonians from
the “liberated” territories. They were the striking force in terms of establish-
ment on the frontlines. in fact, they were enacted as the vanguards of the
armies and had to be first in military actions and were thrown at the rear of the
ottoman army. They were actually the first victims in those armed conflicts. 

Many Macedonians, whose families had many children, found their
immediate family members, whether by force of by chance, to be members of
and fighting for the opposing army in the Balkan war. Brothers were fighting
against brothers. These facts show the lack of organization of Macedonians to
concentrate in one place, for own goal and purpose, and that they were highly
susceptible to manipulation. The most characteristic examples of this were
when the war ended and when the establishing of systems of government com-
menced.

The allies in the First Balkan War, which freed the Macedonian territo-
ries of ottoman rule, also immediately began to work on establishing their
power over them. The Macedonian population in some parts did not know
which state they belonged to, or where the borders were until the end of the
first half of 1913. on june 3, 1913, with a special agreement determining the
demarcation line between serbia and Greece, Greece was given 132 villages;
of which 8 were from Gevgelija, 20 were from Lerin (Florina), 7 from Bitola,
38 from Prespa, and 59 from ohrid. The villagers were constantly asking for
information from the military authorities so they could find out from them
regarding where their village belonged and in which state. and such was the
case when several villagers from vitolishta and Palchishta asked the com-
mander of the town Prilep, Mayor Mihajlo nenadovic, to tell them where their
villages belonged, to which the authorities had no answer, and they sent the
villagers to voden (edessa) where they received the same response. 

Undoubtedly, many questions requiring answers arise, but those answers 
have not yet been given. These are: why did the Macedonians fail to create a 
single center or organization that their own Macedonian national forces would 
stand for and support; why did they in such large numbers opt to wear other’s 
uniforms (Bulgarian, serbian, and Greek) and fight in their ranks for their 
interests; why at least some of the Macedonians mobilized for various reasons 
failed to separate, independently organize, and begin military actions that, 
even if they did not bear great military victories, at least confronted the 
warring parties for their own interests; The response seen in some circles, that 
by joining the Macedonians with the armies of Bulgaria (others 
notwithstanding), it would help Macedonia, so they saw that chance to gain 
some autonomy or statehood recognized by a separate national entity as the 
highest, is completely unacceptable. if that is the
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case, then what of the Macedonians enlisted in the serbian and Greek armies?
Did those who were joined in their ranks and were with their help see that as
the chance to resolve the Macedonian question regarding statehood? it raises
the question why did the Macedonians begin entering their governing agen-
cies, and did not organize in a communal resistance against them when they
saw that they had nothing in their favor there after the end of the war?! 

The situation is completely identical with the attitude of the Macedonians
and their participation in the second Balkan War. The countries that occupied
territories of ottoman Turkey continued to mobilize the territories occupied by
them. however, as a phenomenon during the war, it is noted that the armies of
the three warring states observed mass defections and open revolts by
Macedonians that participated in carving out their own ethnic fabric. 

The first Balkan war ended with the signing of the Treaty of London (May
30th, 1913) and the second with the Treaty of Bucharest (august 10th, 1913).
The victims on all grounds in the wars were great, and their number exceeds
460,000 people (294,100 in the First and second 168,000). The exact number
of deaths and casualties in the war of hunger, disease and so on in Macedonia
is not known. it has not been fully explored by any historiography. 

The Macedonians failed to find a unifying force within their own ranks. 
They failed to realize their own ideas and become a factor and influence in the 
formation of the political map of the Balkans. 

another matter is the question regarding the views of individual european
and Balkan states about introducing reforms or giving autonomy to Macedonia
and the paths that they took. The idea of creating an autonomous Macedonia
existed in the diplomacy of the great powers as an alternative and in the
Balkan countries too. That question especially interested Bulgaria and a part
of the leadership of the i.M.r.o. that due to the inability to realize the unifi-
cation of Macedonia with Bulgaria had given up on the idea of an autonomous
Macedonia. in realizing this, they subsequently investigated the representa-
tives of the Balkan countries in Bucharest by Memorandums. These are
questions that require answers. Many held the view that the territories of the
european part of the ottoman empire should be equally divided among the
Balkan allies; that Bulgaria, after she realized that she could not obtain all of
Macedonia, took on the idea of an autonomous Macedonia in which
“Bulgarians” lived; that austria-hungary had a proposal for a joint interven-
tion in ottoman Turkey to reform it but also to give autonomy to Macedonia
and albania; that certain power structures (such as Georgov-Miletich) asked
for the implementation of the reval Program; that the same people who were
for an autonomous Macedonia also sought to have the “Bulgarian” character-
istics of the region of Macedonia recognized; that representatives of
Macedonian organizations in Bulgaria during 1912 partook in activities which
emphasized that the autonomy of Macedonia truly is the only solution to put-
ting an end to the rivalry between the Balkan states; that there are also
resolutions; that since March 1913 representatives of the Macedonian brother-
hoods in Bulgaria handed a memorandum to the Bulgarian government and
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the major powers which presented demands in relation to Macedonia in which
they said there’s no need to prevent the division of Macedonia at the cost of
war, because in their view all Macedonia should belong to Bulgaria; that short-
ly before the Peace Conference of Bucharest, when it was permanently evident
that Bulgaria is on the verge of a devastating defeat and that the division of the
occupied territories was inevitable, the idea of an autonomous Macedonia was
totally thrown out; that on March 1st, 1913, the Macedonian colony in st.
Petersburg signed a Memorandum of independence for Macedonia and hand-
ed it to the minister edward Grey and the ambassadors of the major powers in
London and so on. 

as a conclusion, we can say that Macedonia, as an ethno-geographic 
region, would truly be the domain in which the biggest military activities or 
major  battles would happen, in which the Macedonians would experience the 
burden of military actions and all of the associated terrors like arson, robbery, 
murder, disease, and so forth. 

The thinking goes that with their active participation in the military 
formations on the side of the participating countries can be interpreted as a 
contribution to the war in the sense that they aided the victory over the 
ottoman army or dominion over the Balkans. if it is treated as a contribution 
in a certain sense and meaning, then what is the interest of the Macedonians in 
that contribution if they received nothing, crippling the previous 
administration, only to replace it with another? This means that the 
Macedonians, despite having Macedonians in their ranks with a strong 
national consciousness, with a lack of a single national, political program on 
the one hand, and existence of a strong mutual distrust amongst themselves 
being the biggest obstacle pre-venting unification on the other hand, were 
under deft manipulation and used for the interests of others. 

in short, during the Balkan Wars and the First World War, the Macedonian
revolutionary movement was placed in service of foreign states and policies.
a good part of the Dukes (vojvodi) were placed on the side of the Bulgarian
army. The Macedonian intelligence, with a few exceptions, operated for for-
eign interests. Macedonians serving for Bulgaria even signed the Treaty of
Bucharest and amazingly the i.M.r.o. did not even react to the division!?
Whether it was on purpose or by chance is up to history. 

Undoubtedly, until 1944 Macedonia was an object in all of the wars and 
peace treaties. Discontinuity, lack of unification, and propaganda were the 
main threads that had sown the fate of Macedonia and the Macedonian people. 
The question is whether we have learned something from all of this as a peo-
ple. after all, is history not the teacher of life? 
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THE MEMOIRS OF COLA NICEA: 
UNDERSTANDING THE COLLABORATION BETWEEN 
Vlach ARMATOLES AND SLAV COMITADJIS, IN THE 
AFTERMATH OF THE ILINDEN REBELLION

VladImIr CreţulesCu
University of Bucharest-Universite Montesquieu-Bordeaux

Macedonia at the turn of the XXth century: the Balkan prize

macedonia was, at the beginning of the XXth century, intensely coveted by all
of the neighbouring Balkan states. But what exactly made macedonia the
focus of such strong expansionistic interests and international confrontation?
and, more importantly still, what was commonly understood at the time by the
word ‘macedonia’?

It is important to remember that, in the time-frame which concerns the
present paper (late XIXth centuy–early XXth century), the term ‘macedonia’
referred to a rather vaguely delimited geographical entity, which, broadly
speaking, bordered on mount Olympus, the Pindus mountains and the aegean
to the south, the Šar mountains (Šar Planina) to the North, The rhodope
mountains to the east and lake Ohrid to the West; the modern (XIX-th centu-
ry) use of the term ‘macedonia’ originated with western-european
geographers, its most direct political reference being Philip II’s ancient king-
dom of macedonia.1 In other words, the modern use of the term was purely
geographical, since there was no contemporary political or administrative enti-
ty corresponding to it. Certainly, the name meant nothing from the point of
view of the Ottoman administration: what westerners called macedonia in fact
spanned over the Ottoman vilayets of selanik and Bitolia, the sandjak of
servia, and parts of the vilayet of Kossovo.2

From an economic perspective, these territories were not particularly
prosperous: aside from a number of tchifliks (ottoman agricultural estates)
worked mainly by slav serfs, macedonia had no significant economic assets.

It was not its mediocre wealth, however, but its great strategic importance
which made this region so heavily contested. Firstly, macedonia was traversed
by several important trade routes: the route from the danube to the aegean sea
streamed south through the valley of the Vardar river; the sofia basin commu-
nicated with the aegean through the valley of the struma; and, of course, there
was also the ancient egnatian road, which linked the adriatic and aegean seas,
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passing through the towns of Ohrid, Bitolia and Florina.3 secondly, all this trade
flowed, in one way or another, to the great port of salonica, economic and com-
mercial nexus of the whole region. This was the second largest city of european
Turkey, superseded only by Constantinople.

Finally, macedonia’s proximity to the Bosphorus and dardanelles made it
strategically important in the eyes of the Great Powers: it would have been a
great staging area for any power seeking to seize control of all traffic and trade
between the Black sea and the mediterranean.

small wonder, then, that all the neighboring states vied for control of
macedonia: the nation that controlled it would become the local hegemonic
power of the Balkans.

Ideology and national propaganda: 
the contest for Macedonian hearts and minds

Before attempting any territorial annexation however, the Balkan states would
need to justify taking such drastic action. The ideological tool they employed
to this effect was the herderian principle of nationality: Herder argued that any
statehood should ideally stem from a people manifesting unity of national
character, under the enlightened leadership of a government determined by the
Volksgeist4 (or spirit of the people). This idea, which stands as the cornerstone
of national statehood (particularly in Central and eastern europe), also under-
lies the Balkan states’ political reasoning and modes of action in macedonia.

simply put, if they wanted to annex parts of macedonia, the Balkan states
had to prove that a significant section of the macedonian population was com-
posed of fellow nationals. But was that the case?

In fact, due to the poverty and social backwardness of the region, most of
the illiterate peasantry that formed the bulk of the macedonian population had,
by the mid XIXth century, not yet developed any national consciousness.5 This
can hardly be held against it, if we consider the fact that the Ottoman empire
as a whole was operating based on a pre-national conception of demography,
with its roots in Islamic law. For instance, whenever the Ottoman authorities
ordered a census, the population was classified on religious grounds (as per the
medieval millet system), rather than national ones.6

all this, though inconvenient, would not stop the Balkan nations from reach-
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ing their goals. If the national idea had not yet entered Ottoman macedonia, the
task at hand was that of instilling a sense of national belonging in the local pop-
ulace—by gentle persuasion (read ‘cultural propaganda’), or, if need be, by force.

The great ethnic and cultural diversity of the macedonian population cer-
tainly offered ample room for the formulation and propagation of multiple
competing national ideologies: the region’s inhabitants formed an ethnic jumble
of slavs, Greeks, Turks, Vlachs, albanians, Gypsies and sephardic Jews (the lat-
ter concentrated mainly in and around salonica). and that’s just counting the
broad ethnic groupings, religious and cultural subdivisions notwithstanding.7

In order to organize and coordinate the national indoctrination of the
macedonians, state-funded national cultural organizations needed to be set up.
In 1884, the Bulgarians founded the Cyril and methodius society, followed
shortly thereafter by the serbs, who created the saint sava society in 1886.8
The Greeks had no need to create a new institution, as they already had the
powerful and influential Patriarchate of Constantinople (which was, for all
intents and purposes, a national Greek organization).

From 1870 onwards, however, the Greek Patriarchate would have to con-
tend with a rival (and equally national) ecclesiastical institution: the Bulgarian
exarchate. The exarchate’s ultimate aim was to extend its sway over all the
macedonian slavs, and thus win them over for the Bulgarian national cause.

all of the above-mentioned national cultural institutions9 concerned
themselves with the publishing of propaganda material, the issuing of school
manuals and, above all, the founding and running of (Greek/Bulgarian/
serbian/romanian) national schools in macedonia. This feverish and fiercely
competitive cultural propaganda was so prolific that macedonia soon ended up
being better furbished with schools than many regions in Central europe.10

Of course, all this propaganda was useless if one couldn’t count one’s
new-found ‘converts’, so as to show the sound demographic grounding behind
one’s territorial claims.

since the ottoman censi of macedonia were not done with national crite-
ria in mind, they were very difficult to operationalize in support of national
claims. The solution was a veritable cornucopia of censi, more or less covert-
ly funded by the various Balkan governments; of course, these ‘head-counts’
reflected unreliable results, bolstering one nationality’s demographical impor-
tance at thexpense of all the others.11
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Rebellion and strife: the Macedonia of antartes and comitadji

all this ideological work, coordinated exogenously by the Balkan govern-
ments, lead to ever- rising ethnic and cultural tension among the macedonian
populace: as individuals gravitated towards one national discourse or another,
it became increasingly apparent that armed confrontation was inevitable.

The radicalization of the latent conflict came with the creation, in 1893,
of the famous macedonian revolutionary organization commonly referred to
as the Internal Organization. according to the macedonian scholar Ivan
Katardžiev, the Organization originally bore the official name ‘Bulgarian
macedo-adrianopolitan revolutionary Committees (BmOrK), whilst by
1896, it had changed its name to ‘secret macedo-adrianopolitan
revolutionary Organization (TmOrO).12 We shall opt for the latter designa-
tion, since it seems to better reflect the long-term orientation of the
institution.13

although certain members of TmOrO occasionally had close dealings
with Bulgarian agents,14 and despite the fact that the organization was initial-
ly highly dependent upon Bulgarian backing, it is here that the first steps
towards a macedonian national idea were taken.

The aim of TmOrO was the preparation of a general macedonian anti-
ottoman uprising. Its goal: macedonian autonomy, under the slogan
‘macedonia for the macedonians!’ There is some debate as to what this auton-
omy entailed; unhelpfully, TmOrO’s programme was not very ideologically
sophisticated, featuring some conceptual equivocalness; for instance, in the
Organization’s writings, the terms ‘political autonomy’, ‘complete political
autonomy’ and ‘liberty’ are used interchangeably.15

much clearer, however, was the supra-national scope given to the term
‘macedonian’: the statutes of TmOrO granted the right of membership to any
‘macedonian or adrianopolitan’, while calling for the unification of all ‘unsat-
isfied elements’, their ‘nationality’ (narodnost) notwithstanding.16

Furthermore, despite the equivocal use of the term ‘autonomy’ in the
Oganization’s writings, a 1895 letter written by Goce delčev (TmOrO’s
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leader) puts the idea of macedonian statehood firmly on the agenda, by using
the expression ‘a small free state’ when referring to the foreseeable result of a
hypothetical macedonian insurrection.17

That same year (1895), a group of associations of the macedonian dias-
pora in Bulgaria merged into the sofia-based ‘macedonian Committee’, later
renamed ‘supreme macedonian Committee’, and ‘supreme macedono-
adrianopolitan Committee’. This external organization, also known to
macedonian historiography as the ‘supremes’ (vrhovisti), initially collaborat-
ed with TmOrO (also known as the’ internals’, or the ‘centralists’—
centralisti); the two organizations gradually grew apart, however, as the
‘supremes’ gravitated towards Bulgarian unionism, thus antagonizing the
‘centralists’’ macedonian autonomist/independentist leanings.18 Open conflict
would eventually ensue.

In the meantime, however, TmOrO was preparing for open rebellion.
The organization’s1894 congress, held in salonica, set up a clandestine
paramili tary network, whereby the macedonian territory was divided into dis-
tricts; each district had its own captain, which lead a band of partisans (the
comitadji), recruited from the ranks of the local craftsmen and small bour-
geoisie. a financial service was also established (with the purpose of taxing
the local populace), as well as an “executive police”, which was to punish trai-
tors and spies.19 Thusly organized, TmOrO proceeded to attack ottoman
dignitaries and institutions; its methods were ambush and assassination: the
comitadji struck fast, and then retreated to the safety of inaccessible mountain
hideouts or across the Bulgarian border.

seeing the progress of TmOrO, an organization it perceived as closely
aligned with Bulgarian interests, Greece wasted no time in re-establishing its
traditional militant body, the Philiki Hetaїria. The latest version of the institu-
tion, established in 1894, was a military organization composed of bands of
atartes (rebels), which were often lead by Greek army officers in civilian garb.

The serb government duly proceeded to arm its own paramilitary bands.
even the albanians formed their own armed detachments, fearing that other
nations would encroach upon what they perceived as their national lands.20

The sultan reacted by posting troops in macedonia, in an endeavor to pacify
the region. The attempt failed miserably. The end-result was a chaotic and
extremely volatile situation, with each national faction fighting the others.
Bombings, assassinations and ethnic killings were the order of the day.

17 Ibid.
18 Ibid.
19 Georges Castellan, cit., p. 356.
20 Barbara Jevalich,  cit., p. 86. If I have said nothing thus far about the albanians, that

is due to the fact that their national movement is, at this stage, much less developed
then its Bulgarian, Greek and serbian counterparts: still devoid of statehood, and
lacking central leadership, the albanians are not in a position to be major players in
the struggle for macedonia.
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The long-awaited macedonian rebellion that TmOrO had been planning
finally started on the 20th of July/ 2nd of august 1903 (on saint elijah’s day).
The Ilinden rebellion (as it is commonly known) met with some initial success:
the insurgents managed to temporarily wrest most of the vilayet of monastir
(Bitolia) from Ottoman control,21 and even proclaimed the famed “Kruševo
republic.”22 These accomplishments, however, couldn’t be made to last without
external military support. It never came. The Ottoman reprisals were swift and
terrible, and by mid-september, the revolt had been all but snuffed out.23

The insurgency did eventually prompt a delayed reaction on the part of
the Great Powers: in October 1903, the emperor Franz-Josef and the tzar
Nicolas II drafted the so-called “mürzsteg program”, a set of administrative
reforms meant, broadly speaking, to ensure effective management of the
macedonian situation by the Great Powers. The sultan grudgingly agreed to
this intrusion into Ottoman affairs.

unfortunately, far from bringing about the desired pacification of
macedonia, mürzsteg accomplished just the opposite: article III of the pro-
gram stipulated that “once an appeasement of the country is observed, the
Ottoman government will be asked to modify the territorial delimitation of the
administrative units, so as to achieve a more appropriate grouping of the dif-
ferent nationalities.”24 The Balkan nations saw in this provision a promise that
macedonia would be divided into neat, ethnically homogeneous slices, ready
and primed for annexation. sadly, the desired ethnic homogeneity could only
be achieved by either ‘converting’, or physically eliminating the supporters of
the other factions. Consequently, all sides stepped up their propaganda efforts,
and the fighting resumed with renewed vigor.25

It would take the Balkan Wars to put the macedonian question to rest
(albeit termporarily).

Romania and the Macedonian Aromanians

at the turn of the XXth century, the aromanians—also known throughout the
Balkans as Vlachs, Koutzovlachs or Tzintzars26—are a population of shep-
herds, merchants and caravan drivers spread out all throughout the Balkans, in
isolated mountain communities. They speak a romance language (a dialect of
romanian27), and are, presumably, the descendants of roman legionaries and
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21 Barbara Jevalich, cit., p. 92.
22 Georges Castellan, cit., p. 357.
23 Ibid., p. 357.
24 Victor Bérard. La révolution turque, armand Colin, Paris, 1909, p. 190 (my transla-

tion, from French).
25 Georges Castellan, .cit., p. 357.
26 These being only the most prominent among a host of ethnonyms and nicknames

used by the various Balkan peoples, to designate the Vlachs. see Nicolas Trifon, Les
Aroumains, un people qui s’en va, la Brussière, editions acratie, 2005, p. 10.

27 see matilda Caragiu marioţeanu, ‘unité du roumain (nord et sud-danubien)’, in 



colonists settled in the region (or, according to a competing theory, romanized
Greeks28).

Having been heavily hellenized ever since the XVIIIth century (if not ear-
lier)29, this population had taken an active part in the Greek struggle for
national independence, and was duly viewed, in Greek circles, as legitimately
Hellenic. In the latter half of the XIXth century, however, the romanian gov-
ernment began to take an interest in the aromanians. romanian primary and
secondary schools were founded all over macedonia, as well as high-schools
and commercial schools in salonica, Bitolia, Iannina and Berati.30 efforts were
equally deployed to secure the use of the romanian language (either literary
romanian or aromanian dialect) in the religious service.31

However, the romanian involvement in macedonia was nowhere near as
substantial or as well organized as the Greek, Bulgarian, or even serb effort.
It started off as a purely apolitical affair of isolated individual initiative, with
a handful of macedonian aromanians32 who were simply seeking to promote
the use of the aromanian dialect in schools and in church; eventually, these
efforts began receiving state funding from romania, whereby the whole
process was taken over (and politicized) by the romanian government.33

The ultimate political goal of romania’s cultural policies in macedonia
remains to this day rather unclear.34 romania did not have a common border
with macedonian lands, and therefore any territorial claims upon macedonia
were a priori out of the question. Furthermore, the great demographical disper-
sion of the aromanian population35, coupled with its relatively small number,36

Revue roumaine de linguistique, XXX, nr. 6/1985 ; see also Nicolae saramandu, La
Romanité Orientale, editura academiei române, Bucureşti, 2008, pp. 167-178
(Chapter ‘les dialectes roumains au nord et au sud du danube’).

28 V. Colocotronis, La Macédoine et l’Hellénisme : étude historique et ethnologique,
Paris, Berger-levraut editeurs, 1919, p. 457 . 

29 29 max demeter Peyfuss, ‘aromânii în era naţionalismelor balcanice’, in Neagu
djuvara, op. cit., p. 177.

30 Ibid., p. 172-173.
31 Ibid., p. 174-175.
32 such as apostol margarit or Father averchie of mouht athos, for instance.
33 max demeter Peyfuss, cit., p. 169.
34 see Ionuţ Nistor, “Problema aromână” în raporturile României cu statele balcanice

(1903-1913), editura universităţii “alexandru Ioan Cuza”, Iaşi, 2009, p. 57-58, for
an account of the lack of transparency of romania’s position vis-à-vis the 1903
Illiden rebellion; in effect, romania’s government remained neutral as the important
events of the macedonian insurgency unfolded; its tepid attempts at protecting the
aromanian population bare witness to the half-hearted nature of its involvement with
(and political vision for) the macedonian aromanians.

35 The aromanians inhabited numerous small, scattered and isolated communities, and
in urban environments represented just a part of an ethnically diverse population; see
Theodor Capidan, op. cit., pp. 11-20.

36 Contemporary estimates of the number of macedonian aromanians vary wildly (from
a few tens of thousands to several hundreds of thousands!), depending, of course, on
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make of it a particularly ill-suited basis for territorial claims.
It has been suggested that the romanian government intended to use the

aromanians as a sort of bargaining-chip, a source of leverage in future Balkan
negotiations.37 But even that did not happen: the treaty of Bucharest of august
1913 would have been a perfect opportunity to play the ‘aromanian card’.
surprisingly though, it didn’t even mention the aromanians!38 Bucharest’s
lack of political vision concerning the aromanians did nothing to mitigate
their suffering during the macedonian crisis—quite the contrary.

as we discussed, the macedonian aromanians were being claimed by 
two competing national discourses—one hailing from Bucharest, the other 
from athens; therefore, each individual was faced with a choice: dividing 
lines of national allegiance were soon drawn.

On the one side, there were the so-called ‘romanophiles’, who  saw in
forging cultural ties with romania the natural path to strengthening and devel-
oping their own culture; they therefore accepted the support and leadership of
Bucharest, and welcomed romanian involvement in the macedonian question.
On the opposite side, there were the ‘grecomani’ who, though still holding
themselves to be aromanian, believed that breaking their traditional allegiance
to Hellenic culture would be a mistake, and the stem of unnecessary conflict
with the Greek population; they therefore chose to support the Greek cause.39

unlike the other nations taking part in the macedonian conflict, romania
limited its involvement to cultural matters; it never supported nor encouraged
armed struggle or terrorist acts.40 In fact, King Carol I of romania explicitly
forbade the formation of aromanian armed detachments.41

unfortunately, romania’s refusal to sanction military activity (let alone
support such action!) placed the romanophile aromanians in a very difficult
position, effectively leaving them completely open to aggression; as the vio-
lence in macedonia escalated, many romanophiles ended up losing their lives
and/or livelihoods, most often at the hands of Greeks and grecoman
aromanians. romanophile schoolteachers were most particularly targeted, as
they were seen to be agents of romanian propaganda.42
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course, on the national allegiance of the authority who is doing the counting; propa-
ganda notwithstanding, however, censors of the time have great trouble accurately
counting the aromanians, on account of their semi-nomadic or (in some cases) fully
nomadic lifestyle; see Theodor Capidan, op. cit., p. 24.

37 Barbara Jevalich, Istoria Balcanilor, vol. II, ed. cit., p. 90.
38 max demeter Peyfuss, op. cit., p. 181; the aromanian’s situation was however

brought to the table in an informal exchange of diplomatic notes, whereby the
romanian government tried to secure a degree of cultural protection for the
aromanians; these notes, however, had no real political weight, thus their provisions
went largely ignored in the decades to come.

39Ionuţ Nistor, cit., p. 26.
40 Nicolas Trifon, op. cit., p. 244.
41 max demeter Peyfuss, op. cit., p. 180; Nicolas Trifon, op. cit., p. 218.
42 see s. ţovaru, cit., p. 63.



The Greek antartes often tried to bully whole communities into renounc-
ing their pro- romanian beliefs and closing down their romanian schools; it
was hinted that non-compliance would be met with deadly force.43 more than
once, such threats were carried out.44 even so, many romanophiles chose to
stand by romania’s ruling, and not take up arms.45 some, however, resolved
to go against Bucharest’s wishes, rise in defense of their kin, and pay the
Greek aggressor in kind. Cola Nicea, the author of the document we shall be
analyzing, is one of those who chose to fight. His Memoirs offer a rare insight
into the actions, beliefs and motivations of an aromanian armatole.46

About the document and its author

Of all the aromanian armatole captains fighting in macedonia during the first
decade of the XXth century, only four had a high-school degree: mihali
Handuri, Gheorghe mucitani, Traian Cucuda and Cola Nicea. Of these four,
only Nicea has left us a written account of the events that transpired in early
XXth century macedonia. His Memoirs are the only first-hand account of the
life, thoughts and deeds of an aromanian armatole that we possess.

Cola Nicea was born in 1886, in the village of Veria. after the First World
War, he moved to the town of Bazargic, in the Caliacra county (today part of
North-east Bulgaria, it was one of the two counties annexed by romania after
the second Balkan War). many of his comrades in arms from the macedonian
crisis days also settled there with him. When, in 1940, romania returned the
durostor and Caliacra counties to Bulgaria, Cola Nicea moved again, this time
to Constanţa, in romanian dobrudja.

Nicea wrote his Memoirs in his old age, basing his written account on his
memories and some old, scattered notes. In spite of a failed publication
attempt in the 1970s, the memoirs remained unpublished unit after the fall of
the romanian communist regime (december 1989).

during the 1990s, Fragments of the memoirs were published in the
“deşteptarea” magazine, edited by mr. Hristu Cândroveanu. Finally, the com-
plete, original version of Cola Nicea’s Memoirs was printed in the december
2001 issue of “scara” magazine, year V, “Treapta a şaptea” publishing,
Bucharest.

43 see Nicolas Trifon, les aroumains: un people qui s’en va, ed. cit., p. 218.
44 For instance, in 1905, the aromanian village of avdella was burned to the ground,

and its pro-romanian notables were executed.
45 max demeter Peyfuss, cit., p. 180; Nicolas Trifon,. cit., p. 218.
46 loosely translated from Greek, armatole means ‘weapon bearer’; in the XVIth cen-

tury, certain aromanian communities of european Turkey received from the sultan
the right to bear arms, as well as a certain degree of local self-governance; in return,
the aromanians were tasked with protecting the mountain passes, effectively acting
as a sort of local police force; the aromanian romanophile partisans of early XXth
century macedonia take on the name of armatoles, probably in an attempt to evoke
the (by now caducous) privileges and responsibilities of their forefathers.
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The copy of Cola Nicea’s memoirs that we are using for our analysis is a
digitalized version of this first (and, to date, only) complete printed edition. It
has been downloaded from the www.proiectavdhela.com website, on may
23rd 2013; the complete text continues to be available for free download, on
the aforementioned website.

as to the document’s content, it makes the title Memoirs seem somewhat
misleading, for this is not, in its entirety, a first-hand account. In fact, the
Memoirs of Cola Nicea can be subdivided into three constituent parts, in func-
tion of the author’s degree of proximity to the narrated events: 

a. a first-hand account of the author’s experiences, while acting as an aromanian
armatole during the macedonian crisis of the early XXth century. This is the most
substantial part of the document, covering a time frame spanning roughly from the
aftermath of the Ilinden rebellion (1903) to the Young Turk’s revolution (1908);

B.  a second-hand account of synchronous events happening elsewhere in historical
macedonia—namely, in meglenia (just North of the Chalcidic peninsula, in mod-
ern-day Greece);

C.  a succinct overview of the aftermath of the Balkan wars, with particular emphasis
on the wars’ consequences for macedonian aromanians.

Our analysis is chiefly concerned with Cola Nicea’s first-hand account (a).

On the analytical framework

For the purposes of the present analysis, we shall be using an interdisciplinary
methodological approach called Critical discourse analysis (or Cda, for short).

Cda is a research field encompassing a set of analytical approaches
which combine methods and concepts borrowed, broadly speaking, from two
disciplinary fields: language studies (applied linguistics, philosophy of lan-
guage, etc.) and social research, in its broadest sense (sociology, anthropology,
political science, history, etc.).

This academic ‘cross-pollination’ aims to benefit both research fields: on
the one hand, it brings the critical tradition of social analysis into language
studies, and, on the other, it enriches  social analysis by bringing into focus
discourse and the rapport between discourse and other social elements (such
as power relations, ideologies, institutions, social identities, etc.).47

In the following, we shall attempt an extremely synthetic overview of the
basic assumptions and approaches of Cda; more specifically, we shall focus
on the version of Cda developed by Norman Fairclough in his seminal work,
Language and Power.48
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47 Norman Fairclough, ‘Critical discourse analysis’, in The Routledge Handbook of
Discourse Analysis eds. James Paul Gee and michael Handford, routledge, london
and New York, 2012, p. 9.

48 We shall be referring to the second, and latest, edition of Norman Fairclough’s,
Language and Power, second edition, longman, london, New York, 2001.



let us begin by defining the central concept of Cda: discourse. Cda
apprehends discourse as being “a mode of social practice: a set of socio-cul-
tural conventions for conceiving of reality in certain ways and controlling it.”49

discourses determine how people see and interpret the world around
them, how they act and interact with each other in various social situations.
discourses are expressed through texts (either spoken or written); to put it dif-
ferently, texts ‘carry’ discourses, and a particular discourse can find expression
in a multitude of texts.50

Because discourse is a mode of social practice, it is seen as socially deter-
mined, as well as socially determinative. In other words, there is a dialectic
relationship between discourse and social structure, as per the following
scheme:51

Fig. 1: Social structures and 
Discourse

discourse and social structure do not interact directly; their relation is
mediated, via the members’ resources or mr.52

mr represent the eclectic body of information that people are endowed
with, through the process of socialization: all the things that people learn
through functioning in society. This includes: knowledge of language, repre-
sentations of the natural and social worlds they inhabit, beliefs, values,
assumptions, etc.53 Crucially, mr are used as resources in the production and
interpretation of texts.

mr provide the necessary link between social structure and discourse, as
follows: mr are socially determined, and they are used in the production and
interpretation of texts. Texts are the carriers of discourses. Therefore, social
structure determines discourse through the mediation of mr.54 On the other
hand, long-term, persistent modifications in discourse entail modifications in
the mr used; in turn, the modified mr act upon social structure, altering it.55

Therefore, discourse influences social structure, through the mediation of mr.
In keeping with this three-layered dialectical process (involving social

structure, mr and discourse), Fairclough explains that there are three “con-

49 H.G. Widdowson. Discourse Analysis, Oxford university Press, Oxford, 2007, p.
129.

50 ruth Wodak. The Discourse of Politics in Action: Politics as Usual, Pallgrave
macmillan, 2011, p. 39.

51 Norman Fairclough, op. cit,, p. 31 (Figure 2.3: social structures and social practice).
52 a concept that Fairclough borrows from cognitive psychology; see Norman

Fairclough, op. cit., p. 8-9.
53 Ibid., p. 20.
54 Ibid. p. 20, p. 135.
55 Ibid., p. 135.

social structures

Practice, discourse
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centric” dimensions that must be taken into account when analyzing a dis-
course, as per the following schematic:56

The discourse analyst is obligated to take into account these three dimen-
sions of discourse, and conduct his analysis accordingly, following three
corresponding stages:

1. Description, which is concerned with the formal properties of the text.57

These formal features have experiential, relational and expressive values.
- Experiential values reflect the way in which the text’s producer understands
and experiences the world; they have to do with the contents of a text, and pro-
duce long- term effects upon the knowledge and beliefs stored in mr, thereby
affecting social structure;

- Relational values reflect the way in which relations between participants in
interaction are structured; they have long-term effects upon social relationships
stored in mr, and thereby, upon the way social relationships are configured in
social structures;

- Expressive values reflect the text producer’s evaluation of particular aspects
of the world; they thereby reflect how subjects are positioned and configured
(see subject positions, below), and have long-term effects upon the social iden-
tities stored in mr, thus affecting how social identities are configured within
social structures.58

2. Interpretation, which concerns itself with the relationship between text

44 VladImIr CreţulesCu

Fig. 2. Discourse as Text, Interaction and Context

56 Taken from Norman Fairclough, Language and Power, ed. cit., p. 21 (Figure 2.1:
discourse as text, interaction and context); my bolding of text inside the figure; the
text which is in unbolded italics is my input.

57 Norman Fairclough, op. cit., p. 21.
58 Ibid., p. 93.



and interaction, seeing the text as a product of the process of production, and
a resource in the process of interpretation.59 Texts always contain cues,
which indicate how the producer intended them to be interpreted; that is,
what components of mr were meant to be used as interpretative procedures.
3. Explanation, which deals with the relationship between interaction and
social context—that is to say, with the social determination of the process-
es of production and interpretation, and their social effects.60

The structuring and formation of discourses in society is not haphazard.
Individual discourses are organized into discourse types, which, in turn, are
structured into orders of discourse.61

let us give an example: The order of discourse of the Police features vari-
ous discourse types: suspect arrest, suspect interrogation, witness interrogation,
etc.; each particular discourse within police activity has to fit into a discourse
type which is adequate to the particular police-related situation.

another example: The order of discourse of school features discourse
types such as: teaching in class, disciplining unruly pupils, evaluation of a
pupil, for grading purposes; each particular discourse within school activity
has to correspond to a discourse type which is adequate to the particular
school-related situation.

as you may have gleaned from these two examples, orders of discourse
generally correspond to social institutions;62 discourse types correspond to sit-
uation types which call for their use; lastly, individual discourses correspond
to particular, individual situations.

For reference purposes, I propose the following table, featuring orders of
discourse and their corresponding levels of implementation in social practice:

Fig. 3: Orders of discourse and levels of social practice63

59 Ibid., p. 21; Fairclough uses the same term for the process of interpretation per-
formed by a text’s reader, and for the interpretation stage of discourse analysis;
Fairclough explains this choice by arguing that the discourse analyst has to basical-
ly retrace and deconstruct the process of text interpretation traversed by a regular
reader.

60 Ibid., p. 22.
61 We are purposefully operating a simplification of Fairclough’s system here; for more

in-depth insight, see Norman Fairclough, op. cit., pp. 23-26.
62 Orders of discourse function not only at institutional, but also at societal level; how-

ever, for the sake of simplicity and brevity, we shall not develop this aspect further,
for it does not serve our purpose; however, for further insight, see Norman
Fairclough, op. cit., pp. 23-26.

63 This table is a simplified interpretation of Figure 2.2: social orders and orders of dis-
course, in Fairclough, op. cit., p.24.

Order of discourse Institution
discourse type situation type

This discourse This situation
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It is misleading to think that particular discourses draw upon a single dis-
course type. Quite the contrary, individual discourses usually combine
elements of several discourse types, often in a creative manner.64

every discourse type has prescribed patterns of behavior which constrain
individual subjects to conform to given social roles, or subject positions.65 an
individual can occupy several subject positions at the same time. For instance,
a man can simultaneously occupy the subject positions of, say, father, hus-
band, factory worker and social-democrat.

Faiclough explains his preference of the term ‘subject position’ over that
of ‘social role’ in terms of the ‘felicitous ambiguity’ of the term ‘subject’: a
subject is passive, shaped by social forces, and at the same time active, a
doer.66 Fairclough argues that this ambiguity is at the very core of the way
individuals function in society: though constrained by social structures, forced
to occupy rigid subject positions, they are also creative.

The subjects’ creativity manifests in situations where the balance of soci-
ety is altered, either by a change in power relations, or by a change in the
workings of society itself.67 In such circumstances, individuals react adaptive-
ly, by combining existing discourse types in original ways; persistent use of
innovative combinations of discourse types can lead to the creation of new
discourse types. These enact changes within the people’s mr; and, as previ-
ously discussed, mr, in turn, engender changes in social structure. according
to Fairclough, this is how social change comes about.

The creative transformation of discourse types impacts social structures
through reproduction. Fairclough explains the concept of reproduction as fol-
lows: by consistently and persistently drawing on the same mr elements,
formulating the same discourse types and occupying the same subject posi-
tions therein, people essentially re-produce social structure68 (or, to put it
differently, they constantly produce it anew). What we are trying to suggest is
that this process of reproduction does not rule out innovation: reproduction
can be basically conservative, sustaining social continuity, or essentially trans-
formative,69 operating changes in discourse types (as discussed above).

Transformative reproduction is spurred on by changes in power relations
or by other forms of social turmoil, which destabilize established orders of
discourse and discourse types;70 this destabilization dislodges the individual
from his accustomed subject positions, essentially placing him in a situation
of identity crisis; he is therefore forced to create new discourse types, better
suited to the modified social situation, and fashion new subject positions for
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64 Norman Fairclough, op. cit., p. 25-26.
65 Ibid., p. 31-32.
66 Ibid., p. 32.
67 Ibid., p. 32-33.
68 Ibid., p. 32.
69 Ibid., p. 32.
70 Ibid., p. 141.



himself therein.71

This is where reproduction comes into play, as the essential means of
social change; because individual creativity and innovation in discourse
counts for nothing if the newly-created discourse types are not taken up and
persistently employed by large groups of people; that is to say, if they are not
reproduced.

In the present sub-section, we have offered an extremely abbreviated and
selective account of Norman Fairclough’s conceptual framework for discourse
analysis, as outlined in his seminal work, Language and Power. For a more
comprehensive insight, we refer the reader to Fairclough’s book. Our main
purpose here has been to introduce a series of concepts which shall be used in
our analysis: concepts such as discourse and discourse type, subject position,
reproduction, or member’s resources (mr).

For the sake of clarity, at this point we would rather not encumber the read-
er with further conceptual clutter. additional elements of our methodological
approach shall gradually become apparent, in the process of text analysis itself.

On Cola Nicea’s use of ethnonyms

ethnonyms are an important component of all discourse of national identity;
or, as Patrick sériot, puts it, “The nation is not a natural object, but a catego-
ry, which exists first and foremost in the name that a community gives itself,
or that others assign to it from the outside. […] the stake of nomination is the
expression of being.”72

In short, ethnonyms are an expression of a community’s core identity.
Which is why before we can proceed to discourse analysis proper, we have to
clarify the meaning of the ethnonyms being used by Cola Nicea throughout his
account. Proceeding otherwise would not only prevent us from correctly iden-
tifying the main actors of the narrated events, but it would, in the long run,
expose us to the risk of misapprehending how the actors perceive themselves
and how they relate to each other.

This is due to the fact that the ethnonyms employed by Cola Nicea are

71 For an extended discussion of this process, featuring further conceptual refinements,
see david Howarth, Yannis stavrakakis, “Introducing discourse theory and political
analysis”, in Discourse theory and political analysis: identities, hegemonies and
social change, ed. By david Howarth, aletta J. Norval, Yannis stavrakakis,
manchester university Press, manchester and New York, 2000, p. 12-13. 

72 my translation. The original quote, in French : « la nation n’est pas un objet naturel,
mais une catégorie, qui existe avant tout dans le nom qu’une communauté se donne
à elle-même ou que d’autres lui donnent de l’extérieur. […] un ethnonyme n’est pas
le reflet direct d’une “chose”, mais un objet de discours. dans cette perspective la
lutte pour le nom a exactement la même importance à l’Ouest qu’à l’est, car l’enjeu
de la nomination est l’expression de l’être. » see Patrick sérot, ‘ethnos et demos: la
construction discursive de l’identité collective’, in Langage et société, no. 79/1997:
‘analyse discursive et engagement: autour de l’europe de l’est’. p. 44-45.
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rather problematic, as we shall see. They are basically used to designate the
national groupings vying for control of macedonia during the first decade of
the XXth century. These groupings, as reflected in Nicea’s account, are: the
Greeks, the Bulgarians, and the romanians.73

The first ethnonym is unproblematic, for it obviously refers to the nation-
al Greek involvement in the macedonian crisis: Greek agents, Greek interests,
etc. a distinction is even made, within the Greek ‘camp’, between actual
Greeks, and Bulgarian and romanian grecomans.

The author’s use of the word ‘Bulgarian’ appears, however, much more
troublesome. It would, at first glance, seem to be used as a blanket-term for all
macedonian slavs, and the term’s obvious potential reference to actual (un-
macedonian) Bulgarians further complicates matters.

Furthermore, when using the ethnonym ‘Bulgarian’, there is no distinc-
tion made between TmOrO and supremist agents, which creates problems
from the perspective of the modern historian.

However, things are not as dire as they appear at first glance. Wherever
the collocations74 ‘Bulgarian tchetas’ and ‘Bulgarian villages’ appear, they are
either directly or implicitly associated with the fight for macedonian autono-
my. Thus it is clear that, for the most part, the term ‘Bulgarian’ is used, alone
or in its various collocations, to refer to TmOrO agents and TmOrO activi-
ty – an organization which advocates macedonian autonomy, as opposed to
Bulgarian unionism, as we have seen.

Bulgarian unionism is actually only mentioned once in the first-hand
account portion of our document; this mention occurs in the context of relat-
ing Boris sarafov’s visit to macedonia, in the winter of 1906-1907. “The
inspector-general of the Bulgarian tchetas” (as sarafov is described), is report-
ed to have said, during a private conversation: “You know very well that our
organization also killed Tachev,75 while he was Prime-minister of Bulgaria,
because Tachev had spoken in favour of macedonia’s incorporation into the
Bulgarian state, and against its gaining independence.”76

as sarafov is, since 1902, a prominent leader of TmOrO, his reported
visiting of the ‘Bulgarian’ tchetas (in the winter of 1906-1907) speaks to the
clear TmOrO allegiance of said Bulgarian tchetas. Furthermore, sarafov’s
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73 No mention whatsoever is made of the serbs.
74 Collocation means co-occurrence of two or more words, in a text. If a group of words

occurs together in a text very frequently, the collocation in question may have partic-
ular ideological significance, or be otherwise central to a particular discourse;
collocation is drawn upon particularly in quantitative (corpus-oriented) approaches to
discourse analysis; see H.G. Widdowson, op. cit., p. 79-80, for more on collocation.

75 We have been unable to identify this Tatchev figure; he does not seem to figure
among Bulgaria’s primre-ministers of the time; perhaps Nicea is mistaken about
Tatchev’s exact political position in the Bulgarian government.

76 Cola Nicea, Memorii, Predania Publishing House (downloaded from ‘www.proiec-
tavdhela.ro’ on may 23rd 2013), p. 23 (my translation from romanian).



reported statement draws a clear dividing line between Bulgarian unionists
and Bulgarian autonomists, with our ‘Bulgarian’ tchetas clearly belonging to
the latter category.

However, part of the confusion caused by Nicea’s indiscriminate use of the
term ‘Bulgarian’ derives from our applying our own contemporary conceptions
of Balkan nationality to realities over a century old. The macedonian researcher
Tchavdar marinov underscores the fact that TmOrO ideology wasn’t as clear-
cut anti-Bulgarian as conventional macedonian historiography would have us
believe. In fact, is seems that on some occasions, TmOrO members affirmed
themselves as ethnically and even culturally Bulgarian, while simultaneously
advocating the need for independent macedonian statehood.77

This points to the distinct possibility that the ethnonym ‘Bulgarian’ was
actually being used by TmOrO members themselves for self-designation, in
their interactions with each other, and with other nationalities. This would cer-
tainly explain its profuse and indiscriminate use by Cola Nicea.

What about the ethnonym ‘macedonian’ then, you may ask. as we point-
ed out in a previous section, the word ‘macedonian’ was invested, at the time,
with geographical meaning, rather than ethnical or national content: a
macedonian was simply somebody from macedonia.

Cola Nicea himself, on one occasion, makes use of the word in its
expressly geographical sense; a prisoner of the aromanian armatoles begs for
his life, in the eve of his execution:

I am a Bulgarian from Neagushte. I am school inspector at the Greek lan-
guage schools. minga started crying, he wailed and begged us to let him go,
as he wasn’t Cretan, but macedonian.78

In this fragment, the term ‘macedonian’ is manifestly used as a designa-
tor of geographical origin: the speaker professes to be macedonian, as opposed
to Cretan (also a geographical designator); he concomitantly affirms himself
as being of Bulgarian ethnicity.

Interestingly however, that is not to say that the term ‘macedonian’ is
never used with a national corollary in Nicea’s narrative. during Boris
sarafov’s reported visit of the Bulgarian tchetas’ encampment, the TmOrO
leader, on one occasion, refers to the ‘macedonian people’. However, this col-
location is used not in an ethnic, nor in a strictly ethno-national sense, but in
the supra-national, multi-ethnic interpretation that is, as we have seen, such a
salient characteristic of TmOrO discourse:79

77 see “Političeski separatizâm”, Pravo, (June 7, 1902), apud. Tchavdar marinov, ‘We,
the macedonians: The paths of macedonian supra-nationalism (1878-1912)’, in
diana mishkova, op. cit.; edited by the macedonian activists Nikola Naumov and
Toma Karajovov, the newspaper Pravo [The Right] was the unofficial tribune of
TmOrO.

78 Cola Nicea, op.cit, p. 12 (my translation from romanian).
79 see infra, the issue of TmOrO statutes explicitly granting the right of membership
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Our organization condemns to death all those who betray the macedonian
people, regardless of the ethnic groups which constitute this people.80

sarafov is reported to have said.
at the end of the very same paragraph, Cola Nicea uses the collocation

again, this time on his own account (that is to say, he uses it himself, rather
than in relating someone else’s words); while evoking the memory of a certain
Ivanciu mihailov, Nicea characterizes this person as “the great fighter for the
justice of the macedonian people”.81

This second use of the collocation ‘macedonian people’, which Nicea
crucially now appropriates as his own, is by no means accidental; it suggests
that the notion of a multi-ethnic, yet cohesive macedonian people is a key fea-
ture of aromanian armatole discourse. We shall be returning to this subject in
a moment, for it invites further development.

For now, however, let us return to the issue of ethnonyms. What can we
say about the use of the ethnonym ‘romanian’ in Nicea’s text? Well, first of
all, it is pervasive: whenever he refers to his own people (the aromanians),
Nicea uses the term ‘romanian’, either isolated or in several recurring collo-
cations: ‘romanian culture’, ‘romanian village’, ‘romanian community’, etc.
Crucially, the ethnonym ‘aromanian’ is never once used throughout the whole
text! This points to an implicit assumption of complete synonymy between the
terms ‘romanian’, and ‘aromanian’.82 This presupposition alone places our
text squarely within the confines of romanophile (pro-romanian) discourse.

romanian discourse with respect to macedonia is, however, as previous-
ly noted, exclusively cultural in nature; in no way does it promote armed
rebellion; in fact, as we have seen, it expressly forbids it (recall King Carol I’s
explicit interdiction of aromanian armed struggle).

But if Cola Nicea and his fellow aromanian armatoles profess themselves
to be romanians, placing themselves within the romanophile identitary dis-
course, would not if follow that their allegiance lies with the romanian
government? Why then are they going against romania’s express commands,
and taking up arms? and, more importantly, how do they justify taking such
radical action? What cause do they profess to be fighting for?

In attempting to answer these questions, we shall begin by inquiring into
the armatoles’ close collaboration with the slav insurgents of TmOrO.
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to any ‘macedonian or adrianopolitan’, calling for the unification of all ‘unsatisfied
elements’, their ‘nationality’ (narodnost) notwithstanding ; for additional insight, see
Tchavdar marinov, ‘We, the macedonians: The paths of macedonian supra-national-
ism (1878-1912)’, in diana mishkova, op. cit..

80 Cola Nicea, op. cit., p. 22 (my translation from romanian).
81Ibid., p.23 (my translation from romanian).
82 To the point where Nicea almost never feels the need to draw a distinction between

romanians from romania and aromanians from macedonia; we say almost, because
he does, on one single occasion, use the collocation‘macedonian romanian’.



Aromanian armatoles collaborating with TMORO: how and why?

let us begin by saying that Cola Nicea’s Memoirs provide detailed insight into
the modes and degrees of collaboration between the aromanian armatoles and
the TmOrO comitadjis.

The fact of this close collaboration, as well as its main object, are brought
to the fore in the very opening paragraph of the Memoirs:

For the repression of the insurrection in macedonia (1902-1903), although
almost all the men were arrested, Bulgarians and Romanians who had fought
for Macedonian autonomy, several tchetas of combatants were formed, that
struggled against the Turkish imperial armies. […] The Turkish government
[…] agreed with the Greek government that the latter should send Greek bands,
with the purpose of destroying the Bulgaro-Romanian tchetas which were
acting jointly for the achievement of Macedonian autonomy.”83

let us break down the wealth of information that this single paragraph pro-
vides about the collaboration of aromanian armatoles with slav comitadjis: We
are told that ‘Bulgarians and romanians’ (i.e. macedo-slavs and aromanians)
had fought side by side during the Ilinden rebellion; we are then told that joint
(that is, ethnically mixed!) ‘Bulgaro-romanian tchetas’ continued fighting
against the Turksh and Greek forces, in the aftermath of Ilinden’s failure. We are
informed that the purpose of the fighting is the achievement of macedonian
autonomy. and covert cooperation between the Ottomans and the Greek govern-
ment is intimated.

all of these initial pieces of information are confirmed and reinforced
throughout Nicea’s account. It becomes apparent that, in smaller-scale actions,
the aromanian tchetas were acting independently; while in the case of large-
scale endeavours, they merged with macedo-slav tchetas, acting together for
the achievement of their common goals.

Nicea recounts how Gheorghe mucitani, an aromanian who was also “a
seasoned combatant in the revolutionary committee for macedonian autono-
my” (the reference to TmOrO is obvious), organized the aromanian bands
according to TmOrO principles, each band of armatoles being assigned a cap-
tain (voievod) and a district wherein to conduct its activity.84 The closeness of
the TmOrO–aromanian collaboration couldn’t be more obvious.

But what did the aromanian armatoles think of this collaboration? We can
find clues in Nicea’s alternating inclusive and exclusive use of the second per-
son plural definite pronoun (‘we’).

In Fairclough’s approach to discourse analysis, it is emphasized that the
use of this pronominal form so as to implicitly include or implicitly exclude
certain parties sheds light upon the relational aspect of text analysis: on how
relationships between participants are structured within a discourse.85

83 Cola Nicea, op. cit., p. 4 (my translation fron romanian, my bolding).
84 Ibid., p. 5 (my translation from romanian).
85 see Norman Fairclough, op. cit., p. 106.
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In Nicea’s text, we encounter predominant use of exclusive “we” (as in
“we” the aromanian armatoles, and “them”, the slav comitadji); however,
inclusive “we” (as in “we”, aromanians and macedo-slavs) is also used, par-
ticularly when the author recounts larger-scale actions, where aromanian and
macedo-slav tchetas are merged into larger, unitary groups.

This use of the second-person plural definite pronoun tells us two things:
firstly, the aromanians maintain their sense of identity and ethnic individuali-
ty throughout their collaboration with TmOrO (as shown by the predominant
use of exclusive “we”); secondly, a sense of fellowship exists between the
aromanian armatoles and their macedo-slav collaborators, and this sense is
given by commonality of purpose (whenever the two ethnic groups work
closely together as one unit, inclusive “we” is used).

Cola Nicea’s style of narration is curt and to the point, emphasizing the
facts over subjective impression or emotions. However, on the few occasions
where he talks about slav comrades falling in battle, feelings of brotherhood
and respect emerge, confirming our hypothesis of an authentic sense of fellow-
ship binding together aromanian armatole and slav comitadji:

[…] we had to fight the soldiers […]. Three soldiers fell dead, and we lost a
dear comrade, namely the Bulgarian mihalceto.86

another example: 
during that clash Vani manafi (i.e. the captain of a Slav tcheta), fearless
combatant for macedonian autonomy, fell heroically […].87

We have thus far addressed the question of how the aromanian armatoles
related to and collaborated with the TmOrO comitadjis. However, we still
have to understand why the armatoles were collaborating with TmOrO in the
first place: why would the aromanians be interested in achieving macedonian
autonomy?

at this juncture, it may prove necessary to elaborate on romania’s posi-
tion vis-à-vis the Ilinden rebellion, and towards the macedonian crisis in
general. We already know that the romanian government had forbidden the
aromanians to take up arms in the Ilinden rebellion. This provision is, in fact,
part of a larger trend in romanian foreign policy concerning the Balkans: at
the end of the XIXth – beginning of the XXth century, romania is in fact con-
ducting a pro-Ottoman foreign policy; behind this orientation lie several
motivations.

First of all, romania fears that any of the Balkan states expanding into
Ottoman territory would cause a regional power imbalance, which, if not man-
aged properly, could prove detrimental to romanian interests in the region,88
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86 Cola Nicea, op. cit., p. 20 (my translation from romanian).
87 Ibid., p. 20 (my translation from romanian).
88 Ionuţ Nistor, “Problema aromână” în raporturile româniei cu statele balcanice

(1903-1913), ed. cit., p. 68.



secondly, romania is aware of the danger that any of the aggressive Balkan
nationalisms would pose to aromanian cultural survival, in the eventuality of
macedonia’s annexation; thirdly, though the aromanian community had
always thrived in the a-national Ottoman millet system, that system was quick-
ly breaking down in macedonia; it was therefore imperative to secure an
Ottoman official recognition of the aromanians’ status as a distinct ethnic  and
cultural community (lest they be assimilated by the other, officially recognized
nationalities).

For all these reasons, romania opts to collaborate with the Ottoman
empire in maintaining the status quo in ‘european Turkey’.89 On at least one
count, the romanian government even takes direct action against the Ilinden
insurgents’ collaborators, north of the danube.90

all this amounts to one surprising conclusion: the aromanian armatoles
fighting in macedonia (in close collaboration with the macedo-slav insur-
gents, no less!) are acting in direct opposition to romania’s official Balkan
foreign policy!

Which begs the question: how does one reconcile being a romanophile 
aromanian to acting in opposition to official romanian state policy?91

We shall begin addressing this question by looking at the frequency of the
collocation ‘macedonian autonomy’ in Cola Nicea’s Memoirs. This colloca-
tion, together with its variant, ‘autonomous macedonia’, occurs thirteen times
in Nicea’s text. It is, in fact, the single most frequently used pairing of words
of the entire text.

Its high frequency of occurrence indicates that macedonian autonomy
holds an important spot in aromanian armatole discourse. This is a concept
totally alien to the philoromanian discourse; not so, however, in the case of
TmOrO discourse, to which the concept of macedonian autonomy is posi-
tively central.

We are now beginning to see that the ideological basis behind the
aromanian armatoles’ actions is a composite one. For, though philoromanian
discourse allows no room for freedom-fighter, or militant partisan subject
positions, TmOrO discourse does provide for such positioning of subjects.

This entire discussion on the nature and ideological basis of armatole dis-
course would remain highly speculative, had not Cola Nicea found a most

89 This pro-Ottoman policy paid off at least in one respect: in 1905, the sultan released
an iradé granting the aromanians recognition as a distinct nationality within the
empire, and thus officially bestowing upon them the right to use their native lan-
guage in school and in church; see Ionuţ Nistor, op. cit., pp. 97-109.

90 Ionuţ Nistor, op. cit., p. 54.
91 We should note that, in spite of its official pro-ottoman policy, romania was covert-

ly promoting several political projects liable to lend a great degree of autonomy and
self-governance to the aromanian population of the Balkans; these projects are offi-
cially put forward on the international scene on the occasion of the Bucharest peace
treaty (august1913); for further insight into the matter, see Professor marius
diaconescu’s article, within this same book.
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ingenious way to showcase exactly who the aromanian armatoles were, and
what they stood for.

In one recounted episode, Nicea’s band of armatoles manages to capture
Telos agras, one of the leaders of the rival Greek movement. Nicea takes this
opportunity to stage a dialogue between agras and Gheorghe mucitani, the
leader of the aromanian tcheta. We do not know if such a dialogue ever real-
ly occurred, and if it did, we certainly shouldn’t take Nicea at his word as to
its contents.92 However, the issues of event accuracy and narrator creditability
are beside the point. What matters here, is that Nicea uses this reported dia-
logue to expound the basic ideological features of aromanian armatole
discourse, as well as to ‘pencil in’ the main elements of the aromanian arma-
tole subject position.

In what follows, we shall give an ample, though selective quote of the
reported dialogue between agras and mucitani, to be used as a basis for sub-
sequent discussion:

The questions were asked by Gheorghe mucitani:

-    What is your name? Your real name? […]
-    my name is Kostas agapinos. I took the pseudonym when I became the
leader of the antart forces.
-    What does Tellos agras mean?
-    Telos means the perfect one, the flawless, but it also means the far away
one, the distant one, the one not among us. agras means the feral one, the fierce
one, the untamed one.
-    Where are you from?
-    I hail from Crete. I graduated the athens military school, and in the Greek
army I hold the rank of Iohagos (captain). 
[…]
-    do you know who rules macedonia?
-    The Turks.
- Then why do you not fight the Turks? What do you have against the poor
romanians and Bulgarians, who are Christian just as you?
-    We resolved we had to get the (demographical) majority by Hellenizing the
Bulgarians, the romanians and the albanians.
- I don’t think you’ll succeed. among those peoples, national consciousness
has awakened. They fight for macedonian autonomy. We want to create a
Swiss of the Balkans, where all the inhabiting peoples, Greeks, Bulgarians,
Romanians and Albanians can enjoy equal rights. Autonomy is the only
equitable solution. Only the Greeks, who are chauvinistic, arrogant, snobbish,
even utopian, oppose this. 
[…] 
(Mucitani: )
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92 at this juncture we should point out that according to Greek historiography, agras
wasn’t captured and executed by aromanian armatoles (as Nicea claims), but by the
Bulgarian comitadji band lead by one Zlatan; see douglas dakin, The Greek
Struggle in Macedonia 1897-1913, Thessaloniki, 1966.



- You lack chivalry. In the winter of 1906-1907, at Balta Ianiţa, as the Turks
were attacking us, you were also striking, dishonestly, from the back.

- That is true, for we want to destroy all that is orthodox and doesn’t nurture
Greek sentiments. Orthodoxy is a Greek church, and those who profess ortho-
doxy must feel accordingly. 
[…] 
(here there is a portion where Mucitani and Agras entertain a brief
scientific/pseudo-scientific debate, trading conflicting academic arguments
mobilized in their respective national ideologies. This is uninteresting for our
purposes.)
[…] 
(Mucitani:)
It is true, romanian, Bulgarian and albanian national consciousnesses are not
yet fully formed, this is why many of them become grecoman and fight for a
cause alien to their people.

- That is precisely why we are in a hurry ourselves, and seek to nip in the bud
the formation of national consciousness in the allogeneic peoples.
-    National consciousness has begun to awaken. We are many and you won’t
be able to kill us all. We bear the Turkish yoke. We want to shake it off, by
proclaiming Macedonian autonomy, forming a multi-national state, where
even the Greek population of Macedonia is to be part of this state. […] We
hold ourselves to be the descendants of Macedonian Thracians merged with
the Romans. We are superior to you in origin.”93

We are first going to address the issue of the aromanian armatole discourse,
as represented in the excerpts above. In effect, Nicea uses the pretext of
mucitani’s dialogue with agras to showcase several of the central concepts
which articulate together to form armatole discourse; these are: macedonian
autonomy, multi-national state (and its metaphorical synonym, “swiss of the
Balkans”), and the ‘noble’ latin-thracian ethnic origins of the aromanian people.

The composite nature of aromanian armatole discourse is clearly visible
in this enumeration: concepts such as macedonian autonomy and multination-
al statehood are clearly borrowed from TmOrO autonomist discourse. It is in
the writings of TmOrO-affiliated authors that the idea of a Balkan confeder-
ation is put forward:94 a multi-national state where all constituent nationalities
might live together in peace and cooperation. This project’s affinity with swiss
confederalism isn’t lost on Western observers of the time95, which leads to the
metaphorical collocation ‘swiss of the Balkans’ being used as a synonym for
Balkan confederalism. On the other hand, the idea of aromanian latinity, par-
ticularly when mobilized as a source of ethnical prestige, is an important
feature of romanophile discourse.

93 Cola Nicea, op. cit., pp. 9-11 (my translation from the romanian original); the ital-
ics are my inputs; also, my boldings and underlines.

94 see “Političeski separatizâm”, Pravo, (June 7, 1902), apud. Tchavdar marinov, ‘We,
the macedonians: The paths of macedonian supra-nationalism (1878-1912)’, in
diana mishkova, op. cit.

95 see Victor Bérard, Pro Macedonia, librairie armand Colin, Paris, 1904, p. 54.
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What we are in fact looking at here are traces of a creative combination
of two discourse types. The radicalization of the macedonian crisis puts
romanophile aromanians in a difficult position, as we have seen. The traumat-
ic events and dire circumstances surrounding and succeeding the Ilinden
rebellion force romanophile aromanians to rethink their position. suddenly,
they are being attacked by hostile bands of Greek antartes. They must take up
arms. However, the pro-romanian discourse, within which they occupy sub-
ject positions, doesn’t provide them with any kind of conceptual frames or
subject positions for direct armed activity.

The solution to this predicament comes in the form of a new, adaptive dis-
course formulation: the armatoles combine elements of two discourse types;
they merge elements of a cultural identity discourse type (their originary
romanophile discourse, to be precise) with conceptual components belonging
to a revolutionary political project (TmOrO autonomist discourse).

The reasons for this transformation of romanophile aromanian discourse
are given clear expression in the reported conversation between agras and
mucitani.

Just before his execution, agras taunts mucitani, saying that romania will
never be truly willing nor able to substantially support macedonian aromanians,
on account of its long-term political goals steering it away from the Balkans.
mucitani responds as follows: 

We know that romania can’t help in any way. romania has its great goals, oth-
ers than those of macedonian romanians. This is precisely why we are opting
for macedonian autonomy, that is to say we are taking our fate into our own
hands. We ask nothing of romania. It is our homeland, we wish it all the best,
but we do not ask for its help, we don’t want men and weapons, the way Greece
goes about things, organizing (armed) bands on its territory and then sending
them across the border.96

It is plain to see that the aromanian armatoles are fully aware of
romanian incapacity to provide them with aid. We can now see that this inca-
pacity stems, at least partially, from the insufficiency of the purely cultural
program expounded by romanophile discourse; its lack of clear political goals
concerning macedonian aromanians cripples the armatoles, severely limiting
their capacity to respond to attacks; after all, nobody takes up arms without a
clear and noble cause to fight for. If romania is unable to provide them with
such a cause, the armatoles must look elsewhere for motivation: TmOrO’s
autonomist agenda sports a clear, achievable and desirable goal; one allowing
the aromanian armatoles to ‘take their fate into their own hands’.

The armatoles’ combination of romanophile and TmOrO discourse is
successful and opportune on account of the complementarity of its two consti-
tutive elements: TmOrO discourse provides the armatoles with a political
agenda, featuring conceptual frames for direct aggressive action; this compen-
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sates for the romanian discourse’s lack of clear political aims. On the other
hand, romanophile discourse provides the armatoles with a firm cultural
grounding for their sense of distinct national identity; this precludes any risk
of cultural assimilation by the macedo-slav comitadji bands with which they
interact on a regular basis.

Furthermore, TmOrO discourse is particularly pliable to such recombina-
tion: let us recall sarafov’s evocation of a multi-ethnic ‘macedonian people’, as
well as the fact that the TmOrO program called for all macedonians, irrespec-
tive of nationality, to join the revolutionary cause, and fight for autonomy. If the
aromanians wanted to join the autonomist cause, there was no barrier to their
doing so. as far as TmOrO discourse was concerned, they were already part of
the ‘macedonian people’.

We now possess some understanding of how aromanian armatoles and
slav comitadji worked together; and, more importantly, we have gained some
insight as to why such cooperation took place, and what circumstances made
it possible.

This leaves one more issue open for investigation: namely, that of how the
aromanian armatoles saw themselves. Or, to put it in the terms of
Fairclough’s theoretical framework, how the subject position of aromanian
armatole was configured, within the confines of the new armatole discourse
which we have been discussing.

The Aromanian armatole: constructing a subject position

let us begin our inquiry into the armatole subject position by looking at the
basic grammatical structure of some of the simple sentences used by Nicea in
the process of narrating events. 

We notice that in their overwhelming majority, they are classic declarative
sentences expressing action processes. The basic structure of declaratives is
subject-Verb-Object (or sVO, for short). Here are a few examples of such sen-
tences, taken from Nicea’s text:

[…] we (s) shot (V) 15 Greeks (O).97

We (s) arrested (V) four more Greeks (O) […] and we (s) shot (V) them all (O).98

We (s) seized (V) them (O) and we (s) shot (V) them (O).99

We (s) killed (V) two Greeks (O).100

as one might notice, we did not choose these examples randomly. These
sentences are all unequivocal assertions of the armatoles performing terrible
deeds: murdering people. We have chosen such grim examples because what
interests us is the issue of responsibility.

97 Ibid., p. 16 (my translation from romanian).
98 Ibid., p. 16 (my translation from romanian).
99 Ibid., p. 16 (my translation from romanian).
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Fairclough points out that whenever some morally questionable act is
recounted in a text, if the writer favours the perpetrator, he will often tend to con-
ceal agency101—that is, avoid explicitly mentioning the doer of the deed. In such
cases, sentences are often given agentless passive forms;102 this presents the objec-
tionable deed in the guise of an agentless event, instead of a purposeful action.

For instance, any of the above sentences could have just as well been given
an agentless passive form; all one would have to do is eliminate the active sub-
ject, and turn the object (O) into the passive subject (s) of the sentence. like so:

15 Greeks (s) were shot (V)

Four more Greeks (s) were arrested (V) and they (s) were all shot (V). Two
Greeks (s) were killed (V).

etc.

The fact that Nicea very rarely uses passive form in his accounts of
killings performed by his tcheta and himself shows an unsettling, though com-
plete willingness to accept full responsibility for all those terrible deeds.

Furthermore, no attempt is made to mitigate the gravity of the deed; such
an effect could easily have been achieved by opting to use some gentler
euphemisms103 en lieu of blunt, direct verbs such as ‘shoot’, ‘kill’, ‘seize’ or
‘arrest’. For instance, one might choose to say: 

We laid low 15 Greeks. 
Or: 

We took four Greeks into custody and put them all out of their misery. 

etc.

Yet Cola Nicea uses no such clever devices. He states the facts bluntly and
unequivocally. It is very clear that the author makes no excuses for his and his
comrades’ acts. Which amounts to saying that,, in fact, they probably felt jus-
tified in taking such violent, drastic actions.

This hypothesis is corroborated by Nicea’s profuse use of words belong-
ing to a classification scheme104 of entitlement and authority. In effect, Nicea
has his fellow armatoles performing official speech acts,105 such as giving
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101 Norman Fairclough,op. cit., p.104.
102 Ibid., p. 104.
103 For more on the relevance of euphemism use in discourse analysis, see Norman

Fairclough, op. cit., p. 97-98.
104 Classification schemes are groups of word associations which imply a certain ide-

ologically specific way of looking at reality; specific classification schemes belong
to specific discourse types; see Norman Fairclough, op. cit., p. 95-97.

105 a speech act is an utterance through the very speaking of which an action is performed;
often, though not always, this is an official, institutional action, such as marrying a cou-
ple, via the priest saying ‘I pronounce you man and wife’, or a judge sentencing a
criminal by saying ‘I sentence you …’; for the fundamentals of speech act theory, see
J.l. austin, How to Do Things with Words, Oxford university Press, Oxford, 1971.



orders, or officiously sentencing people to death; these speech acts are accom-
panied by the performing of actual authoritative actions, such as punishing
wrongdoings and executing their enemies.

The use of verbs such as ‘to punish’, to (give an) order’, ‘to execute’ (en
lieu of the non- judicial version ‘to kill’), the employment, in one particular
instance, of judicial courtroom vocabulary and procedure (the counts of
endightment are read, then the sentence is pronounced: “For all these crimes
[…], you are sentenced to death.”106), all indicate the presence of a sense of
entitlement—specifically, an entitlement to perform justice.

Nicea’s text offers clues as to the source of this sense of entitlement: it
seems that it has its roots in the logics of just vengeance. In fact, on several
occasion, the principle of Tallion law is more or less directly referred to: 

since the antartes were killing any romanian they met on the open road, we
decided to apply tallion law: for one romanian slain, we would kill two
Greeks.107

The Greek shot while he was tilling the field, we wrote on the note attached
to his chest, was executed as reprisal for a 12-year-old boy, the son of the
romanian adamaca from Xirolivad, who had been shot by the Greeks.108

since the Greeks had killed in the village of doliani the romanian Gherase,
an old man, together with his daughter, while they were hoeing corn, while
on our way to Cernova, having encountered two Greeks who were hauling
timber to town, we shot them both, together with their mules. Therefore, an
eye for an eye, a tooth for a tooth.109

The quotations we have given here offer us an insight into the reasons for
which the armatoles took violent action, into the thinking underlying their
killings. Nicea’s text implies that rather than acting violently, the armatoles
were mostly reacting—reacting to crimes against members of their communi-
ty, to be more exact. In a context where the Ottoman authorities are no longer
able (and probably, for the most part, unwilling110) to ensure the rule of law
and the safety of the macedonian population, the aromanian armatoles feel
entitled to take justice into their own hands: the Greek attacks upon the

107Ibid., p. 15 (my translation from romanian).
108 Ibid., p. 17 (my translation from romanian).
109 Ibid., p. 18 (my translation from romanian).
110 let us recall the IIIrd article of mürszteg stipulated that, in the aftermath of the

region’s eventual pacification, macedonia was to be divided into (more or less) eth-
nically homogenous sectors; since such administrative division was conducive to
future partition of macedonia between the Balkan states, the Ottomans in fact seem
to have had a vested interest In the perpetuation of the macedonian crisis: as long as
macedonia was in chaos, it remained Ottoman territory; indeed, some contemporary
Western observers note that the Ottoman attitude towards and action in macedonia is
more conducive to fanning the flames of conflict, than to appeasing it; see Victor
Bérard, op. cit., p. 205-206, 225-226.
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aromanian populace in particular call for proportional reprisals.
Here, we believe to have seized upon an important feature of the armatole

subject position: when they are not participating in large-scale operations
together with their TmOrO allies, the armatoles act as agents of vigilante jus-
tice. They are avengers of crimes perpetrated against the aromanian
community.

However, the vocabulary of judicial entitlement used by Nicea could also
have another, less obvious, source. according to oral historical tradition, in
1537, the sultan soliman I organized epirus, etolia, accarnania, Thessaly and
macedonia into 15 military districts, wherein the local inhabitants
(aromanians, Greeks, albanians and slavs) had the obligation of guarding the
mountain passes and preserving public order. In exchange for these services,
the locals were endowed with fiscal privileges and a high degree of self-gover-
nance.111 The leaders of these communities were called captains (kapitanos or
kapetanios), and the armed men under their command bore the name of
palikares or armatoli.112

Given the fact that the macedonian aromanians seem to have preserved
these traditional rights and obligations right up until the XIX-th century,113 it
seems entirely likely that early XXth century aromanians would have still har-
bored a vivid memory of their defunct privileges (implying the right to bear
arms and maintain social order, among other things). The employ of the name
armatole to designate the members of the modern aromanian armed militias
certainly seems to confirm this hypothesis.

What we are suggesting is that Nicea’s use of terms belonging to the asso-
ciation scheme of entitlement and authority may, in fact, be a textual trace
indicating the re-activation of the discourse of traditional local aromanian
authority. The fact that such a discourse would seem to be acting in the back-
ground, through implicit assumptions of entitlement, rather than being
explicitly expressed, only testifies to its ideological efficiency.114

If the hypothesis we are advancing is correct, this would mean that the dis-
course and subject positions of the medieval armatole were woven into the
discourse and subject position of the modern aromanian armatole, in effect con-
stituting their invisible, ideological foundation. This hypothesis bears further
investigation—a conclusive answer cannot be obtained on the basis of a single
text. unfortunately, Nicea’s account is, to date, our only first-hand testimony of
an actual aromanian armatole. It is, therefore, our only unmediated ‘window’
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112 Ibid., p. 111.
113 Poqueville apud. matei Cazacu, ‘Vlahii dinBalcanii Occidentali (serbia, Croaţia,

albania, etc.) Pax ottomanica (secolele al XV-lea – al XVII-lea’, in Neagu djuvara,
op. cit., p. 111.

114 according to Fairclough, a discourse functions ideologically when it supports exist-
ing relations of power (or affirms new power relations); the more an ideology works
through implicit assumptions and presuppositions, that is to say, the better hidden its
inner mechanisms are, the more effective that ideology is; see Norman Fairclough,
op. cit., pp. 64-90.



into armatole discourse; in the absence of intertextuality, verifying and corrob-
orating Cola Nicea’s discourse constructions seems near impossible. We shall
address this problem further in the conclusions to the present study.

For the moment, however, let us proceed with our analysis of the arma-
tole subject position. Cola Nicea uses the reported conversation between
Gheorghe mucitani and his Greek captive, Telos agras, to showcase the nature
of the subject position which he and his comrades in arms were occupying,
within armatole discourse. let us look again at the dialogue fragment that we
have reproduced above.

at one point, mucitani accuses agras of lacking chivalry. as we shall see,
the use of the word ‘chivalry’ here is crucial. It activates, within the reader’s
mr (members’ resources115), a script for chivalrous behaviour. Fairclough
defines scripts as a type of mental representation which pertains to how spe-
cific types of subjects behave and relate to each other in various social
contexts.116 Our mr contains scripts for all kinds of types of subjects. For
instance, we have a certain script for a mother’s behaviour, another script for
a policeman, etc.

In our case, the use of the word ‘chivalry’ activates in our mr the script
for the medieval knight: always behaving honourably and justly, being merci-
ful and kind, etc. This script is mobilized by readers as an interpretative
procedure, which, in turn, guides the reader’s construal of the narrated events
in a certain, very specific, direction.

let us elaborate. If we look at the beginning of the discussion between
mucitani and agras, it immediately becomes apparent that it belongs to the
discourse type of interrogation. mucitani’s questions are curt and to the point
(“What is your name?”, “Where are you from?”), and agras’s answers are cor-
respondingly succinct and on topic. However, as the interrogation progresses,
it begins to evolve into something resembling a casual conversation. This is
most unusual, as it breaks all established conventions for how an interrogation
is supposed to unfold. usually, if the weaker participant (the interrogated sub-
ject) ever drifts off-topic, or gives information not solicited, the more powerful
participant (the interrogator) constrains the other party’s contributions, forcing
them to be succinct and on point.117

How are we then to interpret the fact that in the case of our interrogation,
this does not happen? What are we to make of the fact that mucitani permits
agras to digress, allowing the interaction to drift into a casual conversation of
the merits and faults of romanian and Greek national ideologies?

The one interpretative key the reader possesses lies in the concept of
chivalry: if mucitani accuses agras of being unchivalrous, then, by implica-
tion, mucitani himself is to be construed as a person to whom chivalrous
behaviour is important. In this reading then, mucitani’s allowing agras to

115 see infra, the section on the analytical framework which we are applying.
116 see Norman Fairclough, op. cit., pp. 131-133.
117 see Ibid., p. 113-114.
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digress is a sign of generosity. even though he is the more powerful partici-
pant, the armatole doesn’t wish to oppress his captive; he therefore
magnanimously allows him to speak his piece, and a debate insues. The fact
that agras is permitted to engage in this debate as an equal participant is a fur-
ther mark of noble generosity on mucitani’s part.

as we read through the reported conversation between mucitani and
agras, we are provided with further cues which elicit interpretations drawn
from the script for chivalrous behaviour. For instance, at one point, mucitani
tells agras about the armatoles’ treatment of some captured Greek antartes: 

The tcheta of mitrea Vlahu captured at leahova four Greek antartes come
from Crete. Taking pity on them, for they were young, he had them swear on
the Holy Gospel that they would return to Greece. after he let them go, with-
in two months he captured them again […], and, of course, this time he killed
them.118

showing mercy towards a captured foe is a decidedly chivalrous behav-
ior. Then again, so is punishing the dishonorable act of breaking one’s given
oath. another example:

We gave the two prisoners equal portions of food and brandy, same as the
ones we received. We never starved them.”119

Or: 

We let them talk (to each other). We never resorted to tortures, as the Greek
bands did. We chose the lightest, painless, punishment: hanging.”120

The humane treatment of their prisoners is to be construed as a sign of the
armatoles’ honour, a mark of a noble heart; this is because rebuking unneces-
sary cruelty towards one’s prisoners is a typically chivalrous behavior.

If we look at the fragments that we just quoted from a literary perspective,
we notice that Cola Nicea is, in fact, using a literary device: indirect charac-
terization. That is to say, the armatoles are characterized not by explicitly
saying that they are honourable, merciful, chivalrous, etc., but indirectly,
through their deeds, through the way they act.

In the narrative section leading up to agras’s execution, Nicea further
develops upon this literary device, by resorting to cross-characterization. That
is to say, agras on the one hand, and the armatoles putting him to death on the
other, are characterized via the way in which they reciprocally interact, via
their mutual attitudes.

In one passage, we see the armatoles admiring agras’s proud and stoic
attitude in the face of imminent death. and conversely, their respectful treat-
ment of the condemned is meant as a reflection of the armatoles’ own nobility
of heart: 

118 Cola Nicea, op. cit., p. 11 (my translation from romanian).
119 Ibid., p. 12 (my translation from romanian).
120 Ibid., p. 14 (my translation from romanian), the italics are my input.
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agras had become calm, he was even defying death. He truly believed in the
ideal which he had resolved to fight for. as far as he was concerned, he was
sincere, he had believed in an ideal, he had been defeated, but he insisted on
dying as a man of honour. His attitude in the face of death, full of dignity,
deserved our esteem. and we respected him. He was never tortured, or
cursed at, or mocked.121

another example: 

We never used base means of coercion, for according to his chivalrous fash-
ion, agras wouldn’t have said a word. When we had brandy, we gave some
to him. […] While mingas was crying, falling apart, agras remained digni-
fied, chivalrously. We never offended him. In his fashion, we deemed him a
fighter in the service of an ideal, in no way a thug.122

Notice that in the second fragment, the attribute ‘chivalrous’ is twice
applied to agras. By means of cross-characterization, this reflects upon the
armatoles’ own noble nature: by recognizing agras’s chivalrous character, the
armatoles themselves prove to be chivalrous: ‘takes one to know one’, as the
saying goes.

Interestingly, in using cross-characterization to construct the subject posi-
tion of the armatole, Cola Nicea gives birth to an unexpected by-product.
Notice the wealth of adjectives being applied to agras: he is sincere, dignified,
deserving of esteem, chivalrous, an idealistic fighter. What we are, in fact, see-
ing here, is a representation of the ideal-typical123 Greek antart.

However misguided his cause may be, agras, just as all antartes, is fight-
ing for an ideal in which he strongly and sincerely believes. and this affords
him the respect of his enemies.

The ideal-typical image of the Greek antart shares many of the basic qual-
ities implicit in the aromanian armatole subject position. However, one crucial
trait separates the two: as opposed to the armatoles’ clemency, the Greek antart
is shown to be possessed of great cruelty. There are several instances within the
text where reference is made to the antartes’ ruthless behaviour. We shall give
but one example, a passage attributed to agras himself: 

agras said to mingas: an antart is not allowed to cry. remember what plans
we were making if one of our enemies were to have fallen into our hands,
especially the teacher Gheorghe Celea and that Lycanthropos (wolf man)
adam Gulea, how we would have impaled them or blinded them, reiterating
on a smaller scale the deed of the emperor Basil the Bulgarochtone, then
would have sent them back to their villages blind, to spread terror among the
romanians.124

121 Ibid., p. 13 (my translation from romanian).
122 Ibid., p. 14 (my translaton from romanian).
123 We are using the concept of ideal-type in the Weberian sense.
124 Cola Nicea, op.cit., p. 14 (my translation from romanian).
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Conclusions

In the present paper, we have applied elements of Norman Fairclough’s
method of discourse analysis to the Memoirs of Cola Nicea, to date the only
first-hand account of the actions, convictions and beliefs of an aromanian
armatole fighting in early XX-th century macedonia. let us sum up what we
have achieved.

We have explored Cola Nicea’s use of the ethnonym ‘Bulgarian’, and
have concluded that he uses it mainly in reference to TmOrO agents, that is,
to macedo-slavs fighting for macedonian autonomy.

We have then delved into the issue of the aromanian armatoles’ collabo-
ration with TmOrO. We have attempted to show how this collaboration is
expounded in Nicea’s Memoirs. Furthermore, we have found that the
romanophile discourse’s inadequacy in dealing with the radicalization of the
macedonian crisis prompted the romanophile aromanians to creatively com-
bine romanian and TmOrO discourse. This new combination of discourse
types allowed the armatoles to take up arms and ally themselves with
TmOrO, while still preserving a strong sense of cultural identity and nation-
al individuality.

Finally, we have looked at the ingenious and diverse devices which Cola
Nicea uses to construct a subject position for the aromanian armatole. This
subject position, as expressed in Nicea’s text, can be summarized thus: the
armatole performs acts of vigilante justice, by taking vengeance upon those
who have wronged the aromanian community; however, he is not prone to
violent excesses—he is ready to show mercy where mercy is warranted, and
acts in a just and even-handed manner, even towards his enemies. His behav-
iour is never needlessly cruel, and the punishments he administers are always
proportional to the crime.

We are now left with just one more issue to discuss: that of Cola Nicea’s
creditability. let us emphasize that we are not speaking of his creditability as
a source for event-centered history. That issue is entirely beyond the scope of
the present paper. What interests us is his creditability as a source for the dis-
course of aromanian armatoles.

The Memoirs do paint a compelling picture of how the armatoles con-
ceived of themselves, their surroundings, and their actions, and of how they
interacted with other groups. However, these representations are notoriously
hard to corroborate, since Nicea’s account is the only direct source we have on
the subject (if not the only source period). We are, in a certain sense, con-
strained to take him at his word.

There is, however, a silver lining. The fact that the Memoirs were put to
paper so many years after the fact means that many of the ideological pres-
sures which would have weighed upon the creator of such a text a hundred
years ago (that is, in the immediate aftermath of the recounted events) are, in
this case, simply not an issue. In this sense, Nicea is free to speak the truth of
things, the way he saw it.
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unfortunately, the author’s chronological distance from the narrated
events also presents an added challenge, liable to cast a shadow upon his cred-
itability; whenever we are dealing with sources written long after the fact, such
as memoirs, there is always a risk that events having occurred in the interim
between the narrated happenings and the author’s account may have signifi-
cantly ‘coloured’ said account. We cannot ignore this possibility in the case of
Nicea’s text. sadly, given the absence of any other first-hand sources on the
aromanian armatole discourse, all we can do, for the moment, is regard
Nicea’s account with a certain degree of healthy skepticism, pending future
invalidation or corroboration.

There is, therefore, no escaping the author’s subjectivity. He can perhaps
be suspected of sweetening some of the more unpalatable aspects of armatole
activity (though one certainly doesn’t get that impression upon reading the
text); or, perhaps, of remembering certain events inexactly. But it seems
unlikely that Nicea could be suspected of purposefully and blatantly lying.

In our analysis, we have attended only to aspects of the description and
interpretation phases of discourse analysis. In other words, we have talked
about some of the textual features: how they represent reality and channel axi-
ological evaluations of some of its aspects, as well as how relations between
actors are presented; and we have also engaged a discussion of how readers
are lead to interpret the text in certain ways, via textual cues left behind by the
author.

We have not, however, delved into the final, explanation phase of analy-
sis. This phase deals with how a discourse type generates long-term impact
upon large-scale social structures, chiefly by means of its reproduction.125

sadly, on this count, there is precious little to say in our case. By the time Cola
Nicea’s Memoirs were written, the discourse they gave voice to had long since
become irrelevant. Therefore, there is no long-term large-scale impact to speak
of, since the armatole discourse expressed therein was not reproduced.
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THE IMPACT OF THE BALKAN WARS
ON THE TERRITORY AND POPULATION IN
MACEDONIA
SiniSha DaSkalovSki
University of Ss Cyril and Methodius - Skopje
Institute for Security, Defence, and Peace

Introduction

The field of this paper entitled “Balkan Wars 1912-1913: analysis of Events 
and Military Tactics”, seems to suggest a shaped whole comprised of many 
pieces, among which is the paper entitled “The Impact of the Balkan Wars on 
the Territory and the Population in Macedonia”. This certainly does not 
exclude the military tactics and strategy, however, they are elaborated to a 
smaller extent in comparison to the events related to the wars and the peace 
treaty and their consequences and messages which were of importance for the 
Macedonian people. The question of the military tactics mentioned in the field 
of this paper seeks special attention and space, and would refer primarily to 
analysis of the skills for lining the military order. This inevitably opens the 
question of military organization, more specifically, analysis of the principles 
of using the tactic units of the land army, the navy, and its basic units. Thus we 
enter the trajectory of another part that can be analyzed as distinctive in the 
above-mentioned field, of course mostly from the aspect of the already estab-
lished frame of the research process.

in the case of the Balkan Wars, the Macedonian people did not have their 
own state and army as a separate state institution. in this sense, the experience 
from the use of tactic units of the parties at war only completed the memory, 
awareness and experience needed to establish and organize their own 
Macedonian armed forces. This, of course, only after conditions for such an 
organization existed, which was not the case with the Balkan Wars. This was 
the starting point for determining the significance to dedicate oneself to an 
analysis of the war as a socially historical category and the peace treaty itself. 
More specifically, our attention is directed towards the consequences and mes-
sages they left. Without a doubt, there is abundant research, historical, socio-
political, defense-security, and other materials on this topic. Certainly, our 
goal isn’t to repeat once more, rather after a hundred years after the wars and 
the signing of the peace treaty, bearing in mind the knowledge and 
understanding so far from a contemporary aspect, we form the matrix of the 
consequences and messages sent by these events. Today it is evident that war 
has suffered significant changes, even transformations. We have witnessed 
that the classic war is less and less possible. however, other forms to have and 
manifest a war are evident; in other words, war is still very influential and will 
remain to be forever. 
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We can witness that the last decade from the 20th century the most com-
mon conflicts are internal armed conflicts, rather than conflict among states.1 

on the other hand, in the new millennium we are facing the exhibition of new, 
irregular and diffused threats and the new era of warring. as never before, 
terrorism, when it is international, is raised to the level of war. Finally, today, 
at the beginning of the second decade of the 21st century, when the intensity of 
terrorism seems to be decreasing, high on the agenda of conflicts is the 
nuclear war again, as is the case with north korea. in this sense, the current 
status questions remain to be cease of fire and peace treaties, as was the case 
with the Balkan Wars.

The attempt was to find more specific understanding and knowledge as a
product of analyzing the historical and contemporary view of war and peace
treaties understood as questions that encompass the type and status of con-
flicts, in the function of the needs and interests of the Macedonian people and
the state, this as a whole consisting of three parts. The first part, entitled “The
Balkan Wars—a typical example of industrial approach to the application of
force,” is a short historical overview of the events that preceded the Balkan
Wars, then an analysis of the Balkan Wars, first the First, and then the Second
Balkan War, with a review of the most significant characteristics and specifics
from which relevant information useful for the Macedonian people can be
drawn. The second part, entitled as “Place and Role of the Macedonian People
and its Territory in the Balkan Wars,” analyze the contribution, turns to the
expectations, as well as the cruel reality created by the neighbouring armies
and ruling parties almost without an exception. in the third part, entitled “The
Peace Treaty as a Consequence of War,” analyzes the treaty itself being a prod-
uct of the parties’ interest, specifically the one of the winners, with all the
consequences on the Macedonian people and the territory which is the object
of war and re-division. Finally, we present the conclusive understanding and
knowledge.   

The Balkan Wars as a Typical Example of the Industrial Approach of
Application of Force

A short overview of the events preceding the Balkan Wars

The term Balkan Wars2 is a socio-historical category with characteristics sim-
ilar to other wars in its essence, whereupon by adding Balkan, First and
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1 From the major armed conflicts in the period of 1990-2005,in total 57, 53 are inner
armed conflicts, while only 4 conflicts are between states. For more see: harbom,  l.
and Wallensteen, P., `Patterns of armed conflicts, 1990-2005`, SiPRi Yearbook 2006:
Armaments, Disarmament and International Security (oxford University Press:
oxford, 2006), pp.108-119.

2 The Balkan Wars 1912-1913: the First Balkan War was led among Monte negro,
Serbia, Greece and Bulgaria against Turkey; the Second Balkan War was led by
Bulgaria against Serbia, Greece, Monte negro, Romania and Turkey.



Second we determine the specificity that makes the distinction- territorial and
time, in relation to other wars. in this sense, the term war means a condition
of conflict, mostly armed, among two or more parties3 or a larger armed con-
flict between armed forces on both sides, one of which is the ruling side in a
country, resulting with at least 1,000 victims on the war field in a year4 or an
international armed conflict that involves war parties—the governments in an
armed conflict led on the ground of sovereignty or territory.5 in the case with
the Balkan Wars, evidently there is an international armed conflict involving
war parties in an armed conflict on the ground of territory. 

The specificity of the wars (the Balkan wars) that distinguishes them from
other wars is the territory on which they were led, which is the Balkan
Peninsula and the time frame from 1912 -1913 in which they were led. More
specifically, in the period before the Balkan Wars began, on the territory of the
Balkan Peninsula lived many people that constituted their own states and peo-
ple, such as the Macedonian people, who didn’t have their state but whose
territory was under Turkish rule. 

in time when this rule was questioned particularly with the Young Turkish
Revolution, a possibility was born for the greater powers to realize their own
interests for the Balkan. on the other hand, this will force the Balkan states to
become closer and to act fast and vigorously. The closer relations among the
independent Balkan states were based on their aspirations regarding the territo-
ry still ruled by Turkey, mostly the one of Macedonia. Serbia strove for division
of Macedonia, certain to secure in this way a sea coast, while Bulgaria for cre-
ating an “autonomous Macedonia”. it wasn’t likely that these two opposite
views would have found a compromise had it not been for royal Russia. The
pressure from Russia secured the signing of a friendship treaty and an alliance
between Serbia and Bulgaria on March 13, 1912. The treaty was comprised of a
public part, which regulated the relationship between the signatory countries-
should they be invaded by one or more countries or should any of the great pow-
ers occupy or annex a Balkan territory which is of their interest, they would help
each other, and a secret annex, which envisaged a war with Turkey. 

The secret annex envisaged that “the entire occupied territory shall fall
under joint possession (condominium), and shall be liquidated not later than
three months after the peace agreement on the following basis: Serbia recog-
nized the right of Bulgaria to the regions east of the Rhodopes and the River
Struma, while Bulgaria to Serbia the regions north and west of Shara
Mountain.”6 Royal Russia shall solve any eventual misunderstandings, how-
ever only in case of division of Macedonia north of kriva Palanka. Few
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months later followed: a Treaty of Defensive alliance between Bulgaria and
Greece on May 29, 1912 and the military convention signed the same year, the
treaty between Monte negro and Bulgaria in august, between Serbia and
Greece in September and between Serbia and Montenegro in october 1912.

Thus, the Balkan alliance was created,7 among Serbia, Bulgaria, Greece
and Monte negro against Turkey. The preparation for war against Turkey fol-
lowed, which encompassed a broad spectre of measures and activities, the
dominant being psychological-propaganda activities and assassinations. The
goal was to cause disorders that will lead to intervention by the allies. 

The allies used this situation by alerting to the difficult position of the
population in the daily newspapers, which could only be solved with a fight
for their “liberation” from the Turkish occupation. The goal, however, was to
adjoin Macedonia, whole or in part, each to its country, something they had
desired long before. To this purpose, the Bulgarian government and part of the
Macedonian Revolutionary Movement, led by Todor aleksandrov executed
several assassinations in order to trigger greater terror on the part of the
Turkish authorities against the Macedonian population.8 The situation caused
an uprising in albania, the fall of the young-Turkish government and the gar-
rison rebellion in Bitola and Edirne.

War was inevitable, however this did not go to the advantage of the great
powers who wanted a status quo on the Balkan, particularly in Macedonia.
They warned the allies not to take steps that might lead to war, since they will
be responsible for the consequences. on the other hand, they promised to force
Turkey to implement reforms in Macedonia. 

The allies, upon realizing the ambition of the great powers, were deter-
mined to make an agreement among themselves and begin the war as soon as
possible. in this aspect, on September 29 they addressed a note of ultimatum
to Turkey, demanding reforms in Macedonia under unacceptable terms. 

Preparations and realization of the idea for leading the First and the
Second Balkan War

Turkey responded to the challenge with partial mobilization, “seized the Greek
ships in the Constantinople port and military equipment in Thessaloniki which
Serbia had bought from the western countries.”9 General mobilization fol-
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lowed in Turkey and among the allies. 
on october 8, Montenegro was the first to declare war to Turkey, after

which followed Serbia and Bulgaria on october 17, and Greece on october
19, 1912. The allies did not have a joint plan for action, rather each state acted
according to its own plan. 

The Bulgarian military plan proposed an offensive of the navy battle field
with its main forces, while one division within the Second Serbian army was
to act on the Macedonian battle field, with one detachment as a reserve. 

The Serbian military plan proposed for the main forces to act in the area
of kriva Reka, South Moravia and kosovo, while the adjoining forces to
secure the sides of the main forces. 

The Montenegro plan proposed for the main forces to act west and east of
the Shkoder lake and to conquer Shkoder, while the adjoining forces to act in
Sangak and Metohija. 

The Greek military plan proposed offensive with the main forces to take
over Thessaloniki. one division had the task to protect the left side of the main
forces, while the other division was to take over Janina. 

The Turkish plan proposed offensive of the vardar and Trakia battle field. 
The mobilization and concentration of the allies’ forces were executed on

time. There are different information about the number of soldiers mobilized.
Thus, for instance, according to Todorov, k., Bulgaria mobilized 600,000 peo-
ple, Serbia 300,000, Greece 150,000, Montenegro 40,000 and Turkey, at the
beginning mobilized 350,000 fighters, 220,000 of whom were against
Bulgaria.10 according to the Military Encyclopaedia: Bulgaria mobilized
294,000 people, Turkey 307,000, Monte negro 33,000, Serbia 356,000,
286,000 of whom belonged to the operative army, and Greece 108,000.11

The difference, rather a big one, is evident, particularly in Bulgaria,
depending on the source. Probably the Bulgarian sources exaggerated the
number of people mobilized, however this is of importance to this research. it
only points to the caution present regarding different sources.  

after the preparations what followed was the realization of the idea to
start the war against Turkey. 

in the first period of the war (from the beginning of the cease of fire on
December 4, 1912) the allies managed to take over the entire territory of
European Turkey to the Dardanelles and Choristi, not including Shkoder,
Janina and Edirne, which were occupied.

Macedonia was divided in three parts. “The Serbian army made as far as
Florina and Gevgelija, occupying the greater part of vardar Macedonia and
almost all of albania. The Bulgarian army occupied Eastern Macedonia along
the line of Gorna Gumaja-Shtip-Gevgelija-kilkis-kavala and greater part of
Turkey. The remaining part of Macedonia, along with Florina was occupied by
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Greece, whose army, together with the Bulgarian, entered Thessaloniki”.12

This defined undoubtedly, within the industrial approach to application of
force, the territorially focused approach. 

The preparation for peace treaty with Turkey began in london on
December 13, 1912. The allies demanded that Turkey withdraw from the ter-
ritory west from the line along Rodosto-nige, all islands from the aegean Sea
and Crete. Turkey did not accept this demand, whereupon the allies interrupt-
ed the cease of fire and the war continued.

in the second part of the war, which lasted from the cease of fire until the
end of the war, the last fortresses of the Turkish army were conquered - Edirne,
Janina and Shkoder. 

What remained was to divide Macedonia among its conquerors that had
pretensions to the conquered territories without exception. This only compli-
cated the situation and could have led to conflict between the
countries-winners in the war. 

Royal Russia felt this moment and the dissatisfaction from Ferdinand’s
politics, and made efforts to avoid conflict among the countries-members of
the Balkan countries. on the other hand, austro-hungary strived for the
alliance to break apart and advised Bulgaria to solve the problem with Serbia
with the use of force, above all, mostly because of the possibility to be
deprived from the exit to the sea coast of the aegean Sea. 

Therefore, it can be concluded that as early as the war began that there
was an irreconcilable conflict among the allies, which would have a negative
influence on the security in the region despite the singing of the Peace Treaty
in london on May 30 1913. Still, there was small hope in the Russian arbi-
trage, rooted in the alliance Treaty between Bulgaria and Serbia in 1912.
however, Bulgaria did not wish this, rather many, particularly military circles,
propagated military expedition against the other recent allies, openly attack-
ing Russia and seeking a new war.13

on the other hand, Serbia and Greece on June 1, 1913 signed a friendship
treaty and defensive alliance against Bulgaria. Then they agreed about the
mutual borders in Macedonia. Serbia gained the right to use the Thessaloniki
port for 50 years. a war convention was also signed to regulate the obligations
in case of war with Bulgaria. 

after the concentration and the strategic development, the Bulgarian 4th

army on June 30, 1913 attacked the Serbian 1st and 3rd army, and the 2nd

Bulgarian army attacked the Greek army on the wide front. Bulgaria’s inten-
tion was to attack fast and suddenly and expel the Serbians from Skopje, while
the Greeks J-3 from Thessaloniki. This only confirms the conclusion for terri-
torially focused approach used in the Second Balkan War as well. 

only seven days after the attack of the Serbian positions, the 4th Bulgarian
army suffered defeat at the River Bregalnica and made a decision to retreat.
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The 2nd Bulgarian army was held after the small break through, and was 
forced to retreat. Soon the government replaced its commandant, yet this, nor 
the improvement of the situation in certain directions, stopped the defeat of the 
Bulgarian army. Turkey and Romania also had a part in the defeat, after they 
attacked Bulgaria as well. This surprised Bulgaria, since it was assured by 
austro-hungary that these two countries won’t participate in the war. of 
course this was a bad judgment, which ultimately forced the Bulgarian gov-
ernment, led by v. Radoslav to sign a peace treaty on July 17th 1913. The 
operations stopped on July 30th, and as a result of a bad judgment of the situ-
ation, the adversary and its military power, Bulgaria lost 93,000 people. all 
other states involved in the Second Balkan War lost in total 75.900 people, 
out of which Serbia lost 44,500, Montenegro 1,400, Greece 20,000, Romania 
6,000 and Turkey 4,000 people.14 When added together the total number of 
losses amounts to 168,900 people, which clearly points to the industrial 
approach of application of force, with the use of the human focused approach. 
The goal was to inflict as many human loses to the adversary, so a truce 
would be offered. The peace treaty was signed on august 10, 1913 in 
Bucharest. 
Place and role of the Macedonian people 
and its territory in the Balkan Wars 

The question of the place and role the Macedonian people had in the Balkan
Wars is a question to be analyzed from many aspects. it seems that two aspects
appear to be the most significant. The first one refers to the relations between
the people where the main actors are the states and the most important instru-
ments for achieving the state interests are the armed forces. This is the
beginning of the 20th century and there were wars-the Balkan wars, which are
typical example of industrial approach to the application of force. War is above
all a technical problem tried to be solved by armed forces. This is a bipolar
conflict environment where armies that are trying to conquer a territory and
afflict as many losses as possible have the primary place and role, and every-
thing else is ignored. The case with the Balkan Wars even points to the fact
that not only was everything ignored, but also with perfidious methods, abused
and placed in function of the conquering interests. This of course is
unfavourable aspect for the other elements of the conflict surrounding, in
which the Macedonian people and territory were included.

on the other hand, there is the second aspect, the expectations and the aspi-
rations of the Macedonian people, in these circumstances and the unfavourable
conflict environment, to reach the long-awaited goal, freedom and interests to
create its own country  with the help of its neighbors. in this aspect, the people
were determined to participate in the fight against the Turkish army. This, on the
one hand, but on the other the ruling circles in Bulgaria, Greece and Serbia did
not think so. on the contrary, they wished to use the situation for their big state
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goals, on account of Macedonia. Before the war started, Macedonian volunteers 
organized in squads, were placed under the command of their armies. The 
exception was the independent detachment commanded by Jane Sandanski. The 
detachment was comprised of few squads with 500 members in total, prepared 
for confrontation with the Turkish army. The upraised villagers were 
organized in a so-called village militia. 

as far as the Macedonian volunteers were concerned under command of
the Bulgarian army, separate headquarters was created, led by the representa-
tive of the right wing of iMRo, Todor aleksandrov and aleksandar
Protegerov, an active officer of the Bulgarian army. later, the headquarters for
organizing the Macedonian squads was renamed into headquarter of the
Macedonian Resistance-volunteers comprising 12 brigades, 10 from which
were purely Macedonian. The number of Macedonian volunteers in these
brigades was 12,000 members.15

although in comparison with the Bulgarian army which counted in total
294,000 people, 12,000 Macedonian volunteers is an insignificant number,
still for the Bulgarian army it was a signal to remove them from Macedonia
and send them to another front. 

as far as the Macedonian volunteers in the Serbian and the Greek army,
their contribution and military engagement was mostly achieved in the volun-
teering squads, while a volunteering squad of 2,400 Macedonians, Turks and
albanians was formed within the Serbian army. 

The Macedonian volunteers acted as a forefront or together with the reg-
ular units of the Bulgarian, Serbian and the Greek army. also, the squads acted
independently and together with units of other armies. Most often they were
given the most difficult military tasks, like for instance to be a forefront or in
the first front lines. This, of course increased the risk of being wounded and
killed, which was not the case if the other units had done it, or at least the
Macedonian units together with the units of the other armies. however, this
was the tax to be paid by the Macedonian volunteers in the other armies. The
volunteers under a foreign command were controlled and could not expose
their aspirations and ideals for liberation and forming their own state.
Contrary, the independent action of Jane Sandanski’s squad enabled a much
freer exposure of the need for freedom and forming a state. This only confirms
the importance of the military organization as a main instrument in the inter-
national relations and specifically the relations of the people and the states in
a conflict condition.

it seems that after the First Balkan War finished, once the Macedonian
territory was divided and occupied by the Balkan allies, the state with the ter-
ritory and the Macedonian population became more complex and
problematized. This was due to the fact that the allies, particularly Bulgaria
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wasn’t satisfied with the existing division of the territory and with support
from outside started preparing for a new war, this time among the allies, for
another division mostly of Macedonia. Thus, a condition was created in which
the Macedonian people will be mobilized by force in other armies preparing
to go to war among themselves. in addition, this time after the Second Balkan
War the entire Macedonian territory was encompassed, along with all the con-
sequences emanating from the act of war.

Finally, as in all other wars, the Second Balkan War as well was faced
with the phenomenon of cease of fire and signing a peace treaty. 

The Peace Treaty as a War Consequence 

Today, as was the case in the Balkan Wars, cease of fire and peace treaties are 
important status questions of armed conflicts. Cease of fire mostly precedes 
peace treaties. When one of the conflicting parties comes to the realization that 
it is necessary to stop the war, activities in order to solve more important prob-
lems or to consolidate the army are undertaken and a cease of fire is agreed 
upon or declared. it can be general or regional. General truce is closer to a 
peace treaty. in the case of the Balkan Wars, the First and the Second Balkan 
War a truce was declared which produced the signing of a peace treaty. a 
peace treaty is a formal solution of the conflict. in the case of the First Balkan 
War, the conflict continued after the treaty was signed. in other words, there 
are cases which we can incorporate in the matrix of particularities of this war. 
The Second Balkan War confirmed this case again when the Bulgarian side 
overestimated its power, begin the war and in a short time came to the realiza-
tion that it needs general cease of fire that would lead to the activities related 
to signing a peace treaty. The terms were determined by the winners, with the 
assistance of the great powers,16 which ultimately meant re-distribution or re-
division of the occupied territories. in fact, the final division of the territory 
freed from Turkey in the First Balkan War was verified at the Bucharest 
Conference, where: Serbia received the vardar part of Macedonia, kosovo a 
part of Metohija and Sangak, increased for 39,000 km², Montenegro received 
part of Metohija and Sangak and vasojevice, increased for 7,000 km², Greece 
received north Epirus, southern Macedonia, part of west Thrace, the halkidiki 
Peninsula with Thessaloniki and islands in the aegean Sea, increasing for 
51,300 km², Bulgaria received the part of Pirin Macedonia, Strumica with the 
surrounding and part of west and east Thrace, increasing for 21,000 km², 
while Romania received south Dobruga, increasing for 800 km².17

Bulgaria not only failed to realize its intentions for a greater state in the
expected boundaries, but partly “lost” what it succeeded to gain in the First
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Balkan War, mostly from the aspect of international relations with the main
actors and their most important instruments. From the aspect of the people and
the territory where the Balkan Wars were led “the geo-political, ethnic and
economic unity of the Macedonian people was destroyed. The Macedonian
economy was inflicted catastrophic blows, as well as the Macedonian nation-
al liberation movement, whose activities were in a severe and bad
condition.”18

The Bucharest peace was a consequence of the war that produced disor-
der instead of peace, particularly noticeable for the Macedonian people, even
broader, including Bulgaria and austro-hungary, the latter of course from dif-
ferent reasons and interests, different from those of the Macedonian people. 

on the basis of the analysis of the historical and current aspects of the
Balkan Wars as socially historical category and their reflections on the
Macedonian people and its territory, we could draw the following realizations
and understanding:

The Balkan Wars are a striking example of an armed conflict among
actors-states. it includes the governments-their security forces in an armed
conflict on account of territory. The armed forces are the main instrument for
seizing territory. The armed forces are the main instrument for conquering ter-
ritory with greater losses as possible for the opponent. From a contemporary
aspect this speaks of a territorial and human focused approach, a characteris-
tic of the industrial approach of application of force; of bi-polar conflict
environment with regular forces – armies and regular threats of war.
Everything else is ignored. Truce and peace treaties were shaped as the status
questions of the conflict which even today are important and current and are
significant experience for solving the conflict with a greater possibility. Then
and today it doesn’t mean that the conflict had ended. This is confirmed by the
Balkan Wars. also there is the important conclusion that the Balkan Wars filed
another piece of the mosaic for the construction of a new theory centred
around the power, related to the relations between the society and war. 

it appears that in conditions of constellation of such forces and relations,
it is difficult to expect that the ambition of the Macedonian people for freedom
and forming their own state was possible to realize. This is even more so
because, on the one hand it had no state or military organization, and on the
other it was facing politics of expansion led by its neighbours from which it
expected assistance. The impossibility to establish a permanent military organ-
ization, the basis of the state reflected itself unfavourably on the future
existence and political organization of the Macedonian people. in the attempt
to realize the interests and goals of the Macedonian people, the Macedonian
people actively participated in the fight against the Turkish army, mostly by
volunteering for the Serbian, Bulgarian and the Greek army. The decision to
place its military groups under command of the foreign armies was an
unfavourable one. it seems that the corpus of factors with unfavourable influ-
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ence is not a small one, whereupon the inner difference of opinion in the rev-
olutionary organization also added to this, as well as the forced mobilization
of the Macedonian people in the Second Balkan War. Still, the participation in
the wars, from the smallest tactic units—squads and detachments, to the
largest—regiments and brigades and the possibility to form divisions as well,
is a step forward to the establishing political and military strategy for reaching
the aspirations of the Macedonian people for freedom and a state.
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SOME CRITICAL REMARKS ON THE
ROLE OF ROMANIA IN THE BALKAN WARS
(THE AROMANIAN QUESTION BETWEEN THE PROJECTS FOR
A GREAT ALBANIA AND AN AUTONOMOUS MACEDONIA)

MARIUs DIAConEsCU*
University of Bucharest

Following its independence in 1877, one of the main foreign policy objectives 
of Romania was acquiring the status of regional power. Although it refused to 
declare itself a Balkan state, only the Balkans were fit to suit its ambitions of 
hegemony. Romania’s governments have offered diplomatic, logistic, and 
financial support to the nationalist movements of the people in the European 
territories of the ottoman Empire. Already from the turn of the 19th century 
political exiles had found refuge, and Greek, Bulgarian, and Albanian political 
movements had been organized north of the Danube, often under the mask of 
cultural societies. Romania’s alliance with the Central Powers, a political 
direction incited by the German-born King Charles I together with the 
German-educated politicians, gave Romania a formal recognition of its role as 
a stability factor in the region around 1900.

During the Balkan Wars Romania used its self-assumed status of region-
al power in order to achieve two foreign policy objectives: the recognition of
the cultural rights for the Aromanians, and the rectification of the land frontier
with Bulgaria.

The premises of Romania’s policy in favour of the Aromanians

The first interventions of the Romanian authorities in support of the
Aromanians had targeted the schooling system. In 1838 the prince of
Wallachia, Alexandru Dimitrie Ghica, presented a group of merchants from
serres, a significant commercial centre in the Balkans with a high number of
Aromanian inhabitants, with a teacher and Romanian books “as many as three
mules could carry”, establishing thus the first Romanian school among the
Aromanians, which was to function until 1845 (Popa, 1997, p. 781). In 1864,
at the request of other Aromanian merchants, Prince Alexandru Ioan Cuza
started the organization of Romanian schools for the Aromanians. The project
evolved over the following decades through the establishment of a Romanian
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school system south of the Danube, comprising primary and secondary
schools, teachers, and school inspectors. Romania’s state budget stipulated the
annual amount required by this project, seen as a national commitment to pre-
serving the Romanian element in the Balkans. Gradually, the Romanian state
also intervened in the organization of the Aromanian churches, by building
new churches, financing the priests that celebrated in Romanian, and promot-
ing projects of autonomous episcopal organization for the Aromanian church.

The majority of teachers were Aromanians educated at the academic insti-
tutions in Romania, while the schoolbooks and teaching were done in
Romanian. This project led to the formation of a Romanian national con-
sciousness in a segment of the Aromanian people living in the Balkans, which
were to be known to the historiography as Romanian-speaking or
Romanophile, in opposition to the Greek-speaking or Grecophile.

The Romanian cultural projects for the Aromanians have been from the
start ill conceived, because these attempted to introduce the Romanian literary
language in the Aromanian communities using the schools and churches.
Instead of developing the education in the local dialect, the curriculum made
the Romanian compulsory after the first year of study (Peyfuss, 1974, p. 74).
Many of the youngsters who came to study at the Romanian universities were
to settle in Romania, contributing to the failure of the governmental cultural
projects of creating an intellectual elite among the Aromanians.

Many of the Aromanians who migrated to Romania reached notable polit-
ical or cultural positions and were instrumental in influencing the Romanian
public opinion in favour of the Aromanian question. The Romanians were par-
ticularly touched by the news about the atrocities perpetrated by the Greeks
against the Aromanians after their recognition as a minority by the ottoman
authorities in 1905. From 1908 to 1911 the diplomatic ties between Bucharest
and Athens were cut under the pressure of the public opinion, following the
Greek abuses against fellow Aromanians (Petrescu, 2001, pp. 75–76).

At the outbreak of the Balkan War, both politicians and the Romanian
public opinion were well aware of the Aromanian cultural rights, understood
from the Romanian perspective, i.e. schooling and a church life in Romanian.
Under these circumstances should one read the Romanian state’s intervention
in support of the Aromanians on the occasion of the diplomatic talks held as a
consequence of the conflict in the Balkans.

Despite the proposition made by the Triple Alliance that Romania should
take part at the ambassador’s conference in London, the Romanian delegate
enjoyed only a consultative position, without any decisional voice.

The official instructions for the minister plenipotentiary in London
regarding the peace talks, drafted in December 1912 by Titu Maiorescu, who
held the office of minister of foreign affairs, besides that of prime minister, at
a time when it was hoped that Romania would be allowed to join the Great
Powers at the negotiation’s table, made reference to the Aromanian question
in the first paragraph: “in case of a potential participation of Romania to the
Ambassador’s meeting you will seek to defend, above all, the interests of the
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Aromanians” [emphasis added-M.D.] (Documents diplomatiques, 1913, p. 14,
no. 18). The Romanian ambassador was mandated to endorse two projects,
probably depending on the evolution of the talks: “In this regard one can think
about an autonomous Macedonia and Albania, eventually of a large as it gets
Albania” [emphasis added-M.D.]. The experience of the disputes with Greece
in the previous years has made the minister emphasize the need that the
ambassador was to insist that the Balkan states “and especially Greece” should
recognize the Aromanian schools and churches, and allow the establishment of
a bishopric. As one can notice, there was no clear strategy from the very begin-
ning, but only a number of suggestions that the ambassador had to adapt
according to the progress of the conference talks. During the Balkan Wars and
the consequent peace negotiations, three political projects for the Aromanians
can be distinguished, none of which was to be followed consistently by the
Romanian state.

The project of the great Albania

Romania had supported the cultural and political enterprises of the Albanians
at the end of the 19th century, in a situation where Bucharest and other major
cities hosted important Albanian communities (Ivanovici, 1971, pp. 5–48).
significantly, the Albanians decided to declare their independence as soon as
possible, on the occasion of a congress held in Bucharest in the autumn of
1912 (Zbuchea, 1999b, p. 116).

Against the background of the sympathy that the Albanians enjoyed in
Romania, the Romanian politicians and the Aromanian leaders embraced the
idea of creating an Albanian-Romanian state or that of including the
Aromanians in a great Albania, organized under the principles of a confeder-
ate state. The project had been initially launched in non-governmental
environments and in the media. Even an intimate of the prime minister, I.
Rădulescu Pogoneanu, wrote that the only solution for rescuing the identity of
the Aromanians was their ethnical autonomy inside an Albanian state, placed
under the protectorate of Romania and Italy (Zbuchea, 1999a, pp. 111–112).
Various Albanian-Romanian initiatives launched programmes and debated the
subject in the Romanian press, presenting it as a relief solution (Zbuchea,
1999a, pp. 112–113).

The idea was then assumed by the Romanian diplomacy, and it enjoyed the
support of Bulgaria in the autumn of 1912. For the Bulgarians, a larger Albanian
state that was to include the territories inhabited by the Aromanians, would have
eliminated all Greek pretentions. The Romanian ambassador in sofia, encour-
aged by the talks with his Bulgarian counterparts, proposed to the Romanian
prime minister to seek an official endorsement by Bulgaria for the inclusion in
the future Albanian state of the Aromanians living in an area stretching from
Macedonia to the Pindus Mountains (Documents diplomatiques, 1913, pp. 8–9,
no. 12). The Romanian prime minister, after receiving the agreement from King
Charles I, presented in a reception for the foreign ambassadors in Bucharest “the
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interest Romania has for a great Albania” with the purpose of supporting the
Aromanians (Maiorescu, 1995, p. 48). A few days later, on the occasion of a
meeting with the president of the Bulgarian Parliament, st. Danev, the
Romanian prime minister reiterated the wish of Romania for the creation of a
large and strong Albania (Maiorescu, 1995, p. 50).

The Albanian project was equally endorsed inside the ranks of the party
in government, the Conservative Party. on the occasion of a gathering of the
conservative leaders, of which topic had been the position that Romania was
to adopt, a politician asked that Romania advocate the incorporation to
Albania of “as much as possible from the lands inhabited by the Aromanians”
(Marghiloman, 1993, p. 92).

In this context should be read the mandate given by the Romanian minis-
ter of foreign affairs to the ambassador of Romania in London to favour the
idea of a great Albania. A few days after the drafting of these instructions, the
Romanian government dispatched him a study with concrete propositions con-
cerning the borders of the future Albanian state (Zbuchea, 1999b, p. 116).

The Romanian government was further motivated to support the project of
a great Albania by the candidature to the throne of the future state by the German
prince Wilhelm of Wied. The prince was the nephew of Romania’s queen,
Elisabeth. His enthronement would have enhanced the political influence of
Romania in the Balkans (nistor, 2009, p. 261). Romania advocated Wilhelm of
Wied’s candidature through direct talks with the Albanian leaders, who were
enticed with sums of money, and by the queen’s intervention with the irresolute
prince (Maiorescu, 1995, pp. 59, 61, 73; nistor, 2009, pp. 261–262).

The Romanian ambassador in London received instructions to support the
incorporation of Aromanian settlements in the Pindus Mountains, from
samarina to Metsovo, inside the Albanian borders. In all those places where
the Aromanians formed the majority, the language of the administration was
to be the Romanian, just like in every other Aromanian school and church.
This general principle was to be inscribed in the new constitution (Documents
diplomatiques, 1913, p. 90, no. 120). The Romanian official argued during the
ambassador’s conference of 28 March 1913 for the inclusion to Albania of 36
Aromanian settlements with a total population of 80000 inhabitants. For the
preservation of their identity, he asked that the Great Powers were to warrant
in the treaty and the constitution the administrative and communal autonomy,
and, there where this would be possible, also the political autonomy, as well
as the freedom of employing the Romanian language in the administration,
schools, and churches, the recognition of an Aromanian spiritual leader, and
the right of the Romanian government to finance the Aromanian cultural insti-
tutions without impediments, as was the case until then (Documents
diplomatiques, 1913, p. 91, no. 121). The Romanian ambassador presented sir
E. Grey, the British Foreign secretary and head of the conference, a memoran-
dum detailing the position of Romania with regard to the borders of the new
Albanian state, which pleaded resolutely for the preservation of the character
of the Aromanian settlements, of which extension was clearly defined inside
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the Albanian state (Documents diplomatiques, 1913, pp. 91–92, no. 122). The
zeal of the Romanian ambassador in London in support of the Aromanian
question cannot be separated from his Aromanian descent.

At the same time, in mid-March 1913, in Trieste was held a meeting of a
number of Aromanian and Albanian leaders, who, over a period of three days,
debated the project of an Albanian-Aromanian state. In the midst of debates it
was requested the involvement of Romania’s king, Charles I, in the project, by
the establishment in Bucharest of a Balkan Institute and of a chair of Albanian
language and history at the University (Zbuchea, 1999b, pp. 116–117). King
Charles I’s direct interest in the project of a great Albania is also proven by a
letter he addressed to the king of Italy in April 1913, in which he argued that
Romania wished “that the largest possible number of Koutsovlachs be includ-
ed in the Albanian state” (Dinu & Bulei, 2001, p. 544).

The project of a great Albania, although it enjoyed the support of Italy and
Austria-Hungary, was not adopted at the table of negotiations. In the circum-
stances of Romania’s involvement in the second Balkan War, when it played
an important part, Austria-Hungary, seeking to increase its influence over
Bucharest, requested on 1 August 1913, on the occasion of a meeting in
London on the topic of Albania’s southern frontiers, that Romania be offered
the possibility to protect the rights and interests of the Aromanians in Epirus,
following the incorporation of the settlements there into Greece (nistor, 2009,
p. 269). The proposal was only the echo of a swan song.

The project of the autonomous Macedonia

Just like in the case of  great Albania, the idea of an autonomous Macedonian 
state was not formulated by Romania, which nonetheless assumed it as a 
backup solution for the Aromanians.

In the first phase of negotiations between Bulgaria and serbia, before the
start of the war, each had claimed a strip of Macedonian land, while the largest
part was going to form an autonomous state, according to the early Bulgarian
proposals. Greece was against this autonomy, as it considered it only a stage
in the future expansion plans of Bulgaria (Zbuchea, 1999c, p. 44). At some
point, under the pressure of the military events, the Turkish proposition for the
armistice also contained the project of an autonomous Macedonia (Zbuchea,
1999c, p. 51).

The project for the establishment of a Macedonian state was also for a
short while on the diplomatic agenda. Before the war broke out, the Austrian
minister of foreign affairs had proposed the creation of an autonomous
Macedonia as a solution for avoiding the war (Zbuchea, 1999c, p. 71). The
Macedonian idea did not enjoy influent supporters, as the general opinion was
against the project. For instance, a former German diplomat in the Balkans,
quoted by the Deutsche Revue in January 1913, asserted that the spirit of a
Macedonian fatherland was absent from Macedonia, and that there was no
national idea, as was the case among the Albanians (as cited in Zbuchea,
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1999a, p. 284, footnote 95).
Instead, the Aromanian leaders settled in Romania, gathered in the non-

governmental organization The Macedo-Romanian Cultural society, have
promoted the concept of “Macedonia to the Macedonians” in the central press
and through their own publications. In november 1912 appeared a memoran-
dum in French titled “La Macédoine aux Macédoniens”, which, in essence,
was a political programme for the creation of an autonomous Macedonian
state with a confederate structure, where each ethnic group was to have equal
rights: “since none of the neighbouring states can extend and secure their
domination over a part of Macedonia without ignoring and overriding the
obvious rights of several nations of diverging race and religion, the logical
thing to do would be quitting all ideas of conquest and domination, and sim-
ply adopting the formula of Macedonia to the Macedonians”. The authors
rightfully foretold that the Balkan allies were soon to clash over the partition
of Macedonia (Zbuchea, 1999a, pp. 112–116). In parallel, a number of actions
by the Aromanian non-governmental organizations in Romania drew the atten-
tion of the Romanian public opinion to the Aromanians and backed the project
of an autonomous Macedonian state (Zbuchea, 1999c, pp. 104–105).

Mindful of the Romanian public opinion, the Turkish government took up
the idea of an autonomous Macedonia, and sent to Bucharest at the end of
1912 a member of the ottoman Parliament of Aromanian origin, nicolae
Batzaria, with the mission to propose to Romania, among others, the establish-
ment of a local Aromanian autonomy in Macedonia, under the protectorate of
the Romanian state (Zbuchea, 1999a, pp. 108–109). This was, in fact, a des-
perate attempt by the Turks to draw Romania into the war against the Christian
allies in the Balkans.

The Romanian government rejected the Turkish proposals, but the idea of
creating an autonomous Macedonian state was assimilated by the Romanian
diplomats as a backup plan. on the occasion of a diplomatic reception in 4
December 1912 the prime minister, Titu Maiorescu, presented to the foreign
envoys accredited to Bucharest Romania’s interest for a great Albanian state,
while he also mentioned as a possibility the idea of a Macedonian state: “per-
haps a Macedonia” (Maiorescu, 1995, p. 48). In the talks he held with the
president of the Bulgarian Parliament the support for a Macedonian state
appears also as a backup project: “if possible, also an autonomous Macedonia”
(Maiorescu, 1995, p. 50). only on the occasion of the instructions in
December 1912 for the Romanian ambassador in London, which I have previ-
ously mentioned, the project of an autonomous Macedonia outranks that of
Albania (Documents diplomatiques, 1913, p. 14, no. 18).

The plan of the Macedonian state as a solution for preserving the character of
the Aromanian settlements was abandoned by the Romanian government given
that negotiations began for a German prince related to the royal house of Romania
to be brought to the throne of Albania. Moreover, the idea of an Albanian state
enjoyed the support of the Great Powers, unlike that of a Macedonian state.

The Aromanian cultural societies in Romania were dissatisfied with the
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incoherence and lack of determination of the government in Bucharest con-
cerning the Aromanians and the Macedonian project. The criticism was
expressed both in the press, as well as in a number of public assemblies
(Zbuchea, 1999c, pp. 116–119).

Between February and April 1913 an Aromanian deputation constituted
by George Murnu, Iuliu Valaori, and nicolae Papahagi, having received its
mandate from the Macedo-Romanian Cultural society, toured the capitals of
the Great European Powers, in order to plead the Aromanian cause in the con-
text of the partition of European Turkey between the Balkan states. The
delegation was to advocate the political project of an autonomous Macedonian
state, organized on the model of the swiss cantons, where every ethnical group
would enjoy equal rights.

The Romanian government supported this step both at financial and diplo-
matic level, but without ever involving the Romanian state. The diplomatic
representatives of Romania received and introduced the Aromanian leaders to
the ministers of foreign affairs in the countries they visited. The support of the
government was only formal however, prompted by the sympathy of the pub-
lic opinion at home for the Aromanian question. As proof of the petty politics
the Romanian government indulged on is a report by the Romanian ambassa-
dor in Berlin, informing the prime minister that “the secretary of state noted
with satisfaction that the autonomy of Macedonia was not in the Romanian
plans” (Documents diplomatiques, 1913, p. 215, no. 211). Even the European
ministers that the Aromanian deputies met used a double discourse. If the
accounts by the delegates denote an official and considerate attitude toward
the European ministers, the private letters of George Murnu to his family
allow for a more accurate deciphering of the position the European powers
shared over the project of an autonomous Macedonia (Tanaşoca, 1997).

The Aromanian deputation went to Budapest, Vienna, Paris, London,
Berlin, and Rome. The heads of the Romanian legations set meetings between
the delegates and the ministers of foreign affairs or their substitutes. The
Romanians and the Aromanians in the visited capitals received them and facil-
itated their contacts in the diplomatic world and the media. A large number of
press conferences for promoting the political project of Macedonia to the
Macedonians were organized. In Vienna, baron Machio, head of department in
the Austrian ministry of foreign affairs, hinted that this political idea was
something new, deserving his utmost consideration. After this meeting the
Aromanian deputies thought that the Romanian government was responsible
for the failure of the project, because it had not supported it in advance before
the European powers. In Paris they appealed to the feelings of the common
Latin origin, asking the French minister of foreign affairs, Jonnart, for his sup-
port to “the only Latin element in the Balkans”. The diplomatic promises by
the French made the delegates believe, for the moment, that their project was
on the right tracks. However, on the same day of their reception in Paris, the
French ambassador in Vienna had informed the Romanian counterpart that the
Aromanian project was deprived of any chance of success (Documents diplo-
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matiques, 1913, p. 115, no. 110).
Except for the Russian ambassador, the other ambassadors in London

received the Aromanian deputation and assured it, in diplomatic terms, of their
sympathy for their cause. The following day—a mere coincidence—the
Romanian ambassador in London was called to the conference to present the
position of Romania regarding the incorporation of the territories inhabited by
the Aromanians in the Pindus to Albania or Greece (Peyfuss, 1974, p. 118).
The ambassadors suggested him that the step taken by the Aromanian deputa-
tion came at the wrong time, and recommended that their interests be left in
the hands of the Romanian government (Documents diplomatiques, 1913, p.
126, no. 123). The frustration of the Aromanian delegates is reflected in the
criticism they directed in their private letters at the position adopted by
Romania toward this project. Perhaps that even the Romanian ambassador in
London, of Aromanian origin, shared their dissatisfaction with respect to
Bucharest’s attitude.

Aware of the impossibility to influence the European governments, and
frustrated by this failure, they went on to visit Berlin, where they met the
German minister of foreign affairs. This one realized that the Aromanian dep-
utation’s action was not reflecting the position of the Romanian government
(Documents diplomatiques, 1913, p. 215, no. 211).

In the last capital they visited, Rome, the Aromanian delegates adjusted to
the developments in the negotiations of the conference in London, as they pre-
sented a different project to the Italian minister of foreign affairs, di san
Giuliano. The memorandum underlined that the best solution for the
Aromanian question would have been an autonomous Macedonian state,
which was impossible to put into practice in those circumstances. As an alter-
native, the Aromanian delegates proposed the creation of an Aromanian canton
inside a great Albania, which was to include the Pindus Mountains. Besides
the historical, cultural, and economical arguments, the Aromanian deputies
tried to sensitize the Italian minister by invoking their Latinity. In fact, the del-
egation assumed the official discourse of the Romanian government, which
was interested, as I have shown previously, in the creation of a great Albanian
state, in the prospect of bringing to the throne a German prince, who was also
the nephew of the king of Romania. It was the Italian press, rather than the
minister, that which responded with enthusiasm to the project presented by the
Aromanian deputation in Rome.

Aware of the failure of the Aromanian deputation, George Murnu shed his
bitterness about Romania in a letter dispatched to his brother: “We have made
all that we could to salvage our own. our idea to form an autonomous
Macedonia is unattainable… They all told us it is too late… but what could
have we done more when we are not backed by a few hundreds of thousands
of bayonets? All guilt lies with those in Bucharest, who did not know how to
raise the problem on time—their guilt is today known and recognized by any-
one. That Romania has suffered one of the most lamentable defeats is beyond
doubt” (Tanaşoca, 1997, p. 733).
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The frustration of the Aromanians in Romania about the actions of the
Romanian government was generalized. To the same wave of discontent
belonged the assassination attempt in the Romanian Parliament. In the first
days of April 1913 a young Aromanian, năstase Hânciu, seeking to draw the
attention of the politicians and the public opinion on the Aromanian question,
fired his revolver at an important politician, Take Ionescu, minister of the inte-
rior, yelling “let the Macedonian voice be heard” (nistor, 2009, pp. 232–233).
It was not by chance that the assassination attempt targeted Take Ionescu. In
an earlier intervention in Parliament he had warned of the weaknesses of the
project concerning the autonomous Macedonia, because of the risk of trigger-
ing new conflicts between the ethnic groups living in the region (nistor, 2009,
pp. 238–239). The same politician claimed that the only sustainable support
Romania was able to offer the Aromanians was obtaining the autonomy of
school and church life, together with the right for Romania to finance these
institutions.

on the brink of the second Balkan War, in June 1913, the project of an
autonomous Macedonian state was brought back on the diplomatic agenda by
Romania, in the idea of creating a buffer state, which was thus to limit the ter-
ritorial expansion of any of the Balkan states. one of the Conservative Party’s
leaders, Alexandru Marghiloman, launched this theory before the king, who
then asked him to analyse the possibility of warranting the existence of such
state. The sovereign commissioned Maiorescu with the task of verifying all the
statements made by Bulgaria on the issue of the autonomous Macedonia
(Marghiloman, 1993, p. 105). A few days later the Romanian prime minister
endorsed the project of an autonomous Macedonia before a number of foreign
diplomats accredited to Bucharest, but at least the Russian ambassador,
schebeko, objected to the plan, expressing his opinion that this would consti-
tute a preliminary step to a future annexation by Bulgaria (Maiorescu, 1995,
p. 125). Maiorescu also discussed this project with his party colleague, Take
Ionescu, as well as the king, presenting it as a backup solution: “perhaps an
autonomous Macedonia, as extra security for the Koutsovlachs” (Maiorescu,
1995, p. 126). After the war broke out, the first peace proposals offered by the
Romanian side to Bulgaria comprised the intention to draft a protocol concern-
ing Macedonia (Marghiloman, 1993, p. 119). The negotiations were later to
embrace other options, of which the project of a Macedonian state would not
be part of, neither as a political solution for the Aromanians, nor as a buffer for
the territorial expansion of the Balkan states.

The third way, an illusion of the success of Romania’s diplomacy

Take Ionescu’s intervention in Parliament that I’ve previously mentioned was
in fact a gesture of compromise from the conservative government toward the
political and military developments. The swift victory of the Christian alliance
against Turkey compelled the Great Powers to adapt their policy in the
Balkans to the new situation on the field. European Turkey had already been
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divided through the voice of the weapons and every project had to adapt to the
new realities.

The Bulgarians played an important part in the genesis of the third solu-
tion for the Aromanians. The president of the Bulgarian Parliament, st. Danev,
while in Bucharest on 9 December 1912, assumed the initiative during an offi-
cial dinner and offered the Romanian prime minister his country’s
commitment that, in those territories which it should receive at the end of the
war, the Aromanians would enjoy “the free exercise of language in their own
schools and churches, under a Romanian bishop”. Titu Maiorescu added that
the Romanian state desired to have the right to subsidize these. Danev gladly
declared that it would only represent a relief for the Bulgarian finances
(Maiorescu, 1995, p. 50). By making this proposal, Danev hoped that he
would manage to block all territorial claims by Romania in southern Dobruja.
However, the Romanian state did not agree to this compromise, i.e. the cultur-
al rights for the Aromanians in exchange of the rectification of the border.
Initially launched during a dinner party, the Bulgarian offer was perceived as
an agreement between the two governments, both on the occasion of the pro-
tocol between Romania and Bulgaria signed in London (Documents
diplomatiques, 1913, p. 44, no. 61bis), as well as that of sankt Petersburg
(Documents diplomatiques, 1913, p. 99, no. 131bis). Maiorescu considered
that with the London protocol the Aromanian question “is fairly well solved”
(Maiorescu, 1995, p. 185).

Paying attention to the Bulgarian-Romanian negotiations, the Greek 
prime minister Venizelos proposed the same solution already on 28 December 
1912 in London, when he made the promise to the Romanian minister Take 
Ionescu that the Aromanians who were to find themselves in Greece follow-
ing the peace treaty “will enjoy for their churches and their schools of at least 
equal rights to those that the Bulgarians will provide” [emphasis added-M.D.]
(Maiorescu, 1995, p. 110). The Greeks made no concrete proposals, but rather 
followed the Bulgarian model (nistor, 2009, p. 240). They remembered these 
promises a few months afterwards, in May 1913, at a moment when the crisis 
between the former allies for the partition of Macedonia was adumbrating. The 
Greek ambassador in Bucharest was courting Romania in the name of his gov-
ernment for an alliance against Bulgaria. Before expressing this proposal, the 
ambassador informed the Romanian prime minister that Greece would allow 
the Aromanian churches and schools “full freedom of operation in the 
Macedo-Romanian language”. Titu Maiorescu replied that he expected such a 
standpoint, especially as a consequence of the promises made by Venizelos in 
London. The Romanian prime minister asked for a written statement, which 
was to stipulate the right of Romania to subsidize the churches and schools, 
just like in earlier times under the Turkish rule, as well as the right for the 
Aromanian church to have its own bishopric (Maiorescu, 1995, p. 106; 
Documents diplomatiques, 1913, pp. 101–102, no. 134). The request for this 
kind of document troubled the Greek Prime Minister, to whose mandate the 
Greek ambassador in Bucharest renewed the promises made, but avoided any

88 Marius Diaconescu



written statement. He asked the Romanian Prime Minister, always in 
Venizelos’ name, why would he require a written memorandum, and whether 
he doubted his declaration. If Romania wanted a written statement, then let 
there be concluded an arrangement by which the government in Bucharest 
would also engage that, as a “counter guarantee”, it would accept and insist 
for the Aromanians on both sides of the Pindus Mountains to be awarded to 
Greece on the occasion of the frontier demarcation with Albania. The 
Romanian prime minister diplomatically avoided to give an answer, but his 
diary conserves his reaction to the Greek proposition: “Ha! Ha! The insolent 
Greek!” (Maiorescu, 1995, p. 110). The Greeks launched rumours in London 
about their negotiations with the Romanians on the Aromanians. on request 
by the Romanian ambassador in Britain, Titu Maiorescu confirmed that the 
instructions regarding the Aromanians did not change and rejected the exis-
tence of negotiations with the Greeks, deeming that the incorporation of the 
Aromanians to Albania would represent a better solution, if the creation of a 
Macedonian state would prove impossible (Documents diplomatiques, 1913,
p. 142, no. 150). For the moment the Romanian Prime Minister did not trust
the sincerity of the Greek promises.

In the context of the political fever in the Balkans the diplomatic game
was not free of delations. The Italian minister of foreign affairs, san Giuliano,
had spread the news among the diplomats of the Great Powers that Romania
would have agreed for the Aromanians to be subjected to the Greeks, as a bar-
gaining chip for the concessions Greece would have made on other issues
(Maiorescu, 1995, p. 119). The similarity with the Greek proposal from a few
days earlier is too stringent for us not to consider that the source of these fab-
rications was Greece itself.

After the beginning of the conflagration and Romania’s entering into the
war, the negotiations with Greece became imperative. Titu Maiorescu dis-
patched a diplomatic note to Athens about the Aromanian schools and
churches, drafted in accordance with the protocol of sankt Petersburg that had
been concluded with Bulgaria, which he supplemented with the possibility of
establishing other similar institutions in the future (Maiorescu, 1995, p. 141).

The Romanian Prime Minister adjusted to the military and diplomatic 
developments during the second Balkan War and relinquished the earlier proj-
ects for a great Albania or an autonomous Macedonia. Already on the instance 
of the first private meeting with Venizelos at the peace conference in 
Bucharest he handed the proposal that the Aromanians and the Greeks coop-
erate politically and administratively. The Greek Prime Minister deemed it as 
an expedient option, and he engaged to offer the Aromanians all that Romania 
would consider necessary, approving even the existence of Romanian monas-
teries on Mount Athos (Maiorescu, 1995, p. 149). As a matter of fact, 
Maiorescu was pursuing a different project, aware of the decisions for settling 
the Albanian borders at the London conference, which gave Greece the pos-
session over the Aromanian settlements in the Pindus. The Romanian Prime 
Minister tried to capture the goodwill of the Greek premier for the 
Aromanians
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through a Greek-Aromanian political project, which was destined to remain 
only on the level of the ideas exchanged between the two statesmen. 
Venizelos would promise anything the Romanian Prime Minister wanted to 
hear.     Meanwhile, at the table of negotiations, the Bulgarians requested that the
question of the Aromanians be addressed through a reciprocal declaration.
Maiorescu refused, considering that these cultural issues concerned only the
former privileges the Aromanians enjoyed under the Turks, excluding there-
fore the ancient territories of Bulgaria and Romania. In the end the Bulgarians
accepted this standpoint, but required that separate diplomatic notes be
exchanged, in order to escape similar requests from the Greeks and the serbs
(Marghiloman, 1993, p. 128; Maiorescu, 1995, p. 151). Pursuing its own proj-
ects of ethnic assimilation inside its borders, Romania avoided the inscribing
of the minorities’ rights in the documents of the Bucharest peace conference.
In order not to be compelled to warrant cultural rights to the Bulgarians living
in Romania, Maiorescu sacrificed the Vlach minority in the Balkans. He thus
missed the opportunity to protect the Vlachs in the region of Vidin, as he pre-
ferred simple diplomatic notes for the ensuring of the cultural rights of the
Aromanians, which were strictly limited to the territories gained by the Balkan
states following the last couple of wars. Maiorescu’s attitude was salutary for
Bulgaria, since the Romanian press had already hosted pressures for an inter-
vention by the Romanian government in favour of the Vlachs around Ruse and
Vidin, and indeed those living in the Timoc Valley, in serbia (Zbuchea, 1999c,
pp. 283–285).

The government in Belgrade was following closely the developments of
the Aromanian question both with regard to the bilateral relations of Romania
with Bulgaria and Greece, but mostly to the Romanian public opinion, because
of the Vlachs in serbia (Catana, 2009, pp. 233–234). The territorial claims
expressed by some radicals in the Romanian press during the peace conference
displeased the serb prime minister who attended the talks in Bucharest
(Catana, 2009, p. 257).

The Romanian Prime Minister raised the problem of the Aromanians in 
Macedonia in the talks he held with the serbian Ambassador in Bucharest 
already in early June 1913. Accused by the Liberal Party opposition that he 
had betrayed the interests of the Aromanians, Maiorescu initially asked for a 
written agreement with serbia concerning the Aromanians during the confer-
ence (Catana, 2009, p. 245). The serbian delegation agreed to an exchange of 
diplomatic notes, similar to those carried out in the case of Bulgaria and 
Greece. The serb Prime Minister declared on the occasion of the conference 
that serbia would accept the school and church life autonomy for the 
Aromanians in the future serbian possessions, the establishment of a 
bishopric for the Aromanians, as well as the right of the Romanian state to 
subsidize the present or future cultural institutions, under the supervision of 
the serbian government. The same willingness was reasserted a month after 
the conclusion of the peace in the instructions he dispatched to the serbian 
Ambassador in Bucharest (Catana, 2009, p. 259).
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This way the model advanced by the Bulgarians as early as november
1912, on the occasion of the visit by st. Danev to Bucharest, was adopted by
the participants to the Bucharest peace conference. The Aromanian question
was not even mentioned as a distinct paragraph in the peace treaty, but mere
diplomatic notes were exchanged between the premiers of the Balkan states.
These notes, drafted in an extremely simple manner, represented commitments
in general terms by the governments of Bulgaria, serbia, and Greece
(Brezeanu & Zbuchea, 1997, pp. 238–239, no. 109).

All the participants to the peace conference in Bucharest avoided to clar-
ify the protection and rights of the minorities, since each of them wanted to
limit the interferences by other parties in their own assimilation policies. At
one point the Greeks proposed for a clause on the minorities to be included in
the treaty, but the Bulgarians requested the implementation of reciprocity,
while the serbs opposed any such commitment (Zbuchea, 1999c, p. 288). In
this case the Romanian diplomats refrained from interceding as mediators, a
part they willingly assumed on many other hot topics of the negotiations.

Bulgaria, Greece, and serbia resigned to Romania’s claims concerning 
the rights of the Aromanians for school and church life autonomy because of 
the role as a stability factor it played over the last few months. The pressures 
in the Romanian press for the inclusion in the treaty of the Vlachs living in 
serbia and Bulgaria caused only fears among the serbian and Bulgarian dele-
gations, but they proved to be unjustified. The Romanian Prime Minister 
ignored the public opinion because he did not want to warrant cultural rights 
to the minorities in Romania. Therefore each Balkan state had an open possi-
bility to promote its own assimilation policies, despite the talks in the London 
ambassadors’ conference regarding the minorities. The ambassadors of the 
European Powers discussed a number of times about the protection of ethnic 
and religious minorities, their rights to education and church life, in particular 
with regard to serbia and Montenegro (K.U.K. Ministerium des Äusern, 1914, 
pp. 185, 272, 319, 382). Even in these instances only the territories of new 
conquest had been considered, without any principled discussion about the 
rights of the minorities, although every Balkan state consisted at the moment 
of a great ethnical and religious diversity.

Final considerations

In 1913 Romania managed for only a few months to fulfil its dream of becom-
ing a regional power, both militarily, as well as diplomatically. The Romanian
army won the battles it fought in Bulgaria with the old ladies who defended
their hens and geese against the always hungry Romanian soldier. The service-
men went enthusiastically to the war in Bulgaria, many of them believing that
this way they were to reach the Romanians in Transylvania. only the cholera,
the sole enemy the Romanian army faced during the campaign in Bulgaria,
could temper the soldiers’ impetus. The illusion of the military triumph blind-
ed the Romanian military command, who then entered World War I
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completely unprepared in 1916. The main consequence of the imaginary mil-
itary victory of Romania in the Bulgarian campaign of 1913 was the disaster
that struck the Romanian army in the campaign in Transylvania in 1916.

on the diplomatic level, Romania was the world centre during the days
of the Bucharest peace conference. The European powers wanted for an end
to the conflict at all costs, and had encouraged both Romania’s entry into the
war in order to force the belligerents to make peace, as well as the conclusion
of the peace talks in Bucharest. The Balkan diplomats, especially those from
Romania, shared the illusion that they alone, the people in the Balkans, were
to decide the fate of the Balkans, without any intervention by the Great
Powers. The swift conclusion of the peace drew praise from all around
Europe to the king of Romania, Charles I, as well as the Romanian prime min-
ister, Titu Maiorescu, the one who presided over the conference. To both
politicians, who were in old age, 1913 constituted the climax of their politi-
cal career.

If on the short term this was a diplomatic success, on the medium and the
long term the Bucharest peace conference was a lamentable failure. The ques-
tion of south Dobruja was to strain the relations with Bulgaria for the future
decades, while the solving of the dispute in 1940 by the return of that territo-
ry and an exchange of population left until this day its marks in the
nationalistic discourse. Likewise, the borders drawn between Greece,
Bulgaria, and serbia were short-lived, as these were to suffer well-known
changes in the coming wars.

The issue of Macedonia was not even seriously brought into question
during the conference, as each of the participating states was interested in the
increase of its own territory, and would not accept the creation of a new state
in their midst. The prediction of the Aromanian leaders in 1913 about the con-
sequences of splitting Macedonia between the Balkan states with regard to the
problem of the minorities was to prove right in a short while, as it was to gen-
erate tensions already by World War I.

Among the losers of the Bucharest peace were also the Aromanians. The
inconsistency of the Romanian diplomacy in supporting the political projects
in favour of the Aromanians was criticized already during the Balkan Wars.
Dissatisfied were in the first place the leaders of the Aromanian communities
in Romania, but also the opposition politicians (Zbuchea, 1999c, pp.
316–318). As one expert in the field of Aromanian history in the modern era,
the Austrian Max Demeter Peyfuss, remarked, the exchange of diplomatic
notes was fruitless: “that paper had not much value for the international right”
(Peyfuss, 1996, p. 146).

The Romanian Prime Minister presided over the peace conference under 
the pressure of the Great Powers, from which voices came requesting the revi-
sion of the treaty already before its signing. Alexandru Marghiloman’s idea of 
discussing in the conference the project of a Macedonian state was soon for-
gotten by the premier under the pressure of the events. Perhaps that following 
the talks he held, of which details the documents did not preserve for pos-
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terity, he understood the impossibility of supporting this political project. In
that moment in time only Romania would have been interested in the accom-
plishment thereof, but from the perspective of the political attitude toward the
Aromanians. The Romanian politicians were however caught up in the drunk-
enness of the military and diplomatic success Romania had gained. The
Romanian prime minister agreed on the compromise concerning the
Aromanians from the prospect of Romania’s status as a regional power, which
could intervene on the Balkan issues, and whose voice was listened to. At the
end of a restless political career, Titu Maiorescu, who was a late romantic
politician, for whom the given word was a matter of honour, came to believe
in illusions…
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‘THE BALKAN WARS AND
‘THE MACEDONIAN QUESTION’ 
THROUGH THE EYES OF BRITISH NATIONALS

SamueL FoSteR
University of East Anglia

across the vast spectrum of research that has analysed and re-analysed British
diplomatic in relation to the late nineteenth and early-twentieth century
european balance of power ‘the eastern Question’ has attracted particular
notoriety. the prolonged implosion of the ottoman empire’s five-century rule
over its Balkan dominion presented the Great Powers with a key dilemma in
maintaining a balance of power ill-prepared for an ever-changing internation-
al context. the majority of  accounts, particularly those pertaining to the
‘Great eastern Crisis’ of 1875–78, are saturated with diplomacy and high-pol-
itics whilst macedonia and the wider Balkan region only briefly featuring as
part of a general narrative. moving into the twentieth century the Wars of
1912-13 have been defined as ‘preludes’ to the First World War. Richard Hall
even argues that whilst the treaty of Bucharest officially drew the fighting in
macedonia to a close, it continued in albania up to July 1914 effectively link-
ing the two conflicts together.1 In this context macedonia in the twentieth
century has rarely been viewed as anything other than a piece of orthodox
Christian irredentia that seemed to propagate one crisis after another.

Within Britain ‘the macedonian Question’ was subject to three viewpoints.
a traditional high-political and diplomatic narrative which principally regarded
the region in terms of broader nineteenth and early twentieth-century Great
Power relations has attracted the most focus from historians. However, this ran
parallel to two other sets of viewpoints. one consisted of a varied body of aca-
demic and journalistic opinion often stemming from those who held direct
experience of macedonia and the wider Balkans. Popular views and perceptions
of the region amongst the majority of the British public made up the third point-
of-view. these three viewpoints were far from mutually exclusive. By the turn of
the century in particular the second emerged to rapidly shape the views of the
other two. Formed in July 1903 the Balkan Committee was its principal vehicle.
alongside regional opinions its membership included various high-profile polit-
ical, religious and cultural figures including the Home Secretary Herbert
Gladstone and future Labour Prime minister Ramsay macDonald. Whilst never
exerting a direct influence on foreign policy vis a vis the Balkans, the
Committee’s work was crucial in changing its tone as well as the shaping of pub-
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lic opinion which in turn could be brought to bear on the government. this, how-
ever, must be viewed in context. Lying outside of the British Imperial sphere the
Balkans never rose beyond an area of a peripheral interest in the minds of most
Britons for any sustained period of time.2 attitudes towards it thus crystalized
around specific medians such as violence and intrigue that were often focused on
by so-called ‘experts’. 

Following the Napoleonic Wars exaggerated fears over an ottoman col-
lapse and its potential replacement by an expansionist Russia had dominated
Foreign office thinking. With access to the eastern mediterranean and control
over much of the Black Sea and the Dardanelles, British India would be imper-
illed, so the argument ran. as a result, a policy of containment based around
the shoring-up of the ‘sick man of europe’ had been rigidly pursued most
notably through intervention in the Crimean War in 1854-56.3 However grow-
ing frustration over the Porte’s failure at administrative reform, concerns over
its loan repayments, public outrage over the mistreatment of its Christian sub-
jects such as the much publicised ‘Bulgarian atrocities’ in 1876 and the rise of
Wilhelmine Germany had been factors in its abandonment towards the end of
the nineteenth century.4 By 1912 it had been replaced with cautiously favour-
ing the creation of new autonomous states or the carefully managed expansion
the independent Balkan monarchies. It would be easy to over-state Britain’s
role and level of influence during this period. attempts to encourage reform
within what, by 1903, were termed the Macedonian vilayets5 proved fruitless.
Growing concerns over Berlin’s influence in Constantinople prompted the
then Foreign Secretary, Lord Lansdowne, to push for radical reforms in both
1904 and 1905. amongst his recommendations was the creation of a single
autonomous macedonian province. this would have included the appointment
of a foreign Inspector-General over whom the Sultan would have only nomi-
nal authority. unsurprisingly this proposal, along with most of the others, was
promptly rejected by the other european powers whilst raising little enthusi-
asm within Britain. Plans by Lansdowne’s successor Sir edward Grey to
re-open the issue of macedonian autonomy at the end of 1907 and beginning
of 1908 were also thwarted by the outbreak of the Young turk uprising.6

outside of the political sphere the area known as macedonia was famous
as the ancient Kingdom from which King alexander III of macedon launched
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his much recounted conquest of europe and asia. British travellers were most-
ly inclined to frame their experiences exclusively through the scope of
antiquity. Whilst on route to egypt in the early seventeenth-century the writer
Henry Blount (1636) used Greek mythology and the Battle of thermopylae to
convey were macedonia’s boundaries lay.7 By virtue of this historic link
macedonia and other ‘Hellenic’ regions could be set apart from the
‘orientalized’ remainder of the ottomans’ european possessions. However
this notion of a ‘turkey-in-europe’ was not necessarily defined by geograph-
ic proximity to anatolia. Recounting his ‘adventure’ in Bosnia-Hercegovina
during the Christian revolt against the muslim Beys in 1875, the archaeologist
arthur evans (1876) applied this conception of ‘turkey’ or ‘asia-in-europe’
as representing an ‘oriental other’. Having embraced turkish rule Bosnia-
Hercegovina had remained within the empire ‘as the chosen land of
mahometan Conservatism’ and ‘the Lion that guards the gates of Stamboul’.
In evans view those acquainted with the sights and culture of North africa or
asia would find such features comfortably reciprocated within five minutes of
crossing the Bosnian frontier. In contrast to this macedonia, thrace, ‘the
shores of the aegean’ and even ‘Stamboul itself, have lost or never displayed
many oriental customs and costumes…’.8 this interpretation of macedonian
cultural distinctness was not to go unchallenged. the anthropologist mary
edith Durham, whose extensive research on albania and the Slavic Balkans
remains arguably the most authoritative in its field, was key in challenging
claims that Christian and turkish cultures had remained distinctly separate. an
illustration of the interior of an orthodox priests’ home dated to 1904 empha-
sises this point. the priest and his two guests are depicted sitting cross-legged
on a raised, cushion-strewn dais. as in many albanian or Bosnian households
an Islamic styled rug hangs on the wall, whilst light is provided by a turkish
lantern. only the ornate crucifix and a bottle beside the priest of what Durham
claimed to be rakia indicate that the figures are in fact Christians.9

throughout the second half of the nineteenth and early twentieth centuries
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travellers to the region attempted to disseminate information on both
macedonia to the British public as well as influence perceptions with varying
degrees of success. the ottoman system of classification based on religion or
for designate all Christians as ‘Greeks’ and all muslims as ‘turks’ was often
never clarified to those who read their subsequent accounts. overlapping cul-
tural and linguistic traits amongst the various ethnicities further added to this
general confusion and uncertainty by those unfamiliar with the Balkans or its
history. Describing an overland journey that had passed through montenegro,
albania and macedonia in the 1840s, one former traveller recounted how the
various peoples he encountered seemed to be part of the same race due to lin-
guistic similarities.10 the notion of the South Slavs as a group distinct from
Greeks, Illyrians or turks was not introduced into mainstream public con-
science until the 1860s. the two women travellers, Georgina mackenzie and
adeline Irby who, according to maria todorova, effectively ‘discovered the
South Slavs for the english Public’ had done so from a starting supposition
that ‘vaguely supposed all the lands [of the Balkans] to be inhabited by Greeks
and turks.’11

the notion of an existing or nascent macedonian identity as anything
more than a provincial subsidiary of its orthodox Christian neighbours barely
entered the considerations of observers let alone the general public. Whilst
numerous scions of the Bulgarian, Greek and Serbian intelligentsias resided in
London and other european capitals12 virtually no contact existed with the
macedonian equivalent. the fact that many who defined themselves as
macedonian nationalists held Bulgarian citizenship further complicated this
matter reinforcing the popular perception of the Slavic macedonian identity
being reciprocal to the Bulgarian one. “Let me begin by correcting an almost
universal fallacy…” stated evans (1903) in a letter to the London Times in
September 1903, “…there are no ‘macedonians’.”13

a similar dichotomy existed in regards to cultural exposure and exchange.
english translations of Serbian poetry and folklore for example, were being
published as early as the 1820s. In contrast works such as Georgi Pulevski’s
Rečnik od tri jezika remained unknown whilst an english translation of Krste
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misirkov’s On Macedonian Matters didn’t appear until 1974!14 Published in
1903, Macedonian Folklore was one of few cultural or anthropological works
to specifically focus on macedonia itself. Its author George Frederick abbot
(1903) whilst generally noting the ‘unpleasantness’ of his task nevertheless
praised the topographical, linguistic, racial and religious barriers between the
people as having saved it from the ‘dull uniformity’ being imposed on the rest
of the Balkans by ‘Western Civilization’.15 the potential contrarian ethos pre-
sented by the title is however, misleading. as a Greek scholar abbot’s work
was limited exclusively to macedonia’s southern and south-western portion
with almost all his findings gathered from Greek macedonians. occasionally
it would seem that abbot had chanced upon shared cultural and linguistic traits
amongst Greek and Slav communities which he acquainted with a partially
shared identity. However, these particular findings were never explored in any
great depth and were exclusively portrayed as arising from a fundamentally
Greek cultural context.16

macedonia only emerged as a modern geo and ethnographic concept
within the mainstream British consciousness during the eastern Crisis of
1875-78 and its return to ottoman control under the treaty of Berlin. Reports
of ottoman atrocities in Bulgaria and Hercegovina mobilised public opinion
against ‘the terrible turk’ as well as hardening attitudes against the pro-
ottoman policy advocated by successive Conservative governments. ‘Wars of
liberation’, modelled on the Byronic ideal that surrounded the Greek war of
Independence were pushed by pro-Serb, Bulgarian and Greek factions as the
only means of removing the turkish yoke. the role of the Balkan Committee
was central in formulating this new mood, fuelled by a combination of nine-

teenth century Liberal nation-state philosophy and emancipatory ideals.
these were juxtaposed with conceptions of ottoman and asian rule and cul-
ture as lazy, corrupt, stagnant and inherently inferior.17 However, whilst wars
of liberation were deemed necessary, the acts of violence instigated towards
this end largely generated antipathy which focused principally on the many
Komitadji bands that began to appear in macedonia following the treaty of
Berlin. Whilst receiving a degree of praise and admiration from some quarters
they were ultimately regarded as signifying the moral malaise afflicting the
peninsular with murder and Byzantine intrigue standing in the place occupied
by law and order in the West.

the kidnapping of the american Protestant missionary miss ellen marie
Stone by the Internal Macedonian Revolutionary Organisation (ImRo) in
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1901 drew particular attention to macedonia at the beginning of the century.
Six years later a British national called martin Wills claimed to have also been
held ransom by the ImRo or an affiliate whilst working for a turkish tobacco
company. Wills also claimed that whilst in captivity he had been tortured,
mutilated and deliberately starved. opening his account, he attributed the
British public’s then pro-Bulgarian leanings to a skilful campaign by ‘propa-
gandists’ in both Bulgaria and Britain. the Bulgarian exarchate, he attested,
was little more than a means of covertly enhancing Bulgarian state influence
within macedonia using the brigands as political foot-soldiers. Such was the
depths of this state conspiracy that armed bands were even being directly led
by Bulgarian military officers who ‘in many cases’ didn’t even bother to dis-
card their uniforms whilst raiding villages.18 Reports of massacre, rape and
pillage in macedonia were not unique to the twentieth century. In august
1895, for example, the Bulgarian correspondent for the Times James David
Bourchier had shocked the public with his graphic reporting on the massacre
of the muslim Pomaks in the village of Dospat.19

although both events were unrelated both the murders of King
aleksandar and Queen Draga obrenović of Serbia by a group military officers
and the Ilinden–Preobrazhenie uprising in 1903 were linked together as symp-
toms of this Balkan predilection for violence. In his account of the regicide,
the writer Herbert Vivian (1904) dedicated an entire chapter to the subject of
brigandage in order to demonstrate how the murders were one aspect of broad-
er problem. to illustrate his point Vivian chose a particularly disturbing
photograph of an unknown, leering brigand posing with the discarded heads of
either his enemies or former accomplices. an absence of any notion of civi-
lization and centuries of moral decay under the neglect that passed for turkish
rule has made macedonia, in Vivian’s words ‘the headquarters of brig-
andage…’20 

Despite having served as head of an emergency macedonian relief fund
following the uprising the journalist H.N.Brailsford (1906) argued that he saw
little hope for macedonia in its current state without some form of external
intervention:

I have tried so far as a european can, to judge both Christians and turks as
tolerantly as possible, remember- ring divergence that exists between the
standards of the Balkans and of europe. In the land where the peasant
ploughs with a rifle on his back, where the rulers govern by virtue of their
ability to massacre upon occasion, where Christian Bishops are commonly
supposed to organise political murders, life has but a relative guilt. there is
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little to choose in bloody-mindedness between any of the Balkan races—hey
are all what centuries of asiatic rule have made them.21

Whilst few non-official voices from the region would be on hand to dis-
pute the arguments put forward those that were often reflected an awareness
of their region’s image in the wider world. During her travels Durham (1905)
offered a rare glimpse into a Balkan perspective on such forms of classifica-
tion:

You think in england you are civilized, and you can teach us. I tell you there
is no one here that would commit crimes as are found in London…. our brig-
ands are poor men. By working hard in the fields they can only just live. they
are quite ignorant, and have never been to any school. they rob to live and
do so at the risk of their lives. But your brigands have often been to univer-
sity, and rob to obtain luxuries by lies and false promises.22

the albanian populace were often the target of this criticism being rou-
tinely singled out, as one children’s author put it, ‘pets of the, Sultan who
pampers and fears them’.23 the evident anti-muslim and ethnic prejudice on
which the majority view of ‘the macedonian question’ was largely founded
became a particularly sharp point of contention even before the Balkan Wars
as Durham (1905) observed: 

When a moslem kills a moslem it does not count; when a Christian kills a
moslem it is righteous act; when a Christian kills a Christian it is an error of
judgement better not talked about; it is only when a moslem kills a Christian
that we arrive at a full-blown ‘atrocity’.24

Despite the efforts of the committee’s members the initial intensity of this
public outrage over the repression of macedonia’s Christian populace proved
impossible to maintain. Nearly a decade of announcements in the press that a
war would begin the following spring generated ‘pre-war weariness’ amongst
those for whom the Balkans were little more than a passing peripheral interest.25

the formerly ominous maxim ‘trouble in the Balkans’ soon began to convey
exacerbation or sarcasm rather than anxiousness.26 By the eve of the First Balkan
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War over two decades of nay-saying and tidings of doom from diplomats and
foreign office ministers over the international consequences of the eastern
Question had begun to diminish its perceived urgency. austria-Hungary’s
annexation of Bosnia-Hercegovina in 1908, for example, was largely received
with public indifference. Responding to a complaint over public attitudes by the
Foreign office’s permanent undersecretary, the Times’ foreign affairs editor
Valentine Chirol informed him that voicing his concerns, whilst morally and log-
ically valid, were futile:

…in general, people are, I think, sick to death in this country of the Near
eastern Crisis, for few of them understand it and still fewer, of course, realise
that behind it lies the much bigger question of the balance of power in
europe.27

Chirol’s observation on public apathy reflected a broader that pointed to
an overall lack of public interest in any news relating to events and develop-
ments outside of the immediate Imperial British sphere. Describing the
atmosphere of the time the former Times editor Henry Wickham-Stead
recalled how in 1907 the paper had asked its readership what sort of news they
wished to see it cover. out of a response of around 17,000 only one was
recorded as having been in favour of more foreign news.28 By 1912 it was the
only British newspaper to still maintain a full-time correspondent in a Balkan
capital. other titles simply relied on one correspondent based in Vienna,
Constantinople, Rome, Berlin or St. Petersburg to provide coverage for the
whole of eastern and Central europe.29

Within this context of growing disengagement by the British public,
ongoing attempts by pro-Balkan enthusiasts to promote the cause of their
respective ethnic group and an inactive government nervous over the prospect
of any sudden change the outbreak of the Balkan Wars themselves brought the
mixed feelings that had developed towards macedonia and the Balkans to a
head, twice. as eugene michail (2011) argues, whilst the broader historical
narrative characterises both wars as being ‘two acts in the same play’, both
produced opposite reactions abroad. amongst the majority of Balkan enthusi-
asts as well as the public the initial response had been to enthusiastically
welcome the establishment of a ‘Christian’ Balkan League consisting of
Bulgaria, Serbia, Greece and montenegro in the spring of 1912, and the out-
break of war in october. the League’s campaigns in 1912 were promptly
interpreted as the culmination of the anti-ottoman liberationist wars of the
nineteenth century. the notion that the end of ottoman rule in albania,
macedonia and thrace represented the final step in bringing the Balkans out
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of the ‘orient’ and into ‘europe’ as championed by the Balkan Committee
similar organisations across europe and the united States. this enthusiastic
response to the driving back of Islam and the sudden eastward expansion of
the european cultural and political boarder made the League’s members the
recipients of almost unfettered praise.30 However, within the first two weeks
of the war, concerns were already being raised over the number of refugees
and accusations of atrocities being committed in both albania and
macedonia.31 Such concerns however, were initially dismissed, ignored or
argued down; ‘Better an end with horrors than horrors without an end’ ran an
article in the Nation. the war was ‘not only excusable but laudable’ since it
was putting an end to the effective state-of-war that had existed in macedonia
for decades and was thus in line with ‘Christian ethics’.32

the children’s author John Finnemore’s (1913) A Boy Scout in the
Balkans originally published in october 1913, ironically after the Second War
had reversed this popular mood attempted to capture public consciousness in
1912. Set several months before and during the First Balkan War the epony-
mous Boy Scout finds himself thrust into the conflict as a scout in a Bulgarian
infantry unit. the novel inevitably concludes with the capture of adrianople in
march 1913 in an apparently atrocity-free campaign by the Bulgarian army
with both muslims and Christians ‘left quite unmolested’.33 Reflecting a more
considered approach to his choice of setting than expected, Finnemore (1913)
was keen to represent the innate complexity of the eastern Question for those
‘who only see it from a distance’. Whilst the turks were ‘more than useless,
as rulers’ the macedonian Christian was ‘a long chalk off being the same kind
of Christian that you may meet rambling to an english village Church on a fine
Sunday morning.’ the acts committed by the Komitadji against muslim vil-
lages were evidence of this fact.34 With the outbreak of the Second War this
state of affairs was almost instantly reversed as jubilation over the Leagues’
‘Crusade’ was replaced by a bitter sense of betrayal. Summarising this change
in attitude the diplomat George Young (1915) noted that they ‘had made fools
of themselves’ by considering the Balkans to be part of europe.35

a key feature during the First War and much of the Second was the ini-
tially tight control of information by both sides. one British journalist (1913)
who had been stationed with the ottoman army claimed that during the war he
and a colleague based with the Bulgarians had been treated by both their sides
‘not as war-correspondents, but almost as prisoners of war—not as friends, but
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as enemies of dangerous character’. as a result they had been banned from
most of the front-lines and only taken to locations specifically chosen in
advance by their military escorts.36

as the short-lived Second War drew to its swift and bloody close after
only a month of fighting the moratorium on war-reporting began to break
down with rumour suddenly becoming fact.37 a pamphlet published by a pro-
turkish group based in Constantinople urged the British public to exercise its
opinion against the atrocities and not ignore those committed against muslims
because they had been made by Christians. the pamphlet accused edward
Grey and the government of abandoning any notion of human rights or fair-
ness during the conflict based on its history of treating every complaint made
by Balkan Christians ‘as an international emergency’.38 Claims and counter-
claims continued to be made up during the succeeding decades. Writing in the
1920s on her experiences of serving with the Red Cross in albania Durham
(1928) recounted facial mutilation and other gruesome acts being inflicted on
turkish and albanian PoWs by montenegrin soldiers.39 She claimed that she
had ‘neither seen nor heard’ of any case of mutilation by turkish forces.40 Her
allegations were challenged by the novelist Joyce Carey who had also served
in albania and placed the blame on bands of albanian irregulars.41 Reflecting
on the crimes committed by the war’s belligerents The Economist editor
Francis W. Hirst, who had been the British representative on the international
commission set up by the Carnegie endowment,42 rejected claims that they
had been driven by underlying savagery and ‘ancient hatreds’. Given the rise
of extreme nationalism and other ideologies espousing the extermination of
other races Hirst wondered whether it would be possible ‘that the armies of
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civilised europe… even the British tommy’ would vigilantly follow the edict
of international laws such as the 1899 and 1907 Hague conventions ‘once the
actual tide of war had swept away normal restraints…’.43

the lack of historical interest in the Balkan Wars outside of their role in
precipitating the First World War could be at least partly attributed to lack of
external involvement. amongst foreign nationals the military contribution was
minimal. the macedonian Volunteer Legion, a regiment of the Bulgarian army
consisting exclusively of foreign nationals, counted only one Briton amongst
its ranks.44 as only the second war in history to utilize military aircraft foreign
nationals were recruited to train the fledgling Bulgarian, Greek and turkish air
forces. only two Britons were known to have been amongst them.45 46 

the Balkan Wars were, however, crucial in the cultivation of new
approaches towards war by civilians. advocates for social or political causes
back in Britain, particularly women, were coming to regard war-work as a
means of advancing these agendas. they also attempted to serve as non-parti-
san agents in highlighting the plight of the civilian populace. mabel anne St.
Clair Stobart (1913), who went on to oversee a field hospital in Serbia during
the First World War began her humanitarian career as head of a unit of med-
ical volunteers in Bulgaria and macedonia in 1912. Her account argued that if
war was to remain an aspect of modern civilisation, women should take it
upon themselves to limit its destructive impact on the lives of both soldiers
and civilians.47 Whilst the views and beliefs that drove many British interwar
pacifistic and humanitarian movements stemmed primarily from the First
World War they were often formulated from earlier ideas conceived during the
Balkan Wars. the social reformer eglantyne Jebb, for example, highlighted
her observations of the wars’ impact on macedonian children in 1913 as early
inspiration for her decision to establish the Save the Children Fund in 1919.48

Despite being largely rejected or ignored due to its inconclusiveness on who
was ultimately to blame for the Wars and how they should be punished, the
Carnegie endowment’s report also served to further its wider cause. the out-
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rage generated by its graphic depictions of the Wars’ excesses served to further
the pacifist agenda. the pre-1913 Liberal advocating of ‘just wars’ quickly
became discredited along with claims of ‘Christian ethics’ as non-violence
replaced violence. the First World War would expedite this trend.49

Despite the gradual emergence or acceleration of these positive trends
British humanitarians serving during the Balkan Wars found their efforts
undermined by wider British disillusionment. Numerous appeals by the Balkan
Committee and aid organisations such as the Red Cross and Red Crescent
increasingly failed to attract funds. appealing for one final time in october
1913 the Red Crescent warned that its funds were almost exhausted and was
on the verge of having to withdraw its volunteers.50 aid personnel also faced a
similar situation to journalists and diplomats as two British Red Cross volun-
teers (1913) based in Constantinople attested. the turkish government had
remained reluctant to offer any help to the Red Cross or other groups with the
limited amount of assistance available leading to open hostility amongst the
various organisations.51

When examining the range of opinions and broader public attitudes
expressed towards ‘the macedonian Question’ and the two Balkan Wars the
inclination would be to regard the period in a negative light. Whilst impres-
sions of macedonia and the region could vary, alter or occasionally be
transformed overall they continued to be interpreted through a number of
established paradigms from the 1870s to 1913. these paradigms generally
involved negative aspects that emphasised the Balkan or ‘otherness’ of the
vilayets. In British imaginings macedonia came to encapsulate this otherness
becoming more ‘Balkan’ than the rest of the Balkans. However, whilst no
longer regarded as internationally significant following 1913 ‘the macedonian
Question’ was by no means finished as a feature of British Foreign Policy.
Whilst stressing it as an integral part of its Christian neighbours the repeat
emphasis on macedonia can be seen as actually placing it apart from them as
distinct. although not akin to recognition of a separate macedonian identity it
can be argued that this represented an important period in its formation.
Continued denial of such an identity would, strangely enough, lead to its emer-
gence in the coming decades.
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NEGOTIATIONS BY THE BALKAN COUNTRIES FOR 
AND AROUND MACEDONIA

LiLjana Gushevska
National History Institute Skopje – R. Macedonia 

1. Introduction

The beginning of the Balkan Wars marks the end of the established principle of
status quo in the international relations, as carefully maintained in the past
period and biggest part of the previous century by the great powers through the
channel of political negotiations and agreements signed. although located in the
Balkans, they will have strong implications for the subsequent developments in
europe and worldwide, resulting not only in reshaping the borders of the Balkan
countries, but also with transfers and move of the spheres of influence. 

Well-known is the fact that the Balkan wars are result of certain events
and processes in the XiX century that relate to the creation of the national
Balkan countries and policies that define their actions and positioning, both in
the international relations with the great powers and the Ottoman empire.
While their continuous and precise subject of interest is Macedonia, her
territory and population, with use of different means and methods of action,
applies for something that should be drawn and assimilated into their
linguistic, ethnic, cultural and national feature. Witch such an aim, propaganda
of strengthened cultural, educational and ecclesiastical activities has taken
place even before the Balkan wars and presence of the foreign armed
formations on the Macedonian ground. The developments of such a kind
undoubtedly have complicated the situation in the Balkans Peninsula and
worsening the living conditions of the Macedonian population, at which time,
the relations between the Balkan countries were burdened by range of mutual
disagreements and deep distrust. however, the common interest in the
particular moment united the Balkan states as allies in a joint venture for the
final demolition of the once powerful Ottoman empire, to whose remaining
Balkan territories many have shown pretensions

2. Negotiations and agreements for the creation of the Balkan Alliance
and their aspirations towards Macedonia

The approximation of the Balkan states in the sight of the Balkan wars, draws
origins from their previous attempts to establish relations of cooperation and
mutual support initiated by one or the other. The idea of creating Balkan
alliance can be traced back from the 60s years of the XiX century, when the
serbian government provided shelter and support to the Bulgarian
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revolutionaries.1 namely, the initiative for such rapprochement of the Balkan
nations comes from the Russian side and suddenly resulting with conclusion
of the Bucharest agreement signed on 14 january 1867 by the Prince Mihailo
Obrenovic and representatives of the Bulgarian emigrant Committee in
Bucharest.2 at the same time, the serbian prince is negotiating with other
Balkan states as Greece, Romania and Montenegro in order to provide greater
support for the fight against the Ottoman empire, which rapprochement not
necessarily gained positive response by the activists, which reason multiply
pointed on the pretensions towards Macedonia.3

at the same time, the serbian prince was negotiating with other Balkan
states as Greece, Romania and Montenegro in order to provide greater support
for the fight against the Ottoman empire, which rapprochement not
necessarily gained positive response by the activists, which reason multiply
pointed on the pretensions towards Macedonia. Moreover, in 1891, the Greek
Prime Minister Charilaos Trikoupis proposed creation of Bulgarian-Greek-
serbian alliance, which idea was contraversially received from the side of
form both, the Bulgarian and serbian party. The reason for the rejection of the
initiative by the Balkan slavic countries was their indifference to the Greek
aegean aspirations, and their rivalry with Greece regarding Macedonia.4 in
addition, considering that both of the serbian-Bulgarian agreements of 1897
and 1904 as a result from the need for temporary political and security needs
of their governments, rather than an expression of a commonly agreed policy.5
hence, the international cooperation imply for a significant move following
the Young Turk revolution and annexation of Bosnia and herzegovina in 1908.
Meantime 1909, communication between the Balkan entities intensifies of
many different levels, which is undoubtedly influenced by the Russian
diplomacy. in the plot of the newly concluded cooperation, following the
recommendation of the Russian adviser Guljkovich in his confidential letter
on 7 October 1909, emerging figures such as the Bulgarian diplomat with
Macedonian origin—Dimitar Rizov and then serbian Foreign Minister Milan
Milovanovic have been appointed with main roles in the negotiations on the
Balkan affairs and rapprochement of serbia and Bulgaria.6 The following
meetings between the Russian envoy and Milovanovic, the serbian Minister
for Diplomacy has agreed on the joint withdrawal from the invading intentions
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towards Macedonia which can lead towards eventual peace establishment on
the Balkans, that was accompaied with doubt regarding the maintenance of the
existing order in european Turkey, which he assumed would quickly fall apart.

upon that, the Bulgarian Minister of Foreign affairs, General stefan
Paprikov noted that if not immediately, then suddenly Macedonia will
repeatedly grow into the most important unsolved issue.7 Besides the interest
of the other great powers for the events taking place in the Balkans, by acting
in a role of mediator and abritrator while preserving her own self from the
biggest rival autria – hungary, Russia has been the most expressed party
among the rest. in that respect, Russian officials and diplomats ware aware
that the Balkan states will hardly be able to reach a mutually acceptable
agreement, which will bridge the conflicting views and requirements. hence
the Russian diplomatic strategy maintains the principle of status quo, for as
long as the Balkan states finnaly reach agreement on division of the territories
that at the time are still under the Ottoman management. Concerning the
indicative analysis conducted by the external adviser Tuholka in the beginning
of 1910, which among the other things states that: “any assumptions about the
partition of Macedonia and Old serbia (including the former novopazarski
sanjak) seem to me, in the current circumstances - inadmissible and
dangerous, both for us and for the Balkan slavs: firstly, the Balkan countries -
are unable to agree among themselves about splitting so that even the question
of division of spheres can cause bloody disputes between them; secondly, even
by mentioning the idea of   partition, Turkey would have hastened to draw
closer to austria and Germany, which move will worsen our relationship;
thirdly, austria and Germany would not have permitted this partition without
war; fourth, before being distribution of the Turkish domains, we’ll need to
enter in war with Turkey, even by knowing the capacity of the Turkish army
statuted in the country’s constitution“8. 

equally turbulent development have the Greek-Bulgarian relations, which
have pass through several stages. as reasons for the Greek-Bulgarian
rapprochement General Consul in Thessaloniki, Petrjaev (in a report on
august 3, 1910) has reported the following: “The tightening of the Cretan
issue and the Bulgarian-Turkish relationships are making the Greeks and
Bulgarians to think in direction of forgeting their arguments on Macedonia and
uniting in fight against the Young Turks“9. however, the contacts of the
religious institutions revived through the negotiations between the ecumenical
Patriarchate and the Bulgarian exarchate for reconciliation and
rapprochement, even on a topic of withdrawal of the schism for exarchate, are
particularly illustrative regarding the Balkan relations created in this period.
Meanwhile, steps for a political settlement were taken to “resolve the Greek-
Bulgarian conflict in benefit of both countries” as the Russian diplomat n.
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Charikov has stated and concluded that it is still difficult to judge the eventual
ecclesiastical and political reconciliation, that “with no doubt, would change
the existing relationships in the Balkan countries, or precisely with Macedonia
in favor of the Orthodoxy and Russia. according to him, it would replace the
current devastating combat among the various Balkan nationalities confessing
the Orthodoxy with their spiritual unity and political solidarity, also relying on
the common elements of economic interests, which act would significantly
increase the the counteract of the austro-German presence and Turkish
attempts in direction of Ottoman denacionalisation“10.

as the tensions are taking global proportions, the relations between the 
main  powers grouped into two blocks are becoming more complex, in which 
situation, the aims of the Balkan actors are becoming more clear and 
transparent. While the Greek interest is turned towards the aegean region or 
especially towards Crete and epirus, Bulgaria does not hide its aspirations 
toward Thrace, at which time serbia is clearly interested for Bosnia and 
herzegovina, and Montenegro for the northern parts of albania. Meanwhile, 
the interests of Bulgaria, serbia and Greece overlap exactly in Macedonia as 
perceived for iredenta of the three Balkan Orthodox nations, on a bases of their 
historical, linguistic, cultural and other requirements.11 so, actually, 
Macedonia became focus of the Balkan aspirations, as confirmed in the 
negotiations and bilateral agreements between the individual Balkan 
countries.12 in that regard, the Balkan politicians openly started to draw new 
boundaries, of course, departing from its projections. For example, the famous 
serbian politician and leader of the Radical Party, nikola Pasic, in a 
conversation with his Russian diplomat held in 1911 or shortly after the 
appointment of M. Milovanovic for Prime Minister of the kingdom of serbia, 
has stated that in case Bulgaria declares war to serbia and austria-hungary 
enters the novopazarski sanjak, serbia might also get in war with Turkey. 
Furthermore, n. Pasic has projected that if the Bulgarian-Turkish conflict take 
place, then urgently the serbo-Bulgarian agreement needs to be finalized, in 
which essence, the serbian border would be defined in line with the Bulgarian 
border passing close to the City of stip, going along the river Bregalnica and 
vardar, as well as in lining along the mountain Babuna and northern to the City 
of Prilep through kicevo and ending at the lake, where the desired serbian 
border should cut albania along the shkumba heights.13 as it was in actuel in 
1911, two of the Russian ambassadors in the two Balkan slavic capitals, 
anatoly nekljudov in sofia and nicholas hartwig in Belgrade, tended to 
negotiate and come out with a concrete results. But even then or before the 
creation of the Balkan alliances, serious lack of trust between the Bulgarian 
and serbian side came to play, underpinned with quite anti-serb and anti-

10 Дракул, Македонија меѓу автономијата и дележот, 191.
11 hall, The Balkan Wars 1912-1913, 4.
12 ibid., стр. 5.
13 Дракул, Македонија меѓу автономијата и дележот, 276-277.
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Turkish feeling in the Bulgarian military press.14 however, the negotiations 
finally led to the conclusion of the serbo-Bulgarian treaty in Februrary-March 
1912, which from the side of the Russian imperial government is estimated as 
contributor to the strengthening of the order and peaceful coexistence in the 
Balkan countries, and not serve as instrument for their conquering 
intentions.15 in addition, it should be emphasized that besides the original 
serbo-Bulgarian treaty, there was a secret annex of agreed division of the 
territories in case of “possible” occurance of war against the Ottoman empire. 
according to the such agreement, Bulgaria recognizes serbia’s right over the 
territory north and west of the shar Mountain, while in regard of the territory 
between shar Planina, Rhodopes, aegean sea and the lake, in case both sides 
are convinced that their arraingment in a separate autonomous region is 
impossible, the agreement divides the region into two zones. having that in 
mind, the city of skopje, Gostivar, kumanovo and others are organized in one 
controversal division, while the east and south territories are organized in 
another indesputable divsion that serbia and Bulgaria are granted with right to 
a certain dgeree and under condition of the Russian tsar serving as arbitrator, 
agrees with it.16 hence, the agreement greatly responds to the Bulgarian 
requirements for right over most of the Macedonian territories, which 
subjectivity in1912, has greatly reflected over the stance of the Bulgarian 
military newspaper by saying that the allies are entering into war under a 
same symbo—the cross.17 Conversely, the agreement also has caused revolt in 
some military branches, including the serbian army under lead of the General 
Radomir Putnik and the radical n. Pasic.18 Considering theirs clearly declared 
standpoint of maximal serbian right over the Macedonian territories, Pasic 
claimed that serbia has actually given up territories that were meant to be 
hers, even in absence of the concluded agreement.19

also, it is interesting to indicate that in the consecutive Greek-Bulgarian 
agreement signed in May 1912, none of the articles touch the issue of the 
Macedonian division, on which bases, the President of the Bulgarian national 
assembly, T. Danev, has said that: “in fact, we had two problems that we 
could not overcome. While the first problem focuses on the time-consuming 
agreement with serbia for what months of negotiations were needed and false 
assumptions that the Greeks would easily solve the issue were raised, the 
second problem focuses on the feeling that the distinction between us and the 
Greeks will be possible only if we give up Thessaloniki, that at that time was 
not on the agenda of the Bulgarian government“20

14 katrin Bozeva-abazi, The Ghaping of Bulgarian and Srbian National Identities
1880s-1900s (skopje: institute for national history

15 Дракул, Македонија меѓу автономијата и дележот, 342.
16 Повеќе за ова, в. кај Абаџиев, Балканските војни и Македонија, 37-38.
17 Bozeva-abazi, The Ghaping of Bulgarian and Srbian National Identities, 209.
18 hall, The Balkan Wars 1912-1913, 12.
19 ibidem.
20 Донев, Големите сили и Македонија за време на Првата балканска војна, 59.
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WARFARE TACTICS OF THE BALKAN ALLIES AND
THE OTTOMAN ARMY DURING THE BATTLE OF
KUMANOVO FROM 23/24.10.1912 YEAR

Andrej IlIev
AleksAndAr PetrovskI
Military Academy “Gen. Mihailo Apostolski, Skopje

Introduction

the Balkan wars include two major military conflicts as follows: First Balkan
war that was from october 1912 to May 1913. this war was led by the Balkan
Allies: serbia, Bulgaria, Greece and Montenegro against the ottoman empire
with the main goal to free the remaining areas from the ottoman rule that were
remained after the Berlin Congress of 13.06-13.07.1878 year. the second
Balkan war was between 30.06-13.07.1913 and was initiated from Bulgaria,
against serbia and Greece who later increase their alliance with Montenegro,
romania and ottoman empire (Borislav, 1975, pp. 452-457). the treaty of
Bucharest 10-13.08.1913 was mentioned form the Balkan allies against the
ottoman empire, which was prepared to sign the military conventions,
agreements and negotiations between serbia, Bulgaria, Greece and Montenegro
in the 1912 when in fact the Balkan Alliance was formed in order to expel the
ottoman empire from Balkan Peninsula (srpski izvori, 1979, pp. 55-58).

According to the basic operating plan of the serbian army they
coordinated their combat actions with the major powers of 1st, 2nd and 3rd Army
from kosovo and southmoravion and krivorechkian direction to perform
capture and destruction of the main ottoman forces, which were assumed to
be in ovce Pole area and auxiliary forces of the Balkan Alliance (Ibar infantry
unit and javorska brigade) were intended to provide lateral main force.
According to the operational plan of the Montenegrin armed forces, the major
powers were consisted from Zetska infantry units which were planned for
coastal detachment to act from west to east of lake skadar and to make
quickly attack to shkodra area and finally with their auxiliary forces to drawn
from east to act in kosovo direction.

the focus of military operations of the Bulgarian Allied army was
directed to thrace, while the Greek army military operation plan was focused
to act in southern Macedonia and epirus area. ottoman military plan first
envisioned defensive military operations aimed at serbian and Bulgarian
forces and after this when they were gathered enough forces their plan was to
envisioned defensive military operations in offensive military operations.
However, shortly before the war a military plan was adopted with offensive
military operations to vardar battlefield against serbia and trakian battlefield
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against Bulgaria. While, the Balkan countries were preparing for a clash with
the ottoman armed forces, major military powers, especially russia and
Austria-Hungary, sought to keep the Balkans throughout the limited reforms,
which were unable to have a substantial and lasting results. the Balkan allied
forces decided to issue related to the possessory Balkan ottoman empire and
resolve through military action, sending the ottoman ultimate note with
requests to perform certain reforms, by providing administrative autonomy of
the Balkan area under the ottoman rule and to introduce the local regulation
with establishing a local police ( savo, 1968, pp. 79-82). Because of all this,
on 23rd september 1912 was carried out a partial mobilization in the european
provinces under ottoman rule, where were stationed a Greek ship in
Constantinople (Istanbul) with the withdrawal of military materiel arriving
from serbia through the thessaloniki port. the Balkan allies on 30 september
1912, carried a full mobilization and the the next day the mobilization of the
ottoman forces was complete. Montenegro declared war on the ottoman
empire on the 08.10.1912, serbia and Bulgaria on 10.17.1912 and Greece on
10.19.1912 year (Petar, 1979, pp. 149-151). the Balkan allies mobilized
following forces: serbia during full mobilization, mobilized 10 infantry
divisions and one cavalry division or about 286,000 military persons.
Bulgarian infantry divisions mobilized 6 of 7 regiments, four infantry divisions
and one cavalry division or total about 269,000 military persons. Greece
managed to mobilize 8 infantry divisions and one cavalry brigade or about 78
000 soldiers and Montenegro mobilized 3 infantry battalion or about 33 000
soldiers. Balkan allies together successfully managed and mobilized a total of
about 668,000 soldiers. on the other hand, the ottoman military forces managed
to mobilize 18 incomplete infantry divisions or about 300,000 military persons
(Enciklopedija na Jugoslavija, II, 1985, pp. 12-14). the Mobilization of the
military forces of the Balkan allies was easy because it was performed according
to the operational plan, while the ottoman forces mobilization was quite difficult
due to low turnout of reserve forces in the european part of the ottoman empire.
According to the military plan of the Balkan allies, the serbian military forces
were deployed 19.12.1912 in the following order: 1st serbian Army measuring
126,000 troops were stationed in vranje tasked with performing the terrain in
order to frontally attack the ottoman main forces. second serbian Army with
strength of about 60,000 troops were deployed to move kystendil-dupnista,
tasked with some of the forces to act through Palanka curve and kratovo area
and with the rest of their forces to act in delčevo area (king village) and from
kočani, ovče pole and stip with main goal to clash the right wing of the main
ottoman forces. third serbian Army measuring 63,000 soldiers were deployed
to the section Prijepolje-Medvedgje and tupalski hill, with main task after their
attack in Pristina, kosovo to perform their forces around skopje to surround the
ottoman left flank, leaving the rest of the Infantry division in Pristina for
providing background of the offensive part of the unit. the Ibar unit, which was
around 25,000 soldiers, was deployed in the region of raska with the main
military task around kosovska Mitrovica area and out side from the main
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Balkan allies’ forces (savo, 1975, pp. 67-70). the javorska brigade in strength
of about 12,000 soldiers was deployed to monitoring and penetrates in the
sandzak and Bosnian area. Wanting to take the initiative, the ottoman forces
before complete the mobilization of the armed forces have undertaken offensive
combat around vardarsko and trakisko battlefield. so for, the military
operations against serbia was determined, the vardar Army was measuring
around 85,000 soldiers, including: 5th Corps in the region of stip and sveti
nikole, 6th Corps in the region of veles, 7th Corps in skopje and kumanovo and
four infantry battalion in Pristina, sjenica and novi Pazar (G. Miljanic, M.
kolic, v. subotic, P. Pavlovic, o. Bjelica, M. Medic, 1980, pp. 55-57).

Kumanovo battle

the Ibar military unit and the javorska brigade on 20th october penetrated in
kosovo and sandzak area and occupied the area for possible protection
against Austro-Hungarian military activity in Bosnia. the first, second and
third Army on 21 october began to performing at ovce Pole area, assuming
that in this territory will be concentrated the main ottoman forces.

on the 22nd october the 3rd Army entered in Pristina and on 23rd october
performed resting units according to the directives of the supreme Command
to continues with moving in order to be reunited with 1st Army. the second
Army was in kyustendil performed as follows: timochka division I invited
was deployed in two columns right from stracin and left towards kratovo.
Bulgarian 7th rila division has performed with some of the forces towards
kočani and on the part from struma valley. First Army was deployed in two
echelons outside the turkish boundary parts. on the 22nd october First Army
before the night came in kumanovo. the positions of the First Army in
kumanovo were in this order: right-wing positions village vaksinci—village
tabanovci—village Chetirci was located Moravian division I invited, the
center was the principal of village sushevo where was the drinska division I
invited, with a regiment from the karabichanski hill, the left wing was danube
division I invited, with 9th and 18th infantry regiment which position were
near the village. In the area of Young nagoricane were deployed 7th and 8th

regiment. In the area from nagoricane was deployed danube division I
invited and the Horse division in second echelon. danube division II invited
or reserve division was near village Mamalara together with Army artillery.
According to the plan of the First Army staff these positions should remain on
the 23-th october. the activities of the third Army were to continue
performing the terrain for the expected battle with major turkish forces.
therefore no action has been taken to fortification arrangement of the tactic
military positions. Among the divisions of the First Army the telephone
connections to the headquarters divisions were very bad especially with the
staff of the First Army. expecting the main battle, the headquarters of the First
Army were not instructed the Horse division to do the reconnaissance
activities. therefore the reconnaissance units were preparing to go on
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reconnaissance on 23-th october, but it was too late (B. ratkovic, M. durisic,
s. skoko, 1972, p. 71). on the other side of the vardar Army, the commander
Zeki Pasha decided his main forces to take the offensive attack on the First
serbian Army who was deployed near kumanovo. the turkish 7th Corps
decided to occupied the positions north of kumanovo. the 19th nizamska
division was deployed on the hills near skopje, the reserve Banjska division
was east from the river vardar. the 5th and 6th turkish infantry Corps on the
21st and 22nd october were in the region of veles, stip and were committed to
move through the river Pchinja. these turkish units on the 22nd october were
in this area with following schedule: the 13th nizamska division was deployed
in village Murgas and novoselani. the turkish reserve division was near the
village kutlibeg, 17th nizamska division was near the area of supli stone and
Bitola reserve turkish division was near the village orashec, where was the
headquarters of the vardar Army. the 15th and 16th nizamska division has
closed the route towards kochani and kratovo (B. ratkovic, M. durisic, s.
skoko, 1972, pp. 72-74). When Zeki Pasha arrived near the Pchinja river and
saw the layout of the serbian First Army and the outbreak of the second
serbian Army in stracin, he ordered on the 6th and the 7th turkish corp to
remain in defense position. the 13th nizamska division from the 5th turkish
corp on the night time at 22/23th october has cross the river Pchinja in the
early morning hours has take the positions on the right area of the river, while
the rest of 5th corp retained in the reserve position (A. Iliev, A. Ilieva-
nikolovska, P. Iliev, 2013, pp. 56-59). on the 22/23th october, while the serb
troops were resting under the protection of their reserve units, the turks
crossed the river Pchinja and performed redeployment of: the 6-th corp and
17th nizamska division on the northeast from the serbs troops. the Bitola
reserve division was redeployed on the northwest from the strategic area
Zebrnjak with followed starting positions: the 13th nizamska division was on
the area of the village Golubica. the Head of the 13th nizamska division
retained on the left coast of the river Pchinja and the village klechovce and
stip reserve division went to the village novoselani. 

The Schedule of the military forces in Kumanovo Battle from
23/24.10.1912 year

on the Morning of 23rd of october the Commander of the 18th regiment
instructed to 2nd battalion to move in Zebrnjak to capture a turkish units from
the Horse division. the Commander of the 18-th regiment, gave order to the
2nd and 3rd Horse battalion to move in the area of village Golubica and
Zebrnjak to examine the danube division I invitation. However, the Horse
regiments soon clashed with a strong turkish forces because they retreated
behind the front units of the danube division I invited. While 2nd battalion of
the 18th regiment suddenly in the fog conditions collided with the front units
from the 17th nizamska division and they were completely broken. the
Commander of 4th battalion from the 18-th regiment has move to the positions
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that should have possession of seeing disorder. the 2nd battalion was attacked
by the front units form the 13th nizamska division and was disordered.
Because the left wing of the danube division I invite, was fallen into severe
crisis since positions of Young nagorichane, the south area from the main road
to kumanovo and stracin was deployed only one battalion with nearly two
turkish divisions (Vojna enciklopedija, 1972, p. 761). However, excesses of
second and fourth turk battalion caused the Young nagorichane positions
with larger forces that it was planned and Zeki Pasha had lost further attacks
and ordered to the stip reserve division to cross the river Pchinja and to make
a scope of the serbian left wing through the srtevica area and with 7th turkish
Corps to push the right-wing of the serbian First Army. the Commander of
the danube division I invitation has instructed to the 7th regiment to take the
old nagorichane positions behind the 18th regiment positions. one artillery
division of the right division department and the 7th regiment has reached the
moment to remain the second and fourth battalion withdrew from positions
where the turks began a general slowdown after the main attack. the
Commander of the 7th regiment immediately instructed on the two infantry
battalions to abandon the position from the 18th regiment. during
redeployment of the positions and sudden clash of the turks and serb units,
the turks units were forced to rejected. Because the serbs units were very
skillful, full with enthusiasm and initiative on the battlefiled. the Commander
of the 7th regiment remaining two battalions hurried to srtevica where stip
reserve division in order to surround the left wing of the danube division I
invitation, attacked from chetnik detachment (vance, 2000, p. 538).

they broke the battalions at srtevica on the north side, but suddenly
clashed with turkey infantry battery which refused to fight. this battery was
captured from the serbs units in srtevica. on the right-wing of the danube
division I invited, there was a strong fire on 9th Infantry regiment and an
Artillery turk division, which kept 400-500 meters before the positions. the
right-wing from the First Army around 11 am ordered to take the units fighting
schedule. Around afternoon, the left wing of the 6-th corp surged in line with
the Moravian division I invitation, 7-th corp with his right wing began to
attack serbian section of this division. the turks were moving slowly,
because they realize that the left wing of their units are seriously threatened,
commander of 2nd battalion from the 1st regiment, major Marinkovic for
approximately 16 hours with his battalion crossed the counterattack. After the
2nd battalion one after another attack went another four battalions of the
Moravian division I invited. In general they fight in the valley of the river
konjarska, but the losses crushed the turks and forced to withdrawal of the
starting positions. the Horse division was behind the danube division I
invited. the regiment from the Moravian division I invitation, had ran before
the positions of the drinskata division I invited and with the rest of its forces
were active all day in the village sushevo. the second echelon divisions
(danube and timochka II invitation) and the Army artillery were remained in
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this places on 22nd october (tadija, 1978, p. 24). Without knowing the actual
situation and acting in the spirit of the directive of the supreme Command, the
headquarters of the command issued First Army on the 24th october with 6
divisions to continue to move and to take a break out from kumanovo line:
village Bulachani—novo selo—Biljanovce—slatina and all night they
received reports from the danube division I invited. But it was very late for
tactical changes on the actual situation. the First serbian Army headquarters
didn’t realized that the battle began. on the other side Zeki Pasha had the
impression that is favorable place and ordered the corps to continue the attack
on the 24th october. After the first day of the battle the turks has recruited
50,000 men and the serbs has recruited 26 000 soldiers and 60 cannons
(vance, 2000, p. 540). the movement of the First serbian Army on the 24th

october was actually crossing the counterattack, with successful
circumstances of the tactical situation on the battlefield. the drinska division
I invitation stepped performing at 6 pm with 4th and 5th regiment in the first
line and 17th regiment in the direction of: Zebrnjak—village Bizlim. the
turkish 6th corp tried to stop the fire occurrence, but it has performed strongly
in the battle and was broke out in front of the village Binjanovci. Forcing to
Bitola the reserve division has leaved their positions and 8 cannons. Moravian
division I invitation, has refused the morning attack on the turkish 7th corp,
passed in conjunction with the timochka division II invitation. About a 10
o’clock, 7th turkish corp was forced to withdraw their positions on the north
of kumanovo. Here the 7th corp tried to resist, but under a hard pressure of the
Moravian division I invited and timochka division II invited, at 13 pm was
forced to move in the direction of skopje. the left-wing of the First serbian
Army and danube division I invited were attacked from the 5th and 6th turkish
corps around 6.30 pm. the turkish corps tried to surround the left wing of the
serbian units and to force them in difficult situation (Zivojin, 1985, p. 236).
the crisis is even removed around 10.30 am, with the arrival of danube
division II invitation. drinskata division I invitation continuing occurrence
with strong support of the artillery fire and forced the 17th nizamska division
to left their positions around 12:30 am. then this division has taken the place
with strategic meaning of kumanovo battle, Zebrnjak. the drinska division I
invitation force the 5th turkish corp to leave their positions. Around 15 o’clock
the drinska division I invitation has received support from the danube
division I invitation. the Horse division with support of the danube division
I invited around 11 pm, has moved to the left side of the river Pchinja. In this
area this division has a battle with the turkish reserve division from stip.
Because of the poor reconnaissance and intelligence, the supreme serb
command didn’t realized that the turkish Army is defeated in kumanovo
battle. that was the main reason with other serb forces to continue with
moving on the battle terrain expecting to clash with the main turkish forces.
Also that was the reason for the turkish forces fast departure to skopje and
Bitola. At the first day of the battle, danube division I invited, despite
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surprises and repel the attack of four turkish divisions and succeeded to keep
the positions. on the second day of the battle, drinska division I invited has
capture the strategic place Zebrnjak and succeeded to penetrate the turkish
defense in most sensitive spot and practically decided the battle (A. Iliev,  A.
Ilieva-nikolovska, P. Iliev, 2013, pp. 59-62). kumanovo battle is won for
tactical readiness and training, but also of the remarkable efforts on the
serbian soldiers and officers. Although, in the battle is not sufficiently
influenced the serbian supreme Command, a proper assessment of operating
conditions routes prepared for success in battle. It should also be emphasized,
the initiative and persistence of the officer staff. With the victory in kumanovo
battle the serbian people increased their confidence in the face of the serbian
Army (Vojna enciklopedija, 4, 1972, p. 762).

Conclusion 

the news of the serbian victory was received with great sympathy among the
Yugoslav nations in Austria-Hungary. In kumanovo battle, the serbs had 723
soldiers killed, 3441 wounded and 603 missing. turkish losses are not known.
According to professor Borislav ratkovic, the turks has loosed 13,600
soldiers from which 6,000 were captured, 61 top and a large quantity of
ammunition and other war materiel (Borislav, 1974, pp. 34-37). After the
kumanovo battle, the serbian military forces broke out in the region of
skopje. Actually they should finally break the vardar Army to get in kosovo
and Metohija region and the Adriatic sea. their tasks were as follows: First
serbian Army reinforced with Moravian division II invitation and forced the
turkish forces towards Bitola. the third serbian Army (shumadiska I and II
drinska invitation) forced the turkish forces to Prizren, djakovica through the
northern Albania to break out of the Adriatic sea. the Ibar units from
kosovska Mitrovica were addressed to Pec to stay there as crew. At the request
of the Bulgarian government’s, the second serbian Army at the 26th october
were addressed through the kriva Palanka to kystendil continues to train
under edirne to help on the Bulgarian army. Besides timochka division I
invitation, the danube division II invitation were addressed to the the serbian
heavy artillery. After the kumanovo battle, vardar Army moved to Bitola for
its defense. to gain the time and to gather forces for reorganizing and
consolidation its positions, Zeki Pasha with 5th corp had closed the direction
from veles, Prilep and Pletvar (Zeki Pasha, 1925, pp. 20-22). the 7th turkish
corp has moved from skopje to the direction on kicevo–Bitola. the
implementation of the new tasks, the First serbian Army on the 30-th october
with the Horse, Moravska and drinska division I invitation performed and
moved to Prilep and veles. the danube division I invited stayed in the stip
area. the timochka division II invitation remained in veles as army reserve.
on the 3-th and 4-th november, the turks were expelled and conquered on the
grasslands of the mountain Babuna (Makedonska enciklopedija, I, 2009, p.
124). to get in time on 5-th november the turks kept the positions at the
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village Alinci. they broke out the left coast of the Black river, where the
serbian danube division II invitation and timochka division I invitation
were preparing for battle.After the completion of data collection and
reconnaissance information, the turkish forces began to attacked the First
serbian Army on its positions in Bitola. After of three days fighting from 16-
18th november, the vardar Army forced the withdrawal of the other part from
resen. on the 20th november the front part from the Horse division has
entered in the area of Florin, where they connected with the Greek army.
Moravian division II invitation conquered resen, ohrid and debar and on 29th

november elbasan. other divisions from the First serbian Army remained in
the region of Bitola. the fighting stopped on the 4th december, when it was
signed truce. With the Bitola battle, the actions of the serbian army in
Macedonia were finally ended in the first period of the Balkan wars with the
truce from the 3rd december 1912 year. during the two Balkan wars, the
Macedonian population was mobilized by the Balkan allies on the one hand
and the ottoman army on the other side (Petar, 1969, p. 45). so, in the period
of the Balkan wars were mobilized around 100,000 Macedonians, of which
more than 1/3 died during the war. After the kumanovo battle, the vardar
Army moved to Bitola for its defense (Makedonska enciklopedija, I, 2009, p.
125). to gain time and to gather forces for reorganizing their positions, Zeki
Pasha with the 5th corps has closed the strategic direction from veles, Prilep
and Pletvar and with the units of the 7th corps he moved from kicevo to Bitola.
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Zeki pasha. (1925). Moje uspomene iz Balkanskog rata iz 1912, Beograd.

1 For example, the Concept of national security and defense (2003) only mentions
extreme nationalism (without elaborate threats of disrupted inter-ethnic relations),
and political instability and security implications of the blocked euro-Atlantic inte-
gration is nowhere mentioned.2 since the independence, the Government coalition contains political parties from
Macedonian and Albanian block of political parties.3 Again, due to the fact that the political parties in Macedonia are established on ethni-
cal fundaments.4 economic development is a precondition for decrease of tensions within society and
it is main factor that allows continuous operation and maintenance of the capacities
of the national security system.5 In the period 2004-2008 the Police Academy was legal successor of the Faculty of
security (established in 1977), and until 2008 it was renamed again in Faculty of
security. the students are admitted under the principle of equitable representation,
but despite that many graduated generations, the police hired only few persons.6 It is possible if the main emphasis on belonging within society is putted on statehood
and not on ethnicity. It is the way that most european countries approach on the
national identity, and also a trend in the eU that leads to europeanisation of different
ethnic and cultural groups.7 Because two major ethical groups have different views/standpoints on the amend-
ments of the Constitution made by the ohrid Framework Agreement.8 As reaction of the political authorities is often result of pressure from the internation-
al community.
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THE MACEDONIAN AND ALBANIAN QUESTION
THROUGH RUSSIAN AND AUSTRIAN
DIPLOMATIC DOCUMENTATION

NATAšA KOTLAR-TRAJKOvA
Institute for National History-Skopje

In the spring of 1912, a quick and efficient victory of allied powers lead to 
the occupation of the Ottoman Turkish territory—Macedonia and Albania 
along with Bulgaria were approaching Tsarigrad (Цариград), which forced 
the great powers to begin consultations among themselves so that they may 
solve the questions that surfaced from this event, which directly affected their 
interests. The lawful outcome of these negotiations and the capacity the Great 
Powers held to constitute decisions for those who were not directly involved 
were brought into the Berlin Treaty,1 which gave them an exclusive right to 
make decisions on their own in regards to this Eastern Question. In that case, 
everyt
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hing up until the First Balkan War, those through Austria-Hungary and 
Russia directly intervened by smoothing over tough moments that were 
arising within the region. Within the consultation throughout the war in the 
Balkans, the Great Powers as leaders separated the Eastern Question into 
several parts: the future of Tsarigrad, occupied territory of the three allies, and 
the islands off of the Aegean Sea.2 However, the most intriguing topic for the 
Great Powers through the European Question was the future of Tsarigrad; due 
to occupations from the Bulgarian front, there were threats from previous 
European wars. The defeat of the Bulgarian army around Chatalga (Чаталга) 
solved the fate of Tsarigrad and kept the peace throughout Europe for a short 
period of time.3 The decision came for the Great Powers to resolve the 
complex question and bring peace to the nations, which in turn opened 
possibilities to start embassy conferences in London (16.12.1912) where they 
will solve issues of the European question. In connection with the occupied 
territories from the allied 
1 In the founding of the Berlin Treaty was the Pariskiot Treaty of 1856, which protects

the (sudinata) of the Christian-Orthodox habitants of the Balkans was taken from the
(edistvena nadlezhnost) of Russia±—For more take a look at: Hristov, Aleksandar—
Donev, Jovan, Makedonija vo medjunarodnite dogovori 1875-1919, (Zbornik na
dokumenti), Archives of Macedonia-Matitsa Macedonian, Skopje, 1994 10-13;
Jovan Donev, The Great Powers and Macedonian in time of the first Balkan War,
Institute of National History, Skopje, 1988, 112-120.

2 State archive from the Republic of Macedonia (DARM)*, 1369. M-1305/192-94 /
OSTA, HHSTA, Wien, PA I, Fasz, 1114. Dimplomatische Aktenstucke, Dok. 166, S.
87-90.

3 Richard C. Hall, The Balkan Wars 1912-1913. Prelude to the First World War,
“Routledge”, London and New York, 2000, 32-38.



wars (and in this context Macedonia), it was clear that these territories, 
excluding Albania, would be given to the Balkan states by the end of October 
1912. Then, with the continuing results of the war operations, the Great 
Powers made their own decision for the future territories occupied by the 
allied army. With this decision, the whole territory on the European Turkish 
line from Enos—Western media, with the exception of Albania, separated 
from the Balkan allies. In addition, it was obvious during the conference that 
the great powers did not agree with the ethnic principle. Furthermore, on the 
territories on the European Turkish line there lived Albanians, Bulgarians, 
Greeks, Macedonians, Serbians and Turks who geographically have 
homogenous roots. The great powers took only the territory with an Albanian 
population. Even at the first meeting with the ambassadors in London 
(12.16.1912), the Austrian ambassador stated through the eyes of his 
government, Albania was able to be autonomous and habitable enough to 
have its own existence. The Russian ambassador reiterated that the autonomy 
of the Albanian state will be guaranteed to and controlled exclusively by the 
great powers, under the sovereignty of the Sultan.4 The dominance of the 
Albanian ethnicity could be supported.  With this thought, the Austrian 
Minister of Foreign Affairs, Count Bertchold stated that “Skadar will fall into 
Albania …..”5 Unlike Albania, at the conference, Macedonia figured that 
under the motto “(All of) the territories” (without the consideration for those 
who settles this territory). Within this context, the reconsideration of “All 
territories along the path of Enos-Midija will be taken from Turkey to the 
allied powers,” with “exception of Albania”—was within the voice of the 
public principle. Here, the great powers remarked that many times before they 
have looked out in the best interest for the public principle only if it was 
within their interest. At the conference, they did not differentiate the Balkan 
population, rather without consideration of the nationalities they gave away 
territories. The great powers in that period and later on for some time around 
the Second Balkan War did not want to address the Macedonian question and 
the status of Macedonia. In their eyes, the territory of Macedonia was to be 
left to the Balkan allies which was against the general rule of the international 
law. This political outlook benefitted the great powers and the Balkan states 
as well as the peace in Europe. Six years later, on July 30th 1919, the Irish 
journalist and political activist James David Bourchier, in the
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4 Jovan Donev, The Great Powers and Macedonia, 112-120
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article Macedonian Question, which was published in Manchester Guardian, 
outlined a “conspiracy theory” in regards to the Macedonian question at the 
treaty conference in Paris. He states that the territories tied in with 
Macedonia stayed the same—they were solutions within the Berlin treaty 
(1913). We thought that the theory (secret) was not so much a conspiracy as 
much as a political entity to the Macedonian question. Following the historical 
right, the conspiracy of the great powers with regards to the Macedonian 
question dates very far back and concerns their national identity (nationality). 
The foundation enforces that the Macedonian question goes back to the 
mid-50’s of the 19th century, started as a linguistic, cultural and ethnic right 
before the voice of the Tsarigrad patriarch, on the foundation of the Bulgarian 
bishop of 1870. Later on, the Macedonian question manifested as 
“movement” with “a clear thought” for a “independent nation free from the 
churches.” However, Petko Rachov Slavejkov writes from the Tsarigrad circle 
of the Bulgarian revival, the Macedonian question was not meant to “come 
into the market” rather it was supposed to be left behind within the current 
ethnic and political organization in the Ottoman state.6 The anticipation of the 
Macedonian term was not features not any qualifier nor within the 
Ottoman state’s politics ( until it formed new territorial-administrable entities
—regions with the name Macedonia) nor the European powers, 
primarily Russia and Austria-Hungary. The last especially, politically 
constructed Bulgarians was used as an ethnonym for interests.7 The fate of the 
land and people of the eastern part of the Balkans was under the pressure and 
influence of Russia. The western portion of the Balkans includes the 
Thessaloniki marina, Russia often left it open to fall into the influence of 
Austria, France, or even England. The respective portion of the Ottoman 
territory of the Balkans, and in that case of Macedonia was constantly within 
Russian politics that characterizes two models. The first, destruction of the 
Ottoman Empire and the creation of a large and dominant Balkan state 
( Greek Empire , Greater Serbia , Greater Bulgaria ) as powerful and loyal 
mediator of its strategic interests. The second model consisted of an alliance 
of Balkan states against the Ottoman Empire (First Balkan alliance 1862/7; 
second Balkan alliance 1904/12) and that would broker Russian interests in 
the Balkans. In the above policies, Macedonia uses one variable such as 
territorial and national content was abstract, which is best confirmed by the 
aftermath of the Balkan Wars (1912/13). This is why we decided to analyze 
the documents from Russian and Austrian provenance that cover the period of 
1909-1912 and in which we find data on ethnography, and political 
considerations perspective of both of these areas–Macedonia and Albania, 
written by Russian and Austrian diplomatic representatives in the Ottoman 
state. Their statements, theme and motive say more about the similarities with 
the Ottoman Empire,  
6 Natasha Kotlar-Trajkova “The Macedonian Question and Petko Pachov Slavejkov”. 7 

Stefan vlahov-Micov, Filozofskijot kluc za makedonskiot identitet, Matica
Makedonska, Skopje, 2007, 106. 



because political pragmatism gained a different political position in 1913. The 
secret speech (11.05.1909) of the First Department at the Russian Foreign 
Ministry to its representatives in the Ottoman state, the issue of minorities in 
Macedonia, impressive reports of the external advisor Petrjaev and Kalj 
Consul in Bitola. Petrjaev report of 12.17.1909 Mr. uses a very different 
language than the one used in regular official and (UN) secret correspondence 
foreign policy. From the very beginning, he term “Macedonia” is 
characterized as “political rather than geographical”, which “cover a part of 
the province of European Turkey, namely regions: Thessaloniki, the 
monastery and about half of Kosovo.” Regarding the issue of population 
Petrjaev gives very interesting information to his superiors. He writes, “ if 
they are completely separated from the classification determined and 
independent types : Turks , Jews and Gypsies (...) then the rest of the 
population is in itself its own, completely separate , doped ‘ Macedonian ‘ 
type , which is impossible to be indicted any of ethnographic groups. All 
appointments, which are given to him - Bulgarians, Greeks, Serbs, Albanians 
and Romanians occur only as political labels. Here Petrjaev, a Russian 
diplomatic representative long stay in Macedonia, from 1903. He is well-
informed diplomat who traveled and made contact with the Macedonian 
population. Relying on his personal experience, contacts and impressions in a 
secret report to the Department Program on the same subject, wrote the 
following: 

______________________________________
1 Симон Дракул, Македонија меѓу автономијата и дележот, 61.
2 Симон Дракул, Македонија меѓу автономијата и дележот, 62.
3 Симон Дракул, Македонија меѓу автономијата и дележот, 64.

“Macedonia has neither Greeks nor Serbs, nor Bulgarians or Romanians, in
the kind of form in what we encounter them in the respective nationalities of
these countries. Macedonian (...) in most cases it completely approaching the
Slav type. (...) The Macedonians, but wonderful first gave themselves to
account”. And to support this, Petrjaev continues: “ when we draw towards the
population of this or that place the issue of nationality it belongs, then, no
change has received the answer :  that they are ‘Macedonians’ and that only
people living in border areas with neighboring Balkan countries called them-
selves—Bulgarians, Serbs or Greeks. Nowadays the practice of Macedonian
living has created a kind of ethnographic appointments: Hellenophiles,
bugarophiles, Serbophiles and vlahomani, which renamed itself the popula-
tion, depending on affiliation to one or other of nationalist propaganda. These
terms ... not be better and suited to the action. “ About the secret speech of the
First Department Program at the Russian Ministry of Foreign Affairs, on the
subject—the nationality issue, the report is characteristic of the then Russian
Consul in Bitola—D. Kalj , a diplomat also a long stay and experience. He
even his report titled “Statistical and ethnographic testimonies population of
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Bitola region”.13 the text of the report is quite extensive, but it is not kept on
the more important issues that the consul G.Kalj reviews. From the very start,
striking is its conclusion that the creation of the statistical review “for the
population of the Bitola region, with heavy materials contained in modern
printed papers for Macedonia seems ... not easy task at all.” Trying to give the
precise answer to the question of ethnographic origin of the “Macedonian
Slavs”, he analyzes the current situation in the rural community, but also in the
city. He ascertains that “the rural population has no knowledge of his
nationality, it is perfect whether you are called Bulgarian or Serbian.” In this
context, he gives the following explanation: 

___________________________________
4 Симон Дракул, Македонија меѓу автономијата и дележот, 65.
5 Симон Дракул, Македонија меѓу автономијата и дележот, 95–112.
6 Симон Дракул, Македонија меѓу автономијата и дележот, 95–96.
7 Симон Дракул, Македонија меѓу автономијата и дележот, 103.
8 Симон Дракул, Македонија меѓу автономијата и дележот, 103.
9 Симон Дракул, Македонија меѓу автономијата и дележот, 103–104.
10 Симон Дракул, Македонија меѓу автономијата и дележот, 104.

“The villagers themselves represent Bulgarians fear of Bulgarian
revolutionary committee and the gang for so many years terrorizing the
country, and as Serbs because they represent material benefit”. Unlike rural
population Kalj notes that citizens of the larger “Slavic centers”—Prilep,
Ohrid, Bitola and other “maintain permanent relations with Bulgaria. Many of
the leaders are educated in Bulgaria and there and educate their children. “He
did not omit to highlight the effect of foreign policy practice of the Bulgarian
government—awarding student scholarships, employment in Bulgaria’s state
administration and high social position of “no small number of Macedonians,”
and a number of officers from Macedonia “200” included in the Bulgarian
army. Hence the conclusion of the Russian consul, “this class of people, which
themselves are considered cognitively Bulgarians constitute the main force in
Bulgaria in Macedonia and its advantage over the Serbs.” Following the pre-
vious topic, Kalj considered the question of language, ie “Slavic Macedonian
dialect”, which, he says, is “like the. Bulgarian and Serbian. “But immediately
after his remark that “the similarity of the language of the Macedonian Slavs
and Bulgarian or Serbian depends mainly on the impact of school.” Regarding
its last conclusion, the report elaborated the issue of determining the
population to existing, recognized the Ottoman rule, Christian Orthodox
institutions - the Patriarchate and the Exarchate. Thus, he writes the following:
“Before the penetration of Egzarhatot Bulgarians here had their own 
schools. And the recognition of Egzarhatot in 1872 , the Bulgarians began to
freely open their churches and successfully took the Greeks by tens of thou-
sands of Slavs—Patriarchy, who gladly accepted the schism and called
Bulgarians due to hear the service and They receive their education in a fam-
ily , close and understandable language. 
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11 Симон Дракул, Македонија меѓу автономијата и дележот, 104.
12 Симон Дракул, Македонија меѓу автономијата и дележот, 104.
13 Симон Дракул, Македонија меѓу автономијата и дележот, 105.
14 Симон Дракул, Македонија меѓу автономијата и дележот, 105.
15 Симон Дракул, Македонија меѓу автономијата и дележот, 103.
16 Симон Дракул, Македонија меѓу автономијата и дележот, 107.

“It is in this phenomenon, Kalj detect the beginning of the current nationalist
propaganda practices of the Balkan states, that “fierce fighting between
Greeks and Bulgarians, who under the religious banner mask their political
and national aspirations.” Specifically on the subject, and report to the
aforementioned Petrjaev that summer 1910 is Russian 
Consul in Bitola (in place of G.Kalj). In his report to the Russian ambassador
in Constantinople, he no diplomatic encirclement and opportunism transfers
conversation he had with a group of people from Ohrid Region - Struga
Borough, seeking to obtain Russian citizenship. Petrjaev among other things,
announces: “Considering yourself Macedonian and not wanting to take any
part in political propaganda Bulgarism, they have done so far, which depend-
ed on them to remain neutral.” For the villagers of the district, a major problem
Exarchate were teachers who were trying to “impose their active participation
in the distribution of the Bulgarian idea in the work of the secret 
committees, and in case of refusal to threaten retaliation.” Regarding the issue
of the political perspective of Macedonia, an interesting conclusion given in a
report (21.02.1909) sent from Constantinople to the Russian diplomat AP
Izvoljski. Namely, that the political perspective of Macedonia “will depend
largely on the results to which it will lead the negotiations, which are handled
by the states (the great powers, BM) on policy issues, which have arisen in the
Balkans.” The results of the conference in Bucharest (1913) confirmed the
veracity of this statement. However, in terms of Macedonia deserves attention
the thinking of Russian external advisor Tuholka - former consul in Prizren
and Mitrovica. He believes that Russia’s foreign policy at the material time
(1910) “for Macedonia and Albania” should support the current tendency to
“decentralization ie self-management, especially in school and in church
affairs, and it was desirable preferably be established small districts.” 

___________________________
17 Слични барања биле доставувани и во време на конзулот Г.Каљ.
18 Симон Дракул, Македонија меѓу автономијата и дележот, 183.
19 Симон Дракул, Македонија меѓу автономијата и дележот, 183.
20 Симон Дракул Македонија меѓу автономијата и дележот,  12.
21 Симон Дракул, Македонија меѓу автономијата и дележот, 81.

Regarding Albania, the decentralization program, Russian policy would
have concrete practical effect. In fact, he believes that 
administrative division of Albania of certain districts would be delayed Albanian
unification and would be prevented to a large extent, the Austrian influence in
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that area. In Macedonia, however, thanks to this program would avoid “mix-
ing and discord between nationalities,” concludes Tuholka. According to him,
could take place “free national and cultural development”, it was the neighbor-
ing countries “to decisively give up their claims on Turkish territory by any
propaganda among their relatives Balkan nations.” In this sense, Tuholka
reports that “many Macedonians, and also by some Serbs in Old Serbia believe
that their propaganda their family ruins their states more than it helps.”
Detecting that the educational process is too dependent on foreign policy
instruments of the governments of the neighboring countries, Tuholka recom-
mended to prevent such practices by the management of schools and general
education and culture, surrender of persons “will be selected by the municipal-
ities’ which would be independent. Reflecting the political perspective,
Tuholka believes that Russia is the one you need to raise the issue of the posi-
tion of Macedonia (Kosovo) with the direct participation of the great powers.
Furthermore, he concluded that the visionary attempts to divide Macedonia
would cause “in-fighting among the Balkan countries.” Tuholka concluded if
those countries would know in advance that the major powers in the event of
dissolution of the Ottoman Empire, would not allow her to be certain territo-
ries annexed to the Balkan states, “then they would not have a basis for
continuing our propaganda, which now emerges as a major cause in the mutu-
al struggle in Macedonia.”He goes further, suggesting that if the Ottoman
State “does not want to secure the interests of his subjects - the Slavs, the best
of everything will be the pursuit of neutralization of Macedonia” and its
arrangement to be organized in the form of 

________________________________
22 Симон Дракул, Македониј меѓу автономијата и дележот а, 81.
23 Симон Дракул, Македонија меѓу автономијата и дележот, 81.
24 Симон Дракул, Македонија меѓу автономијата и дележот, 81.
25 Симон Дракул, Македонија меѓу автономијата и дележот, 82.

“autonomous federal-cantonal area”, in Lebanon or Switzerland. In this
regard, a year earlier (1909), writes the consul Petrajev, proposing “the cre-
ation of a Macedonian Federation to the reputation of Switzerland.”

On April 4, 1910 Consul in Bitola Kalj wrote to the Russian ambassador
in Constantinople in the language of the official, non-secret Russian diplomat-
ic practice. Now, in the naming of the Macedonian population uses the term
“Bulgarians” in the moment it detects their mutual interest with Albanians “for
his release.” And even with a great deal of realism concluded that “the issue
of autonomy of Macedonia is closely linked to the independence of Albania.”

Russian Consul General in Skopje - A.Kalmikov on December 5, 1911
report sent to the Russian embassy in Constantinople, which analyzes the actu-
al political situation and thus, conclude that the moment in Ottoman Empire
“the rise of two simultaneous crises: the Albanian and Macedonian . They
have nothing in common except hatred Young Turk regime. “He communicat-
ed that in this situation, the first step of Albanians to provide political benefits
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in the Ottoman Parliament, and already the next stage they would act with
armed manifestations. Kalmyk emits highlight specific interest and commit-
ment of Austria-Hungary in helping the Albanian liberation. As for
Macedonia, he says it “does not have the strategic benefits of Albania” and
found a very different situation. And if people would opt for armed resistance
then it should be practiced guerrilla warfare. But more concrete Macedonian
occasions is his report of December 9, 1911, sent to First Department. The
report, he begins with the dramatic conclusion: “Macedonia is falling” and that
at the moment, in many parts of the situation is unbearable. A.Kalmikov,
thinking concerning the “autonomy of Macedonia” would be “under the direct
supervision of Europe and its representatives” as seeking “The revolutionary
organization in the circular addressed to the consuls

________________________________________________________
26 Симон Дракул, Македонија меѓу автономијата и дележот, 82.
27Симон Дракул, Македонија меѓу автономијата и дележот, 68.
28Симон Дракул, Македонија меѓу автономијата и дележот, 116 .
29Симон Дракул, Македонија меѓу автономијата и дележот, 303.
30 Симон Дракул, Македонија меѓу автономијата и дележот, 304.

of 18/31 October, “he believes that such autonomy would be” unconditional-
ly unenforceable. “The realization of this idea by force, would “not be taken
away Macedonia Turkey” and would cause “disruption of the Balkan bal-
ance.” Therefore, it would be better “Macedonia and Albania,” stay still within
the Ottoman Empire, and to stop all activity and struggle of “revolutionary
organizations” in the mentioned areas. In this connection, A.Kalmikov deemed
necessary to eliminate “the causes of discontent among the population,” and
they were “poor financial management” and “economic poverty” in the coun-
try. As an opportunity to improve the situation, the consul gives the idea of   
construction of railway infrastructure in Albania and its connection with
Macedonia, for “universal benefit” and improve “other social work” and
“earning population.” Kalmyk, said: “to give her money to Macedonia - that
means it is calm,” but also to “other interested countries for its neutrality.” He
proposed to establish a special financial administration - “Dette publique
Macedoniene” which would have the right to construct rail and road infra-
structure in Macedonia and Albania, it built schools, hospitals, would have
exploited mineral wealth. That is, it is a proposal for an economic develop-
ment strategy that “will not only preserve Macedonia from its demise, but can
preserve and Albania,” because her ways “enter Macedonia without it losing
half of its significance.” Kalmyk believes that Macedonia and Albania as a
natural backdrop of the Balkan states with favorable traffic infrastructure, and
would provide normal exchange of goods and good on the Balkan Peninsula.
Hence his call to build “roads and the introduction of capital in Macedonia” as
the only way out of the current crisis. If finally be secured economic and finan-
cial security, then according to Kalmyk consul “political crisis will be moved
to the sphere of action of parliaments and ministerial cabinets, and will cease
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to serve as an occasion for mutual wars in countries that have so much in need
of 

_______________________________________________
31Симон Дракул, Македонија меѓу автономијата и дележот, 306–309.
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33 Симон Дракул, Македонија меѓу автономијата и дележот, 306.
34 Симон Дракул, Македонија меѓу автономијата и дележот, 307.
35 Симон Дракул, Македонија меѓу автономијата и дележот, 307.
36 Симон Дракул, Македонија меѓу автономијата и дележот, 308.

peace development, such as Macedonia and Albania. Now let’s look at
Russian diplomatic reports from the same period (1909 - 1912) about Albania.
In February 1909 the Russian embassy in Constantinople had sent a report to
Izvoljski, which are communicated to the dissatisfaction of “the Muslim pop-
ulation of Albania” with the current political situation, and that the population
was not willing to submit to the Young Turk management. Leading Albanian
representative in the Ottoman Parliament - Ismail Kemal Bey advocated the
establishment of “full decentralization” that would “ensure the various nation-
alities broad autonomy”. He strongly advocated the idea of   a federation
(similar to those in Switzerland and USA). In March 1909, the Russian consul
in Bitola - Kalj in his report to the embassy in Constantinople, reports of dis-
content “Albanians in Debar.” Consul is of the opinion that this phenomenon
primarily was the result of “striving to preserve their national identity, with all
the centuries established customs, habits and privileges of the old regime who
are letting (...), but that the Young Turks now aspiring military power to share
and to eradicate it.”Trying to give a clearer picture of all stakeholders of this
actuality, Kalj notes that this Albanian movement in Debar was challenged and
encouraged by Austria committed his agents Catholic religious officials and
representatives of its consulates and so on. This Austrian behavior was intend-
ed to encourage the “uprising in Albania,” which in the case of failure, would
not damage Austrian intentions, quite the contrary. The report by August 1909
(five months from the previously mentioned report) consul Kalj again goes
back to the theme of discontent “Albanians in the Bitola region”, ie “under-
scores Debar.” This dissatisfaction was present in “South Abanija between
Albanians Tosca”, which according Kalj were “more cultured and developed
by Ghegs” and this consul explained by the fact that in the present moment
they realized “active national propaganda”, ie on August 21 (1909) on issues 

                   ____________________________________
37 Симон Дракул, Македонија меѓу автономијата и дележот, 307- 308.
38 Симон Дракул, Македонија меѓу автономијата и дележот, 308.
39 Симон Дракул, Македонија меѓу автономијата и дележот, 309. 
40 Симон Дракул, Македонија меѓу автономијата и дележот, 12.
41 Симон Дракул, Македонија меѓу автономијата и дележот, 14.

related to language and the creation of a “general Albanian alphabet” and the
opening of Albanian schools. The Kalj not preclude Congress to be “taken
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measures to unify the Albanians.” About the secret speech of the First
Department of 5 November 1909, the Russian consul Kalj report titled
“Statistical and ethnographic testimonies population of Bitola region”, atten-
tion and Albanians. Moreover, their strongest presence detect in Debar and
Elbasanskiot Sandzak. He report announces that “Albanians populate the
Bitola region, divide the ‘crooks’ and ‘Toschi.’” Natural border is the river
Shkumbata in the north of it live Ghegs and south - Tuscany. The statistical
overview of the population, which he made consul states that “Bitola Region
crooks have 131 600, 161 200 people Toschi.” Of the total number of their
most were Muslims, but there were also Christians. Giving feature Gheg and
Tosk, Kalj writes that the tribal organization and blood revenge were more
prevalent in Gheg, which again according to him were “rabid, wild and
rough,” and Tosk were “religious and cultural patient.” But the impression and
makes his remark about the current situation - “can be seen bonding caused by
the common notion of nationality and common hostility to the new Turkish
regime.” That is, the government of the Young Turks, which attempted to
thwart “cultural development of Albanians” and “their national unification.”
For the success of the Albanian liberation, Kalj deems necessary to establish a
revolutionary organization.

_______________________________________
42 „Од Албанците христјани, 25.000 православни-Албанци се сметаат себе
си за Грци“, наведува Каљ во извештајот. Оваа појава била многу честа во
османлиската држава, заради припадноста кон православната христијанска
институција – Цариградската Патријаршија. –Симон Дракул, Македонија
меѓу автономијата и дележот, 101.
43 Симон Дракул, Македонија меѓу автономијата и дележот, 101.
44 Симон Дракул, Македонија меѓу автономијата и дележот, 102.
45 Симон Дракул, Македонија меѓу автономијата и дележот, 193.
46 Симон Дракул, Македонија меѓу автономијата и дележот, 217. 
47 Симон Дракул, Македонија меѓу автономијата и дележот, 217.
48 Симон Дракул, Македонија меѓу автономијата и дележот, 218.

In a secret report sent by the diplomat N.Charikov (10/29/1910) states that
“testimonies the gate for the Albanians - Catholics maliso” was the result of
the engagement of the Austro-Hungarian government. Six weeks later, the
Russian consul in Bitola - Petrjaev, announces that the actual time Albanians
from Debar Sandzak were trying to win the fight against the Young Turk gov-
ernment and “Christians”.

But recently aware of the huge risk of such engagement, “remembering 
the recent self-will and pressures by Arnaut, refer very restrained against their 
requirements,” concludes Petrjaev. Among other things, he writes that 
“among Albanians in Debar Sandzak” there are three political objectives. One 
was pro-Austrian, was well funded and most organized, as well as affiliated to  
“many influential Albanian Beys and robbers.” The second one , formed after 
the uprising and its goal was  “Unification with Montenegro.” The third
—“National Muslim-
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Albanian party” was intended to organize an armed campaign against the cur-
rent Young Turk government without outside help. But this policy option was 
still “poorly organized” and poorly funded. Very soon after this report, there 
followed a secret report of the Russian consul in Skopje - Gadzhemukov, 
which reports that “many Aroungnauti, armed from head to toe, were 
transferred to Montenegro, where they threaten Macedonia”. According to the 
current Young Turk government, this behavior was due to increased Austrian 
propaganda between Albanians and which placed “various unpleasant for 
Turkey proclamations,” said Gadzhemukov. In this sense a secret telegram 
from Charikov, which announces that the direct conversation with the Austro-
Hungarian representative to state that “the vienna office is intended to insist 
on concessions from the gate not only for Catholics, but for all Albanians.” 
Six 
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53 Симон Дракул, Македонија меѓу автономијата и дележот, 303.
54 ДАРМ, 1.1369, M-XIv/157/50-55 / ÖSTA, HHStA Wien, PA XXXvIII, Ge -
 sand schaft sarchiv Kon stantino pel, Berichte des Konsulates Monastir, 1910-1913,
K-387 .

months after this report follows the conclusion of the Russian general consul 
in Skopje - A.Kalmikov, that at the present moment in European Turkey 
mature two crises: the Albanian and Macedonian who “have nothing in 
common except hatred Young Turk regime.” Austrian Consul in Bitola Hala 
Erental to the Minister, the report of February 17, 1912, announces that in the 
face of the current Young Turk government is trying to win over to their side 
Albanians offering particular concessions “view of cultural endeavors.” Hala 
stated that “Albanians and this time they lack organization and compactness.” 
Regarding information for certain concessions to the government towards the 
Albanians, concrete is the Russian ambassador to Sofia - Nekljudov. He 
communicated to certain rights Porte had provided the Albanians or 
“territorial military service”, then “the appointment of administration of 
Albanians and others, that essen-tially closer to autonomy”. “The Albanian 
question acquired such proportions”, which already overshadow other 
political actualities in the coun-try, Austrian Consul in Bitola - Hala report to 
the Minister Berhold (from 7 AUGUST 1912). Five months after this report, 
on December 15, 1912, the Minister Goluhovski Menzdorf Ambassador in 
London, he gives the follow-ing instructions about the attitude of Austria-
Hungary for the changes in the Balkan Peninsula. In fact, he writes, “our 
interest is that, not followed shift of power towards the Adriatic Sea, neither 
today nor prepared in the future. For this reason, I attach importance to the 
fact, the borders of Albania to be deter-mined in such a range, they can 
provide its successful development and
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exclusion of the jurisdiction of certain foreign countries in its internal organi-
zation, “or independent development. Parallelism of the Macedonian and
Albanian political actuality not express the international political scene with
an identical political results. In summary we can conclude that this was an era
in which occurred two different political solutions. Here we come to the pre-
liminary conclusion - the power of political pragmatism.

_________________________________________
55 Симон Дракул, Македонија меѓу автономијата и дележот, 371.
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NEW PERSPECTIVES ON ILINDEN BASED ON
GREEK AND TURKISH ARCHIVAL SOURCES*

GeorGIoS MIChAloPouloS
Oxford University

Stephanos Dragoumis, an old associate of Charilaos Trikoupis, was arguably the
best informed Greek politician not only on the actions of the Greek government
but also on those of the Great Powers. With hindsight, Stephanos was vindicat-
ed in warning about the weaknesses of the planning of the Powers per the
Macedonian reforms in 1902-03: their disagreements stopped the reforms from
having a lasting effect on european Turkey. But hindsight also helps us to iden-
tify the key weakness in Stephanos’s text The Macedonian Crisis: in the midst
of Stephanos’s continual exhortations that Greece should act, if need be on its
own, one can see that his central assumption was that Greece could dictate the
pace of events in the Balkans in the 1900s. Stephanos wanted Greece to imitate
Bulgaria’s aggressive style not only by following the Bulgarian example and
sending armed bands into Macedonia but also by making bold demands to the
Powers about the Greekness of european Turkey. unlike Georgios Theotokis
and Theodoros Deliyiannis, Stephanos was undeterred by the military disaster of
1897 and argued that, if need be, Greece should again resort to military violence
against Turkey. Stephanos insisted that, had its politicians been more decisive,
Greece could have won in 1897. This might have been good politics in the irre-
dentist atmosphere of Athens in the 1900s, but in its assessment of diplomatic
and military realities it was voluntarism that had lost touch with reality.
Stephanos and contemporary irredentists were silent on the control of the
Powers on Balkan affairs between 1902 and 1908: this control meant that uni-
lateral military or diplomatic action by Greece had no chance of success.
Whether Stephanos understood this and preferred to play the card of populism,
or whether he thought that unilateralism was indeed the best course of action for
Greece is a question that requires research beyond the scope of this article. But
what matters for the purpose of the present story is that Stephanos’s writings
raised the stakes in Greek politics: for the first time after 1897 a leading politi-
cian talked about aggressive military and diplomatic action against Bulgaria in
Macedonia. The question for other Greek politicians, and especially Theotokis,
was whether they would follow suit and adopt a similarly radical rhetoric or
whether they would adopt a more careful stance and fall prey to accusations
about lack of patriotism. radicalism or silence remained Theotokis dilemma
until the end of his career as a political leader in 1909.1
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Stephanos, the plenipotentiary ministers, the consulates in Macedonia and
their informants, they all had their ideas about the Macedonian Question. But
everything was to change on the day on Saint elijah [Ilinden], 20 July/2
August: during the Ilinden uprising thousands of revolutionaries confronted
the ottoman army in battle until mid-September (oS). The revolutionaries
were particularly successful in the Monastir vilayet, but the uprising also
spread to the vilayet of Salonica and – through the Transfiguration uprising on
19/31 August –the vilayet of Adrianople (Thrace) too: in other words, the
urpising comprised a very large part of european Turkey and exceeded a nar-
rowly defined Macedonia. Still, contemporary Greeks ignored this talked
solely of Macedonia—what this suggests is not that they did not have irreden-
tist aspirations for Thrace too (they certainly did), but rather that Macedonia
had come by then to mean simply any territories of european Turkey on which
Greece and Bulgaria had a dispute. Boris Sarafov, the most well-known revo-
lutionary leader, had advocated an opportunist policy. The revolutionaries
were to provoke ottoman outrages against the Christians and thus increase the
chances of a european intervention.2 The proclamation of the General Staff of
the revolution called for vengeful violence:

At last the long-expected day of settling our accounts with our age old
enemy has come. The blood of our innocent brothers who have fallen victim
to Turkish tyranny cries aloud for vengeance! The violated honour of our
mothers and sisters demands restitution! enough of misery, enough of
shame… Down with Turkey! Down with the tyrants! Death to the enemy!3

According to the Bulgarian agent in Monastir, ‘considerable panic has
seized the Turkish population in the vilayet’.4 Ilinden was the greatest
upheaval in the Balkans since 1876-78. 

The revolutionaries spoke the language of agrarian millenarianism. The
life of Macedonian peasants was vulnerable to natural disasters, violence, the
weaknesses of the ottoman administration and poverty.  As Barkun and Singh
have showed, insecurity, danger and the isolation of agrarian life create fertile
ground for radicals who promise a quick transformation of the world and the
return to an idealized golden era.5

Nikola Karev was such a radical. Karev was a schoolteacher born in
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2 K.Brown, The past in question and the realities of nation (Princeton, 2003), p. 192. 
3 ‘The Proclamation of the General Staff of the Bitolya [Monastir] revolutionary

District announcing the Ilinden uprising’, 15/28 July 1903, contained in Bulgarian
Academy of Sciences (ed.), Macedonia: documents and material (Sofia 1978) [here-
after MDM], document number 82.

4 The head of the Bulgarian agency in Monastir to Petrov, Monastir, 23 July/5 August
1903, MDM number 85. 

5 M. Barkun, ‘Millenarianism in the Modern World’, Theory and Society, 1:2 (summer
1974) p. 117; K.S. Singh, ‘Tribal Peasantry, Millenarianism, Anarchism and
Socialism: a Case Study of the Tanabhagats in Chotanagpur: 1914-25, Social
Scientist, 16:11 (November 1988) pp. 39-40.



Krushevo in 1877. he was a member of both SMAro (Secret Macedonian-
Adrianople revolutionary organization) and of the Bulgarian Workers’ Social
Democratic Party. he said to a Greek journalist: ‘[we shall have autonomy]
like in Switzerland where three different races live in the utmost harmony and
love’. he continued: 

if we get incorporated into Greece, it will become a big state and consequent-
ly, a monarchy. In this situation there would be many evils, first the
monarchy and its attendant evils, and then Greece would force us to fight
against Bulgaria, which is something we do not wish.

When the Greek journalist asked him what the revolutionaries wanted for
Macedonia, Karev showed his trilby hat and said ‘we want this’. In Greek a
trilby hat is called ‘republic’.6 The ironic tone of the Greek journalist betrayed
his anxiety: Greece was losing the battle of ideas. The socialist and republican
Bulgarians had gained the support of British liberals and of the continental
left. Greek irredentism failed to inspire. Moreover, Greeks could not convince
many peasants either: the Bulgarians promised social justice and land redistri-
bution, while Greeks defended the status quo.  Greeks needed a new and
radical message.

Despite Greek anxieties, Macedonia was not lost in 1903. Tsilio
Chekalarov, a revolutionary leader, wrote in his diary on July 20 1903, he
found out the news with ‘great surprise’. he added that ‘the time we had for
the necessary actions was minimal’:7 According to Panaiotov, the revolution-
aries had only 26,408 men.8 By late August Chekalarov and his band were
desperate. According to his associate, Panto Kliasev, on october 17/30
Chekalarov and what remained of his band crossed the frontier into Greece to
escape the Turkish army.9 Kottas Christou, a Macedonian bandit active in both
Greek and SMAro circles, had similar concerns.10 In Kottas’s case, his disap-
pointment with the Bulgarians was such that he eventually abandoned them
and joined the Greeks.11

The initial successes of the Bulgarians led contemporary observers to
exaggerate their strength. on 15/28 August 1903, o’Conor described the
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6 G.G. Stam., ‘Interview with a member of the Committee’ (in Greek), A, 8/21 May
1903, p.1. 
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9 Chekalarov, entries for August 17/30- September 5/18, 1903, pp. 350-62; Kliasev
quoted by Petsivas in Chekalarov (2010), p. 362.

10 Archives of the Greek Ministry of Foreign Affairs [hereafter AYe]
AAK/e.Monastir.1903, Kottas Christou to the Metropolitan of Kastoria, [no place
given] 22 August/4 September 1903, no number.  

11 A. P. Andreou, Kottas: 1863-1905 (in Greek),  (Athens 2002), pp. 114-26.



‘exasperation’ of the Muslims of the ottoman empire and claimed that given
their belief that Bulgaria was ‘the cause and fountain-source of all their pres-
ent trials’ the only thing that stopped them from going at war was the fear of
russia. o’Conor feared that the uprising would lead to a Turco-Bulgarian
war. A war would be a disaster: it ‘would invite, and probably entail, russian
intervention at very short notice’. Avoiding such an outcome was among the
highest priorities of the Foreign office in the 1900s.12

The best opportunity to escalate the conflict came on 26 July/8 August.
An Albanian Muslim gendarme assassinated the russian consul in Monastir:

‘le consul ... n’ayant pas été salué par le Gendarme halim... descendit de voi-
ture pour l’interpeller et au cours de l’altercation qui s’en est suivie le dit
gendarme tua Mr. rostkovsky.13

european diplomats in Macedonia were terrified.  Ion wrote in his diary that
the russian interpreter in Monastir walked arm in hand, his fear for his life
having reached paranoid levels.14 The French consul had received a threat of
assassination from local Muslims.15 Diplomats feared that the rostkovsky
incident was the beginning of Muslim revenge against european officials.
ottoman administration in Macedonia seemed to be descending in chaos. The
question was what russia would do.

lamsdorff communicated to husny Pasha four conditions: 

1. Châtiment le plus rigoureux pour le gendarme...; 2 Arrestation et punition
exemplaire pour les individus qui ont tirés sur l’ équipage du Consul; 3. exil
effectif du Vali de Bitola; 4. Punition sévère et immédiate de tous les fonc-
tionnaires civils et militaires responsables de l’assassinat du Consul de
russie.

And that was not all. Among other things lamsdorff demanded the removal of
dozens of state functionaries and the release of arrested peasants. If the
ottomans failed to comply, the situation ‘pourrait avoir les consequences les
plus graves’. The russian Black Sea Fleet sailed into Turkish waters in mid-
August and stayed there until late october (NS).  

12 Foreign office [hereafter Fo] 78/5268, o’Conor to lansdowne, Therapia, 15/28
August 1903, number 521, confidential.

13 Tevfik Pasha to the ottoman Ambassadors and to the imperial legation in Athens,
Belgrade and Cettigne, Constantinople, July 27/August 9, 1903 ciphered telegram
number 53748/160, contained in Sinan Kuneralp and Gül Tokay (eds.), ottoman
diplomatic documents on the origins of World War I: the Macedonian Issue, (first
volume, Istanbul 2011) [hereafter TMIA] number 806.

14 entry in Ion’s diary for 30 July/12 August, 1903, G. Petsivas (ed), The Ilinden note-
books, (Athens, 2000) [hereafter TID] p. 206.  

15 Naby to Tefvik, Paris, 4/17 August 1903, ciphered telegram number 372, TMIA num-
ber 827.
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The russian threat was a blunder. The russians wanted to relax the sup-
pression of the revolutionaries and restore their prestige in the Balkans. But to
the eyes of other Powers, acceptance of the demands meant an increase of
russia’s influence in the empire, the encouragement of Bulgarian irredentism,
and the strengthening of the ties between Bulgaria and russia. For the more
suspicious, such as o’Conor, russia looked for a pretext to go to war. 

It soon became evident that there was no Turkish conspiracy. like many
of the russian consular staff in Macedonia, rostkovsky was a panslavist who
regarded Macedonian Muslims with contempt.16 he had acted against proto-
col: he had demanded a salute from halim although he was not in full dress
uniform.17 halim’s crime gave crime was an expression of Muslim resentment
but was spontaneous. 

The Powers now pressed Turkey to suppress the uprising. The ottoman
Ambassador in Paris wrote to his Government that ‘Quai d’ orsay aurait un
grand intérêt pour le Gouvernement Imperial à réprimer les troubles en
ado1tant mésures efficaces’,18 Germany and Austria adopted a similar tone.19

Britain abandoned humanitarian language and urged the ottomans to repress
the uprising with efficiency.20 The ottomans burned down villages suspicious
of supporting the uprising. There were dozens of thousands refugees but the
uprising was suppressed in two months. 

Ilinden brought to light the internal dissensions of the Bulgarian camp. on
the one hand, official Bulgaria had to keep a distance from the uprising, oth-
erwise it could be accused of undermining the reforms. This inevitably
brought the government in conflict with socialists such as Karev: as the
Bulgarian Prime Minister told Zalokostas ‘si la Turquie commence la répres-
sion, je ne pourrai contenir l’ armée et le peuple’.21 Moreover, Bulgarian public
opinion was worried that the Macedonian refugees were getting increasingly
numerous and powerful: the refugees appeared to be receiving a privileged
treatment from the state and to guide it towards an aggressive policy in
Macedonia. In short, Bulgarians had concerns about the implications of the
revolutionary movement for their own country. 
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Furthermore, there were dissensions within the revolutionaries. Several
revolutionary leaders, such as Chekalarov, started doubting the decision of
their leadership to proclaim a revolution that was doomed to fail. The most
prominent among these skeptics was Gotse Deltsev—today a national hero in
both Bulgaria and Macedonia: Gotse was born in Kukush [Kilkis] in
Macedonia, and then became an officer of the Bulgarian army only to resign
quickly after his graduation from the cadet due to his republican and revolu-
tionary ideas. he became a key member of SMAro and the effective of its left
wing: he believed the right tactic was hit and run guerrilla tactics and terrorist
attacks not a massive uprising. his death a few months before the revolution
in a confrontation with the Turkish army meant that the left wing of SMAro,
which had reservations both about the uprising and Bulgaria’s involvement
with it, lost its leadership at a critical moment. 

These people thought that a revolution should take place only if it had
genuine chances of success and they were surprised and angered by the deci-
sion of SMAro. Yane Sandanski believed that his fatherland was turned into
havoc for nothing. he argued that the revolutionary movement had become a
pawn of the Bulgarian government and created a new movement that wanted
autonomy but not union with Bulgaria.22 Macedonian rather than Bulgarian
movement. Thus, Ilinden marked the decline of the revolutionary movement
contributing in many respects to its weakening. 

Ilinden became one of the primary concerns of the Greek press. Greek
newspapers paid no attention to the complicated realities of a revolutionary
movement that contained both Bulgarian officials and Macedonian national-
ists; for them, the revolutionary movement was simply a puppet of Sofia. As a
Greek journalist remarked to a famous Macedonian revolutionary ‘Bulgaria
waters [the tree of Macedonian freedom] with mishellenic poison’.23 Similarly,
a newly founded newspaper, with the telling title ‘Macedonia’, had as its
motto the phrase: ‘the sickness [ψώρα] of Bulgarianism does not contaminate
the Macedonians nor does it alienate them from hellenism’.24

The real turning point for the Greek press was the capture of Krushevo by
the ottomans. The revolutionaries drove out the Turks, in the night of 20 to 21
July (oS). They issued a manifesto urging the collaboration of all ethnicities
against ottoman ‘tyranny’ and established a republic. Its president was Karev;
his work was supplemented by a sixty member  strong council with the partici-
pation of twenty patriarchists—much as the Greeks would later resent and even
deny this fact, many patriarchists participated in the uprising.25 on 29 July/12

22 M. MacDermott, For Freedom and Perfection: the Life of Yané Sandanski (london
1988) 149.

23 G.G.Stam, ‘Interview with a member of the Committee’ (in Greek), Acropolis, 8/21
May 1903, p.1. 

24 Macedonia, 29 June /12 July 1903, p. 1. This is the first issue of Macedonia. 
25 The declaration of Krushevo can be found in Brown, pp. 16-17; see also the maga-

zine Zora which cites a different version: ‘The Krushevo Declaration’, Zora, vol
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August the ottomans were back with a strong army. They attacked with artillery
and re-conquered the town while the revolutionaries routed. This brief encounter
proved that the revolutionaries were unable to hold a position against the army,
the revolutionaries would never again attempt to capture a town. Initial plans to
attack Monastir and other major cities never materialized.26

According to rumours in Greece, the revolutionaries abandoned
Krushevo without on purpose. The majority of Krushevo’s population was not
Bulgarian but Vlach, an ethnic group the Greeks regarded as their own – in
reality however, although many Vlachs sided with the Greeks, there was also
a significant pro-romanian faction, which sided with SMAro.27 The consular
staff flooded the Ministry with reports about Bulgarian activity. Already on
18/31 March, Ion reported that in ‘various kazas and villages many crimes are
taking place by the Committee… The Bulgarians have great audacity… The
people are terrified and worried’.28

The Greeks were angry, disappointed and humiliated. They wanted a tar-
get and the ready-made answers of conspiracy theories offered it to them.29

Greeks believed that the revolutionaries aimed at ‘liberating’ Greek communi-
ties by force and then abandoning them to the ottoman troops to be destroyed.
This Bulgarian tactic, the Greeks argued, punished patriarchists who refused
to join the revolutionary ranks and reduced the numeric and economic strength
of the Greek communities. As Ion wrote in his diary: ‘the immediate aim of
the Bulgarians is: a) to kill all the orthodox notables, who are an obstacle to
the Committee, b) to recruit all the villagers to their bands by force, so as to
expose the villages to the authorities.’30

There was little truth in these assertions. The revolutionaries did not tar-
get the Greek communities in particular. Moreover, if Krushevo with its eight
thousand inhabitants was the largest town the revolutionaries ever captured,
this was the result of military failure not of plan. There were indeed plans to
attack lerin [Florina], Prilep and Kostour [Kastoria], which did not material-
ize, due to the successes of the ottoman army.31 And what is more important,
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the revolutionaries did not try to exterminate the Greek communities, their real
aim was european diplomacy: the leaders of the revolutionaries were con-
vinced, similarly to the Greek ambassadors, that the future of Macedonia
would be decided in a new european conference. Ilinden was an attempt to
influence european diplomacy, not to conquer Macedonia and exterminate its
Greek population. But in 1903, most Greeks would have dismissed such
claims as details.32

Moreover, the Greek press and an increasing number of politicians felt
resentment for the diplomacy of the Powers. When revolutionary violence in
Krushevo and elsewhere became known, many in Greece had hoped that  the
Powers would give ‘a free hand’ to Turkey to suppress the uprising and if nec-
essary they would even encourage Turkey to go at war with Bulgaria for the
sake of european peace. But as the uprising went on for the whole duration of
August, Greeks became exasperated. As the British minister in Athens report-
ed,  ‘comparisons were drawn…in regard to the difference in the attitude of
the Powers towards Bulgaria in 1903 and that adopted by them towards
Greece in 1897’. Such comparisons made the position of rhallys in 1903 del-
icate: he had to manage not only an international crisis with unforeseen
consequences, but also an increasingly aggressive and impatient public opin-
ion in the main cities.33

The claims of the Athenian press in the summer of 1903 was close to what
the consular staff had been advocating the last couple of years: the conflict was
a military not a diplomatic one and if Greece did not act, Macedonian
hellenism would soon become a thing of the past. With hindsight, one of most
important developments in the summer of 1903 was the forging of an alliance
between the press and the more radical diplomats inside the Ministry: it is
hardly a coincidence that the founder of the Greek Macedonian Committee in
1904, Dimitrios Kalapothakis, was a journalist and editor of the nationalist
newspaper Embros. lambros Koromilas who became famous as general con-
sul in Salonica between 1904 and 1907, was also a journalist. 1903 was the
end of the quiet tone after 1897. radical irredentism and secret societies
became dominant. 

The judgement of Greek newspapers for Ilinden was exaggerated. As it
often happens with military conflicts, Greeks exaggerated their casualties and
the strength of their enemies. Thus, for several years after Ilinden, the Greeks
were acting in order to prevent a new and more formidable Bulgarian upris-
ing. But we now know that Ilinden was the apex of revolutionary activity in
Macedonia: the Bulgarians never again staged a revolution. There are several
reasons for this. First, the ottomans used effective counterinsurgency tactics,
in line with the military orthodoxy of their time: they burned down villages,

32 AYeC 1903.1.4 (telegrams), rhallys to Gryparis, Athens, 1/14 August 1903,
telegram number 814. 

33 Fo 286/476, elliot to lansdowne, Athens, 16/29 August 1903, no. 99, very confiden-
tial. 
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which supported the revolutionaries, and forced their inhabitants to seek
refuge in Bulgaria. This reduced the Bulgarian population of Macedonia and
removed the support bases of the revolutionaries. Second, many of the
Macedonian villagers abandoned the exarchate and ‘returned’ to orthodoxy:
Metropolitans like Karavangelis could offer them shelter and food. Moreover,
loyalty to the exarchate turned peasants into a target for the Turkish irregulars.
The revolutionaries had heavy casualties in men and material. Following
Ilinden they came under constant pressure from both the Turks, the Serbs and
the Greeks: that they never had the time to rebuild their strength. After 1903,
Greece fought against a threat whose real size they overestimated. The head of
the French railway told a Bulgarian journalist: ‘The Turks wanted me to dis-
miss all the Bulgarian workers under my authority, and replace them with
supporters of the Patriarchate. Well, I gave my Bulgarians friendly advice to
pretend to support the Patriarchate.’34

For the consular staff, Ilinden proved they were right. The reforms would
not work and Greece had to adopt more radical measures. Bulgarian violence in
Macedonia seemed to escalate: first the events of 1902, then the uprising. Who
knew what could follow? The Monastir consulate insisted the most in the need
for a change of policy. There are several reasons for this: the vilayet of Monastir
became the centre of the Bulgarian revolutionary activity and it was also the area
where the bands of Karavangelis were active. There is also the influence of Ion
Dragoumis, son of Stephanos. Monastir advocated violent action. 

Some of the local Metropolitans too joined the anti-reform cause:
Ioannikios, Metropolitan of Moglena, was worried about the renewed activity
of the revolutionaries in the spring on 1903, and especially the Salonica bomb-
ings that Stephanos commented on in his books. Ioannikios saw in ‘the
Imperial Army’ the only guarantee of security against ‘the Bulgarian thieves’
and ‘the murderers’.35 In the first days, Ioannikios turned to the ottoman
authorities:  ‘I had an interview with the political and military authorities in
order to protect the life, honour and property of the orthodox’.36 unlike the
consuls, Ioannikios did not question ottoman sovereignty. But as Macedonia
was descending into chaos, he understood that loyalty to the ottoman empire
was not enough to protect him and his flock: conservative and loyalist Greeks,
who had until then resisted supporting radical irredentism, were convinced
from revolutionary violence in the Monastir vilayet to seek protection from the
Greek consulates and abandon hope in the liberal reforms. The increased sup-
port of the locals strengthened the position of the consulates. 

It was not only their warnings about the military preparations of the
Bulgarians that the consular staff believed was vindicated by the uprising.
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Their worst fears about amnesty were confirmed too. on July 24/7 August
Kypraios wrote that ‘when a month and a half ago due to the actions of the
Austrian and russian consul they [the members of the local ‘Bulgarian com-
mittee’] were released, the actions of the Bulgarians were renewed with
greater activity than previously…murders were doubled’. What Kypraios
reported vindicated the warnings of eugeneiadis from Salonica that the
amnesty would only lead to more violence. like eugeneiadis, Kypraios
regarded the reforms with suspicion and he developed contacts with the local
Turkish authorities to obstruct the reforms when possible. The ‘official’ poli-
cy of complying with the Powers was not enough: ‘The moral means which
we are using,  not being materially supported by the authorities against the
pressure of the Committee and the machinations of Austria, russia and
romania, are powerless… our people are desperate’.37

The question was, however, what exactly would this ‘unofficial’ policy
consist of? on July 26, Kypraios sent a telegram to the Ministry, which was
almost certainly edited by Ion. As we shall see shortly, rhallys had made plans
for Macedonia. Ion objected that the motives of the villagers were not nation-
alist but ideological: ‘The rebelled populations are now convinced that they
fight for their freedom, and it is not possible to check their revolutionary con-
victions.’ The Ministry’s policy would be disastrous because ‘a definite
separation of the Greek element from the Bulgarian one is practically impos-
sible and would be most damaging to our influence’, thus giving the
impression that most villagers were indeed Bulgarians. 

Ion then presented his alternative policy: 

When we can, we help the Turkish Authorities to suppress the movement, but
this is not appropriate, nor do I think that sending agents would help more. So
we are left with two options: either to join the Turks in persecuting our [sic] pop-
ulations that have rebelled against them, which I consider a dangerous option,
since by doing it we would lose the little influence we still have on the
Bulgarian-speaking orthodox, or to adopt the movement and, by giving it a
Greek character, to turn it into a general movement in the whole of the country.’ 

It is difficult to overemphasize how daring this suggestion was. By sup-
porting the revolution, Greece would almost certainly lose its influence over
the conservative Macedonians, and especially the Vlach merchants and the
Patriarchist clergy;38 moreover, Greece at the time barely had the means to
start a revolutionary movement: all that the Ministry could use was a few
dozen men around Karavangelis. It is no wonder that the Ministry completely
ignored the suggestion of Ion.30

37 AYe Monastir.1903.1, Kypraios to rhallys, Monastir, 24 July/6 August 1903, num-
ber 554, TID p. 584. 

38 For the Vlach merchants and Greek nationalism see Gounaris, On the shores..., pp.
274-82. 

39 AYe Monastir.1903.1,Kypraios to rhallys, Monastir,26 July/8 August 1903,
telegram number 1996, TID pp. 586-87.  

150 GeorGios Michalopoulos



Three days after sending Ion’s telegram, Kypraios again depicted the sit-
uation in his area with the darkest colours: ‘The committee continues to
request money, weapons, clothes, and other things from villagers and city-
dwellers both ottoman [sic] and Christian. It even had the audacity to request
pigs from ottomans.’ As Kypraios was stepping up his rhetoric in favour of
action, the Ministry found itself in a difficult situation, rhallys efforts failed
to bear fruit and it looked as if the policy of the Ministry led Greek
Macedonians to destruction.40

once the uprising ended in early September 1903, the position of the con-
suls was stronger than ever. Their predictions about the shortcomings of the
reforms and the coming uprising were vindicated; the deaths of dozens if not
hundreds of Greeks during Ilinden made Macedonia look like a military rather
than a diplomatic question; what was more, the consular staff’s position was
supported by local Macedonians who were radicalized in the violence of the
uprising. Priest Stavro, already before Ilinden, on 11/24 May, had accused
Melas for his inactivity: ‘you and the Society ‘hellenism’ have promised me
a lot, but you have done nothing’.41 When the uprising came, Stavro joined the
tide of violence: 

The [Metropolitans] of Pelagonia and of Prespes and the consul [Kypraios] too
tell me that what I did with the army is inappropriate to the cloth and that I mis-
led many souls. But I told him [sic] that I avenged the blood of my cousin and
may God send me to hell. I did what I did for the sake of the nation.42

Many Macedonians thought like Stavro in late 1903. What they wanted
from the Ministry was the means to take revenge from the Bulgarians and
make sure Ilinden would not be repeated. The traditional means of influence
that diplomats such as Svoronos used, such as supporting the villagers vis-à-
vis the ottoman authorities and offering them financial support, now seemed
irrelevant. 

The British now thought that the reforms were not enough. As Pantev has
showed, the public and the diplomats in Britain were sympathetic to Ilinden.
on 15/28 August, o’Conor in Constantinople wrote a memorandum setting a
new course of action for British policy: ‘it is evident that the Austro-russian
reform scheme is dead, and even if it could be revived, it would no longer
answer to the requirements of the situation, or have the faintest chance of paci-
fying the Macedonians’. The solution o’Conor had in mind was nothing short
of accepting the proposals of the delegates of SMAro:  the nomination of
Christian General Governor for Macedonia and ‘the institution of an interna-
tional, permanent, collective Board of Control with full penal powers’. In
short, o’Conor proposed the creation of an autonomous Macedonia. had the
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revolutionaries managed to protract the conflict for a few more months,
Britain would have supported autonomy.43

III. The Rhallys initiative

Ilinden was not the only concern of the Ministry. During the summer of 1903,
Greek diplomats realized that Britain supported Bulgaria in the Macedonian
Question. The Ministry was not informed of the British proposals for autono-
my until 21 September /4 october,44 but it was aware that if the uprising lasted
long enough, Bulgaria would get away with a favourable settlement in
Macedonia. The diplomatic situation looked desperate. 

Metaxas in london hoped that Britain would see Greece as a bulwark
against Pan-Slavism. he had been bombarding for months the Foreign office
with suggestions that russia was behind Bulgaria in Macedonia, with statis-
tics by Pezas arguing for the demographic superiority of the Patriarchists in the
vilayet of Monastir, and with the consulates’ stories about Bulgarian crimes.45

on 11/24 August, he had an interview with Villiers, the deputy Foreign
Minister. Metaxas told him that ‘the official world of Greece’ aspired to British
protection due to ‘Britain’s traditional policy’ and ‘to its general political inter-
ests’. Villiers answered coldly with assurances about Britain’s interest for the
well being of all the Balkan peoples. For Villiers, Ilinden was a Christian
uprising against the ottomans: he had no interest in supporting the
Patriarchists against the exarchists.46 Greece could expect no help from
Britain.  

The stance of Britain weakened the position of the Ambassadors vis-à-vis
the consuls. Their argument was that Greece was too weak to resist the
reforms, but now it seemed that supporting the reforms had nothing to offer:
Greece was on its own against Bulgaria. For the consuls, this Greek isolation
meant that Greece had to act unilaterally. rhallys, however, thought different-
ly. For him, Turkey could become Greece’s ally and provide the solution to
Greece’s isolation. In late July, rhallys started negotiations with Turkey,
which lasted until mid-August. The content and even the existence of such
negotiations have until now been unknown. 

The main interlocutor of rhallys was Ioannis Gryparis, ambassador in
Constantinople. his predecessor, Alexandros Mavrocordato, died in February

43 Fo 78/5268, o’Conor to lansdowne, Therapia, 15/28 August, 1903, number 521,
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1903. Mavrocordato was a Tricoupist and an irredentist and he believed that
Greece’s future prospects depended on good relations with Britain. he disap-
proved of Greece’s diplomatic cooperation with Turkey. Moreover, he was
powerful and well-connected even by the standards of the elites that manned
the Ministry. Mavrocordato was for a long time the number two of the
Tricoupist party. on Mavrocordato’s death, George I confided to elliot that ‘he
had much regard for him’ and ‘many assertations [sic] for the future’.47 had
Mavrocordato survived a more few months, he would have stopped rhallys’s
plans for a cooperation with Turkey on its tracks. Mavrocordato’s death was a
blessing for rhallys’s plans. 

rhallys and Gryparis were aware of the gravity of the situation. To facil-
itate quick and confidential communication they mainly used ciphered
telegrams. They often went beyond the usual length of one or two pages to
reach five or six. rhallys sent the first telegram to Gryparis on 25 July/7
August. he informed Gryparis that he had undertaken a significant change of
policy: after years of resisting the suggestions of the consuls, the Ministry
finally embraced the policy of ‘Macedonian Defence’[hereafter simply the
Defence]. The consuls should guide the Macedonian Greeks into organizing
an armed Defence against the revolutionaries: ‘in the critical circumstances
that Macedonia is going through, the Greek element must appear completely
distanced from the Bulgarians’. The consuls could also request from rhallys
to send them agents to help them in the organization. rhallys appeared to give
the consuls everything they wanted.

There were however two issues. First, as we saw earlier, radicals such as
Ion disapproved of rhallys’s plan. They thought that ‘defence’ was not
enough: Macedonian Greeks had to counter-attack. Second, rhallys had plans
that he did not reveal to the consuls. Ion in particular, wanted to go as far as a
Greek revolution and was convinced that passivity would lead Macedonian
hellenism to destruction. he asked from his ambassador to transmit his
telegram to the Grand Vizier (except from the information on the agents) and
to find out whether the ottomans would be interested in a small scale military
co-operation in Macedonia. unlike the consuls, rhallys did not want to use the
Defence as an act of defiance against the Sultan. he hoped instead that the
Defence would help forge a Greek-Turkish alliance against Bulgaria. For
rhallys the Defence was the solution not only to Ilinden but also to Britain’s
abandonment of Greece and Greek diplomatic isolation.48

rhallys’s actions suggest that he reacted to what he perceived as the errors
of 1897. Firstly, he combined in his person the Minister and the Prime
Minister: this gave him more power and independence than either he or
Skouloudis had in 1897. rhallys never again cooperated with Skouloudis.
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Second, he decided to keep the King away from the minutiae of his initiative.
The archives of the King remain closed for researchers, but from the available
evidence it appears that the King was informed about the negotiations at
advanced stage.49

unlike Skouloudis, rhallys did not attempt an official alliance between
Greece and Turkey: he attempted a regional understanding in Macedonia. he
probably anticipated that a focus on Macedonia maximized his flexibility in
negotiations and minimized the danger of a leak to the press. As was the case
in 1885-86 with Delyannis and in 1897 with Skouloudis, in the crisis of 1903,
rhallys concentrated decision making in his hands. he saw diplomats as
instruments that implemented the Ministry’s policy not as decision-makers.
This had also something to do with rhallys’s uncompromising political style:
he took little advice from his associates and did not negotiate his views. This
was a political style very different from that of the Tricoupist Theotoky who
often delegated important decisions to associates. 

rhallys also controlled information. he was the only one fully informed
about what was going on. The consuls were only informed that they should
prepare a defence against the revolutionaries and that the Ministry considered
sending agents to Macedonia. They knew nothing about the negotiations with
Turkey. The well-connected and well-informed Ion Dragoumis was kept in
darkness about this initiative: his correspondence suggests that he knew about
the sending of agents but not the Greek-Turkish rapprochement. Similarly,
Gryparis was at times informed about rhallys’s initiatives after the fact. 

Although rhallys was secretive about the details of the negotiations, he
never made a secret of his desire for an alliance with Turkey. he admitted pub-
licly that he wanted Greece to ‘cooperate [συμπ ράξει] with Turkey’ and that his
aim was pacify Macedonia not to claim Macedonia for Greece. radical irreden-
tists attacked him. Stephanos remarked that the same politician who wanted war
to the end in 1897, now wanted to cooperate with the Sultan: ‘sometimes his
frenzy [θερμουργία] takes him to the frontiers shotgun in hand to chase the
Turks, and some other times a momentary political inspiration [takes him] to
Constantinople to enchant the Sultan’.50 Moreover, for radical irredentists –
especially if they had a Tricoupist past – an alliance with Turkey was intrinsical-
ly dishonourable. According to the conspiracy theories we saw earlier, Turks
collaborated with the Bulgarians to murder the Greeks:  as Stephanos put it, ‘the
Turks put on fire and burned to the ground the Greek Krushevo and murdered
the Greeks by the dozen on the instigation of a Bulgarian priest’.51 For many,
collaboration with the Turks was out of the question. 

Gryparis never answered to rhallys’s first telegram. At midnight of July
29 to July 30 (oS) rhallys sent a new telegram to Constantinople, where he
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explained to his ambassador that he had bypassed him. rhallys had contacted
Sadreddin Bey, the ottoman chargé d’affaires in Athens, and he had request-
ed that the ottomans gave weapons to the Patriarchists. 

rhallys gave three reasons to Gryparis for arming the Greeks. That he
went to such length suggests that he expected his ambassador to try and put
obstacles. First, in line with what the newspapers and the consuls argued,
rhallys thought that the revolutionaries purposefully attacked the Greeks in
Macedonia.  Second, the Greeks were located far away from the main centres
of the Turkish military operations and thus were more vulnerable to surprise
attacks by the Bulgarians.Third, based on information he had received from
eugeneiadis, rhallys believed that the ottoman administration in Macedonia
was collapsing and was at any rate unable to protect the local Greeks: here
again it is useful to bear in mind that in the first weeks, the uprising seemed
unstoppable. rhallys feared that unless the Greeks were armed, Bulgarians
would take the whole of Macedonia.

rhallys believed that the main obstacle to his plans was the Turkish prej-
udice against arming Christians. But he thought he could overcome this
difficulty for two reasons. The uprising looked unstoppable, and the Turks
should try anything that might improve their military situation. Second, he
asked from Gryparis to transmit to the Grand Vizier that if the Patriarchist vil-
lages were left defenceless they would be forced to join the revolutionaries.
rhallys had convinced himself that arming the Christian peasants was the only
means the Turks had to contain the revolution.52

Gryparis answered him on 1/14 August. rhallys had asked him to contact
the Grand Vizier, Mehmed Ferid Pasha, but Gryparis contacted instead the
Minister of Foreign Affairs. Tevfik cared little for regional alliances and disap-
proved of rhallys’s proposals: distributing weapons to Christian peasants was
out of the question. According to Tevfik, the ottomans had not armed the
Muslim peasants due to european pressure for the maintenance of order and
avoidance of excesses; arming the Christians could cause diplomatic trouble and
was certain to upset the Muslim peasants. Tevfik showed no interest in a mili-
tary understanding in Macedonia. he maintained the same stance, opposing any
plans for a Greek-Turkish cooperation, until the Young Turks had him removed. 

Tevfik believed that there was no reason for worry. he told Gryparis that
‘vingt cinq bataillons des troupes … se concentrent dans le vilayet de
Monastir’. The revolutionary chetas were no match for the ottoman army. But
since the reports the consuls were sending to rhallys were much more alarm-
ing. rhallys continued his efforts to save Greek Macedonians.53 he probably
paid little attention to rifaat’s assurances assuming that the ottoman that the
ottoman was just covering up how desperate the situation really was. With
hindsight, we know that rhallys, just like o’Conor had miscalculated and
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overestimated the strength of the revolutionaries.  
After Tevfik’s reply, rhallys focused on his communication with

Sadreddin. ottoman documents confirm Tevfik’s indifference. The ottoman
Minister was opposed to rhallys’s plans. Sadreddin avoided mentioning any-
thing to Tevfik about a military cooperation of Greece and Turkey, and in
general there is nothing in the ottoman archives suggesting that such cooper-
ation was considered. Sadreddin transmitted to Tevfik rhallys’s urges to strike
hard against the revolutionaries (‘il est le moment de frapper fort’), and also
his suspicions about russia54 and Britain.55 As it happens, it was he who saved
rhallys’s plans from an early failure: as in 1897, the Sultan proved more
receptive of Greek-Turkish cooperation than his Foreign Minister. It is there-
fore possible that rhallys and Sadreddin chose from the start to send their
most controversial proposals directly to Abdul hamid bypassing Tevfik – this
conjecture explains the lack of any substantive reference to the cooperation in
the Turkish archives. 

But why did rhallys contact Sadreddin and not the Minister in Athens?
rifaat Pasha, was out of office between 21 June/4 July and 25 September/8
october: the reason is unknown. rifaat’s absence was fortunate for rhallys:
Sadreddin was more receptive of rhallys’s ideas than Gryparis or rifaat.
rhallys and Sadreddin developed a friendly relationship, which continued at
least until 1905.56

By early August, rhallys and Sadreddin had reached a quid pro quo.
rhallys infrormed Gryparis that if Turkey allowed for the creation of a ‘garde
civique’ in the villages and occupied the passages on the frontier line with
Bulgaria, he was willing to send a squadron of the Greek fleet to Salonica to
support Turkey.57 on 9/22 August, rhallys’s efforts bore fruit. Sadreddin
informed him that Abdul hamid had accepted his proposals. rhallys
telegraphed to his Ambassadors: 

Chargé d’affaires Turquie … m’a annoncé que S.M. le Sultan ayant décidé
création deux bataillons composés exclusivement de Grecs et de Valaques[,]
serait heureux si officiers hellènes à partir de grade capitaine étaient autori-
sés à les commander…Il est bien entendu qu’officiers hellènes soumettront
leur démissions ou ils seraient envoyés en congé illimité.58

54 Sadreddin to Tevfik, Athens, 27 July/9 August 1903, ciphered telegram number 303,
TMIA 809.

55 Sadreddin to Tevfik, Athens, 5/18 September 1903, ciphered telegram number 403,
TMIA 871.

56 rifaat sent his last report to Constantinople on July (rifaat to Tevfik, Athens 21
June/3 July 1903, number 5996/264, TMIA number 766) and he did not write again
until 26 September/9 october (rifaat to Tevfik, Athens, 26 September/9 october
1903, ciphered telegram number 536, TMIA number 901).

57 AYeC 1903.1.4, rhallys to Gryparis, Athens, 3/17 August, 1903, telegram number
834.

58 AYel 1903.1.1.2, rhallys to Metaxas, 9/22 August 1903, no number. 
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rhallys had also informed George: ‘S.M. le roi desire savoir quant et
comment mesure création deux bataillons Greek-Valaques se effectuera et
quel est nombre officiers que S.M. le Sultan désire avoir’. George was in
favour of the proposal.59 That the anglophile George agreed to such a plan
shows the exasperation which Ilinden and the British support for Bulgaria had
caused to Athens. 

unlike the Greek king Gryparis was outraged with rhallys. on 10/23
August he sent a long telegram. Gryparis started with a tirade of orientalist
stereotypes: ‘à mon avis la proposition est loin d’ être sérieuse et je pense que
le Sultan n’ a aucune intention sincère de créer les régiments en question’. The
promises for the battalions were ‘dans l’esprit soupçonneux du Sultan à garan-
tir la Turquie contre un retirement éventuel de la politique de la Grèce à son
regard’. Turkey was trying to gain time in suppressing the uprising and to
guarantee that there would be no trouble in its southern frontier in the case of
a war with Bulgaria. ottomans could not be trusted. What was more, an
alliance with an oriental despot – as many europeans saw Abdul hamid–
would have destroyed any Greek pretensions to europeanness and modernity. 

Gryparis also questioned the value of an alliance with Turkey. Turkey was
‘vaincue toujours même en vainquant’ and the formation of battalions risked
alienating Greece from the only allies that really mattered, the Powers. Despite
all the disappointments, Gryparis saw no other option for Greece but to keep
in search of British friendship. Ilinden had brought to light deep divisions
about the direction of foreign policy.60

This reply of Gryparis to rhallys is the last document relating to the
Greek-Turkish rapprochement. Although Greek relations with the ottoman
empire remained cordial while rhallys stayed in power, the formation of bat-
talions was abandoned. Despite this failure, the idea of arming the villagers
exercised a long-term fascination to the Ministry. If Greece was going to use
violence in Macedonia, everyone agreed the most attractive option was not
what the National Society did in 1897, but to arm the locals. Different people
were attracted for different reasons to this idea: Ion planned fomenting Greek
nationalism in Macedonia through a racial struggle against the Bulgarians;
locals, such as priest Stavro, wanted weapons for personal security and for
revenge against their enemies; diplomats preferred letting the locals do the
dirty job since it would be easier to deny responsibility in case they were
caught red handed. Moreover, using the locals is what SMAro did, and
Ilinden now demonstrated how successful this strategy was. In approaching
the Defence one should bear in mind that what finally happened, i.e. the send-
ing into Macedonia of hundreds of Cretans and Maniots led by Greek army
officers, was at best a ‘plan B’. ‘Plan A’ was the creation of local militia, this
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plan was revitalized after the Young Turk revolution. on the other hand,
rhallys’s rapprochement with Turkey met with less approval. Delyannis enter-
tained from time to time similar ideas but he never went as far as negotiating
with the Sultan. And of course, Theotoky, as a successor of the modernist
Tricoupis, never even considered such a cooperation. This meant that despite
the clash of Greek and British interests in Macedonia, Greece was unable to
find an alternative to British influence. 

rhallys had more serious trouble to face than the pressure of the consular
staff: he was head of a minority government that stayed in power only thanks
to the support of the Delyannist MPs. But, by the end of 1903, Delyannis start-
ed thinking he would win the coming elections and so decided to speed them
up by withdrawing his support from rhallys. rhallys indeed fell from power
on 6/19 December, 1903, but he was replaced by Theotoky who thanks to con-
cessions to his political enemies and the support of the King, managed to stay
in power for a year.61 Following a very different trajectory, the Theotoky
administration opened a window of opportunity for the anti-reform camp, and
the anti-reform camp took advantage of it. By April 1904 the Greek prepara-
tions for sending of more bands were under way. 

Why did the rhallys initiative fail? First, Tevfik was better informed
about what was going on in Macedonia, he understood that the revolutionar-
ies were having a hard time, and thus, saw little point in accepting rhallys’s
helping hand. Greece’s recent defeat reinforced the perception that it was not
a useful ally. Second, diplomats on both sides worried that the Powers, and
especially Britain, would oppose a Greek-Turkish cooperation. Greeks knew
that european liberals and socialists saw the ottoman empire as a moral
abomination and already had more sympathy for the Bulgarian revolutionaries
than the conservative Greeks.62 Third, Greek diplomats such as Gryparis saw
the Sultan as untrustworthy and mischievous: an alliance with Turkey was in
principle undesirable. 

Still the negotiations were so advanced that that it is surprising that noth-
ing came out of them. Moreover, we saw the same pattern repeat itself in 1897:
the two sides agreed on a quid pro quo but when everything seemed ready
communication broke down out of the blue and negotiations stopped. We must
look for an explanation at a deeper level.  

We want to suggest that Greece and Turkey were locked in a prisoner’s
dilemma where the Nash equilibrium was sub-optimal. What rhallys and the
Sultan wanted was a cooperation that would bring good results to both coun-
tries: Greece would defend Macedonian Greeks and Turkey would make sure
that in a war with Bulgaria, Greece would not attack from the South. This way
both countries would make gains. Nevertheless, for this optimal solution to
materialize one of the two countries had to make the first step. The country
which moved first risked the other’s defection. In case rhallys sent a squadron

61 Aspreas, vol. II, p. 34. 
62 e.J. Zürcher, A history of modern Turkey (in Greek), (Athens, 2004) 128-29.
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to Salonica, the Sultan could stay inactive and make rhallys look like a fool.
Similarly, in case the Sultan signed the iradé for the formation of the two reg-
iments, rhallys could stay inactive and make the Sultan look like a fool.
Although no country would make material gains, the country that defected
would have the satisfaction of making the other lose face without losing any-
thing itself. Past experience between the two countries, especially the war of
1897 meant that trust between them was low. The perception that one would
have to be desperate to make the first towards a traditional enemy reinforced
the problem.  

In conclusion, revolutionary violence in Macedonia led to the formation
of a pro- and an anti-reform camp in the Ministry. Three factors were critical
to the success of the latter: the initial successes of Ilinden, the favourable
stance of Britain towards Bulgaria, and the emergence of radical irredentism
after 1897. The victory of the consuls silenced the ambassadors: after the sum-
mer of 1903, ambassadors had no say in the decisions about Macedonia. The
consuls, however, did not get everything they wanted from rhallys: rhallys
started the Defence but he wanted it to take place at the local level, with little
participation of Greece, and in cooperation with Turkey. 

rhallys had a unique approach to Greek-Turkish relations, unlike any
other politician in the 1900s. had he succeeded, he would have squared the
circle of Greek foreign policy: Greece would have protected its interests inside
Turkey against Bulgaria without being forced to become the satellite of a
Great Power. rhallys did not give up trying and continued hoping for a Greek-
Turkish alliance. Nevertheless, despite his continuous efforts, his approach
was unlikely to succeed: without control of the parliament and on bad terms
with the King, rhallys could not force Greece to make the show of good will
towards Turkey that would have been necessary to convince Turkey that
Greece was a credible ally. 

In hindsight, we know that the idea with the most lasting effect was the 
distinction between official and unofficial policy. Following Ilinden Greek 
foreign policy was cut in two halves: at the official level, the ambassadors 
tried to modify the reforms in Greece’s favour and to gain support for its plea 
regarding Macedonia. At the unofficial level, the consuls would undermine the 
reforms using violence largely following the dictates of radical irredentism. 
The two levels rarely overlapped: the ambassadors would never be fully 
informed about the extent of Greek activity in Macedonia and the consuls paid 
little attention to Greek diplomatic activity in europe. Whereas SMAro oper-
ated independently of and, at times, in opposition to the Bulgarian 
Government, in Greece the revolutionary committees would be set up from the 
start with Government involvement and money – this, however did not mean 
that the radical irredentists who manned the Greek committees had the same 
aims and motivations as the Theotokyist government. After Ilinden, this divi-
sion of labour between official and unofficial was appealing, but soon enough 
it ran into trouble of its own. 
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THE ROLE OF THE CHURCH IN MACEDONIA
DURING THE BALKAN WARS (1912-1913)

Silvana SidorovSka–ČupovSka
Institute for National History - Skopje, Republic of Macedonia

after the expulsion of the ottoman troops from the territory of Macedonia, the
Serbian, Bulgarian and Greek occupation authorities started to deploy tempo-
rary military and administrative apparatuses in the occupied areas. The new
military, police, and administrative authorities were deployed by the govern-
ments of Serbia, Bulgaria and Greece. With special decrees and orders the part
under Serbian rule was organized in seven districts, the Bulgarian part under
four districts, and Greek part in three districts.

in the territory under Serbian rule, or vardar Macedonia, a militant way of
rule was implemented with the help of military courts and special units to prose-
cute bandits. These special militant units acted as “reassuring units” (Chetnik
organization “national defense”), they cruised through Macedonia and spread
awful terror among the population.

The Bulgarian administration in pirin Macedonia was led by military
commanders, and all civil authorities consisting of organs from the pre-war
period worked to convert the Macedonians into Bulgarians.

The government organization in aegean Macedonia was under control of
a special civilian and police apparatus, based in Thessaloniki from where all
three districts were controlled. The heads of regional and district authorities,
without exception, were Greeks and former members of the Greek “andartes”
chetnik organization. police supervision was entrusted to a special gen-
darmerie from the island of Crete.

a strong pressure for assimilation was asserted upon the Macedonian peo-
ple. Having a reach across the territory, the church served as one of the main
carriers of the occupation policy. 

until the outbreak of the first Balkan war in 1912 and under the influence
of the national-religious propaganda of the neighboring countries, the
Macedonian people either recognized the jurisdiction of the Bulgarian
Exarchate or the Greek patriarchate and within its framework—the Serbian
national-religious propaganda. after the First and Second Balkan War and the
dissolution of Macedonia among the three Balkan countries, the Macedonian
nation was forced to recognize the jurisdiction of the churches in the occupa-
tion authorities.

according to paul Miljukov, a russian historian and politician, there were
1.5 million orthodox Christians, and after the first Balkan war under Serbian
rule there were 617,077 Excharists (a branch of the orthodox church linked
with Constantinople), compared with around 50,000 supporters of the Serbian
national church propaganda. under Greek rule there were 283 530 Excharists
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and 200,000 patriarchats (a branch of the orthodox church linked with
Moscow). under the Bulgarian government, out of some 400,000 orthodox
Christians, 280,000 were Excharists and about 120,000 patriarchats.1 after the
occupation of parts of Macedonia by Serbia and Greece, all members of the
Excharist were forced to accept the jurisdiction of their churches, but in the
pirin Macedonia, they had to embrace the church Bulgarian Exarchate.

immediately after the occupation, the Greek, Serbian and Bulgarian mili-
tary showed big hatred towards the religious facilities in Macedonia. The
burning and destruction of the Macedonian churches and monasteries were a
daily occurrence.

in a written correspondence between Macedonians in Greece and a
Macedonian newspaper in St. paterburg called Macedonian Voice
(Македонсїй голосъ) titled “letter from kostur” wrote: “... Blood is all over
our churches. icons with Slavic posts were targets of the Greek rifles, they
cursed upon them and burned them. our church books, the Gospel, the apostle
and psalter received from the Great russia, were burned amidst a field, around
the old oak. The Greek soldier shouted: “all Slavic books are heretical, only
Hellenic books are orthodox. an illiterate and old Macedonian replied:
“These religious books are not Slavic, but russian, from petersburg.” The
Greek soldier brutally looked and said, “They are all the same, the russian and
the Slavic books are rubbish. russians are barbarians.” our priest was taken
by the Greeks. Some say they took him to kostur, and the Greeks killed him
and threw him in the river.”2

The only way to avoid the terror of the Greek forces was if one changed
his/her faith. om november 12, 1912 with the arrival of the Greek army in
Thessaloniki, many Macedonian dignitaries sought asylum in the roman
Catholic Church, fearing the Greek massacre. The missionaries scared by the
recent developments, refused to give them shelter. The head of the mission
even recommended “if you are afraid from escalation and revenge, leave the
territory under Greek occupation until the situation normalizes.”
unfortunately, the massacre of the Macedonian population began immediate-
ly. The city of kukus, as a pure Macedonian town, was burned and destroyed.
only after the massacre, the roman Catholic Mission accepted 450
Macedonians from kukus.3 after the massacre and pressured by the
patriarchate, the population was forced to declare as Greek. an exception was
made   for the people under the auspices of the roman Catholic Church who
were enrolled in separate lists. Therefore, about 1000 families overnight
turned into uniats. The tolerant attitude towards them by the Greek authorities
was only temporary. Soon after, the Greek government issued an order for the
ultimate return to orthodoxy and recognition of the jurisdiction of the
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Ecumenical patriarchate.4
on december 16, the Greek forces smashed the front door of the

Macedonian orthodox Church St. Cyril and Methodius in Thessaloniki. When
the russian Consul General protested, the Greek authorities replied “This is a
military matter, not ours.”

Before the First Balkan War and during the ottoman rule in aegean
Macedonia (the territory under Greek rule), regardless of the number of their
supporters, the Ecumenical patriarchate had a number of Macedonian dioce-
ses clergy had high-level priests such as metropolitans and bishops, as well as
other administrative bodies. after the Balkan wars, the Greek government
ousted the Excharists municipal representatives and broke up their churches
and school communities and forced the population to join the patriarchate.5
The Greek language was immediately introduced as a language of worship.6

in order to strengthen their military and political power, and recognizing the
role of churches, schools and other public institutions, the Serbian forces closed
all previous Exarchists’s institutions and schools and introduced7 church servic-
es within the Serbian orthodox church—prohibiting any other faith.

The Serbian authorities in vardar Macedonia declared the Macedonian pop-
ulation Southern Serbians, and the Serbian Bishop varnava handled the church
administration. The Excharist metropolitans in Skopje, veles, debar, ohrid,
Bitola and Strumica were forced to leave their dioceses. The Excharist bishops
auxentius of pelagonia, Boris of ohrid and prespa, neofit of Skopje, Meletius
of veles and kozma of debar were transported first to Smederovo and
Thessaloniki, and later transferred to Bulgaria. in their places stepped in the
Serbian bishops Barnabas rosic, vicentie krdzhikj, and nicholas
vladimirovikj.8 The Excharist schools were immediately lifted. only the Serb
churches were functioning and all other churches and schools were quickly
declared Serbian.

as reported by the correspondent from for the newspaper “Macedonian
voice” no. 5, on September 5, 1912, the Serbian occupation authorities vigor-
ously proceeded to “appease” the region. “... He claims that all those who
refused to declare themselves as Serbs, were subjected to severe persecution.”
in the correspondence, the journalist described the murder of rev. John
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1914 to unite the Macedonian eparchies with the athens archdiocese, but the out-
break of World War i delayed this question.

7 dimevski. Ibid., 809.
8 dimevski. Ibid., 810-811.



avramov Cupovski who was one of the victims of the Serbian authorities. He
was killed because we would not leave his church and he was always an open
supporter of an independent Macedonia. in the middle of the night, the Serbian
troops dragged Father John out of his house and brought him to shore of the
vardar river and tortured him. They dug his eyes out, strangled and dumped
him in the river”. The correspondence sent from veles ends with the words:
“as you read these cables, remember the fate of the unfortunate like father
John and the other Macedonian priests who are tortured and exterminated by
the new conquerors.”

in vardar Macedonia, the liturgical Slavonic language was retained, but
the language of the church administration was Serbian. Given that in this part
of the country there were over a thousand Excharist priests, the Serbian eccle-
siastical authority in agreement with the Ministry of Education and Faith,
intended to make them give a statement saying they feel Southern Serbians
and then move them to Serbia, mainly in Sumadija, to learn the Serbian lan-
guage and to properly perform clerical service (because according to them
they were semi-literate people). Similar measures were applied to the teachers,
who also had to go through teacher courses. The priests who refused to recog-
nize the Serbian-patriarchal jurisdiction were ordered to leave the service and
go to Bulgaria. Their places were replaced with priests from Serbia, who
despite regular salary received special material compensation.

at the very beginning, the Serbian authorities prevented any kind of reli-
gious movement. They liquidated all the uniate communities (related to the
former Eastern Christian orthodox Churches that have been received under
the jurisdiction of the Church of rome, but retain their own rituals, practices
and cannon law). in april 1913 all uniate schools were closed at the villiges
Muin, pirava, Bogdanci, Stojakovo, including the women’s evangelical school
at the paljurski monastery. The French consul in Thessaloniki complained to
the French legion in Belgrade, and the uniate schools were re-opened tem-
porarily. only few months later, the Ministry of Justice ordered to close all the
foreign schools that worked without the approval of the Serbian government.

Before the start of the First Balkan War, the Bulgarian Excharist branch
maintained a wide religious and educational network in Macedonia. However,
the Greek and Serbian authorities in agean and vardar Macedonia, expelled
the Bulgarian church, and the Excharist Joseph was forced to leave
Constantinople and go to Sofia. The Bulgarian church and educational net-
works no longer existed, except in pirin Macedonia.

The Bulgarian authorities in pirin Macedonia tried to force the Muslim
Macedonians to convert into Christianity. under the directive of the govern-
ment from Sofia and with the blessing of the Exarch, special ceremonies were
held where the Macedonian Muslims were subjected to cross in the Christian
faith, for which they were required to pay a fee.9
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9 petar Stoyanov. Macedonia, the Balkans and First World War (1912 -1918), Skopje,
institute for national History, 1969, 212.



To maintain their positions in the other two parts of Macedonia under
Serbian and Greek rule, the Bulgarian elite circles headed by Emperor
Ferdinand began to make plans involving the religion of the people. it was
agreed to convert the Macedonians into Catholicism with the assistance of
austro- Hungary. key negotiators in the austro - Hungarian political factors
were the managerial circles in vMro, who in august 1913 established con-
tact with the austro-Hungarian ambassador in Sofia-Taranovski. They
requested from austro –Hungary, as a legitimate protector of Catholicism in
the former ottoman Empire, to take the Macedonian population under protec-
tion from the Serbian and Greek repression10.

Given the predominant political situation in the Balkans, the austro -
Hungarian diplomacy knew they could not intervene on its entire territory.
However, the diplomatic circles draw plans to keep the elite in their favor,
steering the attention in another direction, while still remaining as a direct
arbitrator.

The Bulgarian government and courts supported the plans of the elite. in
addition, he austro - Hungarian diplomatic circles were not the only ones to
be approached. an extensive propaganda of activities was developed in
Bulgaria, russia, as well as in Macedonia - where they asked for support form
the leftovers of the uniate supporters in kukush, Gevgelija, dojran, Enidje,
Thessaloniki and Bitola.11

in tandem with the proposals from the austro-Hungarian government, the
Bulgarians sent a religious mission composed of priests radan and Shishev,
originally from Macedonia, who went to lavov (Galicia).12 The mission was
received by the austrian Bishop Shepticki and they informed him of “...the
intention of the Macedonian population to accept the uniate branch in order to
attract help from austria against Greece and Serbia.”13

Behind these actions stood Emperor Ferdinand and the Bulgarian govern-
ment. Emperor Ferdinand expressed an opinion that “The orthodoxy is the
killer of the Bulgarianism in Macedonia and it should be ruined not only in
Macedonia but also in Bulgaria, because only through the roman Catholic
Church Bulgaria could become a great and independent country.”14 There is a
theory that during the meetings between Ferdinand and the austro-Hungarian
Foreign Minister Barholdi, Ferdinand “pointed out to the consent of the exiled
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10 ibid., 204.
11 ibid., 205.
12 negotiations with austro-Hungary through ambassador Taranovski regarding the

acceptance of the uniate auspices were actually planned by Ferdinand and his gov-
ernment. With these proposals they wished to connect with austria-Hungary. on the
other hand, these connections sent direct signals to russia with hopes russia would
take steps for international redrawing of the map of the Balkan peninsula—in favor
of Bulgaria.

13 “Macedonian voice” (Македонсїй голосъ), 168.
14 dimevski. Ibid., 814-815.



Metropolitans in Macedonia to free the lost Macedonian dioceses from Serbian
rule and convert into uniate with the roman Catholic Church.” However, the
Bulgarian Exarch Joseph disagreed, at least when it comes to accepting the
uniate by the Bulgarian Exarchate and the Bulgarian Synod.15 The Exarch was
convinced that russia, whose interests were in the Slavic population, would not
allow the injustice towards the Macedonian-Bulgarians to prevail.” His posi-
tion gave a clear signal to the king that he is against his austro-Hungarian
orientation, as well as the Catholicism of the Emperor himself.16

at the same time, the roman Catholic Church was rather careful when
engaging in direct negotiations in Bulgaria on the issue of the unification.
Their caution proved valid, because as soon as the Turkish occupation left the
territory of Macedonia, the Serbian and the Greek governments came with
clear objectives—to covert the Macedonian population into Serbs and Greeks.

despite all efforts by the occupation authorities to establish order and to
crystallize the legitimacy of their governments, the plans did not go seamlessly
and without protests. in Macedonia and abroad, people were taking actions to
express their dissatisfaction with the negotiations and attempts to change the
religious life of the Macedonians. in the period of 1912-1913, the Macedonian
community in St. petersburg through the magazine “Macedonian voice” advo-
cated and informed the public about the events and the position of the Church in
Macedonia.

one article in particular titled We require an investigation stated: “instead
of wasting time asking for exclusive rights for Bulgarian churches and schools
in Macedonia, the Bulgarian-Macedonian delegation17 traveling across Europe
should stress to the governments of the European countries the necessity to
send a special investigative committee which would uncover the details of the
atrocities preformed by the Serbs, Greeks and Bulgarians and would also serve
as a center, where the Macedonian public could direct their complaints.”18

The article titled “reluctant recognition” noted: “The Bulgarian govern-
ment has tried to enhance their influence in Macedonia, pressuring the
Macedonian population to accept the uniate belief. The organization “Slavic
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15 The Exarch Joseph left Constantinople and arrived in Sofia, where as president of
the Synod continued his activities and sent letters to the Bulgarian people signed by
the Sofia Metropolitan parthenius, the russian Metropolitan vasilj, antim of
Turnovo and plovdiv Maxim, as the first administrative act, directed against the
plans of Ferdinand and the Bulgarian government for eventual union with the
roman Catholic Church (see Slavko dimevski, Ibid., 815).

16 dimevski. Ibid., 816.
17 To encourage the austro-Hungarian diplomacy a religious mission composed of

priests radanov and Shisev, both native of Macedonia, visited the metropolitan
Shepticki in lviv (Galicia). The Bishop was notified of the “willingness of the
Macedonian population to accept the uniate faith...” (See Macedonian Voice
(Македонсїй голосъ), Advocates of independent Macedonia 1913-1914, institute
for national History, Skopje 1968).

18 “Macedonian voice” (Македонсїй голосъ), 137.



Conversation” held a meeting in Sofia where the teacher Marinov read a paper
on the necessity of the Macedonians to accept the uniate belief. The Bulgarian
newspaper Peace made an interesting objection expressing a negative opinion
towards the uniate belief by saying: “There are no Bulgarian metropolitans,
Bulgarian teachers, Bulgarian clergy, Bulgarian authorities, nor Bulgarian
merchants in Macedonia right now to guide the population to accept the
uniate belief. What the Macedonians need is freedom and independence, and
not a new spiritual and national oppression.”19 The letters sent from
Macedonia asked the Serbian authorities to resolve the status of the church.
The paper Macedonian Chronicle stated: “To have justice and equality it is
necessary to give religious autonomy of the Macedonian Slavs, and to re-open
the antic ohrid archbishopric. But one can hardly expect justice from the
Serbs for any Slavs who do not declare themselves as Serbian.”20 The plea for
renewal of the ohrid archbishopric in a letter titled Foreign name read “...
there is a direct and universal, almost unanimous, desire among the
Macedonians for an independent Macedonia and the establishment of the
Slavic orthodox ohrid archbishopric, but not by employing the political tac-
tics advocated by the divisions of the churches: the Excharist and uniate.21

The efforts of the new authorities to gain the population’s endorsement
failed completely. The passive attitude of the population was evident during
the public manifestations. according to reports to the Serbian authorities, there
were numerous examples of such passive attitude, and i will mention a few
form the northeastern part of vardar Macedonia. one resistance occurred in
the city kratovo during the celebration day of the occupation of the city,
accompanied with a celebration at the local church. despite the pressure for
mass attendance, only a few local people attended. in addition, in the village
of nagoricane, the Metropolitan vicentius stopped by on his way to kriva
palanka in october 1913. despite the invitation by the municipal court, not a
single person came to meet him22. 

The parts of Macedonia under Serbian, Bulgarian and Greek occupation
authorities were placed under a severe regime of constant pressures.
understanding the role the church, the hegemonic activities of their churches
tried to impose their customs and their way of observance of religious holidays.

However, regardless of the pressures on the Macedonian population, the
resistance increased in different stages and manifested itself in various forms.
The resistance would later stabilize and would become a significant defense
mechanism of the national symbols. in the villages in all three parts of
Macedonia became the main front. Within their closed communities, they
were resistant to foreign language influences, and in the coming years, ensured
the continuity of the Macedonian folk culture, language and customs.
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19 loc. cit., 192.
20 loc. cit., 197.
21 loc.cit., 199.
22 Gligor Todorovski, Macedonia after the Balkan Wars, Skopje, kultura, 1981, 81.
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1. Several aspects related to the Macedonian question–historical analysis

In the second half of the 20th century, the Macedonian question, as a separate 
part within the larger eastern question, emerged on the Balkan political scene. 
even though it appeared to be a minor issue compared to the eastern question, 
it was marked by specific conditions such as the structure of the population, 
geographical connection, development of trade, and historical and cultural 
heritage. Considering these aspects, it is certain that it is nearly impossible to 
provide a complete chronological overview of the Macedonian question. Due 
to these reasons, a general history concerning the origins of the question on the 
international scene could be explained from several parts.

First, within the context of the arrangement of the ottoman empire,
Macedonia did not exist as a separate unit. In fact, the geographical unit
“Macedonia” included kosovo, and later on the vilayets of skopje, Bitola, and
thessaloniki. the term Macedonia in the 19th century was exclusively used to
indicate a specific geographical region. the population of this region was
associated with Greeks, serbians, Bulgarians, and albanians. During the
Constantinople Conference in 1876 and the Congress of Berlin, the represen-
tatives of the Great Powers regarded the region of Macedonia to be of an
exceedingly mixed ethnic composition. Furthermore, the Macedonian ques-
tion presented an apple of discord in the national agendas of Bulgaria, Greece,
and serbia. Initially, they referred to the religion (orthdox Christianity) of the
population of Macedonia to which they perceived the population’s identity.
the term Macedonian salad - “une salade Macedoine”, portrays how history
and identity were intertwined with the actions of the orthodox Church which
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instigated the interests of the local population and contributed to the interlink-
ing religion with the questions of ethnic belonging and national identity.

another significant part that conditioned the Macedonian question during
its emergence on the international stage was prompted by the determination of
the structure of the population in the Macedonian region in the frames of the
ottoman empire as well as the activities with which the population engaged.
In the 19th and the beginning of the 20thcentury, the structure of the
Macedonian population was mainly peasants. almost 80 percent of the popu-
lation was involved with agriculture and thus the main concern of the
population was securing means for their existence. In terms of the population
structure, another important aspect was the question of the Church. Until 1870,
the main competitor of the national aspirations of the Macedonian population
was Greece, led by the ecumenical Patriarchate. With the establishment of the
Bulgarian exarchate in 1870, the division of the population in terms of reli-
gion emerged. 

With the emergence of the serbian1 and later romanian propaganda, the
propaganda struggle of the Balkan monarchies for supremacy over the territo-
ry of the ottoman Balkan regions generally concentrated on the variety of
ethnic, religious, political, and ideological characteristics of the population in
Macedonia.

starting from the eastern Crisis (1875-1878) until the formation of the
Macedonian liberation Movement in 1893, the attention towards the
Macedonian question continuously increased. the eastern question inevitably
led to the increased focus on the Macedonian question, especially with the
Bosnia-Herzegovina uprising of 1875. In the spring of 1880, due to the strong
pressure that the Great Powers exercised on the ottoman empire, there was a
drafting of a Constitution for reforming the vilayets in the european part of the
ottoman empire. this reform project derived from the stipulations of article
23 of the treaty of Berlin and was envisioned to reflect the liberal tendencies
of inclusion of non-Muslims in the local administration.

Тhe emergence of the Macedonian revolutionary organization (Mro) in
1893 in thessaloniki marked the establishment of the main goals of the organ-
ization which were formulated in the struggle for autonomy of Macedonia
under suzerainty by the ottoman empire. Under the motto “Macedonia for the
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1 serbian propaganda in Macedonia dates back to 1868. abs. Историја на
македонскиот народ, a group of authors, Македонска книга, Мисла, Наша книга,
Скопје. 1988. ... During the government of stojan novakovic, a real political,
diplomatic, cultural and educational offensive by serbia towards turkey and
Macedonia was initiated. novakovic was an advocate for rapprochement to turkey
and in this sense he believed that by maintaining good relations with turkey, serbian
interests in Macedonia and old serbia could be achieved, and that involved the
construction of a large number of serbian churches and schools М. Војводиђ –
Србија, српско питање и Турска крајем XIX и почетком XX века, Међународни
научни скуп “Ислам, Балкан и Велике силе“, Историјски институт САНУ,
Београд, 1997. p. 377.



Macedonians”, the Internal Macedonian revolutionary organization became
a fundamental interest group for Macedonians in just a decade. their political
platform did not address the aspirations of Macedonia’s Balkan neighbors or
the geostrategic interests of the Great Powers, thus challenging them in terms
of their interests for territorial expansion which proved to be fatal in the fol-
lowing period, not only for the organization but also for the fate of Macedonia.

Bulgaria presented itself as the most competent for resolving the
Macedonian question. Bulgaria equated the Macedonian question with the
Bulgarian question and through the platform of liberating their “Bulgarian
brothers” in late 1894, slowly ascended the supreme Macedonian Committee in
sofia. through this committee, Bulgaria intended to replpace the Macedonian
movement and take over the entire administration of the Macedonian revolution-
ary activities. this dualism and power struggle within the organization visibly
complicated the organization of the Ilinden Uprising which, mostly due to the
initiative of the supreme Committee and the murder of Goce Delchev, began in
1903 and was violently crushed by the ottoman military forces.

starting in september 1903 under pressure from the British public and
with intentions to fortify its place in the Balkans, Great Britain began to exer-
cise intense pressure on the ottoman empire to improve the lives of the local
population in Macedonia.2 With the Mürzsteg reform Program of september
21st 1903, russian emperor nicholas II and austro-Hungarian emperor Franz
Joseph, motivated by their interests of the Balkan preservation of the status
quo in the ottoman empire, tried to improve the situation in Macedonia. this
reform program mandated changing the borders of the ottoman empire’s
administrative units by envisioning a division of the vilayets along homoge-
nous national and ethnic lines.3 the package of reforms determined the
obligation of establishing a mixed commission composed on a parity basis by
Christians and Muslims, in order to examine all crimes made during the
Ilinden Uprising and subsequent riots.

In essence, the Mürzsteg reform Program did not produce results due to
the erroneous approach of the Great Powers in resolving the Macedonian
question. Furthermore, it increased the appetites of the Balkan countries in
their aspirations for redistribution of ottoman property on the Balkans.

the last serious attempt to resolve the Macedonian question occurred in
dawn of World War I in June of 1908 when Britain made a radical shift in its for-
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2 “... the most important role in the affirmation of the Macedonian issue in Britain was
assumed by the Balkan Committee (author’s note: founded in london in 1903, by the
liberal MP noel Baxst as a group to pressure the British government to reduce the
risk of war in the Middle east), whose platform of action was published in the appeal
our Duty to Macedonia. this manifesto expressed the hope that Britain will play an
important role in resolving the Macedonian problem ...”.see Христо, Андонов,
Полјански – Одгласот на Илинденското востание во Америка и Европа,
Историја, Iv, 1, Скопје, 1968. p.45.

3 see article 3 of the Mürzsteg reform Program, М. stojkovic – Balkanski ugovorni
odnosi 1876 – 1996, I tom, (1876 – 1918), Beograd. 1998. p.240-241.



eign policy with its commitment to give autonomy to Macedonia. During the
meeting at reval between Britain’s king edward and emperor nicholas II (June
9-10, Britain proposed a new solution for Macedonia which involved the region
to get autonomous administrative authority. Furthermore, a detailed plan for the
region’s pacification was presented. However, the outbreak of the Young turk
revolution prevented the realization of this project. In addition, the realization
of this plan met resistance from both austria-Hungary and Germany.

By the following year, all reform actions of the Great Powers for
Macedonia were extinguished. In fact, in 1911, the other Balkan countries,
with russian support, commenced their Balkan campaigns through making
Balkan alliances for expulsion of the ottoman empire and redistribution of
ottoman property in the Balkans. thus, the Macedonian question was again
suspended by its Balkan neighbors’ ambitions for territorial expansion of their
own national borders.

For these reasons, at the end of the first decade of the 20th century, the
governments of serbia, Montenegro, Greece, and Bulgaria, with strong logis-
tical support from russia, initiated intensive diplomatic activities aimed at
creating military alliances with their ultimate goal being their own expansion
throughout the ottoman territory in europe. Using the principle of “national”
unification, they justified the exile of the ottoman empire from the Balkans as
their “their urgent and historic task.”

Despite the efforts of the Great Powers to pursue vigorous diplomatic and
political actions that would force the ottoman empire to improve the situation
of the population in the ottoman Balkan possession, in the fall of 1912, the
Member states of the Balkan alliance gave the ottoman empire a collective
memorandum which envisioned reforms of its Balkan possessions. after the
rejection of the ultimatum on october 8, 1912, Montenegro declared war on
the ottoman empire. ten days later, on october 18, Montenegro was joined
by the other Balkan states which were members of the Union.

Balkan allied forces quickly broke the military power of the ottoman
empire which prompted emergency involvement of the Great Powers in find-
ing a diplomatic resolution for the Balkan conflict. this primarily meant
deciding the fate of Constantinople and the straits. It also meant addressing the
future of the occupied territories in the Balkans and serbia’s access to the sea.
truce negotiations began on December 3, 1912 and in london on December
16, 1912, a working conference aimed at finalizing the peaceful resolution to
the Balkan conflict, was initiated. 

on May 30, 1913, under strong pressure from the Great Powers, a peace
treaty between the Balkan alliance and the ottoman empire was signed.
However, this was not the end of the hegemonic aspirations of the Balkan
states. the knot was tightened particularly in terms of the division of spoils
among the Balkan allies. the part of the territory, which initially was envi-
sioned as part of serbia in the original serbo-Bulgarian agreement, now was
intended for the new albanian state. therefore, as compensation, serbia
required most of the territory of Macedonia. Between Bulgarians from one
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side and Greeks from the other, thessaloniki’s governance was disputed.
these issues became a point of discord among the Balkan allies, as well as
among the strategic interests of the Great Powers. tsarist russia tried to main-
tain the system of Balkan alliances while austria-Hungary tried to break
through the system by an attempted rapprochement between Bulgaria and
romania. the fear of a Bulgarian annexation of Macedonia led to the signage
of a pact between serbia and Greece on June 1, 1913, which was joined by
Montenegro with a further attempt to include turkey.

the public opinion in Bulgaria and the open support of a military inter-
vention led to the second Balkan War, which started on June 29, 1913 with
Bulgaria’s attack on the serbian and Greek borders in Macedonia. although
the Bulgarian attempt to intimidate their former Balkan allies had a certain
russian hinterland, this conflict grew into a large-scale war.4

the second Balkan War, also known as an “inter-allied conflict” almost
entirely occurred in Macedonian territory. serbia, Greece, and Montenegro,
who were in war against Bulgaria, were joined by romania and turkey, which
also attacked Bulgaria. surrounded on all sides, Bulgaria suffered a cruel
defeat, and on July 1, 1913 they requested a truce which was followed by sign-
ing of the treaty of Bucharest on august 10, 1913. 

the treaty of Bucharest was the result of the two Balkan wars of 1912
and 1913 which included the division of the Macedonian territory between its
Balkan neighbors: Greece, Bulgaria, and serbia. the successful megalomani-
ac nationalist campaigns of the Balkan countries resulted in wiping out
Macedonia on the Balkan map.

the results of this agreement contributed significantly to the maneuver-
ing positions of the Balkan countries which, in the dawn of World War I,
began to build their own interests and started communicating with countries
which they thought would provide them with the best chance for fulfilling
their national ambitions. For these reasons, Bulgaria, along with turkey, sided
with the opponents of the ententeat the beginning of the war in 1914.

after World War I, for the second time in one decade, the Macedonian
nation was divided and disunited with the versailles system. the Macedonian
question fell in the shadow of oblivion by the Great Powers, which were cre-
ators and signees of these international agreements. the act of signing the
Paris Peace agreements in and of itself had two implications in regards to the
Macedonian question. First, the revisions made to the treaty of Bucharest
cemented the territorial acquisitions of other Balkan states on the expense of
a Macedonian state. By the decisions of versailles, a formal legal Macedonian
national minority was not to be recognized primarily due to the fact that the
Great Powers did not take into account creating a Macedonian state, but rather
supported the interests of the neighboring monarchies such as Greece, serbia,
Bulgaria and albania.
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Based on the Convention for the exchange of population between Greece
and Bulgaria signed on november 18, 1919, more than 35,000 ethnic
Macedonians were “voluntarily” evicted from the area known as the aegean
Macedonia to Bulgaria. With the treaty of lausanne, on June 24, 1923, about
45,000 Macedonian Muslims, from the aegean part of Macedonia under
Greek rule, were permanently displaced in turkey. according to the statistical
data on the demographic characteristics of aegean Macedonia, about 320,000
residents were of Macedonian ethnicity in 1939. However, based on the
Convention on the exchange of population between Greece and Bulgaria,
more than 30,000 Macedonians from aegean Macedonia were relocated to
Bulgaria.

the xenophobia in Greece was especially visible in aegean Macedonia
(which after the annexation by the kingdom of Greece was renamed to the
region of northern Greece5), conditioned the “voluntary” migration of
Macedonians from their native aegean Macedonia to the kingdom of
Bulgaria. Compared to Greek immigrants who migrated to Greece since they
were dissatisfied with the newly emerged conditions following the agrarian
reform acts adopted in the kingdom of Bulgaria in 1920 and 1921, the
Macedonians, especially those living along the border with the kingdom of
Yugoslavia, decided not to leave. though not as drastic, the serbian govern-
ment also attempted to make changes to the ethnic composition of the
population in the vardar part of Macedonia. the assimilation process could be
observed through the implementation of harsh repression against the
Macedonians, as well as in the colonization of the vardar part of Macedonia
by serbian immigrants from various parts of the kingdom of serbs, Croats,
and slovenes.6

the partition of Macedonia led to the displacement of the Macedonian
national revolutionary movement. this unnatural division contributed to the
segregation of the ideological matrix of the indigenous Macedonian move-
ment and it was split in two opposing sides. one side joined with the
compilation of ideological and political goals of the Bulgarian society, and the
other remained to fight for the original idea, in very adverse conditions.

It wasn’t until the anti-fascist assembly for the national liberation of
Macedonia (asnoM) on august 2, 1944, that the Macedonian question was
again put into focus. 

5 Историја на Македонскиот народ, том 4, ИНИ, Скопје, p. 202 (cit.) “... the area
was divided into three general directorates: central aegean Macedonia with
headquarters in thessaloniki and the counties of: thessaloniki, Halkidichki,
kukush, voden and Bersko; eastern aegean Macedonia with headquarters in kavala,
including: seres, Drama and District of kavala; and western aegean Macedonia
with headquarters in the city of kozani including the counties of kozhani, Florina
and kastoria.”

6 Историја на македонскиот народ, group of authors, Скопје, ...about 70% of the
whole army and gendarmerie of the kingdom of sCs was concentrated in vardar
Macedonia...
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2. Nation and state - Macedonian retrospective through the prism of con-
flict behavior and influence of Bulgaria and Greece

In regards to the terms “nation” and “state”, the theoretical aspects are strong-
ly associated with the notion of identity. In fact, the approach towards the
creation of statehood indisputably includes the creation of a nation, or an
already formed nation creates the state as its attribute. this causal connection
of the theoretical aspects defines the political pragmatics in action. the dan-
ger of conflict behavior in national political paradigm is especially enhanced
if the historical development if the creation of statehood falls within the lines
of a creation of identity which was influenced by a history of cultural, reli-
gious, economic, and linguistic ties with its neighbors.

even more so, the existence of the nation and the state in contemporary
conditions are under the influence of the national interests of the countries in
the region and their perceptions regarding the positions and interests of the
other countries, which are a basis of conflict behavior. In the post-modern
analysis, very often, maybe even as a rule, we find a claim that the countries
have a historical wish for domination regarding their role as an arbitrator
towards the violence, regarding the transformation of the identity and the bor-
ders.7 this experience is a real political tendency towards Macedonia and its
nation-state development through the prism of Bulgaria and Greece. the
events from the beginning of the previous century represent an exceptional
example of a pragmatic regional imperialistic policy aimed towards the expan-
sion of the territory of the individual state. In addition, this is reinforced with
the advance of a territory in which a country in ruins and a population under
forceful influence of the educated, cultural, and religious aspects of the neigh-
boring countries exist.

For these reasons, in the clash of the historical conceptual approach and
the contemporary political moment, the access to the particular and regional
aims of the countries are contained in the political anthropology of the coun-
tries and their national determination. the second moment is aimed towards
the physical structure of the territory and its natural relations with their neigh-
bors. also, understanding the nation and state lies with the tendency for
independent nation building, which is a legitimate process of all the nations in
the world. the recognition of the territory or the statesmanship of the country
is a significant aspect in the foundation of the national identity while it is help-
ful in the causal connection in the explanation of the intensity of the territorial
conflict.8

It is certain that influences over the republic of Macedonia and its states-
manship and national formation, not only in a historical aspect, but also in the

7 t.W. M. Wilson, H. Donnan, Border Identities-nation and state at International fron-
tiers, University of Cambridge, Cambridge, 2000, p. 2.

8G.W.White, Nation, State and territory – origins, evolutions and relationships,
roman&littlefield Publishers, Maryland, 2004, p. 10.
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contemporary terms, are using the minority rights and freedoms as one of their
main instruments.

the attitude of Bulgaria towards the Macedonian question and its nation-
al and state formation is different from the Greek approach. Bulgaria was the
first country to recognize the Macedonia as a state, but it activated the histor-
ical issues regarding the origin of the contemporary Macedonian nation. the
historical context of the Macedonian nation as separate from the Bulgarian
nation was set during the various historical conditions were separated and
formed itself as a different nation.9 In this sense, we can determine the con-
temporary influences of Bulgaria over the Macedonian nation and state. the
main issue is not aimed towards the statesmanship nor the name of the state,
but rather is an argument in the historical context of the creation of the
Macedonian nation, by which the main concerns are the language and the cul-
ture as one of the main attributes of the nation. When referring to the issues of
an existing Macedonian minority on the territory of Bulgaria and Greece,
Greece is particularly sensitive because the historical coexistence of the cul-
tural behavior is an exceptional burden for the Greek state. this burden is too
heavy to bear and explain in contemporary terms when republic of
Macedonia is on the international scene.

3. Instead of concluding observations…

exploring the subject of nation and state formation of Macedonia, the one hun-
dred year aniversary since the signing of the Bucharest Peace treaty motivated
us to conduct profound research into the historical factors which performed
exceptional influences over the national and state authonomy in the process of
creation of the Macedonian nation-state. It is evident that this process never
stopped, and it will reflect its individuality in the future as well. In that man-
ner, we can conclude that the processes we have with our neighbors will have
their own development in the future historical stages, and they will be in a
great manner conditioned by new geopolitical strategies, as well as by eco-
nomic factors.

In its continuous process of forming and preserving the nation and states-
menship, the republic of Macedonia aimed towards eliminating negative
approaches with a firm preservation of its identity. the approach of strategic
thinking on a longer period (not within the timeframe of one or two genera-
tions), will give us greater posibilities for open thinking in which we should
surpass the current issues and conflicts with our neighbors that seem irrational
to us, but to them, they are issues of national interest. In international relations,
the realization of national interests in the long run is a priority that stands
before us and is not only the politics of one generation.

therefore, it can be said with certainty that such influences will continue.

9J.engstrom, Democratization and the Prevention of Violent Conflict-Lesson Learned
from Bulgaria and Macedonia, ashgate, Burlington, 2009, pp 121
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Unlike a century ago, the republic of Macedonia is a reality in international
relations today. this leaves enough space to find new, more civilized solutions
which will represent not only contemporary international conventions, but
also the right of self determination of the people, which has to be respected
without exceptions.
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CULTURAL EVOLUTION, NOT TERRORISM: 
TOWARDS A BALKAN SWITZERLAND1

JoSETTE BAER
University of Zurich UZH, Switzerland

Only Macedonia is the solution to the old rivalry between the Greeks,
Bulgarians and Serbs, who are competing for hegemony in the Balkans. …
one general programme shall transform Macedonia to a Balkan Switzerland,
ending the rivalries of the Balkan states and those of the European powers.2

Krste Petkov Misirkov (1874–1926), a journalist and teacher, was concerned
with the creation of a Macedonian national identity.3 Political independence
would become an issue only if the Macedonians could achieve a national con-
sciousness, distinguishing themselves from the Greeks, Serbs and Bulgarians.
He conceived of identity formation as the basic condition for future sovereign-
ty. The population was passive, but Misirkov contended that the citizens’ most
effective way of defending themselves against assimilation by the Serbs,
Bulgarians and Greeks had to be peaceful. The failed Illinden uprising of 1903
had taught him that the people were not willing to support a revolution, let
alone participate in one. The only option was cultural evolution, the building
of a Macedonian national identity in an evolutionary and peaceful way.4 Since
the people considered their Macedonian identity primarily in negative terms,
as opposition to ottoman rule, they ought to educate themselves, focusing on
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1 All translations from Bulgarian, French, German, Macedonian and Serbian to
English are mine, if not otherwise referred to. This text is a revised and shortened
edition of my chapter on Misirkov, published in Baer, J. (2007). Slavic Thinkers or
the Creation of Polities. Washington D.C.: New Academia, 113-139. 

2 Ristovski, B. (1966). Krste P. Misirkov (1874–1926). Prilog kon prouchuvanieto na
rasvitokot na Makedonskata Natsionalna Misla. Skopje: Kultura, 609. 

3 See the short biography of Misirkov in the appendix.
4 Note that I distinguish between nation-building and state-building: nation-building

is the process of identity formation “with the nation-state as the goal or result of that
process”; Hroch, M. (1968). Die Vorkämpfer der nationalen Bewegungen bei den
kleinen Völkern Europas: Eine vergleichende Analyse zur gesellschaftlichen
Schichtung der patriotischen Gruppen. Prag: Acta Universitatis Carolinae, 24-26.
See also Hroch, M. (2005). Das Europa der Nationen. Die moderne Nationsbildung
im europäischen Vergleich. Göttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 46-47. State-
building is “the processes bringing states into being … consolidation of territorial
control, differentiation of governments from other organizations, acquisition of
autonomy (and mutual recognition thereof) by some governments, centralization and
coordination;” Tilly, C. (1975). Reflections on the History of European State-
Making in The Formation of National States in Western Europe. Princetown:
Princetown University Press, 3-83; 70.



a codified written language, a common history and shared cultural customs.
These ‘insignia’ of nationhood would lead to a positive concept of their cul-
tural and linguistic characteristics.5

My analysis of Misirkov’s thoughts on language, minorities, religion, his-
tory and law is divided into four chapters. To put Misirkov’s thought into
context, I present an introduction to the political situation in the Balkans at the
turn of the 20th century in the first chapter. The second chapter deals with the
reception of Misirkov’s thought. 

I. The political situation in the late 19th and early 20th century

At the turn of the Century, most of the inhabitants of Macedonia were illiter-
ate peasants … National identity was something that was imposed upon them
from the outside, from Serbia, Bulgaria and Greece.6

According to the Austrian diplomat and geographer Johann Georg von Hahn
(1811–1869), the main reason for the territorial expansion of Bulgaria, Serbia
and Greece was “a way of thinking in imperial terms”,7 a psychological lega-
cy of the Middle Ages:

Among the many victims of this way of thinking was Macedonia. The Greeks
considered themselves as the successors of the Byzantine Empire, the Serbs
were pursuing the idea of a Greater Serbia and the Bulgarians that of a
Greater Bulgaria; they were blocking the emergence of an independent
Macedonian identity and state. After centuries of complete extinction of
statehood, they had, in admirable fashion, preserved the feudal thinking of
the Middle Ages, intending to realize it with the means of the 19th century.8

In october 1893, Damian Gruev, Dr. Christo Tatarchev, Petur Pop Arsov,
Ivan Hadzhinikolov, Dr. Anton Dimitrov and Christo Bostandzhiev founded
the Macedonian Revolutionary Organization (MRo or Io, Makedonska
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5 Boeckh, K. (1996). Von den Balkankriegen zum Ersten Weltkrieg.
Kleinstaatenpolitik und ethnische Selbstbestimmung auf dem Balkan. München:
oldenbourg, 331. 

6 Danforth, L. P. (1995). The Macedonian conflict. Ethnic nationalism in a transna-
tional world. Princeton: Princeton University Press, 59-60. on Macedonian politics
after the fall of Titoism in 1991 see the excellent analysis of Boškovska, N. (2000).
Im Zentrum des Balkans und am Rande des europäischen Interesses: Makedoniens
schwierige Lage in den 1990er Jahren in Goehrke, C. & Gilli, S. (2000).
Transformation und historisches Erbe in den Staaten des europäischen Ostens.
Bern: Peter Lang, 441-474.

7 Hahn, J. G. (1811-1869) (1976). Leben und Werk. Wiesbaden: Albanische
Forschungen I, 1964, quoted after Schwanke, R. (1976). Misirkov’s ‘Mazedonien’
und die Propaganda der Anrainerstaaten in Krste P. Misirkov i natsionalno-kul-
turniot razvoi na makedonskiot narod do oslobodubanieto. Skopje: Institut za
Makedonski Jazik ‘Krste Misirkov’, 327-336; 327.

8 Schwanke, R., 327.



Revolutsionna Organizatsiia)9 in Salonika; the group would soon be held
responsible for the bad reputation of the region as a land of violence and law-
lessness. Io’s main activities included ambushing ottoman troops, the
organization of small-scale uprisings and the violent requisition of food and
money from the population.10 Not surprisingly, this simple but brutal strategy
failed to gain widespread support; the Io, however, achieved political success
with the Ilinden uprising in August 1903 and the declaration of the Republic
of Krushevo.11 The fact that ottoman troops brutally crushed the insurgency
after eleven days captured Europe’s attention. The Macedonian question
addressed the fate of the last Balkan Christians suffering under ottoman rule;
it required a solution acceptable to both Austria-Hungary and Russia, the two
European powers competing for hegemony in the Balkans. 

In the Balkans, ‘national revival’ was a process of identity construction
based on the cultural, linguistic and historical facets of identity that originated
in the collective memory of the glorious past of the medieval kingdoms. The
metaphor ‘national revival’ referred to communities which had been ‘asleep’
in national terms until intellectuals started the process of ‘national awakening’,
promoting the ideas of the Enlightenment and the Romanticist appraisal of the
Slavs, the latter initiated by the German philosopher Johann Gottfried Herder
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9 The best analysis of the Macedonian revolutionary activities is Adanır, F. (1979). Die
Makedonische Frage. Ihre Entstehung und Entwicklung bis 1908. Wiesbaden:
Steiner, 110. Adanır lists the following names of the organization: until 1902, it called
itself “Bulgarian-Macedo-Adrianople Revolutionary Committee (BMoRK)”, then
“Secret Macedo-Adrianople Revolutionary organisation (TMoRo)” and, from
1905, “Inner Macedo-Adrianople Revolutionary organisation (VMoRo)”, which
changed to the final “Inner Macedonian Revolutionary organisation (VMRo);
Adanır, 112. The members used “inner organisation” to distinguish themselves from
the “external” “Supreme Macedonian Committee (VMK)”, founded and located in
Sofia, Bulgaria. The Supreme Committee received financial and material support and
army personnel from the Bulgarian government. Both the Io and the Supreme
Committee competed for leadership. Duncan M. Perry uses MRo instead of IMRo.
Perry, D. (1988). The politics of Terror. The Macedonian Liberation Movements
1893–1903. Durham, London: Duke University Press. I shall be using Adanır’s con-
cepts “Io” for the Macedonian-based group and “Supreme Committee” for the
Sofia-based group. For a summary of the various revolutionary organizations, ideas
and goals in the 19th century see Djordjević, D. & Fischer-Galati, S. (1981). The
Balkan Revolutionary Tradition. New York: Columbia University Press. 

10 The reports the Berlin Voss’sche Zeitung published on the Greek, Serbian and
Bulgarian committees/gangs in Macedonia are detailed and informative, but are anti-
British in tone: Voss’sche Zeitung (1908). Das Bandenwesen in Makedonien. Ein
Geheimbericht an die Bulgarische Regierung mit Kommentaren. Berlin: Alfred
Unger. 

11 on the Krushevo Republic and the significance of the Ilinden uprising for
Macedonian historiography see Brown, K. (2003). The Past in Question. Modern
Macedonia and the Uncertainties of Nation. Princeton, oxford: Princeton University
Press.



(1744–1803) and the Slovak intellectual Ján Kollár (1793–1852). In his
famous chapter on the Slavian nation, Herder had praised the Slavs as a peace-
ful, hospitable and industrious nation, which was committed to trade and
agriculture, but incapable of defending itself against violent enslavement by
other nations, namely the Germans.12 In his reverence for Herder, Kollár spoke
of “the Slavic nation [Slawische Nation]”,13 which he determined as consist-
ing of four groups, according to the linguistic differences between Polish,
Russian, Czecho-Slovak and Illyrian (South Slavic). Kollár developed
Herder’s view of the Slavs into the idea of Slovanská vzájemnost (Slavic soli-
darity, Slawische Wechselseitigkeit), a theoretical forerunner of Panslavism. 

The Christian faith proved to be a powerful motivation for the Balkan
Christians; the apolitical and somewhat idealistic concept of Kollár’s Slavic
nation had gained more followers in Central Europe, Poland, Bohemia and
Slovakia. Citizens in the Balkans, however, had experienced ottoman rule for
roughly five centuries; the continuing decay of the High Porte in the 19th cen-
tury initiated and accelerated their resistance. They considered the defence of
their language, culture and faith against ottoman rule as a moral task. Faith
and the emerging national feeling were intrinsically connected, encouraging
the people to strive for a second genesis, a search into their historical origins
and a remembering of their myths of descent. With a codified written lan-
guage, a national history and a canon of literature and poetry, the national
revival could be accomplished. The intelligentsia were crucial for promoting,
controlling and directing this process. 

Macedonian citizens had neither medieval territory with which to argue
their case, nor a recorded history of their own; this resulted in their lack of a
territorial identity in the form referred to as homeland, which effectively whet-
ted the neighbouring states’ appetites to expand their influence by cultural
means. The economic backwardness of the young states and the value of ter-
ritory as the primary source of subsistence led to specific egalitarian and
rural-conservative features14 of the Balkan nations. Without a strong intellec-
tual class and a thin layer of politically conscious citizenry, the process of
nation- and state-building had led to the sharp inclusionist-exclusionist per-
ception of friends and foes alike. The ottoman period was perceived as a
brutal interruption of their national development; the three nations considered
the re-establishment of their ancient medieval kingdoms as the principal goal.
All three states justified their expansionist policies with ethnic and cultural
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12 Herder, J. G. (1980). Outlines of a Philosophy of the History of Man. New York:
Bergman Publishers, 483.

13 For the first English translation of parts of Kollár’s text from 1837 Ueber literarische
Wechselseitigkeit zwischen den verschiedenen Stämmen und Mundarten der slawis-
chen Nation. Pest: Trattner-Károly, see Baer, J. (2006). Preparing Liberty in Central
Europe. Political Texts from the Spring of Nations 1848 to the Spring of Prague
1968. Stuttgart: ibidem, 20-57.

14 Todorova, M. (1997). Imagining the Balkans. oxford, New York: oxford University
Press, 172f.



kinship, attempting to prove that parts of the Macedonian territory had been
inhabited by Serbs, Greeks and Bulgarians—if not in the 19th century, then in
the Middle Ages. 

The Treaty of Berlin of 1878 confirmed de jure Bulgaria, Serbia and
Greece’s independence, while the polyethnic Macedonian population
remained under direct ottoman rule.1 Serbia had achieved de facto independ-
ence in 1833; the insurrection led by Prince Miloš obrenović had resulted in
the status of inner autonomy in 1817. ottoman authorities never fully con-
trolled Montenegro because of her impenetrable forests and mountains; the
followers of Prince-Bishop Petar Njegoš ruled the autonomous principality
from 1852. Greece’s fight for independence had aroused the sympathy of
Europe, which resulted in her gaining sovereignty in 1832. 

In Macedonia, two factors effectively blocked independent politics: the
polyethnic composition of the population and the lack of a Macedonian millet.
First, the population consisted of Macedonian Slavs, as the largest ethnic
group, Romanis, Jews, Vlachs, Romanians, Greeks, Albanians and Turks.
Second, as Islam was the fundamental principle of ottoman rule, the raya, the
non-Muslim population of the Balkans, was classified according to their con-
fessions in units called millets, which enjoyed religious autonomy. A religious
leader represented the community in front of the High Porte.16 The
Macedonian Christians did not have an orthodox millet of their own; they were
assigned to Serbian, Greek and Bulgarian millets. The absence of a millet
effectively blocked Macedonian nation-building, since the millets were the
institutional predecessors of the future autocephalous national churches,
which organized the resistance against ottoman rule, enforcing religious and
national identity.17 In the ottoman territorial order, the vilayet was the largest
administrative unit, equalling a province that was ruled by Muslim authorities.
owing to concerns about the Porte’s international relations, the ottoman
authorities had established the vilayets of Salonika, Monastir and Skopje,
avoiding the usage of the problematic name ‘Macedonia’.18 In view of their
similar cultural customs and, most importantly, their use of old Church
Bulgarian as liturgical language, Macedonian Christians felt closer to Bulgaria

Cultural evolution, not terrorism 185

15 on the formation of the Balkan nation states see Jelavich, B. & C. (1977). The estab-
lishment of the Balkan national states, 1804–1920. Seattle: University of
Washington Press; Jelavich, B. & C. (1963). The Balkans in transition; essays on the
development of Balkan life and politics since the eighteenth century. Berkeley:
University of California Press. 

16 The best introduction to the history of the ottoman Empire is Josef Matuz, J. (2010
(6)). Das Osmanische Reich. Grundlinien seiner Geschichte. Darmstadt:
Wissenschaftliche Buchgesellschaft, 2010; the territorial order 84-104, the Tanzimat
reforms in the 19th century 209-245. 

17 Danforth, 58. For a detailed summary about the orthodox churches in the Balkans,
see Kitromilides, P. (1996). orthodoxy and Nationalism in Ethnicity. oxford, New
York: oxford University Press, 202-208. 

18 Perry, D., 13.



than to Greece. 
The Treaty of Berlin had assigned Greece the territories of Thessaly and

parts of Epirus. While Belgrade opted for creating Serbs where there were
none by the means of financial support for the Macedo-Slavic seasonal work-
ers via the Bratstvo institution,19 Sofia focused on increasing her cultural
influence through the bishoprics of the Bulgarian Exarchate. Competing with
Bulgaria and Serbia, Greece used the Patriarchate as the religious representa-
tive of all Balkan Christians to gain control of the territory adjacent to her
northern border. The propaganda of the three states had one feature in com-
mon: it justified their attempts at controlling parts of the Macedonian territory
with the argument that citizens of the other nations had never lived there.20 The
territorial expansion pursued by Bulgaria, Serbia and Greece was thus the
main motivation for the cultural and national assimilation of the Macedonian
people. All three states legitimated their territorial claims with religious and
linguistic arguments. 

Bulgaria and Serbia insisted that Macedonian was a Western Bulgarian
and a Southern Serbian dialect, respectively. According to the Romanticist
rationale of 19th-century nationalism, the codification of a written language
presented a crucial act of nation-building. The assimilation of the Slavic
Christians was justified as an act of support of Christians of a Slavic extrac-
tion. Greece’s claims, on the other hand, originated in different historical and
religious arguments. Prior to 1870, Greece had been the only representative of
the Balkan Christians at the Porte; she had lost this dominant status with the
creation of the Bulgarian Exarchate. The loss of cultural and religious power
significantly diminished her position in Macedonia, Thrace and Epirus,
regions of crucial importance for the reconstruction of the Byzantine Empire,
a declared goal of Hellenism.21

Misirkov promoted the idea of the nation as a cultural and linguistic enti-
ty, considering the codification of the vernacular as an act of nation-building.
The written language was the constituent factor of the nation. Philosophically,
Misirkov was influenced by the simplified concept of natural law and a basic
Slavophile Romanticism. Given the political pressure the three Balkan states
were exerting on Macedonia, he understood that nationhood in the sense of
exerting control over a territory was the alpha and omega of independence.
one could say that the pressure to assimilate was so strong that it enforced not
only Misirkov’s national identity as a Macedonian, but enforced his wish for
independence. A national history legitimizing territorial sovereignty should
counteract the Balkan states’ historical claims. Paraphrasing Lord Ismay’s
quote about the intentions to create NATo, one could summarize Misirkov’s
political leitmotif as follows: To keep the Sultan in, Bulgaria, Serbia and
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19 “... the Serbs, who had to create a Serb element in Macedonia in the first place.”
Schwanke, R., 329-330. 

20 Schwanke, R., 328. 
21 Perry, D., 8.



Greece out and the polyethnic Macedonians united to create their national
identity and independence.

II. The reception of Misirkov’s works

outside the Balkans, Misirkov’s life and works are still largely ignored. His
most famous text Za Makedonskite Raboti (On Macedonian Matters), a col-
lection of essays, is available in English.22 In the 1960s, the Yugoslav Socialist
Federation under Tito created the Republic of Macedonia. Aware of
Macedonia’s strategic importance for the Balkans, the Comintern had
acknowledged the Macedonian nation already in 1934. The Tito government
declared the central Macedonian dialect Misirkov had suggested codifying as
the official literary language in 1944. In 1967, the autocephalous Macedonian
orthodox Church was established. The majority of Macedonian analysis of
Misirkov’s political thought was written in the 1960s and 1970s.23 Particularly
informative is Odbrani Stranitsi, a collection of Misirkov’s texts edited by
Blazhe Ristovski; the volume contains Misirkov’s unfinished diary.24 A criti-
cal and detailed biography in English, analyzing Misirkov’s thought and
activities, has still to be written.

Two articles are worth mentioning: Jeremiah Mitrović25 and Aleksandur
Peltekov26 published texts, whose contents demonstrate an anti-Macedonian
bias, an analysis of allegedly new source material and, above all, an unsub-
stantiated critique of Misirkov’s character. It is no coincidence that these
articles were published a few months after the Republic of Macedonia had
declared independence, 27 leaving the Yugoslav Federation in 1991 to become
FYRoM Macedonia later.28

Mitrović’s article displays a rather unsubtle anti-Macedonian bias, while
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22 Misirkov, K. P. (1974). On Macedonian Matters. Skopje: Macedonian Review
Editions. (A. McConnell, trans.) The latest on-line publication in English is on
http://books.openedition.org/ceup/1128; retrieved 23 April 2013; in Macedonian on
http://www.fondram.com.mk/images/File/KPM.pdf; retrieved 23 April 2013.

23 Korubin, B. (1993). Krste Petkov Misirkov (1874–1926) in Macedonian Review
XXIII, no. 2-3, 129-132. A first and longer version was published in 1974 under the
title The life and work of Krste P. Misirkov in Macedonian Review IV, no. 3, 256-
268. 

24 Ristovski, B. (Ed.) (1991). Odbrani Stranitsi. Skopje: Misla. Misirkov’s diary
Spomeni i Vpechatotsi (Memoirs and Impressions) dates from 10 to 17 August 1923,
464-494. The diary consists of descriptions of his native village Postol and the
region’s historic route Via Egnatia.

25 Mitrović, J. D. (1991). Novi Podatsi za biografiju Krste P. Misirkova in Istorijski
časopis XXXVIII, 289-294. 

26 Peltekov, A. G. (1992). Dnevnik na Krste Petkov Misirkov in Izvestiia na
Durzhavnite Arkhivi 64, 183-200.

27 The withdrawal of YNA troops from Macedonian territory in April 1991 resulted in
Macedonia’s independence. Mitrović’s article was accepted for publication on 14



Peltekov’s essay is more elegant in diction; nevertheless, both authors’ texts
reveal the intention to use Misirkov’s thoughts against him to convince the
reader that Misirkov considered himself a Serb and a Bulgarian, respectively.
The contents discredit the independent Macedonian state in an indirect fash-
ion, questioning the motives and character of the nation’s most famous
intellectual. 

In his article “New insights into Krste P. Misirkov’s biography”, Jeremiah
D. Mitrović calls for “a thorough revision and correction” of the image of
Misirkov as a Macedonian patriot, presenting new documents allegedly found
in the “Arkhiv Yugoslavie”.29 Unfortunately, I cannot inspect these documents.
They reveal that Misirkov sought employment as a teacher at Bitola High
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August 1991. Peltekov’s article appeared in 1992, a few months after Bulgaria had
recognized Macedonia’s borders. Yet Bulgaria recognized the Macedonian language,
and hence the Macedonian minority in Western Bulgaria, only on 23 February 1999,
on the eve of the NATo campaign against Serbia. Serbia recognized Macedonia on
8 April 1996. 

28 The official name of the independent Macedonian Republic, since 1991, is FYRoM
– Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia. The Greek government and influential
Greek diaspora groups in the USA and the EC had lobbied against the young state,
arguing that the Macedonian flag, displaying the “Sun of Vergina” with sixteen rays,
and the name ‘Makedonija’ were of Greek origin, hence Greek national property.
Greece also expressed fears that Skopje would embark on an expansionist policy,
demanding territories in Northern Greece, where Slavic Macedonians lived;
Danforth, 148. These fears seemed not unreasonable; representatives of IMRo, a
new nationalist-rightist party using the name of the first Macedonian political organ-
isation, promoted the union of all Macedonians in a ‘Greater Macedonia’.  Although
the Macedonian government did not support these demands, Greece imposed two
embargos, in 1992 and 1994. The blockade of the port of Thessaloniki, of vital
importance for Macedonia’s export economy, resulted in trade losses amounting to
more than USD 1.5 billion in 1994. Macedonia’s trade losses in 1992 amounted to a
total of USD 4.4 billion, of which USD 2.9 billion was due to the UN embargo
against Yugoslavia during the war; Ramet, S. P. (1995). The Macedonian Enigma in
Beyond Yugoslavia. Politics, Economics and Culture in a Shattered Community.
Boulder, oxford: Westview Press, 211-236; 226. I agree with Boškovska (2000),
who refers to Greece’s policy as “national hysteria” [nationale Hysterie… in bezug
auf Makedonien]; 467. In December 1993, France, Germany, Great Britain, Italy,
Denmark and the Netherlands acknowledged Macedonia under the provisional name
FYRoM, following the UN General Assembly’s recognition in April 1993. The EU
acknowledged Macedonia because Greece was due to assume the presidency of the
EU in January 1994. Greece was charged with violation of the Maastricht Treaty’s
rules of trade; the EU submitted a complaint to the European Court of Justice. After
negotiations led by US assistant secretary of state Richard C. Holbrook and in the
light of the conflict involving Serbia and Kosovo, Greece and Macedonia agreed on
a compromise on 13 September 1995. Macedonia changed her flag-symbol to a sun
with eight rays, accepted ‘FYR Macedonia’ as her official name instead of  ‘Republic
of Macedonia’ and agreed to respect Greek territory. Greece, in exchange, prompted
the immediate stop of the embargo.



School in 1922.30 He was, according to Mitrović, driven by selfish ambition,
caused by his fickle national allegiance. To obtain teaching positions and per-
sonal advancement, Misirkov would have adopted any nationality. Mitrović’s
interpretation is not convincing, nor are his insights new. Misirkov used the
term ‘Southern Serbia’ to refer to the western part of Macedonia in situations
where he considered it an advantage to promote himself and the Macedonian
cause. To seek teaching positions was proof of Misirkov’s rationality: he was
promoting his political goals in a non-violent and purposeful way—what he
referred to as cultural work, which included educating the younger generation.
Political circumstances determined Misirkov’s use of the concept ‘Southern
Serbia’; they required a careful and diplomatic choice of words, especially
when applying for positions in state institutions. In my opinion, Misirkov
acted in a rational and pragmatic way, given the intolerant nationalism in the
Balkans at the turn of the 20th century. To state that Misirkov would have pre-
ferred a Serbian identity instead of a Bulgarian one,31 had he been given a
choice, ignores not only Misirkov’s political motivation, but is also a clear
proof of the author’s bias. Mitrović focuses on a minor detail in Misirkov’s life
and fails to compare this detail with the Macedonian intellectual’s lifelong
work for the national cause. The result is an unfair judgement.

According to Mitrović, Misirkov also lacked a basic knowledge of region-
al history: allegedly, he ignored the srpsko-makedonska traditsiia
(Serbian-Macedonian tradition), which originated in the Serbian Nemanja
dynasty in the 14th century.32 Serbian kings did rule over territories that are part
of today’s Western Macedonia and they built churches and monasteries.33

However, to speak of a distinct ‘Serbian-Macedonian tradition’ does not prop-
erly reflect the political affiliations in the times of the medieval kingdoms: 

... it was belonging to a medieval community linked to lineage or territory,
not to a later-modern romantic or revolutionary ‘nation’. The model for polit-
ical integration was never based on an ethnic identity.34

In his conclusion, Mitrović refers to a quote in Misirkov’s text Patot za
Primiruvanje (The Way towards Reconciliation)”,35 a call for a reconciliation
of Serbs, Bulgarians and Macedonians.36 Focusing on Misirkov’s usage of the
concept of “correction”, Mitrović, whether deliberately or not, creates again a
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misleading picture by ignoring the specific contents of that “correction”.37

Misirkov sought a modus vivendi for the Macedonians subject to Bulgarian
and Serbian assimilation. Mitrović finally states that Misirkov lacked a firm
political position, “a fact which some Bulgarian historians should now
accept.”38 The abstract in French summarizes the author’s principal intention
in clear wording: 

In order to gain the position of a high-school teacher shortly before his death,
Misirkov expressed his wish to serve in Southern Serbia (Serbie du Sud) –
how the Serbs referred to Macedonia. When he learned that his application
had been rejected, Misirkov contacted the Bulgarians, attempting to prove
that he had always been working for them and that he was ‘a little bit more
a Macedonian and a little less a Bulgarian’. The Macedonians of today [Les
Macédoniens de nos jours] are the faithful pupils of their master.39

Aleksandur Peltekov also presents a recently discovered manuscript,
which he calls dnevnik (diary).40 After brief biographical remarks, which are
neutral in tone, the author presents his translation of Misirkov’s memoirs, cov-
ering his stay in Bitola. The text dates from 21 to 31 January 1903, roughly
seven months before the Ilinden uprising. Appointed by the Central
Committee of the Io, Misirkov went to Bitola to organize the preparations for
the uprising.41 Peltekov does not reveal where he found the diary, but describes
it as “a regular notebook with hard cover, measuring 16/10 cm with eighteen
numbered pages”.42 The original text is written in Russian, the translation is
Peltekov’s.43

If the manuscript is authentic, and the style and wording are indeed close
to Misirkov’s, the text provides interesting information about a teacher’s daily
life in the Balkans at the turn of the 20th century. In the first pages, an obvious-
ly depressed Misirkov questions his duty to die for the Macedonian cause,
expressing serious doubts about the uprising. He describes his painful life at
the school: in the breaks, his colleagues ignore him in the staff room and they
do not forward important information about teachers’ meetings. Today, we
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36 Mitrović, J. D., 293.
37 Ristovski, B., Odbrani stranitsi, 675. Misirkov considered the right to cultural

autonomy as a basis for reconciliation: “... that we can call ourselves …
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42 Peltekov, A. G., 186.
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would call such behaviour harassment. The reader gets the general impression
that Misirkov was a selfish intellectual, full of doubts about the uprising, psy-
chologically unstable and, worst, unpopular among his fellow teachers.
Nobody seemed to trust him. The teachers considered his close relationship
with the Russian consul Aleksandr Aleksandrovich Rostovski a further proof
of his lack of loyalty to the Io; they thought that Misirkov was a Russian spy. 

Peltekov’s text presents Misirkov in a negative fashion. I am inclined to
think that the diary could be authentic because of the style and wording; it con-
firms Misirkov’s early doubts about the uprising. Immediately after its failure, he
published a sharp critique in Za Makedonskite Raboti. Comparing the contents
and tone of the ‘diary’ with his main work, Misirkov’s political views appear to
be consistent; his considerations regarding the uprising, both before and after the
event, are an honest but unpopular analysis of the decision made by Io. 

only forensic tests can prove the authenticity of the discovered documents.
From a critical perspective, however, both articles can be understood as a
demonstration of the mindset of Serb and Bulgarian nationalists in the early
1990s. Mitrović and Peltekov attacked the Macedonian intellectual at the same
time with the same means, using scholarly, or rather, pseudo-scholarly argu-
ments to discredit Misirkov. owing to the timing and contents of the articles, I
think that their main target was Macedonia’s exit from Yugoslavia. Their argu-
ments reveal the rationale of Serbian and Bulgarian radical nationalism on the
eve of the Yugoslav civil war in the 1990s: in Serbia’s view, Macedonia was an
unreliable entity, while the Bulgarians considered Macedonia a part of Bulgaria.
To present ‘new historical documents’ supportive of one’s political viewpoint,
has always been a traditional weapon in conflicts, not only in the Balkans. 

The articles can be understood as a post-1989 critique of Titoism; they
also reveal the Serb and Bulgarian revisionist views of the Macedonian gov-
ernment, which wisely refused to take sides in the Yugoslav civil war. Any
political programme contesting the borders of Macedonia would most proba-
bly have incited chauvinist fervour and violence, opening up another theatre
of war in the Balkans. The Bulgarian government had defused this potentially
explosive situation in 1991: Bulgaria was the first state to officially acknowl-
edge Macedonia’s borders.

III. Misirkov’s critique of the Illinden uprising 

“one can best judge which concept of the national ideal is the most reliable
by the unanimity with which it is accepted by all individuals ... to obtain this
unanimity ... the ideal must be expressed in words or writing. And it is by no
means a vain task to voice one’s opinion of these ideals and one’s criticism
too … Popular ideals, improperly understood, simply add to the misfortune
of the people.”44

Misirkov defines ethnicity, culture and common political interests as
state-constituent values. A nation requires concepts that illustrate and legiti-
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mate the political wish of the people; he provided pragmatic instruction and
moral guidelines of how to achieve these goals. Every social entity that uses a
written language, has traditions of commonly shared cultural values and, most
importantly, displays a clear unanimity about political goals has the right to
demand independence, the right to freedom from foreign rule and freedom of
self-determination.

What was popular was not always best for the people; Misirkov was not
shy to insist on his intellectual authority to convince his readers of the legiti-
macy of his thinking. He had, after all, graduated from the prestigious St.
Petersburg University. The intellectuals had a distinct responsibility towards
the nation:

… one of the prime duties of the Macedonian intelligentsia is once and for
all to drive Serbian and Bulgarian propaganda out of Macedonia so that
Macedonia can establish its own spiritual centre, and free the Macedonians
from this give and take relation with the neighboring Balkan states and peo-
ples. Hence the need to forestall the partition of Macedonia and retain it as a
province of Turkey.45

In Misirkov’s view, the Macedonians were not yet ready for independ-
ence. The Ilinden uprising had failed because of the poor planning and the
people’s refusal to participate. The task of the intelligentsia was thus a very
simple one—and here one can find a distinct idea which illustrates the influ-
ence of the Slavophile facet of Panslavism46 Misirkov became acquainted with
in St. Petersburg:

... we, the Macedonian intelligentsia, have something more to do … we must
devote all our physical, intellectual and moral strength to the national
revival.47

obviously, the Macedonians had to pass through the phase of national
revival, which the Serbs and Bulgarians had already accomplished through
self-liberation from ottoman rule. After the failure of the uprising in August
1903, the cruelties committed by the ottoman authorities against the popula-
tion caused international protests. Misirkov did not spare the Io with sharp
criticism, reflecting on the reasons for the Ilinden disaster:
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“I shall have absolutely no compunction in saying that I regard this present
movement as a complete fiasco. What little has been achieved … is surely no
justification for the hundred thousand people left homeless, the three to five
thousand human casualties and the utter demoralization of the inhabitants of
Macedonia … Judging by the results … one may say that it is one of the
greatest, if not the greatest of all misfortunes to befall our people. It is not too
early to foresee the outcome and the end of our Uprising. The consequences
might have been foreseen even before it began.”48

His critique further focused on a specific point: the Bulgarian govern-
ment’s aim to unite Macedonia with the principality was based on the rather
unrealistic attempt to establish the Bulgarian state in accordance with the pro-
posals of the Treaty of San Stefano in 1878. Bulgaria referred to her projected
annexation of Macedonian territory euphemistically as a ‘union’, as if the
Macedonians had any say. Sofia’s rationale was simple but effective: no
Macedonian language—no Macedonian nation—no Macedonian territory.
The principality pursued the union on the grounds that the Macedonian
Christians, subject to the bishoprics of ohrid, Skopje and Monastir (Bitola),
were Bulgarians, speaking a Western Bulgarian dialect. Deeply unhappy about
the fate that had cast them to live under the Sultan’s rule, they, or so the
Bulgarian government must have thought, would be eager to join their
Bulgarian fellow-nationals. The territorial gains were, however, Sofia’s prin-
cipal motivation. But Macedonia was not Eastern Rumelia; Serbia and Greece
contested the same territory. 

In regard to the Supreme Committee’s involvement and leadership,
Misirkov sharply pointed out that the uprising had lacked the crucial element
of democratic inclusion. The failure to involve all factions and groups repre-
senting the polyethnic Macedonian people was the main reason for the
citizens’ reluctance to support the insurgents. Since they had been ignored, the
Vlachs, Albanians, Jews, Romanis, Romanians, Greeks and Turks were not at
all eager to consent to the Supreme Committee’s policy of unification, all the
more so as the majority of Io members considered themselves Bulgarians liv-
ing on Macedonian territory.49

The Revolution should be the concern of all ... Not only were the intelli-
gentsia of all the nationalities, or the greater part of them, not represented on
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the Committee, not even the intelligentsia of the most powerful Macedonian
nationality—the Slavs—were fully represented, for the Serbophile and
Hellenophile Macedonian Slav intelligentsia were left out of the Committee,
and their attitude was hostile ... The villagers were caught between two fires:
the army, and the rebel detachments.50

Misirkov’s intention was to convince his fellow Macedonians that the
polyethnic nation could be united if the citizens acted according to the princi-
ple of tolerance of diversity. This tolerance would allow them to successfully
defend themselves against Serb, Greek and Bulgarian assimilation. Diversity
of religion, ethnicity, culture, language and political affiliation could form a
status that one could call proto-citizenship, a state of mind connecting nation-
al identity to the future prospect of citizenship. In Misirkov’s eyes, the Io and
the Supreme Committee had committed a grave error by excluding the politi-
cal weight of the Albanians, Vlachs and Romanians. A further failure had been
to ignore the Slavic Macedonians, who, for the time being, were loyal to
Greece and Serbia. Also, the groups were oscillating between contesting and
joining each other. Misirkov did not hide his contempt for the dishonesty and
lies, the committees’ political tools: 

If the Committees have so far been playing a double role—telling the
Bulgarians that the Macedonians are Bulgarians and that Macedonia will one
day be attached to Bulgaria, and telling the Europeans that they are seeking
an autonomous Macedonia for the Macedonians only because they have no
intention of uniting with the Bulgarians—how is it that I know the
Committees are lying to the Bulgarians and not to Europe?51

If the committees could not be trusted, what ought to be done? What
political ideas and principles did Misirkov promote to justify his concept of a
Macedonian polyethnic nation-constituent by will, a “Balkan Switzerland”? 
 
IV. Language, religion and minorities
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the uprising, and the Bulgarian-Macedonian subdivisions of the Io were terrorizing
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The most troublesome question, however, is that of the official language and
the school language in the Slav parts of Macedonia. Some are orthodox by
faith [Greek, add. JB], others come under the Exarchate [Bulgarian, add. JB],
to say nothing of those who are Catholic or Muslim ... from all this can be
seen that the problem of language, particularly in regions with Slav popula-
tions, is one of the most important matters to be solved in settling the
Macedonian question.52

Language: The fundamental problem of the linguistically divided population
Misirkov tried to unite was not only the lack of a codified written language.
The population spoke western, central, and eastern Macedonian dialects,
Albanian, Bulgarian, Turkish, Romanian, and Greek. Since South-Slavic and
Greek were affiliated with the culture and faith of the two orthodox Churches,
the people were exposed to foreign influence at an early age at school.
Misirkov’s teenage years illustrate that to study abroad meant to be exposed to
political propaganda. The Slavic Christians enjoyed education in schools,
which, depending on the millet, were affiliated with the Greek orthodox
Patriarchate or the Bulgarian Exarchate, represented by its bishoprics in
Skopje, Monastir/Bitola, and ohrid. The religious affiliation determined
school education, based on three elements: the language of liturgy, the right of
the church to open schools and the end of the historical dominance of the
Greek Patriarchate as single representative of the Christian subjects. The
Sultan’s acknowledgement of the Bulgarian Exarchate in 1870 had caused a
schism within orthodoxy. Christians, who preferred Bulgarian as liturgical
language, became subjects of the Bulgarian orthodox Church and the
Exarchate. The Christians who preferred Greek liturgy remained subjects of
the Patriarch. Bulgaria and Greece had a considerable influence in opening
schools via their churches, while Serbia’s orthodox Church enjoyed an auto-
cephalous status, with the right to found institutions on her own territory, but
required permission of the Porte to open schools in Western Macedonia. The
Serbian government had also to prove that it possessed a sufficient number of
teachers capable of teaching in Serbian.53 Belgrade recruited these teachers
among young Macedonians, who, like Misirkov, had enjoyed higher education
in Serbia. The “Serb element” that had to be created should convince the
Sultan and the Great Powers of the rightfulness of Serbia’s claims on
“Southern Serbia”. According to Misirkov, foreign influence in Macedonia
had caused the divide of the population:

Up to the time of the Russo-Turkish war [liberation of Bulgaria in 1878, add.
JB] there existed only one theory concerning our nationality. Now there are
two. And a third is making its way in: that the Macedonians are something
between Serbs and Bulgarians. The supporters of this theory, however, are
divided into: 1. Those who claim that the Macedonians are far away from
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both the Serbs and the Bulgarians; 2. Those who claim that they are closer to
the Serbs; 3. Those who claim they are closer to the Bulgarians ... It is of no
importance to the diplomats where the truth lies. What matters is that the
Serbs have an ethnographic interest equal to that of the Bulgarians and the
Greeks in the Macedonian question.54

Misirkov’s interpretation of the three theories about Macedonian nation-
hood mirrored the conceptual and political confusion, which increased after
the failed uprising. The Great Powers had the ultimate say, while the union of
the intelligentsia and the people did not materialize. Diversity and passivity
were the single common denominator. Misirkov described the confusing situ-
ation, considering how an international brigade or occupying force would cope
with the language issue: 

No doubt this international brigade will have no difficulty in settling the
question of the language ... in schools, in local administration and in those
places where there are Greek-speaking Patriarchists, Albanian Muslims and
Catholics, and Turkish Muslims. It will be more difficult, however, to settle
the question in areas where there are 1. orthodox Albanians, 2. orthodox
Vlachs, 3. orthodox Slavs, 4. Slav Muslims and 5. Exarchate Slavs.55

The problem was not to determine the official language in ethnically and
culturally homogeneous communities, but in the areas where the population
was divided by different languages, religions, and customs. As long as the
largest ethnic group of the Slavs spoke different languages and adhered to dif-
ferent churches, the Macedonian question could not be solved – and the
territorial demands of the adjacent states remained crucial issues on their polit-
ical agendas.56 Language was the key to the Macedonian question: codifying
the central Macedonian dialect as the one and only written language would be
a first step to untangling the confusing web of languages, dialects, religious
affiliations, foreign influence and Great Power decision-making. The “regen-
eration ... in a spiritual and material sense”57 demanded one language: 

Even when not engaged in official work, the Macedonian intellectuals should
always speak to one another in the central Macedonian dialect (that of Veles,
Prilep, Bitola and ohrid) and this language should be introduced as a com-
pulsory subject in all religious and national teaching, even in the Turkish
schools. The central Macedonian dialect should become the literary language
of Macedonia.”58

The fact that Misirkov advocated making the central Macedonian dialect
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the official language in instruction and liturgy should not raise suspicions that
he wanted to “slavicize” the non-Slavic population. His loyalty to the Porte as
the sovereign was unquestioned. He had no intention to proselytize, but he
wanted to establish the foundations of a Macedonian identity in a pragmatic
fashion. What advantages did the central dialect offer? In his text A few words
on the Macedonian literary language, Misirkov condemned the plans for a
spring uprising, since the political situation demanded a “cultural struggle”.59
He promoted himself as the leader in the fight for cultural individuality, refer-
ring to his own views as “by no means something new and unsubstantiated but
rather an advance in the development of our national self-awareness, and
hence perfectly natural and justifiable.”60 Misirkov spoke about the ancestors,
whose legacy demanded the people’s loyalty:

The privilege any dialect or regional, accent may enjoy through being made
the vehicle of literature as historians of language might say is not granted on
the basis of any aesthetic superiority it may have, but for purely practical
considerations, i.e. as a result of historical and cultural circumstances.61

Whether an idiom fulfilled the linguistic and aesthetic requirements of a
literary language or not was a political question. Misirkov criticized the idea
of superior and inferior languages, pointing to the Serb and Bulgarian policies
of cultural assimilation. If scientists, academics and writers used the central
dialect unanimously, they would elevate it to a literary language; this would
effectively block the influence of the “propagandists”, the Serb and Bulgarian
representatives.62 Another fact supported the central dialect as the future
Macedonian written language: Bitola, the capital of the ottoman province,
was territorially close to the old capitals Prespa and Prilep and the archbish-
opric of ohrid. Unfar from the geographical centre Veles, the four towns
formed a historical region, which was “sufficiently distant from the Serbian
and Bulgarian language centres.”63

After some remarks on orthographical reforms, Misirkov set two guide-
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lines for the national revival: first, Macedonia should pursue a neutral attitude
towards Bulgaria and Serbia, and second, Macedonia should unite in linguis-
tic terms, using one language.64 Any Macedonian citizen, regardless of his
ethnicity, religious affiliation, cultural customs and social class should enforce
the nation-building by using the central dialect. 

Religion: Misirkov was not a religious person. Church matters were of no
interest to him and, albeit raised in the Greek orthodox faith, he was not con-
cerned with religious matters. He fully dedicated himself to political issues,
demonstrating the secular value of tolerance:

Everyone has the right to profess the Muslim religion or Christianity in one
of its three basic forms – orthodoxy, Catholicism and Protestantism. All peo-
ple have an inalienable right to their religious needs and convictions, but
religion should never be permitted to become a platform for political and
national propaganda.65

orthodoxy was the religion that engaged most in political issues; he
described it as “the oldest, the most widespread, the basic faith of all the
nationalities of Macedonia ...”66 Misirkov criticized the Bulgarian, Serb and
Greek orthodox Churches as the institutions that were spreading the propa-
ganda of assimilation in Macedonia.  Assessing the cultural and political
potential of a future Macedonian archbishopric in ohrid, the prospective insti-
tutional predecessor of an autocephalous Macedonian church, he wrote: 

If those who spread religious propaganda have anything against the unity of
the Macedonian people and the intelligentsia then it can only be for nation-
alist motives. In this case it would be natural for these church reforms to be
extended to school reforms as well, i.e. the Archbishopric would also take
over school affairs, giving due consideration to the nationality of the congre-
gation in each region; thus in Greek parishes the official language both at
school and in church would be Greek, in the Vlach parishes – Romanian, and
in the Slav parishes – Slavonic.67

obviously, Misirkov contradicted himself: first, he demanded that
Macedonian should become the single language of instruction and liturgy, then
he called for the recognition of the different languages, which had divided the
population in the first place. It is difficult to analyse his ideas about church
reforms, given that it was quite unrealistic to expect the Bulgarian Exarchate
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and the Serbian Church to voluntarily reunite with the Greek Patriarchate.
Religion per se was not the problem, but the churches’ involvement in the
expansionist politics of their states. His call for cultural autonomy was based
on recognition of the different languages of the nationalities; it was a clear
contradiction of his appeal to use only the Macedonian language in churches
and schools. I do not think that he was aware of this contradiction. 

Minorities: A further issue was the minority communities of the Vlachs, Jews,
Albanians, Turks, and Greeks. The idea of a Macedonian Federation, a feder-
ative system modelled on the Swiss confederation, could successfully
integrate the minorities; the idea emerged within the Io and was very popular
after WW I.68 The federation was, however, utopian because of the neigbour-
ing states’ territorial demands, the polyethnic composition of the population
and, above all, the lack of political will. Unlike Switzerland, where the nation-
alities live in clearly divided regions with few mixed areas, the nationalities
were scattered all over the Macedonian territory. Even if the intellectuals
would have agreed on a common state, the international political situation did
not allow such a state to come into being. The partition of Geographic
Macedonia after the Balkan wars extinguished all hopes of cultural autonomy.
The national unity Misirkov so ardently advocated did not stand a chance, but
he was still concerned with the integration of the minorities: 

We should attempt to create a state of affairs in Macedonia in which there are
no Serbian, Greek or Bulgarian interests because there are no Serbs, Greeks
or Bulgarians in Macedonia, only Macedonians of Slav origin and certain
other Macedonian nationalities ... The national unification ... can be brought
about only by mutual compromise and not by capitulation ...69

Misirkov’s idea of a compromise is particularly interesting in the light of
the fact that he never mentioned democracy as a political goal; he did not con-
sider an autonomy status nor a sovereign nation state as options. He did not
promote minority rights either, but he mentioned them time and again in rela-
tion to the “national recreation”, which proves that he understood the
Macedonian nation as polyethnic. It seems to me that Misirkov favoured a
democratic system comparable with the Swiss model. Yet, since the chances
for a united nation resisting foreign pressure were rather low and plans to
establish institutions of self-government quite unrealistic, he preferred not to
delve into the details of a political system that was not about to be established.
He was, however, pragmatic enough to deal with minority issues when work-
ing in the Bessarabian parliament in 1918. 

Bessarabia was a melting pot of Moldavians, Romanians, Ukrainians,
Russians, and Germans, and the large community of Macedonians in Kishinëv
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accepted Misirkov as Macedonian patriot.70 By 1918, Macedonia was divided
between Serbia, Greece, and Bulgaria; as a result of the Russian october
Revolution, the Bessarabian assembly declared the independence of the
Republic of Moldavia in December 1917.71 For a brief period of two months,
the Republic had a parliament with a proportional representation of the
minorities, and Misirkov was elected as MP for the Macedonians and
Bulgarians.72 on 19 November / 2 December he was appointed general secre-
tary of the Bulgarian-Gagausian-German commission for higher education,
which reported directly to the government.73 His position as secretary for
minorities at the presidium of Sfatul Tarii, the Bessarabian National Assembly,
proves his willingness, talent and ability for political work. He was considered
a trustworthy and capable delegate, his experience in minority issues appreci-
ated. When the Romanian army, called in by the National Assembly to counter
the Soviet troops, occupied Bessarabia in January 1918, Misirkov was imme-
diately expelled and left for odessa. As Macedonia did not exist anymore,
history became a political instrument which he used to counteract the assimi-
lation and criticize the partition.

V. History

Misirkov did not write a history of Macedonia, but frequently used historical
arguments he considered supportive of the “national recreation”.
Unfortunately, his texts on King Marko and Pope Bogomil are not available to
me.74 Both texts are important for a better understanding of Misirkov’s
thoughts about the historical continuum, connecting Macedonia’s Byzantine
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and medieval past to the Macedonia of the 20th century. 
Legitimating political claims with the argument of a territorial ownership

in the Middle Ages was standard modus operandi of the Serb, Bulgarian and
Greek assimilation. In Misirkov’s viewpoint, it was only rational to counter
the arguments of the greatness of the Serb and Bulgarian kingdoms and
Byzantium with a Macedonian kingdom that had been established by
Alexander the Great. Historical continuity, or rather, the belief of the patriots
that such continuity did exist, justified territorial claims and determined who
would rule the future state and who would not. Territorial expansion as a
reward for the injustice of the ottoman conquest was a psychological-political
issue related to the idea of historical continuity.75 Misirkov considered history
as much a constituent factor of identity as language and cultural customs. The
national revival was not only a defence against the assimilation, but also a
moral issue, an appeal to the nation’s honesty and love of the truth:

Macedonian national culture and history … exist primarily because they
have not been submitted to systematic and biased study. Both the Serbs and
the Bulgarians, with great partiality and self-interest, chose to take from
Macedonian culture and history only those aspects which attested to the glory
of the Serbian or Bulgarian national name ... the Macedonian people were
thus armed with an invincible weapon in their battle for human rights and a
free national life.76

The naked historical truth was the invincible weapon Misirkov used. The
independent and unbiased study of Macedonian culture and history had begun
only lately. Macedonian culture and history existed because they were serene
and untouched; they had not been subject to the systematic and biased studies
the Serb and Bulgarian governments had undertaken, creating thereby histori-
ographies at the service of state propaganda. From a Macedonian viewpoint,
the issue was hence pure and ready to be revealed in its full truth by the sons
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of the nation. The  “invincible weapon” of culture and history should elevate
the Macedonians to equal status alongside the other Balkan states. 

With his detailed critique of the official Serb view of the Nemanjia peri-
od as the Slavic bulwark against Hellenization, Misirkov created a
contradiction: the failure of the Macedonians in the Middle Ages and in the
late 19th century to organize themselves was the result of the political circum-
stances, not the lack of national identity. one wonders, indeed, since he
contradicts his earlier statements about the failed Ilinden uprising and the
importance of a written language. A simple explanation for these inconsisten-
cies could be the fact that Misirkov published this brief article in the Bulgarian
journal Mir in 1925 in Bulgarian.77 The key to understand the confusing con-
tents is the following quote:  

The age long struggle of the Macedonians for cultural advance and national
preservation beginning 400–500 years before the emergence of the Serbian state
of Nemanjich and continuing through the rise and decline of this state, taken
together with the epic struggles for religious and political freedom, has gone to
the making of Macedonia’s national culture and of our national identity.78

The historical facts, whether the people identified themselves as
Macedonians who existed before the creation of the Nemanjia dynasty, are not
an issue here. Interesting is Misirkov’s choice of words: “epic struggles” con-
nects the alleged glorious past to the depressing contemporary situation. The
fight for recognition as an epic endeavor connotes also the Macedonian suf-
fering under ottoman rule. one could say that Misirkov’s intention was to
commit an open act of resistance and consolation at the same time. The
Macedonians had been used to fighting for recognition ever since, yet they
had survived against all odds. Why should they not survive now, even though
their lands had vanished from the map? In Misirkov’s eyes, perseverance and
patience were the most important facets of Macedonian identity.

Revealing the truth about the nation’s culture and history was a moral
task. Since he addressed primarily the intelligentsia, which, so he thought, had
a distinct responsibility towards the nation, I do not think that one can describe
Misirkov’s “cultural work” as a political programme. Misirkov’s appeal for
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education and identity formation was a non-violent way towards independ-
ence, which required a distinct level of education:

Science and literature are the most important factors in the development of
any people ... Cultured people rule, uncultured people live in subjugation ...
The basic precondition for cultural work is not the full political freedom but
the moral education of the people.79

Macedonians thus did not require liberty to engage in cultural work – it
was the other way round: only a morally educated nation would have the cul-
tural and intellectual facilities to pursue political freedom. Misirkov was an
elitist intellectual, who, in the best Russian tradition of the Narodniki, believed
in the encompassing natural wisdom of the peasants, whose frugal style of life
designated them as a natural sovereign. The intellectual elite, on the other
hand, had to commit itself to the nation with cultural work, which was more
effective than poorly planned uprisings that were doomed from the beginning.
A cultural evolution guided and determined by the intelligentsia was a posi-
tive task, strengthening Macedonian identity. Misirkov rejected the violence of
revolutions because of their destructive nature. Political resolve, proper plan-
ning, democratically elected leaders and the support of the minorities would
justify a revolution, but only peaceful cultural work could create identity: 

Cultural work is more delicate than revolutionary work because through it
the intelligentsia is placed at the service of the people while through revolu-
tion it is transformed into a heartless experimenter ... our work then, should
be concentrated on peaceful, legal and evolutionary educational work.80

History was an important part of Macedonian identity, and the
Macedonians were not alone in their endeavours: 

Poland was divided three times by her immediate neighbours: First, in 1772;
second, in 1793 and third, in 1795. Macedonia was divided three times by the
states in her immediate vicinity too: first, by the Serb-Bulgarian agreement
[the first Balkan war; add. JB]; second, by the peace treaty of Bukarest in
1913 and third, at the end of the First World War.81

In comparing the Macedonians with the Poles, Misirkov wanted to be
properly understood: eventually, the Poles’ political unanimity had resulted in
the international recognition of their nation, which had led to the re-construc-
tion of the Polish state. As long as the Macedonians demonstrated such
unanimity and pursued their political goal of a future state, they could not be
destroyed. The partitions of the Polish state had not been the Poles’ fault; nei-
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ther could the Macedonians be blamed for the partition of their country. one
issue was the partition, caused by the ottoman Empire’s decay; another was
how the nation coped with it. Poland had been re-established, and history
would eventually relieve the Macedonians from their epic struggles and
reward their patience with a sovereign nation state. Yet, before history would
take such a turn, the Macedonians had better abide by the law as the Porte’s
loyal subjects. 

VI. Law 

As long as there exists a basis for nationalist propaganda in Macedonia ... it
is inevitable that Turkey will lose Macedonia ... If, however, it is officially
acknowledged that there are not several Slav nationalities in Macedonia but
only one ... Turkey will be immediately freed from interference in
Macedonian affairs by the three neighbouring states.82

Misirkov did not deal with constitutional issues, a futile task in the given polit-
ical circumstances. He focused instead on International Public Law and the
involvement of the European powers in the Mürzsteg reforms. He was not a
trained lawyer, but he shared one principle with the Bulgarian Prime Minister
Stefan Stambolov (1854–1895): Turkey was the rightful sovereign, and loyal-
ty to the Porte a legal and political requirement that would support a future
autonomy of the province.83 In view of the cruelties ottoman troops commit-
ted against the population after the Ilinden uprising, the European powers
intervened, albeit rather half-heartedly. Tsar Nicholas II and the Austrian
Emperor Franz Joseph I signed a reform package at Mürzsteg in Styria,
Austria, in october 1903: one reform foresaw the establishment of new dis-
tricts according to the settlement of the ethnic groups.84

In their wish to maintain the status quo in the Balkans, Austria-Hungary
and Russia agreed on measures to increase their control of the ottoman civil,
legal and financial administration: Austrian and Russian consultants and advi-
sors from the other European powers should ensure the successful
implementation of the reforms.85 Based on the mistaken assumption that the
economic and political conditions the raya were subject to was the main cause
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for the unrest in the province, the reforms produced more bloodshed. They did
not solve the Macedonian question, on the contrary: the new administrative
order resulted in an increase in violence, since the various bands, factions and
groups competed against each other over the territory.86 The Serb, Bulgarian
and Greek governments sent guerrilla units, called četnici (flock), komitati
(committee) and antarte (rebel), which terrorised the population.87 The
reforms failed; the anti-Imperialist revolution of the Young Turks in 1908
would set the stage for the first Balkan war because of its disengagement in
the Balkans and focus on Turkey’s modernization. In the last months of 1903,
however, the situation seemed to be promising. In his Za Makedonskite
Raboti, Misirkov praised the Mürzsteg reforms, hoping that the involvement
of the European powers would restore order and peace:

The integral unity of Turkey is far more important to us than it is to Russia
and Europe ... Since we Macedonians are Turkish subjects ... we too have the
right to enjoy our citizenship throughout Turkey. And this right could be of
great advantage to us.88

It is difficult to say, whether Misirkov was simply not aware of the Great
powers’ lack of interest, overestimated the Porte’s strength or naively hoped
for the support of his fellow intellectuals. Indeed, he considered the Mürzsteg
reforms as the beginning of a new era in Macedonia’s relations to the Porte,
which would result in a significant reward: 

In exchange for this support [loyalty to the Sultan add. JB] we shall be grant-
ed by our bounteous ruler the right and honor of full autonomy in church and
school affairs and full equality before the law in the local self-government of
Macedonia. This self-government can in no way endanger the unity of
Turkey; on the contrary, it will help to regularize the relations between the
peoples of Macedonia once and for all.89

Loyalty to the Porte would reward the Macedonians also with the contin-
uous support of the European powers, which would exert pressure on Turkey
to implement the reforms. Yet, as long as the committees and gangs were oper-
ating in Macedonia, no European state would come to the aid of the
population.90 In an imploring tone, Misirkov repeated his appeal for national
unity: only a united people could pacify the difficult situation, ending the vio-
lence of the ottoman Imperial Army and the gangs alike. Unity would set the
grounds for autonomy and local self-government and, most importantly, clear
territorial boundaries: 
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It is one matter to ensure that correct relations are established between our-
selves and others of Christian or Muslim nationality, and quite a different
matter to ensure that our nationality is accepted by His Imperial Excellency
the Sultan, so that the term Macedonian might be recognized by protocol, for
this is necessary if we are to take the first steps towards national and religious
liberation from propaganda....”91

Misirkov used the concept “propaganda” exclusively to describe the
assimilation of the three Balkan states. It is difficult to assess the accuracy of
his judgement of Turkey’s power and her interest in implementing the reforms.
one could argue that his hopes that the Mürzsteg reforms would abolish the
discrimination of the Christians and establish an inner autonomy were naive.
on the other hand, one should also take into account a psychological factor: as
an intellectual, Misirkov was used to analysing politics and treaties in a ration-
al way. Regardless of the desperate conditions, his duty was first and foremost
to instill hope by presenting solutions. He did have a choice between continu-
ing his work for the national cause or retiring to the quiet, apolitical life of a
schoolteacher. The latter would have meant emigrating to Sofia, Belgrade or
Russia. Misirkov decided early on that caving in to the propaganda of the
neighbouring states was unworthy of a Macedonian patriot. Hence his sharp
and contemptuous remarks about Macedonian emigrés in Bulgaria:

More than five thousand Macedonians hold government posts in Sofia alone,
and the number of candidates for the civil service is no less. The majority …
have held, or will hold, high functions in the government … most of these
gentlemen think above all of their own interests ... to carry out their egotistic
designs and land themselves with a cushy job, they are prepared to show
themselves greater Bulgarians than the Bulgarians themselves.92

Conclusion

Misirkov never enjoyed significant support among the population and the
intellectuals; after the Ilinden uprising, he distanced himself from the Io and
the Sofia Supreme Committee. Given his lifelong commitment to Macedonia,
it was a tragedy that he could not witness the foundation of the Republic in the
Yugoslav Socialist Federation.93 He was never interested in Socialism, but I
deem it safe to assume that he would have praised the efforts of the Tito gov-
ernment in solving the Macedonian question. 

The distinct blend of critical analysis and intellectual honesty is most fas-
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cinating in Misirkov’s political thought. The core of his thought is certainly the
fundamental idea of ethnic tolerance: the Macedonians could become a nation
only if they were willing to endorse political equality, regardless of the citi-
zens’ cultures, languages and faiths. The backbone of the nation-building he
envisaged was the polyethnic composition of the people. He expressed him-
self in a clear and simple way; his texts are informative and his arguments
sound, in particular when criticizing the assimilation of Serbia, Bulgaria and
Greece. He anticipated the importance of the politically neutral central
Macedonian dialect, and his thoughts about the integration of the minorities
were very modern, since they lacked the nationalist-religious bias virulent in
the region. I think that he could have played an important role in the
Macedonian state-building in the 20th century; experienced in parliamentary
work, he could have significantly contributed to the constitutional design of
the Macedonian Republic, particularly addressing the issues of language, edu-
cation and minorities. Misirkov’s lifelong efforts to create a Macedonian
national identity on the basis of interethnic tolerance would have made him a
political symbol for Macedonian independence. I think that he would have
been a wise and inspiring president who, owing to his rational and pragmatic
approach, could have united the polyethnic population. 

Misirkov, however, created a major theoretical contradiction in his con-
siderations about the integration of the minorities. on the one hand, all
citizens, regardless of their faith, language and ethnic identity, should speak
Macedonian in the schools and the churches. The language would create a
sense of unity, the sense of being a nation. on the other hand, his demand to
respect the cultural and religious rights of the minorities was a basic principle
of that unity. I think that he was not aware that he had created a contradictio
in adiecto: the polyethnic nation should be united by the disciplined and unan-
imous use of the language of the Slavic majority and, at the same time, united
in its acknowledgement of the cultural and religious diversity of the citizens. 

From the viewpoint of a minority in Macedonia, his demands created the
situation of a catch-22 or a double bind: if the official language of communi-
cation in the schools and the churches had to be the central Macedonian
dialect, how could a minority enjoy the right to use its language, adhere to its
cultural customs and attend to its religious rituals? If we follow Misirkov’s
suggestions, there is only one solution, one way out of the double bind: the cit-
izens of a minority should speak Macedonian in the schools and the churches,
but privately, at home or at cultural meetings, they could use their vernacular
– which violates Misirkov’s principle of tolerance that all minorities should
openly enjoy their cultural and religious rights. Misirkov did not elaborate on
this inherent contradiction; he was not aware of it. Considering his thoughts
and statements, one can assume that he would have addressed the minority
issue with a draft constitution that included decentralized local autonomy of
schools and churches. The political conditions, however, did not permit him to
speculate about constitutional arrangements. 

Misirkov’s fate mirrors Macedonia’s history in the late 19th and early 20th
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century. The assimilation and expansion of Belgrade, Sofia and Athens caused
the partition of the country, accelerated by the decay of the High Porte.
Misirkov envisioned Macedonia’s future as “the Switzerland in the Balkans”,
which he considered as a role model. He never mentioned the details of the
Swiss political system. The province, torn between the various bands, interests
and factions, became the apple of discord of the Eastern Balkans; by the time
of the first Balkan war in 1912, the idea of Macedonian independence was
doomed. 

Misirkov was an intellectual, who desperately tried to overcome the eth-
nic and religious divide of his native country. He envisioned the creation of a
modern polity, united in the respect for diversity. Citizenship was not based on
ethnic descent, but on the political will to form a nation and the ethos of tol-
erance. Such a Macedonia would be a role model of peace and stability in
Europe’s ‘powder keg’. His vision of a peaceful multicultural Macedonia
seemed utopian to the citizens, but the Macedonian Republic was created only
two decades after his death. Aspects of a Macedonian identity he had promot-
ed became a reality: a literary language, an autocephalous church, and the
integration of the minorities, which enjoyed an equal status and cultural auton-
omy. Eventually, Misirkov’s political thought became a crucial part of
Macedonian culture and identity, a virtual state of mind. He is remembered as
what he had once deemed the vocation of an intellectual: one “who will serve
as living encyclopedia”.94
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THE MACEDONIANS IN THE CIVILWAR
IN GREECE IN THE BRITISH DIPLOMATIC
CORRESPONDENCE

TODOR ČEPREGANOV 
Institute of National History-
Skopje, Macedonia
On the evening of March 30, 1946, a group of Partisans attacked the police sta-
tion in the village of Litohoro, in the area of Katerini, which is considered as
the beginning of the civil war in Greece. In August 1949 the Democratic Army
of Greece (DAG) was defeated. The war lasted 5 years and 3 months. This was
left unforgettable traces in the collective memory of the Macedonian people.
In the framework of what was considered a civil war, Greece succeeded in
solving the problem with the Macedonian people in part of Macedonia within
borders of Greece. That trauma, for those who survived it, as well as their suc-
cessors, is an event which even today awakens horrid memories. 

The civil war in Greece was “a result of the clash of the domestic, region-
al and international forces”. In addition, “In the period of 1944-1947, Greece
was used as a country for testing, a laboratory of international politics”.
Undoubtedly, the pre-history of the civil war began during of WW ll. Due to
this fact, we will only review the more important events in Greece, as well as
on the international military-political scene in 1944 and 1945. 

1944 and 1945 were marked by the big victories of the Anti-Hitler coali-
tion on the east and west fronts. This completely changed the military-political
status in Europe. The final operations of the western allies and USSR began in
the first half of 1945 which resulted in the final defeat of Nazi Germany.
Following this, Europe started to take on its post-war appearance dictated
mainly by the US, Great Britain and USSR, which had been decided on dur-
ing the many conferences held in 1943-1945. 

On that victorious day, the British Prime Minister Winston Churchill stat-
ed that “The main bond of common danger which had united the Great Allies
had vanished overnight.  The Soviet menace, to my eyes, had already replaced
the Nazi foe. Our power, which has endured so many storms, can no longer
withstand the sun rays”.

In the beginning of 1945 it became very apparent that “when the war a
coalition leads is coming to its end, the political aspects become much more
important”. The ideological opposites, communism – capitalism, in the condi-
tions of that time, in just a few years, would lead to a new conflict, the interests
of both ideologies would clash in Greece. The forces of the National Army of
Greece would find themselves on the one side, while the forces of the
Democratic Army of Greece on the other. The National Army of Greece was
supported by Great Britain who helped the forces of the king, while the USSR
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helped the forces of the DAG, which was supported by the pro-communist
EAM. Great Britain, on the other hand, did its best to establish itself as a dom-
inant force on the Balkans and Southeastern Europe. However, the USSR, who
also was attempting to establish its dominance in the majority of the Balkans,
intervened in Great Britain’s plan to succeed in its goal. It was quite obvious
the Great Britain could not oppose the military, nor the economy of the USSR.
As a result, Churchill could not accept the indifference of the US in regards to
the attaining more territories on the European continent. Anti-Fascist coalition,
which consisted of the three great powers the US, Great Britain and the USSR,
did not outlive the capitulation of Germany and Italy. The causes of the disin-
tegration of the coalition should be looked for during the years of the war
when the coalition was faced with numerous contradictory, clashes of interests
and mutual blaming. Instead of the promised peace after the war, the human
race was faced with yet more divisions and spheres of influence between the
great powers, but on the detriment of the independence of the smaller powers. 

The destruction of the German military power brought about major
changes in the relations between the USSR and the countries of the western
democracies. With the capitulation of Germany and Japan they also destruct-
ed the only common enemy that united them during the war. It was apparent
that the Russian imperialism and communist ideology on one hand, and the
British imperialism and capitalism on the other, saw no boarders on their
advancement to world dominance. For Churchill, the British and American
allies, succeeded in legalizing its reactionary regime after the parliamentary
elections in March 1946.  

Great Britain’s withdrawal from Greece on March 31, 1947, as a result of
the internal political and economic crisis, was filled in by the presence of the
USA, which did not believe that Greece would be able to oppose the forces of
DAG. According to them, that would lead to Greece’s capitulation and even-
tual fall under the Soviet influence, which would expose Turkey, the Middle
East, as well as the safety of Western Europe to danger. Due to these reasons,
Greece is granted military and economic aid, and with the signing of the
Greek-American agreement on June 20, 1947, the USA officially puts Greece
under its protection i.e. the regime of the right wing, as well as guaranteeing
their territorial integrity. 

Truman’s doctrine actually became the beginning of the end of the defeat
of DAG. Greece, not by chance, is one of the first countries where Washington
demonstrated its decision to utilize the principles of maintaining its presence
in Europe. The United States’ entire philosophy of its foreign policy was based
on the assumption that the civil war in Greece was a critical battle in the wider
spread Soviet-American confrontation and that it represented a key factor in
the spreading of the Soviet influence. Thus, the American president Harry
Truman, was prepared to take over the United Kingdom’s role of blocking any
further Soviet advancement towards the Mediterranean. 

This global transfer of power between Britain and the USA, not only
secured Greece with a powerful ally, but also with an ally that believed that the
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defeat of the rebels would be necessary in slowing down the Soviet Union.
Due to this, they civil war in Greece which should have secured power for the
Greek communists and national freedom for the Macedonians, was a battle
lost before it even started for both. Moreover, Moscow, their main, but truly
only a verbal ally, realized that this conflict was a direct threat to its already
established positions. 

Despite this balance of the forces, the united Macedonian and Greek par-
tisans, in the period 1947-1949, with constant attacks, succeeded in opposing
the greatly outnumbered state police and military forces, even on the territory
of Aegean Macedonia where they created a liberated territory. 

Faced with no other alternatives, the National Liberating Army and the
Communist Party of Greece (KKE), united on November 21, 1946 with the
goal of having a more organized fight in obtaining power, as well as obtaining
national and social rights for Macedonians in the region of Macedonia under
Greece. 

In the period between 1946-1947, the Macedonians from the Aegean part
of Macedonia, massively participated in the fight, thus constituting three quar-
ters of the armed forces under the command of DAG for the central and
western part of Macedonia. The main DAG headquarters simultaneously car-
ried out the supreme, legislative and executive branches of the government up
to the moment of the forming of the temporary Democratic government of lib-
erated Greece on December 23, 1947. The decisions of the main HQ of DAG,
were of great importance due to the fact that the existence of the Macedonian
minority was recognized, as well as their right to be educated in their native
Macedonian language, to develop their national culture, etc. Based on this, in
the period of 1947-1948, teaching courses were started and 87 schools were
opened for 10,000 students in the Aegean region of Macedonia. 

In the spring of 1945, under the initiative of the Communist Party of
Yugoslavia, the People’s Freedom Front (NOF) was formed. The political
organizations: the People’s Youth Liberation Association (NOMS) and the
Anti-Fascist Women’s Front (AFZ) were also members of NOF. They repre-
sented the most reliable source of members of the armed resistance. The leader
of the Communist Party of Greece (KKE), Zaharijadis, aware of this fact, as
well as the horrible situation his party was in due to the terror, decided that a
successful fight would not be possible without the Macedonian joining. Due
to this, Zaharijadis changes his opinion of NOF. Instead of an adventurous,
separatist and autonomous organization, he proclaimed the same a democrat-
ic people’s organization, and stated his readiness to negotiate as with an equal
partner. 

In order to achieve this goal, on April 2, 1946, Zaharijadis requested from
Tito that the Macedonian movement from the Aegean region of Macedonia,
which at the time was under the leadership of the Communist Party of
Yugoslavia and the Communist Party of Macedonia, to be transferred under
the leadership of the Communist Party of Greece. Tito agreed to this, as this
was in line with the spirit of his policy and plans in regards to the resistance
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in Greece. This, on the other hand, required that the Macedonians be persuad-
ed in the necessity of this change. It must be emphasized that this meant
radical changes of Tito’s strategic goals. The fight for the right to self-deter-
mination changed to a fight for Socialist Greece, where they would have
equality and civil rights as an ethnic minority. 

After discussions, on October 14, 1946 in Belgrade, between the Central
Committees of the Communist Party of Yugoslavia and the Communist Party
of Greece, an agreement was made known as the “Agreement to Unite”. Two
decisions were of major importance: the first was that the political organiza-
tions NOF, NOMS and AFZ would continue their activity under the governing
the Communist Party of Greece. The second was that the organizations under
the Communist Party of Macedonia (KPM) and the Communist Party of
Yugoslavia (KPJ) would be shifted under the governing of DAG. 

This turn of events had an extremely negative outcome for the Macedonians
from this region of Macedonia. This gave the left and right wing a reason and
motive to accuse the Macedonians of being agents of the foreign forces, as well
as trying to harm and destabilize the sovereignty of the Greek country.

The secretary of the Central Committee of the Communist Party of 
Macedonia at the time, Lazar Kolishevski, after the agreement was made, 
requested of the political leadership of Aegean Macedonia that they have con-
fidence in regards to the clear and proper path of the Communist Part of 
Greece and that they fight with all forces against chauvinism, separatism and 
internal interests of the Macedonians. The question that arises is on what facts 
and assumptions did Kolishevski conclude that the Communist Party of 
Greece indeed had a clear and proper policy in regards to the Macedonian 
cause. Past events, which were known to Kolishevski, did not hold a basis for 
this kind of assumption. It is open to debate what discussions indeed took 
place between Tito and Zaharijadis on April 2, 2946 in Belgrade. 

The signed agreement and the realization of the same, represents a new
stage in the history of the Macedonian national-freedom movement in the
Aegean part of Macedonia. The agreement in essence became a tool for
advancement of the policy of the Communist Party of Greece. The agreement,
not only did not secure the rights of the Macedonians, but it labeled NOF as
an enemy and traitorous organization persecuted by the Communist Party of
Greece itself. The Yugoslavian communists are responsible for this due to not
having the basic conditions for leading the Macedonian freedom movement
and only two years later giving it up to the Greek communists, which resulted
in horrible consequences. 

The Yugoslavian leadership radically changed its course of the program
goals of NOF of the Macedonians of the Aegean part of Macedonia. During
the formation of NOF in April of 1945, the Communist Party of Yugoslavia
proclaimed that the creation of the People’s Republic of Macedonia within the
framework of the Federal People’s Republic of Yugoslavian became a
Yugoslavian issue. The Macedonians of Aegean Macedonia would achieve
national freedom and national rights only when they would become united with
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Yugoslavia. They insisted that NOF should guide the Macedonians towards
Yugoslavia, since the Communist Party of Greece would not properly solve the
Macedonian issue. However, with the shift of the Macedonian national-free-
dom movement under the leadership of KKE, the Yugoslavian communists
abandoned the before-mentioned views and adopted the ones from the period
during WWII, advising and forcing the Macedonian from the Aegean part to
fight under the leadership of KKE. According to this, Yugoslavia denied the
Macedonians the right to strive for uniting, while earlier Yugoslavia propagat-
ed and organized the Macedonians to achieve precisely that. 

The largest organization of the Macedonians from the Aegean part of
Macedonia, NOF, held its first members’ meeting on May 20, 1947. During
this meeting, known as the “Senofitski Aktiv”, new guidelines were discussed
regarding the future development of the organization, which were: change of
the strategic goal of NOF, from one of fighting to one of self-determination, to
the fight of the Macedonians from the Aegean part of Macedonia, total mobi-
lization, overthrowing the regime of Athens, overtaking the government,
strengthening the brotherhood and equality of the Greek and Macedonian peo-
ple and strengthening the trust in DAG and realization of its aspirations. 

In order to carry out the slogan of the KKE “Everyone in arms, everything
for victory”, the first congress of NOF was held on January 13, 1948 in the vil-
lage of V’mbel. During this congress, there were a total of 25,000 fighters, of
which 10,147 were Macedonians. There were a total of 16,260 organized
members in NOF, of which 137 were professionals. Under NOF’s directive,
approximately 3,000 Macedonian women and men joined the DAG. Almost
all of the professionals from NOF and ANTI-FASCIST WOMEN’S FRONT
(AFZ) were mobilized. Two historical documents were created; the program
and statute of NOF in which the democratic rights of the Macedonians as a dis-
tinct nation were especially emphasized, which was in accordance with the
views of the KKE. 

In the spring of 1948, due to the upcoming offensive operations between 
DAG and the Greek national army, and in order to save the children from the 
atrocities of civil war, tens of thousands of children were evacuated to eastern 
European countries. These children were mainly from Central and Western 
Macedonia: Epir, Pajak, Kajmakcalan, Vermio, Vico, Gramos and others. The 
Macedonian organizations NOF and Anti-Fascist Women's Front (AFZ) 
participated in the organized and well-executed evacuation of the chil-dren 
organized by the interim democratic government of Greece. The people’s 
militia, committees and units of DAG also participated. In these fateful days, 
Anti-Fascist Women's Front (AFZ) took on the role of a “mother”, teacher 
and caregiver in caring for the children, trying to minimize the trauma from 
being torn from their parents embrace and the war. 

The battle of Gramos which lasted 70 days, from July 24-August 21,
1948, sealed the fate i.e. the outcome of the armed fight which was organized
by the KKE. As a result of the destruction of the main forces of DAG, changes
in their leadership occurred. 
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The resolution of the Cominform played an important part in deeping the 
mistrust between the KKE and The Communist Party of Yugoslavia. The 
victims were the Macedonians. The new political course of the KKE in 
regards to the Macedonian issue, represented nothing more than a short-term 
propagandistic and tactical operation, as a integral part of the campaign of the 
Cominform against Yugoslavia. 

As the Yugoslavian-Soviet conflict became a reality, London and
Washington began to intensify their efforts to take advantage of the situation.
In the beginning of 1949, the British concluded that it was of the utmost
importance to his Majesty that “in its fight against communism, Yugoslavia
not be absorbed by the Soviet block”, as this could be used to “divide the east-
ern European solidarity”. At the same time, the Americans realized that
allowing “Titoism” to continue to exist, as an erosive and disintegrating force
in the Soviet sphere, would be beneficial and that it would be required to
ensure “Tito stay string enough” to survive the pressure of the Cominform.
Om the other side, the American Secretary of State, Dean Acheson, advised
the embassy in Belgrade “to always keep in mind” that it is of vital interest for
the U.S., that the Yugoslavians “stop the support of the Greek guerillas”. He
also emphasized: “Tito (in time) will have to realize that the U.S.A. are not
prepared to continue…to help him in order to improve the Yugoslavian econ-
omy, if his regime supports the uprising against the elected government,
member of the UN, which is also supported by the U.S.A. When Tito confronts
his own vital interest, that will force him to stop the support”.

Josip Broz Tito, actually, was never prepared to sacrifice the stability of
his regime and the territorial integrity of the newly-formed federation in order
to unite the Macedonians, which became clear with the expulsion of
Yugoslavia from the Cominform in June of 1948. Confronted with the dangers
from an economic and military standpoint, Josip Broz Tito abandoned the idea
of creating a united Macedonia and with that he abandoned the fight of the
Greek communists and the Macedonians. In this newly-created situation, the
main goal of Great Britain and the U.S.A was to blackmail Tito through eco-
nomic help so he would cease to help the forces of the DAG and do it in such
way that it would not be evident and not influence his “domestic reputation”.
As it is known, in May of 1949, Fitzroy Maclean was sent to Belgrade, the
man who during WW II formed a friendship with Josip Broz Tito. During dis-
cussions, an agreement was made in which the political refugees that were in
Yugoslavia were not to return to Greece and that further assistance would not
be given. After this agreement, Yugoslavia used every opportunity to persuade
the western allies that it had indeed changed its policy in regards to Greece i.e.
that Yugoslavia no longer aided the rebels. This was all done in an attempt to
keep the promise given to Maclean. The official announcement of the
Yugoslavian decision to close the border with Greece was made during Tito’s
speech in Pula on July 10, 1949. This announcement was made essentially due
to the accusations of the KKE that the Greek national army were using the
Yugoslavian territory in order to attack the DAG. At the same time, Tito want-
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ed to avoid any potential, domestic accusations that he was cooperating with
the Greek government in Athens .This agreement clearly solidified for the
British, the fact that the Macedonian question was temporarily put on ice. 

Epilogue of this whole situation is very clear; Greece remained in the
western alliance and the iron curtain, which in certain aspects benefited both
sides, was now lowered. 

The final battle between the Greek national army, supported by the
American military mission and the DAG took place at Vico-Gramos. The
forces of DAG were defeated by the greatly outnumbered forces of the Greek
national army in the period of July 3- August 30, 1949. Thus, the 4-year civil
war was ended.  The 55, 881 rebels of the DAG were transported via Albania
to USSR and eastern European countries. 

The biggest consequences and damages were inflicted on the
Macedonians. Besides the human loss (21,000) and the material damages,
more than 50,000 Macedonians were exiled and uprooted from their home.
The Greek authorities carried out multiple administrative, political, legal and
terroristic methods to ethnically cleanse the Aegean part of Macedonia. Based
on the analysis of the domestic and international conditions, as well as the
events during WW II, the policy of the Yugoslav communists towards the
Macedonians from the Aegean part of Macedonia was not only wrong, but
harmful. 

KPJ had no right to take away the rights of the Macedonians from the
Aegean part of Macedonia to unite in their fight with the Macedonians from
the Vardar region of Macedonia during WW II, and even more so after the out-
come of the Greek civil war after WW II with the right wing’s victory. 

That was the end of the hopes that the Macedonians from the Aegean part
of Macedonia would succeed in realizing their national rights within the coun-
try of Greece. The plight of the Macedonians from the Aegean part of
Macedonia continues even today. 
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THE EUROPEAN CONVENTION ON
HUMAN RIGHTS AND ITS RELEVANCE TO THE
MACEDONIAN MINORITY IN GREECE AND
BULGARIA

AlExAndER KARAPAnCEv
University of Exeter

European Convention on Human Rights (ECHR)

The Second World War shocked Europe; the violations of human rights that
occurred produced widespread outrage throughout the continent. There was
seen to be a need for more political, social and economic unity throughout
Europe (Barnett, 2001, p. 395). As a result the Council of Europe was estab-
lished (not to be confused with the European Union) and in 1951 the
Convention on Human Rights was ratified by member States (Barnett, 2001,
p. 395). Currently all Council of Europe members have signed and ratified the
ECHR. These include: Macedonia, Albania, Greece, Bulgaria, and Serbia.
Section 1 of the convention outlines the rights and freedoms protected by the
convention.1 These include: 

♦  Article 2 – Right to life
♦  Article 3 – Prohibition of torture
♦  Article 4 – Prohibition of slavery and forced labour
♦  Article 5 – Right to liberty and security
♦  Article 6 – Right to a fair trial
♦  Article 7 – no punishment without law
♦  Article 8 – Right to respect for private and family life
♦  Article 9 – Freedom of thought, conscience and religion
♦  Article 10 – Freedom of expression
♦  Article 11 – Freedom of assembly and association
♦  Article 12 – Right to marry
♦  Article 13 – Right to an effective remedy
♦  Article 14 – Prohibition of discrimination

Case law shows us that the articles that have been most relevant to the
Macedonian minorities in Greece and Bulgaria are Articles 10, and 11. 

Article 10 states: 

1. Everyone has the right to freedom of expression. This right shall include
freedom to hold opinions and to receive and impart information and ideas
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without interference by public authority and regardless of frontiers. This
article shall not prevent States from requiring the licensing of broadcasting,
television or cinema enterprises.

2. The exercise of these freedoms, since it carries with it duties and
responsibilities, may be subject to such formalities, conditions, restrictions or
penalties as are prescribed by law and are necessary in a democratic society,
in the interests of national security, territorial integrity or public safety, for the
prevention of disorder or crime, for the protection of health or morals, for the
protection of the reputation or rights of others, for preventing the disclosure
of information received in confidence, or for maintaining the authority and
impartiality of the judiciary.2

Article 11 states: 

1. Everyone has the right to freedom of peaceful assembly and to freedom of
association with others, including the right to form and to join trade unions
for the protection of his interests.

2. No restrictions shall be placed on the exercise of these rights other than such
as are prescribed by law and are necessary in a democratic society in the
interests of national security or public safety, for the prevention of disorder
or crime, for the protection of health or morals or for the protection of the
rights and freedoms of others. This article shall not prevent the imposition of
lawful restrictions on the exercise of these rights by members of the armed
forces, of the police or of the administration of the State.3

From the onset is clear that Macedonians living in Bulgaria and Greece 
have the right to expression protected, in having their own opinions and 
imparting those views without interference by the State. Additionally, they 
have the rights to assembly, and to organize themselves for the protection of 
their interests. Even though Article 11 only explicitly states the right to form 
and join “trade unions”, as per the Case of Sidiropoulos and Others V. Greece, 
the courts have interpreted it as the right to form associations as well.4 This 
means that Macedonians have the right to form any associations, not just lim-
ited to trade unions. 

Although both articles appear to grant clear freedoms, both articles 10 and
11 produce qualified rights.5 What this means is that the State can lawfully
infringe upon them via the second point of each article. The rights may be
restricted if the restrictions are prescribed by law AND are necessary in a dem-
ocratic society. What this means is that a State can produce a law that infringes
upon the rights to expression and association. On the onset that may seem
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quite hypocritical of the Council of Europe. Why seek to protect a right that
can be lawfully infringed? However such infringement must also be necessary
in a democratic society. This is the statutory element that has come to the aid
of Macedonian minorities when seeking their rights to association. This is
because in many cases such restrictions on rights were prescribed by law.
Articles 10 and 11 will be examined in more depth when the cases of the
Macedonian minorities in Greece and Bulgaria are examined. 

European Court of Human Rights (ECtHR)

Section 2 of the convention outlines the establishment of the ECtHR. Article
19 states:

To ensure the observance of the engagements undertaken by the High
Contracting Parties in the Convention and the Protocols thereto, there shall
be set up a European Court of Human Rights, hereinafter referred to as “the
Court”. It shall function on a permanent basis.6

Article 35 outlines the admissibility criteria for leave to the ECtHR:

1. The Court may only deal with the matter after all domestic remedies have
been exhausted, according to the generally recognised rules of
international law, and within a period of six months from the date on which
the final decision was taken.

2. The Court shall not deal with any application submitted under Article 34 that:
1. is anonymous; or

2. is substantially the same as a matter that has already been examined by
the Court or has already been submitted to another procedure of
international investigation or settlement and contains no relevant new
information.

3. The Court shall declare inadmissible any individual application submitted
under Article 34 which it considers incompatible with the provisions of
the Convention or the protocols thereto, manifestly ill-founded, or an
abuse of the right of application.

4. The Court shall reject any application which it considers inadmissible
under this Article. It may do so at any stage of the proceedings.

Regarding admissibility to the court, it is important that the party is a vic-
tim of a violation of a convention right.7 This means that in order to have
standing at the ECtHR, one must be directly affected by the violation of rights.
Additionally Macedonians facing discrimination must first exhaust all domestic
remedies before applying to the ECtHR. What this means is that one cannot
directly take a case to the ECtHR. One must first go through the regular legal
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process in ones country, and then if still un-remedied, one can have leave to the
European Court. Article 46 is of particular importance in Convention. It states:

1. The High Contracting Parties undertake to abide by the final judgment of
the Court in any case to which they are parties.

2. The final judgment of the Court shall be transmitted to the Committee of
Ministers, which shall supervise its execution.8

What this means is that States are obligated to comply with the judgements
of the ECtHR (Barnett, 2001, p. 398). This means that both Bulgaria and Greece
must accept the judgements of the court and comply with the decisions. This is
of most importance to the Macedonian minorities as it provides a binding solu-
tion for their problems when they are denied their rights by domestic courts.
Once a judgement is made, the Committee of Ministers of the Council of Europe
is tasked to ensure the judgement is complied with (Barnett, 2001, p. 398). If a
country refuses to comply with the judgement there are several options. The
State can be suspended or expelled from the Council (Barnett, 2001, p. 398).
Greece has a history of conflict with the Council of Europe. It withdrew from
1967-1970 following five allegations of persecution against it (Barnett, 2001, p.
398). It is important to note this was before the Macedonian minority cases came
before the court. It is apparent that there are no definite methods of ensuring the
enforcement for ECtHR. Expulsion of the Council is the most that can be done.
However most of the pressure on States to comply with ECtHR judgements is
political. It would harm a European States image and credibility if it were seen
to be denying human rights remedies. 

The Cases of the Macedonian Minorities in Greece and Bulgaria

This section of the paper will discuss the 6 cases that Macedonian minorities
have brought up against Greece and Bulgaria. We will begin with the cases in
Greece as chronologically the first Macedonian minority case brought to the
ECtHR was in opposition to Greek oppression. The cases of Bulgaria will then
follow. It is important to note that all of the cases brought before the ECtHR
have been successful for the Macedonians. Additionally all of the cases relied
on Article 11 of the convention. 

A. The Cases of the Macedonian Minorities in Greece 

1. Case of Sidiropoulos and Others v. Greece
The case of Sidiropoulous concerns the refusal of Greek authorities to register
an association called the “Home of Macedonian Civilization (Henrard, 2000,
p. 87). The applicants alleged an Article 11 violation.9 The Article 11 violation
was pretty clear and unambiguous, as it was the denial of the freedom of asso-
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ciation. The goals of the association were: “(a) the cultural, intellectual and
artistic  development of its members and of the inhabitants of Florina in gen-
eral and  the fostering of a spirit of cooperation, solidarity and love between
them; (b) cultural decentralisation and the preservation of intellectual and
artistic endeavours and traditions and of the civilisation’s monuments and,
more  generally, the promotion and development of [their] folk culture; and (c)
the  protection of the region’s natural and cultural environment”.10 The Greek
courts denied registration because they believed that the Macedonians intend-
ed to dispute the “Greek identity of Macedonia and its inhabitants and
undermine Greece’s territorial integrity.”11

At the ECtHR, the court outlined several important points. The Greek gov-
ernment had argued that the interference of the Article 11 rights was justified as
it pursued several objectives including the upholding of Greece’s cultural tradi-
tions and historical and cultural symbols.12 The court found that such an aim is
not legitimate to deny a right under Article 11 § 2.13 This point is very important
for Macedonian minorities. Academic commentary stresses that States cannot
have a claim to deny the right to assembly by virtue of the view that some of that
States historical symbols may come into question (Thornberry et al., 2004, p.
43). Additionally the courts held that stating to have a minority culture, and
developing a minority culture could not constitute a threat to “democratic soci-
ety” under Article 11 § 2 (Thornberry et al., 2004, p. 43). The court also found
that territorial integrity, national security and public order were not at threat by
activities aimed to promote a region’s culture. An important point made by the
court was that the existence of different cultures and minorities in a country is a
fact and that democratic societies must even support and protect such minori-
ties.14 Academic commentary suggests that this statement produces a sort of
positive mandate on States to promote minority identities (Thornberry et al.,
2004, p. 43). The court also stated that goals such as promoting and preserving
regional traditions and folk culture are legitimate and inhabitants of regions are
entitled to form associations to pursue such goals.15
2. Case of Ouranio Toxo and Others v. Greece 2006

The case of Ouranio Toxo dealt with the Macedonian political party Ouranio
Toxo (Rainbow), and the events that transpired in 1995 after they established
a headquarters in Florina (lerin) and affixed a sign stating the party’s name in
both Greek and Macedonian.16 Following the posting of the sign: church lead-
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ers called for demonstrations and protests against “the enemies of Greece” and
called for the party leaders deportation, the town council organized protests
against the applicants, the public prosecutor ordered that police take down the
sign as the inclusion of the Macedonian name could “sow discord” amongst
the local population, upon affixing a new sign the party offices were ambushed
with the sign being taken and party members being assaulted, this was fol-
lowed by another ambush that resulted in the destruction of office equipment
and the burning of the office.17 Upon calling the police, who were located 500
meters from the site, the applicants were told that no officers were available.
Additionally the public prosecutor took no action against the culprits of the
crime, yet four party members were charged with “inciting discord.”18

The ECtHR stated that political parties are essential for a democratic, plu-
ralistic system. As such any measures taken against them affects the freedom
of association and therefore the democracy of the State.19 Referring to
Sidiropoulos the court stated that under Article 11, States have a duty to
abstain from arbitrary measures capable of interfering with the right of free
assembly and association.20 It went to state that Article 11 rights are not theo-
retical but practical and effective, thus a State must not just abstain from
interfering with such rights, but it must also secure the effective enjoyment of
the rights to freedom of association.21 Perhaps the most important part of the
judgement in reference to the protection of Macedonian minority interests can
be found when the court stated that, “it is incumbent upon public authorities
to guarantee the proper functioning of an association or political party, even
when they annoy or give offence to persons opposed to the lawful ideas or
claims that they are seeking to promote. Their members must be able to hold
meetings without having to fear that they will be subjected to physical vio-
lence by their opponents. Such a fear would be liable to deter other
associations or political parties from openly expressing their opinions on high-
ly controversial issues affecting the community. In a democracy the right to
counter-demonstrate cannot extend to inhibiting the exercise of the right of
association.”22 Thus States must protect Macedonian associations even if they
feel their views may offend others, and they must be able to hold meetings
without fear of violence from their opponents. In reference to the Greek move
in removing the sign as it may have provoked tension, the court stated that it
is the authorities role to ensure competing political groups tolerate themselves
rather than removing the cause of tension.23 The court held that the risk of
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causing tension within the community by using political terms in public does
not justify interference with freedom of association.24 In relation to the
absence of police to protect the party, the court stated that the police should
have foreseen the danger of tension and should have taken measures to con-
tain or prevent the violence. For the above reasons the court ruled that there
had been a violation of Article 11.25
A. The Cases of the Macedonian Minorities in Bulgaria 

1. Case of Stankov and the United Macedonian Organisation Ilinden v.
Bulgaria 2002

The case of Stankov dealt with the Bulgarian government’s refusal to allow the
“United Macedonian Organization Ilinden” registration. The courts felt that its
aims to “unite all Macedonians in Bulgaria on a regional and cultural basis”
and to achieve “the recognition of the Macedonian minority in Bulgaria” were
directed against the unity of the nation, advocated ethnic hatred, and were dan-
gerous for the territorial integrity of Bulgaria.26 In 1994 the organization was
denied authorization to hold a meeting to celebrate a historical event. Several
members were issued warnings from the police to stay away from the loca-
tions.27 On the day of the event, members of the organization were blocked by
police from entering the location. In the following years several other attempts
to receive permission to hold meetings were denied. Reasons were not given,
or when they were it was that such meetings would endanger the public order,
or that the organization was not legitimate.28

In finding Article 11 violations the court stated that Article 10 must also
be considered. This is because the freedom of expression is one of the objec-
tives of the freedom of assembly and association.29 The court stated that
Article 10 was relevant here as the authorities actions were in part inspired by
the views and statements of the organization and its members. The court stat-
ed that “Freedom of expression constitutes one of the essential foundations of
a democratic society and one of the basic conditions for its progress and for
each individual’s self-fulfilment. Subject to paragraph 2 of Article 10, it is
applicable not only to “information” or “ideas” that are favourably received or
regarded as inoffensive or as a matter of indifference, but also to those that
offend, shock or disturb. Such are the demands of pluralism, tolerance and
broadmindedness without which there is no “democratic society.”30 And went
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on to state, “likewise, freedom of assembly as enshrined in Article 11 of the
Convention protects a demonstration that may annoy or give offence to per-
sons opposed to the ideas or claims that it is seeking to promote.”31 Thus a
State cannot deny Article 10 and 11 rights because they feel the party’s state-
ments are offensive or shocking, or that their association will offend others. 

The court additionally stated that even if a group calls for autonomy or
secession for of a region, that cannot automatically give rise to a prohibition of
the association (Thornberry et al., 2004, p. 45). Academic commentary notes
that this finding of the court suggests that the protection and advancement of
democracy is an overriding principle over the fears of the State (Thornberry et
al., 2004, p. 45). Pentassuglia suggests that Stankov resulted in the furtherance
of freedoms for minority associations that was first stated in Sideropolous
(Pentassuglia, 2009, p. 61). In Ouranio Toxo the court criticized the sprit of con-
frontation that was brought on by the government authorities. They stressed the
need of facilitating inter-community tolerance. The same need for the State to
promote tolerance and coexistence between different groups was also stated in
Sideropolous and StankovI (Pentassuglia, 2009, p. 61).

2. Case of United Macedonian Organisation Ilinden-Pirin and Others v.
Bulgaria 2006

The case of Pirin dealt with the Bulgarian government’s refusal to allow the
“United Macedonian Organization Ilinden–Pirin” to register as a political
party.32 In the year 2000, the Bulgarian courts declared the party unconstitu-
tional.33 The court held that there was no Macedonian ethnicity in Bulgaria,
and examined the past actions of the United Macedonian Organization Ilinden
in an attempt to find the party unconstitutional.34 The Bulgarian courts looked
at the words of party leaders that stated that Macedonians live in Pirin, and that
the region of Pirin should be autonomous. They found that “A political party
which declares part of Bulgaria’s territory as foreign and engages in actions
for its secession is an unconstitutional party. It has no right to exist.”35

The ECtHR found that the actions of the government amounted to a vio-
lation of Article 11. The court clearly stated that the dissolution of the party
was a breech of the freedom of association.36 The court noted that the dissolu-
tion of the party was a radical measure, and such measures could only be taken
in the most extreme cases. In response to the claim of Bulgaria that the party
sought the succession of the Pirin region from Bulgaria, the court stated, “a
political party may campaign for a change in the legal and constitutional struc-
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tures of the State on two conditions: firstly, the means used to that end must in
every respect be legal and democratic, and secondly, the change proposed
must itself be compatible with fundamental democratic principles”37 Referring
the Stankov, the court stated that even if the party had separatist goals, that
does not mean that the party was acting undemocratically.38 Echoing Stankov
the court ruled that “In a democratic society based on the rule of law, political
ideas which challenge the existing order without putting into question the
tenets of democracy, and whose realisation is advocated by peaceful means
must be afforded a proper opportunity of expression through, inter alia, partic-
ipation in the political process. However shocking and unacceptable the
statements of the applicant party’s leaders and members may appear to the
authorities or the majority of the population and however illegitimate their
demands may be, they do not appear to warrant the impugned interference.
The fact that the applicant party’s political programme was considered incom-
patible with the current principles and structures of the Bulgarian State does
not make it incompatible with the rules and principles of democracy.”39
3. Case of the United Macedonian Organisation Ilinden and Ivanov v.
Bulgaria 2006
The case of Ivanov is very similar to Stankov. It refers to the banning of
“United Macedonian Organization Ilinden” events by the Bulgarian govern-
ment. The difference is the time frame; here the case deals with events that
transpired from 1998-2003. It was found that there was a violation of Article 11. 

The court noted that in the first event, although the police did not fully
prevent association members from attending the meeting, the fact the mayor
put a formal ban on the meeting resulted in an infringement on the applicant’s
freedom of assembly.40 The court also held that diverting members from their
chosen site, to another for their celebrations amounted to a breach of Article
11.41 In regards to the question of whether the bans on meetings were neces-
sary in a democratic society, the court referred to its judgement in Stankov,
“resorted to measures aimed at preventing the dissemination of the applicants’
views at the demonstrations they wished to hold ... in circumstances where
there was no real foreseeable risk of violent action or of incitement to violence
or any other form of rejection of democratic principles was in breach of the
proportionality principle enunciated in Article 11 § 2”42 Thus no material dif-
ferences were found between the present case and Stankov. Echoing its words
in the previous cases regarding Macedonian minorities, the court again reiter-
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ated that a genuine freedom of assembly couldn’t be reduced to a duty for the
State not to intervene, but that the State had a positive duty to ensure that such
demonstrations took place peacefully.43
4. Case of the United Macedonian Organisation Ilinden and Others v.
Bulgaria 2006

The case of Ilinden deals with Bulgaria’s refusal to register the “United
Macedonian Organisation Ilinden”, particularly between the years of 1998-99.44

The court held that the refusal by the government to provide registration
to the association amounted to an interference with the applicants right to free-
dom of association.45 The court stated that although Article 11 only makes
mention of the right for trade unions to be formed, the right for Macedonians
to form an association was inherent and protected by Article 11.46 The court
went on to state that a State’s legislation must be compatible with the ECHR
when it comes to the law of registering associations.47 This is very important
as it confirms that European law set out in the Convention of Human Rights
supersedes domestic legislation. This means that Bulgaria and Greece must
ensure the laws they enact protect the rights enshrined in the convention.  The
court also referred to Stankov in stating that Article 10 is linked to Article 11
in that freedom of expression is one of the objectives of the freedom of asso-
ciation. In reference to Bulgaria’s reliance on the statements made by Ilinden’s
leaders in refusing to register the association, the court held that Article 10
protects speech that offends, shocks, and disturbs.48 In regards to the Bulgarian
argument that the denial of registration was justified because the proclamation
that there is a Macedonian minority would be dangerous to Bulgaria’s territo-
rial integrity, the court responded by stating that, “the mere fact that a group
of persons calls for autonomy or even requests secession of part of a country’s
territory—thus demanding fundamental constitutional and territorial changes
—cannot automatically justify interferences with their rights under Article 11.
Expressing separatist views and demanding territorial changes in speeches,
demonstrations, or program documents does not amount per se to a threat to a
country’s territorial integrity and national security”.49 They went on to state,
“However shocking and unacceptable certain views or words used might have
appeared to the authorities and the majority of the population and however
illegitimate Ilinden’s demands might have been, their suppression does not
seem warranted in the circumstances of the case. In a democratic society based
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on the rule of law, political ideas which challenge the existing order and whose
realisation is advocated by peaceful means must be afforded a proper oppor-
tunity of expression through the exercise of the right of association as well as
by other lawful means.”50 Thus the court affirmed that the law protects
Macedonian minorities if they express separatist views calling for the autono-
my of Macedonian regions by lawful means.

Summary of Findings

Upon analysing the cases we can identify a series of principles that the ECtHR
has laid out in reference to the rights of Macedonian minorities in Bulgaria and
Greece. 

1. A State cannot deny Macedonians their Article 11 rights because they feel that
it would infringe upon their State’s cultural traditions and historical and
cultural symbols. (Sidiropoulos) 

2. Stating to have a Macedonian minority culture, and developing a minority
culture could not constitute a threat to “democratic society” under Article 11
§ 2. The goals of promoting and preserving Macedonian traditions and folk
culture are legitimate and inhabitants of regions are entitled to form
associations to pursue such goals. (Sidiropoulos) 

3. The existence of different cultures and minorities in a country is a fact and
democratic societies must support and protect such minorities.
(Sidiropoulos) Article 11 rights are not theoretical but are practical and
effective, thus a State must not just abstain from interfering with such rights,
but it must also secure the effective enjoyment of the rights to freedom of
association. (Ouranio Toxo)

4. Political parties are essential for a democratic, pluralistic system. As such any
measures taken against them affects the freedom of association and therefore
the democracy of the State. (Ouranio Toxo) The dissolution of a Macedonian
party was could only be taken in the most extreme cases. (Pirin)

5. Bulgaria and Greece must guarantee the proper functioning of an association or
political party, even when that organization gives offence to others. They
must be able to hold meetings without fear of violence from their opponents.
When the danger of tension is foreseeable, the police should take measures
to contain or prevent the violence. It is the authorities role to ensure that
competing political groups tolerate themselves rather than removing the
cause of tension. (Ouranio Toxo)

6. Macedonians have the right to express themselves not just in manners that are
deemed appropriate by the State, but also in ways that can be deemed
offensive, shocking, or disturbing. Article 11 additionally gives the right to
demonstrate in ways that may be offensive or annoying. (Stankov and Pirin)

7. The State should promote tolerance and coexistence between different groups.
(Ouranio Toxo, Sideropolous, and Stankov)

8. If Macedonian minorities call for autonomy or secession of a region, that cannot
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automatically give rise to a prohibition of the association. (Stankov and
Ilinden) There are two conditions upon which Macedonian organizations can
call upon the legal and constitutional structures of a State. The means used
must in every respect be legal and democratic. And the change proposed
must be compatible with fundamental democratic principles. (Pirin)

9. Greece and Bulgaria cannot ban Macedonian minority meetings,
demonstrations, and the dissemination of their ideas. This can only occur if
the groups call for violence, or reject democratic principles. (Ivanov)

10. Although Article 11 only makes mention of the right for trade unions to be
formed, the right for Macedonians to form associations is inherent and
protected by Article 11. (Sidiropolous and Ilinden)

11. European law set out in the convention supersedes domestic legislation. This
means that Bulgaria and Greece must ensure the laws they enact protect the
rights enshrined in the convention. (Ilinden)

12. Article 10 is linked to Article 11 in that freedom of expression is one of the
objectives of the freedom of association. (Stankov and Ilinden)

Conclusion

In conclusion it is apparent that the ECHR has incredible power in protecting
the rights of the Macedonian minorities in Greece and Bulgaria. Since the par-
tition of Macedonia, the indigenous inhabitants of Pirin and Aegean
Macedonia have face tremendous discrimination and oppression. With the
establishment of the Council of Europe and its convention on human rights a
beacon of hope was created for the Macedonians living in Greece and
Bulgaria. We can see that the ECtHR has recognized the oppression that the
Macedonians face. The European court of Human Rights provides protection
for Macedonian minorities that cannot rely on their domestic courts for the
implementation of their rights. It is my view that the Macedonian minorities
in Greece and Bulgaria should continue bringing cases to the ECtHR whenev-
er they experience a denial of their convention rights. It is only like this that
Greece and Bulgaria will be forced to treat Macedonians fairly. 
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THE NAME DISPUTE AND THE
TREATY OF BUCHAREST

Jovanka kepeska
University “Ss. Cyril and Methodius,” Skopje

The connection between denying the name of Republic of Macedonia with the 
Bucharest peace Treaty of 1913 is a realistic one as it represents a constant 
legitimacy on Greece ‘s expansionist tendencies ever since the creation of the 
Greek state in the 19th century. With the Bucharest Treaty of 1913, Greece 
was given, in fact, the largest part of the ethnic territory of Macedonians. 
Therefore, denying the right to use the name ‘Macedonia’ for the country of 
Macedonia, the Macedonian identity, nation, tradition, history, culture and lan-
guage solidifies the legitimacy of the Bucharest peace Treaty of 1913.

Despite of our ill fortune, at present, we are bound to contemporary reso-
lution of national issues and according to international treaties for human
rights and rights of national minorities. exposing the Greek political endeav-
ors regarding historical facts thus remains necessary. It is also necessary to
demystify the hidden reasons that arise with the request to Macedonia’s name
change and reveal the true goal behind the actions, which is to deny the
Macedonian nation, as well as the existence of a Macedonian minority in
aegean Macedonia, its recognition.

1. Greece formulates its expansionist policies from 1822 to 1850. It marks a
period during which the Greek nation is created based on myths, or based on
national idealism. The policies are formulated in 1843 and are described in the
book “History of the Greek nation” by Constantinos paparigopuloses pub-
lished in 1860. They hold the view that the historical and cultural identity of
the Greek nation - state covers the entire population living on the territory of
the ancient Hellenic polis, alexander the Great’s empire and the Byzantine
empire, which, regardless of ethnic origin, is entirely Greek.

at the same time Drojzen Johann Gustav (1808-1884), a German
(prussian) politician and historian, author of “History of alexander the Great”
(1833), which has long stood for the best written work on alexander the Great,
introduced the concept of ‘Hellenism’ denoting the historical period from the
death of alexander the Great to the Roman emperor august. studying the
ancient period, he devoted works on the followers of alexander the Great
which were published under the umbrella title “The History of Hellenism”
(Hamburg, 1836-1843; corrected edition in 1885, and translated into French
and other languages), and by introducing the term he left a strong impact on
the scientific community to accept the term “Hellenism”, so much so that he
is considered to be the messenger of the new historical thought in Germany.

The Greek Megale idea immediately became the national and foreign pol-
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icy, stipulated in January 1844 in the speech by the president of the Greek gov-
ernment, Ioannis koletis, during the adoption of the Greek Constitution. He
stated that the existing kingdom of Greece is not the true Greece, but only the
smallest and poorest part of it. Greek, therefore, is not only the one living in
the existing kingdom, but anyone who lives in a country associated with Greek
history or the Greek race. Thus, the characteristics of the Greek nation is to
cluster in its scope multiple ethnicities (and territories) outside of the old
‘Hellas,” under the name, Greece.

These Greek expansionist policies are later manifested with the popula-
tion exchange between the Greek population from asia Minor with the
Turkish population from aegean Macedonia in order to change the predomi-
nantly Macedonian ethnic makeup of the population. This Greek population
was described to be of “Macedonian” ethnicity. 1947 marks the exodus of
Macedonians from the aegean region.

2. These policies have contemporary repercussions on Greece’s intentions of
eliminating the Republic of Macedonia from the international scene. This
Greek operational policy was expressed by president Mitsotakis in the spring
of 1992, immediately after the dissolution of Yugoslavia, when he invited the
Heads of states and original signatories of the Treaty of Bucharest from 1913
to promote the idea that, because the population of Macedonia has no history
and national identity there is a pressing need to discuss its future. Moreover,
he stated that the rationale behind Greece’s objection to recognize the
Macedonian state was that Macedonia has no actual sovereignty over its terri-
tory. In addition, it was considered that Josip Broz-Tito and the Comintern
invented the Macedonian nation in order to limit serbian power in the former
Federation, but the true goal was the execution of Yugoslavia’s imperialist
appetites to get access to the aegean sea and to establish a Balkan federation.
The conference was not held due to Bulgarian opposition, as revealed in June
2013 during the lecture by Zhelu Zhelev, former president of the Republic of
Bulgaria.

The summarized claims were presented in the paper “The Macedonian
Question, Review of the attempts to create an artificial nation,” of the Institute
for International political and strategic studies, Iketa Tolemeu, 11 104 42
athens, Greece, February 1993, published by Mircev D. in “Balkan
Megaetnikum, The national Doctrines of Macedonia’s neighbors.”

3. The current Greek approaches to politics must be analyzed by looking at the
current state of the modern Greek society. This society is characterized by
widespread conformity present in economically (and technically) undeveloped
societies due to which there is an emergence of a ‘provincial characteristic’. It
is the spiritual state of communities whose economic base is predominantly
the small-scale (and medium-scale) commodity economy. The fate of such
undeveloped commodity economy is uninsured. It might easily crumble or
fail, so the small property owners protect it by all means possible. In order to
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prevent a penetration by an external force, people close up in their total priva-
cy. That means that people refrain from showing individuality; they become
publically secluded, and refrain from exposing their reactions and attitudes
towards current social phenomena and developments. Radomir
konstantinović has beautifully described this situation in his book “The psy-
chology of the province”. He describes the psychology of the province as a
closed circle of ideas that are constantly and endlessly repeated, not allowing
for a change in the popular dogma. Metaphorically, this society is reminiscent
of a pond where the water stays still, without the possibility of a new stream
of clear water coming in.

It seems that the predominant form of the Greek society is one run by the
psychology of the province. It prevents any exposure from the inside towards
the outside, and prevents any infiltration of outside influences into the com-
munity. The community in Greece is run by the psychology of a closed circle
of the majority of the population. The power of this psychology remains so
strong that Greek politics toward national minorities remains hostage of this
psychology. and it is also clear that this state of psychology in Greece will
remain, and with it the dispute over the Republic of Macedonia’s name will
continue to linger; instead of embracing european values   in this field and the
values   of economically developed societies based on modern integrative
processes. Thus, even the individual contributions of certain intellectuals,
which have embraced the european values and insist on the betterment of the
country’s democracy, including recognition of minority rights, they remain
isolated and cannot significantly affect social progress.

4. Greek politicians have stated that Macedonia exhibits stubbornness, that it
deals with the past rather than focusing on the present, and that it manifests
nationalism.

Formally, the reasons stated as to why Greece denies the right to our name
is the Greek right to the ancient Macedonian identity. But, according the sub-
reason (because Greece does allow the Republic of Macedonia to adopt to
change its name into a complex name that would include the name
‘Macedonia’, but with a geographic qualifier) the problem is also a territorial
one. namely, Greece states that due to the fact that most of the territory (51 %)
of ancient Macedonia today belongs to Greece, it should thus retain an exclu-
sive right to the name ‘Macedonia’. It also reaffirms the old thesis that
Macedonia is populated by Macedonians of slav origin. Moreover, as of late-
ly, it states that the Macedonians, which populate the Greek part of
Macedonia, have relocated from asia Minor and are descendants of alexander
the Great. Hence, Greece accuses Macedonia of irredentism with territorial
aspirations and that it tries to take its Macedonian cultural identity. Thus, not
resolving the name issue presents a threat to the peace and security in the
Balkans and disruption of good neighborly relations. The argument goes that
the name change would secure Greeks the right of ethnic identification with
the culture of ancient Macedonia; it would overcome Macedonia’s “manifest-
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ed irredentism” and would ensure distinction in terms of the “real”
Macedonian ethnicity in northern Macedonia.

It is also important to note the statement saying that apart from belonging
to the Republic of Macedonia, Macedonia belongs to both Bulgaria and
Greece as well, which is why a geographic qualifier is needed that would iden-
tify the parts in the three countries accordingly. With this reorientation, does
Greece wants to portray itself in the world as a country that has “realistic”
claims, not belonging to the past, and a country that defends the rights to the
name Macedonia and Macedonian not just for itself, but also for Bulgaria?

We can recognize the current, seemingly modified, official Greek
approach in the talks on the name issue in my interview from 19 June, 2009
with spyridon sfetas on the publication of his book “The Macedonian
Question and Bulgaria - Confidential Documents 1950-1967” for the maga-
zine Focus. spyridon svetas, a Balkan historian, clarifies this, which explains
the insistence of then Foreign Minister, Dora Bakoyannis, to attend the book-
launch and to highlight its importance. The political views expressed in the
interview illustrate the official Greek political interpretation of the
Macedonian question.

The motivation behind s. sfetas’ scientific interest on the topic was to
teach the Greek side the Bulgarian positions of how the Macedonian nation
can have a national awareness without any historical basis. He explains the
Bulgarian attitude, which states that the Macedonian national feeling was cre-
ated after the Balkan wars. When this part of Macedonia fell under serb rule
and violent serbianization, the population - which albeit Bulgarian – chose to
call itself ‘Macedonian’ instead of Bulgarian so that it avoids being subjected
to scrutiny and harassment by the serbian authorities. on the other hand, G.
Dimitrov under the pressure of Tito and stalin, was forced not only to recog-
nize the Macedonian nation and the Macedonian minority in Bulgaria, but also
to let pirin Macedonia be annexed to then people’s Republic of Macedonia.
This pressure also resulted in a census and self-declaration of Macedonians in
Bulgaria. Thus, s. sfetas concludes that although capitalism does not make it
possible for ethnic groups to grow into nations, in socialism, on the other hand,
the creation of the state enables them to create a nation and national aware-
ness. “It was stalin’s so-called Rootification policy (коренизација ) that was
against Russification; and here in the Balkans, against serbianization or
Bulgarisation of the population of people’s Republic of Macedonia. The
soviet scientific community then recognized the Macedonian language,
Macedonian nation under the concept of ethnogenesis”. and the “problem was
how to make ethnogenesis of a nation that has no historical basis, since up
until 1944 it was either an amorphous mass, or they were Bulgarians that later
became Macedonians. That is why T. Zhivkov and BCp denies the existence
of a Macedonian minority in Bulgaria, an act of self-defense regarding
Yugoslavia’s potential territorial claims on pirin Macedonia,” states s. sfetas.
although this view is not a truthful representation of stalin’s policies towards
the national question, this paper will follow the baseline stated by s.sfetas.
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since it supports his own thesis, in his book sfetas also states the Bulgarian
claim that in search for its imaginary past the Republic of Macedonia usurps
the history of medieval Bulgaria. not only was king samuel Bulgarian, along
with Gotse Delchev and Jane sandanski, but the fight between the centrists
and the supremacists was only fighting tactics, seeing that both groups were
Bulgarians. Thus, Bulgaria’s experience should serve as a benchmark and as a
lesson-learned on how Greece should position itself in Macedonia’s attempt to
hijack its history and its goal of proving that the ancient Macedonians have
nothing in common with the Greeks, and thus denying Greece the right to the
name Macedonia. according to sfetas, Macedonia is undergoing a typical
archaic nationalism, an ideology of the 19th century, which Greece survived a
hundred years ago. nationalism arises due to the uncertainty Macedonians feel
from the possible integrated solution with the lost of territories and use histo-
ry as means to influence the masses.

Interestingly enough, even though sfetos himself refers to the Macedonian
issue as such, it remains unknown why in its resolution he does not allow it to
keep the same name. Therefore, when stating that after the Balkan wars in
Thessaloniki there was a ‘General administration for Macedonia and Thrace’,
he does not explain that the ‘Macedonia naming’ then had only geographical
significance, yet only 20 years ago a different sense was cited. s. sfetas, in fact,
does not give any explanation to the reason why it is necessary to change the
name of the Republic of Macedonia. He says the name is too heavy of a bur-
den for the Republic of Macedonia to carry by itself. Dwelling on the Bulgarian
experience, he only reiterates the apparent need to change the name. From an
international standpoint, it is necessary to find an international name (geo-
graphic or otherwise) that would distinguish the use of the name Macedonia in
international organizations, or to the international community. It can be a com-
promise, although the question remains as to how to register the name of the
Macedonian identity and language. officially, Greece does not allow for a
‘Macedonian nation and Macedonian language’, but rather it uses diplomatic
language to refer to it (ex. the nation and language of the country…) to comply
both sides, because it is expected that this may aggravate Bulgaria and the
albanian minority in Macedonia who want to be part of the language of the
nation and the state. as far as for internal use, according to s. sfetas, it would
remain the identity, as the population perceives it.

The interpretation of the Macedonian national question, although a polit-
ical issue, and the approach towards the facts and the interpretation of the
findings and conclusions, of course, must remain representative (methodolog-
ically consistent), which means that different views must be represented
equally. Contrary to this, the choice to represent the Bulgarian position during
the socialist rule of T. Zhivkov is troubling in wanting to show the lack of his-
torical basis as a foundation of the Macedonian nation, even though sfetas
acknowledges that the Bulgarian position acknowledges the existence of a
Macedonian consciousness among the population of people’s Republic of
Macedonia during Yugoslavia. There is a lack of evidence of the indigenous
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Macedonian views, which even when stated it is done so only in a critical
manner. s. sfetas meanwhile does not cover the Balkan wars and the conse-
quences of the Bucharest peace Treaty, the process of population exchange in
aegean Macedonia, (during which in fact his parents, as Greeks, were relocat-
ed from Bulgaria to Greece). Thus, the partially analyzed developments bring
about many unanswered questions. 

To summarize, we cannot ignore that the approach to the Macedonian
question lacks a modern political approach in regards to the aspects of the
nation as a political community and its creation, which is in fact assumed in
the basis and the establishment of the european Community. Therefore, the
Greek approach overlooks the creation of the Macedonian nation as an objec-
tive process that took place in the same way as all Balkan nations, and which
began with the capitalist processes at the end of the 18th century. The process
was followed by identification through spiritual rebirth (the actions of the
activists, church initiatives for the autonomy of the ohrid orthodox
patriarchate, literature and activism to create a literary language by k.
Misirkov et al., activities done in the interwar period between the two world
wars, architecture, theater, choirs, paintings etc.), as well as the political artic-
ulation of political movements (revolts) and political organizations and
parties. namely, the absence of a state in the previous period of the history of
the Macedonian nation did not halt the programs set by the parties (vMRo
CpM) - which were also a legitimate articulation of a national process that
expresses the need for self-determination of the Macedonian people. as evi-
dence to the national self-determination of the Macedonian people, it should
be said that vasil Glavinov’s socialist party of 1908 is known in the history of
the labor movement as one of the two parties (besides that of D. Tucovic),
which with its proactive approach to self-determination of peoples (according
to which Jane sandanski participated in the Young Turk Revolution) expressed
the aspirations of the Macedonian nation. 

That is why we must reject the expressed view that the Macedonian
national process began in 1944 with the creation of a Macedonian state, i.e
with the Comintern decision of 1924 on the existence of the Macedonian
nation. another fact that is being omitted, or overlooked, is that of the lan-
guage, which most evidently reflects the identity of the Macedonian people.
The Macedonian language developed in the Middle ages as a result of the
social basis of the life and the spirit of the people who used it, embracing its
own distinctions from other languages. and all modern nations, including
Greece, have been created during early feudalism when the languages   them-
selves had no clear continuity with the ancient languages; including the
modern Greek language and contemporary Greek national culture with the
ancient Greek language and ancient Greek culture.

Does the name of our country derive from the name of the territory
Macedonia? Indeed, it was used as a geographic designation almost continu-
ously and historically applied to different administrative territories of the
ancient Macedonian state. The Roman province (in 146 aD) and its parts (3rd
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and 4rd century), the diocese (in 318 aD), and later as part of the eastern
Illyricum (in 379 aD), The kingdom of sclavinia which was destroyed by
Byzantine in the 8th century and transformed into vassal principalities and
which formed the famous Macedonian sclavinia.

nations are created with long repetition of multifunctional processes on a
given area. Thus, the self-identification of the Macedonian people according
to territory is not based in geography because that would imply that the peo-
ple now live, but may not live in the future, in certain plains, mountains, beside
rivers and lakes. and the Macedonian people, as it is the case with other
nations, have a natural link with the territory in which they have been formed
for centuries and is thus unique. Consequently, they have a right on that terri-
tory as its ethnic territory. During the process of state formation, the national
territory, which is a key political element in state formation/creation, also cov-
ers the ethnic territory as a territory of the people whose state is being formed.

The time of formation of new nations has long passed, both for the nations
in the world and those in the Balkans. The new nations, or those of the Greeks,
Macedonians, albanians, Bulgarians, serbs, French, Germans, etc. were
formed during the Renaissance period. since the ancient Greeks, ancient
Macedonians, Dardanians, Illyrians, and Celts no longer exist, the current
Greeks are new nations that formed by undergoing many assimilatory process-
es, which did not pertain only to the old Hellens. The Macedonians and ancient
Macedonians also experienced these assimilation processes. 

The role of the nation, ever since the 18th century until today has been to
politically manifest the uniqueness of that nation, through parties that seek to
form a state by using science and creativity. according to Hegel, a nation pre-
serves its national accomplishments in order to elevate the uniqueness of the
said nation. 

our national consciousness displayed the self-identification of the people
with the Macedonian name, exhibited in the approach to the entirety of the
Macedonian scientific and literary work on the Macedonian national question,
documented since Ilinden in 1903 to the present day. Goce Delcev’s national
strategy demonstrates this in his expression for ‘the need for a cultural com-
petition between nations’.

our political representatives have been consistently building our national
consciousness under the name ‘Macedonian’. Furthermore, all political parties
were, and are, named ‘Macedonian’ which further exhibits the Macedonian
national consciousness. The Macedonian nation, as a political community of
the Macedonian people, expressed its national sovereignty through the cre-
ation of the Macedonian state. even the earliest movements and political
parties, representatives of our national community, have also carried the
Macedonian name. and that was two centuries ago. We ask the scientific com-
munity, could this have then sprouted randomly, or has it possibly originated
from a territorial naming of people, and under a different process rather than
the processes of national awakening also experienced by other nations?

In order to find a resolution to the problem, we must begin from the fact
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that today we have already formed nations. Just like all european nations, this
also applies equally to the Greek and the Macedonian nations. The recent
nation-building processes have elements that must be taken into consideration
while trying to resolve this dispute. The process of our national identity for-
mation and consequently, nation-building, was formed under the name
‘Macedonian’. The problem with using ‘Macedonian’ to denote our identity,
then, arises with the denial of the right to use the name ‘Macedonian’; right
granted to all other nations to form their identity under a certain name. It has
been suggested that we, the Macedonians, must not persist and insist on the
Macedonian name to describe our identity, since our identity is multilayered.
In an interview from 2008 the Fmr. German ambassador to the Republic of
Macedonia, Ms. Ulrike Maria knotz, stated that even though it is a primarily
slavic identity, there are also underlining identities that have been accumulat-
ed while under the Turkish, serbian, Bulgarian occupation and an identity
created during the Yugoslav Federation. 

When speaking of the ancient/old peoples and the newly formed ones, we
must point out that all the old nations (that is, the ancient Greeks, ancient
Macedonians, Dardanians, Illyrians and Celts) no longer exist. The new
nations (Greeks, Macedonians, albanians, Bulgarians, serbs, French, German,
etc.) all formed with identical processes of assimilation of old people around
the same period, in the early stages of feudalism (together with the early onset
of the Renaissance processes in this region). Thus, the contemporary Greeks
are a new people, formed through numerous assimilatory processes between
the old Hellens and others. The Macedonians underwent these same processes
of assimilation with the ancient Macedonians. There is a sociological theory
that the peaceful mentality that Macedonian have, is a legacy of the mentality
exhibited by the ancient Macedonians. In philosophy, this can be confirmed
through the analysis of stoicism as a philosophical orientation in ancient
Macedonia.

We can thus conclude that contemporary Greeks are remnants of ancient
Greeks as much as contemporary Macedonians are remnants of ancient
Macedonians. This a scientifically undeniable fact, and there is a continuous
research on the matter. a direct result of the evidence presented hereinabove
is the answer to the right over the name ‘Macedonia’ and ‘Macedonian’ as it
also portrays the Greek pretensciousness in regards to these rights. 

6. In addition, this paper would like to point out that much light has been shed
in the last century on the Hellenistic period, which refers to the period after
alexander the Great and the relationship with the Hellenes. Therefore,
pleading Greece’s heritage right on it, not only by the Greeks but also the
world, is scientifically baseless and such notion ought to be rejected.

although the Greek name dispute stems from the need for permanent
legalization of the ethnic division of Macedonia following the Balkan wars,
which in fact could be inferred from the request for recognition of a Greek,
Bulgarian and albanian Macedonia as well as removing the obligation to
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recognize the minority and collective rights of the Macedonian people in
Greece, the arguments for the name issue are being sought in the distant past.

Greece’s opposition towards the name Macedonia derives from the need
to impose an understanding of the culture of ancient Macedonia as a
consequtive period and ethnic identification with ancient Greece .

But, according to scientific facts one can conclude that these are purely
Greek efforts to create an illusion. If Greece’s claims lack scientific argu-
ments, then the name issue becomes purely a political one, with reasons
behind it that obviously lie in the immediate past and in the continuity of an
unacceptable policy. Moreover, the Macedonian Constitution guarantees the
inviolability of the borders of the Republic of Macedonia. Faced with such a
predicament, we can not only hope but also point out to the democratic insti-
tutions such as naTo and the eU that we expect that an objective approach
be implemented in analyzing the historical relations between the two countries
as to avoid an unfair solution. Therefore, there is a pivotal need for scientific
discussions on the topic and a revaluation of significant works on key histori-
cal events pertaining to this issue, particularly those to the immediate past, so
that we have an objective representation of all of the different views on this
issue with an end objective to reach the truth. 

The term Hellenism is the basis and justification for the Greek argument
concerning the historical causes of the name issue. In order to clarify the mis-
conceptions regarding the essence of the term Hellenism, we refer to the
findings of the world’s most widespread encyclopedias by the world scientif-
ic community, in which we trace no substantive disagreements within the
scientific community on this issue. 

The term Hellenism derives from the name Hellas (or ellada) of (old)
Greece, which was conceived according to the legend of Hella. Thus, the term
Hellenism is used to denote the language, customs and education of the
ancient Greeks. However, the confusion arises when this term is being used to
denote a period of several centuries following the death of alexander the Great
until the rule of emperor augustus, i.e. from the II to Iv century and some-
times from 31 BC. But, this term was also used to designate a new era, which
had different features, new centers of civilization, and scholars, scientists and
artists originating from the east. This period, which has no direct relation with
the Greek identity nor is it a continuity of Greek philosophy, literature and cul-
ture, is described with the term Hellenic in all major encyclopedias in the
world. additionally, The Randon House Dictionary of the english Language,
the unabridged edition (new York, 1983) refers to the Hellenistic civilization
as an imitation of or in resemblance to the Greek; whereas, according to the
online dictionary (www.reference.com) the term Hellenism refers to the ideals
of later writers and scholars.

The arguments presented by the scientific community suggests a different
view than the desired one in regards to the relationship between Hellenism and
the Macedonians, and in fact denies the Greek exclusive right on the history
of ancient Macedonia. Based on modern scientific knowledge and
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international encyclopedias, Macedonia is being recognized as a spearate state
than Greece, and Macedonians as a separate peoples from the Greeks. It is the
period in which the peoples of the east made significant contributions to the
sciences and culture, which is why this period is considered a new era and not
a continuation of the old Hellenism. Hence, nuttall enciclopeds of General
knowledge speaks of the existence of a separate Macedonian monarchy,
which according to Herodotus, was enhanced by philip and alexander the
Macedon. The encyclopédie Française - Larousse speaks of the tactics of the
military genius alexander the Great, which they call “Balkan tactics”, noting
the difference between the Greek and the Macedonian phalanx. That is,
alexander the Macedon in his conquests used mixed military contingents of
Macedonians and Greeks. Furtermore, encyclopedia on net, My Macedonia
suggests that according to  plutarch, when speaking to his soldiers he
addressed them in Macedonian.

andre Ribar in “The strange History of Humanity,” written in 1939 also
distinguishes the Macedonians and the Greeks as separate peoples and
Macedonia from Greece, and further states that alexander the Great did not
want to reunify Greece. alexander the Great believed that humanity needed to
overcome the differences between the Greeks and the barbarians, and blend
Hellenism with orientalism in one civilization in which the unity of all peo-
ples of the world would be achieved through the victory of the sciences.

Describing the genesis of the period, encyclopédie Française Larousse
suggests that the Hellenistic world was born out of the ineptnes, shortcomings,
quarrels and as a result of the specificities and victories of alexander’s
diadochis from 323 B.C. to 31 B.C., which led to the creation of a union of
states carved out of alexander’s empire. The period was born following the
defeat at Hereon in 338 B.C., when the Greek cities lost their autonomies;
following the Lamian War in 321B.C., and the overturn of the athenian
democracy; and following the peloponnesian Wars, in which sparta lost its
independence. all of this signified not only a defeat to the Greek independence,
but also crushing of the Greek culture. The Barbarians from the north led by
the king of Macedonia imposed power over the Greek cities and torn down the
narrow boundaries of politically fractured Greece, connecting the many eastern
nations and creating a broad economic, social and cultural ties. 

Trade and plunder marked the eastern campaign, but also authentic scien-
tific research conducted by the representatives of the scientific community that
accompanied alexander the Macedon. This period was thus marked by a vast
contribution in the development of the sciences: grammar, mathematics,
geometry, mechanics, astronomy, architecture and the arts. The new cultural
centers became alexandria, antioch and pergamum. In “The ancient History
of Greece and Rome,” professor a. v. Mishulin states that apart from the
Greeks, egyptians and Jews, Macedonians too inhabited alexandria, and the
introduction of the Greek language served a cosmopolitan goal for cultural
understanding with the people from the east.

according to G. F. alexandrov et al. in “The History of philosophy I,” the

242 Jovanka kepeska



Greek philosophy’s theoretical research on the legalities of the world were
replaced with skepticism and eclecticism in the in the new era, including the
obscure mysticism. although the four philosophical orientations remained as
such: continuation of the activities of plato’s academy, the peripatetic school,
stoicism and epicureanism. according to M. Rosenthal and p. Judah in their
“short Dictionary of philosophy,” the society bore characteristics of one
which traded off public interests for utilitarian ones, and in order to avoid its
collapse it called upon ethics, which for educational purposes occupied a cen-
tral place and epicure (the philosopher who dealt with ethics) was perceived
as the greatest educator. Later, Hellenism influenced the Roman era and the
Byzantine culture.

Therefore, new terms to describe this period emerge.  The Dictionary of
Foreign Words (p. 527) states that alexandria, due to the blend of the Greek
and the oriental culture, became a new cultural center of the old world and
gave birth to a new culture –an alexandrian culture. alexandrianism, thus
denoted the alexandrian philosophical school and alexandrian literature
denoted the literature created during the period of Hellenism. It is necessary to
state the essence of this period when discussing historical benchmarks. 

7. Universal wealth is derived and created in a particular historical and social
circumstance. It is considered to possess unique qualities. as such, it is non-
transferable, meaning it cannot be repositioned. But, it is our well and it is thus
important to all of us. That is the essence of universality. In fact, cosmopoli-
tanism should be understood as love among peoples and contributions of all
the people worldwide. The world today explores these ideas in various ways.
The dominant ideas are creating open societies, globalization and the
european Union’s commitment to establishing a community of nations. We, as
a people, must also contemplate our own development and our own contribu-
tion towards international development. 

Goethe is the great european writer who in his advocacy for “world liter-
ature” stipulates that universality is created by supplementing the ancient
(classical) culture with modern european culture (or romanticist culture, as he
referred to his contemporary culture). The european culture, he states, was
created based on the highest goals of perfection, a complete understanding of
the world. In this sense, Faust (and according to Goethe’s philosophical views)
is hailed as a hero of the human cognition and a soldier for the human perfec-
tion in love. 

It’s time, hails Goethe,  for the end of the passionate clashes between the
classicists and romantics. What is important is for us to get educated.” He
states that we owe our gratitude to education which brought us out from the
monastic barbarism in the 15 and 16th century. Byron, shelley and Holderling,
and later J.o ‘ neill et al. also call upon the universality of the spiritual
treasures.

as a cradle of a common culture, Greek art contains various connecting
strands with the common history of the Balkan peoples and especially the
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wealth of the oral poetry and prose. Despite its significance for europe and the
world, this means that the ancient Greek literature and culture has a sense of
universality in itself.

This was not only recognized as something undeniable, but prominent
foreign scientists and researchers made   a great contribution to its further
research and enhancement.

The aparent disregard for the culture of the Balkan peoples is a result of
the Romans’ enamourous relationship with the ancient Greek literature, which
they discovered following the conquer of the Balkan region. Following their
dicovery of the anceint Greek literature, they published it, re-published it,
translated it and extensively commented on it. The review, exploration and
study of the ancient Greek literature bacame the standard in the european
world. at the same time, the Balkan countries were succuming under
consecutive dark rulers and slaveries, and were unable to study and conduct
research into their own literature, leaving the Balkan scholars out from
scholarly debates on antiquity. It resulted in the host being pushed out of the
house for a long while.

even though the voice of the indigenous peoples is stronger and louder
today, still many a things which will be said and concluded in regards to
ancient culture and art, will be incomplete if they lack indigenous input and
research. Therefore, the awareness of the roots of the ancient art and culture
need to be explored further. as argued, the key aspects that lack are those of
the universal contribution of the ancient Macedonian culture and its relations
with the ancient Greek culture.

Conclusion

The Bucharest peace Treaty of 1913 nowadays falls into the category of agree-
ments that cannot be sustained. The Treaty must be classified as an epilogue
of the imperial appetites of neighboring states over Macedonia. Therefore, it
must be stigmatized and its contents rejected/ negated. We must also move to
condemn the entire ideological expansionist matrix. The character of this pol-
icy and all its derivatives, to this day, threatens the future of our country, and
we must therefore reveal them to the world. at the same time, it is necessary
to create a sense of resistance against this old and overt Greek policy among
the public opinion.  

From a scientific point of view it is clear that the Greek political doctrine
does not seem to stem from the european philosophical and political teachings
and approaches towards social processes. The Greek approaches stems from
the Greek myths, and as such they are unsubstantiated and incompatible with
the basis of eU’s, and the international, treaties for the recognition of diversi-
ty among nations.

The Greek nation-building project was carried out over a geographical
territory of the former empires. Developing in the early beginnings of the
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Renaissance period, this brings up a very problematic thesis in its very essence
about the way nations are created in modern times. and, precisely this
approach confirms that the (modern/new) nations do not have continuity with
ancient people and that the culture of ancient peoples does not directly melt
into their identification, yet it remains of universal value.

It should also be pointed out that the nation is a political community that,
in historical terms, often comes with an ideological mole on its skin, which
size and dimension is being dictated by the political forces in power. The
Greek expansionist ideas fall under this explanation. nevertheless, the wind-
ing road to the creation of a Macedonian nation - through science, culture and
language as national symbols that express a people’s national identity, the
awareness of the uniqueness of the Macedonian people has been achieved as
an indisputable development worldwide.
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Introduction

The Balkans (the countries that constitute them) are an area in which the nat-
ural geographic predispositions, as well as the complex internal and 
surrounding anthropological structure determine the political and geographic 
dynamism as a key feature of that part of the planet characterized by divisions, 
antagonisms, border problems, territorial claims, spheres of interest, national 
religious and political exclusiveness, the influence of the Great Powers,  eco-
nomic polarization etc.  

The political, geographic and geopolitical processes grow into a synonym
of Balkans, due to their historic continuity spreading over 100 years and the
constant character of its protagonists, of the methods, the final issues manifest-
ed by transformation of the situation, the population and migration processes,
the socio-economic systems, the political and territorial structures, the geo-
strategic postulates and the external interests in the entire region as well as
some of its parts. 

The modern political map of the Balkans is a product of a century of his-
toric development and a combination of diverse, often diametrally opposite
elements with the geographic, political, military, demographic, economic and
cultural character. Thus, if we look at the Balkans in the period of the centu-
ry-old presence of two powerful states, different in the character of their
internal politics, as were Turkey (the ottoman empire) and austro-Hungary,
we shall conclude that what was created was, on the one hand, a civilization-
based division, and, on the other hand, a great internal ethnic and historic
diversity. Penetrating the sphere of constitution of nation-states resulted in the
emergence of the phenomenon of proving the “ethnic cleanness” of each state-
nation individually. Barbara Jelavich, in her work entitled “History of the
Balkans – The Twentieth Century”, emphasizes the following: “in all the
regions the population is a compound of indigenous population and subse-
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quent conquerors, that is, a mixture resulting from military conquests by a
stronger group by absorbing one population by another one, due to that fact
that its population is bigger, or acceptance of another language due to the cul-
tural attractiveness offered by one of some more advanced civilization…”
(Jelavich, B. 1999: 521-530). in such a situation, the attempts to establish an
acceptable model of cohabitation among the numerous entities as constitutive
elements of different states, were, during the political and geographic process,
very complicated and accompanied by re-tailoring of the political map. This
means and practice so far confirms that, on several occasions and under cer-
tain circumstances, the latent and the open animosities substituted the
reasonable solution of the problems, resulting in potentially unstable or violent
situations, which were, throughout all this period, a burden to the political and
geographic process on the Balkans. 

The political, geographic and the geopolitical processes taking part on the
Balkans were caused by internal and external factors. But, this classification
of the factors is conditioned by the intertwinement and connections in the
common interests and purposes. The character and the sense of the influence
of certain factors go beyond the stereotypic understanding of the direct or indi-
rect, political, diplomatic, economic and military strategy and tactics as
possible mechanisms for enactment of certain interests. The local factors as
initiators of the Balkan political, geographic and geopolitical processes are
diverse, whereby their status is, almost without an exception, defined by the
illusion of one’s own place in the international relations, which is the reason
why they often finish in the labyrinth which, as a result, transforms them into
“bargaining tools” of the stronger countries, in redesigning of the political and
territorial ambiance. The Macedonian factor, its historical destiny, is a typical
example of such Balkanic dualism.   

This paper deals with the situation on the territory of ethnic and geograph-
ic Macedonia during a long period of time, before the disintegration of the
ottoman empire until the period of the Balkan Wars and the Bucharest Treaty.
We shall refer to the theory of territorial integration developed by Richard
Hartshorne, through which we shall analyse the situation in Macedonia
bewore the beginning of the Balkan Wars. The paper will also refer to the
political and territorial division of the ethnic and geographic Macedonia after
the Bucharest Peace Treaty and the migration processes of the Macedonian
and other population as a consequence of those wars. 

Macedonia through the theory of territorial integration of 
Richard Hartshorne 

The americal geographer Richard Hartshorne belongs to the elite intellectuals
who studied political geography and territorial states. according to him and to
the functionalistic approach in political geography, the basic purpose of a state
is to connect its different social and territorial segments in an efficient whole.
He created a theory named Theory of Territorial integration. Territorial inte-
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gration depends on two types of forces, namely centrigulal forces that tear the
state apart and centripetal ones which keep it integrated. The Hartshorne’s the-
ory on territorial integration provides a model of analysis of separate cases.
such an initial theoretical approach shall be, with certain modifications,
applied on ethnic and geographic Macedonia which, within the ottoman
empire, was characterized by the uniformity of its dominant Christian popu-
lation inhabiting that territory. 

according to Hartshorne, the most important centrifugal forces are all
those differences in the character of the population of a country or territory.
This diversity can be expressed in various ways. The language, the ethnic and
religious differences are the most frequent reasons of conflicts on certain ter-
ritories, accomplanied by other elements as political philosophy, education
and lifestyle. Hartshorne identifies one basic and most important centripetal
force, which is the idea of a state. each state (in the contemporary world) had
its own raison d’être – a reason of existence. (Taylor, P. 1993: 150-151). By
combining these theoretical premises, we shall try to identify the forces that
dominated the territory of ethnic and geographic Macedonia under the
ottonam rule. Therefore, we shall analyse the period of the 16th century until
the formation of the Balkan states and the Balkan Wars. 

The situation of the Christian population in the 16th century was
characterized by high taxes, lack of possibilities of inclusion into the state and
military government of the empire. They were not allowed to carry weapons.
The only way to avoid discrimination was to convert into islam. The
Bekteshes’ dervish order had a special role in propagation of islam, as their
beliefs were full of Christian and pagan customs which enabled for easier
acceptance of the new religion (Chepreganov, Т. 2008:144).

The ottoman empire reaches its zenith under the rule of sulejman the
lawgiver (1520-1566). in this period, the empire spread over three continents,
including over 20 million of people within its borders. The defeat in the march
on Vienna and the death of sulejman marked the beginning of the fall of the
empire. The military and the political crisis that spread over the empire
reached its social order, resulting in the change of the feudal establishment.
The military defeats on the foreign plan, the loss of territories after each Peace
Treaty and the ever-increasing dependence, both political and economic, on
the West european countries as well as the increased self-will of the local feu-
dalists emphasized the crisis in which the empire had already fallen. The crisis
gave way to anarchy, which, due to the coming to power of unable sultans and
the independent policies of the local feudalists  towards the istambul central
power, slowly but surely seceded parts of the ottoman empire.   anarchy did
not spare the Macedonian territory, where several important feudalists seced-
ed having even their own armies consisting of mercenaries. 

such events in the empire largely aggravated the status of the comonalty,
especially of the Christan population. since then, resistance of the Christian
population began as a result of their impossibility to maintain their obligations
towards their feudal masters, and, on the other hand, the consciousness regard-
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ing the liberation from the rule started to increase. The hard\sh economic
exploitation resulted in forms of unarmed resistance. First such rebellion is the
Mariovo-Prilep mutiny of 1564/1565. on the other hand, the armed forms of
resistance were manifested through the so-called hajduk movement in the
form of brigandry, as in the Middle ages and without any organized form of
resistance against the rule. The hajduk movement was especially prominent in
the wars of the ottoman empire and the european countries. in the period of
austrian-Turkish War (1683-1699), the Hajduk leader karposh formed a ter-
ritory in the north-east part of Macedonia, over which the ottomans had no
control. The karposh uprising broke out in october 1689 while the austrial
armies were advancing towards Macedonia. The region of kumanovo and
kriva Palanka was the center of the uprising. The main stronghold of the ter-
ritory was the town of kriva Palanka. as soon as in november, the ottomans
charged a decisive attack against the austrians and against the rebels of
karposh. This rebellion was the first attempt of the Macedonian Christian pop-
ulation to oppose to the ottoman power. 

The ohrid archbishopric played and important role in this period, man-
aging to retain its autonomous and privileged status and including almost the
whole orthodox ecumenism headed by the Patriarch of Constantinople. it
accomplished its function through its organizational structure. ohrid was the
center of the archbishopric, where the archbishop and the synod were locat-
ed as the supreme management and legislative body. The archbishop was
responsible towards the ottoman rulers for the functioning of the Church and
for the peace among the orthodox Christians. The borders of the ohrid
archbishopric primarily depended on the disposition of the authorities
towards it. although its borders changed, becoming ever narrower, and
although the autonomy was reducing, nine metropolitanates remained within
its borders: kastoria-elbasan, Ber, edessa, Durres, Greben and sisan, as well
as five episcopates: Debar and kichevo, Veles, Prespa, Meglen and Gora-
Mokren. We can conclude from the above that religion was markjed by a
discriminatory component determined as a centrifugal power. 

Within the ottoman empire, the Macedonian population followed the
context of the millet system (rum millet- orthodox) administrative and politi-
cal establishment. This meant that the non-muslim population was only
allowed to establish and keep functioning only the internal ussues regarding
religion and other civic matters, as marriages, divorcers, inheritance, educa-
tion etc. The ohrid archbishopric suffered its first territorial losses by the
rebirth of the Pec Patriarchate in 1557. The north Macedonian territories fell
under the jurisdiction of the serbian Patriarchate. it had a negative impact on
the strengthening of the national consciousness of the Macedonian population,
and this process can be classified as one of the centrifugal forces. Until its
abolishment in 1767 the ohrid archbishopric played a very important role in
the preservation of culture and religion as well as in spreading of literacy
among the Christian population throughout the Balkans. The churches and
monasteries had a strong influence and were a steady centripetal force in the
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strengthening of the ethnic identity of the Macedonian population.
(Chepreganov, 2008: 144-163).

The period that followed, especially in the 19th century, was characterized
by numerous reforms of the Turkish rulers aiming at the transformation of the
empire into a modern Pro-Western country. However, the political power in
Macedonia remained in the hands of the Muslims, whereas the ecumenical
(Greek) Patriarchate held the religious and educational power. This period was
marked by the Razlovets Uprising of May the 19th, 1876, led by Dimitar Pop
Georgiev. The following year, that is, on May the 29th, 1877 Russia declared
war to the ottoman empire. serbia, Montenegro and a considerable number of
Macedonian volunteers took part in the war. it ended on March the 3rd, 1878
by a defeat of the ottoman empire, and the signing of the san-stefano Peace
Treaty. This treaty marked the formation of the Bulgarian state, which includ-
ed the whole district of Vranje, korcha and the whole of Macedonia. However,
in June of the same year, under the pressure of the Great Powers, at the Berlin
Congress the san-stefano treaty was revised by a division of Bulgaria into two
parts: the autonomous Principality of Bulgaria, on the territory from the river
Danube to stara Planina Mountain, and the autonomous Region of east
Rumelia in south Bulgaria. Macedonia remained under the sultan and serbia,
Montenegro and Romania were declared independent. it was also decided that
Bosnia and Herzegovina would be occupied by austro-Hungary. Thessaly and
epirus were ceded to Greece, and Great Britain received the island of Cyprus.
article 15 of the treaty, envisaging full autonomy of the greatest part of
Macedonia and article 23 which referred to certain reforms regarding
Macedonia, were never enacted.       

The kresna uprising, from october 1878 was the next armed resistance
event as a reflexion of the unfavorable decisions of the Berlin Treaty which
left a negative impact on the situation of the Macedonian population. This
uprising was the first serious and massive Macedonian manifestation of the
aspirations of the Macedonian people to national liberation in the nineteenth
century. (Chepreganov, 2008:176). This event could be qualified as a strong
centripetal force which, besides the conflicts emerging around the purposes of
the uprising, that is, the dispute thereon between those directing from sofia
and the Macedonian rebels, who considered that the purpose of the rebellion
should be the liberation of Macedonia. The central management in sofia con-
sidered that the uprising should reflect the anger from the fact that the Berlin
Treaty separated Macedonia from Bulgaria of san stefano.

article 23 of the Berlin Treaty resulted in a strong armed movement in the
south-west regions of Macedonia. Their outcome was the formation of the
Temporary Government of Macedonia by the People’s assembly, on June the
2nd, 1880 on the Gramos Mountain. The requests of that Government also have
the character of a centripetal force unifying the Macedonian population
encouraging the formation of their national consciousness. namely, the
assembly required unity of the people and the country, promoting only the
Macedonian interests and rights. (Chepreganov, 2008: 177). The centrifugal
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forces in that period of awakening of the Macedonian consciousness were
manifested from all four neighbouring countries to Macedonia. Bulgaria and
serbia, through the slavic character of the language and its similarity to the
language spoken by the majority of the Macedonian population, attempted to
argue in favour of the Bulgaria, and the serbian character of Macedonia. The
Greeks underlined their arguments through their “histroric rights” considering
Macedonia as their antiquity heritage, thereby neglecting the fact that in the
Hellenic period, the Greeks were considered by the Macedonians as Barbarian
people on a Barbarian land, that is, enemies. The Greeks found their impera-
tive to own that territory and people in their orthodox religious affiliation
(Chepreganov, 2008: 179).

such circumstances of pressure and political propaganda of the neigh-
bouring states enabled for the creation of yet another centripetal force, that is,
of the Macedonian revolutionary movement headed by the intellectuals of the
time. Considering the social conditions in Macedonia in the context of the
ottoman empire, and the fact that the main part of the Macedonian territory
was inhabited by a compact, one-ethnicity population, the Macedonian revo-
lutionary movement can be considered as a basic “idea” for the formation of
an independent Macedonian state. The ilinden uprising, of august the 2nd,
1903, manifested the spirit of freedom of the Macedonian people, as the aspi-
rations towards the abolition of the much-hated power and conquest pof
territories in which separate government of the rebels was organized were
especially evident in the Bitola District. The so-called krushevo Republic and
its revolutionary government, in which all the “nationalities” equally partici-
pated, reflects the policy and the aspirations of the Macedonian people
towards an autonomous and independent state.  

in the period of the Young Turk Revolution, an important centripetal fac-
tor emerged in the form of the division of the revoilutionary movement where
the left-wing led by the sandanists (followers of Yanne sandanski) adopted the
Young Turk reforms. Thereby, a People’s Federative Party was constituted; its
activities aimed at the reorganisaiton of the ottoman empire on the principles
of decentralization and self-governing of the peoples, which would lead to
equality of all ethnic minorities in the empire. These requests would result in
the granting of the national rights to the Macedonian people, enabling for the
maintenance of the Macedonian territorial integrity (Chepreganov, 2008: 209).

1.The Balkan Wars and the Bucharest Peace Treaty as de-fragmentation
processes in ethnic and geographic Macedonia

an important element of the political and geographic process on the Balkans
and the constitution of its political map is the so-called eastern Crisis of 1875-
1878. By winning this war, Russia signs the san stefano Peace Treaty with
Turkey, in favour of Bulgaria. The decisions of the Treaty were not welcomed
by the Great Powers, and, in the same 1878 year the Berlin Congress was held
on which the political map of the Balkans was re-tailored (Grcic, М. 2000:
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451). it granted complete independence to Romania, serbia and Montenegro
and the principality of Bulgaria was constituted (it declared independence in
1908, thus rejecting the last vassal relations with Turkey (Historic atlas, 1999:
98) and the autonomous Turkish Province of eastern Rumelia (Hirstov, D.,
Donev, Ј. 1994:71-90). eastern Rumelia, whose center was in Plovdiv, united
with Bulgaria in 1885, and in 1879 an uprising burst on the island of Crete,
which was actively supported by Greece by sending volunteers, but also by
organizing diversions in epirus and in Macedonia. The result was autonomy
for Crete. By solving the Crete issue, Macedonia remained the only Turkish
province with mainly Christian population, which was still waiting for reforms
(Talevski, Ј. 1998: 20). 

The Balkan Wars had the biggest de-fragmenting character as for the ter-
ritorial integrity of ethnic and geographic Macedonia. They caused
long-lasting changes in the political and geographic processes on the Balkans,
especially for Macedonia. The Macedonian regions within the ottoman
empire were not only the principal issue in the end of the 19th century, but they
will also become the main point of dissension among the Balkan states. in that
Macedonia did not have any defined political borders, but was one of the three
vilayets of salonica, kosovo and Bitola. it is considered that the north region
was bordered by shar Mountain, in the east by the Rhodope Mountains, by the
aegean sea, Mount olympus and the Pindos mountain range in the south and
the ohrid lake in the west (Jelavich, B. 1999:104). The geostrategic
importance of the area was essential. it was located in the heart of the
Peninsula including the valleys of the rivers of the Vardar and the struma. The
salonica port was the biggest one after the one in istambul, and the city of
salonica was the Macedonian economic center. it was connected with
Belgrade by a railway built as early as in 1888. austro-Hungary, having occu-
pied Bopsnia and Herzegovina and sandjak area, was interested to do the same
with the aegean regions, similarly to the interests of Russia in Bulgaria.
Russia and Great Britain has their influence in the destiny of the region due to
its vicinity to the Bosporous and Dardanelles and its role in the equilibrium
among the Balkan forces. For the Balkan nationalists, Macedonia was even
more important, that is, the one who would possess Macedonia had the domi-
nant strategic role on the Balkans. Hense the opposition to the formation of the
Great Bulgarian state of san stefano, as the borders given to it, which would
include Macedonia, would make it into the strongest Balkan state   (Jelavic,
B. 1999:104-105). 

Bulgaria, Greece, serbia and Montenegro emphasized their aspirations to
govern the economic riches, besides the strategic advantages of Thrace,
Maceodnia and albania. The Macedonian territory was the main geographic
area including the most important and communication area to govern the
aegean coasts with salonica and the adriatic coast of albania. especially
important were the valleys of the rivers Vardar and struma, which enabled for
quick and safe access to the aegean islands through the ports of salonica and
kavala. 
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in February/March 1912 serbia and Bulgaria signed a Contract on
Friendship and association (Hristov, D., Donev, Ј. 1994:162-166), according
to which the future coordinated action against Turkey was regulated, as well
as the solution of all problems which would incur in the joint activities. in May
1912 Bulgaria and Greece signed a Contract on Defense alliance (Hristov, D.,
Donev, Ј. 1994:167-169), but they did not agree on the division of territories,
while Montenegro signed a Contract on alliance with serbia and Bulgaria in
october that year. 

The First Balkan War started on october the 8th, 1912 when the
Montenegrin troops passed the border of the ottoman empire and besieged
shkoder. The Balkan allies easily defeated the Turkish army (700,000 allied
against 320,000 Turkish soldiers, Jelavic, B. 1999:114) and, in the course of
the military operations until December the 4th, 1912, when the truce was
signed and than until June the 29th of the following year, the day of the begin-
ning of the inter-allied war, divided Macedonia in the following way: 

serbia occupied the so-called non-contested zone (Hristov, Т. 2001:230)
of the “secret annex” of the agreement between serbia and Bulgaria on
friendship and alliance: north-west from the line of Golem Vrv – Gabovtsi
Monastery on the ohrid lake, as well as the majority of the so-called contest-
ed zone from the Golem Vrv line to the Vardar, between the villages of
Pepelishte and krivolak and, along the river Vardar to Gevgelija, that is,
everything west from that line. The town of Gevgelija fell under the triple con-
dominium of the serbian, Bulgariand and Greek armies and authorities. The
southern border between serbia and Greece stretched westwards from
Gevgelija, over ther mountains of kozhuf, Baba, including the ohrid lake to
the albanian mountains (Talevski, Ј. 1998: 23).

Bulgaria occupied the uncontested zone recognized by the agreement
between serbia and Bulgaria of 1012, that is, east from the struma river, i.-e
the Pirin region of Macedonia and part of the contested zone east of the Golem
Vrv-River Vardar line, between the villages of Pepelishte and krivolak, along
the Vardar until Gevgelija and south-east therefrom, to the area south-west of
the Dojran lake, to the south towards the arhan lake past the villages of
Hami Mahale, west from the villages of Doxombos, semasi, Rodolivos, to the
south-east and across the Tahin lake and along the elevations of 815 and 805
over the kushnica Mountain towards the village of Doljani, breaking towards
the strymonian Gulf of the aegean sea. east from this line, the villages and
towns such as kavala, Drama, seres, sari shaban, Pravishte, Zahna, Demir
Hisar and kilkis in aegean Macedonia (Таlevski, Ј. 1998: 23).    

Greece occupied aegean Macedonia, to the north until the south lines of
the territory occupied by serbia and towards the Builgaria-occupied line to the
east. 

after the defeat of the ottoman empire by the Malkan allies in 1912-13,
the grat Powers of austro-Hungary, France, Germaly, Great Britain, italy and
Russia insisted on the constitution of independent albania in the borders deter-
mined by themselves; the ottoman empire was to receive the territories east
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from edirne, important for the control over the straits, and the peninsula of
athos was to retain its autonomy privileges. The situation among the allies
was additionally complicated by by the constitution of independent albania,
due to which the initial agreement between serbia and Bulgaria was annulled.
Besides the conquered parts of the “contested zone” in Macedonia, as a com-
pensation for the lost territories in albania, serbia and Montenegro divided the
novi Pazar sandjak. Besides Macedonia, Greece received territories in epirus
and West Thrace. 

as a result of the aspirations of the so-far allies for further division of the
Macedonian territory the second Balkan War broke out on July the 19th. The
first do act was the Bulgarian army, having learned about the secret agreement
(Hristov, D., Donev, Ј. 1994:180-185) between serbia and Greece for mutual
division of Macedonia. Unexpectedly, Turkey entered the war, re-conquering
edirne and advanced along the Marica valley whereas Romania occupied
south Dubrudzha. By the Bucharest Peace Traty, of august the 10th, 1913,
Bulgaria lost east Thrace and south Dubrudzha, regained part of west Thrace,
retained the territories of east Macedonia (Pirin Macedonia) and was granted
access to the sea through the port of Dedeagac (now alexandropolis) (Grcic,
M. 2000:455). The new border lines among serbia, Greece and Bulgaria
established by the Bucharest Peace Treaty were state borders dividing
Macedonia into thre parts.

The Balkan Wars of 1912/1913 and the First World War of 1914-1918
entailed e division of ethnic and geographic Macedonia which had until than
been a part of Turkey.   

Three official divisions of Macedonia took place in the period shorter than
two years: 

● The first division resulted from the agreement between serbia and Bulgaria of
March the 13th 1912 – along the Deve Bair-ohrid line.

● The second division incurred after the end of the First Balkan War; here, the bor-
ders coincided with the attained frontlines;

● The third division resulted from the Bucharest Peace Treaty of august the 10th,
1913, definitely establishing the borders among serbia, Bulgaria, Greece and
albania on the Macedonian territoty. 

The unique principle of establishing the borders was the right of the
stronger one, that is, of weapon. The ethnic Macedonian territory, with the sur-
face of 67,741,2 km² was divided into : Vardar Macedonia (over 99% of now
Republic of Macedonia, the rest is part of modern serbia), aegean Macedonia
(ow part of Greece), Pirin Macedonia (now in Bulgaria), Mala Prespa and
Golo Brdo (now in albania and the Gora region (now in albania and kosovo).

The London Peace Conference and the Bucharest Peace Treaty 

in mid-December of 1912, after the end of the First Balkan War, the london
Peace Conference was summoned in order to sign the agreement between the
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Balkan allies and defeated Turkey. The Macedonian people and territory,
becoming subject of the cross-interests onf other countries, immediately felt
the burden of those interests. The suggestion on  the formation of an independ-
ent Macedonian state, presented on that Conference was refused, although the
Macedonians actively participated in the war against the ottoman empire, and
expected that this participation would be respected and rewarded by the allies.
But, instead of any compensation, the allies that had secretly plotted the divi-
sion of the Macedonian territory, prevented the formation of a Macedonian
state, but allowed for the constitution of albania as a state on December the
27th. By signing the Peace Treaty in london, on May the 30th, 1913 Turkey
lost all its territories on the Balkan Peninsula except istambul and edirne with
the surroundings. Thus, the london Peace Treaty left Macedonia occupied by
the allied occupation forces: serbia, Bulgaria and Greece (Trajanovski, А.
2007: 421)

During the london Peace Conference, the Macedonian people, occupied
and surrounding by the allied armies could not influence its outcome, but
actions were taken by the Macedonian emigration in the Usa, Canada,
switzerland, istambul ans especially in Russia, who reacted against the perma-
nent division of their homeland by the Balkan allies and conquerors. What
should be emphasized is the Memorandum on the independence of Macedonia
of March the 13th, 1913, submitted by the st. Petersburg Macedonian colony
led by Dimitrija Chupovski, to the london Great Power Conference, requiring
correct resolution of the Macedonian national and ecclesiastic issue.  a second
mnemorandum was sent to the governments of the Balkan states and to the
london Balkan Committee after the end of the london Peace Conference, on
July the 20th, 1913. Both memoranda required for autonomy to Macedonia, so
that it could join the Balkan alliance as an independent state with equal rights.
What was requested was independence of Macedonia in its ethnic, geograph-
ic, historic, cultural, educational economic and political borders and the
establishment of the old ohrid archbishopric (Trajanovski, А. 2007: 431)

on august the 9th, 1913, the Bucharest Conference, on its plenar session,
adopted the text of the Peace Treaty. on august the 10th, 1913 the Bucharest
Treaty was signed among the warring parties of the second Balkan war:
serbia, Montenegro, Romania and Greece on the one hand, and Bulgaria on
the other hand, which was forced to cessions in this war. This treaty again
resulted in division of the territories which had been under the Turkish rule
(Macedoia, kosovo and Metochia, Vasojevici, sandjak, Thrace and north
epirus).

serbia received the Vardar part of Macedonia, kosovo, part of Metochia
and part of sandjak. Thus it was increased by 39,000 km2 and 1,290,000
inhabitants.

Montenegro received the territory of Vasojevici, part of Metochia and part
of sandjak. it increased for 7,000 km2 and for approximately 260,000 жители.

Greece received north epirus, the aegean part of Macedonia, the penin-
sula od Chalkidiki together with salonica, part of north Thrace and many
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islands in the aegean sea. Thereby it was increased for 51,300 km2 and for 1.
624,000 inhabitants.

Bulgaria received the Pirin part of Macedonia, strumica and the surround-
ings and part of West and east Thrace. it was increased for 21,000 km2 and
600,000 inhabitants. it was also granted acess to the aegean sea, covering the
area from the estuary of the Mesta until the estuary of the Marica river and  the
Dedeagac port.

The 1913 Bucharest Peace Treaty as a reason for emigration of the
Macedonian people from Macedonia 

The Bucharest Peace Treaty was the reason of forced and permanent migra-
tions of the Macedonian people, influencing the change of the ethic map of
Macedonia. The end of the Balkan Wars (1912-1913) and the signing of the
Bucharest Peace Treaty initiated the second massive emigration wave of the
Macedonians towards the Usa and other parts of the world.  

as it is already known, the Macedonian territory was under continuous
pressure of the military actions from 1912 until 1918. The wars that raged the
territory of Macedonia, and the unprincipaled territorial division among the
Balkan states, caused huge damages to the population of Macedonia, which
had been a geo-political and economic entity. an important part of its working
age population was either killed or abandoned the country during the wars and
after them, seeking better conditions for normal life. (Trjanovski, А. 2007:
459).

The period between the Bucharest Peace Treaty and the beginning of the
First World War was marked by the intensification of the process of emigra-
tion of the Macedonian people. Macedonia lost its territorial integrity, the
people was submitted to yet harsher national and social repression, and the
pressure of the new Greek, serbian, Bulgarian and albanian government bod-
ies which prosecuted all those who opposed the assimilation policy. Due to
this unsupportable terror, Macedonians scattered all over the world. a huge
number of Macedonians left never to come back. The situation worsened when
Macedonia became a battlefield of the opposed armies in the First World War
(the salonica front of 1916-1918).

in the period between the two World Wars (1919-1941) the Vardar region
of the present-day Republic of Macedonia was part of the kingdom of serbs,
Croats and slovenians, later named kingdom of Yugoslavia, where the
Macedonian people was not ackowleged as a nation. By a special provision on
colonization, the kingdom endeavored to change the ethnic map of
Macedonia. The serbian government relocated 25,000 people into Macedonia
until 1940. 
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source: ethnographic map of Macedonia  – 1912, before its division by the Bucharest
Peace Treaty of august the 10th, 1913. Trimaks kartografija, skopje.

according to the Bucharest Peace Treaty, after the Balkan Wars, in 1913,
aegean Macedonia was given to Greece, which marked the beginning of the
hardest period for the Macedonian people on this area in history. aegean
Macedonia covers the south, coastal part of ethnic Macedonia and, with its
34,356 km² equals 51% of the ethnic Macedonian territory. The Greek author-
ities conducted colonization of Macedonia in the period of 1913-1922 by most
unscrupulous and violent methods, thus changing the ethnic features of the
whole area.   

Theaegean Macedonians were submitted to cruel oppressions by the Greek
dominant authorities, equal to a large-scale genocide; the use of the Macedonian
language was forbidden, the Macedonian script was eliminated from the church-
es and the cemeteries, and the slavic books were seized and burnt. 

Besides the both “voluntary” and compulsory eviction of the population,
Greece also used all possible means to reduce the number of Macedonians.
one of those means was the refusal to accept the Macedonians that had emi-
grated before the division of Macedonia into the country. Those were people
who had left to europe and Usa, where they constituted several organizations
to conduct activities as Macedonians. These people were registered into spe-
cial books and were strictly forbidden to return to the country. Thus,
unallowed to return, they were forced to withdraw their families and perma-
nently emigrate to Bulgaria, Canada, Usa and australia.  

By signing the Peace Treaty among the military opponents in the First
World War, Greece and Bulgaria signed an agreement in neuilly-sur-seine on
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november the 27th, 1919, regulating the “voluntary” exchange of the
population living in their respective countries. over 86,000 Macedonians were
evicted from Greece to Bulgaria under harsh state terror, mainsly from the
eastern Macedonian regions of ser, kilkis, Drama and Demir Hisar
(Trajanovski, a. 2007: 493).

over 130,000 Macedonians were forced to leave the aegean Macedonia
only in the period of 1913 to 1930. Many Muslim Macedonians also left for
Turkey together with the Turks, to be replaced by 620,000 people of Greek or
non-Greek ethnicity. Greeks were removed from Turkey and settled in Greece
after the treaty between Greece and Turkey. once settled, they forced the
indigenous Macedonians to emigrate. The price of the “barganining” of this
Peace Treaty signed in lausanne–switzerland was also paid by the
Macedonians; this was the period after the war between Greece and Turkey of
1919-1922, ended by the lausanne Peace on July the 4th, 2923, when the two
opposing parties agreed on exchange of population, to the detriment of the
Macedonians who were deprived from their land and houses, immediately
allotted to the newly-arrived Greeks from Turkey. 

Pirin Macedonia is a part of the ethnic map of Macedonia, covering the
eastern part and, by its 6,798 km² accounts for 10% of the Macedonian terri-
tory; it fell under Bulgarian domination after the signing of the Bucharest
Peace Treaty. 

The period of Balkan Wars, when Macedonia was divided among serbia,
Bulgaria and Greece, followed by the Versailles agreement in 1919 when the
territorial distribution of Macedonia among serbia, Bulgaria, albania and
Greece was finalized is the period of the beginning of the fierce assimilation
of the Macedonian people, when also the south-west part of the Prespa lake
(974 km2) was annexed to the new albanian state; there, the number of
remaining Macedonians was 50,000 people.  

Conclusion

The historic and geographic destiny of the Macedonian ethnic and geograph-
ic territory and the Macedonian people is a unique example of geopolitical and
demographic engineering. The theory of territorial integration emphasizes the
fact that, in the Macedonian case, the centrifugal forces according to
Hartshorne, were the ones that opposed the constitution of a Macedonian state
despite the gradual raising of the consciousness the ethnic individuality of
Macedonians in the period of age-long occupation.     

The redesigning of the political and territorial ambiance of the Balkan
Peninsula, confirms the thesis on Macedonia as the “bargaining tool” of the
initiators of the political and geographic processes. The Bucharest Peace
Treaty determined the geo-political disintegration of ethnic Macedonia and
resulted in a new wave of emigration of the Macedonians. The forced and per-
manent migrations in that period radically changed the Macedonian ethnic
map. Those divisions and migrations as well as the attitude of the Great
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Powers towards the Macedonian issue are the key factors (centrigugal forces)
which, despite the consciousness of individuality and the strife for statehood,
contributed to the fact that the Macedonians were the last people on the
Balkans to constitute its own state. 
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THE ROLE OF THE MACEDONIAN DIASPORA IN
ANIMATING THE U.S., CANADA, AND THE U.K.
TO FORM A UNITED, INDEPENDENT
MACEDONIAN STATE (1944-1948)

SONJA NIKOLOVA
PhD Student- Ss. Cyril and Methodius University, Skopje 

The Atlantic Charter of 19411 was the reason why a number of nations in the 
world joined the anti-Hitler coalition. Particularly intriguing was the article 
that promised self-determination of nations. It was this very article that gave 
hope to the Macedonian people that after the war, they too be able to form their 
own state. Surely it was a deserved right for the participation of the 
Macedonian people in the anti-Hitler coalition during the four-year struggle 
against the Nazi occupation.

Even before the Paris Peace Conference, knowing that the Macedonians
are fighting against the Nazi occupation, members of the Macedonian
Diaspora actively called upon their Prime Ministers and Presidents of the
United States, Great Britain and the Soviet Union asking for a solution to the
Macedonian question. The pages of the daily newspapers in Yugoslavia were
filled with articles and comments in support of the Macedonian people in their
struggle for national freedom and establishment of the Macedonian state. They
also protested against the events taking place in Greece, directed against the
Macedonians, i.e. measures to stop the repression by the Greek government
officials.2

The end of World War II meant resumption of talks and considerations to
form federations, con-federations and unions in the Balkans. Small nations
saw their futures as apart of a federation. The Macedonian people also saw an
opportunity to unite as part of one of these federations. Several ideas fluctuat-
ed, including the possibilities of a Yugoslav-Bulgarian federation, which was
represented by the USSR, and the other a Balkan federation of all Balkan
countries without exception, represented by the UK. The Macedonian
Diaspora was supportive of any idea that would solve the Macedonian ques-
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1 The Atlantic Charter is a joint statement by U.S. President Franklin Delano Roosevelt
and Prime Minister of the United Kingdom Winston Churchill issued after the meet-
ing near New Faudlend on August 14, 1941. With the statement they promised any
territorial extensions would be in accordance with the freely expressed will of the
people, respect for the rights of all people and the choice of government that suits
them—restoring the right of the people to manage themselves. 

2 Todor Cepreganov, Great Britain and the Macedonian National Question (August
1944-1948), Institute of National History, Magna Ekopres - Scan, Skopje, 1997, 159.



tion. On January 8, 1945 the Macedonian organization in Canada and the
United Macedonian Council of Toronto sent a telegram to the British Prime
Minister Winston Churchill in which they commended him for his  “recent
statement in front of the British Parliament that he would do everything to
unite all the Balkan nations within a Balkan federation.”  They believed it was
a “unique and most practical solution” and that “the Macedonian people sup-
port your statement and hope you will help the Macedonian people achieve
this end. It is the wish of the Macedonian people to renew their historic rights
within a Balkan Federation.3”  The Macedonian people had high hopes in “the
principles of the Atlantic Charter for self-determination of all peoples and
nations.4” The telegram was forwarded to the experts of the British Ministry
of Foreign Affairs. The experts advised the telegram should be answered with
“a courteous message of confirmation for receipt.5”  The experts from the
British Foreign Ministry interpreted the Canadians of Macedonian origin’s
telegram as if  “the Prime Minister is encouraging the Macedonian hopes.”
Their suggestion was that Churchill needed to send an answer as follows: “Mr.
Churchill is grateful for the telegram sent by the Macedonian Council of
January 8. He hopes to create conditions that will achieve a satisfactory agree-
ment between the Balkan countries in line with the principles of the United
Nations.”6

The Macedonian immigrants also sent a telegraph addressed to Josip Broz
Tito. After the liberation of Macedonia, they sent a telegraph emphasizing that
they would do everything to build a “better future for new Macedonian
nation.”  In addition, the League of Macedonian-Americans of Detroit on
September 3, 1945 sent a telegram to Tito expressing support for his long-term
policy towards Macedonia7.

On September 13, 1945 the Macedonian political organization of the
United States and Canada8 sent a telegram to Ernest Bevin, then Foreign
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3 Todor Cepreganov, UK and Macedonia (August 18, 1944 - May 8th 1945),
Documents, vol. I, Selection: Translation and Editing, Skopje 1995, 145. 

4 Ibid, 145. 
5 Ibid, 145. 
6 Ibid, 146. 
7 Todor Cepreganov, Great Britain and the Macedonian National Question (August
1944-1948), Institute of National History, Magna Ekopres - Scan, Skopje, 1997,
159.

8 The Macedonian Patriotic Organization (MPO) was a union of Macedonian organiza-
tions in the USA and Canada, formed after World War I in Fort Wayne, Indiana. Most
of its members were from the territory of Macedonia who left in the early 20th centu-
ry and emigrated to the United States and Canada through Bulgaria, Turkey and
Greece. Their mission was to maintain the Bulgarian character of the Slavic popula-
tion in Macedonia and to fight in the U.S. and Canada for maintaining and extending
the “Bulgarian folk knowledge, independence and culture, free from Greek and
Serbian.” See more: Todor Cepreganov, UK and Macedonia (May 1945-November
1948), Documents Vol. II, Selection: Translation and Editing, INI, Skopje 1996, 71.



Minister of Great Britain. The telegram emphasized that “The developments
of the Balkan history in the last half century show the biggest problem for the
peace and progress of the peninsula is the Macedonian question” and that
“peace in the Balkans can be achieved only if the Macedonian problem is
properly solved,” that is “Macedonia for the Macedonians.” According to
them, the solution to the Macedonian question is “to establish a singe
Macedonian state of the divided three parts of the Macedonian territory, which
would be part of a federation with other Balkan countries or fully independent
state under the protectorate of the five great powers.”9 It continues “... the best
solution for the tangled Macedonian problem is to adopt and revive the
Macedonian nation.10”

In addition, the Macedonian Orthodox believers gathered at the church “St.
Stephen” in Indianapolis, on September 14, 1945 also sent a telegram to the
Foreign Minister of Great Britain Ernest Bevin. They sought support for the idea
of   a free and independent Macedonian state under the protectorate of the five
great powers, which they thought would solve the Macedonian question11.

Letters and calls to solve the Macedonian question were also sent by the
most active Macedonian organization in the U.S. and Canada—the Federation
of Macedonian Patriotic Organization (FMPO). By sending telegrams, mem-
orandums and letters they attempted to animate world leaders to solve the
Macedonian question. They emphasized on the importance of the principles of
the Atlantic Charter, namely the right to self-determination of all people. The
very day of the Japanese capitulation (2 September), the FMPO held their
annual convention in Detroit, Michigan.  A memorandum titled “The burning
Macedonian question” was sent to the British Foreign Minister Ernest Bevin.
In the accompanying letter, signed by the President of the Central Committee
of the Macedonian Political Organization Chris Atanasov, stressed: “the appli-
cation of the principles of the Atlantic Charter is the foundation for future
peace in the Balkans.” Their elaboration was that the only way peace would
be maintained in the Balkans would be by solving the differences among the
Balkan states. They believed that the main reason for the unrest in the Balkans
was the division and domination over Macedonia—a geographical area of
23,000 km2, inhabited by three million people, and the city of Thessaloniki as
its capital. As Macedonian-Americans, they wished for the establishment of a
geographically united and independent Macedonia after the war. They advised
for an autonomous state where “all citizens, regardless of race or nationality,
will live in peace and harmony12” In the letter, they also presented the differ-
ent phases of struggle of the Macedonian people throughout history for their
own statehood.  Their hopes were high when the rights of the Macedonians
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were finally recognized within the Democratic Federal Yugoslavia. The
Americans and Canadians of Macedonian descent felt that it was their duty to
inform the world public that lasting peace in the Balkans can be realized only
if the three parts of Macedonia are united. They felt that even if unification
could not be realized, Macedonia could be placed under the protectorate of the
United Nations, the Soviet Union and the UK, thus instead of source of divi-
sions in the Balkans, they believed Macedonia could become a unifying link.13

On September 17, 1945, the Macedonian information office of St. Louis
- Missouri also sent a telegram to the Foreign Secretary of Great Britain Ernest
Bevin in which they emphasized: “Justice and lasting peace in the Balkans can
be achieved only by forming a free and democratic Macedonian state. We urge
you to give Macedonia to the Macedonians,14” the telegram stated. A call for
action was also sent by the members of the Macedonian-Bulgarian Orthodox
Church in Pennsylvania. They called upon Bevin to “establish of a free and
independent Macedonia.”15

On September 18, 1945 the Macedonian women and charity society from
Canton, Ohio sent a telegram demanding respect for the principles of the
Atlantic Charter “in resolving the Balkan problems” and advocated for cre-
ation of a free and independent Macedonian state under the protectorate of the
five great powers.
A telegram to Bevin was also sent by the charity foundation of Gabresh in
Toronto. The members of the foundation urged him to consider the “the desire
of the Macedonian people to live in free and independent Macedonian state,
which would guarantee peace in the Balkans.”16 The telegram from the
Macedonian political organization - Kostur from Fort Wayne noted, 

The great English Liberal William Gladstone, was the first to use slogan
‘Macedonia to the Macedonians’. In the name of peace in the Balkans, leave
Macedonia for the Macedonians, please do not divide it.”17

Hopes that the Macedonian question will be resolved at the Paris Peace
Conference caused dismay among the Macedonian emigration. The failure of
the Great Powers to respect the decisions of the Atlantic Charter and to correct
the mistakes of history shattered their expectations. The results were devastat-
ing. Macedonia still remained divided, and the Macedonian people enjoyed
equal rights only within federal Yugoslavia. The MPO sent a memorandum
addressed to British Foreign Minister Ernest Bevin and the Trygve Lee,
Secretary General of the United Nations in response to the results of the Paris
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Peace Conference. The memorandum was submitted on November 20, 1946
to the Foreign Office and is only marginally different form the MPO
Memorandum of 1945.

The memorandum specifically makes referenced the situation in the area
of   Macedonia within Greece, where the Greek Civil war had already started,
and the Macedonian people were once again subjected to persecution, harass-
ment, beatings and imprisonment. It stressed the fact that the Macedonians are
sentenced from five to hundred and one years of imprisonment, sent to the
concentration camps on the islands of Crete, Trikala, Kerkyra and many oth-
ers were filled with innocent Macedonians, and that 25,000 have fled the
Greek terror to Macedonia and Bulgaria. The conclusion of MPO was the
Greek National Army had intended to destroy Macedonian Slavs rather than
allow them to live freely and independently. In addition, the MPO
Memorandum concluded the new developments in the Balkans led to increas-
ing hostility and the danger of a new war. In order to protect the Macedonian
people living in Greece, the Memorandum asked to raise the issue during one
of the sessions of the Security Council of the United Nations and to act urgent-
ly to free the imprisoned Macedonians.18 As it usually happens, the pleas of
small nations always end up forgotten. 

However, the advocacy actions taken by the Macedonian emigration did
not end up at the bottom of some drawer the Foreign Office. The memoran-
dum was forwarded to the Southern Department of the Foreign Office for a
review and opinion on the matter. The experts’ decided to request an opinion
of the Macedonian question by the research department, before they draft a
response to the memorandum. Their suggestions were to send a “calming”
response to all the telegrams. They suggested that the DSE fighters were

“Nazi bandits” and that their goal was the establishment of an autonomous
Macedonia under a Slavic federation. According to them, this federation
would be acceptable for Bulgaria and Yugoslavia, which according to the
analysis it would mean Slavic access to the Aegean Sea. Their proposal was
for Greece to object such aspirations. The UK, as a Greek ally, would support
this view, as according to them Greeks inhabited the territory.19

The UK Deputy Minister of Foreign Affairs had an interesting view on the
issue. According to him, the primary issue was the 

autonomy of Macedonia, and it was an antique question. The Government of
His Majesty does not intend to resurrect it. His explanation was the complex
ethnic composition of the population in Eastern Europe, and as a result there
would never be a single satisfying solution.

He stressed the idea of not including the area of   Macedonia within Greece
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into the autonomous Macedonia. He gave full consent of the actions taken by
the Greek authorities towards the DAG fighters and the Macedonian people.20

To sum up, the genuine measures taken by the Macedonian emigration
from the United States and Canada had only one purpose—to educate and ani-
mate the leaders and the public of the need for resolution of the Macedonian
question. Unfortunately, the large number of telegrams, letters, and pleas by
the Macedonian organizations and individuals did not give the expected result.
The letters were accepted, read or thrown at the bottom of the diplomatic
archives. This activity of the Macedonian emigration lasted until about 1947,
when the liability for the Macedonia within Greece fell under the U.S. With
the Truman Doctrine and the “iron curtain,” any attempt for unifying
Macedonia, resulted in labeling themselves as a communist threats and risking
extradition from the U.S. Faced with pressure and unfavorable turn of events,
the Macedonian Diaspora became passive. 
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THE MONUMENT, NATIONAL IDENTITY
AND SOCIAL COHESION IN MACEDONIA:
AN ANTHROPOLOGICAL DISCOURSE

DrAgicA B. PoPovSkA
University Saint Cyril and Methodius
Institute of National History in Skopje

Introduction

The subject of this paper is the monument “Warrior on a horse” in Skopje,
republic of Macedonia, considered as a manifest in the environment of its
existence. 

Monuments are objects in the public space that not only decorate the envi-
ronment, but also shape the collective memory and become a symbol of a
particular time in history. They “speak” of the time they lived, and have much
to contribute to the building of national identity and collective conscience. 

in an anthropological discourse and with semiotics and symbolism, i will
attempt to portray this monument as a “narrative space” where different views
are intertwined, and at the same time the myth of the person it represented,
plays an important role in the building of the national identity.1
Research Methodologies

According to principles of socio-cultural anthropology, special place is given
to the “narrations” of informants, originating from formal and informal inter-
views. The empirical material is further enriched with data from the web, as
products of the modern technology, such as discussions on blogs that are
directly or indirectly related to the specific topic, allowing disclosure of the
participants’ thought processes. The analysis of these interactions allows the
detection of meaningful relationships in this domain. The ways in which these
considerations are shaped are quite complex because the narratives are often
operational to justify one’s (political) views, or they are emotionally colored
depending on the socio-economic status of the individual.

Furthermore, the survey included a conversation with the designer of the
monument. Media texts available online, directly or indirectly related to the
topic, are also included in the analysis. Published scientific papers that treat
segments of the history and politics of the time before and after the independ-
ence of Macedonia are used as a secondary source of data. interdisciplinary
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approach to the subject provides a meanings arising from monument-recipient
relationship, to be displayed as a phenomenon in light of the overall historical
and socio-political circumstances.

The Macedonian identity: 
before and after the declaration of independence in 1991

When speaking of identity one usually thinks of the sense of belonging to
something or someone.  Although there are numerous identity definitions,2 it
is important to note that each “ethnic community selects its elements that bor-
der with the other identities, primarily with the identities of the neighboring
countries” (Mirchevska 2011, p. 358). However, the selected categories that
are different from “other” identities vary depending on the context. it means
that their competitiveness changes and depends on the general conditions in
which the collective identity exists (grbić, 1994, p. 122).

i will briefly present on the topic of the Macedonian identity in the peri-
od before and after the establishment of the republic of Macedonia, as a
modern nation-state. The conditions of forming the republic are key factors
why this particular monument stands out of the spectrum of monuments built
under the project “Skopje 2014.”3

Within the former Yugoslavia, the Macedonian identity was in a sense
“hidden” behind the collective “Yugoslav” identity. The history taught in the
schools indicated the dominance of the “Slavic” roots and rejected the pres-
ence of the “ancient” roots in the ethnicity of the Macedonians. on the other
hand, presence of the myths associated with the ancient period, in particular
the dominance of the myth of Alexander was evident in the Macedonian folk-
lore. The absence of the idea of   Alexander can be noticed in the monuments
built prior 1991.
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2 Different authors define the numerous aspects of identity. “Modern texts speak of
objective factors (common origin, language, religion) and subjective factors (myths,
feelings, archetypes) that define the nation as a category. (Mirchevska 2011, p. 356).

3 The project “Skopje 2014” consists of buildings and monuments. According
Milososki, it is a project that verifies “the identity of Macedonia at a time when it is
under threat because of the name dispute” (Smith, 2011, para. 10). The Macedonian
citizens have reacted differently towards the to monuments. on the one hand, there
are many supporters of the project that justify efforts to restore the town square, but
as a way to “show” the continuity of the Macedonians. in this sense, the statement
“The idea is to show that these people have continuity from antiquity through the
Slavs, until toda. To show that despite all the mixtures of people, nucleus of the
Macedonian nation is retained as a separate nation with its own culture, language,
customs territory, past and future ... “ (Slamkov, 2011, para. 9). on the other hand,
the opposition of the project argued their views with the high cost of the project, then
called for a monolithic character of the same and the reference to antiquity, which
would unnecessarily antagonize greece. The project “Skopje 2014” is the focus of
attention of numerous research papers. See causidis, 2013; graan, 2013.



After the breakup of Yugoslavia and the establishment of an independent
republic of Macedonia, there was a gradual abandonment of the “Yugoslav”
past, and the appearance of the “right to history,” by remerging of the
“repressed memories.”4 A significant part of the Macedonians try to find the
“real” truth about their roots, and in many cases they most exclusively associ-
ate their roots the ancient Macedonians.

This situation is largely initiated by the “events” that followed the inde-
pendence of the country. The numerous “reactions” by our neighbors, directly
or indirectly threatened and still threaten the identity, not only to Macedonia
as a state, but also the identity of the majority population in the country – the
ethnic Macedonians. The denial of the uniqueness of the identity is most
noticeable by its southern neighbor, and is accompanied by the others with
constant dispute of the right to use the name Macedonia. For example,
Bulgaria, although it recognizes the sovereignty of Macedonia does not recog-
nize the uniqueness or identity of the ethnic Macedonians. The Serbs, or the
Serbian orthodox church, challenges the independence of the Macedonian
orthodox church.

in this context, it is important to mention the conflict with the ethnic
Albanians in Macedonia in 2001, which resulted in the signing of the ohrid
Framework Agreement, whose implementation was perceived as a direct
threat to the national identity of the Macedonians. Numerous academic discus-
sions are revolving around this topic.  (Markovic 2008, s.115 )

in a time of crisis, the only option is the identification with the ancient
Macedonians - especially the identification with Alexander emerges as a major
pillar of the defense of the uniqueness of the state and the nation, and over
time grew into a strong political myth (Maleski, 2007 and Taleski 2008, p. 40).
The current administration uses the character of Alexander, as a segment of
history as well as its strong mythological narrative embedded in the collective
memory of ethnic Macedonians, to make a point by placing his statue in the
center of Skopje, at the heart of the main square.5

According to Zelinsky (1989) “modern states could not exist nor operate
effectively without adequate dosage of myth and symbols” (quote osborne in
2001 s.7), because “the state is invisible, it must be personified before it is
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4 comparison of the “previous” and the current situation regarding the mythological
idolization of the relations Tito : Alexander. in this regard, Taleski claimed that
“From today’s perspective, Alexander is much more important than Tito, and wor-
shiping Alexander exceeds any time dimension” (Taleski 2008, 40).

5 According to the open call for applicants by the center municipality in 2007, a design
was needed for a facility that includes “a fountain with equestrian statue of
Alexander the great, with possible accompanying content in accordance with the
program of celebration and preservation of significant figures in Macedonian histo-
ry that would permanently mark the Macedonian statehood and its centuries long
complexity”. initiator for such a monument was vladimir Bahchovanovski, a mem-
ber of the council of the Municipality of center, and the idea was unanimously
supported by all councilors (E.A, 2013, para. 3).



seen, symbolized before it is loved, imagined before it is understood.”
(Zelinsky 1988, and osborne 2001, s .7).

in the past, the idea of   Alexander that was “suppressed” within the collec-
tive memory, which gives impetus to the awakening of national/ethnic sense
of belonging at present day Macedonia.6
The Monument “Warrior on a horse”

The monument “Warrior on a horse” is an architectural solution that integrates
multiple segments of the Macedonian society. The large circular platform on one
side is merged with the level of the square, and gradually rises on the other side.
The monument is placed among the sculptures of eight lions (standing and seat-
ed) made   of bronze in a supernatural size. The central part of the platform
belongs to the fountain, and the bottom is derived a mosaic with floral decora-
tion. The center is dominated by a pillar and atop is the sculpture of Alexander
the great. Sculpture is of monumental size and made   of bronze.  At the bottom
are statues of eight standing sculptures in supernatural size, made   of bronze as
well. According to the designer of the monument, seven of them are part of the
infantry soldiers of the Ancient Macedonian “Falanga” Army dressed in their
military uniforms, and the central figure is Philip, Alexander’s father.7

According to the designer, the monument is a display of victory and great-
ness. it represents an unequivocally confirmation to the creator: “The
monument is conceptually designed to represent a certain apotheosis of
Alexander the great—an eternal memory of the invincible Macedonian
“Falanga” and the famous ancient Macedonian kingdom” (v.Stefanovska, per-
sonal communication, June 3, 2013). The main figure is the character of
Alexander who “lives” surrounded by soldiers and other figures associated
with and constitute an “archive” from the glorious past and the indigenous tra-
ditions of the country.8

in addition, i will present parts of the symbolism of certain segments of
the monument, which of course correspond with the ideological conception of
the designer of the monument: “The pillar is designed to represent a pillar of
victory, a triumphal column, a kind of glorification of the military successes
of Alexander” ... “The performance of his soldiers, with full militaristic
iconography is a symbolic representation of the invincible Macedonian
“Falanga” Army. They have been granted the honor of guarding the eternal
monument of Alexander. At the same time, they are guardians of the memory
of a glorious past, Alexander’s leadership and his predecessors and succes-
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6 According to Eric Erickson, identity is rooted in the human being, with a feeling that
arises as a result of the interaction of internal and external variables, which act in a
particular social situation (Mirchevska 2011, p. 359).

7 This monument is designed by valentina Stefanovska, and made   in the foundry 
“Fernando Marinelli” in Florence, italy.

8 According to the designer, the mosaic decoration is inspired by the mosaics derived
from the ancient Macedonian capital of Pella.



sors... The figures of soldiers symbolically incarnated nameless members of
the famous Macedonian Army who lost their lives in foreign lands.  Philip rep-
resents all the kings and warriors before Alexander...” (v. Stefanovska,
personal communication, June 3, 2013).

To the question “Why is Philip part of the monument?” she answered: “in
the composition of symbols, Philip and the Army are the foundation, the base
that allowed the subsequent successes and achievements of Alexander.
Without Philip the ‘barbarian,’ there would not have been our ‘leader’
Alexander. Without the invincible Macedonian Army, there would not be a
great Alexander.” (v. Stefanovska, personal communication, June 3, 2013).

As accessories to the monument are the lions which “... have the charac-
teristics as the most powerful beings, and are also a symbol of courage,
fearlessness and power – the lion is the personification of royal dignity and
authority” (v. Stefanovska, personal communication, June 3, 2013).

The monument’s “archive” is able to embody, materialize, and become a
manifest. it is an opportunity for a “revival of what has long been slumbered
in the dust” (De Quincey in Asman, 2000, p. 5). i use the word “possible”
because the memory of him (Alexander) is not derived from the act of the will,
nor is it a technique that can be learned: it is a product of special circumstances
(Asman, 2000, p.5).

The honorary place where this monument was built - the city center of
Skopje in the main square9 is “a location where the social identity is formed
and is a scene of social practices and where ‘public’ organizes, represents
itself” (Popovski, 2009, p. 68). Typically, monuments placed in that space
objects inevitably include or initiate a “public” discourse.10 The public’s reac-

tion to the monument is the crucial factor that determines whether the
monument is a passive, visual object in space, devoid of meaning or it will
become a powerful symbol and a medium of community’s identification.  

Public opinion of the monument

The monument “Warrior on a horse” as part of the public arena,11 in the time
before and after the installation, was the subject of various discussions and
debates ranging from strong negative criticism to positive encouragement,
mostly accompanied with political bickering. Analysis of data from online
newspapers shows that it has been condemned by the opposition and the media
associated with the opposition, and on the other hand strongly supported by
the media outlets close to the government. This situation is replicated in the
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9 Public space is a location, “on which grounds runs real political action” (Popovski,
2009, p. 82).

10 The concept of narrative space has intangible components that affect our relationship
with the built environment (Janev, 2011).

11 The concept of narrative space has intangible components that affect our relationship
with the built environment (Janev, 2011).



online blogs, where the citizens, heavily politicized, strongly opposed monu-
ment. Thus, the people associated with the ruling vMro welcomed the
“arrival of Ace (Alexander)” on the main square in Skopje. However, every-
one associated with the opposition SDSM party “were almost always in line
with the position of the political party, and were usually discontent,” pointing
out to the concept of “Antiquisation” and to the situation with greece.”12 on
the other hand, within the internet services communication dominates the
“negative” attitude towards the monument associated exclusively with the cost
of it. These statements boil down to: “Alexander is great, but...” (MT, person-
al communication, May 10, 2013) or “it is alright to nurture the identity, but
not with this many monuments… the monument of Alexander would have
been enough—we still live in poverty.”13 (M. P., Personal communication,
May 16, 2013). As you can see, these statements do not negate the need for a
monument of Alexander in the center of Skopje, but rather justify it. 

Such reactions paved a way for questions about the name of the monu-
ment. Namely, it was originally announced as Alexander the great,14 and was
later introduced as a “Warrior on a horse”, which many believe was intended
to hide his true “identity.” citizens, in the absence of proper explanation from
the authorities,15 react differently on this issue.  

The narratives of condemnation by the majority of citizens, except for
various statements, dominate the rhetoric. comment on the topic include:
(http://www.macedonians.tv): 

DPMNE is ashamed of Alexander the great” (goat, 2011, release no. 72),
but the discourse used by the “opponents” had the the impression of “hiding
behind an unknown hero” or “we either pretend not to know who he is or we
are not allowed to say. (ci, personal communication, June 6, 2011).

regardless of the reasons that persuaded the current administration to
change the name of  “Alexander” to “Warrior on a horse,” this designation
does not significantly expand the range of associations with the monument. on
the contrary, everyone knows that he is Alexander, which of course corre-
sponds with the descriptions and images that visualize his image in history.
Proof of this are the numerous portals in greece, Serbia, the Uk that also rec-
ognized Alexander in the sculpture “Warrior on a horse.” 
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12 in everyday discourse of highly politicized society, citizens whether politically ori-
ented or undecided, or perhaps are members of a different political option because
of their agreement or disagreement with the policy of the government, are labeled as
“SDSM-sheep” or “vMro-sheep.” in this context, the words rhyme with the words
“communists” and “patriots” as terms that oppose each other.

13 Similar comments appear within the web-blogs, and comments that occur in
response to some articles in the printed media.

14 According to the announcement by the center municipality.
15 clearly this “change” is directly related to the interim agreement signed by greece

and Macedonia in 1995, which is in many respects is detrimental to Macedonia. See
Macedonian nation, 2010.



However, this shows that people are not just passive observers of the
monument. on the contrary, they “react” to it. The system of meanings “that
is interpreted from the monument within the community, allows us to follow
the active role of the individual in shaping.” The meaning is often “poly-
semic”16 and reflects the views of political opponents.17 

After all, as Hall (1980) claims the “the reading” means “accepting the
dominant norms, values   and ideas that distribute the power,” which he called
“preferred reading,” but also have an “oppositional reading” that poses chal-
lenges to the dominant ideology, and the third type of reading called
“negotiated reading,” concerning the negotiated readings, which are located
within the dominant ideology, but relate more to specific shades of adaptation
to specific situations (obsborne, 2001, p. 8).

Although reactions about this monument sublimate all the above “pre-
ferred reading,” the analysis of the available data shows a dominance of
“positive” reactions, often lurking behind even “negative” criticism regarding
the setting of the monument.

it is not my purpose to criticize or affirm the individual and collective atti-
tudes/narrations in regard to the monument, but rather to say that their analysis
shows the intertwined power relations in society, so that they too often are
“regulated.” 

i will focus on the content of the monument’s meanings, and show an
anthropological discourse around the role of the monument in the creation of
the national identity.

The Monument and the Macedonian identity

With the birth of the modern society and awakening of the idea of   national
rebirth, the collective memory is tied to public monuments (Paviћeviћ 2009,p.
49). Since that awakening, among other things, means an insistence to the con-
nection history/myth—nation, especially when facing denial of identity—the
myth of Alexander has intensified.18

The installation of the monument created space for reinforcement of the
national pride and identity in accordance with the glorious history of
Alexander, the person personified in the monument. His “content” makes his-
torical materials about the time of heroism, honor and the person who is seen
as establishing the Macedonian nation.

The MonuMenT, naTional iDenTiTy anD social cohesion 273

16 The term used by Jensen (1990), according to whom the didactical performance of
national identity (which of course includes monuments, rituals) will always be “pol-
ysemic,” given the diversity within a society (in obsborne, 2001, c. 8).

17 When analyzing the meanings of the monument, in the sense of connection to the
national or ethnic identity of Macedonians, it is necessary to take into account the polit-
ical identity of the people, as a category that determines the position of most citizens. 

18 in this sense, even the rhetoric used by the media reporting sporting events includes
political discourse in historical context, using terms such as “ancient Macedonian,”
“Falanga” and so on.



This is also confirmed by the data from the survey on the web,19 where
numerous statements recorded, during the installation of the monument, speak
in favor of the former. Here are just some of the comments on the topic: “The
warrior rode the horse,” which is posted on the forum “vodenica”
(http://www.macedonians.tv): “Long live! And may it last long! After a year
from now, we will forget who is for and who against the monument. Alexander
and his horse Bucephalus will be here forever...”; ( Neven 2011 release no. 5)
or “No matter what you say, no matter the party orientation...... Alexander is
home now. Welcome to Macedonia, Alexander” (Bojan81, 2011 release no. 34).

Especially interesting is the statement recorded in the same forum, which is
a response to “the different” opinion regarding the memorial or the person
Alexander personifies. Namely, Bojan 81 (2011) says, “Alexander is a person
who unites” and to question of why would someone dislike the monument, the
comments answer, “they are afraid their Serbian, Bulgarian or greek friend
would get upset.” The comments conclude that it is not necessary to self-deny
oneself in order to be to be loved by others. (http://www.macedonians.tv, no. 63).

it is clear that the installation of the monument crystallizes the myth of
Alexander, but also the myth, through the monument, should be a unifying force
among the opposing Macedonians. on the other hand, with the monument
Alexander becomes “visible” and no longer depends on one’s approval or denial.
The state guarantees its memory.20 comment on Boge (2011) Forum vodenica:
“Wow how big is Alexander…when the whether is clear, he would be visible
from Thessaloniki...” (http://www.macedonians.tv, message 50.) She clearly
speaks in favor of the monument. Her point is: the monument is so big, it can
even be seen from greece, so they know that “we” are here, that “we” exist,
regardless of the negation of the Macedonian identity. This monument absorbs
the energy from the glorious past and delivers it today for people to see it. 

The monument is a fastening between the past and present. it connects
today’s generations with the Alexander’s glorious past. This is common to hear
these statements: “May it be for good..” (Pipovski 2011 , release no. 44 ) or “He
symbolizes our ancient roots.” (TT, personal communication, June 5, 2013).

Therefore its installation corrects the historical injustice towards
Macedonia. According to the commentary by Boge (2011) posted in the
above-mentioned forum, the installation of Alexander’s monument in his
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19 in this chapter i will present a few characteristic statements that best illustrate the
way people as recipients of the monument perceived the identity. certainly, within
the discussions between participants have different views regarding the subject of
discussion, but in the background of many of these statements (not all) there is broad
agreement on the need for a monument of Alexander the great. Due to wider survey
of many web blogs, and comments made in response to multiple online media texts,
the analysis is given in separate statements/comments .

20 The achievement of political goals requires vision, and the vision requires a power-
ful myth ... At present, it looks like a negative crossing between past and equally great
future, and link between them keeps the memory alive (the glorious past) and hope
(Asman 2000:9). Awakening takes place, made possible through the monument.



home is overdue. The comment ends with the words: “ ... but what can one do
when Macedonia has always been under foreign occupation, Turkish, Serbian,
Yugoslav...” (Message no.97).

Although the project “Skopje 2014” faces numerous criticisms, when
talking about the monument of Alexander the situation seems different. in fact,
many times during informal conversations with “negative”-minded individu-
als in relation to this project, to my question: “What do you think of the
monument of Alexander the great? They responded that they did not like it
“because vMro did it” or “it is the only monument worth it.”

it is clear that a majority of the monument is a reflection of the existence
of the people in the area, struggling to keep their identity and for recognition
by others. Setting the monument of Alexander the great appears aimed at
emphasizing the historical continuity of the Macedonian people, as an identi-
ty that lasts.

The feeling of uniqueness is an important aspect of the strengthening of
the national/ethnic identity and makes a distinction between different commu-
nities. But this sense must be present on the “other” side, i.e. the distinction to
be recognized by the others as well.

in this regard, by way through “national branding,” the state seeks to be
marketed as a separate identity outside of its borders. “National branding
includes strategic efforts to formulate a national identity as a brand” (Agha,
2011 in graan, 2013, p. 165) Practically, with the branding of the nation, the
state attracts foreign visitors, which in return provide funds for creation of cap-
ital, representing the brand itself to foreign investment and tourism (graan,
2013. p. 165). The campaigns “Macedonia Timeless” and “invest in
Macedonia” are ways of presenting a vision for Macedonia, which it will be
recognized and will provide a positive perception abroad. This way it gathers
attention to itself as a country economically transformed, whose economy is
in contrast with the one of the former Yugoslav state (graan, 2013, p. 167).
According to this author, unlike the previous policies, in order to create value
the current policy in independent Macedonia strives for brand management. in
this way, through the establishment of a Macedonian national brand, the state
will showcase the Macedonian identity in the country and abroad.

i will also look into the souvenirs of the monument “Warrior on a horse,”
which also represent a way of presentation of the “national brand” to tourists.
i say national brand because what usually one buys when abroad are souvenirs
that remain in permanent memory of the visited state. This certainly applies to
Macedonians traveling abroad on occasions that “require” bringing souvenirs
from home, as a symbol of the country one represents.

According to available data, from the variety of souvenirs on sale in the
form of mugs, magnets, puzzles, figures, etc., the souvenirs of the “Warrior on
a horse” and “Porta Macedonia” are bestselling (Tanevska, 2013, para.1-3).
This finding is not surprising considering that these are the two monuments
that have a fusing perception among the public.

This shows that the monument “Warrior on a horse” could become a pow-
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erful symbol of identification, but also a symbol that will be recognizable hall-
mark of Macedonia abroad. 

The monument and social cohesion in Macedonia 

The monument placed on the square is not only intended to be a symbol of
national spirit and to encourage patriotism but also “to also serve as a specif-
ic ritual space, periodically revived on particular occasions” (Yaneva, 2009,
p.67). Numerous examples of anniversaries, celebrations and events are held
near monuments (Timotijeviћ, 2000/2001 in Paviћeviћ 2009, p. 48).

in this context, it should be noted that the mere act of installing the mon-
ument “Warrior on a horse” is a ritual, which symbolically represents the
national identity. This conclusion is based on the fact that the “revealing” of
the monument was scheduled on the 20th anniversary of Macedonia’s inde-
pendence (September 8, 2011). “The event,” among other things included a
presentation of military and other capacities of the state, state officials and a
musical extravaganza. This certainly shows that this monument is given an
“honorary” position in the identity building process, and the existence of the
state guarantees the survival of the Macedonian identity. The monument is the
act of presenting the Macedonian “red lines.”

The vast number of people present at this “event” symbolically demon-
strates the unity of the people, when it comes to the important issues for the
country. This in turn should provide strengthening of the collective memory
and demonstrates cohesion of the idea promoted. A “narrative space” has been
created that generates history and offers a feeling or emotion that should be
shared. This is especially important because political societies are not created
with the laws, but rather with feelings, beliefs, ideas and habits (Tocqueville,
1951 in kalanj, 2007, p. 131).

The collective memory is tied with this monument, and the narrative cre-
ated with it was only reinforced with the welcoming of the Macedonian
basketball team from the basketball Euro-league in Lithuania (19 September
2011). one of the sports websites described the Square as “a place that offers
a grandiose way of connection with the homeland” and “the square Macedonia
in its new guise, with all the new monuments and certainly the most remark-
able, Warrior horse...became synonymous with a fantastic way of expression
of the Macedonianess “(cvetanoski, 2011 p. 2).

This “event” caused strong emotions among the people present at the
spectacle, and among those who watch it on television, which in turn enabled
the “image” of the monument to be engraved in the minds of the viewer.
Here’s a statement of a person commenting under the pseudonym “entrepre-
neur” on the article “Skopje 2014” (Slamkov, 2012), which confirms the
stated: “Now when i think of the Square Macedonia, i see the image of our
basketball players riding the two-story bus, passing through the Arch as the
real winners and heading towards the Warrior on a horse.” This cultural con-
struction and presentation creates “images of remembrance” where the
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monument appears as the main decor within the major political and cultural
events of various social groups.  This way the state, using the character of
Alexander creates a new collective memory. Along with this memory, the
nation is creating an identity (Asman, 2004 and Yaneva, 2009, p. 71).

For a prosperous society, all citizens need to maintain main ideas, which
is possible only if their opinion derive from the same source and accordingly
accept a number of ideas that are rooted in the society. (Tocqueville, 1951;
Descombes, 2004 kalanj, 2007, p. 131).

The presentation of the monument, which coincided with the celebration
of the independence day, and the organization of  “events” in the space func-
tions as a national landmark of all its citizens.

The relationship between the monuments the national/ethnic identity of
Macedonians was presented in the earlier chapters. it was concluded this myth
possesses specific cultural content, typical for the Macedonians. These con-
tents reflect our past and our present. But this myth in moments of heated
“identity debate” between Macedonia and greece appears to have exceeded
ethnic boundaries and Macedonia. The idolization of Alexander in the current
socio-political context is done by the Albanians, vlachs, Serbs, and the roma
living in the territory of the republic of Macedonia.

Proof of this can be found on the internet portals. in an interview given to
a Bulgarian Media, N.Bejta said that “Alexander is an Albanian figure”
(Newspaper Today newspaper, ND, para. 2), whereas, according to
N.Babovski, the vlachs believe they are descendants of Alexander and “one of
the descendants of the ancient Macedonians.” (Stankovic 2009, para. 10).
Desire to be closer Alexander is observed in the roma community as well.
Namely the portal “Sarma.mk” states, “During the time of Alexander the
great, the roma were recorded as a separate nation, members of Dravidi com-
munity, and they usually served in Alexander’s military forces and as
musicians and dancers” (http://sarma.mk/zivot/13021/denes-e-megunaroden-
den-na-romite). As for the Serbs, their blogs indicate “Alexander was a Serb”
(ramadanova 2011, para. 1-3).

Previously presented data are mostly individual statements; hence the
“presence” of such narrations in the ethnic communities in Macedonia should be
further investigated.21 given the fact that Macedonia is a country where other
ethnic communities live alongside Macedonians, hence there is a mutual inter-
ference coming through the diffusion of the myth, which in turn further develops
in line with the cultural specifics of a particular community. This shows that the
myth of Alexander, can cross cultural boundaries and will not be “exclusive” top
a single community. in fact, Alexander, or his character and historical data for
his talents and successes, is a glorified personality and is desired by “all.”
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21 A broader field study is necessary to confirm or deny the presence of such narratives
on the ground. As far as the available literature, Stefanovski-Dabizha (2005) argues
that the vlachs are considered direct descendants of the ancient Macedonians and are
the “real Macedonians” (qtd. in Zemon, 2010, p. 649).



Although these narratives are currently characterized as nonconformity, i
believe that they should be used to create a wider social imagination of
Alexander the great, which would be used in building a global imagination of
the republic of Macedonia, associated with his character.

“The stories of majorities and minorities can be told in such a way that they
will not exclude one or the other of the political community” (Slavevski ND, s.15
-16), if properly channeled by the state as a factor that creates social identity.

if we take into consideration all of this, and the monument of Alexander
in the center of Skopje as a narrative space—it symbolically represents a place
of intercultural dialogue between different cultural traditions in Macedonia.
According to Slavevski the use of cultural assets can strengthen the social
cohesion and distinction, and would ensure effective reproduction of society.
(p.5) The opportunity for the monument to become a locus in which the dif-
ferent communities will deposit their mythological narratives, not excluding
each othe,r22 will ensure the mobilization of everyone in the society for the
preservation of national identity and its presentation abroad.23

Thus, the monument originally presented as the personification of a per-
son who established the Macedonian nation aspires to become a shared value
of all citizens.24

it is about the power of the imagination and ability to locate that power in
a “created” history. After all, “the orchestration of such collective memories
and, if necessary, collective amnesia is the key support for the identity of the
nation state. (obsborne 2001:7) National cohesion requires a sense of collec-
tive identity and consciousness, which is promoted by a sense of shared
historical experience (obsborne, 2001, p. 7).

Having in mind the abovementioned, the monument of Alexander the
great in Skopje can provide strong social/national cohesion in building iden-
tity of the state and its presentation abroad. With strong domestic social
cohesion, the representation of the national brand will be much easier. 

Conclusion

The work presented in this paper clearly shows that the monument “Warrior
on a horse” is a “narrative space” where different views are intertwined and
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22 According to the Milososki, in the geographical area where we live, we all share a
common past. While our position is “inclusive” the greek position is “exclusive.”
(Smith, 2011, para 10.)

23 According to Habermas, “in most cases, the collective identities are created, not
found. However, they must only create unity of heterogeneous individuals. Among
the citizens of a society, everyone is other to everybody else, and have the right to
remain other” (kramarić 2011, p. 304).

24 A newspaper survey claimed that 46.8% among the population, regardless of ethnic-
ity consider Alexander the great as their ancestor. The same survey claimed that the
celebration of the independence Day of the republic of Macedonia was seen as uni-
fying event of all ethnic communities. See: Nova Makedonija 2011, para. 4.



due to the myth Alexander personifies, the monument plays an important role
in the building of a national identity. in this context it should be noted that the
analysis of national ethnic identity cannot “picture the relation of the identity
with the political and economic power, partly because one of the functions of
the national identity is precisely political” (Mirchevska 2011, p. 360).

in times when Macedonia is facing identity threats, the authority of the
persons portrayed on the monument appears as a strong ethno-national identi-
fier. This monument simply materializes and embodies the Macedonian
identity. it reflects the need for security, and responds to identity threats com-
ing from neighbors.

The anthropological analysis of the reciprocal relationship between the
monument and the people showed the types of meanings that emerge from this
interaction, which serve as an ordinate of the Macedonian ethnic identity. At
the same time, the monument indicates that it would become a space that will
provide intercultural dialogue between the different ethnic groups in
Macedonia, which in turn is supposed to play a significant role in creating a
strong cohesion.

Finally, to paraphrase Asman (2000, p.5) who said that in spite of the
completeness of the once constructed “memory” of the person, this is not a
fixed metaphor. This means that the narratives of the monument, now and in
the future, are not final, and there will be “an infinity of viewpoints”. There is
no such thing as finite memory.  The state will depend on whether the estab-
lished remembrance will be held and whether it would develop further. The
state is the factor that ranks the values and then presents them to the citizens.
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THE BALKAN WARS AND THEIR AFTERMATH: 

FOCUS ON THE BOSNIAKS IN MACEDONIA

Zeḱir ramčiloviḱ 
Yahya Kemal College - Skopje

Macedonia Prior to the Balkan Wars

macedonia’s fight for freedom and equality was intensified at the end of the
19th and the beginning of the 20th century with the increased number of upris-
ings. The most significant was the ilinden uprising which inspired a larger
national awakening in the fight for freedom and attracted the international
attention on macedonia and the resolution of the macedonian question.

however, the process of reformation in the weakened ottoman empire
after the mürzsteg reform Programme of 1903 was slow and difficult and
macedonia was additionally burdened with the influx of muhacir emigrants
from the recently redefined Balkan countries. one of the side effects of the
weakened administration and army forces was the increasing number of rebel
groups which frequently terrorized the local population. Due to the pressure
from the great european forces the ottoman army was under a strict order to
avoid conflicts, while the armed groups supported by the neighboring coun-
tries provoked incidents and terrorized the whole country and the peaceful
village population. (vivian, 1904:263) in 1905, Frazer pointed out that the
rivalry armed rebels from the neighborhood were terrorizing the villages and
pressured the locals to convert from the Bulgarian into the Greek church and
vice versa.1 rather than sending their own regular military forces, the ottoman
authorities had started arming the muslim population. (French documents
about the history of the macedonian people 1969:59) in this way, the contin-
uous conflicts, thefts and murders only made the situation for the locals harder.
if the Balkan was the most dangerous place in europe then the most danger-
ous place in the Balkan was macedonia. (Buxton i dr. 1915:11).

The beginning of the Young Turks movement created an atmosphere for 
reconciliation between the macedonians and the other nationalities and con-
fessions.(Shukarova, 2008:216). The reconciliation within the macedonian 
liberation movement raised hope that a prevailing period of peace will create 
the opportunity for autonomous macedonia within the new democratized and 
decentralized ottoman state. however, the Young Turks failed to solve the 
country’s complex problems in such a short period of time which led to a gen-
eral disappointment and the option of an armed action as the only possible 
solution. 
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1 “The Balkan situation is entering a new phase. The Christians hate the Turks, but their
hatred between their own kind is much worse. “(Fraser, 1912:3).



During the years of rule in macedonia, The ottoman empire with all its
positive and negative aspects and the time of crisis and decline had created an
opportunity for the macedonians in all its provinces to raise and strengthen
their national awareness along with the feeling of belonging and solidarity. 

in the attempt to organize the oppressed population for a war against the
ottomans, the Balkan countries were conducting a fierce propaganda. in the
summer prior to the war, the press in Serbia, Bulgaria, Greece and monte
Negro was publishing on a daily basis multiple articles about the difficult posi-
tion of the oppressed nations. liberation of the oppressed orthodox brothers,
liberation of the national ideals, liberation of macedonia, etc., were some of
the slogans the Balkan allies initially used in order to cover up their territori-
al pretentions on macedonia. in that way the Bosniaks and the other muslim
population abiding in the Balkans could not expect a helping hand and libera-
tion from the armies of the Balkan countries. With the commencement of the
war the press continued to support the thesis that “the holy War of the Balkan
nations has begun and will finish with the liberation of the Balkans.” (Politika,
1912:2). 

The Balkan Wars: a short survey

The austrian annexation of Bosnia increased the appetites of the Balkan coun-
tries for territorial expansion, especially the aggressive pretentions of Serbia.2
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The Balkan Peninsula before and after the congress in Berlin (1878)

2 The politics of “Great Serbia” was for the most part concentrated on macedonia and
a free access to Thessaloniki, based on Cvijich’s idea that macedonians will accept
the national identity of the first Slavic country to annex them, and “convert the



The annexation of Bosnia and the italian attack of Tripoli created an atmos-
phere for overcoming the disagreements, in the first place the disagreement
about macedonia and the advantage over the preoccupied and weakened
ottoman empire. according to the Turkish historiography the territorial pre-
tentions towards macedonia were undoubtedly the crucial reason for
instigating the Balkan War. 

The ottoman empire was internally divided and unprepared for a war and
considering the opposing interests between the Balkan nations naively
believed in the stability of the Balkan provinces. right before the beginning of
the war, in the summer of 1912, the government of Sokollu mehmed Pasha
was untroubled about the situation in the Balkans. (Kuran, 1945:313). The
unawareness of the ottoman empire went so far that during the summer of
1912, the ottoman government approved the transport of Serbia’s purchased
weapons via Thessaloniki, after the Serbs were denied passage through
austro-hungary. (Uçarol, 2010:362)

Prior to the Balkan Wars, the first political pact was signed between
Serbia and Bulgaria on 13.03.1912 followed by a military alliance (Tukin,
1939:30-41). Parallel to this agreement which was of public character, the new
allies signed a Secret annex on 29.04.19123 in Sofia. Due to their mutual inter-
ests, Bulgaria and Serbia canceled out the possibility for a separate
independent state and designed a new borderline for dividing the macedonian
territory between the two allied parties. (Shukarova, 2008:213). These events
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macedonian Slavs into Serbs.“ (Cvijić,2000:212.). The imperialistic politics of
Serbia was also supported by the Serbian orthodox Church which is why the english
missionary in Belgrade reported that the aim of the church’s activity in macedonia
was to create a Serbian kingdom and not a kingdom of God. (Stojković, 1987:40.).

3according to the newspaper “Политика”, the secret agreement was signed on
29.02.1912; the article describes in details the new borderline between Serbia and
Bulgaria. (Политика, 1913:1).

The aspirations
towards Macedonia 

(Тhe International
Commission to
Inquire into the

Causes аnd
Conduct оf 

The Balkan Wars)



were followed by the political and military alliances between the other Balkan
countries. The ottoman empire was preoccupied with other war fronts and
unprepared to go into a new war against all the Balkan countries.

on 25.09.1912 monte Negro crossed the border and declared war to the
ottoman empire (Politika, 1912:2). The subsequent ultimatums were unac-
ceptable for the ottoman authorities which in the next few days consequently
led to the war declarations from all the surrounding countries (hammer,
1979:523-524). Serbia declared war on 04.10.1912 and the same day invaded
the border of Kosovo. The Serbian troops “marched to Skopje in order to plant
the flag of King Dushan.” (Politika, 1912:2) The ottoman army was defeated
in the battle of Kumanovo and later in Bitola, as well as in Skadar, Еdrene,
Chataldza, luleburgaz, Thessaloniki, etc. The ottomans were experiencing
continuous defeats, while the thousands of refugees were swarming istanbul. 

Defeated on all the fronts, the ottoman empire was forced to demand a
cease fire, but the Balkan countries were not finished with the fighting since
the signed agreement did not specify the new borders between the allies. Their
disagreement about the division of spoil destroyed the already fragile balance.
The Bulgarian dissatisfaction with the division of the territories erupted into a
new war for conquest and re-division of macedonia. Bulgaria attacked its two
most important allies Serbia and Greece, but they received support from
monte Negro and romania. Bulgaria was left alone and surrounded from all
the borders. The ottomans took advantage of the situation and conquered the
entire east territory of Thrace, entering the city of edirne without resistance.
as a result of the new ottoman attack the Treaty of Bucharest took place on
10.08.1913 and once more macedonia and the macedonians were the victims
of deceit, while the macedonian aspirations for free and independent country
remained unfulfilled.

The Bucharest “Treaty” had inflicted the greatest injustice upon
macedonia and the macedonians, while the decisions made deeply influenced
the course of the macedonian history and like no prior event reflected nega-
tively on the macedonian state and its citizens. The consequences can be felt
even today. The Balkan Wars left behind a waste land and caused the exodus
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of thousands of people away from their homes, as well as a deep confusion
within the macedonian liberation movement. 

The Balkan Wars: Consequences and war crimes against civilians 

The common practice of estimating the consequences of every war usually
involves two different perspectives – the winners and the defeated. The polit-
ical results are normally traced after the establishment of the new borders on
the political maps and the estimation of gain and loss in terms of territory and
population. The direct expenses from the Balkan Wars were being estimated
to an amount between 1.25 and 1.5 billion dollars, without taking into consid-
eration the ruined infrastructure, the complete paralysis of all the production,
trade and the loss of the permanent economical values. (Schurman,1916:118). 

Parallel with these formal results, wars normally cause a complete change
in the everyday life of every society and country, but also affect the destiny of
every family or individual in the long term. The problems with destruction,
diseases and injuries are only temporary and every society is able to solve
them in a relatively short period of time. it is the psychological trauma from
the survived terrors that cannot be erased during the lifetime of entire genera-
tions. These traumas do not include only memories of most inhumane
episodes, but also the suffering from the loss of relatives and birthplaces, as
well as the loss of the homeland along with the identity. living was cheap,
nothing was completely safe or secured and violence was a common thing.
(Тhe international Commission to inquire into the Causes аnd Conduct оf The
Balkan Wars, 1914:272). The most difficult was the position of the nationali-
ties who became strangers in their own country and the more they differed
from the authorities the worse their situation turned. The Balkan allies blamed
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Politika, issue No. 3379, Belgrade, Tuesday, 11. June 1913.



each other for war crimes against innocent civilians, persecution and ethnical
cleansing of the recently conquered territories. The national-chauvinist ten-
dencies and the religious intolerance escalated in the form of exodus, murders,
thefts and burning of houses that belonged to muslims (Simovski, 1976:324).
it was a common practice for the armies of all the Balkan countries.
(vlahov,1950:32).

as a result, the Carnegie committee4 was formed in order to establish the
truth and file a report on the Balkan war crimes against the local muslims and
orthodox macedonians. The commission travelled on the territory of the Balkan
from august until the end of September, collecting materials, recording conver-
sations with refugees and exodus victims, photographing burnt villages and
archiving a great deal of data subsequently published. The founding of the com-
mission only confirmed the well know truth about the occurring crimes against
humanity. it was established that the weapons were not used only against the
enemy armies, but also for killing of civilians in macedonia and albania among
which elderly people, peasants, farmers, women and children. (Тhe international
Commission to inquire into the Causes аnd Conduct оf The Balkan Wars,
1914:244). While the plea for humanity by the macedonian revolutionary
“internal organization”5 almost fell on deaf ears, those actions could have only
been stopped with a direct order from athens, Belgrade and Sofia (Тhe
international Commission тo inquire into тhe Causes аnd Conduct оf The
Balkan Wars, 1914:244). The report of the commission was wide-ranged, but
many other sources equally confirm the crimes against the civilians.6 The Balkan
wars are one of the best representations of the exploitation of ignorance, preju-
dices, fatalism and political stagnation in the undeveloped societies.
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4 The Carnegie commission was sent by the Carnegie Foundation for international
peace founded in 1910 by andrew Carnegie, an american industrialist and philan-
thropist. 

5 vmro (imro - internal macedonian revolutionary organization).
6 The famous leader and theoretician from the Serbian Socialist movement D. Tucovich

was strictly against the territorial expansion of Serbia after the First Balkan War. in
his letter to the editor of “Радничке Новине” he argues that: “What makes the
Balkan Wars  equivalent to the barbaric and bloodshedding wars of the middle age
are not the rivers of blood from the dead soldiers’ bodies, but the rivers of blood from
the murdered civilians and peaceful people, the innocent children and women and the
workers from Sandzak, Kosovo, albania, macedonia and Thrace, whose only fault is
that they pray to God  with a different prayer,  they speak a different language, carry
a different name and had naively welcomed the four brutal invaders in their ancient
households. (Tucović,1980:160). The russian reporter from the Balkan, lav Trocki
posed an open question in the russian paper “luch”: Don’t you understand that the
silent tolerance of the leading russian parties for the Bulgarian and Serbian war
criminals since the Balkan allies have renewed their military operations, makes it
much easier for the latter to engage in their act of Cain for new massacres.
(Trocki,2001:174). reporting about the war crimes against civilians, Trocki conclud-
ed that concerning these crimes they “discuss it very openly, very calmly, almost
uninterested, is if it was an everyday matter. (Trocki,2001:174) During his travels



The territory of today’s republic of macedonia was occupied by Serbia
which after the war introduced Serbian order and administration in all the ter-
ritories occupied. Serbia overtook the macedonian trade and was committed
to a cultural and national assimilation of the macedonians.  This process was
supposed to be a replica of a previous such action when in 1878 the Serbs had
assimilated the areas around Nish, Pirot, leskovac and vranje. however, the
Serbian aspirations were still not completed since on the subject of the rela-
tions with the neighbours, the Prime minister at that time, Nikola Pashich,
stated publicly: “it is in our own interest now that austro-hungary survives
the next 25 years or at least until we fully incorporate the southern territories
into our own, for it is a well known historical fact that the one who owned
macedonia was always the leader in the Balkan. (Chubrilovich,1958:451).
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Trocki had to face the “merciless destruction of people” which one of the high ranked
Serbian officers described it as a result of the “needs of the country”. “The darker the
sky was, the brighter the monstrous fire tongues would become. everything around
us was burning in flames.” (Pearce i dr., 1993:267-269).

Muhacirs in
Macedonia

(Тhe International
Commission to
inquire into the
Causes аnd
Conduct оf 
The Balkan Wars)



Next in line were Bosnia and vojvodina, while the strategy for territorial
expansion was gradually abandoned until the end of the 20th century. 

Finally, the international community failed to react effectively even with
the reports of violence and crimes against local civilians and the Balkan wars
were only an introduction to new sufferings and massive exodus of human
destinies. The prejudices and the derogation of islam as an invalid religion
resulted in discrimination against the muslims up to the point where “if cul-
ture and geography do not balance each other out, the balance can be achieved
by means of genocide and forced migrations.” (huntington,1998:173) The
bilateral agreements for exchange of population became the achievement of
the day and an example of good neighboring and international relations. The
Bosniaks and the rest of the muslim population regardless of its ethnicity,
together with the macedonian people remained to be the greatest victims in the
period following the creation of the new Balkan countries.

The exodus of Bosniaks and other Muslim population

The turbulent beginning of the 20th century did not improve the social status
of the Bosniaks. after the ottoman retreat, Bosniaks were still living under
constant pressure and discrimination on the margins of the new “civilized”
societies. The Balkan Wars reintroduced the persecution of Bosniaks and other
muslim population, banishing them to the ottoman empire.  

The available incomplete estimation of the number of refugees does not
reflect the whole image of the muhacir crisis during the Balkan Wars in which
two hundred thousand people were involved and additional two hundred thou-
sand in the aftermath of the war. S.Banchovich and a.avdich claim that during
the conflict approximately two hundred thousand muslims were banished
from all the former ottoman provinces in the Balkans (Банџовић, 1993:105).
The same figures have been used by halaçoğlu for describing the refugees
who immigrated from rumelia to the ottoman state from the beginning of the
war until 10.04.1913. (halaçoğlu, 1994:63) Bıyıklıoğlu argues about 200
thousand muhacirs from west Thrace and 240 thousand from macedonia or in
total 440 thousand “Turks” (muslims with different ethnical background) per-
secuted during the Balkan Wars. (Bıyıklıoğlu,1956:93). according to the
statistics of J. mcCarthy and other researchers, from 1.445.179 muslims liv-
ing on the territories of the former ottoman provinces, 413.992 people
emigrated to the ottoman state during and after the war, as shown in the table: 

Balkan immigrants in the
Ottoman Empire7
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Year Number of immigrants
1912-1913 177.352
1914-1915 120.566
1916-1917 18.912
1918-1919 22.244
1919-1920 74.848
Total: 413.922



making reference to certain Serbian sources, h. Bajrami claims that in the
period from November 1912 to June 1914, 302.907 refugees emigrated solely
via the port in Thessaloniki, not including children under 6 years of age trav-
eling with their parents.(Cani/mijatović, 1996:155) according to halaçoğlu,
the Balkan allies have eliminated approximately half a million muslims dur-
ing the war (halaçoğlu,2002:312), while ağanoğlu claims that the total
number of victims including those who died from hunger during the exile
amounts to 600 thousand.(ağanoğlu,2001:338). 

The exodus of the Bosniaks continued beyond the Balkan Wars and it was
most intensive in the provinces occupied by monte Negro8 and Serbia9—
Sandzak, Kosovo and macedonia. The Bosniaks from Sandzak were deported
through the vardar region of macedonia and the port in Bar. according to the
Bosniak resources, 48% of the muslim population of Sandzak had to abandon

The Balkan Wars: ... The Bosniaks in macedonia 289

7 Justin mcCarthy, Stanovništvo osmanlijske evrope prije i poslije pada Carstva (ii),
Glasnik rijaseta iZ, rijaset iZ u Bih, br. 7-8, Sarajevo, 1999, 983.; Cem Behar ,
osmanli İmparatorluğu’nun ve Türkiye’nin Nüfusu (1500-1927), Tarihi İstatistikler
Dizisi, Cilt: 2, Devlet İstatistik enstitüsü, ankara, 1996, 64.; Daniel Panzac, l’enjeu du
nombre: la population de la Turquie de 1914 à 1927, revue du monde musulman et de
la méditerranée, 50, Centre national de la recherche scientifique (France), institut de
recherches et d’études sur le monde arabe et musulman, edisud, 1988, 45-67.

8 in the beginning of october 1913, 240 families escaped via Podgorica, 88 from
Bjelopoljska, 58 from Beranska, 51 from rozajska and around 40 from Pljevaljska.
(АЦГ, МУД, 1913:138-2716) During the summer of 1913, 1500 people from Plav
and Gustinje immigrated to izmir and adapazari (memić, 1989:216) in may 1914,
approximately 600 people passed through Podgorica on their way to Bar, and addi-
tional 600 along the main road (Babić, 1978:313). The same month 600 families
moved out of Podgorica. in 1914, another 340 families escaped from Pljevlja
(vuković, 1969:37) and 453 families from the region of Shahovichi, ravna rijeka
and mojkovac. (mušović, 1992:139-142). in april 1914,100 households with 557
people demanded permission to immigrate from the municipality of Berane and in
June another 85 families left the region of Berane. The month of may 1914 was
marked by a massive wave of immigration since 550 muslim families leaded by 30
prominent people from Bihor left. (Bandžović, 1999:135). according to the analysis
of B.Babich, from april to June 1914, 10.000 Bosniaks abandoned the montenegrin
part of Sandzak which is far from showing the whole picture. in the period from
april to June 1914, 12.302 people immigrated to Turkey via Bar, but the austro-
hungarian resources state that the number of persecuted Bosniaks was higher. By the
beginning of may 1914, 8000 people emigrated and in the following period until
June, additional 8570 or 16.570 in total. (Babić, 1984:259) 

9 The emigration from the region of Sandzak began prior to the entrance of the Serbian
armies and in october 1912, before the Serbs entered the city of Novi Pazar, a great
number of Bosniaks retreated with the ottoman armies to Kosovo and macedonia.
in 1913, more than 100 families moved out of Novi Pazar. By the end of 1914,
approximately 40.000 muslims escaped from the territory of Sandzak occupied by
Serbia. The continuous transport of refugees obstructed the railway traffic to
Thessaloniki. (Пејовић,1962:294). according to the press in vienna by the end of
march 1914, 60.000 muslim emigrated from the territories occupied by Serbia. 



their homes and seek refuge in the ottoman sate on account of the new violent
measures (memić, 1997:201,246) The Bosniaks and the other muslim inhab-
itants of the vardar region in macedonia were mainly deported via the port in
Thessaloniki. 

The British resources inform about the treatment of the muslims among
whom were the Bosniaks from macedonia. (Dokumenti o spoljnoj politici
Kraljevine Srbije,  vii, 2, 197). according to the austro-hungarian reports,
the Bosniaks from the districts of Skopje, Thessaloniki and Bitola were forces
to run from the new winning armies and leave behind their property. They
were also exposed to the violence of the dissipated Komitadji groups. 

The Bosniaks or as ekmechich labels them “Bosnian muhacirs” were part
of the terrorized population in the surrounding villages of Skopje. in 1912 after
the battle of Kumanovo the Bosniaks and the other muslim civilians fled in fear
from the Serbian army, abandoning the villages of Kadin, Umin Dol, mrshevci,
Bilimbegovo and Deljadrovce. The Bosniaks who fought in the battle fled after
the defeat, while those remaining had to endure the revenge of the military
troops and the Christian civilians from the surrounding villages. Prior to the
Balkan Wars, the villages of Dzidimirci and mrshevci had approximately hun-
dred Bosniak households each and there were additional 50 Bosniak houses in
the village of mreshevci. (Банџовиќ, 2006:284) During the military actions the
three villages were destroyed and the Bosniaks cleansed. (Trifunovski,
1963:148). The village of Kadino had to embrace the same destiny. in 1912 in
the villages surrounding veles, namely vladilovce and Jasenovo, the exodus of
the Bosniaks was conducted in a similar fashion. (Trifunovski, 1968:169) ilija
Sapundziev retells the story of how the local squadron of vatasha and moklishte
liquidated a Bosniak group from the village of Bunarche on its way to the city.
Under the command of vojvoda Doncho lazov Sajtarinov the squadron created
an ambush: “once the Bosniaks reached the towers, the chetniks jumped out and
caught them alive, six of them. They seized their horses right away and locked
them one by one in the mehmed Beg Tower. They were all killed the same day
and the squadron burned down the towers with the bodies inside.”
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Muhacir convoy after the Balkan Wars



(Цветаноски,2007:7) Soon after, the Bosniaks from Bunarche and Bojanchishte
and the other parts in the region of Tikvesh and raec emigrated to the ottoman
state. (Радовановић, 1924:240)

a lot of the Bosniaks used to live in Shtip in the so-called Bosniak neigh-
bourhood. During the war the Bulgarian Komitadji robbed all the stores and
houses. half of the city was empted. (horvat,1988:34) The peaceful “Turkish
peasants” (Bosniaks among them) were murdered for no reason, their property
confiscated and their wives and children left to slowly die. “Travelling between
radovish and Shtip, 2000 “Turkish” refugees, the majority women and children,
had literally died from hunger.”(Trocki, 2001:172) During the Second Balkan
War in the clash between the Serbians and the Bulgarians, Shtip was ruined and
the Bosniak neighbourhood destroyed. The village of ljuboten was burned to
the ground with no Bosniak houses left and the same happened to the other vil-
lages where Bosniak civilians used to live. many documents testify the high
number of Bosniaks from Shtip who asked for permission to immigrate to the
ottoman state. There were instances when almost 400 to 500 families per day
would ask for permission to leave. (Josimovska and others, 2003:181) in the
region of maleshevija, the Bosniaks were exposed to extreme terrorization and
in 1913 the biggest Bosniak settlement Bezgashtevo was ruined, while the
inhabitants immigrated to the ottoman empire. (Gadzanov ,1993:241)
according to the official report from 02.03.1913 “on February 17th 1913 in
Berovo, the prefect of Kavadarci christened ten Turkish and ten Bosniak fami-
lies.” (Тhe international Commission to inquire into the Causes аnd Conduct оf
The Balkan Wars, 1914:156). all these events caused for emigration to increase.
according to the estimations and the founding of the British proxies in Belgrade,
4000 to 5000 people immigrated to the ottoman empire every month.
(avramovski, 1986:327) The documents of the islamic committee that was in
charge of the transportation of macedonian muhacirs via Thessaloniki confirm
that prior to the Second Balkan War 135.000 people immigrated by sea with
each ship transporting 2.500 muhacirs. 

apart from the ottoman state, The Bosniaks sought for refuge in austro-
hungary and Bosnia of which they never lost their motherland feelings and
some of the former muhacirs asked for permission from the austrian consulate
to move back to Bosnia and herzegovina. (Kraljačić,1990:152) The province
government of Sarajevo had estimated a number of approximately 50.000 peo-
ple who wanted to return, while the estimations of the Bosniak ringleaders
moved up to 100.000 people. The process of resettlement in Bosnia began in
the second half of November 1912 and lasted intensively until the middle of
1913. according to the official data 4000 people from macedonia returned to
Bosnia and herzegovina until march 1913, out of which 1600 were children,
(ekmečić,1985:140) i.e. the total number of refugees who returned from
macedonia via the port of Trieste in Bosnia was around 5000. (Bandzovich,
2006:285) The return by land was self-initiated and the number of refugees
was certainly not to be underestimated. With the occasional massive wave of
Bosniak immigration caused by incidents which threatened their lives and
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property, the intensive emigration which occurred during the Balkan Wars and
WWi was stabilized in the subsequent period of peace.

The settlements with the highest percent of Bosniaks after the war 

The new Balkan countries have attempted to show the exodus of the Bosniaks
and the other muslim population as a consequence of the “impossibility for
their subordination under a new establishment” (Костић, 1933:235). at first
glance this claim is obviously illogical, but a closer inspection only confirms
its credibility since the new authorities did not consider the Bosniaks their
own citizens, but a foreign body that had to be removed. “The muslims trade
their properties at a lower rate and leave the land of their ancestors as poor
people. They immigrate to foreign lands in order to escape the oppressive
authorities who terrorized them with the sole purpose of destroying or limit-
ing their customs, family values and religious believes.“ (halid,1913:188
-189) Nevertheless, the reasons were far more complex and the direct state
measures which jeopardized the lives and property of the Bosniaks resulted in
the decrease of their number in all the regions of the kingdom of Serbs, Croats
and Slovenes, including the vardar region of macedonia. as a result, many of
the settlements where a high percentage of Bosniaks used to live completely
disappeared.10 in the surviving settlements the Bosniaks were trying to take
their place within the newly created socio-political circumstances.    
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10 The villages in the valley of Skopje left without Bosniak population are the follow-
ing: mrshevci, Kadino, ognjanci, Katlanovo i Deljadrovci, miladinovci, mralino,
Tekia, Jirumleri. The number of Bosniaks in Kumanovo was significantly reduced
and those who were settled along the railways to Skopje were persecuted from the
villages of agino Selo, Cherkezi, Umin Dol and Nikuljane, a part of municipality
Staro Nagornicani today. The Bosniaks have also disappeared from the valley of
river Pchinja, more specifically the villages of Konjari, Dzidimirci and Krusha as
well as the villages in the region of veles, amzabegovo, Saramzalino, Sujaklari and
vetersko, vladilovci and Jasenovo in the valley of the river Babuna, the surrounding
lozovo and milino, part of today’s municipality of lozovo. Unlike Shtip, radovish
was left without Bosniak population as well as the villages of ljuboten and Dolani.

in the region of maleshevija, the Bosniaks seized to exist in Pehchevo, Berovo,
Bezgashtevo, Barishca, Glavovica, Crvenkavec and mitrashinski Chifluk. The
madzirka maala neighbourhood in Sveti Nikole was also swept, and after the Balkan
Wars in the nearby village of Stenjavce only the ruins from the Bosniak houses
remained. in the region of Tikvesh, the villages of Bunarche, Bojanchishte and
Begnishte. in Strumica, apart from the muhacir maalo and the village of Sushica,
The population from the Bosniak village founded on the slopes of mount ograzden,
above the villages of Shutka and ilovica, was persecuted and forced to emigrate. in
the region of Kratovo, the Bosniaks were banished from the village of varovishte as
well as Troolo in the region of Zletovo, part of today’s municipality of Probishtip.
The persecution also took place in Kocani and the nearby village Banja. The pres-
ence of the Bosniaks in the remaining parts of macedonia was significantly lower. in
the western parts of macedonia, the number of muslims with different ethnical back-
ground was much higher. 



after the exodus and the fear for their lives and properties, the majority
of Bosniaks migrated to the cities where their existence was much safer.
however, even in the cities they were still persecuted which makes the state-
ment from the almanac of 1928 rather offensive “the number of productive
orthodox population is increasing as a result of the decline in the unproduc-
tive muslim population.” (Алманах града Скопља,1928:136)11 The history of
Skopje cannot be imagined without the presence of the Bosniaks in its crowed
allies and former neighbourhoods. hence the justified belief that Bosniaks rep-
resent a relevant historical fact of Skopje and macedonia, where “not a single
story can be complete and comprehensive without their presence.” (Škri-
jelj,2001:2). in the newly created conditions, the majority of macedonian
Bosniaks lived in Skopje as members of the working class. (Качева и
др.,2002:165) apart from the city’s central neighbourhoods, the Bosniaks or
the “Bosnian and herzegovinian muhacirs” resided in the suburban area.
(Дедијер,1913:53) The most significant neighbourhoods where Bosniaks used
to live were: madzir maalo (muhacir mahala), Bosniak maalo, Pajko maalo
(Bajko mahala), Karadak, the Watch Tower, the old Bazar, Topana, madzari,
hasanbegovo, etc.   

madzir maalo neighbourhood called muhacir mahala by the Bosniaks is
situated on the right bank of the river vardar and back in the day it was next
door to the central core of the city. The neighbourhood was intentionally erect-
ed for the purpose of providing a roof for the muhacirs who were banished
from the territories of the new Balkan countries after the Berlin congress. For
the same reason it was built professionally in accordance with the city’s urban
planning created by the engineer isa Bej. The two new streets surrounded with
identical houses were known as Bosniak lane. (Качева и др.,2002:38) The
streets were straight and functional and had drainage. (Дојчиновски,
1999:112-113) With the continuous inflow of new refugees overpopulation
became a big problem which ruined the urban look of the neighbourhood. The
few public drinking fountains were a special decoration and almost every
backyard had a well. (Качева и др.,2002:40) The situation with the  rest of the
city was the same, where also  in every backyard there was a well with drink-
ing water. in this period the migration was rotating, one party would move in,
while other would move out of the ottoman empire. according to a certain
report from 07.10.1920 submitted to the ministry of religious matters by Uzeir
ahmetovich, a representative of the Bosniaks, the neighbourhood consisted of
261 houses with 278 taxpayers. (ДАРМ,6.1.3.362/841-842) according to the
memories of Boris manevski, mihajlo Santevski and other locals from madzir
maalo, the neighborhood was also inhabited by people from the other regions
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11 Unfortunately, this type of claims are frequent in many historical studies. one of the
most complete volumes on Skopje in the period between the wars “live in Skopje
1918-1941” opens with this sentence in order to indicate the “positive changes in the
city’s progress” when “ the conditions for economic development have been creat-
ed.” (Качева и др., 2002:13)



of macedonia. (Качева и др.,2002:38) The elderly citizens remember that the
streets of Skopje were patrolled by a cavalry comprised by a great deal of
Bosniaks from madzir maalo, but also from the other central neighborhoods.
(Качева и др.,2002:160) 

a big number of Bosniaks lived in the neighbourhood known as Bosniak
maalo or Bosniak mahala erected in the city’s former periphery and on top of
Chair maalo. in 1864 the Turks built hundred houses in this location for the
approximately four hundred Circassians and other muhacirs from the lands of
Caucasus. (ДАРМ,10, 11, 27/31) after the Berlin congress this neighbour-
hood was inhabited by Bosniaks who became the majority and to the present
day the inhabitants of Chair maalo use the term Bosniak maalo. Topana is the
neighborhood situated on the left bank of the river vardar next to the road for
Kosovo and Tetovo, where the Bosniaks who came after the Berlin congress
continued their existence. 

The muhacirs from the village of hasanbegovo abandoned the country
and left their houses and properties unsold because no party was interested in
buying real estate and was rather expecting them to immigrate to the ottoman
state. The abandoned land was inhabited by Serbs and montenegrins with the
purpose of assimilating the macedonian people and strengthening the Serbian
rule in this region. This settlement is one of the rare places in macedonia
where the Bosniaks preserved their influence in the sphere of public life.  The
newcomers put political pressure on the Bosniaks in the attempt of winning
them over as “countrymen” and insure their voting body in the time of elec-
tions. (mehmedović i dr., 2003:213) The Bosniaks from this neighborhood
were a part of the most progressive forces in macedonia society in the fight
for freedom and equality, while some of them were also the leaders of the
Communist movement in the vardar region of macedonia.

insignificant number of muhacirs and Bosniaks inhabited the region sur-
rounding the water sheds of the rivers Pchinja and Kriva reka. The majority was
concentrated in romanovce, agino selo, Shishevo and Klechovce in the region
of Kumanovo, and Sredno and Dolno Konjari in the valley of Pchinja river.
Turks and muhacirs were also living in Karshijaka, the upper and lower village
and by the watershed of marko’s river, where the Bosnian muhacirs continued
to settle down in the following period. By 1921 the Bosnian muhacirs were ban-
ished from the village of Umin Dol in the Kumanovo region and replaced with
Serbian colonies.(Trifunovski,1968:168) Nevertheless, the presence of the
Bosniaks was still visible in the region of Kumanovo in this period, despite the
existence of the organization “Gajret” whose aim was to spread the Serbian
propaganda and their final assimilation. This period is also marked by the for-
mation of a small Bosniak colony in the village of idrizovo predominantly
consisting of the muhacirs who used to live in Gakovica and Staro Dvorane in
the periphery of Pech and originate from the Plavsko-Gusinjski region. (Škri-
jelj,2004:227) it was a later practice of the Bosniaks who were legally instructed
to emigrate to the ottoman empire via macedonia to start inhabiting the settle-
ments where a certain number of Bosniaks already lived.
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in spite of the war crimes against the muslims and the Jews and the vio-
lation of their property, a certain number of Bosniaks continued their existence
in Shtip. Their number was much higher prior to the war and those who

remained in Shtip were well organized and looked after their members while
assisting the poorest. They even had their own muslim school where Filip
mitrovich, Pulheria Gorgevik and hasan efendi osmanovich used to work. in
that period, surgeon doctor asim Kulenovich operated in the public hospital in
Shtip, and had his own private hospital called “Sanitarium Kulenovich”. a
great deal of Bosniaks had their own shops and workshops. among the long-
time residents it was common to say: “look after your teeth or you will have
Ferid muftich install dog’s teeth.” (Јосимовска и др., 2003:182) 

apart from having to keep their teeth, in this way the residents of Shtip
kept the memory of the famous dentist alive.

in Bitola the muslim neighbourhoods were situated on the right side of
Dragor where the presence of the mosques is most eminent. The Bosniaks
resided at the very end of the city. (Дедијер,1913:86-87) During his first trav-
el through the Balkans at the end of 1914 and the beginning of 1915, abraham
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Johnston recollects about a hotel in Bitola called “Bosnia.”12 after the Balkan
Wars and WWi the number of Bosniaks in the other parts of macedonia was
in decline. a smaller number of Bosniaks still lived in Berovo and Pehchevo,
and a few famous and important residents abided in the other macedonia cities
such as Kochani, Gostivar, Kavadarci,13 etc.

Conclusion

after the wars from the beginning of the 20th century, the Bosniaks in the
Balkan Peninsula became a part of one county – the kingdom of Serbs, Croats
and Slovenes, but this time with a better quality of life as opposed to their exis-
tence under the ottoman rule. During the complex processes that preceded the
creation of the new country, the Bosniaks have made an attempt to revive their
middle century tradition by promoting the Bosniak way as a national ideolo-
gy. Unfortunately, apart from being excluded from all the active changes in the
new society, the Bosniak nation was denied and left the subject of assimilation
through constant pressure and threats for persecution. Similar to Bosnia and
the Bosniaks, macedonia and the macedonians were sentenced to failure
because of their differing ideology and the desire to decide what is best for
them on their own and build the country where they lived and belonged. 
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THE 1913 BUCHAREST PEACE TREATY
AND THE GENOCIDAL POLICIES
AGAINST THE MACEDONIAN NATION

AlexAnder  Stojcev 
National War Museum, 
Skopje, Macedonia

the Balkan allies (Kingdom of Serbia, Kingdom of Bulgaria and the Kingdom 
of Greece) immediately after the occupation of Macedonia in 1912 began 
implementing the genocidal politics towards the Macedonian people. the 
genocidal politics occurred as the theory and practice of vivifying the term 
genocide, which in terminology of the international law is a relatively new 
term, and has occurred in numerous crimes committed against large groups 
and even nations as a whole. the Polish historian raphael lemkin, driven by 
techniques of mass destruction of larger groups based on national and 
religious affiliation in the 1944 mainly represented in the barbarism and 
atrocities of nazi Germany and its satellites, coined the word genocide. the 
term genocide originates by combining the Greek word genos, meaning race 
or tribe and the latin word caedere, meaning to kill. lemkin through the 
newly-created word ‘genocide’ has meant collective murder or mass 
destruction of entire group or even whole nation.

In a meantime, the word genocide enters in use of the international law 
with adoption of the convention for Prevention and Punishment of the crime 
of Genocide by the United nations on december 9, 1948. However, the word 
genocide is not novelty exclusively in terminological sense, but it also appears 
as social and historic phenomenon. the essence of the genocide implies 
destruction of entire groups, but instead of proceeding with a single operation, 
it stands for directed and long planned process regulated by state laws, which 
includes attacks in various areas of life and activities of the group. 
Accordingly, genocide is a crime which is premeditated and destined to be 
performed against one group or nation, mostly by racial, religious or 
ideological reasons, or because of feelings of hatred towards certain people, 
all with the purpose to destroy or stop their existence.

Besides the physical destruction, genocide can be executed against the 
overall material, spiritual and cultural heritage belonging to one group or 
nation. By using the methods of changing the national historic understandings, 
retitling the geographical objects, renaming the people and assimilating them, 
genocide can be also performed with the aim of losing and converting the 
collective memory of particular group or nation.1 the aspirations of such a 
kind is
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almost impossible to be achieved solely with acts of individuals or groups of 
people, but it inevitably requires long planned and consistent politics of 
destruction against the people who have been targeted by the genocide perpe-
trators. the destructive acts as driving factor of the perpetrators appear as 
integral unit of their mindsets, that usually are underpinned with national and 
political interests for which accomplishment genocidal politics and measures 
are undertaken. 

the Balkan Wars of 1912-1913, as well as the World Wars and civil War
taking place in Greece from 1946 to 1949, have shown that the genocidal pol-
itics are closely linked and almost inseparable phenomenon from the warfare
of nations. the origin of the Greek, Serbian and Bulgarian genocidal politics
against the foreign people appears as very deep and rooted in their expansion
intentions and programs known as the Greek ‘Megali Idea’ of the project
‘nacertania’ in the preliminary Saint Stefan treaty. Since then, the genocidal
politics against Macedonia are continuously present in the country’s expansion
projects. While in a state of crisis in the region, the genocidal politics have
been used as a trigger, in a state of warfare they have been used as means for
accomplishing their national interests. 

Inevitably it is hard to claim that a certain nation has genocidal 
aspirations, but surely, in every nation and at any time there are groups that 
could designate genocidal acts against foreign groups or nations. In 
accordance to the such equation, the genocidal politics against Macedonia 
represent thoroughly planned practice of certain groups and governments of 
the occupying countries’, and not a spontaneous phenomenon dependent on 
the will or hatred of an individual. Incorporated in the country’s political 
models, the genocidal intentions usually have been instigated with the unac-
complished expansion projects, loss of the church’s influence over the foreign 
territories as well as with the intense need for revenge for their defeats and 
unrealized goals in the previous wars.

According to the international law, the act of genocide is considered the 
biggest crime against humanity, defined as a criminal act in the legislation 
since 1951. Its determination as a criminal act is regulated in the criminal 
code of 1951, following Yugoslavia’s ratification of the convention on the 
Prevention and Punishment of the crime of Genocide, which was adopted by 
the General Assembly of the United nations on September 9, 1948 and which 
entered into force on january 12, 1951. According to the convention adopted 
and enforced, the term genocide corresponds to acts aimed at total or partial 
destruction of targeted national, ethnic, racial or religious groups. Such 
genocidal acts are formulated as: killing group associates, severe damage of 
the physical or mental integrity of the group’s associates, purposely inflicting 
difficult living conditions leading to destruction and disappearance of the 
group associates, proceeding birth-preventive measures within the group and 
forced displacement of children from one group to another. correspondingly, 
with the convention of 1968 it has been determined that the war crimes and 
crimes against humanity found in the category of genocide, do not obsolete 
and as
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such can be investigated years later.2
the General Assembly of the United nations, after carefully examining 

the declaration, has agreed and concluded that, according to the aims and 
values of the organization, the act of genocide equals crime according to the 
international law by its resolution 96 (I) of december 11, 1946. By recog-
nizing that each act of genocide in the history has caused great damage to 
humanity and with a belief that in order to free humanity from these terrible 
events international cooperation is needed, the General Assembly of the 
United nations adopted the convention on the Prevention and Punishment of 
the crimes of Genocide.3 While the first of the total 19 articles of the  
convention states that the act of genocide, regardless of whether it is 
committed in a time of peace or war, equals to crime according to the 
international law and consequently to the such stance, it foresees measures of 
prevention and punishment to respective perpetrators. In continuation, the sec-
ond article of the convention considers the act of genocide for any intentional, 
complete or partial destruction of national, ethnic, racial or religious group 
either in a form of a) killing group associates, b) severe damage of the physi-
cal or mental integrity of the group’s associates, c) purposely inflicting 
difficult living conditions leading to destruction and disappearance of the 
group associates, d) proceeding birth-preventive measures within the group 
and e) forced displacement of children from one group to another. 
Subsequently the distinction between the different forms of genocide, the 
third article implies that acts such as a) genocide alone, b) planning for 
executing future genocide, c) certain and uncertain incitement of executing 
genocide, d) attempt for executing genocide, e) abetting of genocidal act, all 
are subject to corresponding punishment. In addition, the fourth article of the 
convention implies that the individuals that perform genocide or any other of 
the abovementioned criminal acts, will be accordingly punished regardless of 
their status of state or non-state actors.4

the criminal act of genocide as defined in the United nations convention 
represents enactment of certain criminal policy that deprives the right of phys-
ical existence from entire ethnic, national, religious and racial groups. on 
those bases and understandings that the genocide itself is a matter of planned, 
systematic and organized implementation of certain criminal activities aimed 
at full or partial extermination of certain groups of people, the ones that have 
created or ordered the genocidal measures bear the main responsibility of the 
evildoing. However, the creator and commander is not the only found guilty 
in the genocidal case, but found as one of the many directly or indirectly sup-
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porting the act. In respect of those provisions, the act of genocide differs from 
any other form of crime such as war crime of killing civilians, stabbing mur-
ders or violence due to variety of reasons and interests. 

the International Balkan commission of carnegie in its report states that 
in the Balkan wars of 1912-1913, all articles and provisions of the internation-
al law have been violated by all warring parties. In the report itself, in 
multiple chapters, the commission points on crime, looting, arson, rape and 
other activities undertaken by the Greek, Serbian and Bulgarian occupation 
forces in Macedonia, which were later included in the crime of genocide. the 
second chapter of the report entitled ‘the War and the non-Warring 
Population’ additionally states that the Macedonian occupied regions by the 
Bulgarian parties were not the only ones suffering from the genocide inflict-
ed, but also the province of Bitola as occupied by the Serbian and Greek 
parties that according to the Macedonian fund for assistance, even 80 percent 
of the villages were burned to dust. villages have been burned regardless of 
whether they have been occupied or not by the Greek army which as signato-
ry of the convention of 1907 has been obliged to adhere to its articles and 
provisions. Following the massive ignition of the villages in the region of 
today’s thessaloniki and drama, people’s testimonies claim that the Greek 
population often got engaged in deeds of robbery, murder and rape over the 
non-Greek population. In the city of Strumica as a location of permanent 
Serbian, Bulgarian and Greek regime during runtime of the First Balkan War, 
mass murders against Macedonian civilians have been carried out by all three 
parties. referring to a turkish source of information, from 3.000 to 4.000 
civilians have been killed, which data got reduced to a number of 800 deaths 
in the Serbian and Bulgarian interpretation of the case. In the city of Kukus, 
around 5.000 Macedonian civilians have been killed, while in the region of 
nevrokop where around 80.000 Macedonian Muslims were living, the 
Bulgarian Holy Bishop had prepared a genocidal plan for their massive 
rename and conversion from Macedonian into a Bulgarian nationality. 
However, the deed of the Bulgarian Holy Bishop was fully supported by the 
Bulgarian government and army.5

Along and aside the regular data published in the report of the carnegie
Balkan commission, nine supplementary datasets of concrete evidence are
published and serving as proof of series of genocidal acts conducted over the
Macedonian people by all three neighboring and occupying forces during the
time of the Balkan Wars.6 In the period between 21 September to 4 october
1913, the Serbian government published decree on ‘public security’ for the
annexed territories of vardar’s Macedonia, where Macedonia appears as
region of established military dictatorship and laws as legal ways to total
assimilation of the Macedonian population. the law as such was adopted

5 the Former Balkan Wars1912-1913, The Report of the Karnegy’s Balkan Commission…Annex А,
page. 322-330.

6 Истото, стр. 331-445.
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immediately after the ratification of the treaty of Bucharest, and inevitably set 
as ‘legal’ base for the Serbian genocidal politics towards the Macedonian peo-
ple. As signed by King Petar, the decree provoked an assortment of negative 
reactions on the international scene, due to which complexity, in its original 
form is displayed in the following: 

Decree for Public Security in the newly conquered areas 7

Article 1. In case of lack of regulating power needed to safeguard the liber-
ty and security of people and properties, the Police and Military
commanders are authorized to maintain the peace and order. While the
Military commander is obliged to establish and sustain the peace and order,
the police is obliged to inform the Minister of Interior for situation created. 

Article 2. Any attempt to revolt against the public officials is punishable with
five years of jail. the such decision of the police authorities, published in the
respective municipalities, is sufficient evidence that a crime has been
committed. Additionally, if the rebel refuses to surrender as a prisoner for ten
days of such publication, he/she would be killed by any police or military
officer.

Article 3. Any person charged for riot or crime according to the provisions
of the police judgment, shall be punished with death. If the accused surrender
him/herself as a prisoner in the hands of the authorities, the death penalty will
be replaced by imprisonment from ten to twenty years, always dependent
from the court’s approval. 

Article 4. Where several instances of revolt will break out in one
municipality and rebels wouldn’t return to their homes in period of ten days
since the police announcement, the authorities are authorized to deport their
families where they find it necessary. Also, residents I whose houses hidden
gunmen or criminals would be eventually found, will be deported inevitably.
regarding the way of deportation which needs to be carried out urgently, the
policy chiefs will be obliged to report and conduct the same, while the
Minister of Interior would have exclusive right to approve or abolish the
measure to deportation. 

Article 5. every person deported on order of the Prefecture that will return
to its original place of residence without authorization of the Minister of
Interior, shall be punished with imprisonment of three years. 
Article 6. In case were the maintenance of peace and security in one
municipality or borough requires sending troops, the municipality or borough
themselves will be responsible for sustaining the troops sent. Subsequently,
after the peace and order are established and culprits are caught, the Minister
of Interior may complement the costs to the municipality or borough affect-
ed, which outcome also depend from the Minister’s will to do so. 

7 Истото, стр. 196-198.
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Article 7. every person found to carry or sell weapon or artillery with no
permission issued either from the police or prefect, shall be sentenced from
three months to five years in jail.

Article 8. every person who uses any kind of explosives, knowing that such
use is dangerous to life and the good of others, shall be punished with
imprisonment for twenty years. 

Article 9. Anyone who prepares explosives, manage with their preparations
or by chance knows for existence of explosives intended for carrying out a
crime, will be punished with ten-years of imprisonment, as refer in Article 8.

Article 10. every person who receives, stores or transmits explosives
intended for criminal purposes will be sentenced with five years of
imprisonment, unless the explosives are intended to prevent the act of crime. 

Article 11. every person that uses explosives without any evil intention, shall
be sentenced with five years of jail. 

Article 12. 1) Anyone who intentionally damages the roads, streets or
squares in a way that would endanger life or public health of the people, shall
be sentenced with fifteen years in prison. Between the lines, when the delin-
quency is considered as unintentional deed, the sentence will be
automatically reduced to five years only. 2) If the author of the crime cited
above has endangered the life or wellbeing of the people, or if his action has
resulted with death of several individuals, he/she shall be sentenced to death
or twenty years imprisonment. If crime is defined as manslaughter, the
sentence would be reduced to ten years only. 

Article 13. Any attempt to damage the railways or waterways will be
sentenced to twenty years in prison. If the attempt is defined as manslaugh-
ter, the sentence would be reduced to ten years for evildoers. Subsequently,
the author of an attempt to endanger the lives of individuals or cause their
death or injury, shall be sentenced to death or twenty years imprisonment,
until the attempt is defined as manslaughter and the sentence is reduced to
ten years only. 

Article 14. Any person who damages means of telegraphic or telephone
communications will be sentenced to fifteen years in prison, until the attempt
is defined as manslaughter and the sentence is reduced to five years only. 

Article 15. Generally, hiding armed or guilty persons will be punished with
imprisonment of ten years.

Article 16. Anyone who knows a criminal or criminal intentions in prepara-
tions and is not informing the authorities accordingly, will be sentenced to
five years in jail..

Article 17. the ones who initiate disobedience against the established
authorities, public or municipal officials, according to the laws and decrees
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enforced, will be sentenced from  twenty-one month up to ten years in prison.
If the such acts have not resulted with consequences, the sentence may be
reduced to three months only. 

Article 18. Any act of aggression and any verbal or physical resistance to
obey the court’s judgment  enforced through the public or municipal officials
or police authorities, shall be punished from six-months to ten-years
imprisonment, regardless of the scope of the aggression or resistance mani-
fested. Also, any aggression against those helping the public servants or
specially invited experts to perform the punishment, shall be sentenced with
the same penalty. In a case where the public official is attacked outside the
performance of his official duties, the penalty will be reduced to two years in
prison only. 

Article 19. When the harm inflicted is committed by organized group of
people, the sentence shall be fifteen years in jail. Moreover, the group mem-
bers in charge of the crime against the public officers shall be punished with
a maximum penalty with possibility for extension up to twenty years of jail,
when the initial punishment it is coconsidered as insufficient.

Article 20. the ones who will eventually recruit groups to attack the state, or
intend to oppose the public authorities, shall be sentenced with twenty years
of jail.  

Article 21. the accomplices of the rebels or gangs that provide armed
resistance towards the Serbian military, public or municipal officials will be
sentenced to death or at least with ten years in prison.

Article 22. the individuals who join gatherings that encourage public riot
and remain united even when they are ordered to disband by the
administrative or municipal authorities, shall be subject to imprisonment of
up to two years. 

Article 23. In a case of road construction, or, in general, public works of all
kinds, the agitators that encourage the workers to strike or protest for their
rights and working conditions and remain persistant in their contempt after
being warned by the authorities, shall be punished with imprisonment from
three months to two years. 

Article 24. Any soldier or citizen who has rejected to serve the army or has
refused to obay the orders from the superiors, will be sentenced from three
months to five years in prison. Any solder who is helping someone to avoid
the military service, works for his own lingering or aims to join other armed
forces than the Serbian, would be punished with ten years in prison. In times
of war or mobilization of forces, the eponemous act would be sentences with
death of the activists. 

Article 25. Anyone who releases an individual that is under supervision or
custody of the officials or public servants, shall be sentenced to
imprisonment up to five years. When the such delinquency is conducted by
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organized group, each accessory would be sentenced from three to five years
in prison.

Article 26. In order to protect the life and property of those under their
jurisdiction, the prefects whould have independent right to execute measures.
Also, prefects will determine the penalties for those who have refused to
obay the measures imposed, which can vary from fine of up to thousands
dinars to maximum penalty of three years in jail. the decisions of the
Prefects shall come into force immediately, for what the respective Ministry
of Interior should be notified as well.

Article 27. the abovementioned criminal acts should take precedence over
all other processes in the courts and their verdict should be adopted
immediately. the evildoers convicted for the respective crimes should be
preventively detained until the final verdict for their cases is determined.
Within three days, the Supreme court shall receive the findings and proceed
the case. 

Article 28. the law of july 12th, 1895 for prosecuting and sactioning
robbers entered into force on August 18, 1913, applies to the annexed
territories due to its unchanged and valid content. 

Article 29. Paragraphs no.92, 93, 95, 97, 98, 302b, 302B, 302g (referring to
paragraphs b and c) 304, 306 and 360 and Part III of the criminal code that
do not comply with this regulation are invalid and annulled.

Article 30. the present regulation does not annul the provisions of paragraph
34 of the Military Penal code related to paragraph 4 of the same code, but
therefore, paragraphs 52 and 69 of the Penal Military code and paragraph,
do not apply to civilians.

Article 31. the present regulation is effective from the date of signing by the
King and its publication in the Serbian press.

Accordigly, it is requested from the council of Ministers to announced this
regulation and ensure that is applied in practice, which means instructing the
public authorities to comply with it and make sure everyone obays the norms. 

Executed in Belgrade on 21 od September 1913
Petar.”

the Serbian newspaper „radnicke novine” on a matter of the Serbian
genocidal politics wrote: „If the liberation of these territories is a fact, then
why such exceptional regime is established there? If the residents are Serbs,
why they are not treated like all Serbs; why the constitutional rule of “all Serbs
are equal before the law” is not enforced accordingly?” If the uification was
the reason why we’ve been fighting, why we still stand divided and created
these exceptional decrees, that as such may be imposed only in countries
occupied by invaders? Furthermore, our constitution does not recognize the
regulations of such nature! 
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“In fact, if one didn’t know what is Macedonia, he could assume the
meaning from the publication of these decrees. Since the population in
Macedonia is considered for rebels in a constant state of revolt, it is clear that
this region is not united and belonging in old Serbia.” considering that the
decrees were not applied to single criminals, but to their accomplices and
people who would anyhow support them in their intentions, implies on
genocidal aspirations over the Macedonian nation undoubtedly. Since
punishing the culprit was not enough, his accomplices, family, close friends or
anyone protecting or trying to liberate the convict, often have been matter of
sanction and deportation as well.8

the Greek genocidal treatment towards the non-Greek populations
among which Macedonians are the most jeopardized one, from the Balkan
Wars of 1912-1913 to present times, has been manifested in many forms and
ways of criminals acts defined by the International law such as: а) massive
killings of the Macedonian ethnic minority, b) serious damages over the
physical and mental integrity of the Macedonian ethnic minority, c) inentional
hindering the lives of the Macedonian people that led to their extinction and
disappearance, due to which reason they were forced to declare themselves as
Greeks in order to preserve their lives, d) prevent the birth of children; e)
removal of children and their transfer to other countries. 

considering that even one of the destructive forms applied is enough to
confirm the genocidal politics of the Greek government to the Macedonian
ethnic minority or geographically in the Aegean part of Macedonia, the
application of the many different expressions of agression exercised
simultaneously as legal acts prescribed in the State law, imply for total
genocide.  

However, the genocidal polity as such was implemented on a legal bases
through the enactment of countless laws, rules and guidelines, which
implementation in practice proved that from a multiethnic, multi-religious and
multicultural society, the Greek government has created a “unique Greek”
political nation. 

regarding the war crimes and crimes against humanity as most severe
crimes in the human history, on 26 november 1968, the General Assembly of
the United nations adopted a convention for their limitation.9 the convention
of the war crimes and crimes against humanity is consisted of a preamble and
11 articles. While the preamble of the convention stresses that the war crimes
and crimes against humanity are among the gravest crimes according to the
international law, where the respective prosecution and punishment of the
evildoers do not anticipate obsolescences. In continuation, Article 1 of the
convention states that “there is no obsolence in terms of these crimes
regardless of the date when they were made (which means that the Balkan
Wars of 1912-1913 are subject of investigation as well): a) war crimes as

8 Истото, стр. 196-199.
9 official journal, Fnrj – International Agreements, no. 50/1970.
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defined in charter of the International military tribunal, nuremberg, of 8
August 1945, and confirmed in resolutions 3 (I) of 13 February 1946 and 95
(I) of 11 december 1946 which adopted the General Assembly of the United
nations, and particularly “heavy offenses “enumerated in the Geneva
conventions of 12 August 1949 for the protection of the war victims; b) crimes
against humanity whether committed during the war or in times of peace as
defined in the charter of the International Military tribunal, nuremberg from
August 8, 1945 and as confirmed in the resolutions 3 (I) of 13 February 1946
and 95 (I) of 11 december 1946 which adopted the General Assembly of the
United nations, eviction by armed attack or occupation and inhuman acts
resulting from the policy of apartheid, and the crime of genocide as defined in
the convention on the prevention and punishment of the crime of genocide of
1948, even if such acts do not constitute a violation according to the domestic
law of the countries that are committed.”10 Furthermore, Article 2 of the
convention states that: “In case you commit any of the crimes mentioned in
Article 1, the provisions of this convention shall apply to representatives of
the state government or individuals as the main actors or accomplices
participating in the execution or directly encourageing others to commit any
of the above mentioned crimes, or making a plot to carry out such, regardless
of the extent of the crimes committed, as well as representatives of the state
government which tolerates the execution of these crimes.” Additionally,
Article 3 of the convention implies that “States which have signed this
convention are required to adopt the necessary measures in the legislatures of
their countries in order to enable custodying of the actors mentioned in Article
2 of this convention, in accordance with international law.”11

By taking into account the international law and the provisions of the 
abovementioned conventions and that the crime of genocide and crime against 
humanity do not obsolete, Armenia already has brought the issue of genocide 
commited by the turkish army against Armenians during 1915 to the 
international institutions. Meanwhile, Bulgaria is preparing to request its ten 
billion dollar compensation from turkey for the descendants of the refugees 
from the war in 1913, which act has forced the turkish army to run in today’s 
eastern thrace or european part of turkey. And in regard of the very same 
international law and provisions, Macedonia has the right to bring her own 
issue to the international institutions, demand accountability for the genocide 
over the Macedonian population and request return of the properties in 
belonging of the to Macedonian ethnic minority in Greece. By doing so, 
Macedonia should aslo refer to the experience of Israel, since that country did 
not exist at the time when the genocide against the jewish people was 
committed, though Israel still managed to win all 100,000 cases and get 
adequate compensation from Germany and the Swiss banks for their acts of 
genocide and seized properties.  

10 International law, Page 574-577.
11 Истото.
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nevertheless, Macedonia needs to issue citizenship to all Macedonians 
regardless of where they live and immediately declare the exiled Macedonians 
its refugees, so Macedonia would become their country of origin and legal 
guardian. By doing so, the problem of refugees from the Aegean Macedonia 
will become matter the of International law to address the responsibility 
though the corresponding international institutions. As an argument, 
Macedonia  can also use the international agreements that Greece has signed 
about displacement of the Macedonian ethnic minority. Furthermore, 
regardless of the neuilly treaty of 1919 that forced Bulgaria to pay 
compensation to Greece for the expelled Greeks from the Bulgarian 
territories, and regardless of the Sevres treaty signed in 1923 by turkey and 
Greece that forced turkey to pay compensation to Greece for the properties of 
the expelled Greeks, as well as regardless of the nuremberg Principles 
adopted in 1946 when the Macedonian minority in Greece legally were 
declared for victims of crime against humanity, nowadays, the Macedonian 
minority in Greece still remain deprived from the basic human rights and 
freedoms.
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THE TREATY OF BUCHAREST AND THE
REVOLUTIONARY-LIBERATION MOVEMENT OF
MACEDONIA (1913-1934)

NIkOla ZeZOV
Ss.Cyril and Methodius University, Skopje

We, the Macedonians, are not Serb nor Bulgarians, but merely
Macedonians. The Macedonian nation is independent and separat-
ed from the Bulgarian and Serbian. We sympathize with both of
them: anyone who is willing to help our liberation will earn our
gratitude, but let the Serbs and Bulgarians never forget that
Macedonia belongs only to the Macedonians.

This quote by the Macedonian revolutionary Boris Sarafov was displayed on
the front page of the newspaper “Macedonian Voice”—published by the
colony of Macedonian activists in Saint Petersburg, Russia—and served as a
political and revolutionary slogan for almost all Macedonian organizations at
the threshold of the Balkan Wars.

It was with high hopes and enthusiasm that the Macedonian revolutionaries
took part in the frantic preparations of the Balkan countries for the war against
the Ottoman empire and its rule in Macedonia. In their proclamations, the gov-
ernments of the Balkan countries—members of the Balkan Union—openly
encouraged the Macedonians to take massive participation in the war against
ottoman Turkey. The Macedonian national revolutionary-liberation movement,
although ideologically divided and disunited, spoke with one voice on its major
concern—Macedonia has to remain a compact economic and sovereign whole
or be given political autonomy. The end of the First Balkan War and the treaty
of london have erased the illusion that Macedonia will proclaim its statehood
and the Macedonian question will finally be resolved. During the negotiations,
the world powers and the Balkan countries have verified the first division of the
ethnogeographical territory of Macedonia. In an atmosphere of ideological split
and disunion within the Macedonian revolutionary movement, the first organi-
zation to react against the recent development was VMRO1 (Internal
Macedonian Revolutionary Organization). On 18.06.1913 the organization sent
a letter of protest to the Bulgarian government and the representatives of the
world powers denying the existence of litigious areas on the territory of
Macedonia. The final paragraph of the letter states the following: 

If the Macedonian question is resolved against the will of the Macedonian peo-
ple, our organization shall not redefine its revolutionary activities and will
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certainly not hesitate to all available means in this fight, neglecting the Geneva
Convention or any other international conventions for that matter…2

The threats of armed attacks did not prevent the allied countries of Bulgaria,
Serbia and Greece from initiating a new conflict and merely heralded the begin-
ning of the Second Balkan War. The war started in June 1913 and ended with the
defeat of the Bulgarian army and the capitulation of Bulgaria. In fact, the main
purpose of the conference in Bucharest was not to discuss the aspects of the
Macedonian issue, but to simply verify the new partition of its territories. The
agreements signed between the participating countries failed to include the name
of Macedonia and dealt only with the demarcation of the new borders, as well
as the reparation which Bulgaria was obliged to pay as a defeated country. The
final outcome was not in favor of solving the Macedonian question and the
treaty which was signed on 10 august 1903 left permanently damaged the future
of Macedonia as an ethnogeographical whole.

apart from the fact that under the influence of the great world powers,
Russia in the first place, the previous agreements signed between the Balkan
countries suggested an independent Macedonia as a possible solution for
avoiding the war, the Treaty of Bucharest verified the territorial partition
between Bulgaria, Greece and Serbia. Despite the differences in ideology, the
Macedonian revolutionary organizations expressed a negative attitude towards
the decisions made with the Bucharest treaty. Prior to the conference, a num-
ber of letters were sent to the delegations stating that the Macedonian
organizations do not accept the division of Macedonia and demand that the
country keeps its territorial integrity.  

The demands were also pointed out to the only Macedonian attending the
conference as a member of the Bulgarian delegation – Simeon Radev.3 Prior
to Bucharest, a group of Macedonian public figures and revolutionaries made
inquiries about Radev’s agenda and requested of him to stand for the creation
of an independent Macedonian state.4 He already had certain knowledge about
a Macedonian group which sent a petition to the representatives of the world
powers in Sofia, demanding the autonomy of Macedonia, but this former
Macedonian activist considered the demands unrealistic for the time being.5
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2 The declaration sent to the Bulgarian government and the representatives of the great
powers about the litigious territory in Macedonia, collection archive Hristo Matov,
editorial Panto kolev, Sofija 2004, 324.

3 Simeon Radev (1879?1967),was a Macedonian activist, journalist, publicist and
Bulgarian diplomat, born in Resen, Macedonia. He completed his education in
Istanbul, Turkey and Switzerland and in the period of 1902-1903 was publishing the
newspaper “Macedonian Movement”. He had a successful career as a diplomat in
Bulgaria and was appointed by the Bulgarian government an ambassador in a great
deal of metropolis cities around the world, including Washington DC, USa.  

4 Simeon Radev, The things that I have witness in the Balkan wars , the conference
in Bucharest and the Bucharest Treaty from 1913, Sofia, 2012, 157.

5 Ibidem



a well known fact, Simeon Radev had a great influence on the position of
the Bulgarian delegation during the drafting of Macedonia’s new borders.
Upon agreeing with the initial partition, Radev’s suggestion was crucial for the
Bulgarian choice of territory. His recommendation was the region of
Maleshevija over the region of Strumica due to the fertile soil suitable for
growing economically and strategically important crops.6 The notion that
Radev was one of the delegates who as a Macedonian signed the Bucharest
treaty redirected the anger of several Macedonian revolutionaries and activists
on him, and only a day after the signing of the treaty, he received a telegram
saying: “a Macedonian, how dare you sign for the new capitulation of
Macedonia?”7

The signing of the Bucharest Treaty caused massive dissatisfaction with-
in the circles of the Macedonian national revolutionary- liberation movement
despite the differences in ideology and affiliations. During the days of July and
august 1913, a great number of Macedonian revolutionaries and activists
gathered in Sofia and tried to express an organized revolt against the unjust
Bucharest agreement and the division of Macedonia. although caught by sur-
prise, the revolutionaries exhibited efforts in taking a certain stand on the latest
development. They gathered, debated and tried to find suitable possible solu-
tions for the great historical injustice inflicted upon Macedonia and its people.
The Macedonian revolt was also oriented towards the Bulgarian government,
especially by the activists who considered the government in Sofia betraying
the aspirations and goals of the Macedonian revolutionary movement.  

It was on the streets of Sofia that during a social gathering between
Dimitar Mirchev,8 Hristo Matov9 and Gorche Petrov,10 the latter one bluntly
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6 Ibid, 164.
7  Ibid.
8 Dimitar Mirchev (1865? 1938), was a Macedonian revolutionary, an activist and a

member of the central committee of MRO, born in Prilep, a teacher by profession
and an occasional publicist. Due to his revolutionary activities Mirchev was arrested
on several occasions by the Ottoman authorities and in one instance sentenced to 101
years of imprisonment .In 1904 he was pardoned.   

9 Hristo Matov (1869?1922),was a Macedonian revolutionary, an activist and a mem-
ber of MRO, born in Struga. He was working as a teacher in Ser, Skopje and
Thessaloniki. In 1901 he was arrested and imprisoned by the Ottoman authorities in
Podrum kale, anatolia. He was elected member of the international body of MRO
(1902-1905 and 1907-1908). He died in Sofia, Bulgaria.

10 Gorche Petrov (1865-1921),was a Macedonian activist and a revolutionary, born
in the village of Varosh, in the region of Prilep He worked as a teacher in Shtip,
Bitola and Thessaloniki. In 1897, he was elected member of the international body
of MRO in Sofia. Petrov was one of the creators of the MRO Constitution and
Rulebook.  In 1903 during the Ilinden uprising, he came back to Macedonia and
fought with his squadron in the region of Prilep. He was the author of several book
and publications about the history of Macedonia and the Macedonian revolutionary
movement. He was assassinated in Sofia, Bulgaria.



criticized the Bulgarian government in regards to the Bucharest Treaty: “an
ignorant shepherd in charge could have done some much better.”11 according
to the memoirs of Dimitar Mirchev, in the moments of deep disappointment a
group of Macedonian revolutionaries placed in Bulgaria had attempted to
debate on the matter and address a letter of appeal to the governments of the
world powers against the partition of Macedonia:  

after the open debate with other activists we all voted on the idea for hold-
ing a general assembly which took place at the end of July in classroom
number 45 at the university… Once we’ve exchanged our opinions, we
decided to send a Macedonian delegation to all the important european gov-
ernments with the mission of lobbying for the independence of Macedonia.
Our hopes of success were very low …12

Only a few days after the signing of the Treaty, the Macedonian colony in
St. Petersburg headed by Dimitrija Chupovski13 condemned the Bucharest
decision in its newspaper “Macedonian Voice”, pointing out that Bucharest
was a display of power, not justice and that “the decisions from the conference
severely mutilated Macedonia, now divided in three parts: Serbian, Bulgarian
and Greek.”14

In april 1914, VMRO reacted and through its representatives in Sofia
issued a petition in order to express its frustrations with the Bucharest Treaty
and the division of Macedonia which merely replaced the Ottoman rule with a
new slavery. Hence, VMRO raised its voice again and demanded a solution for
the Macedonian question: “and our revolutionary organization which at one
point vainly surrendered to hope and gave up its means of fight, raises again
in support of its perpetual position: the independence…”15

On 11 May 1914 a letter of protest was sent to the representatives of the
world powers and the Bulgarian Prime Minister Vasil Radoslavov by the for-
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11 Dimitar Mircev, Memoirs, preface and editing Zoran Todorovski , Skopje, 2010,
203.

12 Ibidem, 203.
13 Dimitrija Chupovski (1878-1940) was a Macedonian activist, born in the village of

Papradishte, Veles. He completed his education in krushevo, Sofia, Belgrade and
Russia. as one of the editors of the magazine “Macedonian Voice” published in
Russia, Chupovski was working towards the legal resolution of the Macedonian
question. after the First Balkan War in 1912, he returned to Macedonia and contin-
ued his activities for the creation of a Macedonian state within its ethnogeographical
borders. as part of the St Petersburg colony he had sent multiple Memorandums to
the governments of the Balkan countries and the great powers demanding a rightful
solution of the Macedonian issue.

14 “The trial of our patience is over”—Macedonian Voice, a medium of the supporters
of independent Macedonia 1913-1914, Skopje, 1968, 105.203.

15 Declaration of IMRO, state agency “archives”, collection Internal Macedonian
–edirne revolutionary organization (1893-1919),documents of the central commit-
tee, volume I, Sofia, 2007, 1099.



mer militia fighters in the region of edirne, the Macedonian emigration in
Bulgaria and the executive committee of the Macedonian fellowships in
Bulgaria. The letter was saying that the reason for raising the Macedonian
voice is the still unsolved Macedonian question. The activist group empha-
sized the unbearable situation due to the repressions and crime committed by
the Serbian and Greek authorities and openly demanded that the Treaty deci-
sions are withdrawn, calling upon the consciousness of the european nations
and the civilized humanity. The protest note concludes with the major aims of
the Macedonian revolutionary-liberation movement: 

For our country Macedonia that belongs to us and for which we are ready to
sacrifice everything we demand that europe and the civilized world grant us
our independence.

The letter was signed by several Macedonian revolutionaries and activists
members of different organizations: Hristo Tatarchev,16 Georgi Balaschev, Hristo
Matov, Todor aleksandrov,17 aleksandar Balabanov, Ivan Hadji Nikolov,18

The RevoluTioNaRy-libeRaTioN MoveMeNT 315

6 Hristo Tatarchev (1869-1952)was born in Resen. apart from being a trained physi-
cian, this Macedonian revolutionary and MRO activist was one of the founders of the 
Macedonian revolutionary organization and the first president of the central commit-
tee. In 1901, Tatarchev was arrested and sentenced by the Turkish authorities to 
imprisonment in Podrum kale, asia Minor and in 1902 pardoned and released from 
prison. From 1902 to 1905, Tatarchev was a member of the international body of 
MRO in Sofia. Finally he emigrated in Italy where he was particularly active with 
his publishing. He died in Torino, Italy. 

17 Тodor aleksandrov (1881- 1924) was born in the village of Novo Selo, in the region
of Shtip. This Macedonian revolutionary, activist and a member of the central com-
mittee of IMRO, completed his teaching education in Skopje and later on worked as
a teacher in kochani, Shtip and other cities throughout Macedonia. aleksandrov was
the appointed vojvoda for the region of Skopje. In 1908, he participated in the IMRO
congress in kyustendil and joined the conservative fraction of the Macedonian rev-
olutionary movement. aleksandrov was a member of the central committee
autonomist within the autonomist fraction of IMRO from 1911 to 1924. after the
WWI he resurrected the organizational network of IMRO and was one of the main
protagonists for the military methods used by the Chetniks. Under the rule of the
kingdom of Serbs, Croats and Slovenes,  aleksandrov was frequently leading the
komitadji squadron in the Vardar region of Macedonia in the fights against the
Serbian police and military. In 1923 he sent a delegation to SSSR in order to nego-
tiate and ask assistance for the first communist state of IMRO. He was killed near
the village of Sugarevo, located in the Pirin Mountains in present day Bulgaria. 

18 Ivan Hadzi Nikolov (1861- 1934), was a Macedonian revolutionary and activist,
member of the central committee of MRO. Hadzi Nikolov was born in kiklish,
aegean Macedonia, and completed his education in linc, austria.. apart from being
a teacher and a bookseller, he was also one of the founding members of MRO and
participated in the first central committee. In 1901, Nikolov was arrested by the
Turkish authorities and 1902 released from prison, after which he migrated to Sofia,
Bulgaria where he committed himself to publishing until his death.



Georgi Zankov, Georgi Pop Hristov,19 aleksandar Protegerov20 and others.21
In the course of 1914 the Macedonian colony of St. Petersburg under the

leadership of Dimitrija Chupovski and his supporters was incredibly active in
the fight for the Macedonian cause. In his Odessa speech from 6 august 1914,
the Macedonian intellectual and activist krste Misirkov22 once again
embraced the protest against the partition of Macedonia, emphasizing that 

a second Polish country exists in the Slavic world, the Poland that’s in the
heart of the Balkan Peninsula, the heroic and unfortunate Macedonia divid-
ed in three parts by the Bucharest Treaty.23

a year after the Treaty, Misirkov reacted for the second time and demand-
ed the aid of Russia in solving the issue of Macedonia. In the memorandum of
7 September 1914 addressed to the Russian minister of foreign affairs, the
harmfulness of the Bucharest agreement on a wider scale was also pointed out
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19 Gerogi Pop Hristov (1876-1962), a Macedonian activist, vojvoda, teacher and a
member of the central committee of IMRO. He studied in a church school in
Thessaloniki and later on worked as a teacher in kavadarci, Bitola and the region of
Prilep. In 1900 Pop Hristov became a member of the MRO district committee for the
region of Bitola. In 1902 he was arrested and sentenced to death by the Turkish
authorities, but the following year pardoned and released from prison. During the
Ilinden uprising, Pop Hristov fought with his squadron in the region of lerin.  In
October 1905 he attended the congress at Rila monastery as a delegate of the Internal
Macedonian—edirne Revolutionary Organization. In 1910 he was arrested and sent
to prison in aydin, Minor asia, but in 1911 he escaped.  During the Balkan Wars he
returned to the region of Bitola and lerin where he was active as a vojvoda. In 1925
tt the 6th congress of IMRO, Hristov was elected a member of the central committee
and in 1931 he finally retired from the revolutionary movement.  Georgi Pop Hristov
died in Sofia, Bulgaria.  

20 alexander Protogerov (1867-1928) was an activist, a general and a member of the
board of VMRO since 1915. after the Balkan wars 1912/13 he became a general in
the Macedonian – edirne militia and in the aftermath of WWI he was appointed the
superintendant of the region of Morava and head of the trade directorate. after the
war Protogerov was chosen a member of the central committee of MMRO.  In 1928
he was assassinated by Vanco Mihajlov’s fraction of VMRO.

21 The letter of protest by the Macedonia- edirne militia, the activists of IMRO and the
Macedonian- edirne emigration in Bulgaria … cit., 1095.

22 krste Misirkov (1874- 1926) was born in the village of Postol, in the aegean part of
Macedonia. This Macedonian intellectual and activist completed his education pri-
marily in Russia earning a degree in philosophy and history. In 1903, Misirkov wrote
the book entitled „On the Macedonian matters „ in which he emphasizes the need for
the creation of a standard Macedonian language based on the dialect regions of cen-
tral Macedonia. He died in Sofia, Bulgaria. 

23 The speech of krste Misirkov from 6 august 1914 during the general Slavic assem-
bly in Odessa, krste Misirkov, letters 1912-1917, Skopje, 2007, 77-79.



among other matters: a year of co-existence with the decisions from the
Bucharest Treaty was more than enough to demonstrate the obvious damage
this agreement has inflicted on Russia and the rest of the Slavic world. The
Treaty has expanded the borders of anti-Slavic countries and enemies of
Russia and the Slav world – Romania and Greece gained territory damaging
permanently Macedonia and Dobruja”.24

Misirkov was well acquainted with the european diplomacy and in his
new appeal from 11th September 1914 to the Russian minister of foreign affairs
Sazanov he pointed out that the Macedonian question is not solely of region-
al importance since the unjust decisions from the Bucharest Treaty had
influenced the entire european politics and the balance between the great pow-
ers. among the other matters Misirkov also pointed out that:

While putting their signature on the Bucharest Treaty, Serbia, Greece and
Romania justified the pillage of Bulgaria and the enslaving of Macedonia
from a very different perspective: instead of protecting the interests of the
Slavic world they all voted for the necessity of creating political balance in
the Balkans and surrendered the leadership of the peninsula to anti-Slavic
countries—Romania and Greece …25

The unjust character of the Balkan Wars and the Bucharest treaty received
severe criticism from certain revolutionaries who took part in the Ilinden
uprising and demanded an integral solution for the Macedonian question.
Georgi Pop Hristov expressed his disappointment in the final outcome and the
lies this movement and especially VMRO were led to believe. Recognizing the
massive participation of the Macedonian revolutionaries, Pop Hristov con-
cluded that 

this was a major political mistake, a sign of delusion and short-sightedness
and probably a total violation of Macedonia’s freedom. If the Macedonian
militia in edirne had been sent to Macedonia instead of Thrace, our situation
would have been completely different… Instead of gaining its long awaited
freedom, Macedonia was enslaved again with the Bucharest resolution and
divided between Serbia, Greece and Bulgaria. This war had a major negative
impact on the Macedonian question and almost buried the liberation move-
ment…”26

Hristo Tatarchev, a founding member and the first president of the central
committee of MRO, was the next one to express his enormous dissatisfaction
and disappointment from the Bucharest treaty in his memoirs. He classified
the Treaty as unfavourable and tragic for Macedonia and urged the MRO to
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24 To his excellence, the minister of foreign affairs, Memorandum, krste Misirkov...cit.,
95.

25 Ibidem, 111.
26 Georgi Pop Hristov, Memories from the past, educational and revolutionary activity

In Macedonia, Sofia, 2012, 113.



continue the fight against the new invaders and oppressors.27
Disappointment and total resignation from the Balkan Wars and the

Treaty of Bucharest are also evident in the memoirs of the Macedonian revo-
lutionary kiril Prlichev who put his perspective on these events in the
following fashion: 

If we exclude the disappointment from 1895, we have already survived one
pogrom after the Ilinden uprising (1903-1904). Now, with the short-lived
success of Macedonia which gave the allies a great opportunity to eliminate
easier our mutual enemy, the final outcome from the war between the allies
was utterly sad. With the Treaty of Bucharest from 1913 the Macedonian
expectations and hopes survived a heavy blow…28

as an active participant in the revolutionary fight for the liberation of
Macedonia, one of the leaders of the Macedonian militia in edirne and a long
term revolutionary, Petar Drvingov was the next in line to express his revolt
against the fact that the partition of Macedonia was foreboded even during the
First Balkan War. The accomplished revolutionary who had a solid military
education expressed his doubts about the final purpose of the Balkan Wars. In
his memoirs Drvingov wrote: 

Macedonia entered the year of 1913 deprived of its devoted sons who were
well organized in a corpus of fifteen thousand soldiers called Macedonian-
edirne militia. Unfortunately, the militia was kept immobilized in the city of
Sarkoy on the shores of the Sea of Marmara. Was this action just another
manifestation of the Bulgarian politics or a simple measure for avoiding a
conflict with their allies or maybe the reflection of a certain Macedonian sep-
aratism, we do not know…29

as the majority of Macedonian activists did, the revolutionary Pavel Shatev30
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27 Hristo Tatarchev, Memoirs, documents, papers, compiled by Cocho Biljarski, Sofia,
1989, 189.

28 36 YeaRS IN IMRO, Memoirs of kiril Prlichev, Sofia, 1999, 106.
29 Petar Darvingov, The history of the Macedonian – edirne militia, volume II, Sofia,

1925, 7-8. 
30 Pavel Shatev (1882- 1951) was a Macedonian revolutionary born in the city of

kratovo. He partially completed his education in Skopje and Thessaloniki. as a
member of the Gemidzii circle he participated  in the “Thessaloniki bombing ” of
april 1903. arrested by the Turkish authorities, Shatev earned a lifetime imprison-
ment in the city of Murzuk in libya. Following the pardon in 1908, he returned to
Macedonia and continued his education, earning a PhD in law sciences. Shatev was
an active participant in the Macedonian revolutionary movement even during the
period between WWI and WWII after WWII he was elected a member of the pre-
siding committee of  the anti –fascist assembly for the National liberation of
Macedonia and later became the first minister of justice in the post-war government
of federal Macedonia He was arrested by the Yugoslavian communist authorities on
the accusation of illegal state activities and assigned to home custody in Bitola
where he died.



based his analyses on his direct involvement in the war. The prevailing atmos-
phere concerning the legal resolution of the country’s pivotal issue was that of
condemnation of the destructive Bucharest outcome. The Macedonian
Gemidzija was just to conclude that 

“in Bucharest, Macedonia was crucified and divided it three parts. The new
inexcusable borders have only corrupted the country’s territorial integrity
and consequently blocked the economic and cultural development of
Macedonia as an independent province.”31

In his further elaboration of the catastrophic effect from the Bucharest 
Treaty, Shatev proved his ability for diplomatic evaluation of the future 
course of events. according to him, with the Treaty of Bucharest: 

the great forced distances themselves from the Balkan issues and left the
small Balkan countries and Turkey to solve their conflict on their own.
However, it did not take long before they realized their serious mistake.32

The end of WWI and the Treaty of Versailles brought another big disap-
pointment for the Macedonian people and the Macedonian revolutionary-
liberation movement due to the fact that the Macedonian question remained
unresolved and forgotten in the margins of the european diplomacy. During
the Versailles conference the central committee of VMRO in one of its memo-
rials issued on 1 March 1919 and signed by Todor aleksandrov and alexander
Protogerov, reminded the european diplomacy of the Macedonian victims in
the fight for freedom and the great Bucharest injustice of 1913 responsible for
replacing the Ottoman rule with a much worse form of slavery. In one of the
paragraphs of this document the central committee of VMRO draws attention
to the role of the revolutionary movement in the liberation of Macedonia: 

During the Balkan Wars our organization made all of its military forces avail-
able and we do not refer to the Macedonian voluntary legion comprised of 20
thousand Macedonians or the thousands of Macedonian officers and soldiers
who served in the Bulgarian regular army. Nevertheless, the moment the
Serbs and Greeks populated our country we faced another disappointment...33
The VMRO memorial expressed the discontent from the new injustice,
greater than the one inflicted by the Treaty of Berlin in 1878. The paragraph
confirms that after the Bucharest agreement the VMRO delegation immedi-
ately paid a visit to the governments of the great powers in order to protest
against the division of Macedonia and deliver the message that not even the
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31 Pavel Shatev, History of Macedonia (documents), volume I, preface and editing
Zoran Todorovski, Todorovski, Skopje, 2012, 330. 

32 Ibidem, 331.
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new Treaty has the capacity of solving the conflicts in the Balkans and will
only transform itself into a source of new disagreements and wars.34

In the years after the Balkan Wars, the Macedonian organizations did not
forget the catastrophic consequences caused by the Bucharest Treaty. The
autonomist fraction of VMRO in all of its documents, letters and declarations
underlines the negative effects from the agreement. The May Manifesto from
1924 which marked the new phase of the Macedonian revolutionary move-
ment addressed the issue of the Bucharest Treaty: 

The Bucharest partition of Macedonia in 1913 and the following european
war finalized with the Treaty of Paris which literally tore apart the territory
of our country have definitely killed the trust of the Macedonian people in
the liberating mission of the international politics conducted by the big
european and small Balkan countries. The Treaties in Berlin (1878),
Bucharest (1913) and Paris (1919) have persuaded even the last skeptic per-
son that the small countries of europe replicate the egoistic politics of the
great countries and that is reason why the freedom and the existence of the
Macedonian state can only serve as a currency of exchange…35

at the same time, the autonomist fraction of VMRO informed the inter-
national community about the disagreement with the Bucharest decision by
sending the Memorial of august 1924 to the league of Nations in Geneva, in
which the organization defined its position on the Macedonian question and
the possible solutions. In one of the paragraphs VMRO demanded the cance-
lation of the Bucharest treaty and confronted the decisions made: 

The Macedonian organization protested against the politics of war and took
certain actions for alarming the governments of the great powers  with the
hope of changing the current climate and obtaining an independent status for
Macedonia, the only solution which could possibly conciliate the hostility
and put an end to the Balkan territorial pretentions. However, the rivalry
between certain powers had led to the failure of the idea for revision of the
Bucharest Treat.36

Ten years after the signing of the Bucharest treaty almost all of the
Macedonian organizations were still against its decisions. In spite of the dif-
ferent affiliations, not a single organization failed to elaborate in its documents
the unjust peace agreement. In the Resolution of august 1929, VMRO (unit-
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the organized revolutionary population and the Macedonian revolutionaries,  collec-
tion Todor aleksandrov – everything for Macedonia, documents 1919-1924, preface
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36 The IRMO Memorandum from august 1924, presented at the 5th assembly of the
league of Nations before the governments of all countries, collection Todor 
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ed) ascertains the historical injustice inflicted upon Macedonia: 

The Bucharest treaty (1913) and the compelling Treaty of Paris (1919) have
torn apart Macedonia to three separate parts and consequently initiated chaos
in the economy of the country…Prior to this bitter victory, Macedonia was a
compact geographical and economic whole: the country did not lack nation-
al integrity since the entire population, though comprised of different
nationalities, felt as one political and cultural union …37

Until the mid 1930’s, the organizations that participated in the
Macedonian revolutionary-liberation movement, in their letters, declarations,
resolutions and manifestos,  constantly referred to the Bucharest Treaty as the
turning point in the historical injustice inflicted on Macedonia by the great
powers. all the organizations without exceptions demanded revision of the
enforced Bucharest decrees and returning of the confiscated territories. august
10, 1913, is defined as a black day in the programs of all Macedonian organi-
zations, legal or illegal, left or right wing oriented. The Macedonian
revolutionaries and activists would point out the Bucharest Treaty as the main
reason for the unjust resolution of the Macedonian question. Regardless of
their ideological background, they all agreed on two matters: revision of the
Bucharest Treaty and constitution of an autonomous and independent
Macedonian state within its ethnogeographical borders. The only discrepancy
between the revolutionary organizations was present in terms of the methods
of fighting, the means by which the revision of the divided territory should
take place and the arguments over the leadership within the movement. The
fights for status, the internal disunion and the uncoordinated activities in the
presence of the international factors, as well as the fatal liquidation of some of
their own members were the main reasons for the insufficient vigor and fierce-
ness in dealing with the Bucharest injustice.    

Instead of directing their energy towards making allies and friends who
can help solve the Macedonian issue, the Macedonia revolutionaries lost pre-
cious time on debates and disputes over the leadership position and the right
person who would lead the Macedonian fight for freedom to its final destina-
tion—an independent Macedonian state. Nevertheless, with all its failures and
weaknesses the Macedonian revolutionary movement succeeded in rooting
within the collective  memory of the Macedonians from that period the fact
that the Bucharest Treaty was and still remains one of the most tragic moments
in the history of Macedonia, a day of great historical injustice with severe and
infinite consequences in the subsequent years. 
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MACEDONIANS IN CROATIA: 
A BALKAN SUCCESS STORY 

IRena aVIROVIḱ and TeOn DžIngO
Institute for National History

Introduction

Today in the world the number of single-ethnicity states is very small, and the
phenomenon of ethnical minorities is a natural consequence of a series of
historical and political events. The slogan of the French Revolution, one
country-one nation, today sounds more discriminating than patriotic, while
ethnic diversity has become a symbol of the new democratic state.1

There are many classifications of minorities, and generally they can be
linguistic, ethnic or religious minorities. according to the Macedonian law and
the manner in which minorities occurred in Macedonia, there are:

• Indigenous or territorial minorities, which are groups who live on a
particular territory as a result of the movement of their initial / original
tribes and nations.

• non-indigenous or non-territorial minorities that are the product of years-
long migratory movements, which are a consequence of political,
religious, economic or other factors.

• newly indigenous minorities are the ones that are still in the process of
creation and establishment / development. For example, over the last two
decades, some minority groups in Macedonia and the Balkans began to
renew and codify their forgotten languages   and cultures, and through a
form of ethnic segmentation managed to create new minority groups.2

In the Charter of the United nations there is no specific clause on the
protection of minorities. In fact, their protection is guaranteed by the system of
protection of individual human rights and the universal principle of “non-
discrimination” on religious, racial and linguistic basis. Furthermore, this
concept is officially reinforced by article 14 of the Convention for the
Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental Freedoms of the Council of
europe, written in Rome on november 4, 1950, and amended on november 22,
1984. article 14 reads: “The enjoyment of the rights and freedoms set forth in
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this Convention shall be secured without discrimination on any ground such as
sex, race, colour, language, religion, political or other opinion, national or social
origin, association with a national minority, property, birth or other status.”3

among the general rights and obligations of minorities in other countries,
we can mention:

• every individual has the right to declare themselves as part of a minority
group, is entitled to de jure and de facto recognition of a minority; the
right to be part of certain minorities;

• The right to physical existence of the minority group;
• Right to economic, political and cultural development of minorities;
• The right to full and effective equality for minorities in economic, social

and cultural spheres of life;
• The right of existence of a minority ethnic group, the right to use a minority

language in public and private life, and the protection of the essential
elements of ethnic identity (religion, language, traditions, cultural
heritage, etc.);

• Freedom of expression in the languages   of minorities and the right to use
the minority language in correspondence with the state administrative
officials in the regions where minorities are numerous and ask for that
right;

• The right to education in the minority language, regardless of their number,
the living conditions of minority groups and the economic circumstances
in the country;

• The right to preserve and develop the minorities’s culture, including the
right to establish institutions and organizations;

• The right to freely express and exercise minority religions;
• The right to establish and maintain contact with the home country of the

minority.4

Finally, individuals who belong to a minority group are obliged to act as
loyal citizens of the country where they live, and they should not act against the
social order, territorial integrity and political independence of that country. all
of these rights can be summed up in the so-called quartet of common minority
demands: the right to existence, non-discrimination, preserving and developing
of the identity or diversity, and effective participation in public life.5
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Regarding the situation in the Republic of Macedonia, today, 22 years
after its independence and twelve years after the implementation of the Ohrid
Framework agreement, Macedonia is a peaceful, multiethnic and democratic
country. all people living in the Republic have the same status, with freedom
of religious expression. although the Macedonian is the official language,
“any other language spoken by at least 20% of the population is also an
official language.”6 The albanian community, as the most numerous, enjoys
more rights than others. However, since 2007, all the religious holidays of the
six different ethnical communities are celebrated as national and/or religious
holidays, and their minorities are proportionally represented in the Parliament.

When it comes to the position of the Macedonian minority in the
neighboring countries and in the Balkans, it is different: some of them are
recognized and enjoy their minority rights, others are denied and have no
rights.

although according to the above-mentioned Convention on Human
Rights of the United nations every member of a minority group has the right
to declare himself/herself as a member of the same, speak the native language,
to practice his/her own religion, in the twenty-first century these rights
represent a utopia, something unreachable, for the Macedonians in the
Hellenic Republic and Republic of Bulgaria. Macedonians in Bulgaria do not
have any rights, they cannot declare themselves as Macedonians, nor to define
their language as Macedonian. The only point in their existence when they
were not marginalized by the Bulgarian authorities is the period after the
Second World War when they have been recognized as a minority on august
9, 1946 by the Central Committee of the Bulgarian Communist Party. The
recognition of a minority status resulted in the so-called cultural autonomy
whose framework introduced the Macedonian language and the Macedonian
history in the educational process of Macedonian children. educators from
Vardar Macedonia arrived to Pirin Macedonia, Macedonian national Theatre
opened in Upper Džumaja, as well as bookstores in several cities.7 But after
the cooling of relations between Yugoslavia and Bulgaria, primarily due to the
cooling of relations between Belgrade and Moscow, Macedonians lost the
minority status and all the rights they enjoyed during that brief period.
Bulgarian historiography and political elites argue that this recognition was
compelled by the Soviet Union and that it had no real basis, because there is
no Macedonian minority. Through the unification of several Macedonian
organizations in Bulgaria, the umbrella organization OMO Ilinden–Pirin was
created, which was registered with a decision of Sofia City Court in 1999. This
was a decision which was immediately subjected to intense pressure by the
majority of Bulgarian political actors. even today the official position of the
government in Sofia is that there is no Macedonian minority; and the language
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spoken in Pirin Macedonia, and consequently in Vardar Macedonia, is a west-
ern Bulgarian dialect.

In Greece the situation is even more difficult, there’s not only complete
marginalization of the Macedonian minority, lately intensified because of the
existence of neo-fascist groups, but Macedonians are also called dirty
Bulgarians, gypsy-Skopians, and even on one occasion they have been called
homosexuals because Rainbow is the name of the political party that advocates
for their rights. Republic of Macedonia’s independence represented only an
additional impetus to the anti-Macedonian policy of greece, but despite the
terrible pressures from all segments of the state, the fighters for recognition of
the Macedonian minority act through their organizations and publish their own
journals, such as Loza, Nova Zora, Moglena. In the field of religious freedom
particularly important is the Macedonian church St. Zlata of Meglen (Sv. Zlata
Meglenska) in the village of Meglen (greek: almopia), S’botsko (greek:
aridaea), where archimandrite nikodim Tsarknias held the first religious
service in Macedonian language in 2001. Macedonians in greece organize
festivals with Macedonian folklore, where the uniqueness of Macedonian
folklore and Macedonian melodies is affirmed.8 Pavle Filipov Voskopoulos,
one of the foremost fighters for the rights of Macedonians in greece, has said
the following about nurturing folk traditions: But, no matter what, it [macedo-
nianism] isn’t nurtured, it cannot and should not be cherished through a
political organization such as ours [Rainbow]... Ultimately, through this fight
we want a more democratic society in Greece itself. To foster the culture, there
are cultural associations which become active primarily regarding folklore.9

In Republic of Albania the situation is slightly better. Macedonians live
on the territories of Mala Prespa, golo Brdo and gora. In Mala Prespa
Macedonians live in nine, in golo Brdo in twenty-two, and in gora in eleven
villages.10 The relation of the albanian state to Macedonians living within its
territory tends to constantly improve. If during the period between the two
world wars Macedonians were not recognized at all, after World War II they
gained the status of a minority. But, the regime of enver Hoxha abolished all
the rights enjoyed by the Macedonian minority and a process of complete
albanianisation was in progress. In pluralistic albania the first Macedonian
associations have been formed, such as Prespa, Mir i Bratstvo and Gora.
Macedonian language is present in schools, and there is religious freedom.
Macedonians have a political party named Macedonian alliance for european
Integration, they have their own mayor and own media, and as of recently after
lengthy efforts the Macedonian toponyms were returned to settlements in the
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region. However, these rights are enjoyed only by Macedonians living in Mala
Prespa, and not by Macedonians living in other parts of albania.

Macedonians in Serbia are recognized as a separate minority, which has
the right to speak its native language, to participate in the contest for political
positions, and to nurture its own traditions and culture. In the Republic of
Serbia there are seven associations of Macedonians, which are united in the
national Council of the Macedonian national Community in Serbia, and act
through the body Makedonska videlina.

The above overview of the situation of Macedonian minorities in
neighboring states was only to allow the comparison between the these
countries’ relations to this group of people and the attitude of the Croatian state
towards the Macedonian population living within its borders.

Simply, it’s impossible to find the beginning of the Macedonian-Croatian 
relations throughout history. Yet, we can locate its highlights. Which direction 
would the Macedonian-Croatian sincere friendship take if it was not for Josip 
Juraj Strossmayer, and his help in printing the Collection (Zbornikot) of 
Konstantin Miladinov? The same Strossmayer in 1874 asked Prličev to send 
him a poem in a general Slavic language to be presented to the Croatian pub-
lic. Prličev translated O Armatolos (Serdarot,) but the information if that 
translation ever made it to the Croatian bishop still represents a mystery.11 In 
the period between the two world wars, the communications between the two 
peoples not only continued in the same direction, but also intensified. If the 
communication between the Internal Macedonian Revolutionary Organization 
and the Croatian Peasant Party of Stjepan Radić encompassed the   political 
cooperation; if the numerous trade exchanges complemented in the economic 
sphere, probably the best description of the Croatian-Macedonian relations is 
inserted in a conversation from 1928 between general Mićo nedić, a Serb 
from the ranks of the army of the Kingdom of Serbs, Croats and Slovenes and 
Ivan Meštrović, the prominent Croatian sculptor and political activist. 
Discussing the government policy towards the region of South Serbia, i.e. 
Vardar Macedonia, the general said that in his opinion the state would need 
about twenty-five years for Macedonia to be serbianized, and that batons 
should be used as main argument in this assimilation. Meštrović retorted: “The 
baton may be a dangerous primer, and the fierce boys sometimes would throw 
it to the educator’s head.”12 The symbolism present in this conversation is 
sufficient evidence for the different perceptions of Macedonians in that time 
frame. On one hand the Serbian military doctrine armed with the argument 
about discipline, on the other hand, the real perception of the artist from 
Croatia. This is one of the examples that show that Macedonians’ most sincere 
friend in the fight against serbianization was Croatia. This is further support-
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ed by the fact that the organization ManaPO was founded in Zagreb; and an
additional argument to this claim is the printing of the poetry book White
Dawns (Beli Mugri) by Kosta Solev Racin in Samobor, which although was
banned by the authorities, arrived to Macedonia through secret channels. The
process of forming the Macedonian intelectual elite is closely linked to Croatia
too. education was a two-way street, professors and experts of Croatian origin
moved to Macedonia, while Macedonian students were coming in the opposite
direction to study at the University of Zagreb. after the World War II over a
thousand technicians, scientists and artists moved from Croatia to the People’s
Republic of Macedonia. Some of them responded to the call of the
Macedonian government, while the majority were forced to move to
Macedonia as a punishment for their disloyalty to the communist authorities.
among these Croats who arrived in Macedonia, there are few that must be
mentioned: Marin Kataliniḱ, the first rector of the University of Skopje,
Stjepan antoljak, the most important scholar of the Macedonian medieval
studies, and Lovro Matačiḱ, the founder of the Opera at the Macedonian
national Theatre.

especially important segment in the excellent Croatian-Macedonian
relations is the Macedonian studies scholarship in the Republic of Croatia. The
basis for the study of Macedonian literature in Croatia was set by Petar
Kepeski, a Macedonian with Ba in Croatian studies, who managed to estab-
lish a Program in Macedonian Studies at the School of Pedagogy in Osijek. Dr.
Borislav Pavlovski made efforts in the same direction by following Kepeski’s
steps and establishing a Program in Macedonian Studies at the University of
Rijeka, and today teaches at the University of Zagreb, where he initiated a
initiated four-year Program in Macedonian language and literature starting in
the academic year 1998/1999 at the School of Philosophy.13 In Rijeka, a four-
year program focusing on Macedonian language has been started in the
academic year 2008/2009, the merit of which is credited to Dr. goran
Kaloǵera and Dr. Vasil Tocinovski; while at the University of Osijek that
function was executed by Dr. Zlatko Kramarić, the current Croatian
ambassador to the Republic of Macedonia.

In the Republic of Croatia all national minorities, including the
Macedonian national minority can organize themselves in groups:

according to the Law on associations and
according to the Constitutional Law on the Rights of national Minorities

The beginnings of the Macedonian association in Croatia date back to
1962 when the Fatherland Student Society “Kosta Racin” was founded. This
organization was active until 1975. Macedonian national minority in Croatia
is organized according to the act of associations in the Republic of Croatia,
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into the following organizations:

Matrix of Macedonians in the Republic of Croatia (established on
December 22, 1991)

MCS Ohrid Pearl - Zagreb14

MCS Biljana - Zadar
MCS Ilinden - Rijeka
MCS Macedonia - Split
MCS Kočo Racin - Pula
MCS Miladinov Brothers - Osijek
MCS Krste Misirkov - Zagreb
Macedonian Cultural Forum - Pula
Croatian-Macedonian society, overseeing the music group “Ezerki” and

the musical ensemble “7/8” - Zagreb
Spectrum – Macedonian-Croatian association – Zagreb

The Matrix of Macedonians in the Republic of Croatia acts as an
apolitical and non-profit organization, i.e. as an ethnic and national organiza-
tion. all of these associations are financed through the state budget of the
Republic of Croatia through programs which they apply to for funds, and then
implement them. The Croatian state spends about six hundred thousand euros
annually for the needs of its Macedonian citizens.

The foundation of its actions can be traced to the preservation of the
national identity, commitment to nurturing the Macedonian folklore, language,
cultural and natural heritage, the history of Macedonia, as well as maintaining
ties with the motherland.15 Macedonians in Croatia take part in a wide range
of artistic, literary-linguistic, educational, historical, and creative activities. as
part of the Matrix’s frame each year there are celebrations for the most
important dates in the Macedonian history: Ilinden, the Day of Macedonian
Statehood, the Day Uprising of the Macedonian people against Fascism, the
Day of the Matrix, Day of Kosta Solev Racin in Samobor, Days of Miladinov
Brothers in Ðakovo, Days of Ss. Cyril and Methodius, Days of the
Macedonian Culture in Osijek, Split, Pula and Rijeka, Days of the Macedonian
Film... Moreover, in the wide range of activities there are also exhibitions,
promotions, debates, round tables and scholarly conferences.

a particular success of the Macedonian community is the organization of
the Macedonian Language Summer School in Rogač on the island of Šolta,
which has been organized for the last few years and is primarily intended for
Macedonian children from the Republic of Croatia, Republic of albania,
Republic of Serbia, Bosnia and Herzegovina and the Republic of Bulgaria. For
further affirmation of the Macedonian language the radio show Macedonian
Minutes (Makedonske minute) is broadcasted in Macedonian language on the
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Split Radio KL, as well as the show Macedonian hour (Makedonska ura) at
the Zadar Radio 057.

By the 2010 amendment to the Constitution of the Republic of Croatia, all
minorities, including the Macedonian, are included in the preamble of this
document. according to the Constitutional Law on the Rights of national
Minorities, which is being implemented as of 2004, the national minorities at
the local elections, which shall be announced and implemented by the
Republican electoral commission, elect councils and representatives to the
local and regional government units (municipalities, cities and counties).

according to the agreement between the government of the Republic of
Croatia and the government of the Republic of Macedonia for protection of
the rights of the Croatian minority in the Republic of Macedonia and the
Macedonian minority in the republic of Croatia, signed on October 13, 2007
in Split, at the summit named titled adriatic-Baltic-atlantic, signed by the
foreign ministers of both countries, Kolinda grabar - Kitarović and antonio
Milošoski, the right to a favorable position and exercise of guaranteed rights
is guaranteed to the Croatian minority in the Republic of Macedonia and the
Macedonian minority in the Republic of Croatia.

Depending on the number of members of national minorities relative to
the total population at municipality, city or county level, councils or individual
representatives are elected. These councils at local level (municipality or city
level) have 15 members, while the regional ones (county level) have 25
members.

at the last elections (July 10, 2011) the Macedonian national minority at
the regional (county) level has elected the following:

Council of the Macedonian national minority for the City of Zagreb, and
Representatives of the Macedonian national minority for:
Zagreb County
Istria County
Primorje-gorski Kotar County
Zadar County
Split-Dalmatia County
Osijek-Baranja county
Vukovar- Srijem County
Sisak-Moslavina County

These representatives in the counties and in the Council of the City of
Zagreb formed Macedonian coordination as a joint coordinating body. The
councils of the cities of Split, Rijeka and Pula, and the representative of the
City of Osijek are also involved in the work of this coordinating body.

according to the same act, on a local (city) level Macedonians in Croatia
have elected the following:

Council of the Macedonian national minority for the City of Split
Council of the Macedonian national minority in the City of Rijeka
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Council of the Macedonian national minority for the City of Pula
a representative of the Macedonian national minority in the City of

Osijek.

all these councils and representatives are financed through the county and
city budgets.

The Matrix of Macedonians in Croatia has its own journal too,
Macedonian voice (Makedonski glas) which is published since 1993. The
Matrix has a very rich publishing history. The following works are worth men-
tioning: Timeline of the Ohrid Archbishopric (Hronologija Ohridske
Arhepiskopije) and Macedonian Prometheuses (Prometeji Makedonski) by
Ognen Bojadžiski, Croatian-Macedonian Literary Connections (Hrvatsko-
Makedonske Književne Veze) by goran Kaloǵera, My Way (Moj Put) by
Liljana Dimova – Petrnel, To see Ohrid, to see Struga (Da vidim Ohrid, Struga
da gledam)—translations of poems by Konstantin Miladinov, translated by
thirteen Croatian poets, prepared by Borislav Pavlovski.16

Furthermore, Macedonians in Croatia have organized church
municipalities of the Macedonian Orthodox Church in Zagreb, Rijeka, Split
and Pula. Under the agreement with the government of the Republic of
Croatia the church is financed through the state budget according to the
number of believers, as reported by the 2001, i.e. 2011 census.

Within the education system in the Republic of Croatia, about 120
students take Macedonian Language and Culture as an optional subject. When
a student selects to study this class, the subject becomes mandatory and the
grade is recorded in the transcript. Instruction of this course is organized in
seven schools (Zagreb, Split, Rijeka, Pula, Osijek, Vukovar and Vinkovci).
Macedonian teachers instruct in these schools. The teacher salaries and all
other expenses are covered by the Republic of Croatia.

The structure of the Macedonian cultural societies define sections of
various type, including folklore, poetry, sports, kids, culinary, etc. The
activities of the Macedonian minority in Croatia are followed by local and
national media, and among them it’s worth pointing out to the multinational
program, called PRISM (PRIZMA), of the Croatian national Television.

In affirmation of the Macedonian tradition, culture and the latest scientific
achievements from Macedonia, in the city of Pula and the Istrian County the
most important role is played by the Macedonian Cultural Forum. The Forum
acts in two directions: one is through the activities of the singers group and
musical ensemble Despina, while the other is through the traditional cultural
festival whose program includes roundtable discussions and scholarly meet-
ings about the distant and the more recent Macedonian national past, in
collaboration with the Institute of national History in Skopje.
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according to the 2001 census 4..270 Macedonians live in the Republic of
Croatia.17 Macedonians amounted for 0.10 percent in the total population. In
all twenty territorial units, or counties, there were Macedonians; most of them
(1315) live in Zagreb. From the following table you can see how the number
of Macedonians living in Croatia changed since World War II:

Table 1: Ethnic Groups Living on the territory of present-day Republic of
Croatia since 193118

a Croatian-Macedonian Society is established in 1993 in Zagreb, and its
first president was the academician Stjepan antoljak. The members of the
Society’s presidency even today are the driving force of the Matrix of
Macedonians in the Republic of Croatia, and contribute largely to the
affirmation of the Macedonian language in Croatia. The main task of the
Society is to establish a close cooperation through which to achieve progress
in mutual cultural, scientific, economic and sporting relations between
Republic of Macedonia and Republic of Croatia. In the framework of the
Society there are Musical, Informational-Publishing, Scientific, economic and
Cultural section.19

In the Republic of Macedonia, according to the 2002 census, there are
2686 citizens describing themselves as Croats, or about 0.1 percent of the total
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population — a proportion similar to that of Macedonians in Croatia. Yet, the
Croatian population is not mentioned in the preamble of the Macedonian
Constitution. Since 1993 the Macedonian-Croatian association operates in
Skopje, and has branches in Bitola, Kičevo, Ohrid and Štip. Former President
Boris Trajkovski was secretary of the Croatian-Macedonian Friendship
association in Skopje until his election to the post of President.20 Within this
association, a Matrix of Croatians in Macedonia was founded in 1996. The
Matrix is funded by membership fees and financial donations from Croatian
firms present on the Macedonian market.

Republic of Croatia, as well as other countries on the Balkan Peninsula,
is a state in which Macedonians are at prominent positions in the political, cul-
tural, scientific and economic spheres. But, Croatia is the only country, where
besides appreciating their contribution, does not dispute their national identity
in any segment of their activity. Rather, the Macedonians in Croatia are
respected everywhere, their culture, tradition and folklore encourage an honest
dose of friendship. It is a situation that has idyllic moments, moments that
represent a rarity in the Balkans, almost always when Macedonians are in a
minority role.
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GJORGIJA ATANASOVSKI:  
A DISTINGUISHED MEMBER OF THE 
MACEDONIAN DIASPORA

SLAVE NIKOLOVSKI-KATIN
Ss. Cyril and Methodius University, Skopje, Macedonia 

Gjorgjija-George Atanasovski or Big George, as usually called among his
friends, is tremendously known, recognized and is an unavoidable figure in the
Macedonian Diaspora. In addition, he is one of the most prosperous
Macedonians worldwide. Although for long period of time George has lived in
Florida, from the day he immigrated to the U.S. his fate has been deeply bound
with the fate and events taking place in Macedonia. George’s nationality is
Macedonian and his religion Christian-Orthodox. He is one of the biggest
activists and defenders of the Macedonian name, especially of the Macedonian
flag of Kutlesh. He is a defender and promoter of the Macedonian history and
honor in the world, especially in North America. In these times of crucifixion
of Macedonia, as Macedonia is not internationally recognized by its constitu-
tional name, he is the one who lays out his views of the possibilities of the
Macedonian commercial, economic, cultural and religious resurgence, and its
further development as a sovereign democratic and independent state in the
Balkans. 

Mr. George-George Atanasovski was born on February 18, 1952 in the
village of Marul near Prilep, Macedonia.  His father’s name was Alekso and
his mother’s Spasija. Since then, George has celebrated his sixty summers of
his tumultuous life, which earned him the title as one of the most successful
Macedonian businessmen in the world. In 1985 he married his wife Kristana,
and they have four sons. In addition to his immediate family, George has a sis-
ter Violet, who is a cardiologist in Florida, and his brother Joseph also known
and recognized in the American business society.

In 1970, George and his brother Jospeh moved to the U.S. Joesph began
his career as an engineer at New York University. After only five years the
brothers formed their own company that would later become a large establish-
ment. Today the headquarters of their company Microflex Inc. are in Ormond
Beach, Florida. Their fully automated plants are situated on over 16 thousand
square meters. In order to meet the needs of world famous companies such as
Ford, Chrysler, GM, General Electrics, NASA and others, they produce top
quality flexible metal products. Recently, the brothers have added one more
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item on their agenda: to open new production plants across America.
Moreover, Mr. George Atanasovski plans to build their first European plant in
Macedonia, in order to meet the demand for their products in the European
Union (EU), other European countries.

However, Big George is also recognized as the most important
Macedonian investor from the Diaspora who invested in his homeland. He is
the founder of the Macedonian international weekly journal “Macedonian
Sun,” “Mak-am” international company, a hotel with a gas station “Sun GA”
in Prilep, the most patriotic television station in Macedonia TV “Sunshine” in
Skopje, the bakery “Zito Prilep” in Prilep, the handball club “Prilep,” among
other investments. He plans to invest his own funds in a new manufacturing
facility in the country. This is why Big George is one of the most prosperous
Macedonians worldwide. Therefore, one can conclude that even though
Gjorgjija-George Atanasovski has lived in the U.S. for a very long time, he has
never been separated from the fate and events in Macedonia. 

In the new American environment, Atanasoski became a member and
later secretary (1974-1980) of one of the oldest Macedonian organizations in
North America - The Macedonian community in New York. The organization
promoted the Macedonian nation, its history and culture. During his work at
this organization, he united the community in New York by sponsoring social
and cultural events, including folk festivals, symposia, poetry evenings, sports
events, etc. He is particularly active in promoting democratic development in
Macedonia. The goal of the organization is to protect the Macedonian name,
flag, constitution, and to promote the recognition of Macedonia as a sovereign
state by all countries in the world. Along with promoting democracy in
Macedonia. in May 1992 Atanasoski focused his efforts on founding the asso-
ciation called World Macedonian Congress (WMC). This association is a
broad organization that focuses on civil society and economic development, as
well as coordinates and provides technical support to NGOs. That same year,
George-George Atanasovski was elected president of the WMC of North
America, one of the most influential Macedonian NGOs worldwide. His work
resulted in WMC humanitarian organization, sponsoring research work in the
field of Macedonian history.

After Macedonia declared independence, Mr. Atanasoski became active-
ly involved in the political scene, while internationally he became one of the
greatest fighters for preservation and care of the national interests of the
Macedonians domestically and abroad, with particular focus on the country’s
economic development.

In order to designate the importance and firm belief in the independent
media, on June 24, 1994 he has co-financed, organized and established the
world’s first Macedonian weekly magazine called “Macedonian Sun.” The
magazine successfully survives in the Macedonian media and is available to
every citizen in the country and the world.

As a result of his political ambitions, Gjorgija - George Atanasoski ran as
an independent candidate for President of the Republic of Macedonia in the
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presidential elections in October 1994. In an extremely short time he collect-
ed the ten thousand signatures, necessary for nomination as a candidate. Even
though all the procedures were completed in record time, the State election
commission concluded that he did not provide the necessary number of signa-
tures. All attempts to prove the contrary were unsuccessful.  

In addition to his first attempt to run for a president, Atanasoski run for
president in 1999 as well. His main goals were to enhance the country’s
democracy, and establish an economic system based on free market principles
and rule of law. The main agenda of his campaign was to accelerate the eco-
nomic and social development of Macedonia. Unfortunately, similar
circumstances prevented him in achieving his vision. 

However, Atanasoski did not give up for the sake of the Macedonian peo-
ple and its better present and future. He continued his activities and as a result,
in January 1996 he initiated the forming of a new political party called
Macedonian Alliance.

The District Court in Skopje was responsible for the registration of the
political parties, and in a court proceeding, in accordance with the legal provi-
sions, decided that: Macedonian Alliance based in Skopje acquired legal
personality and can begin work from March 22, 1996.

Since 1996, Atanasoski has remained leader of the party Macedonian
Alliance. The party is registered in Skopje but has branches in almost all coun-
tries in the world where Macedonians live. Promoting their patriotic views,
Macedonian Alliance has become synonymous with the national struggle of
the Macedonian people. To this end, in 1998 the Macedonian Alliance formed
The National Coalition, which participated in the parliamentary elections.
Unfortunately, the party did not gain a Member of the Parliament because of
the well-known reasons.

However, Macedonian Alliance stubbornly continues with its ambitious
plan to develop the Macedonian economy. For this purpose, the party offers a
hand to all Macedonians and Macedonian minorities to participate in the over-
all prosperity of the state.

The famous Macedonian businessman Gjorgija - George Atanasovski is
even greater humanitarian, donor and patron of many important national and
cultural events in the country and overseas. He provides comprehensive pro-
fessional economic and political analysis of the situation in the country and
beyond.

Gjorgija-George Atanasovski has worked tirelessly for years on the
Macedonian question, united the Macedonian immigrants, and sponsored cul-
tural events such as folk festivals and sports events in the neighboring
countries. He especially cares about the Macedonians in the Aegean and Pirin
part of Macedonia, Macedonians in Mala and Upper Prespa and Albania.

Therefore people rightly say that Big George really is the prototype of the
Macedonians that with his knowledge, intelligence wisdom and scalability has
successfully settled abroad. Driven by his love for Macedonia and its sun, like
Alexander the Great, he has remained active in Macedonia. Twenty years of
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Macedonian independence, he has participated and invested in the economy,
politics, culture, media, social life and social existence of the Macedonian
nation with his whole heart, soul and love. 
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THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN
MACEDONIA AND SERBIA

DejAn MAroLov
“Goce Delcev” University, Faculty of Law, Stip

Introduction and historical background

Geographical proximity and historical circumstances were factors which 
impacted Macedonia and Serbia in one part of their historical past, to share 
the same fate to be under the administration of the ottoman empire. Unlike 
Macedonia, the uprising against ottoman rule in Serbia was successful and it 
gained full autonomy at the very beginning, and later in 1878 independence as 
a gradual process. Macedonia remains under the ottoman empire till 1913, 
when with the Bucharest agreement its territory became seceded between its 
neighbors. The territory of the republic of Macedonia, as it is today, belonged 
to Serbia or later to the Kingdom of SHS.1 Within the Kingdom of SHS, the 
Macedonian nation was not recognized as separate and was called “South-
Serbian”. Howevar, on 11 october 1941 the armed revolution in Macedonia 
against the fascist occupiers began. By starting this revolution, Macedonia 
becomes part of the anti-fascist struggle of the Yugoslav peoples, as a 
building foundation of future Macedonian state within Yugoslavia, which will 
formally be realized with the decisions of ASnoM.2 Common life with other 
Yugoslav peoples in a one-party system, with a planned economy, for 
Macedonia had negative and positive sides. As the most positive side the fact 
is pointed out that, in federal Yugoslavia, Macedonia was a constituent unit, 
and formally equal partner with the other republics. The Macedonian nation 
was recognized as a separate, and Macedonian language became the official 
language in the republic. nearly 50 years of living together, in a federation 
where Macedonians were formally equal partners with other nations, has left 
deep emotions in them. A good part of the Macedonian politicians tried to 
save Yugoslavia and help her transformation in some other form until the last 
minute, what was also the expression of will of the big part of the population, 
according to Ackermann (1999):

A poll in April 1991, for example, indicated that 60 percent of Macedonian’s
population preferred a restructured Yugoslavia of sovereign republics.

Furthermore, according to Mirchev (2006), there were even some leading ana-
lysts from Slovenia that in 1989 wrote that the Macedonians were not mature 
enough for an independent state. 
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Such mood in Macedonia was often interpreted as pro-Serbian, or as 
absence of sufficient self-awareness for their own state. However we must 
note that although there was obviously pro-Yugoslavian feeling in Macedonia, 
it is not the same with pro-Serbian feeling. 

Whatever the feelings and desires of the Macedonians were, the historical 
circumstances in the given moment dictated other play rules; according to 
Ackermann (1999) the suspension of negotiations and the next secession of 
Slovenia and Croatia on 25 june have tied the hands of Bosnia and 
Herzegovina and Macedonia, which were more dependent on Belgrade than 
the northern republics.

Macedonia and B&H were in a similar position. The political leaderships 
of both republics thought that best for their future would be finding some form 
and shape to continue the existence of Yugoslavia by finding a middle way 
between confederal requirements of Slovenia and Croatia and Belgrade, that 
was in its pro-central mood. namely, it is about the Gligorov-Izedbegovik 
platform, which was not accepted by the other republics. The decision of 
Slovenia and Croatia for their declarations of independence and their 
decisively leaving the Yugoslav federation practically reduced the 
possibilities of B&H and Macedonia on only two options. This is the 
viewpoint of Ackermann (1999), according to whom Macedonia was faced 
with two clear options, independence or remaining under Serbian domination. 
Although it was logical that both republics will choose  independence rather 
than remain in a mini Yugoslav federation which will be dominated by 
Serbians, however it was not so easily feasible. namely, the two republics had 
borders with neighbors who had pretensions towards them, while both 
republics were faced with the problem of denying the existence of their largest 
ethnic communities. While Serbia and Croatia had territorial pretensions 
against B&H, the territory of geographical—ethnic Macedonia was already 
subject of allocation between its neighbors in 1913. At the same time, 
although in the existence of nearly half-century of federation the existence of 
the Muslims in B&H as religious—ethnical group was not disputed, nor the 
Macedonians as people of Macedonia, however, with the dissolution of the 
Federation some old Serbian ambitions revived again. Thus, for certain circles 
in Serbia, Muslims in B&H were nothing but a Muslim Serbs, and 
Macedonians just south - Serbians. In terms of Macedonia, it should be 
pointed out that this denial was by Bulgaria as well, and that it considered 
Macedonians as western -Bulgarian. Mixed composition of population was 
also a common problem for both of republics (much more expressed in B&H 
though, where none of the ethnic communities alone did  form a majority of 
51%). Finally, the presence of the YnA in both republics represented a threat 
because of the possibility of its reaction, like in the case with the Slovenian 
declaration of independence. The fear among Macedonians was because of 
the thought that insistence on secession can cause an action of thirty-six 
thousands of Yn army stationed in the country. The same could provoke 
further alienation of forty-five thousand Serb minorities as Macedonian 
citizens.
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In such circumstances, the decision on declaration of independence was 
not an easy decision for both republics. However in a given historical moment 
when it became clear that Yugoslavia will no longer exist, Macedonia correct-
ly chose the path of independence. Practically with this it can deny the 
allegations of pro-Serbian position of Macedonia and pro-Serb feelings among 
the Macedonian people. By voting for independence instead of staying in a 
mini-dominated Serbian federation, Macedonia and Macedonians actually 
showed that when they talk about preservation of Yugoslavia actually were in 
pro-Yugoslavian mood and not in pro-Serbian, because at the moment when 
Yugoslavia could not survive as such, Macedonia decided for 
independence. Thus, Macedonia and B&H are opting to follow the path of 
Slovenia and Croatia. The foundation for Macedonian independence was 
established with the democratic declared will of the people on the referendum 
on 8 September 1991. (Trifunovska, 1994) The referendum took 75% of the 
total population in the country with the right to vote. of these 75%, even 95%
responded positively to the referendum issue.3 The referendum question itself 
reflects the complication of the current situation. The referendum question 
was: “Are you for sovereign and independent state of Macedonia, with the 
right to enter into a future union of sovereign states of Yugoslavia?” The 
question was carefully chosen and although once it was subject of criticism 
because of its second part, yet from the present perspective, proved to be 
correctly chosen question that made referendum successful and less 
provocative. After the successful referendum on 17 September, the 
Declaration of Independence of Macedonia was adopted, and on 20 
September the Constitution of republic of Macedonia was declared. These 
procedures on a completely democratically way laid the foundation for 
establishing the independent republic of Macedonia with its own army, its 
own currency, and all other attributes of an independent state. However there 
were two national minorities that boycotted the referendum. There was a 
significant difference between Serbian and Albanian minority in Macedonia. 
The Serb minority was far less numerous, somewhere less than 2% of the total 
population according to official statistics. Yet at the same time both minorities 
had something in common and that was speculating with their real number in 
order to use this for political purposes. Just like Albania, Serbia too did not 
recognize the official number of Serbs living in Macedonia. 

Serbia insists on special status of its minority that they claim to amount to 300,
00- 400.000 people (out of population of 2 million), even though, according
to the official data, only 40,000 Serbs live in Macedonia and enjoy all the
usual minority rights. (Mirchev 2006) 

Still the possible danger was not arising from the relatively small Serbian
minority number i.e. the potential danger to the security of Macedonia did not
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come from there, size expressed in numbers. regardless of the percentage, the 
fact was that the Serbs decide to boycott the referendum, and with this there 
was a danger of repeating the same scenario as in Croatia or to proclaim their 
own state within a state. Their strength consisted in the fact that the YnA was 
increasingly controlled by Serbia and therefore they had the military power to 
implement such a plan. The possible danger from Serbia was much more real 
threat to the security of Macedonia due to the existence of a powerful military 
force in the hands of Belgrade. However, as it was written, the YnA left 
Macedonia without a single bullet fired. During an international conference 
on former Yugoslavia, the Macedonian state leadership reaches compromise 
with ethnic Serb leadership (Ackermann 1999). In this way, a part of the 
Serbian threat for the security of Macedonia was removed although Serbia 
(Yugoslavia) still refused to recognize Macedonia and the danger for possible 
return of the Yugoslav army in Macedonia was still there. The existence of 
aggressive regime of Milosevic in Serbia and his tendency to make Serbia a 
regional superpower were not the best bases for building an equal relationship 
between the largest former Yugoslav and most powerful military republic of 
Serbia and the small and virtually without military power republic of 
Macedonia. In fact we can say that relations between Serbia and Macedonia 
throughout the era of Milosevic were not relations of mutual respect between 
two equal independent states, but completely opposite. relationships have 
been building under constant threat and fear of unpredictable regime from 
Belgrade, or according to vital (1971) 

The military force is not all in relations between state, but where there is
capacity and willingness is to use it, overshadows everything else. The very
possibility of for using it use is sufficient to transform the perspective of pol-
icy makers and to change the expected value of —the calculation—of all other
relevant factors.(...) (Translation by D.M.)

Serbian reactions and positions on the 
Macedonian declaration of independence 

The first reactions in Serbia on occasion of proclamation of independence of 
the republic of Macedonia were different and can be generally divided in two 
groups. The first group consisted of people with more rational attitudes; these 
are the politicians who correctly recognized the reality of existence of 
Macedonian state and the fact that Serbia “gave up”  vardar Macedonia with 
the creation of Avnoj (Anti-Fascist Council of the People’s Liberation of 
Yugoslavia) Yugoslavia and also recognized the uniqueness of Macedonian 
people and language. The second group was composed of pro-nationalistic cir-
cles which still tend to see Macedonia as “southern Serbia” and the 
Macedonians as “Southserbs”. Pretty illustrative is the following: 

The Premier (Milan Panic) raised the issue in front of the federal government
for recognition of Slovenia and Macedonia from Yugoslavia. The govern-
ment accepted the proposal for Slovenia, and Panic had a heated debate with
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the President from that time Dobrica Cosic in which Cosic said: Well you do
not know what you are doing, it is our people and our country, and we are not
allowed to play with what Serbian army in history had shed blood! Then he
spoke of the Balkan Wars: That part of Macedonia belongs to us and why
should we now recognize an independent state and all in that spirit...
(Gligorov 2001)

(Translation by D.M.). The excerpt depicts the existence of two streams in 
Serbia in the early 90s regarding the recognition of Macedonian 
independence. The Prime Minister required a rather european move by 
Yugoslavia, by recognizing the independence of Slovenia and Macedonia. 
Such unconditional recognition would have been basis for building good 
relations between both countries and would certainly impact positively the 
image of Yugoslavia /Serbia. However, this did not happen just because of the 
opposition by the second group, embodied in President Cosic in concrete 
example. The existence of two streams is reflected in the following two 
contradictory moves by official representatives of Yugoslavia, too. So 
according to the head of the Yugoslav diplomacy in Panic’s government, it 
was said: 

It is necessary to normalize the relations with Macedonia and it should be
recognized (...) and for Yugoslavia the name Macedonia is not a problem
because it’s their name. (Gligorov 2001) (Translation by D.M.). 

In parallel with this statement was also the statement given by then-President
of Yugoslavia Dobrica Cosic who in writing to his Greek counterparts said that
“Yugoslavia will not recognize Macedonia.” (Gligorov 2001)” (Translation by
D.M.)

Unfortunately for the Serbian-Macedonian relations, just a day before the
new Year’s eve in 1993 the Assembly of Yugoslavia voted for no confidence
of Panic’s government. Practically this means destroying the opportunities for
quick recognition. The situation with the recognition of Macedonia and Serbia
stagnates and Serbia/Yugoslavia was not considering seriously the recognition
of Macedonia until 1995. 

The existence of its own army, or the nonexistence of a foreign army or
the nonexistence of parallel armies within a national territory of a state is a
prerequisite for the existence of real and full sovereignty. Throughout history
and even today there are examples of internationally recognized states with
foreign forces on its territory.  For such countries the problem is primarily in
their inner element. They have the existence of parallel armies on its territory,
but also, at the same time, they are internationally recognized. But for
Macedonia, in the first days of its independence, we can say that its full sov-
ereignty has been troubled both inside and outside, meaning there was a
double problem. namely, the republic was not internationally recognized,
while there were foreign troops on its territory. regarding YnA, it is signifi-
cant to mention that from the moment of Macedonian leaving of the federation
it became a foreign army of an independent Macedonian territory. Although
the YnA was officially federal army it was more and more Serb-
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dominated. That same YnA was still recruiting Macedonian soldiers who
were practically fighting for Serb interests at the fronts in Croatia. In fact, the
first victim of war in Croatia was a soldier with Macedonian nationality, who
was on his military service in Split. The existence of such a situation there is
not a feature of an independent state. To strengthen the sovereignty and con-
firmed its independence, the young Macedonian republic had to find a way
for YnA to leave the country. (Hayward, Gurr & rupesinghe 2001)

After Parliament voted that the Serbian dominated Yugoslav People’s Army
should leave, Gligorov negotiated an agreement whereby it completely
pulled out by April 1992.

The President of republic of Macedonia managed to negotiate a peaceful
withdrawal of the YnA from Macedonian territory. However, Macedonia
declared independence on 17 September 1991 and YnA remained in
Macedonia until April, 1992. The disruption of Macedonian sovereignty by
the YnA in this period caused many debates. Macedonian political leadership
was faced with the challenge to deal with a foreign army on its territory. There
was already Slovenian and Croatian experience with the same
problem. Macedonia chose not to follow their example. Thus, apart from
Slovenia and Croatia, that after the proclamation of independence considered
YnA as an occupying army and started fighting with it in order to expel it,
Macedonia has chosen a peaceful path, even at the expense of its sovereign-
ty. Finally, in April 1992 YnA voluntarily and peacefully left the Macedonian
territory. Thus the initial criticism and opposition demands for the YnA, fol-
lowing the example of Slovenia and Croatia, proved to be unjustified and a
military conflict was avoided. This certainly was a great success for the
Macedonian political leadership. In one hand the goal was achieved—YnA
left the Macedonian territory and on the other hand this was done without mil-
itary confrontation like in other Yugoslav republics. This outcome was not
only products of the success of the Macedonian political leadership. What else
was it about? The real reasons for the withdrawal of Serb – dominated YnA
was not because there was too much of a mutual respect between Macedonia
and Serbia / Yugoslav army, nor too good Macedonian diplomatic activity. But
also, leaving the federal army was not meant to provide automatic recognition
of Macedonia’s independence from Belgrade. 

(…) the only peaceful secession that has occurred in Yugoslavia was not
achieved simply by Gligorov’s tactful diplomatic style and acumen. (…)  The
Yugoslav Army’s (YPA) withdrew from Macedonia, began a few weeks
before Bosnia’s independence declaration of sovereignty in March 1992,
which was followed by heavy fighting there. Milosevic has decided he actu-
ally could not afford both to keep troops in Macedonia and to fight the
Bosnian war.”(Hayward, Gurr & rupesinghe 2001).

Actually it is about a tactical maneuver of President Milosevic who calculat-
ed that the further storage of military troops in Macedonia becomes
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meaningless in a situation when a huge Bosnian conflict is expected where a
big part of the population is Serbs. At the same time the withdrawal of the
YnA did not have to be permanent at all, but only temporarily. Following that
logic of thinking, YnA could later come back in Macedonia ether voluntarily
or violently.  

He (Milosevic) apparently concluded that he could let Macedonia go for time
being, without necessarily giving up on its later becoming part of a Greater
Serbia. Because the YPA took every weapon and piece of equipment it could
carry and destroyed the rest, the new Macedonian state was defenseless.
Milosevic believed that Macedonia, left economically dependent and
exposed to the depredations of what were known as the ‘three wolves’
(Albania, Bulgaria and Greece), would crawl back to Serbian
protection. (Hayward, Gurr & rupesinghe 2001).

Milosevic’s strategy was based on the fact that the withdrawal of the YnA
(with full military equipment) would leave Macedonia totally without defense
against its neighbors, who, historically, have claims for its territory. Following
this logic, Macedonia itself will require protection from its Serb neighbors and
voluntarily will request inclusion in the new Serb-dominated mini-federation,
in which Macedonia will have some kind of autonomy. The second scenario
predicts a new division of Macedonia where Serbia, would take part on
force. That Macedonia was left practically without any defense, claims
Phillips also (2004) 

(…) the Yugoslav Army adopted a virtual scorched earth policy, destroying
or removing facilities and equipment that was the property of the
Macedonian Territorial Defense(...) even military hospitals and stores build-
ings were withdrawn when the jnA pulled out.

Not only did  YnA withdraw with its entire equipment and tried to make 
everything it left behind useless, but it did the same thing with Macedonia’s 
territorial defense, which consciously was directed in leaving Macedonia 
totally without defense.

Another possible reason for voluntary withdrawal of YnA may be
required in creating a buffer zone through the “independent” Macedonia,
which would still be dependent on Serbia, and through that would realized cer-
tain kinds of violations of Un possible embargoes and enabling supply
to Serbia. However, whatever the motives of Milosevic or the Yugoslav army
were, the actual withdrawal from the Macedonian territory meant instant vic-
tory for Macedonia’s independence and the establishment of complete
integrity and sovereignty of the Macedonian territory over which de facto
were no more foreign troops.

The withdrawal of the YnA and this initial Macedonian victory could eas-
ily be of a temporary nature. Practically, the independence of Macedonia, at
any time, could be prejudiced by a decision brought from Belgrade, and with
the help of the powerful Yugoslav army. Such insecurity on, practically non-
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recognized by Belgrade, northern border of Macedonia, was a constant danger
and threat to Macedonia’s territorial integrity and sovereignty. Macedonia
infrastructural looking was a way subordinated to the former capital. 

(…) nearly all of Macedonia’s communications links, by rail or by telephone,
were routed through Serbia and Belgrade. (Phillips 2004).

In situation like this the construction of relations between Skopje and Belgrade
were never placed on equal grounds, like between two independent states, but
it was constant accompanied by the element of possible threat of a stronger
side, which in this case was Belgrade. About the attitude of Milosevic to the
rights of the Macedonian people for their own state Phillips (2004) states

Milosevic was outraged by Macedonia declaring independence, accusing
Skopje of “stabbing him the back. 

Accordingly, Milosevic believed that Macedonia itself by “having the
nerve” to become independent, turns it back on him. With the fact that
Macedonia did not want to stay in Serb-dominated Yugoslavia shows
“ungratefulness”.

regarding the Macedonian political leadership, most of the literature takes
the line that in many ways there was much more—in its pro-Serb views rather
than the other Yugoslav republics—Slovenia, Croatia and even B&H. Gligorov
also often is described as a close person to Milosevic. Yet despite this view in
the literature one must not forget that Macedonia still opted for independence
and the “familiarity” with Serbia was actually a choice for a neutral way where
the powerful northern neighbor should not be irritated.

But Macedonia will have never be independent if it has a vassal relation-
ship to Belgrade and if it lives constantly under a threat of possible
intervention by the Yugoslav army. Therefore, the withdrawal of the YnA was
not sufficient to insure the independency and sovereignty of
Macedonia. Additional measure was needed. That kind of a measure was
found in the resolution 743/93 of the Un, about setting UnProFor troupes
at Macedonian borders. These troops were in a small number and with strict-
ly limited mandate. Contrary to common conception, they were not mandated
to defend a possible invasion to Macedonia, but they were only for monitor-
ing and reporting about the situation on the northern and western Macedonian
border. This was an initiative launched by the Macedonian authorities and rep-
resented a crucial move for at least two matters. First, and perhaps most
important one, is that these troops were primarily composed of USA sol-
diers. This shows the beginning of rapprochement between Macedonia and the
United States in one hand, despite the termination of relationships and subor-
dination to Belgrade, from the other side. At some level this was a surprise to
many who were seeing Gligorov like a person close to Milosevic, but Milcin
(1996) according to Ackermann said: (1999) 
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(…) Gligorov maintained close ties with USA Ambassador Zimmermann
and, through him, with the United States. 

Secondly, this move meant a kind of recognition of independence of the
republic by the international community and finally American dominated
UnProFor troops sent a signal to all the neighbors of Macedonia who may
have certain claims on its territory.

So the departure of the YnA and sending UnProFor troupes were the
most important events that strengthened the fragile Macedonian independence
and sovereignty.

Major issues

In Belgrade in April 1996 both countries signed the agreement on regulating
mutual relations by the foreign ministers.4 Finally, almost 5 years after the
proclamation of independence of Macedonia relations between the two neigh-
bors became normalized and diplomatic relations at ambassadorial level5 were
established. The recognition of Macedonia was a positive step. But in reality
it came to a moment where no other option was available for Serbia anymore.
Giving recognition so late opens several questions and concerns about the pos-
sible intentions and calculations of Milosevic about Macedonia. occasional
incidents on the Macedonian-Yugoslav border, speculations with the number
of Serbs in Macedonia, the semi-public diplomacy with Greece about
Macedonia’s future have raised doubts about Milosevic’s intentions towards
Macedonia. However the presence of UnProFor troops on the Macedonian
northern border and Serbia’s preoccupation with the wars in Croatia and B&H
seems to have been key factors in deterring Milosevic from beginning of pos-
sible adventures in Macedonia.

With the recognition of Macedonia and the normalization of the relations
between the two neighbors none of the major questions were closed. There
were other two major issues that had capacity to destabilize the rM above all.
First, after recognition, remained open the question of demarcation of the for-
mer administration and now inter-state border between Macedonia and Serbia.
This has to be done only with Serbia because the rest borders of Macedonia
were already precisely determined and marked on the ground as southern bor-
der of the former Yugoslavia. Second, although Serbia officially recognized
independent Macedonia and formally did not deny the specificity of its nation
and its language, the SoC (Serbian orthodox Church) refused to recognize the
MoC (Macedonian orthodox Church). namely SoC treated MoC as its part,
in the same way like in the time when the vardar part of Macedonia was
“southern Serbia”. Prolonging to resolve these problematic issues by

The relaTions beTween MaceDonia anD serbia 347

4 Frckovski from Macedonia and Milutinovic from Fr Yugoslavia.
5 For first ambassador of rM in Sr Yugoslavia was appointed Slavko Milosavlevski

and the first ambassador of Federal republic of Yugoslavia in Macedonia was Zoran
janachkovich.



Milosevic gives us the right to doubt in certain rear intentions and deliberate-
ly keeping these potential destabilizing moments open that at certain moments 
could be activated. Thus, we can only speculate about the interest which 
Milosevic had with leaving the border question opened. Whether it could be 
future requests for certain changes in the former administrative border, or it 
would have some role in the future solving of the Kosovo issue and so on. 
Whatever the motives and speculation are, one thing is for sure, the demarca-
tion of the border, and although classified as a matter of purely technical 
nature it was devilishly hard work. It was actually one of the bitterest issues 
for the Macedonian foreign policy. Macedonia had to negotiate with Belgrade 
in an official instance, but Kosovo asked to be involved too. Belgrade 
opposed this because for them Kosovo was not a state so it cannot be official 
negotia-tion party. on the other hand Kosovo authorities threatened that will 
not respect any agreement between Skopje and Belgrade if they are not 
included in this process too. This condition has put Macedonia in very hard 
situation. Coincidentally or not, the military conflict in Macedonia from 
2001broke out immediately after the agreement between Macedonia and Sr 
Yugoslavia about marking the border.

The second open issue was the issue of constant denial position of SoC
towards the autocephalous status of Macedonian orthodox Church. If the bor-
der issue was qualified as purely technical issue, then this issue was qualified
by Milosevic as a religious and not interstate. Treating the issue as a matter
with religious character also continued after the era of Milosevic in Serbia and
was slowly accepted by Macedonian side too. The basis of this claim is in the
constitutions of both states in which it is stated that religion / church is sepa-
rated from the state. According to this whenever somebody asked for resolving
of this issue on state level, it was simply said that politicians cannot influence
the SoC because the church is separated from the state. The constitutional pro-
visions for separation of church from state in both states are undisputed. But
we do not agree that this issue is of a purely religious nature. It is rather a par-
ticularly sensitive issue with deep historical roots that can affect the relations
between Serbia and Macedonia. In reality, very little was missing to break out
an interstate incident when SoC banned officially celebration of the holiday
Ilinden in the monastery “Prohor Pcinski”6 and removed all signs indicating
that in this monastery the Macedonian state was founded or when there’re
some incidents with the unrecognized Archdiocese of vranishkovski... In our
believe, keeping this issue under the carpet hides a possible danger and possi-
ble generator of future instabilities in Macedonia that can certainly be
reflected in the Macedonian-Serbian relations and can very easily get out of
the context of “religious” issue.

The following are some positive actions to stimulate
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building future relations between Serbia and Macedonia:

♦ Firstly, mutual recognition of existence of minorities in both countries. In
any of the republics, there is certain number of ethnic minority members,
who are actual majority members the other neighboring republic. That
means that in rM there are citizens, members of the Serbian ethnic
minority and in Serbia and there are citizens of Macedonian ethnic ori-
gin. In both countries, these minorities are recognized and enjoy the
usual minority rights. In rM Serbs are even mentioned in the
Constitution. Serbs themselves by organizing into political parties and
their participation in coalition governments that are typical of Macedonia
are often part of the highest executive in the country. In Serbia, other-
wise, the Macedonians have generally satisfactory level of respect of
their minority rights, especially in vojvodina, more concretely in jabuka.

♦ Secondly, the recognition of Macedonia under its constitutional name,
despite the pressures by Greece. This move was quite reasonable and
expected. This is especially true because Macedonia and the
Macedonians were named as Macedonia and Macedonians by Belgrade
officially for nearly 50 years during the common federation. Thus, a pos-
sible recognition of Macedonia under references or provisional names
would be funny, but for a situation in which was Macedonia even tragic
if only one of its four neighbors would recognize it under its constitution-
al name. Therefore this move of Belgrade had exceptional importance for
Macedonia.

♦ Thirdly, at the height of the Kosovo crisis and nATo bombing of Serbia,
various calculations were made for a possible ground offensive by
nATo. Despite the fact that republic of Macedonia had a powerful
Albanian party in the coalition government, despite the fact that it
aspired to join nATo, yet it build a very principled position that was also
a gesture of friendship towards Serbian people. The position of
Macedonia was that it will not allow its territory to be used to attack any
of its neighbors.

As a bigger disruption in the relations between Serbia and Macedonia the 
moment of recognition of the independence of Kosovo by Macedonia togeth-
er with Montenegro would be emphasized. After this move, Belgrade 
officially reacted by expelling the Macedonian and Montenegrin ambassador 
from Serbia. Yet re-normalization of relations between the two countries 
happened  shortly afterwards.

Perspectives and final remarks

It can be concluded that there are no open questions7 between both neighbors.

The relaTions beTween MaceDonia anD serbia 349

7 If we exclude the problem SoC MoC, considered as religious problem.



Most of Macedonia’s infrastructure connections lead through Serbia further
on, there is also an economic cooperation, numerous family and friendly con-
nections between ordinary people - citizens of both countries, the dissolution
between this two neighbors was done without conflict and so on. All this gives
hope and a good basis for improving the future relations between the two
neighbors. After all, if Serbia could improve its relations with Croatia and
work together on joint projects such as infrastructure connections with the old
Yugoslav railway, for instance, then why Macedonia could not promote its
relations with Serbia even more? However, the euro-Atlantic integration of
both countries would be the most reliable guarantee of peace in the region and
cooperation between the two countries. In this context both countries as one of
the priorities in its foreign policies have the membership in the eU, but it is
not the case with joining nATo by Serbia. Serbia’s reasons to doubt are under-
standable. just few years earlier that alliance bombed Serbia. The refusal to
nATo-integration by Serbia in short-term will not have any serious conse-
quences, but in long-term certain consequences are possible to follow.
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MACEDONIAN DIASPORA
VIEWS AND THOUGHTS

Mišo Netkov
University Goce Delcev, Shtip

It is the duty of all educated Macedonians to hunt for every piece
of Macedonian heritage, to find it no matter where hidden – under
any disguise, however modified, and to return its true appearance,
and thus the new nation would gain depth, dimension and spirit.

Stoyan Hristov

this profound philosophy is the thinking of our famous expatriate, writer and
Senator in the U.S., who spent almost all his life outside of his homeland.
Consequently one may rightly agree with the premise that “nobody loves his
homeland more than the immigrant who left his homeland.”

Looking from an anthropological, or any other perspective, every human 
being is authentic and unique, and based on its uniqueness; one can justify the 
right that each individual and community defines life in its own measure, i.e. 
the measure of its identity and individuality. Hence a universal moral 
principles are derived that simply tell people to exercise their confessional and 
many other national characteristics reflecting their being and character. At the 
same time, within their individuality, they should endeavor to be tolerant of 
those different from themselves in the community and the environment. one 
should be governed by the principle to not treat others the way one wouldn’t 
what to be treated. one may conclude, this is the basis of the social and indi-
vidual life, and it stems from the life of every person as an individual. 

one syndrome that has been part of every human being from the moment 
of creation and has had negative consequences, and it has been not only dom-
inant but aggressive as well. Namely, it is the characteristic of rivalry or 
comparison. this condition lives within each individual and is one of the main 
axes that move in every individual ‘s life. As a result of this phenomenon, it 
has been a historic challenge for civilizations and cultures to integrate and to 
survive. Leading a harmonious life while achieving own self-interest has been 
seen as an art of living and ideal. Based on these assumptions, as many would 
say are axioms, the issue of emigration in general, as a multilayered 
phenomenon of the nineteenth and early twentieth century and is still present 
today, is extremely complex and multifaceted.

the philosophy and sociology of life point out to a complex set of feel-
ings created when people are separated from their customs and habits. the
attempt to forget their ancestors, relatives and friends, religious and memorial
rituals, as well as those rituals accompanying the sad and the happy moments
that existed in the old country, and to simply inhabit a new environment, a
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space where other rules apply with a different culture are very complex psy-
chological and sociological phenomenon from every scientific view. However,
the very socio-economic conditions are the most common reason people choose
to leave their homeland. And what happens when one leaves his homeland? the
deeply embedded cultural habits carried with oneself, become scarce, and with-
in the new environment, one tries to protect them from all external influences
and pressures that exist in a new environment. At the same time, under the pres-
sures of education, politics and remarkable media propaganda designed to
assimilate and to remove everything you own and install a new spirit, new
ideas, prevailing in the new environment. imagine the psychological shock
these processed pose to a person. Simply creates a stir within the person. What
to do? What follows is a gradual assimilation to the new values, in the new
environment, and in the new homeland. Contrarily, there is a possibility to
become ghettoized and isolated from what one must accept.  in this case, one
economically regresses and is vulnerable to the strategic campaign designed by
the society to assimilate to the new environment. At the end of the day, there
are only two choices possible: to either adapt or leave the new country.

in order to assist the new immigrants to adapt in the new environment, the
domicile country by way through organized forms (usually by small govern-
ment agencies, such as the emigration Agency in the Republic of Macedonia),
offer ways to not forget their identity and values   by organizing various cultur-
al activities.

the development path of the Macedonian Diaspora in Australia, Canada,
the U.S. and the Western european countries, proportionally coincides with
the developments in the Balkans, and even more with the course of events sur-
rounding Macedonia. Most indicators show that the biggest percentages of
immigrants form Macedonia were forced to leave due to economic hardship,
but also often by political reasons. they immigrated in search of peace, tran-
quility and material security.

According to tanaskova1 it is difficult to determine precisely when, 
where and how our first immigrants went. even today, there is not a rel-evant 
statistical data from which one can conclude how many Macedonians live 
across the world. However, we do know that Macedonians can be found from 
Alaska to Argentina, from Sweden to Cape of Good Hope, from Russian 
Siberia to distant New Zealand. Whether in smaller or larger groups, colonies, 
settlements, villages, farms and urban cities, Macedonians of first, second, 
third and even fourth generations already, can be found everywhere.2

in this paper, i will attempt to address the Macedonian organizational
structure in respect of emigration, informing the immigrants about the current
affairs, and some of our established cultural and economic ambassadors.
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When it comes to the Macedonian immigrant population (only recently 
adopted the term Diaspora), i have a feeling the Macedonian state and institu-
tions, instead of closely following the positive and negative developments 
taking place outside the home state, they have marginalized its importance. 
Why do i claim this assertion? As a part of former Yugoslavia, Macedonians 
did not have the opportunity (with few exceptions) to exhibit any national 
characteristic in an organized way.  their activity was reduced to folklore and 
songs, maybe in a form of a poem at a literary club, or football matches. there 
was a clear lack of activities, which could have long-term social implications 
(i speak from personal experience3). Later on, when the Yugoslav Community 
fell apart, the Macedonian Diaspora began timidly (especially in the european 
countries, unlike North America) to seriously organize itself. the first activi-
ties among the Macedonian Diaspora revolved around collecting financial aid, 
vaccines and other medical supplies that were necessary for our hospitals. 
Furthermore, the drive for organization derived from a patriotic emotional 
charge around the protests taking place against the imposed name issue with 
Greece. During those several years, i had the chance to travel often to 
Germany, Denmark, Finland and Sweden and followed almost all activities of 
our emigrants who showed a remarkable organization. those organized man-
ifestations in particular were best coordinated where the political party 
vMRo-DPMNe had established branches such as Munich, kassel, 
Nuremberg, Berlin, Dusseldorf, Cologne, Hannover, Bonn and other cities, 
homes to large Macedonian communities.4

i responsibly claim that all the above-mentioned activities were initiated
and organized by activists of vMRo. However, there were activities whose
initiators were patriots—individuals as carriers of numerous humanitarian
activities. in this paper, i would like recognize some of them. Among the more
active at that time were trajče Nedanovski in Munich, Atanas Banjanski in
Hanover, Mane Jakovlevski in Berlin, Dr. Lukar and his wife Mimoza in
Munich, Dr. Shuntov of ingelshtat, kire klenkovski in Malmö, trajan the
president of the Pelister from trelleborg and others. one question, however,
deserves an answer and a much more serious approach. in contrast to the
efforts by the Macedonian Diaspora to get closer to the current affairs in
Macedonia, twenty since the independence of the Republic of Macedonia, the
state still does not have a serious strategy towards its immigrants, emigration,
with a clear content and direction. there are only a so-called “Home of the
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immigrants” (private association) and a so-called “immigration Agency” that
exists within the Ministry of Foreign Affairs. However, if one asks them what
are their successes and their specific activities, they wouldn’t be able to point
them out.  the only purpose of their existence is to be able to say that just like
all other countries, we also have some sort of establishments that nurtures the
relationship with their immigrants. 

i believe our neighboring countries take the Diasspora matters much 
more seriously. our neighboring countries find strength, social and economic 
support from their Diasporas. in order to stay closer to their multi-layer 
immigrant corps, they have found multiple ways to build bridges. i would like 
to add a personal note: what was the purpose for the halted publication of the 
Diaspora newspaper Macedonia? this newspaper played a linking role in the 
absence of other factors. today this publication is in electronic form, and it is 
not clear who its target audience is. the printed version of the newspaper 
Macedonia, left a significant trace material, and it provided a physical proof 
of the existence of the Macedonian nation. in addition, this newspaper was the 
subject of multidisciplinary scientific research.

More then twenty years since the independence, and if today one inquires
any of the institutions responsible for Diaspora affairs about any specific data
including: Diaspora concentrations, specific figures, regional origin, sexual
affiliation, educational level, involvement in the civil society (such as business
and cultural circles) – one wouldn’t find any answers. therefore, we lack seri-
ous data on how many and where Macedonians live abroad. 

As a comparison, even during the times of the ottoman empire, the turks
in their census notes had collected more information about the Raya then what
our statistical bureaus collect today.  Apart from the numbers provided by the
Macedonian orthodox Church (MoC), which is probably the best-organized
segment of the Diaspora, all other indicators are only assumptions.  in his
Diaspora Symposium Dr. Lazar Lazarov claims the following data: 300,000
Macedonians in Australia, 200-250,000 Macedonians in Canada, 200-250,000
Western europe, and 50,000 in South America. Furthermore, he claims there
are about three million Macedonians in neighboring Bulgaria, and 200,000 of
them inhabited the region of Burgas after the First World War.5 According to
the French Foreign Minister, in March 1924 there were 500,000 Macedonians
living in Bulgaria. Moreover, the turkish–Bulgarian treaty of october 15,
1923 states there is population that does not feel either Bulgarian or Serbian,6

but rather Macedonian in the following figures:  1,200,000 in Bulgaria,
300,000 in Greece, 250, 000 in Albania, over 150,000 in Yugoslavia (mostly
spread around Belgrade), and in the Central and eastern european countries
such as Hungary, the Czech Republic, Slovakia, Romania Poland, Russia,

5 Diplomatic archives, Paris, sub-series, Yugoslavia, vol.33. U.S. State Department
Report in March 1949, page 20 is subtitled the “Macedonian question” and describes
the census in Macedonians and the natural geographic and ethnic boundaries.

6 Nantes, Fond. Roma Serie, vol.547 Paris, 1923.
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Uzbekistan and other countries of the former Soviet Union. these are the only 
figures available, taken from the only symposium written on the topic of 
Macedonian Diaspora. the only accurate data available is from the 
Macedonian orthodox churches abroad—they collect careful data about their 
followers. in many senses, the MoC is pivotal in the preserving of the 
Macedonian identity. the churches are the only places where by way of 
language and history schools, literary sections, and sports associations the 
Macedonian identity is preserved. 

the second issue that i would like to address is the information that reach-
es the members of our Diaspora. there are a dozens of Macedonian radio 
stations in North America and europe. However, no clear program, schedule, 
guidelines, code or strategy can be found among these radio stations. the per-
sonnel of these radio stations are mostly unqualified journalists who are 
unaware of the role they have been assigned to bear—the burden and 
responsibility of journal-ism. the information passed along is not 
synchronized i.e. does not come from a single source (such as state agencies), 
but rather from individual sources, usu-ally the owner of the media (largely 
determined by party membership). As a result, one event is interpreted 
differently by different sources, and community members are confused and 
disturbed by misinformation. When it comes to print-ed media, there are only 
few newspapers in the U.S., Canada and europe, funded by individuals, fail to 
retain the attention of their readers. television, on the other hand, in my 
opinion does not even exist in europe or in America. Not even once has the 
government asked whether there is a need of a journal that would deal 
exclusively with informing the Diaspora about the current affairs. Unlike 
Macedonia, our neighbors the Serbs, Croats, Greeks and recently the 
Bulgarians have more and better media designed to inform the Diaspora about 
the events taking place at the domicile state. the Macedonian State 
television, in particu-lar myself with my colleague Aida Nikolovska, funded 
by sponsors and our own contribution, had the chance to visit all Macedonian 
clubs, churches and sever-al individuals and produced several documentaries 
about their life abroad. However, that was not a serious and organized 
mission. i used to have hope that perhaps things would develop into a single 
media source. But all the work was to no avail, and we did not gain any 
support by the current government. Later, we tried to gain support by the 
Diaspora members in the U.S. where we repeat-edly tried to arrange a 
conference to gather the businessmen from Chicago, toronto, Detroit, ohio, 
New Jersey, New York, Florida, California, indiana and other places7. We 
ersistently tried, but it all came down to few phone conver-sations, and no 
conference or meeting.8

 7 i had prepared an outstanding program for engaging renowned expatriates (business-
men and cultural figures), confirmed by the power structures in the countries they
live. 

8 Several people helped me in my efforts. Namely, Nikola kjlisev (who often traveled
with his son Dr. Ljudmil in Connecticut), Nestor oginar (Professor at Columbia
University) and my personal friend and sponsor for several years Rade Yanovsky
with his family in Chicago. 
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However on this occasion i would like to mention the people who under-
stood my ideas and helped me. Namely, the late George tomov - folklorist
from New York and a remarkable scholar and promoter of the Macedonian
music, Steve Pljakov from toronto with his wife Lilly, Svetozar Stameski - a
businessman from Detroit, Dragi Stojkovski - one time president of the United
Macedonians, and Meto koloski—President of the United Macedonian
Diaspora who always seriously approached the questions of Diaspora and
today is an outstanding leader, Slavko Madjarov—an honorary consul of the
Republic of Macedonia in the state of New Jersey, Rade Yanovsky—Chicago
businessman and the charismatic professor Nestor oginar from New York .

From these contacts remained several documentaries and a strong friend-
ship between Slavko Madjarov and Congressman Bill Pascrell who currently
is the chief lobbyist in the U.S. Congress on behalf of the Macedonians. 

Although it is quite late, with an interesting program and a multifaceted
strategy—we may still be able to engage the Diaspora.  Although the prevail-
ing feeling among the members of the Diaspora is that they are left alone, that
no one thinks of them back home, they are undesirable etc.—we need to con-
vince these people that they are welcome and that Macedonia seriously counts
on their support, because they are our unofficial ambassadors abroad. today,
the Macedonian Diaspora is constructed of highly respected professionals, dis-
tinguished intellectuals involved in the high business and academic
associations, and the ones highly educated occupy senior positions in societies
where they are extremely loyal and valued by the states they live in.

i believe this idea is yet to be realized.  there is a need to develop a seri-
ous and comprehensive project, which would cover all aspects of the
Macedonian Diaspora (it should be developed by experts and scholars of the
Macedonian Diaspora), and it should give a complete picture of all aspects of
our Diaspora. Such project of large scale would involve documentaries about
the first waves of immigration, before the ilinden uprising until today. it would
be financed by the state institutions such as: MRtv (as a national tv service
with its technique and team) the Archives Database (with its collected archive
material), iNi (which can publish an interesting study) and other similar and
related institutions and individuals. this would be a complex, attractive and
vital project that will provide an image of Macedonia as dignified and civi-
lized state that cares for its citizens wherever they may live around the world.
Without the Diaspora, the Macedonian historiography9 will be empty and
incomplete. emigration is an important component of the international affir-
mation of Macedonia.

Unfortunately we are all witnesses of the real Macedonian demographic
picture today. Having a specific situation in which half of the Macedonians
already live outside the borders of Macedonia and the remaining half of the
working population are unable to find their way into the current political struc-

9 Some assumptions suggest that here are about one and a half million Macedonians
around the world. 
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tures, dream of leaving Macedonia forever. this is the main problem that
requires creative solutions. the government needs to once and for all build a
serious strategy that would guide the emigrants and would reconcile a nation-
al strategic agenda.

i will conclude with the beautiful thought of our famous expatriate Stoyan
Hristov who once said “it is of national interest to work towards national unity
of the Macedonians around the world, regardless of their religious belief,
political opinion or membership.” 
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FREEDOM OF THE MEDIA IN THE
REPUBLIC OF MACEDONIA
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1. Introduction

This paper will illustrate an inherent contradiction between the laws on the 
books and the laws in practice, particularly in regards to the applicability of 
the international law on freedom of expression in transitioning democracies,1 

through the case of deteriorating media freedom in the Republic of 
Macedonia. After defining freedom of expression and the production of some 
of the relevant international treaties on the topic, the paper presents a brief 
description of Macedonia’s political environment since its proclamation of 
independence. Next, it elaborates on Macedonia’s domestic legal structure for 
the protection of the media freedom, and it demonstrates its compatibility with 
the relevant international norms and regulations. An analysis of numerous 
politically influenced actions, such as sackings of journalists and closures of 
media outlets, reveal a pattern in the political parties’ conduct towards the 
attainment of complete control over the independent media. 

This paper will support the claim that the functionality of the aforemen-
tioned norms2 in liberal democracies does not give them a status of universal
applicability and it does not guarantee any success if the standards are corre-
spondingly applied in transitioning societies, as seen in Macedonia. The
unique conditions in countries undergoing democratization significantly lower
the effectiveness of the international laws, which in turn further impedes on
the democratization of the society in question (Berman, 2008). Hence, the
international community’s liberal, and almost idealistic, notion of freedom of
expression and the media cannot be simply implemented, or duplicated, in
every society in the hopes of aiding the democratization of the same. This
notion’s rigidity, then, often leads to undesired effects.3 The international com-
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1 Freedom of expression is guarded by “universally accepted-though not legally bind-
ing-norms”, despite the common perception of media as a fundamental protector of
people’s rights (Berman, 2008).

2 As a matter of fact, the norms themselves are not strict law, but instead are “standards
and expectations that are reflected repeatedly and consistently in the pronounce-
ments, policies, and agendas of” both governmental, nongovernmental and
intergovernmental bodies (Berman, 2008).

3 “The influence of media freedom on government respect for human rights is negative
for the most autocratic regimes and positive only for the most democratic regimes”
(Whitten-Woodring, 2009).



munity evaluates whether media regulation schemes are consistent with the
international law on the issue without considering the context of the laws.
Keeping in mind the strength of Macedonia’s legal corpus and its congruence
to the international norms on this matter, this case questions the validity and
applicability of the international laws on expression in transitioning democra-
cies because of the ability of entities and individuals to take over the
independent media and limit the freedom of expression by acting within the
boundaries that the laws themselves prescribe.

2. Defining Freedom of Expression

The first points of reference for defining the freedom of the expression are the
International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights (ICCPR) and the
Convention for the Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental Freedoms
(ECHR).4 A deeper analysis of the aforementioned treaties leads to three cri-
teria,5 which, according to the international community, will lead to the
preservation of this human right and will aid the media in serving as an “orga-
nized, expert scrutiny of government” (Stewart, 1975). The omitting of the
term “freedom of the media” in the ICCPR and ECHR does not indicate that
such a right was not intended. Foremost, the ICCPR stresses the freedom to
seek, receive and impart information and ideas of all kinds as a crucial part of
the media freedom because the existence of differing information, along with
unique perspectives on the same, is necessary for the public’s ability to make
reasonable decisions. Second, the necessity of information and ideas of all
kind inevitably suggests that there is a need the existence of numerous media
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4 Article 9 of the African Charter on Human and People’s Rights as well as Article 13
of the American Convention on Human Rights embody almost the same principles
as the ICCPR and ECHR, so I will omit from discussing them in this paper. 

5 Article 19 of the ICCPR establishes that every person should be able to hold his or
her own opinion without interference and that “everyone shall have the right to free-
dom of expression; this right shall include freedom to seek, receive and impart
information and ideas of all kinds, regardless of frontiers, either orally, in writing or
in print, in the form of art, or through any other media of his choice” (International
Covenant on Civil and Political Rights [ICCPR], 1966). It also establishes that the
exercise of these rights “carries special duties and responsibilities,” thus suggesting
that the ratifying countries should do everything within their power in order to pro-
mote these freedoms (ICCPR, 1966). On the other hand, Article 10 of the ECHR
recognizes the freedom of expression by describing it as a “freedom to hold opin-
ions and to receive and impart information and ideas without interference by public
authority and regardless of frontiers” (Convention for the Protection of Human
Rights and Fundamental Freedoms [ECHR], 1950). Although this description is
slightly more general than the one of the ICCPR, it does not stress the importance of
the existence of a wide spectrum of information. Article 10 also explains that the
enforcement of this right in the society does not prevent states from “requiring the
licensing of broadcasting, television or cinema enterprises”, as long as it does not
interfere with the enjoyment of this basic human right (ECHR, 1950).



outlets which will provide the public with varying content. Third, the persist-
ence of the aforementioned two criterions is structured upon the ability of
everyone to express their opinion without interference by public authorities,
except the special circumstances in the ECHR. The main documents con-
cerned with the protection and promotion of human rights provide the
countries with three criteria, thus giving states a considerable amount of lee-
way in their interpretation, hence abuse, of the same.6
a. Freedom of Expression

Freedom of the expression, including freedom of media and opinion, is crucial
for the “full development of the person,” for the formulation and voicing of
opinions, and for ensuring transparency and accountability (Human Rights
Committee [HRCM], 2011). Freedom of expression, or the “right to seek,
receive and impart information and ideas of all kinds regardless of frontiers”
(ICCPR, 1966), includes “political discourse, commentary on one’s own and
on public affairs, canvassing, discussion of human rights, journalism, cultural
and artistic expression, teaching, and religious discourse” as well as commer-
cial advertising (HRCM, 2011). This fundamental freedom establishes the
framework for the development and practice of other rights, such as that of
assembly or voting (HRCM, 2011). Though this right requires states to refrain
from directly violating it, and thus is positive in negative in nature, it also
imposes an obligation on states to ensure the protection of individuals and
organizations from private and independent entities (Gauthier v. Canada,
1999). Moreover, all forms and means of expression7 have to be allowed and
there has to exist protection for non-derogatory freedom of opinion8 (HRCM,
2011). The ability of individuals or entities to express their opinions without
any fear from punishment is a necessity for any democratic society and for the
distribution of information and ideas of all kind.

b. Freedom of the Media

Though the freedom of media serves many roles in our society, its main one is to
act as a bulwark of democracy by protecting the citizenry from the government’s
abuse of power. The media reaches its objective by aiding the development of a
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6 Of particular importance is the usage of the word respected in Article 11 of the Charter
of Fundamental Rights7, rather than a more binding one, such as guaranteed, which
was considered in the travaux preparatoires (Witteman, 2013).

7 Including, but not limited to, “spoken, written and sign language and such non-verbal
expressions as images and objects of art” through means such as “books, newspapers,
pamphlets, posters, banners, dress and legal submissions” in audio-visual form and
“electronic and internet-based modes of expression” (HRCM, 2011).

8 “Harassment, intimidation or stigmatization of a person,” such as arrest, trial, deten-
tion or imprisonment simply because of holding or voicing an opinion is a violation
of Article 19 of the ICCPR (HRCM, 2011).



“well-informed citizenry that is capable of participation and self-governance”
(Berman, 2008). The necessity of freedom of the media for the creation of an
environment that will allow for the enjoyment of fundamental freedoms gives
“paramount importance … [to the] free and uncensored press or other media”
(Marques v. Angola, 2005). Its roles in society require that, according to the inter-
national community, “no individual, group, or government entity should be able
to influence which stories journalists choose to pursue or what information and
analysis those stories contain” (Berman, 2008). Moreover, the Council of Europe
stresses the “guaranteeing [of] the editorial independence of the media,” and calls
for the implementation of editorial statutes for the strengthening of “editorial and
journalistic independence” (Council of Europe [COE]). The Human Rights
Committee found that arrest, detention, and restrictions on travelling can harm
the “right of individuals to criticize or openly and publicly evaluate their
Governments without fear of interference or punishment” (Marques v. Angola,
2005). In ensuring that the public, particularly minorities, “receive a wide range
of information and ideas” through the existence of an “independent and diverse
media,” states are advised to foster access and independence of the technological
developments in the field, especially the “internet and mobile based electronic
information dissemination systems” (HRCM, 2011). Most importantly, the inde-
pendence of public broadcasting services has to be ensured through the least
influential funding method. Thus, the press has to be free to comment or analyze
any content, and then “inform public opinion without censorship or restraint”
(HRCM, 2011). 

c. Media Pluralism

That the free flow of information is built upon the existence of an effective and
independent press is accepted as a caveat among liberal democracies. A free
media scrutinizes the government by promoting accountability and illuminat-
ing corruption (Berman, 2008). In that regard, the press needs to “provide a
forum for public debate” by transmitting a diverse kind of information and
opinions to the public, and thus promote media pluralism (Wang, 2012). The
creation of such a space for “public criticism” (Kovach & Rosesentiel, 2006)
requires an “existence of a multiplicity of autonomous and independent media
outlets at the national, regional and local levels” that will present just as many
differing opinions and points of view (COE). The Council of Europe’s
Committee of Ministers recognized the necessity of a diverse media content9
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9 In order to pursue this objective, states are encouraged to require a certain amount of
programmes of diverse content, mainly in the form of news, or introduce legislation
that will regulate the same (COMI, 1999). The legislation should provide thresholds
in size or influence to companies by focusing on audience, capital share, and merg-
ers through licensing or other measures (COMI, 1999). New rules for regulating
innovative communications technologies and services are also crucial for the preser-
vation of media pluralism (COMI, 1999). 



“reflecting different political and cultural views” through the existence of “a
sufficient variety of sources of information” (Committee of Ministers [COMI],
1999). It further required an up-to-date public broadcasting service that repre-
sents the diversity in society and is regulated by “public funding and
commercial revenues” (COMI, 1999). The Committee also encouraged state-
initiated support measures, mainly in the form of financial subsidies, for
struggling media that is strictly “objective and non-partisan criteria, within the
framework of transparent procedures and subject to independent control”
(COMI, 1999). It must be mentioned that liberal democracies generally insist
upon self-regulation over media content rather than governmental, protection
of confidential sources, physical protection of journalists, and reasonable use
of defamation claims that does not include harassment (Berman, 2008).

d. Journalism

Professional journalism is a necessary service for any society because of its
role to provide the society and individuals with the information they need in
order to make informed decisions (Human Rights Council [HRC], 2012).
Journalists10 have to fulfill their obligation of informing society by describing
events, analyzing influential policies or events, while also following a profes-
sional code of conduct in spite of significant resistance and threats11 from both
the public and private sector (HRC, 2012). In doing so, the journalists “should
act in good faith and on an accurate factual basis and provide ‘reliable and pre-
cise’ information in accordance with the ethics of journalism” (Pedersen v.
Denmark, 2006). Such rules or ethics are found in the form of codes of con-

duct which often single out the journalists’ primary obligation to the public
in their definitions of the correct conduct of the same. UNESCO’s definition
of the duties of journalists include the respect of the truth, defending freedom
of information, respect for privacy, obtaining information in a fair manner,
avoidance of illegal actions and the resistance of attempts at influencing the
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10 The Human Rights Committee defined journalism as “a function shared by a wide
range of actors, including professional full-time reporters and analysts, as well as
bloggers and others who engage in forms of self-publication in print, on the Internet
or elsewhere” (HRC, 2012).

11 Some of those threats include the “criminal law on defamation, slander or libel by
public officials to silence criticism regarding their personal activities or public poli-
cies.” Moreover, this judicial pressure increases the fear among journalists, which in
turn leads to self-censorship. (HRC, 2012). Other challenges “range from restrictions
to movement, including deportations and denial of access into a country or a partic-
ular area; arbitrary arrests and detention, particularly during public crises or
demonstrations; torture and other cruel, inhuman or degrading treatment or punish-
ment, including sexual violence against female journalists; confiscation of and
damages to equipment, information theft, illegal surveillance and office break-ins;
intimidation, including summons to police stations for questioning, harassment of
family members, death threats, stigmatization and smear campaigns to discredit jour-
nalists; abductions or enforced disappearance to killings” (HRC, 2012).



content of news from outside sources (UNESCO’s Practical Guide for
Journalists [UNESCO], 1998). Lastly, one should “never … confuse the pro-
fession of journalist with that of advertisements salesman or propagandist”
(UNESCO, 1998).

e. Access to Information

A condition crucial for the existence of a pluralistic democratic society is the
right of access to information. It is undisputable that “the functioning of a
modern participatory democracy requires that the media be free, active, pro-
fessional and enquiring” in order to keep the majority of the public “alerted
and informed” (McCartan Turkington Breen v. Times Newspapers, 2000). It
cannot be disputed that the aforementioned rights will amount to nothing if the
public and other entities, including public offices or private media, have no
access to information on public affairs. Such right, which includes a person’s
freedom to access any of her files, obligates states to undertake actions that
will “ensure easy, prompt, effective and practical access” to information
(HRCM, 2011). Moreover, the European Court of Human Rights has ruled that
“the public has a right to receive information of general interest” that should
not be arbitrarily restricted or censored by any institution or individual
(Társaság a Szabadságjogokért v. Hungary, 2011). In addition, the citizens’
ability to make informed decisions or freely use their right to express their
opinions is ensured by the right to “seek and receive information” (HRC,
2012). The HRC indicated that “the public has a right to receive information,”
and that such right is violated through the prohibition of the transmission of
information by different media vessels (Mavlonov and Sa’di v. Uzbekistan,
2009). Thus, an infraction in one’s freedom to express one’s opinion, such as
a newspaper or a TV station, also violates the public’s right to access informa-
tion of varying content. 

3. Background Information

Macedonia has attempted to form a full-fledged democratic regime ever since
its independence. In its efforts to be recognized as a democratic country,
Macedonia has progressively developed its legislation by implementing
numerous international treaties on human rights, such as the ICCPR and the
ECHR. However, its rapid shift from a communist to a democratic social
structure has produced negative effects which, to this day, prevent Macedonia
from completing its transition. One of the side effects of that change is the
politicization of almost every segment of the society, evidently seen in the
fast-paced reduction of media freedom12. This trend is contrary to what one
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12 Macedonia’s fall from the 34th to the 68th position in the Reporters Without Border’s
2010 press ranking further illustrates this deteriorating trend (Marusic, Feb 2011).
Furthermore, it currently holds the 116th position (Reporters Without Borders for
Freedom of Information, 2013).



would expect from the international bodies’ approval of Macedonia’s legal
framework for media freedom. In other words, the political parties, in their
struggle for power, have managed to overcome these international norms and
get a strong grip over the public and private media. Thus, this unexpected out-
come casts doubt on the efficiency of the globally prescribed laws and norms
for the protection and promotion of the freedom of the media.

a.Macedonia’s path to Independence and Democracy

In order to better illustrate the trend of deteriorating media freedom in
Macedonia, a part of this country’s complex history must be presented.
Macedonia’s decisive geographical position led to its continuous occupation
by numerous aggressors throughout the centuries. The extremely oppressive
and terrorizing invasions, along with Macedonia’s citizens’ national pride in
their distant origins, resulted in a nationalized political doctrine highly con-
cerned with the attainment of independence (Bashkurti, 2004). Macedonia
finally obtained political and juridical sovereignty after joining the
Communist Yugoslavia. However, Yugoslavia’s slow dissolution led to
Macedonia’s independence on the 8th of September 1991 with the adoption of
its Democratic Constitution of 1991 (Georgievski, 2009). Shortly after this
foundation was established, the two largest ethnic communities13 founded
their own political parties (Bashkurti, 2004). Since then, “every Government
[in Macedonia] has been a coalition of Macedonian, Albanian and other
minority based political parties” (Acevska, 2000). These developments illus-
trate Macedonia’s firm commitment to principles such as democracy, political
independence, non-discrimination, peaceful resolution of conflicts and the cre-
ation of a country in which human rights are protected and highly respected
(Acevska, 2000). 

b. Macedonia’s Rapid Transition

Macedonia’s early Government tried to implement these principles through
the newly formed democratic Constitution,14 but its fast transition from a com-
munist to a democratic society had its downfalls. Saso Georgievski (2009)
reiterated this reasoning by explaining that Macedonia’s rapid shift in its very
complex social environment resulted in “unusual patterns of political and
institutional practices.” This major transformation allowed for a “distorted
model of practicing democracy” in which the political elite dictate the func-
tioning of the state institutions and the social and political life (Georgievski,
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13 Macedonians, around 67% of the population, and Albanians, roughly 23% (Acevska,
2000).

14 It established a governmental system similar to the corresponding structures of the
Western liberal Democracies, which included separation of powers between the leg-
islative, judiciary and executive branch.



2009). So, in reality, the parties’ leaders along with their closest advisors hold
substantial influence over the three governmental branches and run the politi-
cal life of the country (Georgievski, 2009). The party in power is secured from
being accountable to Parliament by its majority in this ruling body. The polit-
ical parties, in their attempt to either criticize the opposing party or to promote
their own agenda, have attained strong control over the public and private
media, which significantly deteriorated its freedom and independence. The
huge politicization of the society in Macedonia has allowed the Government,
or the Position’s leading party VMRO-DPMNE,15 and the Opposition,
SDSM,16 to destroy many critical voices by acting within the boundaries of the
international laws.

4. Existence of a Legal Framework

a. Domestic Legal Framework

Macedonia has ratified and implemented both the ICCPR and the ECHR, evi-
dent in its Constitution and Electoral Codes (Bayefsky). The most important
legal corpus on the freedom of the media in Macedonia is its Democratic
Constitution, which includes the basic protections for the freedom of expres-
sion, and so the press (Freedom House, 2010). Article 16 of the Constitution
of The Republic of Macedonia (1991) guarantees this right by decreeing that
the freedom of expression involves “speech, public address, public informa-
tion and the establishment of institutions for public information.” In addition,
Article 16 (1991) establishes the protection and promotion of the “free access
to information … freedom of reception and transmission of information,” as
well as several other freedoms deemed as customary international law such as
the right of reply, right to a correction in the mass media, protection of source
and prohibition of censorship. Thus, Macedonia’s Constitution sets up the
framework for the freedom of the media through general principles that are in
accordance to the international standards and the previously established crite-
ria. Even though its Constitution does not contain a clause which promotes the
access to different kinds of information, Macedonia’s ratification of the
ICCPR imposes an obligation to protect this aspect of the freedom of expres-
sion too.

Another indication of Macedonia’s compliance with its obligations from
the ratification of the aforementioned treaties is its Electoral Codes. The 2009
Rulebook for Equal Access to the Media Presentation during the Election
Campaign’s consistency with the international treaties on this issue can be
seen in a number of its provisions, such as its statement that “broadcasters cov-
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15 Internal Macedonian Revolutionary Organization–Democratic Party for Macedonian
National Unity. I will often refer to this party as “The Government” because of its
majority in Parliament since 2006 and its Presidency since 2009

16 Social Democratic Union of Macedonia.



ering elections should do so in a fair, balanced and impartial manner,” and
should provide for equal opportunities to access to different information
(Office for Democratic Institutions and Human Rights [ODIHR], 2009). The
similarity is further seen in its requirement for equal and proportional cover-
age, as well as its warning that the “media coverage of the Government
activities… [is] … not allowed to favor any contestant’s campaign” (ODIHR,
2009). In addition, the Electoral Code for the early parliamentary elections on
the 5th of June in 2011 required for the fair, balanced and impartial manner of
election coverage by broadcasters (ODIHR, 2011). Furthermore, the
Government decriminalized defamation and insult and it established “maxi-
mum levels of damages which could be awarded … in defamation cases”
(European Commission, 2013). Lastly, the Broadcasting Council has
“improved its enforcement record as regards illegal concentration of owner-
ship and conflicts of interest,” and it has focused on promoting pluralism and
media competition (European Commission, 2013).

b. International evaluation of Macedonia’s legal framework

The existence of a consistent legal corpus for the protection of the media in
Macedonia is further supported by numerous evaluations of several of
Macedonia’s Electoral Codes as well as other reports on the country’s
progress. For instance, the latest reports of the European Commission on
Macedonia’s progress illuminate the existence of a legal framework which
allows for the promotion of a democracy in terms of the freedom of the press
and media. In 2006, the European Commission for Democracy Through Law
reported that the Broadcasting Council’s independence has been steadily
increasing (Venice Commission and OSCE/ODIHR [VC], 2006). Also, the
2009 report indicated that “the legal framework for freedom of expression,
including the media, meets most international standards,” while also maintain-
ing that Macedonia’s preparations in its legal framework for the media are
“advanced” (VC, 2009). The 2011 report applauds the positive changes in the
Electoral Code, as well as the establishment of the first trade union for jour-
nalists and media employees (VC, 2011). The reports recognize that most of
the changes in the laws concerning the freedom of the media are made for its
improvement and are congruent to the international standards on the matter. 

Since every country shows its true colors in its organization of elections,
international bodies often derive a clear image of the country by evaluating the
country’s elections from the period of their announcement until their end. The
Organization for Security and Co-operation in Europe and the Office for
Democratic Institutions and Human Rights’ final report concerning
Macedonia’s presidential and municipal elections in March and April 2009
acknowledged the existence of the strong legal framework in its evaluation of
that year’s Electoral Code (ODIHR, 2009). Also, the Broadcasting Council’s
adoption of the Rulebook for Equal access to the media presentation during
the election campaign received positive feedback from the OSCE/ODIHR.
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The European Commission for Democracy Through Law, in its Joint Opinion
on the Electoral Code of Macedonia, explained that the code has been greatly
improved in the spheres of media coverage and monitoring (VC, 2009).
Despite some negative remarks on the Rulebook, such as the regulations
which were passed in the midst of the elections, OSCE recognizes that
Macedonia has a consistent body of rules and regulations for the protection
and promotion of media freedom during elections.

5. Deterioration of the Freedom of the Media

Despite the existence and popular obedience of the laws, the freedom of the
media in Macedonia has been decreasing as a result of numerous actions taken
by both the Government and the Opposition. One significantly contributing
factor to the deterioration is the Government’s self-advertising on both the
public and private broadcasting channels, which brought to fruition an envi-
ronment which encourages such misconduct. The selective advertisement has
forced independent media vessels to either align with the Government or the
Opposition, thus limiting the information and ideas transmitted by the vessels.
The less fortunate media, however, are unable to compete with the politically-
funded media in the small market and usually go bankrupt, thus harming the
media pluralism. Shockingly, the political grip over the media has been
accompanied by numerous sackings of journalists as a result of their, most of
the times, anti-governmental conduct and criticisms. By using the financial
crisis as a justification, this type of action has legally violated the right of indi-
viduals and entities to express their ideas.

a. Macedonian Government’s Selective Advertising

The selective advertising by the Government in Macedonia has significantly
limited the scope of information that the media presents, thus violating the pre-
viously mentioned first criterion. In the last 5 to 6 years, the Macedonian
Government has been increasingly advertising itself despite the enormous
costs of such a campaign.17 Petar Arsovski18 explained that the advertising is
roughly “10 times more than [that of] any other Macedonian Government”
(Jovanovska, 2011). Even though the campaign, which started when VMRO-
DPMNE took office in 2006, is sometimes in the public interest, it often
promotes the party by showing its slogans, its recently enacted laws and reg-
ulations, or some of values that it deems as morals in the commercials
(Jovanovska, 2011). Estimated as the “second largest source of advertising
revenue” in Macedonia, the Government has disproportionately advertised
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17 The severity of the problem intensifies once one considers the fact that the campaign
is mainly funded by the country’s budget, and so the tax money collected from the
people (Jovanovska, 2011).

18 The director of Genesis communications agency.



itself using public funds which “unfairly distorts the media market and serves
to disadvantage media outlets cirtical of the government” (Article 19, 2011).
Borjan Jovanovski19 described these selective advertisings as Gruevski’s
response to the A1’s high popularity among Macedonians, and since A1 ques-
tioned most of the actions taken by the Government at the time, the party in
power retaliated by creating their own media “by becoming their greatest
advertisers” (Jovanovski , 2011). While these actions do not directly violate
any laws, their numerous negative effects are extremely harmful to the media
freedom. 

Instead of receiving numerous types of information, ideas or different
interpretations of the content, the population constantly listens to the
Government’s self-appraisal of its own actions which abridges its free access
of information, promised by its own Constitution as well as the ICCPR and
ECHR. This “social engineering,” as Arsovski himself names it, is an attempt
by the Government to influence many aspects of the public lives in Macedonia
(Jovanovska, 2011). The Government’s advertisement is most vivid on the
public broadcaster MRTV, hence the Broadcasting Council’s warning that the
campaign almost presents political marketing, which is prohibited on the pub-
lic broadcasters (Jovanovska, 2011). The extensive advertisement on selected
media, despite it not being recognized as a violation of the freedom of the
media itself, opens up space for much more serious problems which degrade
this basic human right. 

b. Effects on the Independent Media

One of the problems which arise from this campaigning is the Government’s
preference of some media outlets over others, which in turn makes those ves-
sels dependent on the Government (Jovanovska, 2011). The media often turns
to the Government because of the many benefits enjoyed by being a pro-gov-
ernmental vessel20. Since the Government is usually one of the major, if not
the biggest, advertisers in small economies such as the one of Macedonia, its
constant advertising on Government-friendly media privileges those vessels
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19 Journalist and former editor at A1 TV Station and author of Evrozum (a weekly TV
magazine covering EU affairs).

20 The effects of the Government’s advertising can be most clearly seen in the case of
the most influential daily, Dnevnik, which “overnight” changed from an open critic
to the Government into a pro-governmental newspaper. The newspaper replaced
Sasho Kokalanov, the editor-in-chief and a strong critic of the Government, and, at
the same time, many pro-opposition columnists left the newspaper (Karajkov, 2011).
So, the newspaper lost its independent and critical staff. This situation illustrates the
monetary dependency of the ‘independent’ media on the Government, even though
financial imbalance, which allegedly was the reason for this case, does not fully
explain the sudden shift in this newspaper’s functioning. Even if the crisis was the
reason behind these firings, the cause of that imbalance can be traced back to the
Government’s advertising.



(Marusic, 13 July, 2011). The ‘independent’ media that is in need of funds to
continue functioning promotes the Government in order to be favored over
other media when the Government has to choose its next vessel. Aware of the
prevalent preference in the country to advertise on pro-governmental vessels,
the media, which has not done so yet, shifts its ideology towards the
Government’s one. This can be witnessed by all the commercials, debates,
soap operas and many other TV shows which are shown on pro-governmental
media, or, contrary to that, the lack of audience on the somewhat independent
or oppositional media. Not only does this relationship limit the type of infor-
mation that the consumers receive, but it also decreases the number of vessels
that provide those news, thus violating the aforementioned 2nd criterion.

c. Selective Elimination of Media

The Government’s constant funding on selected media for its own promotion
has left other media with insufficient funds to continue functioning, thus even
further decreasing both the scope of information and the media vessels provid-
ing that information. Simply put, Macedonia has reached a position in which
the Government chooses which media will continue functioning by selective-
ly advertising on certain media, and so eliminating any opposition to its
actions.21 The closures of TV stations and newspapers notorious for openly
criticizing the Government are violations of the afore-established criteria,
despite the fact that they are perfectly legal. In the first eight months of 2011
(without the closure of the A1 TV station), more than 150 journalists lost their
jobs due to the termination of the three anti-governmental dailies on July 2nd

2011, Spic, Vreme and Koha e Re,22 as well as some direct firings (Hadzi-
Zafirova, 2011). The Government’s actions are highly questionable because of
their selective investigation of the media known for criticizing its leading
party’s actions. In addition to these numerous sackings, Tamara Causidis, the
head of Journalist’s Union of Macedonia, explained that several journalists
have been laid off overnight without the right to enter their newsrooms, and
that there are also some who work for months without receiving any wage
(Marusic, 05 Jul. 2011). The ambiguity of these actions further increases when
one considers the fact that these mediums were shut down in a period during
which they were literally ‘going after’ the Government, as well as the fact that
their owner, Velija Ramkovski, was the only one of the numerous other media
owners, excluding the people in high positions in his own media, who was
officially under investigation. Following the closure of the weekly Gragjanski,
the weekly and daily newspaper Fokus also closed due to financial difficulties
from numerous libel cases after the unfortunate death of tis owner, thus even
further decreasing the number of print media vessels critical of the
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21 An illustrative example is the overnight filing for bankruptcy of the staunch critic of
the Government, Globus (Karajkov, 2011).

22 These three newspapers allegedly owed one million Euros in unpaid taxes.



Government (Marusic, April 2013). The specific funding allows for selective
sackings, which are justified by claims of insufficient funds for the continua-
tion of operation with the same expenditures.

d. The Case of A1 TV Station

The closure of the A1 TV station incorporates the abridgement of the 3 previ-
ously noted criteria. It prevented a significant part of the information of all
kinds (the Opposition’s stance) from being presented to the public, in-and-of-
itself decreased the number of vessels that provide that information, and
silenced over 300 journalists, arguably as a result of their continuous expres-
sion of anti-governmental news. After having its bank accounts frozen as a
part of an ongoing investigation of alleged taxed evasion, and following the
decision of The Agency for Electronic Communications to revoke its license,
the A1 TV station stopped functioning on the 30th of July, causing the loss of
over 300 journalist jobs23 (Organization for Security and Cooperation in
Europe [OSCE], June 2011). In November 2010, the A1 TV station was raid-
ed on suspicion of tax fraud, money laundering and organized crime, and its
owner and ten associates were placed in pre-trial detention shortly after
(Reporters Without Borders for Freedom of Information [RWB], 2011). The
fact that it was closed during an abrupt period in which A1 represented the
views of a significant part of the Macedonian population raises much contro-
versy, and that is further obscured by the long period of time that the
Government waited before warning the TV station if there existed previous
suspicion of its actions. Nicola Duckworth24 supported the claim that the clo-
sure of the A1 TV station and the newspapers, as well as the taxes demands,
are politically motivated (Marusic, October 2011). Another problem around
this issue is the Opposition’s advertising on A1 TV without paying for it,
which puts some of the guilt for the bankruptcy of the TV station on the
Opposition. The Opposition defended A1 TV while it faced risks of closures
and extreme criticism from the Government, and then used it by advertising
itself without paying for such services.

e. Silencing of journalists

The Government’s role in the closures of the aforementioned vessels further
increased with the repercussions that arise for journalists for voicing their anti-
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23 A1, as well as the three newspapers under the same owner, Koha E Re, Vreme and
Spic, continued to function after repaying their first debts – 70,000 euros for the
newspapers and 2.4 million euros by A1, and they made their anti-governmental
stance even more formidable, but their accounts were frozen again at the end of June
for alleged tax evasion of 1 million euros for the newspapers and 9.5 million euros
for the TV station (RWB, 2011).

24 Amnesty International’s director for Europe and Central Asia in 2011, and currently
the interim Senior Director of Research.



governmental opinions. One such event is the forced resignation of two jour-
nalists from their positions in the Utrinski Vesnik after taking part in a strike
against the announced potential layoffs in the media in Macedonia (Marusic,
05 Jul. 2011). This event was followed by the sacking of three additional jour-
nalists after their protests in support and solidarity for the two previously
mentioned journalists (RWB, 2011). One of the journalists fired from Utrinski
Vesnik, Tamara Grncaroska, explained that she was fired for “[allegedly] dis-
obeying [her] editor and for lack of discipline” and without following the
dismissal procedure, nor the arbitration committee (RWB, 2011). Even though
the heads of the Daily have not commented on the reasons behind the firings,
by reviewing the recent events in the “hunt” of the anti-governmental media,
it can be logically concluded that these layoffs were at least partly politically
inhibited, similarly to the case of Tamara Causidis,25 In this case, the violation
on the freedom of the media is more vivid since these firings occurred after
these journalists exercised their freedoms, thus clearly presenting the abridg-
ment of their guaranteed freedoms without explicitly violating any laws.

Even though the main reason for the actions discussed above were
allegedly economic, such as insufficient funds in the sackings or the tax eva-
sion in the closure of the newspapers, all of these actions are taken against
media deemed as anti-governmental. The fact that all of the media which was
shut down was known for their continuous questioning and critiquing of the
Government’s actions supports the conclusion that their closure was not a
coincidence, and neither was the refusal to audit any of the pro-governmental
media (Brunwasser, 2011). Moreover, these actions provide the Government
with a critique-free media which always approves of its actions and praises
them without any questions, thus destroying the independence and freedom of
the media in the region. It is very unfortunate that even the media that turns
to the Opposition as its only choice other than filing for bankruptcy follows a
similar path which eventually leads to its demise at the cost of the media free-
dom.26 Moreover, the political parties continue to increase their influence over
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25 Following her many open and direct criticisms on the Government’s actions,
Causidis was dismissed without notice by her employer TV station Alsat-M (OSCE,
June 2011). Anti-governmental claims such as “any attempt to show discontent or
just speak out publicly can result in a swift reaction” (Marusic, 04 Jul. 2011), or her
description of independent reporting in Macedonia as being on the “bottom for a long
time, and [it] probably can’t go any further down, except maybe if they [, the
Government,] beat us or hunt us down on the streets” provide some of the reasons
for her situation (Hadzi-Zafirova, 2011). Despite Alsat-M’s claims that her dismissal
was confirmed by a voluntary cancellation agreement, Causidis explained that “[she
has] never signed and never even saw this document” (RWB, 2011).

26 The independent media which is unable to prosper financially because of the selec-
tive advertising, and yet refuses to be controlled by the government, is forced to
choose between the Opposition or to file for bankruptcy. This enables the political
parties to use the media to their own advantage without directly violating their free-
dom since the media is the one that ‘voluntarily’ chooses one side or another. The



the regulatory bodies, such as the Broadcasting Council,27 which renders these
institutions weak and ineffective. The laws which exist to protect this basic
freedom do not live up to their expectations when confronted by such strong
and influential political parties.

f. The role of journalists in the deterioration of media freedom

It must be mentioned that, by following the orders given to them by their polit-
ically oriented employers, the journalists added to the decay of the freedom of
the media in Macedonia by limiting the kinds of information transmitted to the
public. It is just a question of whether they were able to refuse to obey when
faced with such enormous pressure both from the political parties and their
employers. Journalists often allege Government interference in their work, as
well as many threats from both the Government and private institutions
(OSCE, September 2011). The “selective and politically motivated court cases
… [and] law suits against journalists; … the selectivity of legal procedures”
and, ultimately, the existence of numerous media outlets owned by “politi-
cians, as well as their family members or close relatives,” such as two of the
nation’s largest TV stations SITEL or Kanal5, create a very harsh environment
for independent journalism (Donev). The Journalists association of
Macedonia, ZNM, explains that “the defamation charges against journalists
are still being used as a form of political pressure against the media,” which is
an issue on which Macedonia has been previously warned (Marusic, July
2011). The E.U. is also concerned about the continuous intimidation of the
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process, despite its representation of the two main sides of the story, is detrimental
to the independence of the media because it does not provide any unbiased news. The
Opposition-led A1 TV station took things to the extreme in order to support the
allegedly “independent” views, which are biased in and of themselves since they rep-
resent the obscured views of the Opposition. So, the Opposition, too, contributed to
the destruction of the media freedom in Macedonia by taking control over some
independent media.

27 The Government recently adopted a law which enlarged the members of the
Broadcasting Council from nine to fifteen. Even though the Government claims that
this legislation would increase the open-mindedness of the Council, it is obvious that
it would increase the power which the Government has over this regulatory body. The
Opposition, as well as other international bodies, highly criticized the Government for
this action, even though the impartiality and the independence of the body are already
doubtful solely since its current chair is an active member of the Opposition (Karajkov,
2011). Further debate arises from the Parliament’s failure to consult with the
Broadcasting Council over this controversial law. Also, the impartiality of the six new
members would be highly questionable since they will be nominated by structures and
individuals controlled by the majority in the Parliament (Prime Minister’s party), such
as the President of Macedonia, the Parliament’s anti-corruption commission and the
Electronic Communications Agency (OSCE, June 2011). The Helsinki Committee
explained that this enlargement will “open the door for direct influence on the work of
the media by the authorities” (OSCE, September 2011).



journalists (Brunswasser, 2011). Furthermore, “the precarious economic situ-
ation rendered journalists vulnerable to economic offers and corrupt
practices,” particularly when it comes to upholding business interests as
opposed to transmitting a controversial story (Donev). The hearing held by the
Alliance of Liberals and Democrats for Europe on September 20, 2011 in the
European Parliament demonstrated the huge political division of the journal-
ists in Macedonia.28 This scandal shows the huge party affiliation of the
journalists in Macedonia, thus even further limiting the freedom of the media.

g. Warnings issued by international bodies

Following this dysfunction of the internationally accepted legislation in the
protection of the media freedom, the European Commission for Democracy
Through Law warned Macedonia’s Government for the huge interference of
the political parties and businesses in the functioning of the media.
Furthermore, OSCE Representative on Freedom of the Media, Dunja
Mijatovich admonished the Governments and businesses in South Eastern
Europe, including Macedonia, to stop their huge influence on the media
because the “media are not their private property,” and that the media should
be used as a bulwark against undemocratic actions taken by either those
Governments or any private institution, and not as an aid of such violations
(OSCE, October 2011). Mijatovic further explained that “despite the repeated
calls to the Government to reverse the situation and show respect for the
OSCE media freedom commitments, the situation [in Macedonia] seems to be
getting worse” (OSCE, June 2011). The E.U. also mentioned that the media in
Macedonia is still under huge influence from political and business interests
(Brunswasser, 2011). In its resolution in the early 2011, the European
Parliament warned about the excessive political interference in the media in
Macedonia, as well as the increasing tendency of the political parties to belit-
tle the journalists critical to the Government (Marusic, Feb. 2011). Thus, the
international sphere recognized the failure of these laws to protect the inde-
pendent media in Macedonia.

6. Conclusion

The case of Macedonia casts doubt on the validity, strength and universal
applicability and functionality of the international norms and regulations on
the freedom of expression and the media. Through the huge political influence,
enormous and selective advertisements, one-sided investigations, huge pres-
sures on the journalists and the large number of sackings, the political parties
have managed to destroy the independent media by acting within the afore-
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28 The journalists known for their anti-governmental stance were labeled as traitors by
the pro-governmental journalists who were not invited to the panel, for obvious rea-
sons, and who have benefitted by being on the Government’s side (Marthoz, 2011).



mentioned norms. Even though one can freely open a TV station, or express
her or his opinion, the huge influence of the political parties will swiftly elim-
inate any such threat to the party’s policy. In other words, the legislature and
the regulative bodies with the function of overseeing that legislature in prac-
tice can be easily used against their sole purpose of existence. Numerous
international organizations have criticized Macedonia’s Government on this
matter, albeit without considering that the actions they objected to were in
accordance with the laws that they themselves promoted and Macedonia
implemented. 

The fact that the international community recognizes a specific bulk of
regulations and norms, usually found in liberal democracies, as the standard
for ensuring freedom of the media does not make the notion of free media uni-
versally applicable. Even though an investigation of a state’s domestic laws
might produce results that indicate a strong legal framework for the protection
of the media freedom that conforms to the international standards, the situa-
tion in the country can be the complete opposite of what the international
community is trying to achieve. In other words, the aforementioned norms and
standards are taken for granted as the correct formula for the achievement of
media freedom without any regard to their inapplicability in some transition-
ing societies, as seen in Macedonia. Thus, the “model of democracy” towards
which a society is headed and its current social, economic and political order
should determine the “type of media regime” a society should implement
(Rowbottom, 2006). Moreover, the international community should consider
“specific facts and circumstances encountered in … democratization contexts
[which] might justify modifying, suspending, or possibly even discarding-on
a temporary basis-strict adherence to the widely accepted norms” (Berman,
2008). Being aware of their dysfunctional nature in practice, we must seek
ways to strengthen the laws and regulations themselves and better ways of
implementing them that consider the context in which they will apply rather
than simply advocating for the implementation, or duplication, of the function-
al laws and regulations from the advanced liberal democracies.
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MINORITY RIGHTS IN THE REPUBLIC OF 
MACEDONIA AND THE RIGHTS OF THE MACEDONIAN 
MINORITIES IN NEIGHBORING COUNTRIES

Vladimir OrtakOVski
Ss. Cyril and Methodius University, Skopje

1. The status of Macedonians in Greece

the harsh treatment of macedonians almost during the entire XX century has
no precedents in the Balkans and can be compared with the genocide commit-
ted, in different periods, against the armenians and kurds. this was especially
the case in the second Balkan War where the macedonian people, on whose
territory all battles were waged, had to endure many sacrifices and casualties.
there were numerous examples of genocide against the macedonian popula-
tion on the territories occupied by the Greek, serbian and Bulgarian armies,
and according to the Carnegie Commission, several towns like Voden,
Negush, Ber, Enije-Vardar, doyran and others, as well as more than 200 vil-
lages (170 of which with 17,000 families and their property in aegean
macedonia), were totally destroyed and plundered. in June 1913 the Greek
army burned down to the ground the macedonian town of kukush (kilkis),
with 1,846 houses, 612 stores, 6 factories etc. at the same time around 4,000
houses were burned down in the surrounds of serres. more than 135,000
macedonians from the aegean part of macedonia, in order to save their bare
lives, had to abandon their towns and became refugees. 

1.1 Greco-Bulgarian and Greco-Turkish Conventions 
on the exchange of population

the Greco-Bulgarian Convention on the “voluntary exchange of population”
from November 27, 1919 caused forced emigration of the population, especial-
ly of the macedonians from the aegean part of macedonia, who from the very
beginning showed little desire to emigrate from their properties. to the con-
trary, the desire to emigrate among the Greek peasants in Bulgaria, who hoped
to receive larger properties in Greece, was significantly more widespread. in
the 1923-1924 period, the Greek Government, under the threat of military
necessity, deported several thousand macedonian families, and settled the
Greek refugees from anatolia in their homes. this set in motion another wave
of macedonian refugees to Bulgaria in order to avoid being deported. Various
“incidents” happened, in which the local police and army undertook harsh
measures. in this way, the “voluntary” population exchange was taking place
in conditions that resembled more those in time of war than in time of peace.

379



a large number of macedonians was re-settled with the exchange of pop-
ulation with Bulgaria (the largest part of thrace and eastern macedonia). in
western macedonia remained, according to Greek data, 81,844 “Orthodox
Christians who speak slavic” (macartney, 1934). Furthermore, in the aegean
part of macedonia, as a result of the policies of discrimination against the
macedonian people after the First World War around 540,000 persons from
turkey were settled there, in addition to some 100,000 Greek refugees who set-
tled there before 1920. at the same time, after the aegean part of macedonia
fell under Greece, the following ceased to exist: 340 of their schools with
around 20 junior high schools and 6 high schools, 750 teachers, 19,000 stu-
dents, as well as 378 churches with 300 priests, which were active in 1912 (the
“memoire on the Position of the subjugated Peoples of the Balkans”, submit-
ted to the third Congress of National minorities in Geneva, on september 10,
1927, as cited in kantardziev, 1991). macedonians submitted complaints to to
the league of Nations on their extremely dissatisfactory situation, which had
come about as a result of the sabotage of the obligations by the Greek govern-
ment for the protection of minorities, but they had no success. 

With the aim of denationalizing and assimilating them, the macedonians in
Greece were persecuted, mistreated, imprisoned, sentenced to heavy punish-
ments and deported to the islands. there were many cases of unrest and
“incidents” which were harmful to macedonians, such as the events in solun
(salonica), kavala, drama, lerin (Florina), Butim. in the “incident” which hap-
pened in 1924 near the village of tarlis, 17 macedonian peasants were executed,
which caused repugnance in the wider world community and was the object of
an investigation by the mixed Commission of the league of Nations.1

Considering the final results, the Greek aim to eliminate the macedonians
from aegean macedonia did not materialize. On the one hand, practically all
Greeks from Bulgaria (with the exception of a few hundred) immigrated to
Greece. On the other hand, however, only a part of the macedonians from
Greece went to Bulgaria. Namely, the largest part of them left from eastern
aegean macedonia, but the larger part of the macedonians who lived west of
the Vardar river, especially those on the border with Yugoslavia, succeeded in
not being resettled. 
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1 Namely, on July 27, 1924, at the village market, close to Greek officers and civilians,
both of Greek and macedonian nationality, shots were fired, which fortunately, did
not hurt anyone. macedonians lived in the village, but there were also some 50 fam-
ilies of Greek refugees settled after the First World War. a Greek commander then
arrested some 60-70 macedonian suspects whom he sent to the neighboring village.
But several hours later, the guards came back alone, explaining that they had been
attacked by comitadjis. in the course of this, allegedly, the prisoners had attempted to
escape, and so the soldiers shot and killed 17 of them. in the investigation that was
conducted immediately, the mixed Commission of the league of Nations concluded
that the first shots in tarlis could not be considered a serious attack. the Commission
concluded that there wasn’t any justification for the massacre because it was proven
that there was no attack on the convoy of prisoners (mair, 1928). 



according to the provisions of the Greco-Turkish Convention on the
Obligatory Population Exchange of January 30, 1923, around 390,000
muslims (mainly turks, and among them 40,000 macedonian muslims) were
resettled from the aegean part of macedonia. at the same time, 1,200,000 per-
sons of Greek and non-Greek origin came to Greece from turkey.

at the time of the population exchange between Greece and turkey, in the
period from december 1923 to the end of 1925, with the aim of making the
“ethnic cleansing” more effective, there were various cases of forced deporta-
tion also of albanians from Greece to turkey. the Greek authorities had
ordered the entire muslim population of Epirus to leave the land, and in the
course of this their property was confiscated and their harvest seized for the
population that was being re-settled from asia minor. the albanian govern-
ment protested before the league of Nations, and documented the
“persecutions of all kinds” against the albanians in Greece, the acts of terror-
ism by the Greek Government, as well as the cases when land and houses were
seized in order to prevent the owners from asking to be exempt from the
exchange.

the large-scale colonization and the major ethnic changes brought about
a two way change in the status of the Macedonian and Greek languages in
Aegean Macedonia. Namely, although it was formerly used by the largest part
of the population, the macedonian language in aegean macedonia was
reduced to a minority language, used within the family. On the other hand, the
Greek language, from a minority language in the aegean part of macedonia,
became the most widely used language which was imposed upon the
armenians, the “turkophones”, and the immigrants from the Caucasus etc.
after the colonization, around 240,000 macedonians that stayed became a
minority, remaining a majority in the western part of aegean macedonia (in
the regions of kostur (kastoria), lerin (Florina) and Voden (Edessa)). 

1.2 The short-lived recognition of the 
“Slavic speaking minority” in Greece

the treaty on minority Protection with Greece was signed in sevres on
august 19, 1920. this treaty, however, was not ratified by turkey. the
lausanne treaty which referred to the same questions was signed on July 24,
1923, and the provisions of both agreements came into force on august 30,
1924.

it is significant that the Council of the league of Nations in 1925 on the
basis of the provisions for the protection of minorities, imposed on the Greek
government to undertake concrete measures for the needs of the “slavic speak-
ing minority” in connection with education and public religious services. in a
situation when the Protocol had not been accepted by Greece, the rapporteur of
the Council of the league on that question, austin Chamberlain attempted to use
other means to ensure the protection of the macedonians in Greece. For that pur-
pose, the Greek Government was asked the following question:
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— What are, in the opinion of the Greek Government, the needs of the slavic
minority in relation to education and public religious services and what are the
special measures it has undertaken, or proposes to undertake, in order to meet
these needs?

the Greek representative, Venizelos, explained the non-existence of
schools for the “population of macedonia that speaks slavic” with the need to
complete the exchange of population with Bulgaria in order to see how much
of this slavic community would remain. 

With its letter of may 29, 1925 the Greek Government responded that it
was undertaking measures to open schools for the macedonians in the “slavic
language” from the 1925/1926 school year, and for religious services for the
macedonians in that language. the letter also stated that 

it is absolutely impossible for the Greek government to allow the position of
the minority that speaks a slavic language to be of any, even indirect, inter-
est whatsoever for Bulgaria. 

in the exposition of the Greek representative kaklamanos, at the session of the
Council held on June 10, 1925, the Greek government gave assurances that it
would consider in friendly spirit any demand for permission to open private
schools and would allow “the subjects who speak slavic” to make use of every
possible new measure in relation to minority schools (reports, 1925).

Greek Government stated that it “studied the means to ensure instruction
of adequate teachers to carry out education in the minority languages”. it
claimed that “the slavic speaking minority” does not have any special needs
and enjoys the same privileges as all the other minorities. at the meeting of
the Council of the league of Nations the Greek representative added that the
ministry for Education has been instructed to study the measures needed for
the implementation of the provisions on education under the treaty. the
ministry responded that a corresponding amount will be included in the budg-
et for the following year for the schools of those that speak slavic. the
minister for Foreign affairs, considering that this was not sufficient, demand-
ed immediately for a special program to be made for opening schools for the
slavic speaking persons, that steps should be taken for educating the teachers,
and that necessary books should be prepared and published at the expense of
the Greek Government.2

as proof of serious preparation on the part of the Greek Government,
copies of the abecedar (aBC-Primer) in the macedonian language intended
for the macedonian students from aegean macedonia (kushevski, 1987),
were presented to the league of Nations. However, abecedar never reached
children of macedonian origin living in Greece and they were not able to learn
macedonian from it, because new Greek government ceased implementation
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2 the debate in the league of Nations on the Greek activities on the realization of the
provisions of the minority agreement (mair, 1928, Op. cit.).



of its minority obligations. anyhow, abecedar remains proof that the league
of Nations and the Greek republican government of the time recognized the
macedonian ethnic minority in Greece. 

1.3 Measures against Macedonians in Greece 

simultaneously with the abovementioned exchange of population, Greece
continued with its policies of denationalization. in 1926, the Greek govern-
ment issued a decree by which all non-Greek names of towns, villages, rivers
and mountains were replaced with Greek ones (Popovski, 1981). in the 1936-
1941 period, during the metaxas regime, over 5,000 macedonians were
interned from the regions bordering Yugoslavia, and after the beginning of the
Greek-italian War in October, 1940, some 1,600 macedonians were interned
on the islands of tassos and kephalonia (apostolski, 1969). 

during the Greek Civil War in the 1946-1949 period, but also during its
brief “first round” (in the winter of 1943-1944) and “second round” (in
december, 1944), the exodus of many Macedonians and members of the Greek
Communist Party to Yugoslavia and the other Eastern European countries con-
tinued. Namely, it is believed that 40% of the forces of the Elas controlled
by the Communists were macedonians (Poulton & mliHrC, 1989). already
during the Civil War, because it considered the macedonians as potentially
disloyal to the Greek state, on October 1, 1947 Greece passed the decree for
the withdrawal of their citizenship, after which it undertook steps for their
elimination from the country.

according to estimates of the association of Children refugees from
aegean macedonia and the red Cross, during the Civil War in Greece 25-

30,000 children at the age of 2 to 14 years, most of whom were macedonians,
were exiled to Yugoslavia or to some of the Eastern European countries. in the
period 1946-1949, more than 50,000 macedonians were forced to emigrate
because of the difficult and harsh reprisals to which they were subjected, and
more than 17,000 were killed. some sources in macedonia consider that,
today, there are between 250,000 and 350,000 macedonians in aegean
macedonia, whereas other estimates claim that there are about 200,000 mem-
bers of the macedonian national minority in Greece. the macedonians are
more numerous in the kostur (kastoria) and lerin (Florina) regions, as well
as in Voden (Edessa), kozani, Ber (Veria), kukush (kilkis), serres etc
(Popovski, 1981, Op.cit.).

On august 23, 1953, decree No. 2536 was adopted, on colonising the
border areas with “new colonists of a sound national consciousness”. in the
course of this, the homes of the uprooted macedonians were settled with
Greeks (mojsov, 1954). the anti-macedonian intent of this decree can be seen
from the fact that such measures did not apply to the turks from western
thrace (Popovski, 1981, Op.cit.). the use of “slavo-macedonian” names and
forms was banned in this period, which meant that only Greek forms could be
used for official purposes. With the same decree 2536 from 1953, numerous
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macedonians - refugees from Greece—were deprived of their Greek citizen-
ship and their properties were confiscated.

in the beginning of 1954, the government of Papagos decided to replace
the macedonians from the public services in aegean macedonia. in the border
regions, macedonian farmers were not allowed to leave their lands. in 1959,
the Greek government passed a law on forced giving of a statement of loyal-
ty. in this, the Greek authorities requested the population in the villages near
lerin (Florina), kostur (kastoria) and kailari to publicly confirm that it did
not speak macedonian. such measures led to a large emigration of
macedonians to australia and Canada (andonovski, 1974).

the official denial of the existence of the macedonian national minority
remained a constant of Greek policy regardless of which government was in
power. the military dictatorship in Greece, from 1967 to 1974, meant for the
macedonians a deterioration of their position, and brought about their intern-
ment or imprisonment. in 1967 an internal regulation was passed banning the
use of the macedonian language, a constitutional act depriving the
macedonians of their citizenship, as well as other measures for the assimila-
tion of macedonians.

the Greek authorities to this day are intent on accomplishing the aim of
assimilating the macedonians, through the entire system of education, by not
employing in any state job anyone who is a declared macedonian, as well as
with a new series of laws and acts that are discriminatory in relation to the
macedonian national minority. Namely, in 1982, with the decision number
106,841 on the repatriation of Greek citizens and political refugees, return to
Greece was allowed only to “Greeks by origin who during the civil war of
1946-1949 and because of it have fled abroad as political refugees”. that is to
say, to those who were going to renounce their macedonian identity and accept
Greek names. in 1985, law No. 1540 was passed with a discriminatory clause
that political exiles may reclaim confiscated property only as “Greeks by
origin”, which hindered the realisation of the property rights of macedonians
in Greece (Frchkovski, tupurkovski, & Ortakovski, 1995). in 1986, the
Government of Papandreou excluded the University of “Cyril and methodius”
in skopje from the list of foreign academic institutions whose diplomas it
recognized, with the explanation that instruction at this university was
conducted in a language which was not “internationally recognized”.

1.4 Measures against minorities in Greece 

in accordance with official Greek data, the total number of all minorities in
Greece (turks, “slavo-macedonians”, Vlachs, albanians, Bulgarians, and
armenians) is less than 1% of the population. Here, it is explained that after
the exchanges of population between Greece and turkey and Greece and
Bulgaria made after the Balkan Wars and after the First World War, there was
allegedly an insignificant number of turks, slavo-macedonians and
Bulgarians left in Greece (Fisher, 1980). Namely, Greek politics officially
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advocates the thesis of Greece being an “ethnically homogeneous country”, as
it was referred to by the Greek representative at CsCE in 1974 and it lacks sta-
tistical data on its national minorities. such a stand is contained also in the
Greek Constitution, adopted on June 11, 1975, where national minorities and
their particular rights are given no mention, and only the Greek citizens of
muslim faith (turks, Pomaks) were granted certain rights. the Greek legal
regulations also ignore the existence of other nationalities, except for the
Greek one (Vukas, 1978).

Greece enforced a number of measures in regard to its other minorities,
directed towards their denationalization and assimilation. the Turks and
Pomaks are treated as second class citizens: large tracts of land in western
thrace, most of which are militarized regions, were expropriated from the
Pomaks and turks, and the freedom of movement of the population is consid-
erably limited to a radius of 30 km from their place of housing; after 1967,
members of the institutions of the minority communities were stood down and
replaced by people appointed by the authorities; after 1977, all turkish place
names in komotini were replaced with Greek ones, in the course of which the
use of the former names for official purposes, under the threat of penalties or
even imprisonment was banned; it was forbidden to cite the turkish name, in
brackets, after the Greek names, and to use the adjective “turkish” in the
names of  minority associations. Under the threat of deportation they were
forced to change their names into Greek ones. in the area of education in
Greece, instruction in turkish is continually on the decline.

Even though the Vlachs, who inhabited the Pindus region since the
middle ages, and who until the second World War enjoyed autonomy within
the framework of Greece, enjoy today certain cultural rights (they have active
cultural associations and publish a newspaper), for the Greek authorities they
represent “Greeks who speak an unusual dialect”. towards the end of the XiX
century they were massacred by Greek nationalists, and their villages and
churches were burned. Especially at the time of the military junta in Greece
from 1967 to 1974, Vlachs were even imprisoned when they were found to
speak in their own language. Official Greek policy considers Greeks all those
who use Greek as “their language of everyday use” (even when it is not their
mother tongue), which reduces considerably the number of Vlachs who, oth-
erwise, according to their religious affiliation are Orthodox Christians (which
means that they are treated as Greeks-Orthodox Christians).

the “successful” implementation of these policies also led to partial
assimilation, both of the Vlachs and Albanians in Greece. a considerable part
of the albanian minority in Greece professes the Orthodox religion and just as
in the case with the other Orthodox minorities in Greece, it is hellenized by
means of Greek control over the education system. if only three generations
ago there were many albanians in attica, Beotica, southern Eubea, and the
section of Plaka in athens was an albanian quarter, with their own courts
where the albanian language was used, it seems that today they have been
assimilated in considerable numbers into the Greek nation.
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1.5 Macedonian ethnic revival in Northern Greece 

since the late 1980s there has been a Macedonian ethnic revival in much of
Northern Greece. in 1990 “macedonian movement for Balkan Prosperity”
(makiVE) was formed, and in 1993 this group held the first “all macedonian
Congress” in Greece. the bilingual macedonian and Greek languages, “ta
moglena” newspaper was first put into print in 1989, and although restricted
to the moglena region had a readership of 3,00O. in 1989 the first attempts at
establishing a “House of macedonian Civilisation” in Florina began.
makiVE participated in the 1993 local elections and received 14 percent of
the vote in the Florina Prefecture (see more in Poulton, 2000). according to a
study by anthropologist ricki van Boeschoten, 64% of the inhabitants of 43
villages in the Florina area were macedonian-language speakers.  

in January 1994, rainbow (Виножито) was founded as the political party
to represent the ethnic macedonian minority. at the 1994 European Parliament
election the party received 7,263 votes and polled 5.7% in the Florina district.
the party opened its offices in Florina on september 6, 1995. the opening of
the office faced strong hostility and that night the offices had been ransacked.
in 1997 the “Zora” first began to publish. in 1998 the second all-macedonian
congress was held in Florina. 

in 2001 the first macedonian Ortodox Church in Greece was founded in
the aridalia region. in 2002 the “loza” magazine went into print. in the fol-
lowing years several macedonian-language radio stations were established,
however many including “makedonski Glas” (macedonian Voice), were shut
down by Greek authorities. during this period ethnic macedonians such as
kostas Novakis, began to record and distribute music in the native
macedonian dialects. Ethnic macedonian activists reprinted the language
primer abecedar, in attempt to encourage further use of the macedonian lan-
guage. However, the lack of macedonian-language literature has left many
young ethnic macedonian students dependent on textbooks from the republic
of macedonia.  

another ethnic macedonian organisation, the Educational and Cultural
movement of Edessa, was formed in 2009. Based in Edessa, the group focus-
es on promoting ethnic macedonian culture, through the publication of books
and Cd’s, whilst also running macedonian-language courses and teaching the
macedonian Cyrilic alphabet. since then macedonian-language courses have
been extended to include    Florina and salonica. 

in early 2010 several macedonian-language newspapers (“Zadruga” and
“Nova Zora”) were put into print for the first time. the estimated readership
of Nova Zora is 20,000, whilst that of Zadrgua is considerably smaller. the
“krste Petkov misirkov Foundation” was established in 2009, which aims to
establish a museum dedicated to ethnic macedonians of Greece, whilst also
cooperating with other macedonian minorities in neighbouring countries. the
foundations aim at cataloguing ethnic macedonian culture in Greece along
with promoting the macedonian language.  
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in 2010 another group of ethnic macedonians were elected to office, includ-
ing the mayor of meliti, Pando ashlakov. Ethnic macedonians have also been
elected as mayors in the towns of Vevi, Pappagiannis, Neochoraki and achlada. 

1.6 Greek policy towards the Republic of Macedonia 
and Macedonians after 1991

With the dissolution of the former Yugoslav Federation in 1991, the republic
of macedonia declared independence on 17 september 1991, following a ref-
erendum on september 8, 1991. after adoption of a new Constitution, on 17
November 1991, the assembly of the republic of macedonia, on 19
december 1991, adopted a further declaration seeking wider international
recognition as a sovereign and independent state. 

the republic of Greece refused to recognize the republic of macedonia
under that name, explaining that the use of this name expounds territorial aspi-
rations to parts of Greek macedonia. the invocation of the historical principle
as a basis for Greek opposition to the sovereignty of the republic of
macedonia and to the use of the name macedonia, from the aspect of interna-
tional law makes use of absurd argumentation. By exerting pressure on the
republic of macedonia, Greece imposed an undeclared, severe commercial
blockade in the autumn of 1992 and closed its border with macedonia on
February 17, 1994, with the aim of causing great economic damage, degrad-
ing its infrastructure and getting its northern neighbor “on its knees”. the
economic blockades against the republic of macedonia which, in connection
with its geographical position after the disintegration of sFr Yugoslavia,
blocked all traffic to and from salonika (the closest port linking the republic
of macedonia to the international economy) and all along the Greek-
macedonian border, were meant to bring about serious economic
consequences for the northern neighbor and in connection with that, increased
dramatic social and inter-ethnic tensions. they coincided with the UN trade
sanctions against neighboring serbia, which increased cumulatively the diffi-
culties of the republic of macedonia (see for example in Bourne, 1993).

Faced with Greece’s blockade, macedonia adopted two amendments on its
Constitution on January 1992: amendment 1: “the republic of macedonia has
no territorial pretensions towards any neighboring state”. “the borders of the
republic of macedonia can only be changed in accordance with the Constitution
and on the principle of the free will, as well as in accordance with generally
accepted international norms”. amendment 2: “in the exercise of this concern the
republic will not interfere in the sovereign rights of other states or in their inter-
nal affairs” (amandmani i i ii na Ustavot na republika makedonija, 1992).

the arbitration Commission, chaired by robert Badinter3 in its Opinion
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No.6 emphasized that “macedonia has renounced all territorial claims of any
kind in unambiguous statements binding in international law; and that the use
of the name “Macedonia” cannot therefore imply any territorial claim against
another State… (Grant, 1999)”.

Greek policy towards the Macedonians in the country has not changed
after 1991. the macedonian sidiropoulos was brought to court in Greece four
times, for stating at the Committee for Human rights of CsCE in Copenhagen
that a macedonian national minority exists in Greece! On 15 september 1998,
Greece’s macedonian minority party “Vinozhito” (“rainbow”) went on trial
for the crime of having hanged up on its office an inscription with the name of
their party both in Greek and in macedonian, the mother tongue of its mem-
bers. according to the indictment against four rainbow leaders, the use of that
language “caused and incited mutual hatred among the citizens, so that com-
mon peace was disturbed on september 6, 1995 (Ortakovski, 2000).”

European Court of Human rights, on 10 July 1998, delivered a judgment
that should have been important for macedonians living in Greece. in the case
of sidiropoulos and Others v. Greece the Court decided that Greece violated
their right to freedom of association, as guaranteed by article 11 of the
Convention for the Protection of Human rights and Fundamental Freedoms.
Courts in Greece 4 refused the application for registration of non-profit mak-
ing association “Home of macedonian Civilization” (stegi makedonikou
Politismou) with headquarters in lerin (Florina), because its alleged aim is to
promote the ideas of the existence of a macedonian national minority in
Greece, which is contrary to Greek law and national interests. Greek suspicion
that the association undermines the country’s territorial integrity has no
ground in the objects of the latter for “the cultural, intellectual and artistic
development of its members and of the inhabitants of Florina and... for the
promotion and development of folk culture.”5 Unfortunately; subsequent
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the Commission recommended that the European Community accept macedonia’s
request for recognition. in its Opinion No.6 the Commission took the view that “the
republic of macedonia fulfils the necessary conditions in the Guidelines on the
recognition of New states in Eastern Europe and in the soviet Union and the
declaration on Yugoslavia adopted by the Council of the European Communities on
december 1991”.

4 the application for registration of a non-profit making association “Home of
macedonian Civilization” was submitted by sidiropoulos and 55 other members of
macedonian national minority in lerin (Florina), on 18 april 1990, to the Florina
Court of First instance. it was refused by this Court, on 9 august 1990, as well as by
the salonica Court of appeal, on 7 september 1990, and by the Court of Cassation,
on 20 June 1991. 5 according to clause 2 of the memorandum of the association, its objects are: “the
cultural, intellectual and artistic development of its members and of the inhabitants
of Florina and the fostering of a spirit of cooperation, solidarity and love between
them”, as well as “the preservation of intellectual and artistic endeavours and tradi-
tions and of the civilisation’s monuments and, more generally, the promotion and
development of (their) folk culture (sidiropoulos and others v. Greece, 1998)”.



Greek’s court decisions have failed to confirm European Court judgment. 
despite being convicted for a violation of freedom of association by the

ECHr, Greece has blocked attempts by sidiropoulos and six other applicants,
who claim to be of macedonian ethnic origin and to have a macedonian
national consciousness, to register Home of macedonian Civilization. the
Court of First instance in Florina issued its decision on december 19, 2003,
rejecting the application by the Home of macedonian Civilisation because
“the recognition of such an organization contains a direct danger to public
order and provides an opportunity … to fabricate a historically non-existent
‘macedonian nation’ (Greek Helsinki monitor, 2003)”.

What have been the motives for such a Greek policy towards the republic
of macedonia, from the point of view of Greece’s position towards
macedonians and other ethnic minorities in the country? 

One of the elements for the answer lies in the internal consequences from
the recogniti/on of the Macedonian state. if the Greek government recognized
the state under that name, it would have to recognize the ethnic identity of the
large macedonian population that still lives in northern Greece, to accept that
Greece is not nationally homogeneous, but actually a multinational country,
with all the potential political consequences, as well as to accept European
regulations on the treatment of minorities and the protection of their cultural
rights. the Greeks also feared the effects that may have on two other Greek
border regions with the “threat” of ethnic minorities: in thrace, which borders
turkey, in connection with the turkish minority; in northern Epirus, for which
there is a historical dispute with albania, with an albanian minority on the
Greek side and a Greek minority on the albanian side of the border (see more
extensively in Woodward, 1995).

it is obvious that behind the “dispute” over the name of the northern
neighbor lurk for Greece much more practical questions about its obligations
towards the members of the macedonian national minority and in the compen-
sation for their confiscated properties that follow from the international
standards expected of a member state of the European Union.

2. The status of the minorities in Bulgaria

Bulgaria does not give in its official statistics data on the existence of nation-
al minorities. since the mid-70s in official publications and speeches in
Bulgaria, the term “united Bulgarian socialist nation” was often used. stanko
todorov, president of the assembly of People’s republic of Bulgaria and
member of the Politbureau and the Central Committee of the BCP, in his
speech on march 28, 1985, stated categorically that Bulgaria is a “one nation
state” and that in “the Bulgarian nation there are no parts of other peoples and
nations (Poulton & mliHrC, 1989).

Even though in the Bulgarian Constitution, adopted towards the end of
1990, the concept of a one and only Bulgarian nation is abandoned, it does not
speak of national minorities, but of “ethnic groups” and of “Bulgarians of dif-
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ferent ethnic origin”. it contains clauses that can be restrictive in the minori-
ties’ organization and activities.6
2.1. Measures against minorities in Bulgaria 

Bulgaria enforced a number of measures in regard to its minorities, directed
towards their denationalization and assimilation. Under the law on People’s
militia of 1976, for example, it was possible to carry out administrative pun-
ishment without trial, which was used to re-settle by force entire families of
the macedonian national minority from the Blagoevgrad region to other parts
of the country. the systematic and forced re-settlement, not only of
macedonians, but also by dispersing the members of minorities throughout the
country, had the aim to decrease their rights. 

there were several attempts to assimilate the large Turkish minority in
Bulgaria after 1945, and especially between 1984 and 1989 in the regions of
krdjali and Jablanovo, in the eastern part of stara Planina. the process of emi-
gration of the turkish minority into turkey was a result of the repressive
measures undertaken then by the Bulgarian authorities: around 250,000 per-
sons between 1950 and 1985, and 320,000 departures in 1989. 

Changing the names of the members of minorities and of the settlements
where they live in a considerable number had the aim of denationalizing them.
there were forced changing of the names especially of the members of the
turkish minority in Bulgaria. towards the end of 1984, the Bulgarian author-
ities began a wide campaign for assimilation of the members of the turkish
minority by changing their names by force. Claiming that the members of the
turkish minority are actually descendants of the Bulgarians who were trans-
formed by force into islam during the time of Ottoman rule, the Bulgarian
authorities also asserted that they now demand once again “voluntarily” and
“spontaneously” new Bulgarian names for their “rebirth into the Bulgarian
nation”. the methods of the Bulgarian authorities, however, did not have any-
thing in common with being “voluntary” and “spontaneous” (Poulton &
mliHrC, 1989, Op.cit.; see more extensively in laber & U.s. Helsinki
Watch, 1986). they took drastic forms: villages with predominantly turkish
population were surrounded by police with dogs, military troops and tanks,
followed by officials with new identity cards or with lists of “official” names!
Every home was paid a visit and the inhabitants were forced to accept the new
identity cards. those members of the turkish minority, who did not change
their names, were not allowed to work in state institutions or to continue
receiving governmental assistance. 

the aim of assimilating and denationalizing the members of minorities
was being pursued also by the way of drastic measures against religion and
religious customs. in Bulgaria there were various cases when the local
mosques were closed and turned into museums; they were closed by force, and
minarets and mosques were destroyed. all separate muslim graveyards were
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done away with the turkish graves in ardin were destroyed and levelled to the
ground in the beginning of 1986. the traditional celebration of Bayram was
punished. Bulgarian authorities replaced the former muftis, young people were
not allowed to go to the mosques, and all religious classes and the study of the
kur’an in the mosques were banned. the special rapporteur on religious
intolerance of the Committee for Human rights, d’almeido, singled out
Bulgaria as one of the seven countries that systematically prevent the peaceful
profession of religion. 

the areas of education and culture, very important in fostering the
characteristics of minorities, were also at the mercy of restrictive measures. in
Bulgaria, after the resolution of the inform-Bureau in 1948, all schools which
had instruction in macedonian were done away with, and they have not been
reconstituted. in Pirin macedonia the macedonian National theater, the
bookshops which sold books, newspapers and publications in macedonian
were closed and the extensive cultural and educational exchange with the Pr
of macedonia was discontinued. in the mid-70s, education in turkish also
ceased. Various official publications in the turkish language stopped being
published in the mid-80s, when it was forbidden to speak turkish in public
places, or to listen to radio programs and songs in turkish. Women who wore
shalvars or other traditional turkish clothes were abused in the streets and had
to pay penalties. 

2.2. From recognition to denial of the 
Macedonian national minority in Bulgaria

Bulgaria claims traditionally that macedonians (including those who live in
the republic of macedonia and in Greece) are ethnic Bulgarians. there was a
radical deviation from that stand in the period1945-1948, which led to an
essential improvement of the position of the macedonian national minority in
Bulgaria. in that period, when the Bulgarian Communist Party (BCP) was
headed by Georgi dimitrov, Bulgaria fully recognized the separate
macedonian nation and allowed for wide contacts between Pirin macedonia
and the People’s republic of macedonia within the framework of Yugoslavia.

in accordance with the good Yugoslav-Bulgarian relations, in 1947, the
governments of both countries concluded the Bled agreement, whereby,
among other things, Yugoslavia rescinded the reparations to the amount of 25
million dollars, determined by the Peace treaty of 1947. Both governments
agreed to prepare a Customs Union, a new regime of two-ownership proper-
ties, to simplify passport formalities and to facilitate the crossing of the border.
Both countries came to an agreement to increase the railroad and transport
lines that link them, 

to develop to the greatest possible degree the cultural cooperation between
the peoples of FPrY (FNrJ) and the Bulgarian people, and for this aim they
will undertake measures to facilitate all useful initiatives, as well as the
exchange of literary works, journals and newspapers (dzunov, 1974).
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in this period, the cultural autonomy of Pirin macedonia (in Bulgaria) had
been recognized and there were several forms of cooperation between the two
countries on the cultural and educational plane. there were exchanges of del-
egations, cultural and educational groups, lecturers, actors, directors etc.
between the People’s republic of macedonia and Pirin macedonia, which had
a macedonian national theater. a number of teachers from the People’s
republic of macedonia were sent to assist with the education in the
macedonian literary language in the schools in Pirin macedonia. Numerous
students, undergraduates and teachers from Pirin macedonia were being edu-
cated in the Pr macedonia. Bookstores were opened, with a large number of
books, newspapers and other publications in macedonian, which sold in large
prints (mojsov, 1978).

after the deterioration of Yugoslav-Bulgarian relations, as a result of the
inform-Bureau in 1948, the rights of the macedonian national minority in
Bulgaria were suspended openly and all its connections with the People’s
republic of macedonia were severed. the Bulgarian side, with forced admin-
istrative measures, began to exert pressure on the macedonians to declare
themselves as Bulgarians, to re-settle them etc. Not only was the existence of
the macedonian national minority in Bulgaria denied completely, but the claims
that there is no separate macedonian nation or language gained in prominence.
the change of Bulgarian attitudes towards the macedonian national minority
can be illustrated with the data from the population censuses.

in the census administered towards the end of 1946 in Bulgaria, more than
70% of the population of Pirin macedonia declared themselves as
macedonians. actually, at the time the data on the macedonian population
were not published by the Bulgarian authorities, and some sources in
Yugoslavia claimed that 252,908 inhabitants of Bulgaria declared themselves
as macedonians (Poulton, & mliHrC, 1989, Op. cit.; Chingo, 1975). in the
census of december 1, 1956, 178,862 persons declared themselves as
macedonians, more than 95% of whom lived in Pirin macedonia and com-
prised 63.8% of the population. However, in the 1965 census there were only
8,750 persons (!) who declared themselves as macedonians, that is to say less
than 1% of the population in the Blagoevgrad region. according to the 2001
Bulgarian census, 5,071 citizens declared themselves as ethnic macedonians,
while in 2011 census only 1,654 Bulgarian citizens declared macedonian
descent. this represents “statistic genocide” and a policy of denationalization
and assimilation of the macedonians in Bulgaria.

it is estimated that there are at least 250,000 macedonians in Bulgaria, liv-
ing in the Pirin part (Blagoevgrad, Petrich, sandanski and others), as well as
in sofia. 

in the 60s, the Bulgarian authorities, at the time of the renewal of the per-
sonal identification cards, wrote in the cards of all who had declared
themselves earlier as macedonians, that they were ethnic Bulgarians. Political
trials were held with accusations of macedonian nationalism. With the adop-
tion of the criminal law of 1968, the largest part of those accused for the
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propaganda of “antidemocratic and nationalist ideology” were tried according
to articles 108 and 109 for “agitation and propaganda against the state” and of
forming, or leading or being members of illegal groups. article 39, Paragraph
1 of the law on the People’s militia of 1976 (amended on august 12, 1983),
which allowed for administrative punishment without trial, was used for
forced re-settlement of members of the macedonian national minority in other
parts of the country. in this way, entire families were forced to leave the
Blagoevgrad region, just because they were affirming a macedonian national-
ity different to the Bulgarian one. 

2.3. Bulgarian policy towards Macedonians since 1990s

after the political changes in Bulgaria, from the end of 1989, the macedonian
national minority undertook concrete activities and put forward demands for the
improvement of their status and their minority rights and formed separate organ-
izations. thus, for example, on march 11, 1990, the independent association
“ilinden” submitted a petition to the Bulgarian assembly, expressing its dis-
agreement with the denial of the right of “thousands of citizens of Pirin
macedonia to declare themselves nationally as macedonians”. On april 14,
1990, in sandanski, delegates of several macedonian organizations founded on
different grounds (in Blagoevgrad, Petrich, sandanski and other places in the
Pirin region) joined together in a unified United macedonian Organization
(OmO) “ilinden”. among them were: the Organization “ilinden” (imrO-inde-
pendent), the Committee for Protection of the rights of the macedonians in the
Pirin Part of macedonia and in Bulgaria and the independent macedonian
democratic alliance. OmO “ilinden” had its promotion among the macedonian
population in Bulgaria on april 22, 1990, in the rozhen monastery, at Jane
sandanski’s grave, where on the occasion of the 75th anniversary of his death,
in spite of the ban of the Bulgarian authorities, there was a gathering of around
10,000 macedonians. But the supreme Court of Bulgaria, in November 1990,
confirmed the decision of the court in Blagoevgrad which did not allow OmO
“ilinden” to be registered in court, because of its “anti-constitutional, separatist
and anti-Bulgarian” activity (ilievski, 1993).  

OmO ilinden–Pirin started a procedure for registering itself as a political
party in Bulgaria. its establishing as a party on February 28, 1998, was followed
with registration on February 13, 1999. However, the party was banned on
February 19, 2000, by the Constutional Court of Bulgaria. European Court of
Human rights on October 20, 2005, delivered a decision in favour of OmO
ilinden–Pirin’s registration. But Bulgaria did not respect the verdict of ECHr, so
confirming continuation of its discriminatory policy against OmO ilinden Pirin. 

Bulgaria continued to prevent macedonians in the country from exercis-
ing their basic rights such as the freedom of assembly and freedom of speech.
the Bulgarian police prevented the activists of OmO “ilinden” from celebrat-
ing the anniversaries of the deaths of Jane sandanski and Goce delchev, as
well as the anniversary of the ilinden Uprising, by which it violates their
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human rights of free association and peaceful assembly. another very reveal-
ing example of the violation of the right of peaceful assembly of the citizens
of the republic of Bulgaria was the banning by the mayor of Plovdiv of the
promotion of the book by Georgi radulov “History of macedonia-apology of
macedonism”. 7

in five of its judgments, European Court of Human rights condemned
Bulgaria’s attempts at legal dissolution of the political party “OmO ilinden –
Pirin”, its refusal to register the association “OmO ilinden”, and its unlawful
bans of several large public assemblies. in three newer cases, on October 18,
2011, ECHr again found Bulgaria in violation of article 11 of the European
Convention on Human rights. the new offenses included imposing unlawful
bans of peaceful gatherings and arresting participants without cause, as well as
other illegal actions against Bulgarian citizens of macedonian ethnicity. the
last judgment ordered Bulgaria to pay each applicant in the three cases 9,000
euros in damages (European Court of Human rights rules against
Bulgaria…again, 2011). 

Bulgaria was the first country to recognize the independence of the
republic of macedonia in January 1992, and diplomatic relations between the
countries were established on the ambassadorial level. the good economic
relations between the two countries helped the republic of macedonia to a
great degree to alleviate the consequences of the Greek closure of the south-
ern border, by using the commercial and transport communications on the
eastern border with Bulgaria. 

However, Bulgaria’s persistent refusal to recognize the existence of a dif-
ferent macedonian ethnical identity, statements that macedonians and
macedonia are Bulgarian, and that the macedonian language is a dialect of the
Bulgarian language, is the cause of difficulties in the bilateral relations.
moreover, the vivid memories of the Bulgarian occupation of a part of the ter-
ritory of macedonia during the second World War, lead further to suspicions
as to Bulgarian territorial aspirations towards the republic of macedonia. 

3. The status of the minorities in Albania

according to the 1961 census, 95% of the population in albania was
albanians, and of national minorities there were 40,000 Greeks (2.4% of the
total population), 15,000 macedonians and montenegrins (0.9%), 10,000
Vlachs (0.6%) and about 10,000 romas (0.6%), as well as small groups of
Jews and armenians (Prifti, 1978). it is almost impossible to ascertain the
number of minorities in this country because of the fact that in the population

7 the Bulgarian Helsinki Committee informs in its 1997 report that on april 20, 1997,
the Bulgarian police prevented a bus with 30 citizens from paying their respect to
Jane sandanski, and two macedonians were beaten by the police near the village of
Novo delchevo. the launch of the book by Georgi radulov was even physically pre-
vented by members of VmrO-smd, who threw the author, the promoters and the
reviewers by force out of the venue where this was taking place (Cvetanovski, 1998).
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censuses, the graph for the ethnic (minority) characteristic of the population is
not included. On the other hand, according to certain Greek estimates, the
Greek minority in albania, which mainly lives in the region of Girokastro and
saranda, numbers up to 400,000, whereas external estimates indicate the num-
ber of 200,000 to 250,000 persons as more realistic.8 the estimates of the
number of members of the macedonian national minority in albania, which
mainly lives in the region of mala Prespa, Golo Brdo and near the towns of
Peshkopije and korcha, vary as well: according to macedonian sources, there
are about 60,000 (dzunov, 1974) or even 100,000 macedonians (Budimovski,
1983), whereas according to certain foreign observers there are 15,000 to
30,000 (Poulton & mliHrC, 1989, Op. cit.). macedonian organizations in
albania claim that number of macedonian minority is well over 150,000. the
number of Vlachs is approximately 35,000 and they are mainly settled in the
mountainous regions of Voskopoje and the area near korcha (Foucher, 1994).

albanian official politics does not negate the existence of minorities,
although, according to the data of the 1989 census, only 64,800 inhabitants
(2%) are of non-albanian origin (58,758 Greeks, 4,697 macedonians, and
about one hundred serbs and montenegrins). 9

in the 2011 Census Government of albania decided to eliminate sections
in the forms designated for declaring a person’s specific minority status. the
original version of the draft form had included selection options for minorities
in albania, including macedonians. However, albania’s government agency
responsible for Census removed these categories, making available only the
options of “albanian” and “Other”. 

3.1. Measures against minorities in Albania 

in practice, in albania, during the regime of Enver Hoxha there were clear vio-
lations of the human rights of all citizens, and in that context, also of the rights
of the members of minorities. there are a number of examples of forced re-
settlement of the citizens, of changing the names of citizens and places, as well
as the ban on religion in albania. 

the systematic and forced re-settlement had the aim, by dispersing the
members of minorities throughout the country, to decrease their rights. in
albania, under the slogan of industrialization of the state, a large number of
members of minorities, including the macedonian one, were re-settled in the
interior of the country, with the aim of assimilating them more easily. a decree
in 1979 made possible the internment of those who “represent a danger for the
social system”. 

Changing the names of the members of minorities and of the settlements

8 the former Greek minister for Foreign affairs karolos Papuljas, in 1984, stated a
number of 200,000 members of the Greek minority in albania. 

9 according to the articles from albanian journal “New albania”, as cited in daily
newspaper Borba (1991, January 11).
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where they live in a considerable number had the aim of denationalizing them.
in albania, a decree No. 5,339, in 1975, was passed for changing the names
of “citizens who have inadequate names and offensive surnames from a polit-
ical, ideological or moral aspect”, and the local registries had lists of names
approved by the government (Prifti, 1978). the laws on changing the names
and of the settlements in the 50s had a large effect on macedonians as well,
both in their names and surnames and in changing the geographic names of
settlements that had been macedonian since ancient times. another decree
No. 225, in 1975, introduced the changing of names of geographical places
that have religious connotation. Place names that were given after Christian
saints were changed (for example, the name of the village agios Nikolaos
(saint Nicholas), where a Greek minority lives, was renamed as drita (light)),
and the non-religious names of other towns where minorities lived, were also
changed (Poulton & mliHrC, 1989, Op. cit.).  

the aim of assimilating and denationalizing the members of minorities
was being pursued also by the way of drastic measures against religion and
religious customs. albania in the 1976 Constitution placed a total ban on reli-
gion. Earlier, in the albanian version of the “cultural revolution”, in 1967 all
property of religious organizations was expropriated without compensation;
2,169 churches, mosques and monasteries were closed and 630 Orthodox
churches were torn down.

3.2. The position of the Macedonian national minority

like the other parts of the macedonian people, divided by the Balkan wars, the
macedonians in albania were exposed to denationalisation and assimilation.
albania did not recognise their status as a minority in accordance with the
declaration it made before the league of Nations, thus preventing them from
enjoying the rights and protection arising from it. through strong denational-
izing measures, it suppressed the ethnic distinctiveness and attributes of the
macedonians in albania (ilievski, 1993, Op.cit.). 

in the period 1945-1948, when there were close friendly relations
between Yugoslavia and albania; tirana changed radically its attitude towards
the macedonians and recognized their existence as a national minority.
macedonians were given the possibility to express freely their national entity,
their cultural creativity and customs and to use their mother tongue. in some
villages, where they were in the majority, schools were organized with instruc-
tion in macedonian. in connection with this, because of a lack of teaching and
other personnel, the albanian government approached the Yugoslav, that is,
the macedonian government, to send teachers, textbooks and other indispen-
sable aids. in accordance with the Yugoslav-albanian agreement for Cultural
Cooperation in the period 1946-1948 macedonian teachers arrived in albania
and taught in macedonian until 1948 in 13 elementary schools (Popovski,
1981, Op.cit.).

after the resolution of the inform-Bureau in 1948, and the unilateral sev-
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erance of relations with Yugoslavia on the part of albania, the existence of the
macedonian minority within its borders was never questioned publicly, but in
practice the rights it had enjoyed until then were downgraded to a minimum.
all schools in which instruction was conducted in macedonian were closed
down, and the macedonian teachers, except for two, were returned to
macedonia. Under the motto of the industrialization of the state a large num-
ber of members of the macedonian minority were re-settled in the interior of
the country, with the aim of their easier assimilation. the laws for changing
names and place names had an effect to a large degree on the macedonians, on
their names and surnames, as well as in the obliteration of the geographic signs
of places which had from ancient times been macedonian. Just as all other cit-
izens of albania, the macedonians lived in great isolation, without contacts
with their relatives in macedonia, which also had the aim of denationalizing
and assimilating them. 

after the admission of albania to the UN, in 1955, instruction in
macedonian was introduced once more, but only as a separate subject with 1-2
hours a week. later, in the village Pustec (mala Prespa) there was an eight-year
elementary school, and in four other surrounding villages there were four-year
elementary schools, where instruction in first and second grade was in
macedonian, whereas in third and fourth grade, pupils studied the macedonian
language as a subject. the textbooks in macedonian were published in tirana.
the textbooks in macedonian for the first grade, as well as a macedonian-
albanian dictionary and a grammar of the macedonian language for fourth
grade teachers, were prepared by Nikola Berovski, one of the two macedonian
teachers, who, having formed their families stayed in albania after 1948. 

recently, macedonian children living in the villages of mala Prespa have
attended classes in their mother tongue. there is a general high school in Pustec,
one eight-year school in dolna Gorica and six elementary schools in the region.
there are eight-year schools at the two biggest villages of the municipality,
Pustec and Gorica, where 20 percent of the textbooks are in macedonian. the
History of macedonian people is a separate subject in the school.

3.3. Macedonians in Albania in the “post Enver Hodza” era

after the death of Enver Hoxha, in april 1985, churches and mosques began
to be restored in albania, as cultural monuments and tourist attractions.
albania gradually opened its borders for visits to and from albania, and in this
way members of national minorities could receive and go visit their relatives
in the neighboring countries. 

after the introduction of the multiparty system, in the first half of 1991,
organizations and associations of the members of minorities in albania began
to be formed, including the Organization of macedonians “Prespa”. after the
opening of (until then) “most isolated” country in the world, the members of
the macedonian minority had possibilities to renew their contacts with their
relatives and friends in the republic of macedonia. in 1990 the macedonians
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from the regions in mala Prespa and Golo Brdo illegally and in great numbers
crossed the border to macedonia. in spring of 1991, on Easter, in the village
stenje (republic of macedonia) there was a meeting which was attended by
3,000 macedonians from albania. in may 1991 around 5,000 macedonians
from the republic of macedonia had a meeting in the village Pustec with the
macedonians from the villages of mala Prespa.

as a result of the organized life of the macedonian minority, on april 4,
1991 a group of young and educated macedonians officially formed the
Organization “Prespa” in mala Prespa, for the advancement of the rights and
the position of the macedonian national minority in albania in all areas. the
“association of macedonians in tirana” was formed in tirana, for maintain-
ing the macedonian ethnicity and organizing activities on the cultural,
educational and political plane. in the region of Golo Brdo, 37 villages formed
the Cultural artistic association “Bratstvo” (“Brotherhood”), with the aim of
maintaining macedonian folklore. the macedonians from Elbasan founded
the organization “dOmNUa” (democratic Organization of macedonian
National Unity in albania) which has as its basic aim to open schools with
education in macedonian, to found macedonian cultural and other societies
and associations and to realize other rights and freedoms in accordance with
the international legal standards (ilievski, 1993, Op.cit.). 

in september 1991 the “Bratska” Political association of macedonians in
albania (Brama) was established. Other macedonian organizations include
macedonian alliance for European integration, macedonian society ilinden
tirana, Prespa, mir (Peace), Bratstvo (Brotherhood) and the macedonian
aegean society (mEd). 

in albania, the macedonian minority is recognized only in the mala
Prespa region. there are large ethnic macedonian populations in other parts of
albania, especially the Golo Brdo and Gora regions, debar Pole, korcha,
Podgradec areas, as well as in tirana. according to 2011 Census, only 5,870
macedonians live in albania. However, it should be noted that macedonian
organizations from albania requested macedonians to boycott the census
because only in mala Prespa they were allowed to declare themselves as such. 

leader of macedonian alliance for European integration, macedonian
Edmond temelko, was elected in 2007 to the position of mayor of Pustec and
was reelected to this position in 2011. 

in march, 2013, albanian Parliament delivered a decision to reinstate the
original macedonian name of the village of Pustec. Previously, it had been
renamed with albanian name “liqenas”, in an attempt to suppress the
macedonian identity of the region. 

the local radio of korcha broadcast the Fote Nikola program which com-
prises news bulletins and songs in macedonian for half an hour a day. On
November 7, 2002, the first private macedonian-language radio station “radio
Prespa” was set up. in November, 2010, the first macedonian television sta-
tion, television kristal, was officially launched. 

during 1990s the first macedonian language periodical mir (Peace)
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emerged. later, macedonians living in the mala Prespa region began to pub-
lish the newspaper Prespa. in april, 2011, macedonians living in tirana
launched publishing the macedonian newspaper ilinden.

4. The Status of the Communities (Minorities) 
in the Republic of Macedonia

according to the census of 2002, alongside 1,297,981 macedonians (64.2% of
a total of 2,022,547 inhabitants) in the republic of macedonia also lived
509,083 albanians (25.2%), 77,959 turks (3.9%), 53,879 roma (2.7%),
35,939 serbs (1.8%), 17,018 Bosniaks (0.8%), 9,695 Vlachs (0.5%), and
14,887 members of other communities (0.7%). Compared to 1994 census the
number did not change much for the smaller communities, and the albanian
community as the biggest minority community showed a growth (from
441,104; 22.7% in 1994), while macedonians were 66.6% in the total popula-
tion of the republic of macedonia in 1994. 

the members of miorities in the republic of macedonia enjoy protection
of their ethnic, cultural, linguistic, and religious identity and are represented in
the institutions of the system. the country has developed mechanisms and
instruments for inclusion and co-habitation with different ethnic groups.  the
model established for the protection of minority rights in macedonia is
grounded in a historically deeply-rooted feeling of mutual understanding and
tolerance in the collective memory of the people, as well as in standards of
international law and practice in this sphere. despite occasional interethnic
tensions, the political and legal system in the country is seen as a unique suc-
cessful model of protection of minority rights. 

in 1991 Constitution of the republic of macedonia the term “nationality”
was used instead of internationally accepted term “minority”. With the 2001
amendments term “communities not in the majority” was introduced. this is
expression of the policy that is favourable for minority rights, with the aim to
avoid pejorative meaning of the term “minority”. if you have “minority”, you
have also “majority” and it is possible for their relation to be of subordinate
and superior one. if you have system of minority rights, including “affirmative
action” in favour of minorities, then there is basis for your wish to express it
through used terminology. in this case the term is not only form of manifest-
ing, but also it can express substance of respecting minority rights. 

4.1. Status of ethnic communities under the Constitution and the Laws

the 1991 Constitution of the republic of macedonia, which guarantees the
rights and freedoms of individuals and citizens, also contains provisions refer-
ring to the rights of the nationalities, aiming to achieve real equality of their
civic status and the protection of their ethnic, cultural, and religious identity.
article 9 states that citizens are equal before the Constitution and law, that is,
“equal in their freedoms and rights, regardless of sex, race, color of skin,

minOrity rights in the republic Of macedOnia 399



national and social origin, political and religious beliefs, property and social
status” (Ustav na republika makedonija, 1991; amandmani iV, V, Vi, Vii,
Viii, iX, X, Xi, Xii, Xiii, XiV, XV, XVi, XVii i XViii na Ustavot na
republika makedonija, 2001). there are provisions in the Constitution regard-
ing rights of nationalities: in the Preamble, as well as in normative part of the
Constitution, introducing special institutes to take care of cohabitation of
macedonian people with nationalities. 

the free expression of national identity is one of fundamental values of
the constitutional order of the republic of macedonia, contained in article 8
para.2 of the Constitution. traditionally, macedonia provides for nationality in
the censuses, which makes possible “the official existence” of persons belong-
ing to communities. during the census of 2002, in accordance with the Census
law, the census forms for each community were published bilingually (in
macedonian and in one of the languages of the communities). 

in 2001 amendments of the Constitution the term “communities not in the
majority” is used. this not only avoids pejorative meaning of the term “minor-
ity”, but also in the New Preamble (amendment iV) includes an explicit
acknowledgement of 

citizens living within its borders who are part of the albanian people, the
turkish people, the Vlach people, the serbian people, the romany people,
the Bosnian people and others.

in amendment Viii is quoted that “members of communities have a right
freely to express, foster and develop their identity and community attributes
and to use their community symbols”. Protection of ethnic, cultural, linguistic
and religious identity of communities is guaranteed. members of communities
have 

the right to establish institutions for culture, art, science and education, as
well as scholarly and other associations for the expression, fostering and
development of their identity.

they have “the right to instruction in their language in primary and second-
ary education, as determined by law”. With the aim for their successful
integration in macedonian society, it is also their obligation to study
macedonian language in schools where education is carried out in the lan-
guage of community. 

macedonian Constitution provides for minority language rights, and pro-
visions for the use of minority languages at the local level: 

the macedonian language, written using its Cyrillic alphabet, is the official
language throughout the republic of macedonia. any other language spoken
by at least 20 percent of the population is also an official language, written
using its alphabet… (amendment V to the article 7). 

there are also provisions here regarding official personal documents and com-
munication on municipality level: 
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any official personal documents of citizens speaking an official language
other than macedonian shall also be issued in that language, in accordance
with the law. any person living in a unit of local self-government in which
at least 20 percent of the population speaks an official language other than
macedonian may use that official language to communicate with the region-
al office…”. 

amendment Vi establishes new fundamental value in macedonia: “equi-
table representation of persons belonging to communities in public bodies at
all levels and in other areas of public life”. 

article 19 of the Constitution guarantees freedom of religious confession,
that is, “the free and public expression of their religion, individually or in com-
munity with others”. in continuation of this article, amendment Vii stipulates
that, besides macedonian Ortodox Church, there are islamic religious
Community in macedonia, the Catholic Church, Evangelical methodist
Church, the Jewish Community and other religious communities, separate
from the state and equal before the law. they are free to establish schools and
other social and charitable institutions, by way of procedures regulated by law. 

as a significant element of the macedonian model for minority rights pro-
tection is considered to be the double majority voting. amendment X
introduced so called “Badinter principle”, according to which in the
Parliament there is a right for a double voting (or “veto” rule) on laws that con-
cerns minorities’ interests. “For laws that directly affect culture, use of
language, education, personal documentation, and use of symbols, the
assembly makes decisions by a majority vote of the representatives attend-
ing, within which there must be a majority of the votes of the representatives
attending who belong to communities not in the majority in the population of
macedonia”. Possible disputes regarding the application of this provision
should be resolved by the Committee on inter-Community relations. 

according to amendment Xii the assembly established a Committee for
Inter-Community Relations. the Committee consists of 19 members of whom
7 members each are from the ranks of macedonians and albanians within the
assembly, and a member each from among the turks, Vlachs, romas, serbs
and Bosniaks. the assembly elects the members of the Committee. the
Committee considers issues of inter-community relations in the state and
makes appraisals and proposals for their solution. the assembly is obliged to
take them into consideration and to make decisions regarding them. 

there are a number of laws that include provisions guaranteeing minori-
ty rights, implementing relevant constitutional provisions. these are: the law
on local self-Government; law on territorial organization of local self-gov-
ernment in the republic of macedonia; law on prevention and protection
against discrimination, law on the organization and work of the Public
administration; law on members of the Parliament; law on identity Card;
law on the use of a language spoken by at least 20% of the population and in
the units of local-self government and other laws. 
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4.2. Collective rights of Albanians and 
minority rights of other communities in Macedonia 

since the republic of macedonia gained its independence in 1991, it has made
serious efforts to improve the quality of life of the minorities living there and
to guarantee rights beyond international requirements. in spite of occasional
interethnic tensions and problems, especially with the numerous albanian
nationality, the spirit of tolerance and dialogue within the framework of the
institutions of the system predominates. members of the albanian and other
communities enjoy protection of their ethnic, cultural, linguistic, and religious
identities, and they are represented in public institutions. the state also imple-
ments policies of affirmative action with the aim of increasing the
representation of the members of the communities in many areas, such as the
police, the army, education, and the judicial system (Ortakovski, 2001). 

Political parties of the albanians in the republic of macedonia, first
formed in 1990, have been included in all post-communist macedonian gov-
ernments. twenty-four albanians (from three albanian parties), two turks,
two serbs and two romas and several other from ethnic communities, out of
123 mPs in macedonian Parliament, won seats in the 2011 parliamentary elec-
tions. the government coalition, in power since august 2011, gives the dUi
(democratic Union for integration), party of albanians in macedonia, two
deputy prime ministers, five ministers, five deputy ministers, and a propor-
tional share in the management of public institutions. 

the albanian community in macedonia, as the most numerous one,
enjoys special minority rights, in particular in terms of language use. For
enjoying language rights at state and local level, the size of the community has
become an important mark. For the collective rights to be exercised by an eth-
nic community, a percentage of at least 20% of the population is established. 

the albanian community enjoys highly protected linguistic rights, guar-
anteed by the macedonian Constitution and regulated by special laws, in first
place, by the law on the use of a language spoken by at least 20% of the pop-
ulation and in the units of local-self-government. this law ascertains the use
of the language (spoken by at least 20% of the citizens in the country) in the
Parliament, in the communication with ministries, judicial and administrative
proceedings, enforcement of sanctions, communication with the ombudsman,
in electoral processes, issuance of personal documents, police force, local self-
government, finances, economy, education and science, culture and other
areas according to this law10. a mP, who speaks albanian language, can use
that language during a parliamentary session and in the meeting of the parlia-
mentary working groups. the members of the albanian community have a
right to communicate and to receive a response in their own language with the
units of local self-government and state administration offices if in that unit at

10 article 2, para.2 of the law on the use of a language spoken by at least 20% of the
population and in the units of local self-government (andeva, 2012).
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least 20% of the citizens speak albanian language. 
in the field of education, apart from equal access to the educational insti-

tutions for all citizens, the members of the communities have the right to
education in their mother tongue in elementary and high schools. to this end,
the state guarantees free elementary and secondary school, obligatory for
everyone. the albanian community in the country has education in its moth-
er tongue up to and including University level. they have quotas for entering
the universities. in this regards republic of macedonia received a positive
assessment by the CoE advisory Committee on the Framework Convention
for the Protection of National minorities in its third opinion on republic of
macedonia stating that “a well-developed system of minority language educa-
tion exists” in the country.11

in the field of media, many tV and radio stations in macedonia broadcast
full programming in albanian. macedonian television (mtV) transmits also
part time daily in turkish, and weekly programs in aromanian, romany, and
serbian. the program in albanian on mtV has been in operation since 1967.
apart from state television, there are several hundred private tV stations,
some of which transmit programs entirely in the languages of the communi-
ties. macedonian radio transmits, also, programs in the languages of the
communities. the program in turkish was introduced in 1945, and the
albanian one in 1948. the program in albanian is also transmitted on public
local radio stations in a number municipalities around the country (Gostivar,
debar, kichevo, kumanovo, struga, and tetovo), in turkish in four (Gostivar,
debar, struga, and tetovo), in romany in two (kumanovo and tetovo) and in
aromanian in two municipalities (Gevgelija and shtip).

there are numerous albanian daily newspapers (Flaka e vellazerimit,
Fakti, etc.), magazines, and literature printed in macedonia. the newspaper
Birlik is published in turkish. there are a number of newspapers publishing
also in languages of other communities. 

4.3. Concluding remarks 

1. this paper has analyzed situation of macedonians in Greece, Bulgaria and
albania (and of other minorities in these countries) in comparison with the
rights and protection enjoyed by “communities not in the majority” (minori-
ties) in the republic of macedonia. the discussion can be concluded with
putting these four countries into appropriate type of state policies toward the
minorities, and also with finding out the level of pressure to which minorities
have been subjected in these countries.12

11 as cited in report ref. aCFC/OP/iii(2011)001, advisory Committee on the
Framework Convention for the Protection of National minorities, third Opinion on
“the former Yugoslav republic of macedonia” adopted on 30 march 2011,
strasbourg, december 2011. 

12 For a classification of state policies toward the minorities as well as of different kinds
of pressure against minorities in the countries where they live (Ortakovski, 2000).
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Namely, state policies toward the minorities could be classified into five
basic types: (1) states that negated the existence of minorities and proclaim
their nation to be ethnically pure; (2) states that tolerated the existence of
minorities, but refused to put in force special legal treatment for their protec-
tion (i.e., they placed the protection of their rights within the framework of the
protection of human rights and freedoms equally for all citizens); (3) states
that recognized the existence of minorities on their territory; (4) states that rec-
ognized the existence of minorities and protected their rights with special
norms (i.e., collective rights); (5) states where minorities realized their rights
and enjoyed separate autonomous territorial status. 

Minorities have been subjected to different kinds of pressure in the coun-
tries where they live: a) discrimination, when they are placed in a subordinate
status in all spheres of life because of their ethnic, religious, or linguistic dif-
ferences from the majority population; b) economic inferiority, when the
financial interests of the minority are systematically ignored; c) psychological
pressure, from a series of measures taken against members of minorities,
including settlement of the majority population on the territory where the
minority lives; d) ethnocide, with the radical implementation of the destruc-
tion of the language or the culture of the national, racial, or religious group,
with a ban on the use of the language in daily contacts or in schools, a ban on
the publication or distribution of printed material in the language of the group,
and destruction or a ban on the use of libraries, museums, schools, and histor-
ical institutions of the group; e) genocide, when, with the intent of fully or
partially destroying a national, ethnic, racial, or religious group, a series of
synchronized attacks is waged against different facets of life, on the political,
social, cultural, economic and biological planes, in the course of which mem-
bers of the group are killed or serious violations of their physical or mental
integrity occur, and difficult living conditions are created in order to achieve
their total or partial destruction. 

2. Greece. as the preceding analysis shows, Greece’s policy toward minori-
ties is denying the existence of minorities and proclamation that Greece is
“ethnically homogeneous country”. there are no statistical data concerning
minorities in Greece. macedonians are not recognized, and have been subject-
ed to all kinds of pressure, including denationalization, ethnic cleansing,
ethnocide and genocide, especially during second Balkan War 1913 and
Greek Civil War in 1946-1949. so, Greece’s state policy toward Macedonians
and minorities belongs to type (1); Macedonians have been subjected to all
kinds of above mentioned pressure (a) – (e). 

it should be noted that Greece belongs to a small number of countries that
did not ratify the Framework Convention for the Protection of National
minorities, adopted by the Council of Europe on November 10, 1994, and
came into force on February 1, 1998,13 which is the first legally binding mul-

13 Greece only signed, on september 22, 1997, the Framework Convention for the
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tilateral text for the protecton of national minorities. 

3. Bulgaria. 1990 Bulgarian Constitution recognizes existence of “ethnic
groups”, in contrast to prior statements that Bulgaria was “one nation state”
and that there was “united Bulgarian socialist nation”. With the exception of
1945-1948 period, macedonians are not recognized not only as a minority in
Bulgaria, but also as a separate nation (there are statements that “macedonians
and macedonia are Bulgarian; the macedonian language is a dialect of the
Bulgarian language”). it means that Bulgaria’s state policy toward
Macedonians in 1945-1948 period used to be in type (3), and after that has
belonged to type (1). Bulgaria’s state policy toward minorities belongs
between type (3) (recognition of minorities) and type (2) (toleration of their
existence). Before 1990, Bulgaria used to exercise a number of drastic meas-
ures toward minorities, especially against large Turkish minority, subjected its
members to all kinds of pressure (a) – (e). Macedonians in Bulgaria are sub-
jected to number kinds of pressure (a) – (c).

Bulgaria signed (on may 7, 1999) and ratified (on september 1, 1999) the
Framework Convention for the Protection of National minorities. the
advisory Committee of this Convention on march 18, 2010, in its second
opinion stated that 

in spite of a large number of persons identifying themselves as belonging to
the macedonian and Pomak minorities, the exclusion of these groups from
the scope of application of the Framework Convention … give cause for deep
concern.14

4. Albania recognizes existence of national minorities and “ethno-linguistic
minorities” in the country. Macedonians in Albania are recognized as minori-
ty, and are exercising their minority rights, in Mala Prespa region, however
not in other parts of the country. Other minorities, including large Greek
minority, are also recognized only in zones where they live in substantial num-
bers. it means that Albania’s state policy toward minorities belongs between
type (3) (recognition of minorities in zones they live) and type (2) (toleration
of their existence in other parts of the country). during the regime of Enver
Hodza albania exercised a number of measures against members of minorities
(forced re-settlement, changing the names of citizens and places, ban on reli-
gion in the country), which can belong to (a) – (d) kinds of pressure.
Macedonians in Albania out of Mala Prespa region are subjected to (a) – (b)
kinds of pressure. 

Protection of National minorities. 39 states, out of 47 member states of the Council
of Europe, ratified the Convention. like Greece - Belgium, iceland and luxembourg
just signed this Convention. France, turkey, andora and monaco did not even sign
the Convention. 14 as cited in report ref. FCNm/ii(2012)001, second Opinion of the advisory
Committee on the Framework Convention for the Protection of National minorities
on Bulgaria, adopted on 18 march 2010, strasbourg, 23 January 2012. 
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albania signed (on september 28, 1999) and ratified (on January 1, 2000)
the Framework Convention for the Protection of National minorities. the
advisory Committee of this Convention on may 29, 2008, in its second opin-
ion15 underlined that the criterion of the so-called “minority zones” “de facto
restricts access to minority rights outside these zones”. it also emphasized that
in albania “reliable statistical data concerning minorities is still lacking”. 

5. Republic of Macedonia not only recognizes minorities and their rights in the
country (using the term “communities not in the majority” in order to avoid
pejorative meaning of the term “minority”), but also is developing a system of
minority rights including affirmative action in favour of minorities. the free
expression of national identity, as one of fundamental values of the Constitution,
makes possible “the official existence” of persons belonging to communities.
they have a right freely to express, foster and develop their identity and com-
munity attributes, as well as the right to establish institutions for culture, art,
science and education, scholarly and other associations. macedonian model of
minority rights includes affirmative action in favour of communities and there
are collective rights enjoyed by albanian and other communities in the country,
such as: equitable representation of persons belonging to communities in public
institutions; provision that any language spoken by at least 20 percent of the
population is also, alongside macedonian, an official language; the double
majority voting, (so called “Badinter principle”), according to which in the
Parliament there is a right for members of communities to put “veto” on laws
that concerns their interests); establishment a Committee for inter-Community
relations in the Parliament. so, state policy of the Republic of Macedonia is that
it recognizes the existence of minorities and protects their rights with special
norms, i.e. collective rights (type 4). 

macedonia signed (on april 10, 1997) and ratified (on February 1, 1998)
the Framework Convention for the Protection of National minorities.
Protection of minorities in the country is on higher level than it is stipulated in
the Convention. 

From presented evidence the conclusion can be drawn that rights of com-
munities not in the majority in the Republic of Macedonia are to a significant
degree higher than minority rights in neighbouring countries (Greece,
Bulgaria, and Albania). 
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THE NAME DISPUTE NEGOTIATIONS BETWEEN
THE REPUBLIC OF MACEDONIA AND GREECE

ZhIkICA PAGovSkI
American University-School of International Service

A) Introduction

The name dispute between the Republic of Macedonia and Greece that has
existed for almost twenty years revolves around the “perspectives on the his-tory of the region [of Macedonia] and challenges which both nationsperceive to their respective identities.”1 The problem is that both northern
Greeks and Macedonians consider themselves successors of the Ancient
Macedonians. 

on the one hand, Greece argues that the Republic of Macedonian cannot
have a monopoly over the name “Macedonia” since the region of Northern
Greece is also called Macedonia (a geographic and administrative region
divided into West, Central, and East Macedonia). Greeks consider the Ancient
Macedonian kingdom as a hellenic one, and believes that its entire historic
and cultural heritage belongs to today’s Greece. It also claims that by using the
name “Macedonia,” its northern neighbor implies irredentist claims towards
the Greek sovereign territory.  on the other hand, the Republic of Macedonia
argues that their current name is the constitutional name and that they will not
change it into a name that will infringe on the Macedonian national identity,
language, and culture. It claims that Greece is the one that has problems with
its name and that more than 130 states (including all the UN Security Council
permanent members, except for France) recognized the country under its con-
stitutional name “Republic of Macedonia” refusing to use the official United
Nations reference “The former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia” of
(fYRoM). however, the Republic of Macedonia is obliged to negotiate since
Greece exercising is vetoing the Republic of Macedonia’s accession to the
North Atlantic Treaty organization (NATo) and the European Union (EU). 

The debate around the name dispute in question appears to be displaced
from the focus of resolution. Many scholars find themselves in an academic
conundrum while analyzing the state of negotiations between two govern-
ments that show no clear intentions and strategies for the resolution of the
dispute. Scholars (Janev 2, Floudas 3, kondonis4, and kofos5) have speculated
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1 International Crisis Group, 2009 “Macedonia’s Name: Breaking the Deadlock”
Pristina/Brussels p.2.

2 Igor Janev’s “Legal Aspects of the Fuse of a Provisional Name for Macedonia in the
United Nations System,” American Journal of International Law 93, 1 (1999): 155-
160.



about the nature of the dispute – whether it concerns the name, identity, or lan-
guage, and how a new negotiated name might be used – just in the UN, by all
other countries, or erga omnes (kosanic6 and Mavromaditis7). Scholars
(Tziampiris 19948, Danforth9, and Shea10) also debate what is being disputed
– symbols or rewriting/reinventing of history.  Moreover, scholars do not offer
a clear grasp of the common ground and the obstacles to the resolution of the
problem. 

The purpose of this paper is to outline the differences and similarities
between the positions of the Macedonian and Greek governments, to discover
the main obstacles for resolution, and to point out the major flows in the
process. To achieve this, I analyze the negotiation process from 1992 until
present day and the resolution packages presented, formally—by UN envoy
Mr. Matthew Nimetz—and informally—by politicians and scholars. The
research uniquely produces a framework of the diplomatic history of the nego-
tiations between the Republic of Macedonia and Greece. The framework
contains all resolution proposals and examines the responses
(acceptance/objections) to them from each state concerned. I apply theories on
international negotiations such as the theories on power, cooperation, and the
two-level game theory for the examination of the process outcomes. This
study goes across all resolution proposals under the EU and UN umbrella and
elaborates the incentives, interests, and desired outcomes of the two sides, the
mediator, and the external actors in the negotiation process. I also examine
what are the factors to change, in order to lead to successful negotiations.
Finally, I make policy-relevant recommendations for dispute resolution. only
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3 Demetrius Andreas Floudas, “Pardon? A Conflict for a Name? FYRoM’s Dispute
With Greece Revisited,” ed. by George A. kourvetaris, victor Roudometof,
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4 haralambos kondonis “Bilateral Relations between Greece and the Former Yugoslav
Republic of Macedonia” ed. Evangelos Kofos and Vlasis Vlasidis Athens-Skopje: An
Uneasy Symbiosis, 1995-2002, (Athens: Papazis Publishers, 2003).

5 Evagelos kofos, “The Controversy over the Terms ‘Macedonians’ and
‘Macedonian’: A Probable Exit Scenario,” Southeast European and Black Sea
Studies Vol. 5, No. 1, (January 2005):  129–133. 

6 Zoran kosanic, Research Division- NATo Defence Collegue Rome, 2009, Obstacle
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by clear understanding of the differences and the common grounds in the posi-
tions of the Republic of Macedonia and Greece, one can comprehend the
actual substance of the issue, and can anticipate the future outcome of the
negotiations process.

B) Negotiations History

Before 1991

The origin of the name dispute derives from the times of the ancient kingdom
of Macedonia. The region of Macedonia (the territory of the former kingdom
of Macedonia) has a very turbulent history. During 149 BC, the Macedonian
kingdom was conquered by the Roman Empire and became the Roman
Province of Macedonia. Following the fall of the Western Roman Empire, the
territory of Macedonia was occupied by the Byzantine Empire in the 6th and
7th centuries.11 Later, the territory of Macedonia fell under the control of the
Bulgarian and the Serbian kingdoms. Afterward, the ottoman Empire con-
quered the territory of Macedonia. ottomans exercised power over the
territory of Macedonia until 1913 when the “Treaty of Bucharest ended … [the
two Balkan wars] by dividing the territory [of Macedonia] between Bulgaria,
Greece, and Serbia.”12

With the incorporation of the territory of the current Republic of
Macedonia into the kingdom
of the Serbs, Croats, and
Slovenes (Yugoslavia), the
country was renamed vardar
Banovina. In 1944, the newly
renamed People’s Republic
of Macedonia was recog-
nized by the leader of
Yugoslav partisans Josip
Broz Tito as a federal unit of
SFRJ. In 1963, the Republic
of Macedonia was renamed
from People’s to Socialist
Republic of Macedonia.  

The Macedonian inde-
pendence from SFRJ was
voted on a referendum on
September 8, 1991, when the
people expressed their deter-
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11 U.S. Department of State, Background Note: Macedonia, 2010) http://www.
state.gov/r/pa/ei/bgn/26759.htm (March 29, 2010).

12 Ibid.



mination to have an independent country with a possibility to rejoin the
Yugoslav Federation. This was the actual starting point of the dispute between
the Republic of Macedonia and Greece because it was the first time that eth-
nic Macedonians sought international recognition of their country. 

From the historical review before 1991, it can be observed that the terri-
tory of the Republic of Macedonia “has been a crossroads for both traders and
conquerors moving between the European continent and Asia Minor. Each of
these transiting powers left its mark upon the region, giving rise to a rich and
varied cultural and historical tradition.”13
After 1991

In 1992, one year after the Republic of Macedonia gained its independence,
the Badinter Arbitration Commission established by the European Community
(EC) stated that the country satisfies the EC guidelines for international recog-
nition by its members.14 however, Greece pushed the EC not to recognize the
Republic of Macedonia and to impose additional conditions for recognition,
such a change of the official flag, constitution, and the name of the country.15
Joao Pineiro, a Portuguese Foreign Minister and chairman of the 1992 EC
Presidency, assumed leadership position in the negotiation process and sent a
three-point proposal for resolution to Greece and the Republic of Macedonia.
The proposal envisioned both countries (1) to refuse territorial claims, (2) to
stop hostile propaganda, and (3) to accept the name “New Macedonia” as a
suitable state denomination. Even though both countries accepted points (1)
and (2), they both refused point (3).

In 1993, with the approval of the Security Council, the Republic of
Macedonia was admitted in the UN under the provisional reference
fYRoM.”16 In the Admission Resolution 225, the negotiation process was
transferred from EC to UN hands, and a Special Envoy, Cyrus vance, was
appointed by the UN Security Council to mediate the process and find a per-
manent name that will change the provisional reference. however, unable to
control the international recognition and the use of “vergina Star”17 as an offi-
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13 Ibid.
14 Conference on Yugoslavia Arbitration Commision: opinions from Questions

Arising from the Dissolution of Yugoslavia, ILM Content Summary, January 11 and
July 4, 1992.

15 Almost one million people gathered in Thessaloniki in 1992 to participate in the
“Rally for Macedonia.” 

16 United Nations Resolutions Concerning Macedonia: United Nations Resolution 225,
8 April 1993. UN Security Council “Recommends to the General Assembly that the
State whose application is contained in document S/25147 be admitted to member-
ship in the United Nations, this State being provisionally referred to for all purposes
within the United Nations as “the former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia” pend-
ing settlement of the difference that has arisen over the name of the State.”

17 The “vergina Star” is a symbol discovered it on a golden larnax in the tombs of the



cial flag of the Republic of Macedonia, Greece placed an economic embargo
to the Republic in February 1994. This embargo resulted in an unbearable eco-
nomic crisis in the country. Therefore, in September 1995, both countries
signed the Interim Accord,18 and established diplomatic relations, after which
Greece removed the embargo, and the Republic of Macedonia removed the
“vergina Star” from its flag and the controversial “irredentist” articles from its
constitution.19 With this accord, both countries agreed to continue the process
of negotiations under the auspices of the UN.

In the period after the Interim Accord, the Republic of Macedonia
engaged in a diplomatic battle for international recognition of its constitution-
al name, and up until now it has received recognition from 130 states.20 A
special achievement for the Republic was the recognition by the United States
(U.S.)21 and all the other UN Security Council permanent members, except for
France, under its constitutional name. 

After the Interim Accord, there was a whole decade of stalemate in the
negotiation process. During this decade (1995 – 2005), the governments were
not were not wiling to negotiate, regardless of the active mediation efforts first
—by Cyrus vince and later—by the current UN Envoy Matthew Nimetz. In
2005, Nimetz came up with two proposal centered on the name “Republika
Makedonija – Skopje” to be official name of the country for international pur-
poses, but both were rejected by governments of the Republic of Macedonia
and Greece. 

Anticipating an opportune moment for exercising pressure, Greece threat-
ened to veto the possibility of accession of the Republic of Macedonia to
NATo at the Summit in April 2008 unless a resolution was reached. This
forced the Republic of Macedonia to become more proactive in the negotia-
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18 Interim Accord, http://untreaty.un.org/unts/120001_144071/6/3/00004456.pdf.
Retrieved 2008-11-07. 1995 . The US diplomat Cyrus vance acted as a Special
Envoy of the Secretary-General of the United Nations and signed the interim accord.

19 Constitution of the Republic of Macedonia (adopted by the Parliament of the
Republic of Macedonia on 17 November 1991, effective 20 November 1991. Two
amendments were added on 6 January 1992). Some of the controversial articles was:
Article 49 (1) The Republic cares for the status and rights of those persons belonging
to the Macedonian people in neighboring countries, as well as Macedonian
expatriates, assists their cultural development and promotes links with them.  In the
exercise of this concern the Republic will not interfere in the sovereign rights of
other states or in their internal affairs. (2) The Republic cares for the cultural,
economic and social rights of the citizens of the Republic abroad.

20 Macedonian Information Agency, Macedonia, Morocco nourish excellent relations,
should bolster economic cooperation. http://www.mia.com.mk/default.aspx?vId=
73825359&lId=2&pmId=501 (May 2010).

21 John A. Tures, “ George W. Bush Passes Macedonian Geography Quiz,” New Balkan
Politics, Issue 9, 2001-2003 http://newbalkanpolitics.org.mk/napis.asp?id=39&lang
=English .



tion process. however, this proved to be a pointless endeavor as a series of
meetings with five proposals from Nimetz (centered around a name with a
political and geographic qualifier such as “North Macedonia” – see Table 1)
resulted in no agreement reached. Accordingly, Greece objected to
Macedonia’s accession to NATo, and later vetoed the Macedonia’s accession
to the EU.22

Immediately following the Greek veto, the Republic of Macedonia peti-
tioned and won a case in the International Court of Justice (ICJ) in which
Greece indeed infringed the Interim Accord Article 11 by blocking the
Macedonian membership to NATo.23 however, the ICJ decision lacked a
binding power, and it did not force Greece to remove the veto on the NATo
summit in Chicago in 2012. Since 2009, no single proposal for resolution was
submitted, and the negotiations again had reached a deadlock. 

C) Negotiations Analysis

Negotiations Format

The negotiations about the Name Dispute are conducted through the UN
Department of Political Affair’s (UN DPA) “good office” and the UN Envoy
specifically designated for this issue. During the negotiations, chief negotia-
tors (diplomats who hold very limited leverage to influence the process)
represent the governments of the Republic of Macedonia and Greece. Chief
negotiators are always following strict guidelines by the respective govern-
ments, cannot make concessions, and are unable to significantly influence the
negotiations. 

Nimetz mediates the process using a method of shuttle diplomacy:
“through discussions between himself and each of the parties separately as
well as in more formal meetings involving both parties.”24 The content of the
resolution proposals is restricted to the public in both countries. however,
most of the meetings are indirect (not face-to-face negotiations) in three ways.
First, the mediator prepares a proposal for the dispute resolution and submits
it to the governments of both countries. Second, the governments review the
proposal and formulate their positions. Most often, governments have not
deviated from their official positions toward the dispute (explained below),
and have never fully accepted a single proposal. Third, the mediator meets
both parties separately, receives proposal feedback, compares both positions,
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24 UN News Service, More talks between Greece and former Yugoslav Republic
ofMacedonia–UN, http://www.un.org/apps/news/printnewsAr.asp?nid=13943, (12
April 2005).



and develops a new proposal.25 Even though several common meetings of the
mediator and the two parties together were held, no disputed points were dis-
cussed and no concessions and trade-offs were made.26

This negotiations setting proves to be inefficient and protracted since it is
not oriented toward the achievement of higher flexibility of the disputing
sides. Until now, both governments did not officially agree on any significant
point of the negotiation process. The mediator was preparing the proposals in
accordance with the official governmental positions, but could not fully satis-
fy both sides in all instances. hence, the current indirect negotiations
encouraged both sides to be rigid in their positions, passive in the process,
rhetorical in front of their domestic audiences, and superficially engaged for
the international community. 

Governmental Positions, Incentives, and Power Shifts 

The governments of the Republic of Macedonia and Greece have continuous-
ly maintained strong conflicting official positions in the negotiations over the
dispute. 

The Macedonian Position, Incentives, and Power Shifts  

The official position of the Macedonian government on the resolution of the
name dispute before the NATo Summit in Bucharest 2008 was expressed in
the so-called “double formula.” The double formula presupposes a possible
agreement over a name for bilateral relations with Greece and a use of the con-
stitutional name “Republic of Macedonia” for all other bilateral and
multilateral relations of the country.

The double formula has been completely unacceptable for the Greek offi-
cials. however, the wide international recognition of the Macedonia’s
constitutional name made Greece realize it was losing the battle on the name
dispute.27 hence, in 2006, Greece threatened to veto Macedonian accession to
NATo unless the name dispute is resolved. In response, the Republic of
Macedonia changed its official position. These veto threats also forced the
Republic of Macedonia to restart active negotiations with Greece, which
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25828, (3 March 2008).

26 UN News Service, Greece, former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia resume UN-led
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February 2008).
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во НАТО, http://a1.com.mk/vesti/default.aspx?VestID=70994, (21.11.2006).



resulted in three official UN proposals (see Table 1) for resolution in a period
of one month before the NATo summit. The failure to reach a resolution of the
name dispute resulted in non-invitation of the Republic of Macedonia to join
NATo at the Bucharest Summit in 2008 and to start negotiations for accession
with the EU from 2009 until now. however, the Greek economic crisis and the
promise of EU support for the second bailout has lowered the Greek power in
the negotiations, and it is expected that the Republic of Macedonia will receive
a negotiation date in June 2013, with the precondition to resolve the dispute in
the first year during the EU negotiation process.  

however, during and after the NATo summit in Bucharest, the Republic
of Macedonia showed lack of a unified domestic position. Macedonian
President Crvenkovski, a social democrat and a current leader of the opposi-
tion, abandoned the double formula, and agreed on an international name of
the country with a qualifier explaining the country’s political system. Also, the
Macedonian government led by Prime Minister Gruevski, center-right conser-
vative, made a shift in the official position from the double formula, to an erga
omnes name that will contain a qualifier of the political system of the country
partially accepting the Nimetz “Eight Point Plan” (see Table 1).28 As Lazar
Elenoski, his coalition partner and a Minister of Defense stated, Gruevski also
rejected the double formula and was ready to accept the Nimetz’s Final
Proposal (Republic of Macedonia (Skopje)). Most recently, the Macedonian
government realized that the double formula is outdated, and is ready to accept
a name that will not endanger the identity of Macedonians.  

The Greek Position, Incentives, and Power Shifts

Unlike the domestically divided position of the Republic of Macedonia, until
2004 Greece has consistently exhibited an almost unified position on the res-
olution of the name dispute—a name that will not contain the word
“Macedonia” in the country’s international relations.29 The Greek diplomats
even succeeded in adopting this as the official position of the EC Summit in
1992. The Annex I of the 1992 Summit Report specifies EC’s readiness to rec-
ognize the Republic of Macedonia “under its existing borders … under a name
which does not include the term Macedonia.”30

Even though the Republic of Macedonia and Greece temporarily normal-
ized their relations negotiating a provisional name (fYRoM) in 1993 and
signing the Interim Accord in 1995, the Greek official position was not
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28 A1 Television News, Safet Bisevac, Два предлога од Нимиц прифатливи за
Владата, http://www.a1.com.mk/vesti/default.aspx?vestID=89902, (20.02.2008).

29 Macedonian heritage- An online Review, ADDRESS oF FoREIGN MINISTER
ANDoNIS SAMARAS, Lisbon 17 Feb. 1992. http://www.macedonian-heritage.gr
/officialDocuments/Samaras2.html .

30 European Community, Conclusions of the European Council in Lisbon Report
Annex I, 26-27 June 1992.



changed. however, the U.S. State Department recognition of the Macedonian
constitutional name in 2004, followed by German and Canadian recognitions,
has changed the power dynamics, and led to a gradual shift in the Greek offi-
cial position. The Greek elites started to express their willingness to negotiate
a “complicated name” of the northern neighbor with a geographic qualifier
that will contain the word Macedonia such as “Northern Macedonia” or
“Upper Macedonia.31 As a result, the Greek side became proactive in the nego-
tiation process, which resulted in two UN proposals for the dispute resolution
soon after the US recognition in 2005. 

It is evident that during the whole negotiation process both sides have
been mostly reluctant to change their governmental position. Both countries
have established insurmountable red lines. The Macedonian red line was con-
structed on the refusal of any change in the name formulation of the
Macedonian nationality and language.32 The Greek red line could not go
beyond the acceptance of a name for all international relations of its northern
neighbor that will contain a geographic qualifier, erga omnes. however, the
external factors were an important incentive in the process. The Greek power
to veto the Republic of Macedonia’s membership in the EU and NATo (orga-
nizations with decision-making systems based on consensus) was a turning
point for Macedonia to deviate from its official position of the double formu-
la. What triggered Greece was the U.S. recognition of the Republic of
Macedonia and the follow up wave of international recognition of the consti-
tutional name. This phenomenon, is pioneered by Zartman & Rubin (2000),
explains that an action by one party intended to produce movement in the
negotiations process by another.33
Negotiations Proposals 

With assessment of the ten resolution plans, it is visible that the number of dis-
cussion points has increased from three (two of which were immediately
resolved) to 11. This means that the protracted time of the negotiations opened
ten new controversial points of discussion and additionally complicated the
process. Also, it is clear that the negotiations are centered on the issue of the
name of the Republic of Macedonia for international use. on April 8, 2005
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Nimetz suggested a simple package where the name of the country will be for-
mulated as “Republika Makedonija–Skopje” for official purposes (forums,
international relations) while third countries would have opportunity to choose
which name to use. Even though Greece declared this proposal as a good basis
for negotiations, the Macedonian government was reluctant to give up the dou-
ble formula. however, the Macedonian government, being under the threat of
the Greek veto on the Bucharest summit in 2008, de facto accepted a similar
package from March 25, 2008, which proposed the name Republic of
Macedonia (Skopje). During that time, Macedonia was also ready to accept a
name formulation that will describe the political system of the country (see
Table 1, proposal 6) such as “Democratic Republic of Macedonia” or
“Constitutional Republic of Macedonia.” 

But before the Summit, the Greek bargaining leverage has increased
because of the veto power. Greece refused these proposals claiming that the
name suggestions arw unfair, and the word “Skopje,” or “Democratic” would
be practically omitted from future use by third countries. The new requirement
of the Greek government was a name of the country that will contain a geo-
graphic qualifier and will be used “erga omnes.” 

however, the negotiations were drastically complicated when both gov-
ernments has opened the issue of the formulation of the nationality and the
language of the people of the Republic of Macedonia. The Macedonia position 
was clear that the government would not accept any proposal that will contain
a possible change of its language and nationality formulation. Greece did not
express a clear position until December 2012, when the Deputy Foreign
Minister stated that Greece would not accept the adjective “Macedonian” to
stand as a name of the language and nationality. 

Domestic Audiences and Ratification Prospects

Public opinion is the most important factor that influences the official posi-
tions of the Macedonian and Greek governments. All public opinion polls in
the Republic of Macedonia express strong opposition to a possible change of
the constitutional name. Macedonian public opinion is partially split, com-
prised of ethnic Macedonians who are very sensitive to any change of the
name, and ethnic Albanians, who are more concerned for the Macedonian
accession into NATo and the EU rather than the name of the country.
According to public opinion polls conducted in 2009, around 60% of the pop-
ulation [or 95% of the ethnic Macedonians] opposed any change of the
constitutional name of the country.34 on the other hand, continuously over the
time, including 2007, 82% of the Greek population disapproved of a name that
will contain the word “Macedonia.”35
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Similarly to public opinion, public mobilization on the name dispute in the
Republic of Macedonia and Greece has been strong. For example, about one mil-
lion Greek-Macedonians participated in the “Rally for Macedonia” in Thessaloniki
in 1992 to oppose the Republic of Macedonia using the term “Macedonia” in its
official name. In February 2008, just before the NATo Summit in Bucharest, sev-
eral organizations organized a huge demonstration in Skopje in support of the name
“Republic of Macedonia.” In the same period, the Greek nationalist party Popular
orthodox Rally also organized a similar rally in Thessaloniki on 5 March, in sup-
port of the name ‘Macedonia’ being used only in Greece.36

In all public speeches and statements, Macedonian and Greek politicians
present themselves as guardians of the public opinion, and they promised ref-
erenda on the proposal of resolution of the name issue. According to
katimerini newspaper, Greek politicians encouraged the public to ratify a
future possible accession of the northern neighbour into NATo and the EU at
referendum.37 Macedonian Prime Minister Gruevski has promised a referen-
dum on any change of the constitutional name for international purposes.38
Without a significant shift of the public opinion toward more balanced reso-
lution package between both sides, the Macedonian and Greek leaders cannot
shape the ratification landscape of a future agreement in favour of a deal.39

The examination of opinion polls, public mobilization, and the possibili-
ty of referendum, reveals that the public opinion in both countries is the key
determinant of the official position of the two governments and a major prob-
lem in the negotiations process.     

The External Actors and the Process

The main goal of the international community involvement in the negotiations
is to develop an impartial resolution proposal. The deadlock between the two
countries prevents the Republic of Macedonia from integrating into NATo
and the EU, given that Greece holds a veto power in both organizations.
Macedonia’s isolation from these structures bares security risks, both internal-
ly and externally in the Balkans. 

Both, the negotiating parts and the international community recognize the
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UN as the final arbiter in the name dispute. The initial interest of the UN
involvement was to help resolve the dispute in order admit the Republic of
Macedonia into its structures. however, the ultimate goal of the UN is to get
the issue resolved regardless of which country would benefit more from the
resolution package. however, being bound in its bureaucratic structure and
principles, the UN is unable to employ significant pressure to both sides to
come to an agreement. 

The EU was not able to significantly contribute to a resolution. It is
important to point out the EC was the first international body to mediate
between the countries and offer a resolution package before transferring the
ball to the UN. According to the European Council conclusions in 2008, the
resolution of the name dispute with Greece became a prerequisite for
Macedonia’s accession to EU. The EU members are divided toward the
Macedonian accession and cannot significantly pressure Greece to lift the
veto. Greece enjoys strong support from France, Cyprus, and most recently
from Bulgaria. It is speculated that there is an agreement between Greece and
Bulgaria to both veto the Macedonia’s accession to the EU on the European
Council Summit in December 2012. Bulgaria accused Macedonia for bad
neighbourhood relations because it has a minor problem over the Macedonian
language and nation, claiming they have Bulgarian roots. The EU Commission
(Enlargement Directorate), a supranational body, is the only driver that sup-
ports Macedonia’s accession, but without the approval of the Council of
Ministers, this body is powerless.  

The role of NATo in the resolution of the name dispute proved to be cru-
cial in an indirect way, pressuring the Republic of Macedonia to negotiate with
Greece, but NATo is a political organization that decides on the basis of con-
sensus, and it is almost impossible to pressure Greece to lift the veto.

one of the U.S. goals in the Balkans has been to achieve higher stability
in the region through the resolution of the name problem and the integration
of the Republic of Macedonia into NATo. The role of the US is particularly
important due to two important events. First, when the US recognized the con-
stitutional name of the Republic of Macedonia, Greece agreed to compromise
for a name that includes the word “Macedonia.” Second, the US active partic-
ipation in the negotiations process pushed both countries to work toward a
resolution.

The Bush Administration was an active negotiator over the dispute, espe-
cially before the NATo Summit in Bucharest (2008), when settlement was
urged in exchange for the Republic’s admission into NATo. Then the U.S.
Ambassador to NATo, victoria Nuland, employed “shuttle diplomacy” in sev-
eral meetings with the prime ministers in Athens and Skopje, and she
announced that both sides were closest, until then, in reaching a solution. As
US diplomacy could not persuade Greece not to exercise its veto powers,
President Bush initiated the Declaration for Strategic Partnership and
Cooperation with the Republic of Macedonia. According to this Declaration,
the US promised “additional assistance to Macedonia to help build prosperity,
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strengthen security and foster deeper ties between . . . [both] . . . countries’,40
whilst the Republic reaffirmed its pledge to participate in the NATo-led mis-
sions in Afghanistan (International Security Assistance Force) and Iraq (Iraqi
Freedom). 

The assessment of the international community efforts in the resolution
of the name dispute reveals that it has been focused on persuading the politi-
cal elites of the two countries to be more flexible negotiators. Also, the
international community is bound by the rules and the decision-making pro-
cedures of some organizations (EU, NATo), and cannot significantly
contribute to the resolution of the conflict. 

The Outcomes through Theory 

Power

overall, these negotiations contain power symmetry between the parties.
Greece has the EU and NATo veto as the most powerful weapon. on the other
hand, the Republic of Macedonia is being currently comfortable outside of the
EU and NATo while keeping its constitutional name, is enjoying strong inter-
national recognition, and is having opportunity to continue its reference to the
Ancient Macedonian history. Even though it is posited that power symmetry
is a precondition for successful negotiations, the parties of equal power may
find negotiations more difficult.41 Therefore you should expect that this power
symmetry may “induce negotiators to continue to vie for superiority in the
bargaining relationship.”42

The mediator proved to be successful in assessing the power dynamics.
Since 1999 Matthew Nimetz has been holding talks with the two sides and
proposed seven compromise packages. Until March 25, 2008 (after the U.S.
name recognition of the Republic Macedonia), all resolution packages were
more in favor of the Macedonian government. After the Greek veto, the two
official resolution proposals became more acceptable to the Greek govern-
ment and less acceptable to the Macedonian. Ergo, Nimetz is assessing the
strength of the Macedonian and Greek diplomatic leverage and has been con-
structing the proposals accordingly. 

421 Zhikika Pagovski

40 US Department of State, Declaration of Strategic Partnership and Cooperation
Between the United States of America and the Republic of Macedonia, Bureau of
European and Eurasian Affairs, Department of State Archives, Washington, DC,
http://2001-2009.state.gov/p/eur/rls/or/104441.htm.

41 Anthony Wanis-St. John and C. Dupont, “Structural Dimensions of Negotiations that
Do Not End in Agreement,” in Unfinished Business: Saving International
Negotiations from Failure, Guy-olivier Faure, ed. (University of Georgia Press,
2012), p. 214.

42 Axelrod, R., & R. keohane, “Achieving Cooperation Under Anarchy,” World
Politics vol. 38, no. 1 (oct. 1985).



Cooperation

The cooperation between both governments is very low, a factor that signifi-
cantly deteriorates the process. The governments maintain diplomatic relations
on the level of liaison offices (not embassies). Until now, both presidents have
never met and high-level politicians have never paid official visits of each
other’s country. The governments direct communication is very low; thus gov-
ernments talk through the mediator. There is a strong degree of mistrust
between the parties and imperfect knowledge and information about the con-
cessions they are able to make. Axelrod & Ethane (1985) claim, governments
should establish conscious policy of coordination (cooperation), improve the
predictability of actions, and clarify their latitude of concessions.43 An
improved and direct communication between the governments and coopera-
tion on the name issue and other functionalist issues (education, culture,
tourism, finance) will set a strong ground for resolution of the problem. 

Two-level Game Theory

The two-level game theory of Robert Putnam can significantly explain the
negotiation process over the name “Macedonia” between the Republic of
Macedonia and Greece.44 Putnam clarifies that at the national level domestic
groups pursue their interests by pressuring the government to adopt favorable
policies (Level II), while at the international level, governments seek to max-
imize their own ability to satisfy domestic pressures, while minimizing the
adverse consequences of foreign development (Level I). Therefore, each
national political leader appears at both fronts, dialing with the domestic audi-
ence and the negotiation counterpart. The two-level game theory applies in
this particular case of negotiations because the Republic of Macedonia and
Greece are not allies, lack well-defined political interests and have strong
domestic audiences that directly influence the process of bargaining. 

As discussed above, the public opinion in both countries is strongly orient-
ed toward two different outcomes of the process. The Macedonian public
opinion leans to a resolution of the name dispute that would not require any
change of its constitutional name. on the other hand, the Greek public supports
a resolution of the name dispute with a name of the northern neighbor that will
not contain the word Macedonia, such as Republic of vardar, or Republic of
Skopje. Also, strong nationalist groups, political parties, and movements in both
countries are employing strategies to maintain this strong public opinion.  This
shows that the domestic “win-set” is very narrow in both countries, which
decreases the chances for an international agreement to be reached.
Unfortunately, politicians from both governments undertook moves to even
more narrow the domestic “win-set,” by maintaining nationalist rhetoric and
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undertaking provoking steps. The Greek public is especially concerned about the
Macedonian government renaming its capital’s airport and main highway into
Alexander the Great and starting the project Skopje 2014 which envisioned
building a grand statue of Alexander the Great in the main square of the capital.
At the same time, Greek politicians are creating noise about possible disintegra-
tion of the Republic of Macedonia because of the significant Albanian minority,
actions that scared the Macedonian public. This proves the complexity of the
Level I - a fact underestimated by the international community and the mediator
who mainly employ pressure on the elites to reach a favorable solution.
Nevertheless, the negotiators are more concerned about Level II since their
incumbency depends of the strong opinion on the electorate. Even though if gov-
ernments disregard the Level II and become more flexible in Level I, possible
solution is not likely to be ratified on a referendum. 

Conclusions and Recommendations

The analysis of the Name Dispute reveals the following important conclusions
and suggests several policy-relevant recommendations:

The negotiations on the Name Dispute are very complex since the points
of contentions are based on identity issues, an intangible matter that cannot be
easily traded and compensated. This explains why the process shows no sig-
nificant agreement from both governments. Therefore, the negotiations should
take into account the historical/identity dimension of the problem. A possible
agreement should contain prospects for creation of a Greek-Macedonian
Historical Commission with renowned experts from both countries and from
overseas that will be in charge with the identity affairs. This will provide sep-
aration of the political from the historic issues, and will ensure strong
assurance those respective identities in Northern Greece and the Republic of
Macedonia will not be endangered with a possible agreement on the dispute.

Both governments have established official positions that have been
mainly constant and inflexible. A crisis situation (the U.S. recognition of the
Republic of and the Greek veto threats) was needed to make their bargaining
positions more compromising. Those incentives/disincentives proved to be
successful only in terms of pressuring the governments to negotiate, but not in
devising a compromise. Greece vetoed the Macedonia’s accession to the EU
and NATO several times. However, Greece should consider lifting the veto
since this proved to be unsuccessful for the process because the official posi-
tion in Skopje did not change drastically, and the Macedonian domestic
audience became more unified for the protection of the constitutional name
vis-à-vis the possible integration. 

The lengthy negotiation process resulted in both countries failing to fol-
low the Interim Accord and losing the lowest common denominator they
achieved during negotiations. Protracted negotiations have resulted in the
emergence of new negotiations points (from the name formulation of the
Macedonian’s nationality/language, to the outlook of the passport front page),
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which deepened the segmentations of the two countries’ positions. While in
1993 they had one disputed point (what will be the name of the country for
international purposes), this number reached to 11 in 2009. Hence, the govern-
ments should engage in quick resolution of the issue and prevent the
development of new controversial points of discussion.

The negotiation on the name dispute is displaced from its main purpose.
UN Security Council Report 25544 and Resolution 225 authorized the UN to
work with the parties in finding a mutually acceptable formula for the name of
the Republic of Macedonia that will be used in the UN structures. Hence, the
mediator should not overstep its mandate, and should shift the focus of the
negotiation from the 11 points currently under discussion, to a single issue: the
name of the country for UN purposes.  

The theoretical analysis of the process reveals that the official position of
the governments is based on the popular public opinion, making this a publi-
cally driven process. The domestic win-set in both countries is very narrow,
leaving a small room of the governments to be flexible in the negotiations
process. Thus, governments should work to relax the public opinion by stop-
ping the nationalist rhetoric and improving the cooperation between the
countries. They may work on improving the economic cooperation and focus
on some functionalist issues such as educational and cultural exchanges that
will help build positive attitudes among the respective peoples. This will be a
time-consuming process that will set a strong ground for productive negotia-
tions. The international community should change the tactics of pressuring the
elites in both countries, and try to promote initiatives for better cooperation
between the Republic of Macedonia and Greece.  

The current negotiations format of indirect talks and “shuttle diplomacy”
did not contribute to the resolution of the dispute. Once there is a solid ground
for negotiations, the UN DPA should restructure the process by organizing
direct negotiations on specific disputed points. Such direct negotiations should
allow concessions to be made and have to include a face-to-face table setting
and high level officials (prime ministers of both countries) who will negotiate
in the name of their peoples.    
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TABLE 1 (NEGOTIATIONS PROPOSALS)

Name of the Proposal Content Number of

proposal disputed

points

1. Pineiro Date: april 1992 3

Plan

By Joao Pineiro
(Portuguese Foreign minister) eu Presidency 1992

Content:
First document: guarantees “against territorial claims”
second document: further guarantees 

“against hostile propaganda”. verbally
Third point: Pineiro suggested the name 

“New macedonia” as a suitable state denomination

2. The Date: 1993
“Provisional” By: France, uk, spain + uN security Council
Reference

Plan Content:
The appellation “former Yugoslav Republic of 
macedonia” was purely a provisional term to be used
only until the dispute was
First used by: imF, WB, international Conference of
Former Yugoslavia in 1992.

3. Wance-   Date: 1993 1

Owen Plan By: France, uk, spain + uN security Council

Content:
The appellation “former Yugoslav Republic of 
macedonia” was purely a provisional term to be used
only until the dispute was
First used by: imF, WB, international Conference of
Former Yugoslavia in 1992.

4. Republika Date: 8 april 2005 3

Makedonija By: special uN envoy Nimetz
Skopje

Content:
Republika makedonija-skopje for official purposes 
(forums, international relations). Third countries choose
their names to use.

5. Triple 7 october 2005 7

Formula

By: special uN envoy Nimetz

Content:
i
1. “Republic of macedonia” for internal use +  used by 
those countries that have recognized the country under 
that name 
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2.  greece should use the formula "Republika makedonija
– skopje"

3. “Republika makedonija” should be used by
international organizations and uN 

ii
Nationality : Citizens of the Republic of macedonia 
iii. Language: mCDs
Two annexes:

1.Rubublika makedonija until 2008 and Republic of  
macedonia after 2008

2. Review of the agreement after 15 years in 202
Nobody can exclusively use the name macedonia

6. Eight- Date: 19 February 2008 8

Points Plan

By: special uN envoy Nimetz 

Content:
"Constitutional Republic of macedonia" or
"Democratic Republic of macedonia" or
"independent Republic of macedonia" or
"New Republic of macedonia" or
“Republic of upper macedonia"

- ♦ Names for use in the international organizations and 
the bilateral relations with Greece 

- ♦ Nobody exclusive (political and commercial) rights to the 
name Macedonia

- ♦ The names "Macedonia" and "Macedonian" could be used 
commercially by both parties and citizens groups organized 
and legally recognized each of the two parties but only in 
accordance and subject to existing international legislation, 
conventions and practices involving the use ofgeographic 
names for commercial or similar reasons.

- ♦ Change of the Macedonian passport

7. Eight- Date: 18 March 2008 8
points Plan 
(Revised) By: Special UN Envoy Nimetz

Content:
1. Despite the constitutional name of the second part, the name of 
the second part, which is to be used internationally (the official 
international name) as described below will be: [see Appendix A].
2. The official International will replace the name "Former 
Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia 'as official name of the Second 
Part to the United Nations immediately.
3. The official International name be used as the name of the 
Second Part (a) multilateral treaties, conventions and agreements 
(b) passports and (c) for inclusion in, and official use, 
international organizations.
4. Proposed that the official international name to be discussed for 
use in other cases of official international and bilateral official 
international use. The official international name can also be used
where appropriate in abbreviated form in accordance with 
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applicable practice in comparable international organizations and 
consistent with accepted practice that generally applicable by 
States other than those referred to in paragraph 7 below.
5. The word "Macedonia" itself should not be recognized as an 
official name, formal or informal, of the Second Part, or as the 
official name of any other state.
6. No state will have exclusive rights, political or commercial, the 
names "Macedonia" or "Macedonian" alone.
Appendix:
"Republic of Upper Macedonia"
"New Republic of Macedonia
"Republic of New Macedonia"
"Republic of Macedonia-Skopje"

8. “Final” Date: 25 March 2008 8
Proposal By: Special UN Envoy Nimetz

Content:
A name with a geographic dimension, and for all purposes
The constitutional name, in Cyrillic ("Република Македонија") 
could be used for internal purposes.
"Republic of Macedonia (Skopje)" would be used for 
international relations.
For bilateral relations, "Republic of Macedonia (Skopje)" is 
suggested, and any countries using the state's constitutional 

name would be encouraged to use it, but not forced to change it.
The terms "Macedonia" and "Macedonian", on their own, would 
be able to be used freely by both countries
Additional points:
♦ both sides should respect the neighborhood relations 
♦ Greece supports the Macedonian accession in EU and NATo 

9. October Date: 8 october 2008 11
Proposal By: Special UN Envoy Nimetz 
(North 
Macedonia) Content:

♦ the name "Republic of Macedonia" will stay the official name 
inside the country (in the native language)

♦ the name for the country in all official purposes (i.e. United 
Nations, EU, NATo) will be "Republic of North Macedonia" 
(Macedonian: Република Северна Македонија)

♦ UN Security Council will suggest to third countries to use the 
name "Republic of North Macedonia" in official bilateral 
relations

♦ the name "former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia" will no 
longer be an acceptable name for the country

♦ "Macedonia" alone cannot be used by any of the two parties 
as an official name for the country or the region.

♦ Both parties can use "Macedonia" and "Macedonian" in 
unofficial settings, with the precondition that they will not
claim exclusive rights of any kind.

♦ the front page of the Macedonian passports will contain the 
following names for the country: 

Republic of North Macedonia in English
République de Macédoine du Nord in French
Република Македонија in Macedonian
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SECURITY POLICY OF THE REPUBLIC OF
MACEDONIA:  BETWEEN SECURITY THREATS
AND POLITICAL CAPACITIES
Rade Rajkovčevski
University “St. Kliment Ohridski” Bitola—Macedonia

Introduction

Changes in the security situation in europe after the fall of the iron Curtain 
and the collapse of sFR Yugoslavia imposed the need of Macedonia to 
establish and to continue to redefine national security policy, in conjunction 
with regional and wider security developments. Therefore, the time period 
covered in this study includes an analysis of 22 years of independent 
Republic of Macedonia (1991- 2013). The analysis is focused on the situation 
arising from the relationship of the state to the core issues related to the 
management of national security. in the same timeframe, the national security 
concept—as the main subject of the research, is analyzed in terms of: euro-
atlantic security integration, dealing with inter-ethnic tensions and the 
impact of continuing political instability (as part of daily social events). in 
fact, the main thesis of the paper is focused on the impact of cited factors 
(interethnic relations, euro-atlantic integration processes and political 
instability) on the security situation in the country and the paper repre-
sent a try to give answers on how the state and the security system in general 
have real capacity to identify and cope with these security risks.
 
Definition of the concept of national security policy
The approach to security, which dates from the end of the Cold War, is called 
by some researchers “substantial competitive concept”, i.e. concept with the 
great value that no amount of argument or evidence could bring it to its real 
meaning (Baldwin 1997: 3-26). Security policy can be defined as part of a 
general policy on the basis of relevant facts obtained through security 
assessments of the degree of threat to values,  determined by means and meas-
ures that can achieve certain security goals at home and abroad (spaseski 
2005  : 69). in the formulation of security policy it is most important how to 
define security, i.e. whether the definition of security and security 
management by the state establishes a functional dependence of security 
needs, interests, priorities and values  that govern the state related to its 
sustainability, development, and stability. Hence, security policy can be 
defined as a multifunctional instrument of the state with which it manages 
more spheres of social life (internal and external politics, economy, culture 
and social relations). The objectives of security policy is aimed at achieving 
stability of citizens, strengthening the internal security situation by 
guaranteeing the constitutional values and achieving a better position of the 
country in the international arena. That way
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the state gets an opportunity to gain power within the international relations,
dominance and dispersion of its interests beyond its borders.

determining the purpose of a security policy is associated with the 
process of its creation, and the creation of security policy is in the hands of  
policy makers. The main challenge in creating a security policy is to create a 
concept that would really reflect the security needs of the country and will be 
in accordance with security capacities (security system) and the spectrum of 
current and potential security threats.

With an overall intent of making Bismarck’s and sinclair’s descriptions of
policymaking somewhat less applicable for the 21st century, the analysis
describes in detail a policy formulation model developed between 2004 and
2009 by the faculty and students of the National security Policy Program
(NsPP) at the U.s. army War College. it identifies a series of variables or
directive steps to be addressed in the national security policymaking process.
These variables are (stolberg 2010: 30):

♦ define the Policy issue
♦ strategic Context: Foreign and domestic
♦ identify and Recommend Prioritization of U.s. National interests and

domestic Political Considerations
♦ Facts/assumptions/Factors Framing Policy development
♦ determine desired Policy issue end state/Goal
♦ determine Policy supporting objectives and Measures of effectiveness
♦ identify Policy options
♦  analyze and validate each Policy option
♦  analyze Risk for each option
♦ Compare Policy options and make Recommendations
♦ Consideration and decision by Leadership
♦ Monitor implementation
♦ Receive Feedback on success or Failure of Policy and its implementation

and assess

The methodology for the formulation of security policy can be explained
as a matrix that guides leading political authorities (in coordination with the
strategic level of the professional part of security system) in decision-making
related to management of security issues. it stems from the way in which a
state or collective security system manages security. on the other hand, the
policy is a plan which leads political parties in decision-making and approval
of its actions. The political process aimed at solving security problems, except
the activities provided within the security policy, includes alternative solutions
and scenarios based programs and priorities defined on the basis of their
importance to the interests of the state.

Macedonian dilemma in term of conceptualization and management
with the security issues

Two decades of existence of the Republic of Macedonia cannot be a reason 
for the conditions associated with defining and managing the security issues 

by
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the political and security authorities. There are some arguments that explain 
the situation outlining the security policy of the Republic of Macedonia 
(Nacev, 2003; Filipov, 2005; Yusufi). However, the starting point in creating a 
security policy is to define the factors that affect the security situation in the 
country. Therefore, the determination of the security situation in the country 
should takes into account: the history, the dynamics of social development, 
interpersonal relations within the country (as relations between different eth-
nic, cultural, religious, and political groups), relations with neighbors, regional 
security developments, and characteristics of the general security situation in 
europe and wider. also retrospectively, as particularly significant moments 
that have a great impact on the security situation in the Republic of 
Macedonia are: the disintegration of Yugoslavia and two decades of the inter-
national security presence in the region, the crisis in kosovo (1999), the armed 
conflict in Macedonia (2001), events related to euro-atlantic integrations, 
continuous pressure and propaganda of neighbors that are getting in the inter-
nal affairs of the state and the realization of the rights of Macedonians living 
in neighboring countries.

Hence, if we take into account all the specific features that have an 
impact on the security situation in the country, creating the concept of 
national security policy opened the dilemma: “does the state wants to import 
already prepared (off-the-self) concept for security and state need to build 
their own (authentic) concept that largely correspond to the actual 
circumstances in the country?”.
        if to the resolution of this dilemma is accessed from the technical aspect, 
the first solution is easy because with prescribing the concept as a universal 
model can be very simple. Towards this approach complements the fact that 
Macedonia had many opportunities to accept this model and even it could be 
done in the first stage of the reform of the security sector, in which the foreign 
authorities had dominant role. Hence, many wrong decisions were made that 
did not match with the real needs for managing the national security.1

The choice of the second approach is a real challenge for the political 
authorities focused on security issues and for the strategic level within the 
national security system. in this section, regarding the events that were part of 
the reform of the security sector can be identified several attempts and approach-
es to security issues, but there is a general impression that the state is still 
growing in this area. Within the analysis of the legal framework in the 
strategic documents’ process making there is an impression that the process of 
decision making of the strategic documents takes too long and there is no 
clear direction in terms of the order/chronology of adoption of strategic 
security documents (clearly based on the timeline of their adoption), there are 
not clearly defined the national priorities, there is no difference between 
ethnic and national interest and

secuRity Policy of the RePublic of Macedonia 433

1 For example, the Concept of National security and defense (2003) only mentions
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and political instability and security implications of the blocked euro-atlantic inte-
gration is nowhere mentioned.



in some cases there is an overlap of responsibilities between two or more 
institutions that are part of the security system. also, provisions of the ohrid 
Framework agreement contribute to this unclear situation.

in general, based on terminological determination of security policy and its
understanding of the national context (in the case of Macedonia), defining the
security policy process involves the creation and development of measures for
the preservation and maintenance of security and at the same time it is an
instrument that can (in some degree to) ensure survival, existence, security, sta-
bility and development of the country. The effects of the implementation of
security policy in the country are seen as a way to exploit any security capaci-
ty, country’s geo-strategic position, national interests and a range of other
factors that influence the occurrence of ethnic conflict, endangering the consti-
tutional values   of the Republic and the emergence and development of other
security threats that have permanent and/or dynamic component (terrorism, the
impact of radical islam, hooliganism at sports events, political destabilization
scenarios and causing of interethnic tensions, etc..). Regarding the euro-
atlantic integration processes, security policy means acceptance of security
policies and strategies of the eU and NaTo—as a way of introducing standards
in political and operational security management. The definition of security in
the context of political instability involves embedding security policy measures
that will have the capacity to protect the concept of security of possible politi-
cal manipulation, to raise the level of professionalism within the security
system and find a model for selecting the most appropriate persons who could
be part of the national political authorities responsible for security issues.

Future challenges 

Table 1: Preview of adaptation of strategic security documents

Future challenges are associated with the current model of national secu-
rity—that entered into force after the adaptation of the National defense
strategy of the Republic of Macedonia (2012), and with the need for redefin-
ing its more consistent approach in dealing with security threats. The strategy
represents the latest strategic document that completes the strategic framework
of the model of national security. The new system consists of three subsystems
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Title of strategic document Adopted Amendments
White Paper on defense 1998 2005 and 2012
strategy of defense september 1999 February 2010
ohrid Framework agreement 13 august 2001 No
National security and defense Concept 11 june 2003 No
strategic defense Review – Political Framework 22 october 2003 No
National strategy for integrated Border Management december 2003 No
Police Reform strategy 2003 2004
National security strategy january 2008 No
National defense strategy 2012 No



—for national defense, homeland security and for protection and rescue, each
of which operates as an independent system. Besides security policy, security
structure and security self-organization of the civil society, national security
system was upgraded with participation of its parts in international security
defense systems—an activity which is further defined in the defense strategy
of the Republic of Macedonia (2010). This part is actually the fourth pillar of
the system which addresses on the participation of Macedonian security forces
in missions of eU and NaTo.

aside from the legal framework that regulates the security policy, upset-
ting are the dangers to which there is not serious approaches within security
policy, and they are resulting from ethnic and political divisions in society
(Rajkovchevski, 2011.) even more dangerous is that certain ethnic and inter-
political tensions and divisions are initiated by political authorities. Tensions
are used to conceal certain social issues that have an impact on security in the
state (failure to reduce the level of poverty in the country, the price rises and
cost of foods that affect the standard of living, failed privatization, political
scandals, corruption scandals, etc.). also, because of the balance in a multieth-
nic society and intra-coalition cohesion,2 political authorities inappropriately
identify/appoint the security threats even they are emphasized by the profes-
sional elite (within the security system) and security experts. Thus, for
example, the implications of the existence of radical islam, terrorism or state-
ments and attempts for federalization/secession of part of Macedonia
(Macedonia online, 2012; kanal 5 Tv, 2013) are seen by the political author-
ities as an opportunity for inter-party3 and inter-religious conflict and thus
avoid this type of crimes to qualify as a serious security threat.

Recommendations for the security policy of the Republic of Macedonia

Recommendations for security policy are mainly addressed to the political and
security system’s authorities. The recommendations relate to the determina-
tion of security priorities and include innovative and flexible approach to the
implementation of existing and new measures of security policy. in addition to
the recommendations go several arguments, such as: Macedonia fully took the
responsibility for national security, while the state is part of missions for cri-
sis management, Macedonia regular security strategies align with those of the
eU and NaTo, Macedonian security forces have declared forces that have the
capacity and are ready for rapid deployment within peacekeeping operations
in the framework of cooperation with the allied forces and the like.

Political authorities in designing and conducting security policy should
take into account geographic location and euro-atlantic integration of
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Macedonian and albanian block of political parties.

3 again, due to the fact that the political parties in Macedonia are established on ethni-
cal fundaments.



Macedonia, as the features that ensure successful security, political and eco-
nomic development4 of the country.

Political authorities should invest in staff development and acquisition of
skills for managing the security capacities, needed to govern rational and
effective security policy. The absence of Continuous Creation of staff for the
security system, which occur as a result of the closure of the Faculty of
security as most relevant institution for the education of staff for the police5

(in 1995) and the suspension of work at the Military academy (in 2002)
reflected with lack of professionalism and it opened the issue of competence
and the politicization of the security institutions.

Political authorities should be directed to use the political goals of securi-
ty, taking advantage of the possibilities of diplomatic, economic and cultural
cooperation.

in Macedonia, authorities have political consensus for the european inte-
gration, the name dispute and directions of development of regional and
broader security cooperation, but not enough clear and transparent to the pub-
lic for their views related to important national issues.

Political authorities should change their attitude towards security issues,
because according to how they are created, they are main promoters of stereo-
types within the ethnic group they represent. Political officials represents the
state in the type of society, such as the Macedonian is, should aim to harmo-
nize relations between different ethnic groups through programs of
integration,6 to increase the safety in the community and to overcome the dif-
ferences. Programs to implement the security policy should include
de-ethnicity of the Constitution.7 motivating people to integrate into society
through economic development activities and recognition of common interests
of the community (e.g., participation in dealing with crime by identifying
security threats, help for development of the local community, etc.). initially
these programs should be designed for rural areas where living non-majority
population, and then they should be realized throughout the state. Thus, the
programs contribute to avoid giving the ethnic connotation of the problems in
society, build a higher level of public awareness and the political power is lim-
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4 economic development is a precondition for decrease of tensions within society and
it is main factor that allows continuous operation and maintenance of the capacities
of the national security system.

5 in the period 2004-2008 the Police academy was legal successor of the Faculty of
security (established in 1977), and until 2008 it was renamed again in Faculty of
security. The students are admitted under the principle of equitable representation,
but despite that many graduated generations, the police hired only few persons.

6 it is possible if the main emphasis on belonging within society is putted on statehood
and not on ethnicity. it is the way that most european countries approach on the
national identity, and also a trend in the eU that leads to europeanisation of differ-
ent ethnic and cultural groups.

7 Because two major ethical groups have different views/standpoints on the amend-
ments of the Constitution made by the ohrid Framework agreement.



ited, and also it reduces the opportunities for corruption and organized crime
by political parties. The main emphasis in the programs needs to be put on the
identification with the state and it should be the product of efforts by the state
to provide a decent life and prosperity of their citizens. in Macedonian terms,
this means that the state should be free of political interests and to advocate
for rapid integration into eU and NaTo as the main basis for guaranteeing the
survival, overall economic and social development.

inconsistent enforcement of security policies is largely due to the lack of
accountability of the political leaders8 and leaders of civil society entities that
have the greatest impact on managing of the security threats within the com-
munity. in the Republic of Macedonia is difficult to talk about the
responsibility of political leaders, and political officials repeatedly have shown
that rather than quell inter-ethnic tensions they arise as generators of tensions.

Regional approach in creating a security policy is important because the
Balkans is a compact entity which connects many ethnic and national interests
of the small space. The Balkan countries need an impact that will be made only
by satisfying the single aspiration of the region—europeanization (Woodward
& steil 1999: 97-98). Political authorities should continue to support the deep-
ening of regional security cooperation (known as “balkanization” or regional
form of europeanization of the Balkans). security cooperation should not be
hindered in situations where there is evident bilateral political dispute. This is
especially important because the subject of security cooperation, which is one of
the primary activities of the security policy, is at least political (mostly there are
the forms of transnational crime, joint participation in peacekeeping operations,
coordination search for wanted people, cross-border cooperation activities, etc.).

The implementation of the security policy of the Republic of Macedonia
is largely influenced by the country’s relations with its neighbors, where the
main role again has political authorities. Macedonia has met the criteria for
entry into NaTo (2008) and receive four positive reports in a row of the
european Commission for the progress of the Republic of Macedonia in the
period 2009-2012 (secretariat for european affairs, 2013), but country did not
receive a date for start of the negotiations with eU. The security implications
of the delay of euro-atlantic integration result from the imposed name dispute
with Greece (and other disputes with neighbors) and the impact on the degree
of conflicts associated with the state of interethnic relations. euro-atlantic
integration are common target for members of all ethnic communities in the
country, so that they can be seen as the basis of loyalty of ethnic groups to the
state which would alleviate feelings of isolation and ethnic divisions.

state should invest in more involvement of all relevant bodies (whether it
is a body formed by members of experts, NGos or institutions that are part of
the wider collaboration with security system’s entities) as a way of a
comprehensive approach to security issues. Holistic approach to national
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8 as reaction of the political authorities is often result of pressure from the internation-
al community.



security may contribute to formal and informal evaluation of the formulation
and implementation of security policies, and to improve coordination of
interagency cooperation.

The sum of all existing formal and informal recommendations for a com-
prehensive security policy of the Republic of Macedonia, aimed to deal with
all potential threats to security and stability, should include:

♦  Reduction and elimination of all kinds of stereotypes and prejudices associ-
ated with the security of the state (for example, issues related to:
humiliation of ethnic groups, the events that are the result of rivalry
between political parties and perceptions regarding the safety benefits of
membership in eU and NaTo);

♦  Promotion of the mechanisms for peaceful resolution of conflicts, mostly of
inter-ethnic;

♦  Creating an efficient and compact security system with clearly defines
responsibilities of all parties;

♦  Clear identification of security problems that involves separation of general
social conflicts from the security ones;

♦  alignment of the directions of action of political stakeholders in the internal
and external security policy;

♦  Creation of optimal economic conditions that ensure the needs of citizens
and security system;

♦  enabling the rule of law, respect for the rule of law and respect for the
achievements of a democratic society;

♦  Promoting values   such as: tolerance, interculturalism and addressing sensitive
ethnic, religious and cultural issues through dialogue and understanding;

♦  develop individual responsibility of all social safety factors, especially the
political parties and the security system;

♦  Full implementation of the ohrid Framework agreement and the improve-
ment of inter-ethnic relations;

♦  implementation of european integration and retention of dignity in resolving
name dispute;

♦  Creation and implementation of measures for economic and social develop-
ment;

♦  Maintaining good neighborly relations in order to promote regional stability;
♦  strengthening the legal system;
♦  Permanently investing in the education of professionals in the field of secu-

rity and development of relevant institutions (colleges, universities and
research centers);

♦  strengthening democracy and human rights;
♦  strengthen relationships with international legal institutions;
♦  Continiusly investment in the security system;
♦  strengthen measures to combat terrorism, proliferation of weapons of mass

destruction, drug trafficking and organized crime;
♦  dealing with environmental threats;
♦  improve the level of health care; and
♦  Monitoring of geopolitical changes.
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Conclusion

alignment of the various views of political authorities and representatives of the
strategic level within the security sector (including experts) remains a major
challenge in creating and implementing national security policy in the country.

The model of multi-ethnic society through which the albanian communi-
ty in the country likes the Republic of Macedonia to impose a form of
bi-national state does not help in creating and implementing security policies.
Therefore, the challenges of the political authorities should be directed to dis-
tinguish between ethnic and national interests and priorities in addressing
security issues. This approach will allow security to be approached from the
perspective of the citizen security, security of the state and in the context of the
broader notion of security (as part of the obligations of the partnership with the
eU, NaTo and strategic partners), but not on the way of which will benefit
only certain political elites within the political (ethnic) groups
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FROM BUCHAREST TO BUCHAREST: 
THE DIVISION OF MACEDONIA AND THE GREEK
POLITICS TOWARDS THE MACEDONIAN
QUESTION IN THE XXTH AND THE XXIST CENTURIES

STRašKO STOjanOvSKi 
Goce Delcev University – Shtip 

Introduction: the Greek politics and the 
Macedonian question before the Balkan Wars

Towards the end of the 18th century, the Balkans and the rest of the global map
were dominated by the imperial attitude towards the world. The use of the “holy
languages” was accepted by the medieval city centers on account of the applica-
ble use of the language in trade as a result of the mobility of population.
however, the attempt for forcing the “holy Greek language” on the village mass-
es (static and traditional) via Christianization was met with resistance which was
directed mainly towards the way Christianity was conveyed (with the use of the
unknown Greek language) and not the belief itself (Christianity).

it was not a secret that the plans from the “Greek Project” of Catherine 
the Great and josef the Second in the 1770s,1 for liberating the ethnic groups, 
were only an excuse for replacing the islamic Ottoman with the Christian 
“Greek” Empire. The Greek opposition to the Ottoman rule was seen as a 
challenge emanating from another Empire. The velestinilis’s project for a 
Greek Empire in the Balkan and asia Minor with Constantinople as the center 
have the same context (adanar, 1998: 234). The beginnings of promoting the 
Balkan nation-alism are related with the evolution of the interpretation of this 
imperial project of the great forces, which flavoured with the western 
ideological movements changed into the direction of pure Greek national 
projection. The first country of the great forces to recognize the importance of 
Greece (the Balkan) was Russia, which stepped forward with specific action 
and plans regarding the region in the time of Catherine the Great. her 
“scheme” was directed towards restoration of Byzantine “Greece.” The Slavic 
nationalities did not exist in her plan.” in this context “Pan-orthodoxy” was 
developed, manifested in the activities of Felike Eterija in 1814 in Odessa. 

“it is obvious that towards the end of the 18th century the Russians offered
help to Serbia and Monte negro, but the fact remains that the religious aspect
had deeper importance than language favouring…” (Wilkinson, 1992: 52).
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1 On Russia laying claims to the orthodox believers in the Ottoman Empire according
to the Treaty of Kucuk Kaynarca from 1774 (Minovski, 2008: 71). 



MACEDONIAN ORTHODOX CHURCH: 
AUTONOMY AND HISTORICAL LEGITIMACY
OF THE HEIR OF THE ANCIENT ARCHDIOCESE
OF OHRID

BOrce IlIevSkI
DrAgAn ZAjkOvSkI
Ss. Cyril and Methodius University
Institute of National History

The spread of christianity on the territory of Macedonia began in the middle 
of the 1st century A.D. According to the new Testament,  apostole Paul was 
the first christian missionary who visited Macedonia in order to spread the 
teaching of christ. His missionary activities laid the foundations of the first 
christian communities in Philipi, Thesalloniki and Ber – the cities which 
apostole Paul visited during his three travels in Macedonia. Apart from these 
cities, the christianity was also developing very fast in the other parts of 
Macedonia. In a short period, Macedonia became the center of christianity in 
the Balkan. The recognition of christianity as an equal religion by the roman empire
in 313 A.D. had created all the necessary conditions for fast development of
the chruch. Bishops from Macedonia were present at all ecumenical and local
church councils which is a clear sign about the flourishment of the Orthodox
church in Macedonia in the first 8 centuries of the 1st millennium.  

The first obstruction in the church’s work in Macedonia occurred
approximately at the end of the 6th century and the first half of the 7th centuty
due to the danger from outside. The frequent Slavic attacks inevitably
influenced the organization of the church in Macedonia. The Slavs had
slovenized the entire Macedonian territory by the second half of the 7th

century. The christianization of the Slavs had begun with the first permanent
Slavic settlements on the territory of the Byzantine empire. The process was
long and conditioned by the varying cultural and political atmosphere in
Byzantium between the 7th century and the beginning of the 10th century.     

In 969 A.D. the uprising of the four members of the cometopyli dynasty,
David, Moses, Aron and Samuil led to the creation of an independent state. As
a result of the historical circumstances in 987 A.D. Samoil became the sole
ruler of the kingdom which in the modern historiography is known as the
kingdom of Samoil.1
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1 The core of the Samoil Stаte was comprised of the Ohrid-Prespa region and
Pelagonija. (Stjepan Antoljak (1985). Medieval Macedonia, volume I (p. 635 –
662). Skopje: Misla.



The political independence meant an independent church institution. On
account of the scarce resources regarding the process of the establishment of
this independent church organization on the territory of Samoil’s state we can-
not precise the reconstruction.2 It can be suggested with greater probability
that after the Bulgarian tsar Boris was replaced from the throne in 971, the
Byzantine empire acted identically with the Bulgarian (the Dorostol) patri-
arch.3 contrary to the episcopacies in east Bulgaria which were annexed by
the constantinople patriarchy, those on the territory controlled by the
cometopyli maintained their independence.4

The thesis regarding the disrespect of the Samoil’s episcopacies can be sup-
ported by the relocation of the dethroned Bulgarian (Dorostol’s) patriarch
Damjan contained in the second decree of the emperor vasilij II published in
1020 of the Ohrid Archbishopric. In it, among the other, is said that after the rule
of the Bulgarian tsar Petar and the liquidation of the Bulgarian state, the chief of
the Bulgarian church with a seat in Dorostol moved from one place to another,
“one in Trijadica, another in Edessa and Almopia, and finally we found the cur-
rent archbishop in Ohrid.”5 It can be noticed that the decree does not mention
the name of the prelate who was staying in Trijadica (Serdika), although the pos-
sibility of him to be the dethroned patriarch Damjan are great. The decree also
does not precise the name or the prelate whose seat was in edessa and Almopia.
Still, bearing in mind the fact that the list of Dickange claims with certainty that
he was germanic called gavril who then went to Prespa.

namely, after Damjan’s death a german called gavril was chosen to be
the new church chief, who first resided in edessa, then in Almopia, and final-
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2 generally there are two main theories regarding the creation of the Ohrid (Prespa)
Archbishopric—patriarchy. According to the first theory the Ohrid Archbishopric-
patriarchy originated from the Bulgarian patriarchy in Drstr (Dorostol), while
according to the second, the Ohrid Archbishopric is completely identical to the
Archbishopric of justinian Prima. (Antoljak, 674) For more details on the origin of
the Ohrid Archbishopric  see jovan Belchovski (1997). Ohrid Archbishopric: from
its establishment to the fall of Macedonia under Ottoman rule (p.62-76). Skopje.

3 jean Darrouzès (ed.). (1981). Notitia episcopatuum ecclesiae Constantinopolitanae:
text critique, introduction et notes (p. 105). Paris: Institut etudes Byzantines; Иван
Дуйчев (ed.). (1967). Извори за българската история, Гръцки извори за
българската история: том VII. (p. 109–110) София: Българска Академия на
Науките. Further on ИБИГИБИ vII. The first seat of the Bulgarian church was in
Pliska, then in veliki Preslav, to be finally re-located in Drstr (Dorostol).

4 Here I refer to the period 971–976, because after the uprising in 976 the specificity
of the church in Samoil’s state was more than clear.

5 ИБИГИБИ vI, 45; Йордан Иванов. (1970). Български старини из Македония (p.
557). София: Българска Академия на Науките; Сп. Срђан Пириватић. (1997).
Самоилова држава: Обим и карактер. (p.153). Београд: Византолошки
институт Српске академије науке и уметности; Милан Бошкоски. (2001). The
role of St. climent in the consolidation of the apostolicity of the Ohrid patriarchy in
the time of tsar Samoil, Macedonian heritage бр.17, 28–29.



ly the region called Prespa became his church seat.6 He was also considered
the first archbishop of the Prespa (Ohrid) Archbishopric—patriarchy because
in the information mentioned in the list of Dickange that in his time Prespa
became the seat of the new church organization in Samoil’s state. 

The resources do not allows us to precisely date the relocation of the church
seat to Prespa. Still, a part of the chronological framework can be reconstructed
from the writings of jovan Skilica who mentions that after the conquering of
larissa in 985/6, Samoil took the relics of St. Ahil to Prespa where his castle
was;7 Mihail Devolski added that a beautiful big church was built dedicated to
the saint.8 Therefore, 985/6 can be considered as the terminus ante quem when
Prespa became the seat of the church in Samoil’s state.

As we have already mentioned, the fist chief of the Prespa (Ohrid) patri-
archy was a germanic called gavril, whose seat was in Prespa. later it was
relocated to Ohrid when it was renamed as the Ohrid patriarchy. The Ohrid
Archbishopric—patriarchy in the time of Samoil and his heirs had three
chiefs: gavril, Philip and jovan.9

Upon an analysis of the questions regarding the beginnings of the Ohrid
(Prespa) Archbishopric – patriarchy the question of its rang (canonic status)
within the ecumenical christian church. namely, its autonomous canonic sta-
tus is doubtless, confirmed by the church in rome. What causes discussions is
its rang, i.e. the question whether it was an archbishopric or patriarchy. 

Before we make an attempt to respond this question first we have to con-
sider the sources that testify regarding this question. Thus, in almost all
sources from Byzantine origin the chief of the Ohrid (Prespa) church bears the
title archbishop. In this context, those supporting the theory that the church in
the times of Samoil had the status of an archbishopric most often quote the
information in the three decrees of vasilij II which speak of archbishopric.

MaceDonIan orthoDox church 461

6 Darrouzès, 105; ИБИГИБИ vII, 109; Boshkoski, 29–30; Belchovski, 90–91. 
7 Ioannis Scylitzae. Synopsis Historarum. (p. 11, 95–5). j.Thurn (ed.). (1973). Berlin;

Сп.  ИБИГИБИ vI, 276; Георгије Острогорски и Јадран Ферлуга. (eds.) (1966).
Византиски извори за историју народа Југославије: том III. (p. 117 -118)
Београд: Византолошки институт. Further on in the text ВИИНЈ III. For the exis-
tence of Samoil’s castles in Prespa testifies the priest Dukljanin in his chronicles
(Ljetopis popa Dukljanina. (p.105). vladimir Mošin (ed.) (1950). Zagreb: Matica
hrvatska; сп. Љубинка Басотова. (1988). Dukljanin’s chronicles as a source of the
Macedonian medieval history. Споменици за средновековнатта историја на
Македонија: том V (p.215). Владимир Мошин (ed.). Прилеп: Архив на
Македонија.

8 codex vindobonensis historia graeca lXXIv. (1906). Bozidar Prokic. (ed.). Die
Zusatze in der Handschrift Des johannes Skylitzes (p.61). Munchen; Сп.  ВИИНЈ
III, 83; Н. К. Муцопулос. (2007). Базиликата Свети Ахилий въ Преспа. (p.55).
translation luka Stanchev. София; сп. Бошкоски, , 31–32; Татјана Суботин –
Голубовић. (1987). Култ Светог Ахилија Лариског. ЗРВИ бр. XXVI, 22.

9 Dragan Zajkovski (2012), church Hierarchy of the Ohrid Patriarchy in the time of
Samoil’s state. Hstory,no.1, 173–186.



Still, before we make conclusions we have to critically approach the sources,
particularly when it comes to the titles of the Ohrid church chiefs. namely, not
only the abovementioned, but all other Byzantine sources see the entire issue
regarding the rang of the Ohrid (Prespa) church  through the prism of the
constantinople Patriarchy which never recognized rightfully the crowning of
Samoil, nor did it recognize the tsar’s crown of his heirs. consequently, the
Byzantine empire did not recognize the status of the church in Samoil’s state.
Therefore, the information contained in the Byzantine sources referring to the
Ohrid (Prespa) church are quite unauthentic and unreliable on account of the
political context.

The only one to deviate from the abovementioned rule is Mihail Devolski,
who in the addition to the text Skilica, on two occasions corrected the title
“archibishop” into “prelate,” i.e. pontific. It is our opinion that with this cor-
rection in the title of the Ohrid church chief, Mihail Devolski made an attempt
to remain as neutral as possible in the presentation of the historical truth.
namely, the term prelate at the same time signifies archbishop and patriarch,
hence, the Devol episcope made a comprise by avoiding to speak of the
church’s rang in Samoil’s state.10

After the liquidation of Samoil’s state and the fall under Byzantine rule in
1018, the Ohrid patriarchy was not eliminated as an institution. It was only
placed in the rang of an archbishopric, maintaining its autonomous church sta-
tus. This is confirmed by the three decrees of vasilij II which refer to the status
and diocese of the Ohrid Archbishopric. The Byzantine empire appointed the
Ohrid patriarch jovan to manage the newly-regulated Ohrid Archbishopric,
lowering his rang to an archbishop.

After the death of Archbishop jovan around 1037 he was replaced by lav
(leo), a roman, not a Slav. He began an intensive process of romanization of
the Ohrid Archbishopric, hence it gradually became an instrument in the hands
of the Byzantine rule in Macedonia. In this period the Ohrid archbishops were
elected from the greek priesthood. 

With the destruction of the Byzantine empire by the crusaders in 1204
great political changes occurred. Still, even in such historical ordeals, the Ohrid
Archbishopric remained to exist as an autonomous church. During the short
Bulgarian rule in Macedonia, as well as during the rule of the autonomous feu-
dal ruler Strez, the Ohrid Archbishopric maintained its autonomy. 

After the death of Strez, when Macedonia fell under the rule of the epirus
tyranny, the Ohrid Archbishopric maintained the status of autonomous church;
the status remained unchanged during the renewal of the Byzantine empire as
well (1261) when the Ohrid church not only kept its autonomy, but it gained
its former reputation. Its status remained during the Serbian rule in Macedonia
(XIII–XIv век). The Ohrid Archbishopric had its autonomy after the arrival of
the Ottomans on Macedonian territory. 

In 1767 the sultan Mustafa III eliminated the Ohrid Archbishopric with a
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10 Die Zusatze, 32; 56; Сп.  Пириватић, 158.



decree, while the Macedonian parishes were placed under the jurisdiction of
the carigrad Patriarchy. In the second half of the 19th century, the nationalistic
propagandas by the church managed to influence the national development in
Macedonia. After the Balkan and the First World War, after the division of
Macedonia was sanctioned the neighboring orthodox churches established
jurisdiction over the Macedonian parishes, in accordance with the new state
borders. The vardar part of Macedonia with Tomos fell under the jurisdiction
of the Serbian Orthodox church, a decisive fact for the opposition of the
Serbian Orthodox church towards the Macedonian autonomy after the Second
World War. 

With the decision made on the First Plenary Session on the Anti-fascist
Assembly for the national liberation of Macedonia, along with the solution
for the legal aspect of the Macedonian state question efforts were made for
solving the Macedonian church question as well.  An important step of the
Macedonian priesthood for resolving the Macedonian church question was the
formation of the Initiative committee for organizing the church life in
Macedonia. This committee was established in October 1944 on the free ter-
ritory of the village gorno vranovci, near veles, where the chief Headquarters
of the national liberation Struggle and the Partizan Detachments of
Macedonia was temporarily located. The committee organized different fes-
tivities and celebrations on many occasions. For the first time in liberated
Skopje on December 8th 1944 the day of St. climent Ohridski was celebrated.
This great spreader of the enlightenment was celebrated in order to emphasize
the continuity of the Macedonian individuality and to affirm the national and
general civilization values in the works of the Macedonian historical heroes.11

The members of the Initiative committee immediately began intensively
working on organizing a Synod to officialize the requests for the establishment
of an independent Macedonian Orthodox church, i.e. the renewal of the
ancient Ohrid Archbishopric. An article from the newspaper “nova
Makedonija” from March 1945 states: 

our church shall be constituted as an independent Macedonian church equal
to the neighboring Orthodox churches, such as the Serbian, Bulgarian and
others. The famous Ohrid Archbishopric shall be restored and our church
shall have the opportunity to renew its famous cultural traditions.12

In an atmosphere of complete approval and recognition of the independ-
ent Macedonian Orthodox church began the First national Synod of the
church. After the opening speech of the priest kiril Stojanov, the member of
the Initiative committee, the theologian levko Arsov submitted an extensive
repost on the historical and canonic right of the Macedonian people to its inde-
pendent orthodox church. The historical part of the research covered the
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11 Mihajlo Minoski. (2000). Yugoslavian AFCNLY and the Macedonian national ques-
tion (1943–1946) (p. 134). Skopje: Menora.

12 “nova Makedonia,” II/53, 4 March 1945.



century-old autonomous Archbishopric of St climent Ohridski, and the endur-
ing struggle of the Macedonian people for its restoration. “the canonic right
of the Macedonian people to an autonomous church is based on the 38th rule
of the Fifth-Sixth Fourth ecumenical council which repeats the final provi-
sion from the 17th rule of the Fourth ecumenical council: “when a new city is
formed or was formed previously with a king’s decree, the division of the
church regions shall be as in the state and civil schedule.”13

During the work of the Synod a committee was selected which proposed
a resolution to the Synod, whereupon the first point states: “the Macedonian
Orthodox People via its delegates in all spiritual centers makes a decision to
restore the Ohrid Archbishopric, as a Macedonian Independent church which
shall not be subordinate to any other national orthodox church.”14 This resolu-
tion was accepted by the Synod delegates.

After the election of the government of Macedonia on April 16th 1945, led
by lazar kolishevski, the government fell in the hands of the politics of the
central party in Belgrade. The resolution of the First national Synod of the
church was unacceptable for the authorities. It was considered that the reso-
lution was the product of “enemies” on the top of the Initiative committee
who had managed to impose an idea with a “chauvinistic character” to create
an independent Ohrid Archbishopric.15

In such an atmosphere began the work of the Priesthood conference in
May 1946. After the third point on the agenda for the organization of the
Macedonian Orthodox church, the priest Stoilo Davidov submitted a report
entitled “On the right of the Macedonian People to Autonomous church.”16

He pointed that it was a mistake to speak against the resolution of the
national Synod of the church from March 4th 1945, stressing the historical
right of the church in Macedonia to be autonomous.17 A broad discussion was
initiated, which mainly focused on being for or against church autonomy.
After a long discussion in which the attitudes for and against the Synod
resolution from 1945 were once more voiced, a new resolution was adopted
by all priests present on this conference. The first point states:

“If we only had prelates and priesthood from the people, and independent
decision-making in all inner national questions of the church.”18 In its basis,
the resolution differs from the Synod resolution from 1945 which proposed
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13 Miodrag Peric (1989). The historical – legal aspects of the relations between the
Serbian orthodox church and the Macedonian orthodox church (p.201). Skope:
Misla; Slavko Dimevski (1989). History of the Macedonian orthodox church.
(p.1029). Skopje: Makedonska kniga.

14 “MOc newspaper,” no. 1/67, Body of the Macedonian Archbishopric–resolution
of the First national Synod of the MOc.

15 State Archive of Republic of Macedonia (further on DArM), ck kPM/SkP, 427.
59. 69/509 – 513.

16 Периќ, 219.
17 DARM f. Presidency of the government of PrM, 159. 12. 81/542.
18 DARM f. Presidency of the government of PrM, 159. 12. 81/544–545.



the establishment of an autonomous church. The new resolution proposed the
right to independent decision-making regarding inner questions, in other
words to step down a level, known in the church terminology as being inde-
pendent. In their analysis of the development in the Macedonian church
question after the liberation, the government of the national republic of
Macedonia stated that: “… at the Second Session of the national Synod of the
church19 most of the priesthood voted for autonomy, but they accepted the
suggestion for an independent church.”20 In the following decade attempts
were made for solving the Macedonian church question, however all were
futile on account of the opinion of the Serbian Orthodox church, according to
which the church order in Macedonian parishes should return to the previous
order from before 1941.”

Towards the end of March and the beginning of April 1958, the patriarch
vikentij along with the episcope of nish jovan, Hrizostom from Branichevo
and Dositej from Toplice visited Macedonia. On March 29th 1958 they were
welcomed by the nrM Assembly President lazar kolishevski21, whereupon
it was agreed that the solution of the Macedonian church question should not
be postponed. During the conversation, kolishevski pointed to the fact that the
priesthood in Macedonia withdrew from its request for autonomy, therefore
allowing the possibility to come to an agreement. He pointed that postponing
the solution of the question could make the priesthood hesitant. According to
kolishevski, the solution of the Macedonian church question was of great
importance for the Macedonian economic emigration in the USA, Australia
and canada. The churches of the neighboring Bulgaria and greece became
increasingly interested about the Macedonian church question, and even
offered archimandrites and monks as candidates for the Macedonian parishes.
In the conclusion of the discussion, the President warned that the Serbian
Orthodox church should solve this issue without postponing or else another
solution should be sought.22

Despite the promises made during the visit in Macedonia, the Synod of
the Serbian Orthodox church in 1958 postponed again the election of
Macedonian episcopes for the Macedonian parishes. Following this develop-
ment of the Macedonian church question, the church started preparations for
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19 It refers to the ecclesiastic conference.
20 MASA archive, f. lazar kolisheski, k-45, folder-А Problems of the Macedonian

Orthodox church. 
21 Present at the reception, apart from the Patriarch and the episcopes, were also the

chief of the cabinet of the Patriarch vikentij, george Zunjich, the deputy prelates of
the Skopje and Zletovo-Strumica parishes, nestor Popovski and Mihail Panev, the
secretary of the priesthood association, Boro Stankovski, the president of the com-
mittee for religious issues of rM Strahil gigov, the secretary of the committee Done
Ilievski and the secretary of the united administrative council Milosje Dilparich.

22 MASA archive, f. lazar kolisheski, k-45, Stenographs from the reception of the SOc
delegation.



a national Synod. With all the arrangements completed, the Second Session of
the national Synod of the church began with work on October 4 1958 in the
presence of 291delegates. The report submitted by the president of the initia-
tive committee nestor Popovski, approved by the Synod, accented among
other issues the negative attitude of the SOc towards the solution of the
church question in Macedonia. consequently, in the last paragraph of the
report, Popovski makes a suggestion for an independent resolution. The Synod
accepted his initiative, as well as the proposal for restoration of the
Archdiocese of Ohrid as a Macedonian Orthodox church, but also the attitude
that the archbishop of the Serbian Orthodox church should be recognized as
the archbishop of the Macedonian Orthodox church which limited the inde-
pendence of the MOc to a certain extend.  Article no.1 of the Synod
resolution states: “The national Synod of the church has reached a decision
for restoring the Archdiocese of Ohrid, which was forcefully abolished and its
parishes placed under the jurisdiction of the ecumenical Patriarchate
constantinople in 1767, as the new official Macedonian Orthodox church.”

Subsequent to the decision for renewal of the Ohrid Archdiocese, the
Synod session continued with the election of the archbishop of MOc, i.e. arch-
bishop of Ohrid and Skopje and Metropolitan of Macedonia (as was the
official title of the archbishop of the Macedonian Orthodox church until the
autocephaly in 1967), as well as prelates for the parishes. After the count it was
established that the preceding episcope of Toplica, Dositheus, was elected the
first Macedonian Metropolitan.23 Following the election a special Synod dele-
gation inaugurated Metropolitan Dositheus in the church of St. Sofia where
the archbishop of the Macedonian Orthodox church addressed the present. On
October 5 the official enthronement of the first Macedonian Metropolitan
Dositheus took place in the church of St. clement. 

After the end of the Second Session of the national Synod, being author-
ized by the Metropolitan Synod administrative committee, metropolitan
Dositheus sent a letter to Patriarch german of Serbia informing him of the
decisions made at the Synod in Ohrid and his election as a supreme archbish-
op of the Macedonian Orthodox church.   

In an interview with the secretary of the union commission M.Dilparich,
patriarch german said that the Synod in Ohrid had pronounced autonomy and
his title as a mutual archbishop meant nothing. The Patriarch was also not sat-
isfied with the new constitution of the Macedonian Orthodox church.24 In
1959 a delegation of SOc paid a visit to Macedonia during which patriarch
german and the patriarch of the Macedonian Orthodox church ordained the
newly elected episcope of Prespa and Bitola, clement. On 26 june 1959 arch-
bishop Dositheus and episcope clement ordained the new episcope for the
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23 Done Iliveski. (1995). The Archbishop of Ohrid and the Macedonian Orthodox
Church, Dositheus. (p. 58–65). Skopje: Matica Makedonska.

24 DARM, f. national committee for relations with the religious communities, к.1,
Interview with the Patriarch german, 10.11.1958.



regions of Zletovo and Strumica, naum, which authorized and formalized the
practice of the Synod of MOc.  

However, contrary to the expectation of the political leadership, the future
course of events showed that the affirmation of the Macedonian Orthodox
church by other Orthodox churches was not a simple process. The decision of
the Synod of the Serbian Orthodox church to recognize MOc was probably a
result of the fear from its complete independence. It opposed the SOc politics
towards Macedonia and the aspiration for re-establishing the pre-war church
order. The committee for religious issues found the decision for an independ-
ent Macedonian Orthodox church unable to meet with canonical approval.25

In the next few years, the relations between the Macedonian Orthodox
church and the Serbian Orthodox church were gradually regressing. SOc
refused to introduce MOc to the other Orthodox leaderships, thus not hiding
the tendency of leaving MOc an internal issue. The federal and local authori-
ties were concerned that the church disagreement might affect the national
relations and worked fast on settling the unresolved status of the Macedonian
Orthodox church. However, the resistance of the episcopate of the Serbian
Orthodox church was unbreakable. The majority of the episcopes of SOc
considered the Macedonian Orthodox church an undesired product of the
“new time”. SOc was not willing to surrender the Macedonian territories
defined as historically Serbian. The episcopate even referred to the canons of
the Orthodox church. This led to a new session of the Macedonian Synod dur-
ing which the Macedonian Orthodox church finally declared its autocephaly. 

After the extensive arrangements were completed, the Third Session of
the national Synod took place on 17 june 1967 in the church of St. Sofia. The
national Synod was deeply assured that the autocephaly of the Macedonian
Orthodox church will be of great value to the Holy Orthodox church and as
such MOc will be accepted and recognized by all autocephalic churches. On
18 june during the convocation at the church of St. clement, the Synod ini-
tially filled out the positions in the two newly formed parishes. The title of
prelate of the parish of Debar and kicevo was given to the vicar episcope
Methodius, while the position of prelate for the American-canadian-
Australian parish was assigned to the vicar episcope cyril. 

After reaching the previous decisions, the Holy Synod of the Macedonian
Orthodox church, represented by metropolitan Dositheus of Ohrid and
Macedonia (moderator of the conference), metropolitan clement of Prespa
and Bitola, metropolitan naum of Zletovo and Strumica, metropolitan
Methodius of Debar and kicevo and metropolitan cyril of America, canada
and Australia, declared the autocephaly of the Macedonian Orthodox church.
During the conference, the following decision has been reached:

1. The Macedonian Orthodox church—the heir of the restored Archdiocese
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25 DARM, f. national committee for relations with the religious communities, к.9, new
problems in the relations with the Macedonian Orthodox church.



of Ohrid—is hereby DeclAreD AUTOcePHAlIc.
2. The leader of the autocephalic Macedonian Orthodox church is an

ArcHBISHOP with the sacred title “ArcHBISHOP OF OHrID AnD
MAceDOnIA”.

3. The diocese of the autocephalic Macedonian Orthodox church shall exe-
cute its authority within the borders of the Macedonian national state –
Socialistic republic of Macedonia.

4. The autocephalic Macedonian Orthodox church as part of the Holy
church, shall accept and guard the HOlY ScrIPTUre and the provi-
sions from all the ecumenical and local church councils, as all the other
autocephalic Orthodox churches, and shall reject the teaching of other
religions.

5. The autocephalic Macedonian Orthodox church shall act in accordance
with the Holy Scripture, the tradition of the Apostles, the canons of all
ecumenical and local church councils and the constitution of the
Macedonian Orthodox church.

6. A copy of this decision shall be delivered to all the autocephalic orthodox
churches, as well as the parishes and church municipalities of the auto-
cephalic Macedonian Orthodox church.

7. This decision shall be announced in front of the Synod of the Macedonian
Orthodox church, the priesthood and the holy christians during the holy
liturgy in the church of St. clement in Ohrid.

8. This decision shall be immediately implemented.
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The pan-orthodox character of the upraising movements towards the end
of the 18th century began in the first decades of the 19th century and evolved in
the direction of creating national identities, primarily of the Greek national
identity. Clog noted “the new rulers of Greece practically faced the problem of
constructing the nation together with the state. Creating a feeling of loyalty
towards the state was not easy, since at the same time it had to exceed the tra-
ditional loyalty towards family, birth place and region“(Clog, 1993: 27).2 all
this was inspired by the western European rationalism, liberalism and roman-
ticism. Thus, the status symbol of the orthodox ecumene—the Greek “holy
language”, became monopolized by the nationalistic views of the romantic
elites.3 Therefore, its value as a language of the faith and mediator between the
earthly and spiritual world was disrupted with the tendency to use this situa-
tion for creating a “higher culture,” one with the power to become not only a
mediator, rather to gain the monopoly within the national cultures by assimi-
lation. Precisely because of this, as well as the heterogeneous character of the
Balkan, the process of forcing the Greek influence was opposed by the lan-
guage barrier of the so-called Slavic groups or the creation of the pan-Slavism. 

The target group of the Serbian, Bulgarian and Greek4 ambitions in
Macedonia was the Macedonian Christians. in their campaigns for solving the
national question regarding the Macedonian Christians they used priests,
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2 “the present day Greek villager” wrote the editor of the rioting Greece “is not born
again (resurrected), as is often believed; he is born (now)“ (Clog, 1993: 227).

3 During the first centuries of the Empire there was a tendency for transferring the con-
trol of the orthodox subjects under the supremacy of the Carigrad Patriarchy, thus
transferring the control to the Greek fanatic circles (Poulton, 1995: 37).

4 The Greek politics in Macedonia in the second half of the 19th and the beginning of
the 20th century is grounded on the so-called Megali idea. in political sense, the term
“Megali idea” is used in january 1844 with the purpose to establish the necessity for
the union of the autochthonous (Greeks born within the Kingdom of Greece) and the
eterochtonous (Greeks within the Ottoman Empire). The maximalist ideas of this
program included Greece, Epirus, Thessaly, Macedonia, the ionian and aegean
islands, Crete, albania, as well as Serbia, Bulgaria, Dacia, the eastern Mediterranean,
asia Minor, Syria and all regions where “the great Greek people” lives“
(Constantinova, 2006: 64). 

The concept of the “great idea” strives towards the creation of great Greece, from
the river Menders in asia Minor, to the city Edremit, deep in the west regions,
including the cities, izmir, aydin and Marmara; north Trace with Edirne, the
Gallipoli Peninsula, including islands imbros, West Thrace, South Macedonia to
Prilep, South albania with the region Gyrocastro, the neighboring islands, and the
great Mediterranean islands of Cyprus. The main propagator of this idea was
venizelos, who became Greek prime minister. The Greek historian Kofos writes that
among those advocating for the idea there were two tendencies. The “idea for Pan-
hellenism” or “Megali idea”, which does not consider the rights and requests of the
other Balkan people”  and the conservative view, which “actively propagates promo-
tion of the Greek national interest without taking care of the justification for the
needs and requests of the other Balkan states.” (Kofos, 1964: 30).



teachers, traders, even soldiers released from service to their country, religious
conversion, academic discussions, and economic necessity or as a separate
instrument the application of brutal force. (Brown, 2003: 38).

The period after the Berlin agreement was used by the Patriarchy for hel-
lenization of the Slavic villages in the surrounding of Thessaloniki. (Brooks,
2005: 101). in the following period, the Greek propaganda widens to the north,
covering the entire Macedonia, still with the greatest intensity in its southern
and central parts. according to Douglas Ducking, hellenism mostly emanated
from the patriarchal church, from the widespread Greek schools and the class
which to a certain extent enjoyed superiority, a conservative class, which
could lose everything and accommodates in the Turkish rule…” (ibidem, 100,
101). The main hypothesis of the Greek propagators was the one of the histor-
ical “Greek” character of Macedonia, with the population being a result of
“illegitimate slovenization,” that needs to return to its Greek language and cul-
tural roots, whereupon they persistently used the seemingly neutral category
“slavophones.” according to the Greek archbishop in Bitola, “the
Slavophones are Greeks conquered by the local “Slavs (barbarians),”, howev-
er, since the slaves could not learn the Greek language, the ruling Greeks
learned the Slavic language, gradually forgetting Greek. “(Brailsford, 200).
Brailsford noted that “all Greeks in Bitola are in fact vlachos” and all of them
“Spoke Greek in public and Vlach at home.” vlachos demonstrated loyalty to
the patriarchy (ibidem, 112, 113). Describing the beginning of the 20th centu-
ry he writes that in Macedonia there was no lingua franca (which existed not
so long ago in the past) and the role of the Greek, apart from the south, today
(the first decade of the 20th century) was passed to the French (Brailsford,
2003: 145, 146). Further on, at the beginning of the 20th century, Brailsford
noted that “Macedonia was never Greek, however this hellenistic civilization
was destroyed long before the Turks came and before the Serbian and
Bulgarian Kingdom. it was destroyed in an unconscious conspiracy between
the Byzantine Empire and the barbarians.” (ibidem, 154).5

The intensive use of the name “Macedonia” for political purposes in the
international circles after 1878 does not contradict the previous existence of
the term, but adds new symbolical importance to its meaning which finally
results in a specific idea for an independent country.  in the beginning the idea
might focus too much on the territorial organization6, but in the following
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5 When speaking of the village of armensko, Brailsford does not use the term
“Bulgarian” and claims that “the population by origin and language is Slavic, but is
affiliated with the Greek party, rather than taking part in the Bulgarian movement”
(Brailsford, 2003: 225) ... “the prefect, the priest and the teacher are “Greek”, t.e.
they are Slavs who belong to the Greek fraction.”(ibidem, 195) This shows that the
term Greeks was used for all the patriarchies, the same as the term Bulgarians for the
members of the exarchate church. Brailsford also adds that “half of the people in this
place (Dojran) had Greek political views, although they did speak a single word in
Greek” (ibidem, 204).

6 This is prominent in the MRO platforms, i.e. the constitutions from 1896 and 1905 in



stage it will crystallize in the direction of creating nationality with all the eth-
nical parameters. a great percentage of the people who were defined as
“”faceless Slavic mass”, “Bulgarian excharcists”, “Greek patriarchists” or
simply “Slavs”, “Bulgarians” and “Slavophone Greeks”, started to identify
themselves by one name “Macedonians”.

in a number of maps from 1877/8 the Greek sphere of influence expand-
ed its borders all the way to the Balkan mountain. Stanford claims that “all
Balkan people understand Greek language. The vlachs are of Greek descend
and a high number from the so-called Slavs are actually Greeks
Bulgarophones i.e. people of Greek nationality who don’t speak Greek by
accident“. according to these assumptions the Balkan Peninsula is culturally
and historically inseparable from the hellenic world. in 1899, nicolaidis7

associated all of the Balkan with Greek Orthodoxy and the same idea was
prominent in the work of n. Kasias from 1903, Fokas-Kosmetatos and v.
Kolokotronis. in Kolokotronis’ “La Macedoine et L’hellenisme” it was noted:
„ in certain parts of Macedonia there is a Slavophone population which pre-
served its pure Greek national awareness”. The map of F.Bianconi from 1877,
based on incomplete ottoman data, shows Macedonia, Rumelia and albania as
Greek according to the division of the population by nations, where the
Christian nation is matched with the Greek nationality. according to the 1877
map of a.Sinvet, a teacher in Constantinople, the Balkan is mostly represent-
ed as Greek, with vlachs and the Greek Bulgarophones in the same category.
(Wilkinson , 1992: 95-99).8

Despite the danger for the Greek interests in Macedonia, nicolaidis draws
his map of 1899 based on the spoken language used in commercial affairs and
not the mother tongue.9 hence, his basic classification is the following: 
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which Macedonia is defined as a territorial whole where the organization creates
administrative- territorial structures (organizational network – counties, districts, vil-
lages) and promotes the principle for autonomous Macedonia as a future basis for the
creation of its political system. (Пандевски, 1974:18).

7 in 1899, nicolaidis defines the borders of Macedonia:
- The eastern border overlaps with the administrative border of the districts of

Thessaloniki and Edirne 
- The  northern border is all the way to Sar Mountains and Black Mountain
- The western border also includes the territories of Korçë
- The southern border overlaps the administrative border of Greece from 1881

(Wilkinson, 1992: 138, 139).
8 The geographically limited knowledge about Macedonia was transformed in Greece.

The “historical Macedonia” includes only the districts of Bitola and Thessaloniki and
the Ottoman territory occupied by Serbia is labeled as “south Serbia”. however, in
the academic circles the re-arranged territories after the Balkan Wars are referred to
as  aegean , Pirin and vardar  Macedonia (Brown, 2003: 42).

9 The aims of the nicolaidis map from 1899 are the following:
- support for the Greek political aspirations;
- support for the Serbian demands in relation to “Old Serbia”;
- reduction of the Bulgarian expansion.



♦ Territories where Greek language is used;
♦ Territories where Slavic language is used; and
♦ Territories where Slavic and albanian languages are used (ibidem, 138).
♦ The interesting fact about this map is that the Greek territories spread all the

way to the river Devol, Mount Galicica and Lake Ohrid in the north and
Strumica and nevrokop in the north-east. nikolaidis’ map “is more in favour
of the Greek sphere of cultural and economic influence, rather than the
Greek ethnic territory.” in this “Greek territory” within the borders of
Macedonia, there were: 594 500 Greeks, 324 000 Turks, 126 000 Slavs, 79
000 jews and 37 000 Kuco-vlachs. The Slavs are divided in two regions:
the so-called albanian- Slavic region (river Drim, Tetovo and Skopje, with
75 000 albanian people and the same number of Slavs) and the pure Slavic
region (with 57 000 Greeks, 286 000 Slavs and 182 000 Turks and
albanians). The Slavs are defined as “Serbians, Bulgarians and Slavs under
Greek influence” (ibidem, 139, 140).

in the new post-revolutionary era (this refers to the French revolution of
1889) the historical science has created a new world of the living and the dead,
where those living speak on behalf of the deceased and on that behalf instigate
nationalism. (anderson, 277-279). in the previous sections of this study, we
have already elaborated the process of building monopolies over historical
myths. Bulgaria abuses the similarity with the spoken Slavic language in
Macedonia, while Greece is attempting to breathe life into the Greek character
of “historical Macedonia”.10 hence, Braceford points out that due to historical
reasons “the people of Kosovo and those to the north-west are Serbians, while
the local population of Ohrid is clearly Bulgarian”— „The affinities in the

remaining territory of Macedonia are politically bases“(Braceford, 2003:
161, 162). he gives an example of the strategy for selling historical myths.—
“The legend that alexander the Great was Greek moves along one way, while
the rivalry myth claiming alexander was Bulgarian follows another“ (ibidem,
163). The more we are familiar with the massive abuse of the ancient charac-
ters, especially the character of alexander for promoting the Greek propaganda,
the less we know that the Bulgarian Exarchate was using the same characters
as well. This metaphysical expression leads us to the conclusion that the
Macedonian population is already considering these historical myths their own
property (regardless of them being fabricated or carried throughout traditions),
wherein the basic means for connection is the feeling of shared destiny caused
by the sharing of same territory. This is just another indicator that in the early
phases of building nationality, the territorial model is the key for the construc-
tion of optimal unity.

From BuchareSt to BuchareSt 445

10 according to Kalipoulos: “archeology and history were not considered merely a
perception of the past delivered through education, but also a crucial factor in rais-
ing awareness about the past civilizations as well as the solution of current problems.
hence, these two disciplines remained instruments for the ambitious projects of
redefining the present in accordance with the already established history of the coun-
try.” Kaliopoulos, 2002: 244, 245).



it is highly probable that the oldest educational propaganda is Greek. But
we must not identify the Greek propaganda prior to the creation of the Greek
nation- state with the propaganda in the subsequent years. in other words, the
propaganda which precedes the Greek nationalism possesses an all-Orthodox
character, while the Greek identification often has a social nature, tying itself
to profession, citizenship and education.11

at the end of the 19th century, the monopoly of the elite was replaced with
the opportunity for access of all the members who became “Greeks” simply by
being a subject of the ecumenical Patriarchate of Constantinople, regardless of
the cultural and language differences. With the purpose of introducing or
strengthening the Greek influence, several organizations had been created for
promoting the Greek culture and a number of specialized volumes published
in support of the propaganda. in 1869 an organization for the promotion of
Greek education in Macedonia was formed in athens, financed by specially
organized “Macedonian funds (abazi, 2007: 259). The national organization
from 1894 provided significant financial means for the educational politics in
Macedonia.12 in support of the precious aims, jovan Dragumis was sent to
Bitola in 1902 in order to improve the organization of the Greek network.
Previously, the Patriarchate had given the episcope title for the region of
Kastoria to Karavangelis, (1900) which initiated the creation and the develop-
ment of revolutionary networks. (Brooks, 105). at the same time, as part of the
Greek propaganda multiple volumes were published about the glory of
ancient (Greek) Macedonia, for example “The prophecies of alexander”, and
distributed throughout the schools for free. They also published books in the
Slavic language, but using Greek alphabet. Moreover, the organization “East
federation”, formed in 1884 in athens, rejected the idea about the creation of
the autonomous and compact albano-Macedonia as part of the future Balkan
federation. according to Konstantinova it was only a phase of annexation of
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11 “The educational reforms gave the new generations hope for changing the tradition-
al social stratification wherein “Bulgarian” was a synonym for peasant, while
“Greek” a synonym for merchant. (Brooks, 2005: 99).  This reveals the different
comprehension and interpretation of the nationalistic empty phrases “Bulgarian” and
“Greek” in different time periods and contexts. The modernization as a mean for
expanding the Greek borders and territory is an idea elaborated by ioannis Psycharis:
“For a nation to rise it needs to expand its borders and create literature.” according
to this statement the fight for the fatherland and the fight for the language are de
facto the same. (Konstantinova, 2006: 84).

12 These organizations were based in two major centers. Greek organizations based in
athens: The association for promotion of Greek literacy (1974), The Committee for
support of the Greek church and education (1886), The Epicurus Council of
Macedonians (1903), The Chamber of Melas (1904), and organizations and associa-
tions based in Constantinople: The Greek Philological association (1861), the
Macedonian Philanthropic Educational Fellowship (1871.), the hellenic Literacy
Organization (1874) and the Philanthropic Educational Fellowship (1880)
(anastasovski, 2005: 376).



the territories, initially materialized through the enforcement of the Greek lan-
guage in education (Konstantinova, 2006: 78).13 after the ilinden uprising, the
Exarchate network was dealing with a serious damage, while the Patriarchate
used this situation for renewing some of the Greek schools. The new military
campaign launched in 1904 marked the beginning of the “Macedonian fight”.

The Greek politics and the Macedonian minority 
in the aftermath of the Balkan Wars

During the Balkan Wars, Greece was already trying to influence the newly
occupied territories in the aegean part of Macedonia by forcing change of the
identity and structure of the current population. after the Second Balkan War
and the Bucharest Treaty from 10 august 1913, Greece received the largest
portion of Macedonian territory (34 356 square meters in total or 51% of the
entire territory of Macedonia).and the process of deslovenization and demace-
donization of the population became the priority of the Greek state politics.14
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13 The advantages and disadvantages of the Greek propaganda can be reduced to a few
most important aspects:

- The traditional character of the Patriarchy which established the connection with
God in the “holy (Greek) language”, was an obvious advantage;

- The trade elites were inclined towards accepting the Greek education;
- There were certain problems as a result of the division between the ecumenism

protected by the Constantinople Patriarchy and the nationalism coming from athens
and the Consulates; 
- The Greek schools were focused on teaching Greek language and literature, while

the exarchate schools adopted modernized curriculums which included science,
practical disciplines and foreign modern languages; 
- The Greek language (Katharevousa) presented an obstacle because it was hard to

learn even for the native Greeks and also discouraging for the Slavs who could learn
a language much closer to their own in the exarchate schools;

- One of the most significant disadvantages of the patriarchy schools was the fac-
ulty who lacked motivation. The professors preferred to work in istanbul, athens or
Egypt rather than the country where students did not understand the language;
- in certain historical periods, the general atmosphere was more difficult due to the

bad relations of the Greek government with the high Porte, for example in 1881,
1886, 1897, etc.,
The internal projects for modernization of Greece (railways, roads, the Corinth

canal, etc.) erased Macedonia from the priority list and made way for the Bulgarian
influence (Konstantinova, 2006: 101- 104).

14 as already mentioned in the introduction, the aegean part of Macedonia was ethni-
cally heterogeneous. according to the Bulgarian ethnologist and ethnographer from
the beginning of the 20th century, vasil K’nchov, from 1.059.277 citizens only
22.5% were Greek by origin and mother tongue. (Kiselinovski, 2001: 78). The
majority of this Greek population did not even have authentic Greek origin. Most of
them were assimilated vlach immigrants from Epirus or trade class Macedonians
studying in the Greek schools. The assimilated population was primarily a result of
the Greek propaganda in the aegean region of Macedonia which was systematical-



The first serious ethnical changes in the aegean part of Macedonia took
place during the course of the First Balkan War, when Greece occupied today’s
south-west aegean Macedonia and the city of Thessaloniki. apart from the
military actions, the authorities were enforcing severe measures against the
local Turkish civilians. almost all of the Turkish villages were pillaged and
burnt, and the majority of the population sought salvation in the city of
Thessaloniki or began retreating together with the Turkish army.

The other population of islamic faith was also terrorized, predominantly
the Pomaks, i.e. Muslims who spoke Macedonian language, and the albanians.
at the same time the Greek military authorities were conducting severe meas-
ures of denationalization against the Orthodox population, forcing the
Macedonians to declare themselves as Greeks. (Kiselinovski, 2001: 79-81).

The Second Balkan War had a more harmful influence on the ethnic map
of the aegean part of Macedonia, especially on the eastern territories where
most of the battles between the Bulgarian and Greek troops took place. The
consequences of the war evolved into an exodus of the Macedonian popula-
tion. Several cities were ruined and Kuklesh (vergina) and Serres were
completely emptied. after the war and the colonization conducted by the
Greek authorities, the cities lost their long-term residents. The war crimes
committed by the Greek armies were not a result of war impulses, but the
opportunity to erase the Macedonian population and change the ethnic map of
the aegean region of Macedonia. The Macedonian Slavic population was
labeled as “Bulgarian” (Karakasidou, 2002:78-83). in the attempt of making a
connection with the Bulgarian state and military, the final aim of the external
categorization was to secure the self-initiated or enforced emigration of the
Macedonians to Bulgaria.15. This practice of labeling shows that the interac-
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ly conducted from 1870 to the beginning of the Balkan Wars. The Constantinople
Patriarchate was one of the main promoters of the Greek nationalism through its reli-
gious-educational institutions, from the second half of the 19th century and the
beginning of the 20th century. The convergent borders of the Greek nationalism and
the propaganda from this period were the propellants of  collective conscience, iden-
tity and solidarity
(Karakasidou, 2002: 108-121). as the rest of the Balkan countries, Greece explains

the right to Macedonia with several “historical points”:  
1. “The historical rights” for owning Macedonia which Greece inherited from the

ancient period and the Middle ages  Byzantine- “Greek” state; 
2. Similar customs (most often referring to similar or identical Orthodox customs);
3. Religion—or the inclination towards the Greek Patriarchate as opposed to the

Bulgarian Exarchate; 
4. The spoken language, i.e. despite the fact that the mother tongue of the majori-

ty of population was not Greek, Greece takes into consideration the language of
liturgy and the fact that as a language of communication Greek was widely spread
among the trade social class (report of the Carnegie Balkan commission, 2000: 58). 

15 For the social class and predominantly pejorative, not nationalistic character of the
term “Bulgarian” in “Greek Macedonia” see Karakasidou (Karakasidou, 2002: 140-
151). 



tion between the self image and the public image results in adjustment of aspi-
rations and identity, wherein the identity is forced through labeling or
stigmatization (jenkins, 2001: 105-106).16

after the Balkan wars, parallel to the process of establishing the Greek
authority, the Greek state was conducting a series of enforced measures
against individual categories of population. The Muslim people were constant-
ly abandoning their homes and immigrating to Turkey, as well as the majority
of the Macedonians, especially in the border territories, who emigrated
towards Serbia and Bulgaria (read towards the vardar region and Pirin region
of Macedonia). Simultaneously, Greeks and patriarchs primarily from Thrace
and the other territories of Macedonia began to settle in the emptied Greek ter-
ritories (the part of aegean Macedonia).  

During WWi Macedonia became the center of the military actions. in the
period from 1916 to 1918 the Macedonian front also known as Salonika front
took place on the territory of Macedonia. in the aegean part of Macedonia
most affected were the places and settlements along the front line. The territo-
ries which faced the greatest consequences were those along the strip Dojran
–Kukush – Stymonian Gulf. Consequently, the process of migration continued
for the most part in two directions:  approximately 14 000 people emigrated
from the territories of Macedonia occupied by the Central Forces to the parts
occupied by the Triple Entente; and vice versa, 41 000 people migrated from
the territory controlled by Greek forces to the parts controlled by Bulgaria.
however, taking the natural population growth into consideration, despite the
assimilatory politics of the Greek government and the occurring wars, approx-
imately 270 000 to 300 000 Macedonians remained living in the aegean part
of Macedonia after WWi. (Kiselinovski, 2001: 81-84). 

according to the decisions of the Serves Treaty (10 august 1920) which
concerned Greece after the end of WWi, the Greek authorities were obliged to
respect the rights of the population of different nationality. article no.2 of the
Treaty obliged Greece to fully embrace and support the existence and freedoms
of all citizens, regardless of birth, nationality, language and religion. article
no.3 guaranteed the right of citizenship of all citizens who abided in Greece
after 1913, article no.7 guaranteed legal equality of all citizens and political
rights and article 10 guaranteed the rights of the jews. With article no.9, the
Greek government was required to secure education in the mother tongue of the
citizens of non-Greek origin, in areas where they represented the majority.
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16 according to the report of the Carnie commission which examined the war crimes
after the Balkan Wars, there is no doubt that the villages burnt by the Greek armies,
located in a range of 140 km, were not an obstacle for military actions, but part of
the agenda for changing the demographic map of the region. in this period more than
160 settlements were burnt. Bulgaria welcomed approximately 120 000 refugees, the
majority of which were inclined towards the Exarchate, while the followers of the
Patriarchate settled in the parts occupied by Greece. in the same period the aegean
part of Macedonia received nearly 157.000 refugees (report of the Carnie Balkan
commission, 2000: 170-199).



(Гласник на ИНИ/1-2, 1983: 161-173). however, the official government pol-
itics ignored the resolutions and continued to act towards the creation of national
union and ethnically monolith state. The decisions from the Serves Treaty were
violated and article no.9 was not even remotely a subject of discussion. 

World War i ended with positive outcome for Greece. The Greek State
made a full use of the historical situation in the aftermath of the war and suc-
cessfully materialized its national plans and interests. as the defeated party,
Bulgaria had to abide the prescribed conditions when signing the Treaty of
neuilly-sur-Seine on 27 September 1919. The agreement was a perfect oppor-
tunity for the Greek government to fulfill by diplomatic means what could not
have been done by means of war. as part of the Treaty, Bulgaria and Greece
signed a convention for minority migration (ibidem). The convention predict-
ed “voluntary” exchange of populace. needless to say, the Macedonian Slavic
population labeled as Bulgarian was automatically liable to this agreement.17

The Treaty was acknowledged several years later, when on 29 September
1914, Kalafov and Politis signed another mutual agreement. With this bilater-
al agreement, the Greek government in accordance with the pressure from the
League of nations officially recognized the Macedonian minority as “minori-
ty that speaks Slavic language.” (Ortakovski, 1998: 165-167).18

after the forced emigration of the Macedonians ratified by the agreement
between Kalafov-Politis, the ethnographic changes in the aegean part of
Macedonia became significantly more evident. The most affected were the
central and eastern parts of aegean Macedonia or the regions of Demir hisar,
Kuklesh, Serres, Salonika and Yenice vardar (Pazar). in order to change the
demographic compound of the population, the Greek government was con-
ducting additional measures such as the non-acceptance of the working
emigrants from this region who were leaving for temporary work in Europe
and america. These people were strictly recorded and later denied access in
the part of Macedonia ruled by Greece. 19
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17 With the Treaty of neuilly-sur-Seine and the subsequent bilateral agreements
between Greece and Bulgaria, it was for the first time that during a state of peace the
plans for enforced persecution of the populace from the aegean region of Macedonia
were executed. The actively colonization of the Greek government replaced the old
Macedonian population with Greek population from the inland. The process of inter-
nal colonization was discrete and lasted from the end of the Second Balkan War to
1923 when it was replaced by external colonization. hence, in the period prior to the
Treaty of neuilly-sur-Seine, the aegean region was colonizes with more than 50 000
Greeks. (Kiselinovski, 2001: 81-84).

18 The League of nations appointed colonel Cruijff and major de Rover to examine
directly the situation with the minorities in Greece. in 1925 the Greek government
prepared a school book, the so-called abecedar which was to guarantee article no.9
from the Serves Treaty, but like many other projects concerning the minorities, it was
sabotaged by Greece itself and only the decision for exchange of population was
enforced in practice. 

19 For example, only in the region of Florina more than 1000 people were denied



it is interesting to acknowledge that in regard to the international relations
and the minority issues in the Balkan countries, Greece was systematically
conducting its politics of double standards. The demand of the Yugoslavian
government for recognition of the Macedonian minority as Serbian was chal-
lenged by the Greek thesis that the Macedonians from the aegean part of
Macedonia are Bulgarians, while simultaneously persuading the Bulgarian
government that this population was “Slavo-Macedonian”. (Tashevska-
Remenski, 2007: 120). 

The end of WWi marked a new period of national restructuring in the
Balkan. The borders of Serbia were redefined and the Serbian government was
building a new identity together with the Croats and Slovenes, which was later
to evolve into Yugoslavian-ism. in the southern hemisphere of the Balkan, the
new conditions have obliged Greece to focus on finding diplomatic solution
for the problem with the “Slavic” minority. Simultaneously, the Young Turk
Revolution was taking place beyond the eastern Balkan borders. The new
Turkish state, significantly redefined and smaller in comparison with the late
Ottoman Empire, accepted the Wilson’s principles for the right of every nation
to its own country and began the realization of ataturk’s plan for an ethnical-
ly monolith country. The end of WWi instigated the armenian genocide in
which a large number of Orthodox “Turkophones” labeled as Greeks were also
affected. This populace began to emigrate from Minor asia and settle prima-
rily in the Greek part of Macedonia and western Thrace. The conflict between
the Greek “megali” national concept and the Turkish concept for the creation
of Turkish nation-state seemed unavoidable. in the subsequent war (1912-
1922), Greece was defeated and forced to sign the disadvantageous Treaty of
Lausanne (1923).20

The latest and most massive migration definitely changed the ethnical
map of the southern part of the Balkan Peninsula. The Greek central directive
for colonization has formed three main sections for Macedonia: Eastern
(Serres, Dram and Kavala), Central (Salonika, Pella, and Khalkidhiki) and
Western Macedonia (Kostur, Lerin and Kozani). after the application of these
ethnographic changes, with the census of 1928, the aegean region of
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(Kiselinovski, 2001: 81-84). The vlach population was also affected by these meas-
ures. From 1925 to 1937, approximately 6000 vlach families were moved out from
Macedonian to Dobruja and Romania (ibidem).

20 The political situation forced both countries to sign the Treaty in Lausanne and
accept the obligatory exchange of population: the entire Christian population includ-
ing Greeks, turkophones, Orthodox and armenians, emigrated from Turkey to
Greece and vice versa, all the Muslims including Turks, Pomaks, albanians, Romani
were moved out of Greece and placed in Turkey. The only exception was made for
the Greeks living in istanbul and the Muslims abiding in western Thrace. From 1924
to 1928, Greece was colonized with more than 1. 2 million Orthodox population, the
majority of which settled in Thrace and Macedonia (the number of new population
in aegean Macedonia was 567 143 ), while 350 thousand Muslims moved from
Greece to Turkey (Kiselinovski, 1981: 75-80).



Macedonia was comprised of 1.165.553 or 82.5% Greek population and
246.924 or 17.48% non-Greek population. The data provided by the League of
nations declared 88% Greeks, 5.1% Macedonians (labeled as assimilated
Bulgarians) and Turks 0.1% in aegean Macedonia. (ibidem,75-80). 

Within the Greek culture and history, the story of the refugees has earned a
status of national epos. With their return, the nationalistic politics in Greek
Macedonia tested some of the dialectical abilities arising from its principles.
Many years later, the exodus still evokes emotions among the population.  What
must be stressed is that the identity of the refugees was for the most part rede-
fined after their return from Minor asia. according to Watson, the anatolian
regions of the Ottoman Empire represented a bigger seed-bed for the Greek
proto-nationalism than the ones originally in Greece. (Watson, 1993: 119-123). 

Meanwhile, Karakasidou pointed out the fact that many of the refugees
who settled in the aegean part of Macedonia had a different identity prior to
the migration, (the majority did not even speak Greek), but under the influence
of the Greek nationalism and institutions their identity was redefined which
made them de facto part of the Greek nation. (Karakasidou, 2002:171-189).
another important segment of building the new identity was the labeling and
the stereotypes created by the local population. in the first few decades after
the settlement, the new immigrants labeled as Thrakiotes or Pontii lived an
isolated live and had poor interaction with the native population. it is an inter-
esting fact that in the areas of Greek Macedonia with long-term residents of
Greek nationality, the status of the refugees remained very low on the stratifi-
cation scale, while in the regions with Macedonian population (called
Slavophones or dopii makedones), the immigrants enjoyed the status of local
elite. The previous actions clearly reveal the direction of the Greek govern-
ment politics and its manipulation with the new immigrants. (ibidem,171-189) 

There are a few other significant elements which influenced the chance of
the national and ethnic identity in the period after WWii. First of all, the distri-
bution of farming land which previously belonged to the Turkish landowners.
The agrarian politics is closely connected with the social structure of the popu-
lation. The members of the ethnic groups as such are not defined by their
involuntary affiliation and the unaware acceptance of group values, i.e. ethnic
groups are created when individuals show affinity for certain material goods
(Putinja,1997:112). according to this, in the regions where the population was
resisting the new enforced identity, the best land was exclusively reserved for the
new immigrants. (Karakasidou, 2002: 193-209). Secondly, on november 12
1926 the authorities adopted a law which enforced the change all the
Macedonian (Slavic) toponyms with Greek. (Kiselinovski, 1981: 137). apart
from the place names, the personal names and surnames of Macedonians were
also the subject of change. The aim of this measure was to change the internal
self-identification of the population through external categorization and erase
every trace and connection with the past which showed a separate identity.  The
third important factor was the brutal dictatorship conducted by ioannis Metaxas
in the 1930’s.  in this period the use of Macedonian language was forbidden
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even in private households and every breaking of the prohibition was most bru-
tally punished. apart from these elements the identity change was influenced by
other factors, such as: mixed marriages, godfather relations (Karakasidou, 2002:
229), migration to the cities where the population was exposed to assimilation
and certainly the institutions of the Greek state (education, military service, local
administration, etc.) and the Church which traditionally played a major role in
defining the individual and group identity.

Ethnic changes in Aegean Macedonia: 
WWII (1941-1945) and Greek Civil War (1946-1949)

The ethnic map of Greek Macedonia and Greece did not change significantly
during WWii. in this period the national question, as in many other parts of
the world, was revolving around the anti-fascist movement. an important fact
is that the minority groups in Greece were always politically left oriented. in
the period from 1943 to 1945, a great number of Partizan military units were
created in the aegean region of Macedonia, especially in the north-west where
some of these groups were part of the military of the Greek Communist party.
nevertheless, there were certain groups self-initiatively organized on the basis
of national interests, such as the units of the Slavic-Macedonian national
Liberation Front in Kostur (Kastoria), comprised exclusively of Macedonians.
a certain number of Partizans from the aegean part of Macedonia fought for
the liberation of the vardar region which once again confirmed their strong
national identity. During WWii, the aegean region lost its jewish minority
which was eliminated in the fascist death camps. 

During and after WWii there were strong disagreements within the anti-
fascist movement in Greece. according to the ideological and strategic
affiliation (towards the western allies or USSR) the movement was divided
into left and right fraction. The division caused the Greek Civil War after
which the minorities in the aegean part of Macedonia were submitted to
another exodus. it is assumed that 40% from the soldiers of the Democratic
army of Greece were Macedonians. Considering the Macedonians potential-
ly disloyal, the Greek state reached a decision on October 1 1947 for
deprivation of citizenship followed by the agenda for enforced emigration.
(Ortakovski, 1998: 284) according to the estimations of the association of
Refugee Children of aegean Macedonia and the Red Cross, during the Greek
Civil War 25-30 000 children, aged 2 through 14, most of which were
Macedonians, were persecuted to Yugoslavia or the other east-European coun-
tries. From 1946 to 1949, more than 50 000 Macedonians were forced to
emigrate outside Greece. More than 17 000 of these refugees are considered
killed. (ibidem).21 The majority of the Macedonians and a certain number of
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21 according to certain estimations, after the Greek Civil War approximately 200 000
Macedonians remained in the aegean part of Macedonia, grouped mostly in the
western territories. (ibidem) however, their condition was still hard, due to the con-



vlach minority kept on living in Greek Macedonia after 1949, concentrated
mostly in the western part and the cities of Lerin (Florina), voden (Edessa),
Kostur (Kastoria), Kozani, Kajlari (Eordaia), etc. however, the Greek govern-
ment continued its one-nation politics and kept denying the minority rights of
these ethnic groups. 

in the period after the civil war, decree no. 2536 of the Greek government
prescribed colonization of the border regions with “new colonists with healthy
national awareness”, i.e. native Greeks. The decision referred exclusively to
the Macedonian minority, excluding the Turks from western Thrace. The pro-
hibition for the use of “Slavo-Macedonian” names and forms was also
enforced, prescribing only Greek forms in the official transcripts. With the
same decree no.2536 from 1953, the Greek citizenship of the great number of
Macedonian refugees was revoked and their properties confiscated (ibidem...:
258). in the beginning of 1954 the Macedonians were replaced from the pub-
lic services in aegean Macedonia and in 1959 the Greek government voted on
a law for enforcing loyalty oath. The population from the villages in the sur-
rounding of Florina, Kastoria and Eordaia was forced to publically renounce
the use of the Macedonian language. These measures caused a massive wave
of emigrants from these regions, emigrating mainly to USa and australia.

The military dictatorship in Greece, from 1967 to 1974 meant deteriora-
tion of the situation for the members of the Macedonian minority, whereupon
many of them were detained and imprisoned. in 1967 Greece passed an inter-
nal order for prohibition of using the Macedonian language, a constitutional
act for revoking Macedonian citizenship, as well as other measures for assim-
ilation of the Macedonians. Further on, until the end of the 20th century, the
educational system was used for creating pressure, there was discrimination
regarding employment in the public services etc. in the 80s, new legal acts
with discriminatory attitude regarding minorities’ position in society were
adopted. namely, with Decision no. 106.841 from 1982 for repatriation of the
Greek citizens and political refuges, only “Greeks with Greek origin” can
return to Greece, i.e. only those who shall disown their Macedonian identity.
Law no. 1540 from 1985 has a discriminatory clause which disables the appli-
cation of the property rights of the Macedonians in Greece (ibidem). 

From the 90s of the 20th century, after Macedonia gained its independence,22
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tinuous Greek politics for changing their identity. This politics was successfully con-
ducted in eastern and central Macedonia where the majority of the population,
especially the new post-war generations of young people were raised and educated
in the Greek national spirit. 

22 When Macedonian gained its independence, Greece created and inter-state dispute
which primarily refers to the name of the Macedonian state, the existence of the
Macedonian nation and language, as well as the Macedonian minority in Greece
(Tashevska-Remenski, 2007: 281-285). as a result of the pressure Greece created in
international institutions, Macedonia was forced to change parts of its Constitution
(january 6th 1992 год.); to accept Un membership under the temporary reference
Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia; to negotiate, under the monitoring of Un,



the minority question in Greece gained a new dimension. The xenophobia
towards the Macedonian minority and the Macedonian question in general, at
the beginning of the 90s seemed absolutely inexplicable. The struggle regarding
the name for Greece was not a mere appetite for the historical past of the antique,
rather a substantial struggle for maintaining an institutionally created collective
historical memory, as well as destroying the myth of the multi-millennia long
identity of the Greek nation. The Greek persistence for the geographical use of
the term Macedonia, along with creating a territory of a Greek-Macedonian sub-
identity with an explicit geographical character, portrays the resolution for
systematically created inner national cohesion. The fear was not directed only
towards the re-awakening of the ethnical identities of the autonomous, the so-
called “slavophone,” or “Macedonian” or “dopii Makedones” (our) population,
but rather towards the partially integrated emigrants (Thrakiotesards and
Pontyos). in addition, we have to mention the fear of initiating the other minor-
ity questions, such as the vlachos, albanians and Turks. 

The main activities of the Macedonian minority in Greece, in this period
were directed towards the organization “Rainbow”, led by Pavlos voskopulos.
also, there is a tendency for creating an independent Macedonian church,
attacked by the voden (Edessa) archimandrite nikodim Carknjas (Carknjas,
2002: 333-334). The Greek government created strong pressure, however the
Macedonian minority issue passed its borders to the Council of Europe, OSCE
and the international Court for human Rights. Thus, on july 10th 1998, the
European Court for human Rights made a decision significant for the
Macedonians who live in the aegean part of Macedonia. in the case of
Sideropulos and other against Greece, the Court decided that Greece violated
their right to freedom of association, guaranteed with article 11 of the
Convention for Protection of human Rights and Fundamental Freedoms
(Ortakovski, 1998: 287-291). in her social-anthropological research, conduct-
ed in the 90s of the 20th century in the area of Thessaloniki, anastasija
Karakasidu points to the fluctuating identity of asiros’s population. She con-
cluded that many of the identities from the past “remained strangely foreign,
buried under the stratigraphy of the memory and history of the country called
Macedonia” (Karakasidu, 2002: 259). What she is trying to point out is the
influence of the Greek society not only on the change in the present identity
of the population in Greek Macedonia, but also the change of the historical
collective consciousness and memory. in the most part of Central and Eastern
Greek Macedonia, this metamorphosis of identities is successfully implement-
ed. hereupon, if in the 30s of the 20th century, during the definition of the
ethnic identity we were mostly led by subjective definitions, in the 90s, the
state Greek system once again openly advocates its “objective” definitions

the differences regarding the name; on September 13th 1995 an interim accord was
signed, obliging Macedonia to additional concessions regarding the protection of its
minority and the change of flag, while in return Greece obliged not to prevent its
membership in international organizations (ibidem, 269-276).
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regarding the continuity of the Greek national and collective consciousness,
from the antique to present days. The borders had the decisive influence. The
ethnic groups were not considered merely as cultural groups, but rather as
types of organization based on the assignation or self-identification of individ-
uals, i.e. the individual ethnic categories (Putinja, 1997: 125). The degree of
systematic and social integration of the different categories of the population
is reciprocal to the successful hellenization in this part of Macedonia. This
was made possible with the unquestioned hegemony, which Greece had in the
region, in the production of the culture-nation. Regardless of the prior identi-
ty, it was clear that after 1913 the people from Greek Macedonian had to be
only Greek (Karakasidou, 2002: 269). 

To this we should add the discriminatory articles of the Greek positive
law, such as article 19 from the Law on Citizenship, which distinguishes
between Greek citizens and those who are not, whereupon the latter can be
deprived of Greek citizenship in case they leave Greece. in addition, despite
the obligation Greece has as a member in international organizations it has still
not ratified the Framework Convention for Protection of national Minorities
and the European Charter for Regional or Minority Languages. (Tashevska-
Remenski, 2007: 278-289). 
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MACEDONIAN ORTHODOX CHURCH: 
AUTONOMY AND HISTORICAL LEGITIMACY
OF THE HEIR OF THE ANCIENT ARCHDIOCESE
OF OHRID

BOrce IlIevSkI
DrAgAn ZAjkOvSkI
Ss. Cyril and Methodius University
Institute of National History

The spread of christianity on the territory of Macedonia began in the middle 
of the 1st century A.D. According to the new Testament,  apostole Paul was 
the first christian missionary who visited Macedonia in order to spread the 
teaching of christ. His missionary activities laid the foundations of the first 
christian communities in Philipi, Thesalloniki and Ber – the cities which 
apostole Paul visited during his three travels in Macedonia. Apart from these 
cities, the christianity was also developing very fast in the other parts of 
Macedonia. In a short period, Macedonia became the center of christianity in 
the Balkan. 
       The recognition of christianity as an equal religion by the roman empire
in 313 A.D. had created all the necessary conditions for fast development of
the chruch. Bishops from Macedonia were present at all ecumenical and local
church councils which is a clear sign about the flourishment of the Orthodox
church in Macedonia in the first 8 centuries of the 1st millennium.  

The first obstruction in the church’s work in Macedonia occurred
approximately at the end of the 6th century and the first half of the 7th centuty
due to the danger from outside. The frequent Slavic attacks inevitably
influenced the organization of the church in Macedonia. The Slavs had
slovenized the entire Macedonian territory by the second half of the 7th

century. The christianization of the Slavs had begun with the first permanent
Slavic settlements on the territory of the Byzantine empire. The process was
long and conditioned by the varying cultural and political atmosphere in
Byzantium between the 7th century and the beginning of the 10th century.     

In 969 A.D. the uprising of the four members of the cometopyli dynasty,
David, Moses, Aron and Samuil led to the creation of an independent state. As
a result of the historical circumstances in 987 A.D. Samoil became the sole
ruler of the kingdom which in the modern historiography is known as the
kingdom of Samoil.1
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1 The core of the Samoil Stаte was comprised of the Ohrid-Prespa region and
Pelagonija. (Stjepan Antoljak (1985). Medieval Macedonia, volume I (p. 635 –
662). Skopje: Misla.



The political independence meant an independent church institution. On
account of the scarce resources regarding the process of the establishment of
this independent church organization on the territory of Samoil’s state we can-
not precise the reconstruction.2 It can be suggested with greater probability
that after the Bulgarian tsar Boris was replaced from the throne in 971, the
Byzantine empire acted identically with the Bulgarian (the Dorostol) patri-
arch.3 contrary to the episcopacies in east Bulgaria which were annexed by
the constantinople patriarchy, those on the territory controlled by the
cometopyli maintained their independence.4

The thesis regarding the disrespect of the Samoil’s episcopacies can be sup-
ported by the relocation of the dethroned Bulgarian (Dorostol’s) patriarch
Damjan contained in the second decree of the emperor vasilij II published in
1020 of the Ohrid Archbishopric. In it, among the other, is said that after the rule
of the Bulgarian tsar Petar and the liquidation of the Bulgarian state, the chief of
the Bulgarian church with a seat in Dorostol moved from one place to another,
“one in Trijadica, another in Edessa and Almopia, and finally we found the cur-
rent archbishop in Ohrid.”5 It can be noticed that the decree does not mention
the name of the prelate who was staying in Trijadica (Serdika), although the pos-
sibility of him to be the dethroned patriarch Damjan are great. The decree also
does not precise the name or the prelate whose seat was in edessa and Almopia.
Still, bearing in mind the fact that the list of Dickange claims with certainty that
he was germanic called gavril who then went to Prespa.

namely, after Damjan’s death a german called gavril was chosen to be
the new church chief, who first resided in edessa, then in Almopia, and final-
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2 generally there are two main theories regarding the creation of the Ohrid (Prespa)
Archbishopric—patriarchy. According to the first theory the Ohrid Archbishopric-
patriarchy originated from the Bulgarian patriarchy in Drstr (Dorostol), while
according to the second, the Ohrid Archbishopric is completely identical to the
Archbishopric of justinian Prima. (Antoljak, 674) For more details on the origin of
the Ohrid Archbishopric  see jovan Belchovski (1997). Ohrid Archbishopric: from
its establishment to the fall of Macedonia under Ottoman rule (p.62-76). Skopje.

3 jean Darrouzès (ed.). (1981). Notitia episcopatuum ecclesiae Constantinopolitanae:
text critique, introduction et notes (p. 105). Paris: Institut etudes Byzantines; Иван
Дуйчев (ed.). (1967). Извори за българската история, Гръцки извори за
българската история: том VII. (p. 109–110) София: Българска Академия на
Науките. Further on ИБИГИБИ vII. The first seat of the Bulgarian church was in
Pliska, then in veliki Preslav, to be finally re-located in Drstr (Dorostol).

4 Here I refer to the period 971–976, because after the uprising in 976 the specificity
of the church in Samoil’s state was more than clear.

5 ИБИГИБИ vI, 45; Йордан Иванов. (1970). Български старини из Македония (p.
557). София: Българска Академия на Науките; Сп. Срђан Пириватић. (1997).
Самоилова држава: Обим и карактер. (p.153). Београд: Византолошки
институт Српске академије науке и уметности; Милан Бошкоски. (2001). The
role of St. climent in the consolidation of the apostolicity of the Ohrid patriarchy in
the time of tsar Samoil, Macedonian heritage бр.17, 28–29.



ly the region called Prespa became his church seat.6 He was also considered
the first archbishop of the Prespa (Ohrid) Archbishopric—patriarchy because
in the information mentioned in the list of Dickange that in his time Prespa
became the seat of the new church organization in Samoil’s state. 

The resources do not allows us to precisely date the relocation of the church
seat to Prespa. Still, a part of the chronological framework can be reconstructed
from the writings of jovan Skilica who mentions that after the conquering of
larissa in 985/6, Samoil took the relics of St. Ahil to Prespa where his castle
was;7 Mihail Devolski added that a beautiful big church was built dedicated to
the saint.8 Therefore, 985/6 can be considered as the terminus ante quem when
Prespa became the seat of the church in Samoil’s state.

As we have already mentioned, the fist chief of the Prespa (Ohrid) patri-
archy was a germanic called gavril, whose seat was in Prespa. later it was
relocated to Ohrid when it was renamed as the Ohrid patriarchy. The Ohrid
Archbishopric—patriarchy in the time of Samoil and his heirs had three
chiefs: gavril, Philip and jovan.9

Upon an analysis of the questions regarding the beginnings of the Ohrid
(Prespa) Archbishopric – patriarchy the question of its rang (canonic status)
within the ecumenical christian church. namely, its autonomous canonic sta-
tus is doubtless, confirmed by the church in rome. What causes discussions is
its rang, i.e. the question whether it was an archbishopric or patriarchy. 

Before we make an attempt to respond this question first we have to con-
sider the sources that testify regarding this question. Thus, in almost all
sources from Byzantine origin the chief of the Ohrid (Prespa) church bears the
title archbishop. In this context, those supporting the theory that the church in
the times of Samoil had the status of an archbishopric most often quote the
information in the three decrees of vasilij II which speak of archbishopric.
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6 Darrouzès, 105; ИБИГИБИ vII, 109; Boshkoski, 29–30; Belchovski, 90–91. 
7 Ioannis Scylitzae. Synopsis Historarum. (p. 11, 95–5). j.Thurn (ed.). (1973). Berlin;

Сп.  ИБИГИБИ vI, 276; Георгије Острогорски и Јадран Ферлуга. (eds.) (1966).
Византиски извори за историју народа Југославије: том III. (p. 117 -118)
Београд: Византолошки институт. Further on in the text ВИИНЈ III. For the exis-
tence of Samoil’s castles in Prespa testifies the priest Dukljanin in his chronicles
(Ljetopis popa Dukljanina. (p.105). vladimir Mošin (ed.) (1950). Zagreb: Matica
hrvatska; сп. Љубинка Басотова. (1988). Dukljanin’s chronicles as a source of the
Macedonian medieval history. Споменици за средновековнатта историја на
Македонија: том V (p.215). Владимир Мошин (ed.). Прилеп: Архив на
Македонија.

8 codex vindobonensis historia graeca lXXIv. (1906). Bozidar Prokic. (ed.). Die
Zusatze in der Handschrift Des johannes Skylitzes (p.61). Munchen; Сп.  ВИИНЈ
III, 83; Н. К. Муцопулос. (2007). Базиликата Свети Ахилий въ Преспа. (p.55).
translation luka Stanchev. София; сп. Бошкоски, , 31–32; Татјана Суботин –
Голубовић. (1987). Култ Светог Ахилија Лариског. ЗРВИ бр. XXVI, 22.

9 Dragan Zajkovski (2012), church Hierarchy of the Ohrid Patriarchy in the time of
Samoil’s state. Hstory,no.1, 173–186.



Still, before we make conclusions we have to critically approach the sources,
particularly when it comes to the titles of the Ohrid church chiefs. namely, not
only the abovementioned, but all other Byzantine sources see the entire issue
regarding the rang of the Ohrid (Prespa) church  through the prism of the
constantinople Patriarchy which never recognized rightfully the crowning of
Samoil, nor did it recognize the tsar’s crown of his heirs. consequently, the
Byzantine empire did not recognize the status of the church in Samoil’s state.
Therefore, the information contained in the Byzantine sources referring to the
Ohrid (Prespa) church are quite unauthentic and unreliable on account of the
political context.

The only one to deviate from the abovementioned rule is Mihail Devolski,
who in the addition to the text Skilica, on two occasions corrected the title
“archibishop” into “prelate,” i.e. pontific. It is our opinion that with this cor-
rection in the title of the Ohrid church chief, Mihail Devolski made an attempt
to remain as neutral as possible in the presentation of the historical truth.
namely, the term prelate at the same time signifies archbishop and patriarch,
hence, the Devol episcope made a comprise by avoiding to speak of the
church’s rang in Samoil’s state.10

After the liquidation of Samoil’s state and the fall under Byzantine rule in
1018, the Ohrid patriarchy was not eliminated as an institution. It was only
placed in the rang of an archbishopric, maintaining its autonomous church sta-
tus. This is confirmed by the three decrees of vasilij II which refer to the status
and diocese of the Ohrid Archbishopric. The Byzantine empire appointed the
Ohrid patriarch jovan to manage the newly-regulated Ohrid Archbishopric,
lowering his rang to an archbishop.

After the death of Archbishop jovan around 1037 he was replaced by lav
(leo), a roman, not a Slav. He began an intensive process of romanization of
the Ohrid Archbishopric, hence it gradually became an instrument in the hands
of the Byzantine rule in Macedonia. In this period the Ohrid archbishops were
elected from the greek priesthood. 

With the destruction of the Byzantine empire by the crusaders in 1204
great political changes occurred. Still, even in such historical ordeals, the Ohrid
Archbishopric remained to exist as an autonomous church. During the short
Bulgarian rule in Macedonia, as well as during the rule of the autonomous feu-
dal ruler Strez, the Ohrid Archbishopric maintained its autonomy. 

After the death of Strez, when Macedonia fell under the rule of the epirus
tyranny, the Ohrid Archbishopric maintained the status of autonomous church;
the status remained unchanged during the renewal of the Byzantine empire as
well (1261) when the Ohrid church not only kept its autonomy, but it gained
its former reputation. Its status remained during the Serbian rule in Macedonia
(XIII–XIv век). The Ohrid Archbishopric had its autonomy after the arrival of
the Ottomans on Macedonian territory. 

In 1767 the sultan Mustafa III eliminated the Ohrid Archbishopric with a
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10 Die Zusatze, 32; 56; Сп.  Пириватић, 158.



decree, while the Macedonian parishes were placed under the jurisdiction of
the carigrad Patriarchy. In the second half of the 19th century, the nationalistic
propagandas by the church managed to influence the national development in
Macedonia. After the Balkan and the First World War, after the division of
Macedonia was sanctioned the neighboring orthodox churches established
jurisdiction over the Macedonian parishes, in accordance with the new state
borders. The vardar part of Macedonia with Tomos fell under the jurisdiction
of the Serbian Orthodox church, a decisive fact for the opposition of the
Serbian Orthodox church towards the Macedonian autonomy after the Second
World War. 

With the decision made on the First Plenary Session on the Anti-fascist
Assembly for the national liberation of Macedonia, along with the solution
for the legal aspect of the Macedonian state question efforts were made for
solving the Macedonian church question as well.  An important step of the
Macedonian priesthood for resolving the Macedonian church question was the
formation of the Initiative committee for organizing the church life in
Macedonia. This committee was established in October 1944 on the free ter-
ritory of the village gorno vranovci, near veles, where the chief Headquarters
of the national liberation Struggle and the Partizan Detachments of
Macedonia was temporarily located. The committee organized different fes-
tivities and celebrations on many occasions. For the first time in liberated
Skopje on December 8th 1944 the day of St. climent Ohridski was celebrated.
This great spreader of the enlightenment was celebrated in order to emphasize
the continuity of the Macedonian individuality and to affirm the national and
general civilization values in the works of the Macedonian historical heroes.11

The members of the Initiative committee immediately began intensively
working on organizing a Synod to officialize the requests for the establishment
of an independent Macedonian Orthodox church, i.e. the renewal of the
ancient Ohrid Archbishopric. An article from the newspaper “nova
Makedonija” from March 1945 states: 

our church shall be constituted as an independent Macedonian church equal
to the neighboring Orthodox churches, such as the Serbian, Bulgarian and
others. The famous Ohrid Archbishopric shall be restored and our church
shall have the opportunity to renew its famous cultural traditions.12

In an atmosphere of complete approval and recognition of the independ-
ent Macedonian Orthodox church began the First national Synod of the
church. After the opening speech of the priest kiril Stojanov, the member of
the Initiative committee, the theologian levko Arsov submitted an extensive
repost on the historical and canonic right of the Macedonian people to its inde-
pendent orthodox church. The historical part of the research covered the
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11 Mihajlo Minoski. (2000). Yugoslavian AFCNLY and the Macedonian national ques-
tion (1943–1946) (p. 134). Skopje: Menora.

12 “nova Makedonia,” II/53, 4 March 1945.



century-old autonomous Archbishopric of St climent Ohridski, and the endur-
ing struggle of the Macedonian people for its restoration. “the canonic right
of the Macedonian people to an autonomous church is based on the 38th rule
of the Fifth-Sixth Fourth ecumenical council which repeats the final provi-
sion from the 17th rule of the Fourth ecumenical council: “when a new city is
formed or was formed previously with a king’s decree, the division of the
church regions shall be as in the state and civil schedule.”13

During the work of the Synod a committee was selected which proposed
a resolution to the Synod, whereupon the first point states: “the Macedonian
Orthodox People via its delegates in all spiritual centers makes a decision to
restore the Ohrid Archbishopric, as a Macedonian Independent church which
shall not be subordinate to any other national orthodox church.”14 This resolu-
tion was accepted by the Synod delegates.

After the election of the government of Macedonia on April 16th 1945, led
by lazar kolishevski, the government fell in the hands of the politics of the
central party in Belgrade. The resolution of the First national Synod of the
church was unacceptable for the authorities. It was considered that the reso-
lution was the product of “enemies” on the top of the Initiative committee
who had managed to impose an idea with a “chauvinistic character” to create
an independent Ohrid Archbishopric.15

In such an atmosphere began the work of the Priesthood conference in
May 1946. After the third point on the agenda for the organization of the
Macedonian Orthodox church, the priest Stoilo Davidov submitted a report
entitled “On the right of the Macedonian People to Autonomous church.”16

He pointed that it was a mistake to speak against the resolution of the
national Synod of the church from March 4th 1945, stressing the historical
right of the church in Macedonia to be autonomous.17 A broad discussion was
initiated, which mainly focused on being for or against church autonomy.
After a long discussion in which the attitudes for and against the Synod
resolution from 1945 were once more voiced, a new resolution was adopted
by all priests present on this conference. The first point states:

“If we only had prelates and priesthood from the people, and independent
decision-making in all inner national questions of the church.”18 In its basis,
the resolution differs from the Synod resolution from 1945 which proposed
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13 Miodrag Peric (1989). The historical – legal aspects of the relations between the
Serbian orthodox church and the Macedonian orthodox church (p.201). Skope:
Misla; Slavko Dimevski (1989). History of the Macedonian orthodox church.
(p.1029). Skopje: Makedonska kniga.

14 “MOc newspaper,” no. 1/67, Body of the Macedonian Archbishopric–resolution
of the First national Synod of the MOc.

15 State Archive of Republic of Macedonia (further on DArM), ck kPM/SkP, 427.
59. 69/509 – 513.

16 Периќ, 219.
17 DARM f. Presidency of the government of PrM, 159. 12. 81/542.
18 DARM f. Presidency of the government of PrM, 159. 12. 81/544–545.



the establishment of an autonomous church. The new resolution proposed the
right to independent decision-making regarding inner questions, in other
words to step down a level, known in the church terminology as being inde-
pendent. In their analysis of the development in the Macedonian church
question after the liberation, the government of the national republic of
Macedonia stated that: “… at the Second Session of the national Synod of the
church19 most of the priesthood voted for autonomy, but they accepted the
suggestion for an independent church.”20 In the following decade attempts
were made for solving the Macedonian church question, however all were
futile on account of the opinion of the Serbian Orthodox church, according to
which the church order in Macedonian parishes should return to the previous
order from before 1941.”

Towards the end of March and the beginning of April 1958, the patriarch
vikentij along with the episcope of nish jovan, Hrizostom from Branichevo
and Dositej from Toplice visited Macedonia. On March 29th 1958 they were
welcomed by the nrM Assembly President lazar kolishevski21, whereupon
it was agreed that the solution of the Macedonian church question should not
be postponed. During the conversation, kolishevski pointed to the fact that the
priesthood in Macedonia withdrew from its request for autonomy, therefore
allowing the possibility to come to an agreement. He pointed that postponing
the solution of the question could make the priesthood hesitant. According to
kolishevski, the solution of the Macedonian church question was of great
importance for the Macedonian economic emigration in the USA, Australia
and canada. The churches of the neighboring Bulgaria and greece became
increasingly interested about the Macedonian church question, and even
offered archimandrites and monks as candidates for the Macedonian parishes.
In the conclusion of the discussion, the President warned that the Serbian
Orthodox church should solve this issue without postponing or else another
solution should be sought.22

Despite the promises made during the visit in Macedonia, the Synod of
the Serbian Orthodox church in 1958 postponed again the election of
Macedonian episcopes for the Macedonian parishes. Following this develop-
ment of the Macedonian church question, the church started preparations for
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19 It refers to the ecclesiastic conference.
20 MASA archive, f. lazar kolisheski, k-45, folder-А Problems of the Macedonian

Orthodox church. 
21 Present at the reception, apart from the Patriarch and the episcopes, were also the

chief of the cabinet of the Patriarch vikentij, george Zunjich, the deputy prelates of
the Skopje and Zletovo-Strumica parishes, nestor Popovski and Mihail Panev, the
secretary of the priesthood association, Boro Stankovski, the president of the com-
mittee for religious issues of rM Strahil gigov, the secretary of the committee Done
Ilievski and the secretary of the united administrative council Milosje Dilparich.

22 MASA archive, f. lazar kolisheski, k-45, Stenographs from the reception of the SOc
delegation.



a national Synod. With all the arrangements completed, the Second Session of
the national Synod of the church began with work on October 4 1958 in the
presence of 291delegates. The report submitted by the president of the initia-
tive committee nestor Popovski, approved by the Synod, accented among
other issues the negative attitude of the SOc towards the solution of the
church question in Macedonia. consequently, in the last paragraph of the
report, Popovski makes a suggestion for an independent resolution. The Synod
accepted his initiative, as well as the proposal for restoration of the
Archdiocese of Ohrid as a Macedonian Orthodox church, but also the attitude
that the archbishop of the Serbian Orthodox church should be recognized as
the archbishop of the Macedonian Orthodox church which limited the inde-
pendence of the MOc to a certain extend.  Article no.1 of the Synod
resolution states: “The national Synod of the church has reached a decision
for restoring the Archdiocese of Ohrid, which was forcefully abolished and its
parishes placed under the jurisdiction of the ecumenical Patriarchate
constantinople in 1767, as the new official Macedonian Orthodox church.”

Subsequent to the decision for renewal of the Ohrid Archdiocese, the
Synod session continued with the election of the archbishop of MOc, i.e. arch-
bishop of Ohrid and Skopje and Metropolitan of Macedonia (as was the
official title of the archbishop of the Macedonian Orthodox church until the
autocephaly in 1967), as well as prelates for the parishes. After the count it was
established that the preceding episcope of Toplica, Dositheus, was elected the
first Macedonian Metropolitan.23 Following the election a special Synod dele-
gation inaugurated Metropolitan Dositheus in the church of St. Sofia where
the archbishop of the Macedonian Orthodox church addressed the present. On
October 5 the official enthronement of the first Macedonian Metropolitan
Dositheus took place in the church of St. clement. 

After the end of the Second Session of the national Synod, being author-
ized by the Metropolitan Synod administrative committee, metropolitan
Dositheus sent a letter to Patriarch german of Serbia informing him of the
decisions made at the Synod in Ohrid and his election as a supreme archbish-
op of the Macedonian Orthodox church.   

In an interview with the secretary of the union commission M.Dilparich,
patriarch german said that the Synod in Ohrid had pronounced autonomy and
his title as a mutual archbishop meant nothing. The Patriarch was also not sat-
isfied with the new constitution of the Macedonian Orthodox church.24 In
1959 a delegation of SOc paid a visit to Macedonia during which patriarch
german and the patriarch of the Macedonian Orthodox church ordained the
newly elected episcope of Prespa and Bitola, clement. On 26 june 1959 arch-
bishop Dositheus and episcope clement ordained the new episcope for the
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regions of Zletovo and Strumica, naum, which authorized and formalized the
practice of the Synod of MOc.  

However, contrary to the expectation of the political leadership, the future
course of events showed that the affirmation of the Macedonian Orthodox
church by other Orthodox churches was not a simple process. The decision of
the Synod of the Serbian Orthodox church to recognize MOc was probably a
result of the fear from its complete independence. It opposed the SOc politics
towards Macedonia and the aspiration for re-establishing the pre-war church
order. The committee for religious issues found the decision for an independ-
ent Macedonian Orthodox church unable to meet with canonical approval.25

In the next few years, the relations between the Macedonian Orthodox
church and the Serbian Orthodox church were gradually regressing. SOc
refused to introduce MOc to the other Orthodox leaderships, thus not hiding
the tendency of leaving MOc an internal issue. The federal and local authori-
ties were concerned that the church disagreement might affect the national
relations and worked fast on settling the unresolved status of the Macedonian
Orthodox church. However, the resistance of the episcopate of the Serbian
Orthodox church was unbreakable. The majority of the episcopes of SOc
considered the Macedonian Orthodox church an undesired product of the
“new time”. SOc was not willing to surrender the Macedonian territories
defined as historically Serbian. The episcopate even referred to the canons of
the Orthodox church. This led to a new session of the Macedonian Synod dur-
ing which the Macedonian Orthodox church finally declared its autocephaly. 

After the extensive arrangements were completed, the Third Session of
the national Synod took place on 17 june 1967 in the church of St. Sofia. The
national Synod was deeply assured that the autocephaly of the Macedonian
Orthodox church will be of great value to the Holy Orthodox church and as
such MOc will be accepted and recognized by all autocephalic churches. On
18 june during the convocation at the church of St. clement, the Synod ini-
tially filled out the positions in the two newly formed parishes. The title of
prelate of the parish of Debar and kicevo was given to the vicar episcope
Methodius, while the position of prelate for the American-canadian-
Australian parish was assigned to the vicar episcope cyril. 

After reaching the previous decisions, the Holy Synod of the Macedonian
Orthodox church, represented by metropolitan Dositheus of Ohrid and
Macedonia (moderator of the conference), metropolitan clement of Prespa
and Bitola, metropolitan naum of Zletovo and Strumica, metropolitan
Methodius of Debar and kicevo and metropolitan cyril of America, canada
and Australia, declared the autocephaly of the Macedonian Orthodox church.
During the conference, the following decision has been reached:

1. The Macedonian Orthodox church—the heir of the restored Archdiocese
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of Ohrid—is hereby DeclAreD AUTOcePHAlIc.
2. The leader of the autocephalic Macedonian Orthodox church is an

ArcHBISHOP with the sacred title “ArcHBISHOP OF OHrID AnD
MAceDOnIA”.

3. The diocese of the autocephalic Macedonian Orthodox church shall exe-
cute its authority within the borders of the Macedonian national state –
Socialistic republic of Macedonia.

4. The autocephalic Macedonian Orthodox church as part of the Holy
church, shall accept and guard the HOlY ScrIPTUre and the provi-
sions from all the ecumenical and local church councils, as all the other
autocephalic Orthodox churches, and shall reject the teaching of other
religions.

5. The autocephalic Macedonian Orthodox church shall act in accordance
with the Holy Scripture, the tradition of the Apostles, the canons of all
ecumenical and local church councils and the constitution of the
Macedonian Orthodox church.

6. A copy of this decision shall be delivered to all the autocephalic orthodox
churches, as well as the parishes and church municipalities of the auto-
cephalic Macedonian Orthodox church.

7. This decision shall be announced in front of the Synod of the Macedonian
Orthodox church, the priesthood and the holy christians during the holy
liturgy in the church of St. clement in Ohrid.

8. This decision shall be immediately implemented.
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