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From the Multinational Empire to Nation State
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1. The Balkan Wars
1. Reasons for and characteristics of the Balkan Alliance
During the 19th century, relations between the newly formed Balkan states were
characterized by intense suspicion, intransigence, opportunism or discontinuity. The
attempts at cooperation were ephemeral and usually manifested themselves when one of
the Balkan states was undergoing a crisis or was at war with the Ottoman Empire. The
ascendancy of nationalistic visions and the control over the external policies of the Balkan states, which the major powers attempted to secure, were the main reasons, which
discouraged inter-Balkan cooperation. The views in connection with Balkan cooperation or even confederation were restricted to radical intellectual circles or expressed by
political leaders and monarchs only when such a prospect temporarily served the particular interests of their countries. In this way, the alliances which were formed during
the 19th century were always short-lived and with limited prospects.1
Later, after the revolt of the New Turks, this fact subverted the subsequent annexation of Bosnia-Herzegovina by Austro-Hungary in 1908. The gradual swing of the
Young Turkish regime towards greater centralized and peremptory action, the attempts
at Turkification in Macedonia and Thrace and the insurrection of the Albanian nationalists, who in turn desired greater autonomy in the land which they were claiming from
the neighbouring states, increased the trend towards the Balkan countries’ approaching
and reaching agreement between themselves. Parallel with this, the formal annexation
of Bosnia-Herzegovina by the Dual Monarchy brought a reaction from Serbia, which
saw its struggle for liberation being lost for good and, simultaneously, caused alarm in
Russia, which in turn watched its influence in the Balkan region being seriously undermined. In order to counterbalance the expansive moves of Vienna, St Petersburg put
forward the idea of a Serbo-Bulgarian alliance in the region, which would have a proRussian orientation and which Greece would be able to join. Another event accelerated
the formation of a Balkan alliance: the Italo-Turkish war, which broke out in September
of 1911. The war revealed the military weaknesses of the Ottomans and persuaded the
Balkan states to hasten military negotiations among themselves.2
The curtain was raised with the signing, on the 13th of March 1912*, of a SerboBulgarian alliance treaty, which provided for the declaration of war against the Ottoman
empire in the event of internal agitation or change in the status quo and annexation of
all the areas that would be seized over the duration of the conflict. Serbia would acquire
the so-called “Old Serbia” and the sanjak of Novi Pazar. Bulgaria would annex all lands
east of Rhodope, with the river Strymon as its western limit. The intervening region
would be acquired by an autonomous provincial regime. However, in the event of
something like this not being feasible, then it would be divided into three zones: Bulgaria would acquire the northern expanse as far as Ochrid, Serbia would annex another
strip of land north of Skopje and the ownership of the remaining portion (the so-called
“disputed territory”) would be adjudicated by the Russian tsar. Agreement between
Greece and Bulgaria was more difficult because the designs of the two states relating to
Ottoman Macedonia were in direct conflict, especially in connection with Thessaloniki.
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Consequently, the treaty of alliance which was signed between the two countries dealt
solely with defence matters and made provisions for mutual support in the event either
of a Turkish offensive against them or of “systematic violation of the terms of the treaty
or the fundamental principles of the law protecting human rights as determined by the
treaty” The Balkan alliance was completed with the verbal agreement between Bulgaria
and Montenegro in June of 1912 and the defence pact between Serbia and Montenegro.
The formation of the Balkan alliance was favoured by the international situation
and more specifically by the splitting of the major powers into two camps: the Triple
Entente (Great Britain, France, Russia) and the Triple Alliance (Germany, AustroHungary, Italy). This fact prevented them from acting jointly in imposing their views on
the Balkan states. At first sight, the composition of the Balkan Alliance appeared to be a
success for Russian diplomacy. However, neither did Russia continue to maintain control over developments. Consequently, on the 8th of October 1912, when Vienna and St
Petersburg, in a joint move, approached the Balkan governments and threatened not to
recognize any lands annexed after an eventual war, it was already too late.
The composition of the Balkan Alliance constituted a “diplomatic revolution”: for
the first time, the Balkan states were united against their common enemy in the region,
ignoring the wishes of the major powers. The European press of the time dubbed the
Balkan Empire the “seventh major power”, aiming in this way to show its significance
in the wider European scene. The Balkan agreements of 1912 constituted a real base,
which would allow the contracted countries to complete the liberation of the peninsula
from the Ottomans and at the same time prevent the intervention of the major powers.
The alliance, however, had its drawbacks: it lacked a common treaty which would have
coordinated the efforts of the allies and left the question of the final distribution of lands
unsolved, a fact which would soon lead to its disruption. Similarly, the recognition of
the concept of nationality was missing, a choice which was inevitable, considering that
in most of the contested regions, there was no ethnic homogeneity and, therefore, ethnic
criteria were unsafe.3
The war began on the 8th of October in Montenegro. The king of this tiny Balkan
state justified his decision with the argument that he had to put an end to the wretched
condition of the Christians in European Turkey. Five days later, the governments of
Greece, Serbia, and Bulgaria issued an ultimatum to the Sublime Porte, in which they
demanded, among other things, the ethnic autonomy of the nationalities within the empire, their proportional representation in the Ottoman parliament, the employment of
Christians in all public service departments in European Turkey, the retention of the
ethnic character of the European provinces of the empire, the reorganization of the gendarmerie of the same provinces commanded by Swiss or Belgian officers, the
appointment of Swiss or Belgian General Commanders in the European villayets of the
empire together with the creation of an international commission for the supervision of
the reforms, with the participation of representatives from the Balkan states and the major powers, which would have its headquarters in Constantinople. On the 15th of
October 1912, the Ottoman government rejected the ultimatum from the Balkan states,
characterizing it as a “rank attempt at intervention in the internal affairs of the Empire
and unworthy of a reply”, and simultaneously recalled its diplomatic representatives
from the Balkan capitals. This was followed by mobilization and the formal declaration
of war by Greece, Serbia and Bulgaria on the 17th of October 1912, while Rumania decided to take a neutral stand towards the alliance.4

LOUKIANOS !. HASSIOTIS

247

1.1. The war campaigns in Macedonia
The Ottoman forces were in excellent condition when war was declared. The War Minister, Nazim Pasha had recently ordered the mobilization of 120 army battalion
amounting to a force of 75,000 men, owing to the dissatisfaction, the lack of discipline
and the mutinies that were adversely affecting the armed forces. In the European provinces, there were a total of approximately 345,000 men. On the other hand, the effective
force of the Balkan states was almost double that (Bulgaria 305,000 men, Serbia
225,000 men, Greece 110,000 men, not taking into account the naval power, and Montenegro 35,000 men). The war campaigns progressed in three separate war theatres. The
Bulgarians attacked in Thrace, the Greeks in Epirus and Macedonia, the Montenegrians
and the Serbs in the sanjak of Novi Pazar, in Albania and Macedonia.5
1.1.1. The campaigns of the Greek army
The Greek army in Thrace crossed the border on the 18th of October 1912. The first big
battle was the one at Sarantaporos from the 22nd to the 23rd of October. Despite their
strong defence positions, the Ottoman troops were soon forced to retreat because of insufficient armaments, low morale and the encircling movements of the Greek. The
withdrawal of the Ottomans from a better defence position, which they could have secured against the Greeks, was soon transformed into a rush to escape, a fact that opened
the way for the unimpeded advance of the Greek army into central and western Macedonia.6 In his memoirs, General Hassan Tahsin Pasha, commander of the 8th Army
Corps, describes, in his own way, the conditions, which prevailed, and the outcome of
the collapse of the front:
“The Chief of Staff, who returned, in the early hours of the morning, a human wreck, because of the fatigue and anguish felt by his soul, reported
flatly to me that the last hope of maintaining the defence of the passage
through the gates was lost because of the indescribable panic which had
been caused and the uncontrollable flight of the reserves who had been
saved from the bloody struggle at the fort of… I anticipated that it would be
impossible to confront the enemy on a new line because of its overwhelming
superiority both in quantity and quality, especially in its artillery, where the
ratio was such that it brought with it apparent implications not only for this
line itself but for the entire front in western and central Macedonia. It was,
however, in the morale of the opposing forces where the difference was
greatest”.7
In the days that followed, the Greek army continued to advance in the direction of western Macedonia. On the 25th of October, the Greek army captured Kozani and between
the 29th and 30th of the month marched into Katerini, Veria, Naousa and Edessa.
Constantine, the Commander-in-Chief and successor to the throne, wanted for strategic
reasons to march in the direction of Monastir in order to safeguard his rear from a possible sideways attack on the part of the Ottoman forces, which had their headquarters
there. However, the Prime Minister of the country, Eleftherios Venizelos, insisted on an
advance in the direction Thessaloniki, towards which Bulgarian forces were already
making their way. This was the first variance of views between the two men, foreboding
perhaps the open rift that would soon develop. Finally, Constantine obeyed the orders of
Venizelos and marched in the direction of Thessaloniki. The way to the city was opened
after the battle at Giannitsa on the 1st to the 2nd of November, which led once again to
the disordered retreat of the Ottoman forces. On the 8th of November 1912 (26th of November according to the old calendar), Taxim Pasha finally accepted the terms for the
surrender of Thessaloniki and the following day, the first Greek army forces entered the

248

MACEDONIA, 1912-1923: FROM THE MULTINATIONAL EMPIRE TO NATION STATE

city. The British reporter, Crawford Price, conveys the image of the entrance of the
Greek army to the readers of the Times:
«The first afternoon hours had already passed when a detachment of cavalry at the head of the Evzone battalion proceeded through the streets of
Thessaloniki in this way offering an opportunity to the Greek population of
the Macedonian capital to demonstrate their feelings. The flags with the
Turkish crescent moon disappeared as if by magic and were replaced everywhere by blue and white Greek flags. Beautiful girls on their balconies
were showering the victors with rose petals until every road was covered
with a carpet of flowers and the crowd was cheering continuously. So great
was the crowd which had gathered before the khaki-clad soldiers that it was
only with difficulty that the soldiers were able to proceed even in simple
lines.8
The Greek military authorities finally allowed, for reasons of courtesy towards the alliance, only two Bulgarian battalions to enter the city with the Bulgarian princes Boris
and Cyril. Nevertheless, the Bulgarian soldiers who were eventually stationed in Thessaloniki reached the strength of a division, including a significant number of armed
militia and soon the tension between the two sides began to assume dangerous proportions.9
Before the Greek army entered Thessaloniki, Greek forces who had disembarked
at Stagira and in the bay of Orphanos had occupied Chalkidike and part of the presentday prefectures of Serres and Kavala. By the end of November of 1912, the Greek occupied zone had been extended towards the north as far as Lake Doirani and Gevgelija,
and eastwards as far as the River Strymon, where the Serbian and Bulgarian zones respectively began.10
The only defeat that Greek troops suffered at this stage of the war was in western
Macedonia in the area around Amynteo. It was there that the Fifth Division, which was
heading for Monastir, sustained a surprise attack on the 3rd and 4th of November from
Ottoman forces which had been brought in from the front at Prilep, and was forced to
retreat in a disorderly fashion. The division finally regrouped in Kozani and later, reinforced with troops from the army of Thessaly, undertook the expulsion of Ottoman
forces from the region of western Macedonia. Its initial retreat, however, resulted in
Greece losing Monastir, which was overrun by Serb forces on 18th November. At any
rate, the Greek army managed the following day to secure Florina within its western
occupied zone, actually preventing the Serbs from entering at the last moment.11
1.1.2. The campaigns of the Serbs and Bulgarians
The main campaigns of the Serb army were conducted in northwest Macedonia, while
the campaigns in Novi Pazar and in Albania, where the army of Montenegro also operated, were of secondary importance. After the advance through the valley of
Kossyphopedion and the fall of Pristina on the 22nd of October, the Serb army came up
against strong Ottoman forces outside Kumanovo on the 23rd of October. Despite the
spirited resistance of the Ottomans and the heavy losses suffered by the Serbs, the latter
prevailed, and, as a result, opened the way north. In the following days they took Istip
and Skopje. Between the 2nd and 5th of November 1912, the big battle for Prilep, which
ended in a complete victory for the Serbs, took place. The Ottomans withdrew to
Monastir in order to prepare their defence. It was there that the next big battle between
the two adversaries took place and the Serbs finally entered the town on the 18th of November. The Ottoman forces that escaped from the Serb encirclement took refuge in
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Epirus and Albania, from where they continued their operations until the end of the
First Balkan War.
The main war theatre of the Bulgarian army was Thrace. There, the Bulgarian
forces after stiff fighting managed to advance as far as Tsatalza, on the outskirts of Constantinople and at the same time besieged Adrianople. In Macedonia only a single
Bulgarian division under general Theodorov operated with the main task of capturing
Thessaloniki. The Bulgarian division came up against weak Turkish forces, which put
up little resistance. Its advance guard had already reached the threshold of the Macedonian capital when Taxim Pasha surrendered the city to Constantine.12
The military successes of the Balkan allies not only astonished the Sublime Port
but the major powers as well. The rapid advance of their troops led, in the space of only
a few months, to the complete elimination of Ottoman supremacy on European soil.
Under the Treaty of London, signed on the 30th of May 1913, Turkey conceded all her
lands west of the Enos-Midia line and renounced her sovereignty over Crete. The fortunes of the islands of the eastern Aegean were left to the arbitration of the major
powers.13
1.2. The dissolution of the Balkan Alliance
Even before the hostilities against the Ottoman forces ended, there had already begun
disputes within the alliance as to the division and distribution of the occupied lands.
Serbia asked Bulgaria to modify the agreement that had been concluded between the
two of them when it became apparent that it would lose the exit to the Adriatic, which it
had hoped for, as a result of objections from Italy and Austro-Hungary. Furthermore,
the Serb army was totally opposed to having to withdraw from Macedonia soil, which it
had taken after battles against the Ottomans. On her part, Greece made it clear to Bulgaria from the start that it was not prepared to give up Thessaloniki, which in any case
had been taken by the Greek army. Bucharest also exercised pressure on Sofia, claiming
the area south of Dovrutsa, in return for the position of neutrality it had taken for the
duration of the war.
Serbia and Greece, unsettled by the increase in Bulgarian military forces, decided
to form a common front. On the 13th of June 1913, they concluded a treaty of alliance,
which made provision for a common stand against the Bulgarian claims, cooperation in
the event of an attack by Bulgaria or any other third power, an undertaking to maintain
a common frontier in Macedonia. At the same time, they reconciled their outstanding
territorial issues, while Greece agreed to the setting up of a special zone to cater for
Serbian goods in transit in the port of Thessaloniki. At the same time, the political climate in Sofia was particularly charged seeing that Bulgaria’s basic claims had
Thessaloniki as their target and not Thrace, where the Bulgarian population was a minority. Bulgaria’s exclusion from all the important urban centres constituted a political
defeat for the government, which now had to face the wrath of the all-powerful Bulgarian-Macedonian organizations that were demanding the annexation of almost the whole
of Macedonia to Bulgaria. Pressure was being exercised on Sofia by Vienna with the
clear purpose of dissolving the Balkan alliance, which it considered a threat to its interests in the region. At the same time, the overestimation of the capabilities of the
Bulgarian army both by the country’s own military and political leaders and by external
parties had convinced King Ferdinand and his General Staff that he was in the position
to simultaneously deal with a limited confrontation with Serbian and Greek forces. On
the 28 of June 1912, Ferdinand, with the agreement of Prime Minister Stoyan Danev,
gave the order to launch simultaneous attacks on Serbian and Greek positions with the
purpose of displaying the country’s military power to the two neighbouring states.
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Greece and Serbia responded to Bulgaria by declaring war. Russia, wanting to punish
Ferdinand for his disobedience and his apparent swing in support of Austro-Hungary,
refused to intervene and, in this way, left Bulgaria isolated. Following this, on the 10th
and 12th of July, Rumania and the Ottoman empire respectively declared war on Bulgaria rendering the country’s struggle effectively futile.14
1.3. The Second Balkan War and the Treaty of Bucharest
In the Serbian sector, the war began with a surprise attack by Bulgarian forces, which
took Istip and Gevgelija on the 30th of June. However, their successful advance ended
there. The major battles took place between the 30th of June to the 8th of July on the
banks of the river Bregalnitsa, where the outcome of the confrontation was decided: the
Serbian army managed to beat off the Bulgarian attack and, as a follow up, counterattacked taking Radovits and Kriva Palanka. After the campaigns in the sector around
Bregalnitsa, the Serbian army did not continue its advance to the central front but restricted its activities to local attacks further north, which at any rate resulted in
considerable bloodshed.15
In the Greek sector, the war began on the 29 of June with the expulsion of Bulgarian units that were stationed in Thessaloniki. The street battles lasted all night long and
by the following day all the Bulgarian soldiers had been taken prisoner. On the 2nd of
July 1912, the Greek army began the offensive on the front at Kilkis-Lahana, where
there occurred the most important – but bloodiest – battle of the war. The Greek forces
were superior to those of the Bulgarians, which were scattered between the Greek and
Serbian sectors and, in addition, had been deployed along the entire length of the front,
even along the coast of eastern Macedonia in case of an eventual Greek landing. The
battle developed into an attempt to crush the enemy with repeated infantry attacks, a
fact that led to extremely heavy casualties. In the space of three days, 12-13% of the
Greek combat force, among whom were many officers and six regimental commanders,
had been put out of action. The failure of the attack was averted by reason of the intense
fanaticism, which the Greek-Bulgarian confrontation had acquired, and the corresponding fatigue of the Bulgarians. The high death toll of the battle for Kilkis, as was also the
case with the ensuing battles which were fought during the second Balkan war, in comparison with the Greek-Turkish war, showed that traditional infantry assault tactics used
against strong defensive positions and under a barrage of artillery fire of great accuracy
and strength would, without the necessary coordination, turn the battle field into a scene
of human slaughter. In their diaries, soldiers and low-ranking officers at the time condemned the staff who planned the attacks while remaining far from the front and the
actual conditions of the encounter and claimed that they had placed the lives of the soldiers in danger at no cost to themselves. This allegation was soon to be repeated on the
front during the Great War as well.16
After the victory of the Greeks at Kilkis and the capture of the town, there followed the battle of Doirani (5th- 6th of July), which once more ended in victory for the
Greek army, the main bulk of which continued to pursue the enemy northwards while
other forces, coordinated by the Greek navy, were advancing in the direction of eastern
Macedonia. On the 9th of July they entered Kavala, on the 11th of July Serres, which had
earlier been set ablaze by the retreating Bulgarians, on the 14th of the same month they
captured Drama and on the 25th Xanthe, while the fleet landed forces which captured
Porto Lagos and Dedeagats (Alexandroupolis). In the meantime, the march north
through the high passes of the Beles mountains proved to be more difficult: the rugged
terrain combined with the problems of maintaining supply lines, the lack of proper coordination, the illnesses and cholera epidemic were extending the fatigue of the soldiers.

LOUKIANOS !. HASSIOTIS

251

Despite this, the Commander-in Chief, Constantine, ordered the continuation of the advance, ignoring the misgivings, which had been expressed in connection with the
danger of the exhaustion and encirclement of the Greek forces. The last battle in the
area of Tzoumagia, was fought between the 25th and 26th of July. The cavalry officer,
Constantine Vassos, describes in his diary the clash as a “gigantomachia before which
not just one but many Bizanians turned pale”, noting at the same time both the mistakes
of the Greek command and the exhaustion of the soldiers:
“The great patriotism and the bravery of the officers and the Greek God
saved the situation. One cannot conduct battles at a distance, which was a
three-day march away when there are no maps to show what the ground is
like. The men are very distressed and rightly so because they have been at
war endlessly for almost ten months having suffered many losses and deprivations. I feel it is time to end this situation so that we prevent something we
do not wish for from happening and tarnishing Greek prestige. 17
In fact, the danger of a reversal of the situation to the disadvantage of the Greeks was a
possibility after the end of hostilities between Bulgaria and the other warring parties.
However, Sofia finally requested a truce on the 31st of July, and on the 10th of August
signed the Treaty of Bucharest, which was to determine the new borders in the Balkans.18
With the Treaty of Bucharest, the former Ottoman Macedonia was divided among
Greece (approximately 52% of the area), Serbia (38%) and Bulgaria (10%). Serbia had
acquired northern Macedonia with the towns of Kumanovo, Prilep, Monastir (Bitola)
and Gevgelija. Greece acquired Thessaloniki, Kavala, Serres, Kilkis, Edessa, Katerini,
Kozani, Grevena, Kastoria and Florina. The self-administered monastic community of
Holy Mountain, was placed within the Greek domain. Bulgarian had taken Stromnitsa
and Upper Tzoumagia (present-day Blagoevgrad). The controversial “Macedonian
Question” appeared for the time being to have been resolved on the battlefield.19
1.3.1. Consequences of the Balkan wars for the civilian population
For the duration of the wars, the involved parties showed that their aim was not only to
acquire land but also to attempt “ethnic cleansing”. All the conflicting sides destroyed
villages or whole districts, killed or terrorized civilians and sought to assimilate them by
using violence. In the countryside, Christian peasants rebelled against the Muslim beys.
In the same way, Muslim troublemakers attacked Christian communities in areas such
as Servia, Grevena and Kozani. In the towns, the situation was different because the
new authorities soon managed to control public order and rioting. The situation in the
Serbian and Bulgarian business sectors was much worse compared to that in Greece, at
least if we are to judge from the volume of Muslim refugees who sought refuge in the
Greek occupied zone. Out of the 140,000 Muslims who left Macedonian soil by the
spring of 1914, only 24,000 were from the Greek “New Lands”. There were of course
instances of peremptoriness and misdeeds from the lower-ranking Greek officers and
ordinary citizens, but the government tried to get the Muslims to remain in order not to
bring an upheaval in the cultivation of land and, in addition, to ensure the safety of the
Greek populace in Turkey.20
The Second Balkan War proved to be bloodier and crueller than the first war had
been for soldiers and civilians alike. The violence and the fanaticism of the clashes between the rival troops were usually followed by attacks upon civilians; besides, the
fanaticism of the Greek-Bulgarian conflict is revealed in the lithographs of the time.
When writing to his wife, a Greek officer in reference to the Bulgarians wrote “It is a
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shame that the war did not continue in order to eliminate them from the face of the
earth; they should not appear on a geographical map”.21 Villages and hamlets were set
ablaze during the withdrawal of the Bulgarian army or during the advance of Greek and
Serbian forces. On many occasions the residents themselves, who were forced to abandon their settlements, set fire to them so as not to leave them intact for the “enemy”, a
scene which we were to see repeated only recently during the wars in Bosnia and Croatia.22
Leon Trotsky, at that time a journalist, and who was later to become the creator of
the Red Army of the Bolsheviks, indicatively commented on the inter-Balkan clash in a
report from the Balkans:
“Customs union, federation, democracy, a joint parliament for the entire
peninsula– what were all these unfortunate words before the unanswerable
argument of the lance? They fought the Turks in order to “liberate” the
Christians, they slaughtered Turkish and Albanian civilians in order to revise the ethnographic population statistics, now they are beginning to
slaughter one another so as to “complete the task”…, what we have here is
not something coincidental, some misunderstanding, not even the result of
personal intrigues, but the natural outcome of the entire policy of the Balkan dynasties, of European diplomacy and Slavophile propaganda…”.23
The peremptoriness and the actions in connection with “ethnic cleansing” of the rival
troops were made the object of a post-war investigation conducted by an international
commission of the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace of the USA. Members
of the commission toured Macedonia after the end of the Balkan war and published the
results of their investigation in 1914. All the same, the efforts of the commission and
the conclusions it reached were not recognized by Athens and Belgrade, both of whom
reproached certain of its members for their obvious pro-Bulgarian stance.24

2. The First World War and its Consequences in Macedonia
2.1. Macedonia once again on the negotiating table
With the Austro-Hungarian declaration of war on Serbia and the following outbreak of
the First World War, the Macedonian question inevitably returned to the foreground of
developments. The reasons were clear: Serbia had been attacked by a major power and
therefore her territorial integrity was in doubt; the two opposing camps in the war, the
Entente and the Central Powers, hastened at an early stage to win over Bulgaria, promising concessions to the disadvantage of Serbian as well as Greek-held lands in
Macedonia.
With the entry of the Ottoman Empire into the war on the side of the Central
Powers in the autumn of 1914, the role of the neutral Balkan states was upgraded and
both sides increased their efforts to win them over. Bulgaria held a dominant position in
this diplomatic contention: its army enjoyed greater prestige in the military and diplomatic circles of the warring sides, while its strategic position between Serbia and the
Ottoman Empire and the route to the Bosporus Straits could not be ignored. The Allies
of the Entente, with the thrust of Russian diplomacy and the pro-Bulgarian circles of the
British parliament, desired to offer Bulgaria generous territorial concessions which were
to the disadvantage of Serbian and Greek Macedonia. On their part, the Central Powers
were more easily able to offer Sofia what it wanted, seeing that its claims centred primarily around land occupied by one of its rivals.25
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In Serbia, the government of Nikola Pa"i# tried, often with the cooperation of the
Greek government, to reject the “exhortations” of the allies for territorial concessions
and when this became difficult because of the critical situation on the front and the
country’s absolute dependence on the Entente, it attempted to stall by making counter
proposals, knowing that they would be rejected by Sofia.26
In Greece, the Entente’s request that eastern Macedonia and Kavala be relinquished was politically harmful to Venizelos, the main advocate of the country’s proalliance tendency. Venizelos believed that the Entente would win the war and that is
why Greece should side with them in order to satisfy its territorial claims on and struggles for liberty from the Ottoman Empire after the war. He also maintained that the
country was obliged to keep its commitment to its ally, Serbia, in the event of a Bulgarian attack against it, in order to maintain the status quo which had been established
under the Treaty of Bucharest, in other words the maintaining of the existing borders of
Macedonia and a check on the expansive policies of Bulgaria. On the other hand, the
pro-German King Constantine was opposed to Greece’s embroilment in the war. He
firmly believed in the supremacy of the German army and seeing that alignment with
the Central Powers was out of the question by reason of the country’s geographical position, which would have rendered it a hostage of the British and French fleets, the only
solution was to take a position of absolute neutrality. The conservative part of the Greek
ruling class, which rallied around him, resisted the political and economic liberalism of
Venizelos and preferred the German militaristic system. The distance between the king
and the prime minister, which soon assumed characteristics of political and state significance and was dubbed, without exaggeration, “The National Rift”, indeed climaxed
in October of 1915, when Bulgaria, which had already become aligned with the Central
Powers the month before, joined forces with Germany and Austro-Hungary to attack
Serbia. Venizelos, with the support of parliament, decided to take Greece into the war.
The day when the first allied forces landed in Thessaloniki to reinforce the Greek troops
on the Serbian front, Constantine refused to ratify the declaration of war against Bulgaria and the Central Powers, forcing the Greek Prime Minister to.27
The Serbian army did not manage to face the combined attack of German, AustroHungarian and Bulgarian forces, which took place in October of 1915 and attempted to
retreat southwards in the hope of establishing a new front on Macedonia ground with
the help of the allies. However, the invasion of Serbian Macedonia by Bulgarian forces
prevented contact between Serb and Anglo-French forces and forced the former to
withdraw by way of the mountainous mass of Albania. Finally, the Serb refugees escaped to Corfu, where, despite the protests of the new royalist Greek government, the
allies installed the exiled Serbian government. In this way, even if only formally,
Greece, while remaining neutral towards a regime which was well disposed towards
Germany, was forced to be host, on her own soil, to military forces belonging to both
the Entente and Serbia.28
2.2. 2. The Macedonian Front and the caretaker government in
Thessaloniki
In Greek Macedonia, the Allies (British, French, British Commonwealth troops,
from1916 Russians, Italians and Serbs who had been transferred from Corfu) set up defensive positions on the Greek borders primarily against the Bulgarians and secondarily
against the German forces. During the approximately three years that followed, the war
theatre in the region was named “The Macedonia Front” (or the Front of Thessaloniki).
Until 1918, the Entente chose to give it a defensive role because it was unable to offer
the necessary forces to launch attacks against the powerful positions of the Bulgarian
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and the German army. On their part, the Central Powers were satisfied with the stagnant
situation on the front as they had achieved their most important goal, which was the collapse of Serbia and control of the routes of communication between Berlin and
Constantinople. The defensive role of the allied forces in the region earned them the
disparaging appellation “Gardeners of Thessaloniki”, while German propaganda called
the Macedonian Front “the biggest fenced in army camp”. These wry observations do
not in any way belittle the difficulties and hardships which were faced by the soldiers
serving in the area nor the strategic importance of the front, which became apparent in
September of 1918, when an allied attack led to the collapse of Bulgarian positions and
eventual capitulation, initially by Bulgaria and thereafter by the Ottoman empire and
Austro-Hungary.29
When the Allies set up the Macedonian Front in the autumn of 1915, they were
not only worried about an eventual attack by enemy forces but also about the stand
which would be formally taken by Greece. The actual removal of Venizelos, as was to
be expected, led to a political and constitutional crisis, which was heightened by the abstention of the Liberals from the elections of December 1915. The royalists attempted to
secure complete control of the governmental machine and the armed forces, thereby intensifying the protests from their opponents. Constantine’s refusal to collaborate with
the Allies and the Allied violation of Greek suzerainty and position of neutrality led inevitably to repeated confrontations between the two sides.
The protagonist during this crisis proved to be the chief of the French Eastern
Army and Commander-in-Chief of the Allied forces on the Macedonian Front, Maurice
Sarrail. The French general expanded the area of his control little by little, demanded
and succeeded in securing the withdrawal of Greek troops from Thessaloniki and restricted the jurisdiction and pertinence of the Greek authorities. After the Bulgarians
invaded and occupied Eastern Macedonia without meeting with any resistance from the
Greek troops, almost all of whom were taken prisoner, Sarrail imposed martial law and
censorship. Greek Macedonia was divided into zones occupied by Allied forces, which
completely replaced the Greek administrative set up.30
Meanwhile, venizelist politicians and officers (among them Periklis Argyropoulos, Alexander Zannas, Constantine Angelakis, Demetrios Dinkas, Pamikos
Zymbrakakis, and Constantine Mazarakis) had transformed Thessaloniki into the centre
of their political activities, concerned over the irrevocable loss of Greek suzerainty in
the “New Lands” as well as the Royalists’ persecutions and successes in supplanting
them. In December of 1915, they formed the Commission of National Defence, despite
the reservations that were expressed by Venizelos, who, on the one hand, doubted that
the Allies would give their support to such a movement and, on the other, did not wish
to create a complete rift between him and Constantine’s regime. Nevertheless, the occupation of eastern Macedonia was catalytic: on the 29th of August there emerged in
Thessaloniki a military movement of the National Defence, which managed to become
established thanks to the intervention of the French forces, seeing that the majority of
the Greek units and most of the officers of the machinery of government refused to support it. Venizelos himself assumed the leadership of the movement as head of the
Revolutionary Caretaker Government and the so-called “Troika”, which was made up
of Venizelos himself and two well-known high-ranking officers, Admiral Pavlos Kountouriotis and General Panagiotis Danglis. The basic mission of the caretaker
government included the restoration of Greek integrity in the eyes of the Allies and at
the same time, Greek suzerainty in Macedonia. For this purpose, it attempted, albeit
without impressive results, to form an effective army and to recover at least a part of
Greek administration of the region. The lack of a united stand and the unconditional
support of the Allies as well as the reluctance of the population to respond to the mobi-
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lization hindered this attempt. At the same time, it proceeded to take statutory measures,
which were first applied in the area under its control, in other words, on Macedonian
soil, which had not been occupied by the Bulgarian army, and on the islands of the Aegean and Crete. These measures included the introduction of the demotic language in
primary education, the expropriation of the "iflik (or manors) with the intention of rehabilitating the landless, the institution of a statute for the church of the “New Lands”, the
introduction of a Directorate of Employment and a permit for a labour exchange to operate in Thessaloniki. The caretaker government finally received de facto recognition by
the Allies. Its work was completed in June of 1917 with the forced removal of
Constantine from the throne and his expulsion from Greece, following pressure by the
Entente, the enthroning of his son, Alexander, and the return to power of Venizelos.31
2.3. Foreign propaganda in Greek Macedonia
The return to the scene of the Macedonian question, with the start of the war, did not
involve only Serbian but also Greek soil. The secret diplomacy, the forced transfer of
populations as a result of hostilities, and the presence of foreign troops in the region renewed the propagandistic activities over the future regime of Greek Macedonia and
Thessaloniki. The propaganda did not come only from traditional claimant of Macedonia, Bulgaria, which in any case, from the moment it entered the war on the side of
the Central Powers lost the ability to intervene effectively in the region or influence the
governments of the Entente. During the period from 1915-1918, it emanated mainly
from agents of France, Italy and Serbia, who, at times acting without the consent of
their governments and at other times with their silent encouragement, exploited the absence of the Greek government from Macedonia to promote their own intentions.
The spread of French and Italian propaganda was seen more as a means of expanding the economic and commercial interests of the two states, and of the capital,
which they represented, and rarely was it projected as purely political planning. In any
case, the desire of many French politicians and military officers to transform post-war
Thessaloniki into a French protectorate, did not meet with the approval of the official
French diplomacy. The case of Serbia was of course different, seeing that it was a
neighbour of Greece and also occupied Macedonia soil. The occupation and annexation
of a large area of Ottoman Macedonia in 1912 appeared to satisfy the official Serbian
stand. However, a part of the country’s military, politicians and intellectuals had designs on Greek lands. The targets of Serbian propagandists were western Macedonia,
where there was a large Slavic element, a section of whom had from the start indicated
their preference for belonging to a Slavic state, and Thessaloniki, which was considered
the natural end of the valley of the Morava and Axios (Vardar) rivers with a port that
was essential for Serbian commerce. Greek-Serbian relations had been undermined after
Constantine’s refusal to assist Serbia militarily and Venizelos’ removal from power.
The crisis was intensified with the virtual ending of Greek suzerainty in Macedonia occasioned by the Allies, and the desire of the French officers to use Serbia for the
consolidation and expansion of their position in the Balkans. However, after Venizelos
returned to power and Greece formally entered the war, the Serbian political and military leadership appeared more willing to denounce the propagandistic activities.32
The foreign propaganda in Thessaloniki during the war often found support from
the Jewish element of the city and especially from the merchant class, who watched in
fear as Thessaloniki lost its hinterland and was slowly being transformed from the
commercial centre of the Balkan Peninsula into a marginal town. The liberal policies of
Venizelos and especially his commitment to allow special privileges for their community helped quell some of these anxieties. Despite this, the majority of the Jews
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remained suspicious of the Greek administration, and often paid lip service to the view
put forward by the Serbians, French and Italians calling for the formation of an “international” regime” in the city.33
2.4. Thessaloniki during the war years
During the war, Thessaloniki experienced her latest burst of brilliance as a cosmopolitan and multinational city. To her already multicultural character was added the
refugees and the thousands of foreign soldiers who settled in the city centre and its environs. Their presence, despite the problems that were caused, vitalized the city’s
economic activity: the construction of military works offered work to the unemployed
and refugees from eastern Macedonia and Thrace, commercial transactions revived the
businesses which had suffered from the previous wars and at the same time driven
prices of commodities to new heights. The channelling of funds from the Allies and the
Greek government alike created an excessive supply of currency and, consequently, the
volume of currency in circulation in the city over this period was greater than the value
of goods in the port. Even though from the end of 1917 there were acute shortages of
food and other goods, which led to their being rationed, the mortality rate of the population fell from 17% in 1914 to 3% in 1916 owing to the sanitary measures which were
being taken by the Allied services.34
The former “Turkish city”, called so in apparent disparagement, acquired a European appearance with café-chantants, cinemas, orchestras, cabarets, prostitution and in
general an unprecedented cosmic and social life. Allied soldiers co-existed with local
residents, Greek government workers and spies working for the Central Powers. Despite
the enforcement of censorship, the press flourished and the city boasted nearly twenty
newspapers written in seven different languages. The foreign soldiers photographed and
filmed everything, saving on film scenes of buildings, districts and monuments, many
of which were later destroyed.35
Besides the misery, the misfortunes and the many the drawbacks which the war
brought to Thessaloniki, perhaps the most dramatic event of the time was the fire in
August of 1917, which destroyed two-thirds of the city centre. The fire, which started
by accident and was helped by the stiflingly compact street layout, wooden houses and
high temperature at the time, spread from the seafront as far as the edge of Ano Poli and
from Vardari Square until Nea Panagia.
“After four months without rain, every balcony had become dry kindling
and with the wind blowing in a northwesterly direction, the city had little
hope of escaping the catastrophe…Soon people began pouring out of their
homes, loading their belongings on donkeys or carriages or dragging beds,
clothes and other household items behind them, in a panic-stricken rush towards the seafront. Without there really being any water to be found
anywhere in Ano Poli, the walls from one road to the other began collapsing as if they were trees in a blazing forest…”.36
In the space of a few hours, 120 hectares of the historic city centre had been, 70,000
residents had been left homeless, out of whom 70% were Jews, and the traditional appearance and structure of the city disappeared. The fire was a major catastrophe for the
residents of the city and created an enormous housing problem, which was exacerbated
by the presence of foreign soldiers and the arrival of refugees from Bulgarian occupied
regions and the Ottoman empire. At the same time, however, it provided a unique opportunity for the reconstruction of the city. The Greek government moved quickly
towards this goal with the intention, on the one hand, of eliminating the remaining
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traces of the old Ottoman city and, on the other, of modernizing it. A joint GreekBritish-French commission headed by the British architect, Thomas Mawson, who was
soon replaced by his French colleague, Ernest Hébrard, was set up to oversee the reconstruction. The plan, however, was never fully implemented because of the frequent
political changes, which were occasioned by the arrival of refugees from Asia Minor
after 1922.37
2.5. The end of the war and the Treaty of Neuilly
The entry of Greece into the war brought to the Allied forces fresh new troops, which
allowed them to take aggressive action on the Macedonian front. In September of 1918,
the Allied army had slightly more superior firepower than the German and Bulgarian
forces on the front (600,000 men against 450,000), something which gave the new
French Commander-in-Chief, Franchet d’Esperey, the ability to order a general attack
against enemy defence lines.38 The severity of the attack as well as the exhaustion of the
Bulgarians, which had been occasioned by the continuation of the war, led to the immediate breaching of the front. On the 30 of September, Bulgaria was forced to capitulate.
The Allied forces continued to advance through Serbia, eastern Macedonia and Thrace,
now threatening the rear of the Central Powers in the Balkans and the Ottoman capital.
In fact, the Ottoman Empire capitulated on 30th October followed by Austro-Hungary
and Germany on the 3rd and 11th of November respectively. Obviously the collapse of
the Central Powers is not entirely due to the Allied victory in Macedonia; however, developments were accelerated by it.39
The end of the war was followed by peace treaties, which were dictated by the
victorious major powers. In the Balkans, Bulgaria was forced under the provisions of
the Treaty of Neuilly to return western Thrace to Greece, four small pockets of land to
the new Kingdom of Serbians, Croatians and Slovenians, and northern Dovrutsa to Rumania. In this way it irrevocably lost access to the Aegean and relinquished additional
land in Macedonia, a development, which was considered by the Bulgarians a second
“national catastrophe” (the first was considered to be the outcome of the Second Balkan
War). At the same time, the Treaty of Neuilly made provision for voluntary and reciprocal emigration of linguistic, religious, and ethnic minorities between Bulgaria and
Greece. It is estimated that approximately 60,000 residents of Slavic descent abandoned
their homes in Greek lands to emigrate to Bulgaria. To this number we should add another 40,000 Slavs from Greek Macedonia, mainly from central and eastern parts, who
accompanied the defeated Bulgarian troops during and after the end of the Second Balkan war. On the other hand, approximately 45,000 Greeks abandoned Bulgarian soil to
return to Greece during the period from 1913-1923.40
2.6. The change to the ethnological map of Greek Macedonia after the war
These transfers of populations, in combination with the arrival of refugees from the
neighbouring countries, narrowed the multinational character of Greek Macedonia. Indicative of this was the change which was recorded in the ethnological composition of
Thessaloniki: according to the census of 1913, the city had 157,889 residents, of whom
61,439 were Jews (38.9%), 45,867 Muslims (29%), 39,956 Greeks (25.3%), 6,262 Bulgarians (3.9%) and 4,364 foreigners (2.7%).41 The emigration of Muslims, Slavs and
Jews to Turkey, the neighbouring states and elsewhere, and the arrival of thousands of
Greek refugees from the Bulgarian and Ottoman provinces radically changed the above
correlations. In 1916, out of a total population of 165,704, Greeks moved into first place
with 68,205 residents (41.16%), Jews fell to second place with 61,400 (37%), Muslims
came third with 30,000 (18.10%), foreigners maintained their numbers at 4,300 (2.59%)
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while Bulgarians had been reduced to 1,800 individuals (1.08%). Similar changes were
recorded in the Macedonian hinterland, at least according to the official censuses made
at the time.42
Nevertheless, the big upset was brought by the unsuccessful Greek campaign in
Asia Minor, which came to be known as the Asia Minor catastrophe, and the subsequent
Treaty of Lausanne, which made provision for the mandatory emigration of Orthodox
Christians from Turkey and Muslims from Greece: 300,000 Muslims departed for good
from Greek Macedonia, while their place was taken by approximately 600,000 Greek
refugees from Asia Minor. With this change, the Greek element in Greek Macedonia
went up from 42.6% in 1912 to 88.8% in 1926. The Jewish community, which was concentrated mainly in Thessaloniki, had smaller concentrations in other smaller urban
centres, such as Kavala, Veria and Kastoria and did not exceed 70,000 people. The
number corresponding to the Slavophone element cannot be estimated with accuracy:
according to statistics from 1925 it reached approximately 160,000! people, while the
corresponding statistics from 1925 show 80,000 people whose mother tongue was Bulgarian at a time when the total population of Greek Macedonia was already approaching
one-and-a-half million.43 The clear preponderance of the Greek element counteracted in
deed the claims of the neighbouring states, especially Bulgaria, and at the same time
finally determined the dominance of the Greek national state on Macedonian ground
which was once part of the old, multinational Ottoman empire.

3. Government Administration And Political Activity On
Macedonian Lands Of The Balkan States, 1913-1923
3.1. Greek Macedonia
3.1.1. The incorporation of the “New Lands” with the domain of Greece
From the very beginning, the Greek government was occupied with the structure and
staffing of the administration of the new territorial possessions. Constantine requested
the establishment of a political office, which would be under his personal control, and
the execution of the actual administration by the military authorities, obviously intending that there be a carte blanche relinquishing of the administration of the “New Lands”
to him. However, the government decided to entrust the caretaker administration of Macedonian provinces to Constantine Raktivan, who had been Minister of Justice until
then. Raktivan arrived in Thessaloniki by steamship on the 11th of November. The following day, King George I, who was already in Thesssalonike, signed the decree
appointing him, but did not hide his dissatisfaction over the fact that his son and successor, whom he considered to be the true master of the occupied lands, had been
supplanted.44
Soon after his arrival in Thessaloniki, Raktivan addressed the Macedonian people
in a proclamation which promised isonomy and equality before the law, regardless of
nationality and religion because only that suited a “civilized” state. He demanded strict
adherence of the law by the authorities and citizens alike. The administration followed
the stipulations of International Law, which made provisions for maintaining the existing legislation in the occupied lands. In this way, the Ottoman laws dealing with the
division of administration, the municipalities, the communities as well as Ottoman Civil
and Commercial laws, were maintained. Simultaneously, however, Deeds of a legislative nature were published in order to cover the new needs, among which was a law
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“concerning the administration of military-occupied lands”, which provided for the
creation of the position of Governor General, an institution which was to survive, with
modifications, for several decades. The Governor General, who would represent the
government in a wider geographical and administrative unit, would undertake the task
of organizing and operating the public services, the appointment and dismissal of employees, the expenses of administration, the payroll, the maintenance and management
of the public services and so on. It was, in a few words, a system of decentralization
away from the central government and simultaneous concentration of power – legislative and executive – in the hands of the Governor General. This system gradually lost its
effectiveness and was finally abolished in 1915 by the Gounaris government, when the
full administrative dependence of Macedonia upon Athens was consolidated.45
For the time being, the Ottoman employees and gendarmerie kept their positions.
Soon, however, the fez was banned in public places and whoever refused to acquire
Greek citizenship was dismissed. Osman Sayd Bey, however, remained as mayor of
Thessaloniki until 1916 and from 1920 to 1922. Greek was introduced as the language
of administration in all of the “New Lands”, Greek Customs tariffs were enforced and
capitulations were abolished. The existing rights of international management of the
“Ottoman Public Debt” and the “Ottoman Tobacco Monopoly” functioned smoothly
until the middle of 1914. The Ottoman currency continued to circulate until 1915, when
the International Finance Commission allowed the circulation of the drachma in the
“New Lands”. The moves towards the ecclesiastic incorporation of the “New Lands”
into the Greek state, even though they began the day after the Balkan Wars, were completed (under a peculiar regime of jurisdiction of the Ecumenical Patriarchate) only in
1928.46
The Greek army in Macedonia accompanied or followed a large number of administrators, gendarmes, and legal clerks, diplomats, lawyers, and engineers from old
Greece and Crete. Their presence assisted in the administrative incorporation of the
“New Lands” within the Greek domain but occasionally created problems and tension
with the local residents, who felt that they were being supplanted. Besides, many southern Greeks considered their transfer to the “New Lands” an unfortunate move, with the
result that employees of dubious quality staffed the state apparatus in the area. In his
memoirs, Georgios Modis expresses his resentment at the low quality of the administrative staff from southern Greece, whom he considered “incompetent spellers” and
maintained that the same “imagined that their main mission in the ‘New Lands’ was to
enrich…”.47 Problems were also presented by the policy of the civil administrators towards the groups in Macedonia who were of different nationalities and spoke different
languages. The multinational character of the region was for most of the administrators
an unfamiliar phenomenon, while the fear of the ideology of Muslims, Jews and Slavophones often led to peremptoriness or indifference towards the problems of the new
citizens of the state, something that hindered the attempts to assimilate them into the
national body.48
3.1.2. Political life
The political activity in the region during the recent Ottoman past has been identified
with the alliance with the individual national camps. "his characteristic was inherited
from the political life of Greek Macedonia, belonging to, however, the more general
crisis of the National Rift (‘Ethniko Shisma’). Unavoidably, the influence of IMRO (Internal Macedonian Revolutionary Organization) on the Slavic element and the New
Turks on the Muslim was limited after the Balkan wars. On their part, the Jews, despite
their suspicion of the Greek administration, joined the Greek political camps.49
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Moreover, this happened with the Federation (The Socialist Labour Federation of
Thessaloniki) the Jewish socialist organization, which had been formed in 1909 and had
been incorporated into the Second International. Even though the Federation had expressed its support of autonomy for Macedonia, arguing that the division of the region
on the basis of ethnic criteria was impossible, after 1914 it did not raise the question. In
the spring of 1914, it supported the strike by tobacco workers in Kavala, Drama and
Thessaloniki – the first instance of cooperation between Jewish and Greek workers –
which ended triumphantly. During the first Panhellenic Socialist Conference, which
took place in Athens in April of 1915 with the participation of the Federation, it was
decided that the Socialists would take part in the elections with programmed goals for
the preservation of the country’s neutrality, a reduction in the taxation of the lower social classes, the promotion of the idea of a Balkan Confederacy and the release of
socialist political detainees, among whom was the leader of the Federation, Avraam
Benaroya. At the same conference it was decided to collaborate during the elections
with the pro-royalist United Opposition of Demetrios Gounaris.50
The first national elections, in which the residents of the “New Lands” also participated, took place on the 31st of May 1915. There was participation in the elections
by three basic coalitions: the United Opposition, the Liberal Party and the PopularIndependent Party. Even though overall the Liberals enjoyed a landslide victory obtaining 59% of the vote, in Macedonia, the pro-royalist United Opposition came out
victorious for a number of reasons: the pro-Royalist feelings of a large part of the population, both Greek-speaking and Slavophone, the resentment of the Greek residents
towards Venizelos when they learned that he had negotiated the handing over of Macedonia to Bulgaria in exchange for lands in Asia Minor, the anti-war stance of the
Federation, which affected a large part of the Jewish proletariat of Thessaloniki, the refusal of local Muslims and Slavs to fight in the interests of Greek national goals, and
other reasons. The significance of the participation of the “New Lands” in the elections
was shown once again, not in the elections, which were to follow soon after in December 1915, which, as a result of the abstention of the Liberals did not upset the political
scene, but in the crucial elections which took place in November 1920. Confronting one
another were the ruling Liberal party, the anti-Venizelist opposition of the United Parties, once again headed by Gounaris, and, for the first time, the Socialist Workers Party
of Greece, the forerunner to the Communist Party of Greece. The elections proved to be
important not only because of the result (the defeat of Venizelos, the return of
Constantine and the beginning of developments which were to lead to the catastrophe in
Asia Minor) but also because of the stance taken against Venizelos by the ethnic minorities of the “New Lands”, which was deemed antinational. The Liberals suffered a
debacle in Macedonia, winning only 3 out of the 74 seats in the electoral district. In
Thessaloniki itself, the anti-Venizelist opposition won from a total of 32,367 constituents 24,332 votes, the Liberals 15,236 and the Socialist Workers Party of Greece 12,919
votes. This traumatic experience of the Venizilists, some of whom maintained that “the
Turkish and Jews toppled Venizelos”, strengthened the view concerning the antinational
minority vote, a view which, at any rate, was not necessarily shared by their political
rivals. However, the dominance of Venizelos after the Asia Minor catastrophe and the
arrival of refugees, led to the creation of discernible electoral associations for the Jews
of Thessaloniki and the Muslims of western Thrace. This system, although the Greek
Constitution never legitimised it, was applied during the election contests of 1923,
1928, 1932 and 1933.51
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3.2. Serbian Macedonia
The administration of the “New Lands” in Serbia proved to be a much more complicated case than that of Greece. On the one hand, this was because the local Serb element
in the regions of Kosovo and Macedonia was small in number, while the majority of the
population displayed feelings ranging from indifference to hostility towards the Serb
authorities. On the other hand, it was because both the army and the government were
struggling hard to gain control of the local administration.
The Serb government did not promote the simultaneous enforcement of the laws
of the realm in the Macedonian provinces. In other words, it gave priority to the provisions which aimed at the policing of the new areas and the exploitation of their revenue
and military potential., while the granting of political rights which were enjoyed in the
rest of the realm, was left for the future. In this way, over the period 1912- 1915, Belgrade administered the “New Lands” with special laws and decrees. This policy, apart
from the fact that it ignored the basic political rights of the residents of north Macedonia
and Kosovo, hindered their dealing with the acute social and economic problems in the
region, such as the agrarian question, and, furthermore, perpetuated the power and influence of the military.52
After the Treaty of Bucharest, the Ministry of the Interior became solely responsible for the appointment of prefects and other employees of the local self-governing
bodies; however, in spite of this, the army continued to have increased jurisdiction in
the area. The rivalry between the political and military authorities of the country led, in
the spring of 1914, to an open rift and the fall of the Pa"i# government. The new elections, however, as was the case with the promises of eventual incorporation of the new
lands within the administrative, judicial and political system of the country, did not take
place because of the start of the war.53
During the war, Bulgarian militia resumed their activities in Serbian Macedonia,
carrying out sabotage and guerrilla warfare against Serb troops. After the collapse of the
Serbian front in October of 1915, the Bulgarian army occupied the area and attempted
in turn to enforce Bulgarian rule by proceeding to banish local Serb and Greek residents
to the Bulgarian interior, replacing the local authorities and introducing martial law.54
After the end of the war, the Serbian Macedonia lands were incorporated within
the kingdom of Serbs, Croats and Slovenes. The Slavo-Macedonian population was not
recognized as a component nationality within the new Yugoslavian state nor as a noticeable minority and Belgrade named the region “North Serbia”. The government
implemented, with limited success, a programme of colonization of Macedonian lands
with Serbs from Bosnia-Herzegovina and Vojvodina, expelled Bulgarian priests and
teachers and attempted to suppress pro-Bulgarian movements.55
Soon IMRO, which was re-established in Sofia in 1919, resumed its armed activities in Yugoslavian Macedonia. To confront it, Belgrade was forced to maintain large
military and police forces in the area. The turning point in the confrontation between
them was the massacre at Kadrifakovo in January of 1923, which led to the implementation of emergency measures in harsh retaliation against IMRO supporters, the
formation of local bodies of militia and collaboration with the Greek authorities (two
protocols of collaboration were in fact signed on the 21st of September 1923 and on the
10th of March 1924). Similarly, an attempt at collaboration was made with the Agrarian
Government in Sofia, but the coup of June 1923, which led to the assassination pf Alexander Stamboliiski, brought to a halt the negotiations for approximately a decade.56
During the first interwar years, IMRO maintained significant political influence
in Yugoslavian Macedonia. It made approaches to the communists, who had adopted
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the cause for Macedonian autonomy and supported them in the parliamentary elections
of November 1920, raising the Communist party to the position of the leading party in
the region with 38% of the votes at a time when in the rest of the domain their popularity did not exceed 13%. In 1923, however, the collaboration was ended as a result of the
continued armed activities of IMRO and the rupture that was created between it and the
Comintern Similarly, attempts to organize collaboration with the Croatian Agrarian
Party, the Montenegrin secessionists and the Bosnian Muslims were unsuccessful. The
inability to find allies within Yugoslavia and the exhaustion suffered by the local populace as a result of the activities of guerrilla groups gradually restricted the influence of
IMRO and reinforced the Serb parties.57
3.3. Bulgarian Macedonia
The Macedonia lands, which were incorporated into Bulgaria under the Treaty of Bucharest, included the former sanjaks of Stromnitsa, Nevrokop, Petritsiou, Raslong and
Upper Tzoumagia. The gains were meagre in comparison with the corresponding increases to the domains of Serbia and Greece; however, in these areas, the Bulgarian
element was undoubtedly predominant, especially after the gradual emigration of
Greeks and Turks. The administration of the “New Lands” in Bulgaria soon passed into
the hands of the political leadership, despite the opposition of the military leaders. During the First World War, the Bulgarian administration was extended to lands in Serb
and Greek Macedonia, which had been occupied by the army. Even then there was a
clash of jurisdiction between the military and political authorities, with the former accusing the latter of misadministration and condemning the predatory behaviour on the
part of their employees. The problems in connection with the replenishment of food
supplies in these areas, problems which existed even within the Bulgaria itself, and the
peremptoriness of the Bulgarian and German military forces heightened the resentment
of local residents, even those who were considered Bulgarians, and led on occasion to
local uprisings.58
After the end of the war, Bulgaria lost another small piece of Macedonian soil, the
area of Stromnitsa, which passed into the possession of the Yugoslavian state. A significant number of refugees from Greece and the Kingdom of Serbs, Croatians, and
Slovenes settled on the remaining Macedonian soil despite the attempts by the government of the Bulgarian Agrarian National Union (1918-1923) of Stamboliiski to transfer
them elsewhere in order to remove them from the influence of IMRO. The settlement of
refugees in Bulgarian Macedonia and the strong influence, which was exercised on
them by IMRO, determined the administration and the political activity not only in this
particular area but throughout the whole of Bulgaria.59
During the interwar years, a tough struggle took place for control of Bulgarian
Macedonia. The protagonists comprised almost all the political powers of the country –
the peasants of Stamboliiski, the communists, IMRO, civilian parties – and the army.
Until 1922, the Macedonia region of Pirin was a bulwark of the Bulgarian communist
party, which controlled the majority of municipalities (Upper Tzoumagia, Raslong,
Bransko, etc.), while the arrival of refugees increased even more the influence of the
Bulgarian Communist Party. The Agrarian Union did not have a lot of influence in the
region, so that is why at the local level it collaborated with the communists. On its part,
IMRO wanted to establish Pirin as the base of its guerrilla activities in Greece and
Yugoslavia and for this reason it tried to win the support of the refugee organizations
and communities. The civilian parties, which were displeased with the policies of Stamboliiski sought collaboration with IMRO, granting it a free hand in the region. Soon the
Bulgarian government lost control of Pirin. The military officers and public servants,
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who had stood up to IMRO, were murdered or forced to abandon their positions. Armed
raids by forces of the organization ended in the capture of important urban centres, such
as Nevrokop and Kyustendil. Soon peasants, communists and federalists, the leftwing
Macedonian organizations, fell victim to attacks, which ended in pogrom.60
The control of the area by IMRO was completely consolidated after the coup
against the Agrarian government in power, which was organized by the opposition of
civilian parties and the army in July of 1923. The fall from power of Stamboliiski and
the assumption of the position of prime minister by the leader of the opposition, Alexander Tsankov, meant full freedom of action for IMRO in Pirin, which for the next ten
years passed in essence under the administration of the central committee of the organization.61

264

MACEDONIA, 1912-1923: FROM THE MULTINATIONAL EMPIRE TO NATION STATE

LOUKIANOS !. HASSIOTIS

265

Notes
1 . For moves toward inter-Balkan cooperation see L. Stavrianos, Balkan Federation. A
History of the Movement Toward Balkan Unity in Modern Times, Hamden Connecticut 1964. Especially for Greek federalism in the 19th century see V. Todorov,
Greek Federalism during the 19th c. (Ideas and Projects), New York 1995, and L.
Hassiotis, “I Anatoliki Omospondia”: dyo Ellinikes fenteralistikes kiniseis tou 19ou
aiona [The Eastern Federation: two Greek Federalist movements of the 19th century]”, Thessaloniki 2001.
2. Stavrianos, op. cit., pp. 156-161.
* The dates referred to are based on the new calendar.
3. E. Chr. Helmreich, The Diplomacy of the Balkan Wars, 1912-1913, Cambridge
Massachusetts 38, 36-81, and L. Stavrianos The Balkans since 1453, New York
1958, pp. 532-535.
4. N. Vlachos, Istoria ton kraton tis Chersonisou tou Aimou 1908-1914 [History of the
States of the Balkan Peninsula, 1908-1914], Volume I, Athens 1954, pp. 452-471.
5. B. Jelavich, History of the Balkans, Volume II: Twentieth Century, Cambridge 1983,
pp. 97; !. ". Aktsoglou, “I katastasi stin Othomaniki Tourkia prin kai kata ti diarkeia
tou Balkano-Tourkikou polemou [The situation in Ottoman Turkey before and during the Balkan-Turkish war]”, in I Ellada ton Balkanikon Polemon, 1910-1914
[Greece during the Balkan Wars, 1910-1914] (ed. L. Tricha, El. GardikaKatsiadaki), Athens 1993, pp. 69-72; D. Gedeon (ed.), A Concise History of the Balkan Wars, 1912-1913, Athens 1998, pp. 19-21.
6. N. Oikonomou, “O A# Balkanikos $%&'µ%( [The First Balkan War]”, Istoria tou
Ellinikou Ethnos [ History of the Greek nation], vol. XIV, Athens 1977, pp. 290292.
7. V. Nikoltsios – V. Gounaris, Apo ton Sarantaporo sti Thessaloniki. IEllino-Tourkiki
avametrisi tou 1912 mesa apo tis anamniseis tou Stratigo Chasan Taxim Pasa
[From Sarantaporos to Thessaloniki. The Greek-Turkish Confrontation of 1912
from the memoirs of General Hassan Tahsin Pasha], Thessaloniki 2002, pp. 33-35.
8. Crawford Price, I Balkaniki Agones. Politiki kai stratiotiki istoria ton en Makedonia
Balkanikon Polemon [The Balkan Struggles. The Political and Military History of
the Balkan Wars in Macedonia] (trans.), Athens 1915, p. 110. See also the original,
Cr. Price, The Balkan Cockpit, London 1915, pp. 140-141.
9. Price, op. cit., p. 113.
10. Oikonomou, op. cit., pp. 293-298.
11. G. Margarites, “I Polemoi [The Wars]”, Istoria tis Elladas tou 20ou aiona [History of
Greece in the 20th century], volume )2: 1900-1922: Oi aparches [The beginnings]
(ed. Ch. Chatziiosif), Athens 1999, pp. 165-167. For the capture of Florina see G.
Modis, Anamniseis [Recollections] (ed. *. Pyrobetsi, !. Michailidis), Thessaloniki
2004, p. 159.
12. Oikonomou, op. cit., pp. 327-330.
13. Stavrianos, The Balkans, p. 537.
14. M. Vojvodi+, “Srpsko-gr,ki pregovori o savezu 1912 g.” (Oi Serbo-Ellinikes
synomilies gia ti symmachia to 1912 [Serbo-Greek discussions over the alliance of
1912]), Balcanica, 13-14, Belgrade 1982/3, pp. 215-220; G. Ioannidou-Mpitsiadou,
“I Ellino-Serbiki prosengisi kai o kathorismos ton Ellino-Serbikon synoron [The
Greek- Serbian rapprochement and the determination of the Greek-Serbian borders], I Synthiki tou Boukourestiou kai i Ellanda [The Treaty of Bucharest and
Greece], Thessaloniki 1990, pp. 74-75, and L. Hassiotis, Ellino-Serbikes Schesis,
1913-1918.Symmachikes proteraiotntes kai politikes antipalotites [Greek-Serbian
Relations, 1913-1918. Priorities and Political Rivalries of the Alliance], Thessaloniki 2004, pp. 29-38.
15. Oikonomou, op. cit., p. 351.
16. L. Tricha (ed.), Imerologia kai grammata apo to metopo. Balkanikoi Polemoi, 19121913 [Diaries and Letters from the front. The Balkan Wars, 1912-1913], Athens
1993, p. 22, and Margaritis, op. cit., pp. 170-171.

266

MACEDONIA, 1912-1923: FROM THE MULTINATIONAL EMPIRE TO NATION STATE

17. Tricha, op. cit., pp. 210-211, 240.
18. Margaritis, op. cit., pp. 172-173.
19. Stavrianos, The Balkans, p. 540, and D. Dakin, The Greek Struggle for Macedonia,
1897-1913, Thessaloniki 1993, pp. 472, 476, 477.
20. St. K. Pavlowitch, Istoria ton Balkanion, 1804-1945 [History of the Balkans, 18041945] (trans. L. Hassiotis), Thessaloniki 2005, p. 289-290, and !. Mazower, Salonica, City of Ghosts. Christians, Muslims and Jews, 1430-1950, London 2004, 334337.
21. Tricha, Imerologia [Diaries], p. 332.
22. Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, Report of the International Commission to Inquire into the Causes and Conduct of the Balkan Wars, Washington 1914,
pp. 78-109, 135-148. For the burning of Strumnitsa by its Greek residents see ".
Angelopoulos, Boreios Makedonia. O Ellinismos tis Stromnitsis [Northern Macedonia. The Hellenism of Strumnitsa], Thessaloniki 1980, pp. 135-147.
23. L. Trotsky, Ta Balkania kai oi Balkanikoi Polemoi, 1912-1913 [The Balkans and
the Balkan Wars, 1912-1913] (trans. P. Matalas), Athens 1993, pp. 374-375.
24. The original publication of the foundation (Report of the International Commission
to Inquire into the Causes and Conduct of the Balkan Wars) was republished in
1993, with an introduction by George Kennan, former US ambassador to the USSR
and Yugoslavia, who identified the attempts at ethnic cleansing of both wars. See I.
D. Mihailidis, “The Carnegie Commission in Macedonia, Summer 1914”, Macedonian Heritage, http://www.macedonian–heritage.gr/contributions/contr_Carnegie_1.html, 15-5-2005.
25. G. B. Leon, Greece and the Great Powers, 1914-1917, Thessaloniki 1970, pp. 7997, 180-206.
26. Hassiotis, Oi Ellinoserbikes scheseis[Greek Serbian relations], pp. 88-92, 107-108.
27. The bibliography on these events is particularly abundant. It is suggested one see E.
Driault - M. Lheritier, Histoire diplomatique de la Grèce, de 1821 à nos jours, volume V, Paris 1926, pp. 165-207· Leon, op. cit., 207-244, and M. Milo#evi$, Srbija i
Gr!ka, 1914-1918. Iz istorije diplomatckih odnosa (Greece and Serbia, 1914-1918.
From the History of Diplomatic Relations), Belgrade 1998, pp. 77-146.
28. D. Djordjevi$, I istoria tis Serbias, 1800-1918 [The History of Serbia, 1800-1918]
(trans. %. Paparodou), Thessaloniki 2001, pp. 397-402.
29. For the historiography of the Macedonian Front see L. &. Hassiotis, “Makedoniko
Metopo, 1915-1918. Mia proti istoriographiki prosengisi [The Macedonian Front,
1915-1918. A first historiographic approach]”, Balkanika Symmeikta, 8 (1996), pp.
165-180. The proceedings of the International Congress: The Institute for Balkan
Studies–The “Eleftherios Venizelos” National Research and Study Institute are
dedicated to the importance of the Macedonian Front to the outcome of the war. The
Salonica Theatre of Operations and the Outcome of the Great War, Thessaloniki
2005.
30. Leon, op.cit., pp. 240-333, 361-384.
31. P. Petridis, “I prosorini kybernisi Thessalonikis apenanti sto aitima gia rizikes
politeiakes kai koinonikes metarrythmiseis”, I Thessaloniki meta to 1912 [The caretaker government of Thessaloniki in the face of requests for radical state and social
reforms”, Thessaloniki after 1912], Thessaloniki 1986, 131-140, and G. Mourelos,
“I prosorini kybernisi Thessalonikis kai oi scheseis tis me tous Symmachous [The
caretaker government of Thessaloniki and its relations with the Allies]”, Mnimon, 8
(1980-82), pp. 150-188.
32. Hassiotis, Oi Ellino-Serbikes Scheseis [Greek-Serbian Relations], pp. 255-308.
33. For the stand taken by the Jewish community from the Balkan wars until the end of
the First World War, see '. Molcho, Oi Ebraioi tis Thessalonikis, 1856-1919: mia
idiaiteri koinotita [The Jews of Thessaloniki, 1856-1919: A Special Community],
Athens 2001, pp. 265-279. The internationalization of the city was supported by the
Thessalonian Jewish historian, Nechama, also see P. Rizal (&. Nechama), Thessaloniki, I peripothiti poli [Thessaloniki, The Beloved City] (trans. V. Tomanas),
Thessaloniki 1997, pp. 359-366.

LOUKIANOS !. HASSIOTIS

267

34. ". #. Chekimoglou, “Thessaloniki, 1912-1940: Oikonomikes exelixeis [Thessaloniki, 1912-1940: Economic Developments]”, in Thessaloniki. Istoria kai politismos
[Thessaloniki, History and Culture] (ed. !. $. Hassiotis), volume II, Thessaloniki
1997, pp. 199-200.
35. $. Tomanas, Chroniko tis Thessalonikis, 1875-1920 [Chronicle of Thessaloniki,
1875-1920], Thessaloniki 1995, 189-247, and V. S. Colonas, “Salonique pendant la
Première Guerre mondiale”, The Salonica Theatre of Operations, pp. 237-250.
36. A. Palmer, The Gardeners of Salonika, London 1965, pp. 150-151.
37. #. Karadimou-Gerolimpou, “Poleis kai poleodomia [Cities and Urban Planning]”, in
Istoria tis Elladas tou 20ou aiona [History of Greece during the 20th Century], volume #1, 1900-1922: oi aparches [1900-1922:The Beginnings] (ed. Ch. Chatziiosif),
Athens 1999, pp. 249-253, and Mazower, op cit., pp. 318-331.
38. G. V. Leontaridis, I Ellada ston Proto Pankosmio Polemo, 1917-1918 [Greece in
the First World War, 1917-1918], Athens 2000, pp. 185-237.
39. B. Hammard, “Le rôle des troupes de Salonique dans la victoire alliée de 1918”, The
Salonica Theater of Operations, pp. 309-319, and A. Mitrovi%, “Political Consequences of the Break Up of the Salonica Front”, in the same, pp. 321-342.
40. N. Petsalis-Diomidis, Greece at the Paris Peace Conference (1919), Thessaloniki
1978, pp. 286-288· St. P. Ladas, The Exchange of Minorities. Bulgaria, Greece and
Turkey, New York 1932, pp. 122-123. !. D. Michailidis, Metakiniseis Slavbophonon
plithysmon (1912-1930). O polemos ton statistikon [Transfers of Slavophone Populations (1912-1930). The War of Statistics], Athens 2003, pp. 67-89, 144, 160.
41. $. D. Raktivan, Engrapha kai simeioseis ek tis protis Ellinikis diokiseos tis Makedonias (1912-1913) {Records and Notes of the First Greek Administration in
Macedonia (1912-1913)], Thessaloniki 1951, p. 51.
42. #. #. Pallis, Statistiki meleti peri phylektikon metanasteuseon Makedonias kai
Thrakis kata tin periodo 1912-1924 [A Statistical Study of Race Emigration in Macedonia and Thrace during the period 1912-1924], Athens 1925, pp. 5-16, and Sp.
D. Loukatos, “Politeiographika Thessalonikis, Nomou kai polis sta mesa tis dekaetias tou 1910 [Municipal records of Thessaloniki, Prefecture and City in the mid
1910s”, I Thessaloniki meta to 1912 [Thessaloniki after 1912], Thessaloniki 1986,
pp. 107-112.
43. G. Stephanidis, “I Makedonia tou Mesopolemou [Macedonia in the Interwar
Years]”, I neoteri kai synchroni Makedonia. Istoria, oikonomia, koinonia, politismos
[Later and Contemporary Macedonia. History, Economy, Society, Culture] (ed. !.
Koliopoulos – !. Hassiotis), volume II, Thessaloniki 1992, p. 78; Michailidis,
Metakiniseis [Movements], pp. 236-237, and Mazower, op. cit., pp. 342-349.
44. Ch. $. Papastathis, “I ensomatosi tis Makedonias sto Elliniko Kratos [The Incorporation of Macedonia into the Greek State]”, I neoteri kai synchroni Makedonia
(Later and Contemporary Macedonia], pp. 24-27, and G. D. Dimakopoulos “I
dioikitiki organosis ton kataliphenton ton edaphon (1912-1914). Geniki episkopisis
[The Administrative Organization of the Occupied Lands (1912-1914). General
Survey]”,I Ellada ton Balkanikon Polemon [ Greece of the Balkan Wars], pp. 212,
223.
45. Raktivan, op. cit., pp. 2-28, and Papastathis, op. cit., pp. 27-30.
46. Loukatos, op. cit., pp. 105-106, Papastathis, op. cit., pp. 31-34, Chekimoglou, op.
cit., pp. 198-199.
47. Modis, op. cit., p. 163.
48. G. The. Mavrogordatos, Stillborn Republic. Social Coalitions and Party Strategies
in Greece, 1922-1936, Berkley-Los Angeles-London 1983, pp. 280-282, 286-288,
and V. $. Gounaris, “Oi Slabophonoi tis makedonias. I poreia tis ensomatosis sto
Elliniko ethniko kratos, 1870-1940 [The Slavophones of Macedonia. The Path of
Incorporation into the Greek National State, 1870-1940]”, Makedonika, 29 (1994),
pp. 220-226.
49. V. $. Gounaris, “Bouleutes kai kapetanaioi: Peleteiakes scheseis sti Mesoploemiki
Makedonia [Members of Parliament and Captaincies: Cliental relations in Interwar
Macedonia]”, Ellinika, 41 (1990), pp. 315-335.

268

MACEDONIA, 1912-1923: FROM THE MULTINATIONAL EMPIRE TO NATION STATE

50. !. Apostolidis – !. Dangas, I sosialistiki organosi “Federasion” Thessalonikis,
1909-1918. Zitimata gyro apo ti drasi tis [The Socialist Organization “Federation”
of Thessaloniki, 1909-1918. Questions in connection with its activities], Athens
1989, pp. 132-186, and G. V. Leondaritis, To Elliniko sosialistiko kinima kata ton
proto pankosmio polemo [The Greek Socialist Movement during the First World
War], Athens 1978, pp. 61-78.
51. G. The. Mavrogordatos, op.cit., pp. 236-246; D. Dodos, “Oi Ebraioi tis Thessalonikis stis Bouleutikes ekloges (1915-1936) [The Jews of Thessaloniki in the
Parliamentary Elections (1915-1936)]”, Thessalonikeon Polis, 2 (2000), pp. 177191, and Modis, op. cit., pp. 184-185.
52. Djordjevi", op. cit., p. 379.
53. J. R. Lampe, Yugoslavia as History. Twice there was a Country, Cambridge 2000,
pp. 96-97.
54. Hassiotis, Oi Ellino-Serbikes [The Greek-Serbians], pp. 112-120, 330.
55. Lampe, op. cit., pp. 116-117, and I. Banac, The National Question in Yugoslavia.
Origins, History, Politics, Ithaca-London 1984, pp. 318-320.
56. J. D. Bell, Peasants in Power. Alexander Stamboliiski and the Bulgarian Agrarian
National Union, 1899-1923, Princeton 1977, pp. 203-204, and Vl. Vlasidis, I Esoteriki Makedoniki Epanastatiki Organosi kai I drasi tis stin Elliniki makedonia ston
Mesopolemo (1919-1928) [The Internal Macedonian Revolutionary Organization
and its activities in Greek Macedonia during the interwar years (1919-1928)], unpublished doctoral dissertation, Thessaloniki 1996, pp. 168-175.
57. Banac, op. cit., pp. 321-327, 330, and Vlasidis, op. cit., pp. 155-165.
58. R. J. Crampton, A Concise History of Bulgaria, Cambridge-New York 1997, pp.
143-146.
59. A. Kalionski – V. Kolev, “Oi prosphyges sti Boulgaria tin epochi tou Mesopolemou:
Problimata entaxia [Refugees in Bulgaria in the interwar years: Problems of Incorporation]”, Prosphyges sta Balkania. Mnimi kai ensomatosi [Refugees in Bulgaria.
Reminiscence and Incorporation] (ed. V. #. Gounaris, $. D. Michalidis), Athens
2004, pp. 290-292.
60. Bell, op.cit., p. 225, and Vlasidis, op. cit., pp. 122-125.
61. Crampton, op. cit., p. 159-162, and Vlasidis, op. cit., pp. 136-141.

