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SHORT ABSTRACT

The Macedonian Question has attracted much attention since the 1990s due to the
emergence of the dispute over the name of Macedonia between Greece and the
Republic of Macedonia. In Greece there is a prolific literature on this subject, but
some basic questions remain unanswered. In particular, the role of the government,
and of government institutions — especially the Ministry of Foreign Affairs — have
attracted little or no attention: on the contrary, historians have focused on the
‘heroes’ of the conflict, the fighters themselves, the result being that the
Macedonian Question is understood as a military fight of good versus evil. In this
D.Phil. thesis, we examine how the government got involved with the Macedonian
Question and second, in what ways it was involved, especially given that an
official acknowledgement of the government’s involvement with the paramilitary
operations was diplomatically impossible. We approached these questions by
examining the personal archives of Greek politicians and diplomats (most notably
of the Dragoumis family) and the Archives of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs,
especially the Archives of the Greek Embassies in London, Paris and
Constantinople, which have only recently become available. The key finding is that
the Greek government, despite its declarations to the opposite effect, was involved
heavily with the paramilitary fighting in Macedonia, but also that the official
involvement with Macedonia was constrained and influenced by electoral concerns
and by the powerful Macedonian lobbies in Athens. Decisions were rarely made in
a rational, bureaucratic way, but were more often reached after consultations with
journalists, military officers and intellectuals and always bearing domestic political
realities in mind. These findings suggest that future research should move away
from understanding the ‘Macedonian Struggle’ solely as a military issue, and put it
into the wider context of early twentieth-century Greek political and diplomatic
history.



LONG ABSTRACT

The Macedonian Question has attracted much attention since the 1990s due to the
emergence of the dispute over the name of Macedonia between Greece and the
Republic of Macedonia. From a rather neglected aspect of Balkan history, its study
acquired new meaning and importance as a means of legitimating each side’s
diplomatic and political arguments. Despite this attention, a number of
fundamental historical questions have remained unanswered: in particular, the
actions of the Greek government, and of Greek state institutions, especially of the
Ministry of Foreign Affairs, have attracted little or no attention. Historians have
focused instead on the ‘heroes’ of the conflict, the Greek fighters — and their
enemies — in Macedonia: as a result, the Macedonian Question has been examined
primarily as a conflict between good and evil, with different people assigned
different roles (freedom fighters, terrorists, liberators and occupiers) depending on
the point of view from which the study has been written. This D.Phil. is, to my
knowledge, the first serious attempt to place the actions of the Greek government
centre stage when examining Greek involvement in the Macedonian Question in
the early twentieth century.

More specifically, | examine two questions: to what extent was the government
involved with the actions of Greek combatants inside Macedonia, and how did it
reach its decisions (military, political or diplomatic) concerning the Macedonian
Question? Here we touch on the first difficulty involved in such a project, namely
the condition of the Greek state archives. The most intuitive way to answer these
questions would of course be to look at the Archives of the Ministry of Foreign
Affairs, but here the researcher is faced with three important difficulties.

First, the archival record is incomplete. For instance, the archives of the Greek
embassies in Vienna, St Petersburg and Berlin for the period are not available for
reasons that are not specified: this could well mean that these archives have been
lost forever. Needless to say, this is a serious deficiency: Russia and Austria-
Hungary were the two key states behind the international intervention in
Macedonia, which provoked so much debate in early twentieth-century Europe.
Tsarist Russia was moreover the country that many Greeks regarded (rightly or
wrongly) as the key supporter of Bulgaria in the Balkans, and the most implacable
enemy of Greek interests, whereas Germany was seen as Turkey’s principal — if
not only — ally among the Great Powers.

Second, the archives available are incomplete. For instance, the Constantinople
Embassy contains a good range of correspondence for the years 1903 and 1909,
but for other years, such as 1910, the record is incomplete if available at all;



similarly, the Archives of the Rome embassy are unclassified, and | only had
access to one file from 1899. This could easily have a distorting effect on writing
the history of the period: there is much more detail available on the diplomatic
initiatives in 1903 than, say, those in 1905 or 1906, but the reason could well
simply be because the documents telling the story of the 1906 diplomatic activities
have been lost for good.

Third, the available record is badly organised: the documents are in no particular
order, and this is especially true of the documents of the central offices of the
ministry: the task of the researcher is to reconstruct an order or story around
whatever documents are available. This is frequently impossible: quite often one
has only the reply of the Ministry to a request of an Embassy, or vice versa, one
has the request without the reply.

One obvious way of overcoming this difficulty is to corroborate the information
found in the archives of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, with that which is
available in the private archives. This, for instance, worked quite well in the case
of 1910: | was able to locate in the Stephanos Dragoumis Archive, dozens of
telegrams from Constantinople to Athens, which were missing from the Foreign
Office archives.

But there is another reason why looking at private archives is desirable: Greek
politicians often made decisions outside the institutional or official framework.
Thus, in 1903, the then Prime Minister, Georgios Theotokis, decided on the
government’s actions in Macedonia after a meeting he had with Stephanos
Dragoumis, who had no officially recognised position at the time, but was widely
regarded as Greece’s foremost expert on the Macedonian Question, as well as
being the unofficial leader and spokesperson of Athens Macedonian lobby. Indeed,
lobbying groups were often able to impose their preferences on the government,
with the consequence that a study that would narrate the Greek involvement with
Macedonia only from the government’s point of view, would leave out important
information; moreover, we would be unable to explain why the government
changed its decisions at certain critical points.

All of this has important implications for our initial question, as to what extent was
the Greek government involved with the fighting inside Macedonia. All of the
information | have found in state and private archives points towards the
involvement of the Greek government, especially regarding financial matters: in
other words, the money for the Greek fighters in Macedonia came from the state’s
budget. But, when it comes to examining how the government took its decisions
(military or diplomatic), the picture that emerges is more nuanced: Greek officials
avoided taking key decisions without first consulting the lobbying groups.



Moreover, the decisions of the government were formed by a variety of other
considerations which included electoral concerns, the actions of the other Great
Powers (and neighbouring states), the pressure of newspapers and nationalist
groups, and financial restraints (especially given the recent bankruptcy of the state
in 1893, and the imposition of foreign financial control in 1898).

This means that we can no longer study the Macedonian Struggle as a matter of
conventional state policy-making. Indeed, what makes the study of the
Macedonian question in Greek politics such an interesting subject is that it brings
to the fore a number of wider themes in the history of Greece in this period. | hope
that these themes emerge clearly from the thesis, and | have also sought to
summarise them in the Conclusion. Briefly stated, the Macedonian Question
illustrates what one might describe in summary terms as the incoherence and
impotence of the Greek state. Though Greece had firmly emerged on the European
map, both political and diplomatic, during the nineteenth century, the institutions
and resources of the Greek state remained inadequate to achieve its often grandiose
ambitions. As revealed in the vain attempts of the Greek authorities to achieve
their goals in Macedonia, the state lacked the financial, military or diplomatic
resources to bring their policies to fruition. In part, this weakness was institutional.
The Greek state lacked the taxation revenues, the political coherence, or the central
bureaucracy capable of carrying out a thoroughgoing modernisation of its own
structures. But it was also a reflection of the intense personal and political
divisions within the Greek state that made it impossible for it to pursue a consistent
policy, or perhaps more exactly to pursue a policy consistently, towards
Macedonia. If much of this thesis is necessarily concerned with a rather detailed
narrative of the political developments of the 1900s, this is because Greek policy
towards Macedonia was at one and the same time determined by those divisions,
and a cause of those divisions. In particular, the intense political and personal
divisions of the era, such as those between the supporters of Theotokis and those of
Deliyiannis, took place against a broader backdrop of divisions between King and
government, between army and government, and between the press and
government. In that context, the ‘space’ for Greek officials, ambassadors and
politicians to pursue a coherent policy towards Macedonia almost entirely
disappeared. The proof of this was the ease and speed with which Greek politicians
and functionaries surrendered to army officers following the military intervention
of 19009.

This ‘surrender’ was reinforced by the international diplomatic context. I had
initially intended that this thesis would be primarily a study of foreign policy. But,
as it advanced, | became aware that issues of foreign policy were subordinate in



Greece to domestic political pressures. Foreign powers too played a role. One of
the consequences of the institutional weaknesses of the Greek state was that
Greece found it difficult to pursue a policy of consistent diplomatic alliances.
Instead, as | hope this thesis makes clear, the Greek governments oscillated
between a variety of essentially contradictory attempts to pursue alliances with
Britain, with Turkey and with Bulgaria, while also retaining the naive belief that by
some mobilisation of will they might be able to achieve their goals in Macedonia
without foreign support. The consequence was most often a policy which seemed
to chase after a series of chimeric dreams.

This thesis is therefore, | hope, a serious and substantial analysis of the role of the
Greek state in the Macedonian Question. At the same time, however, | hope that it
will raise wider questions about the era of state-building in Greece since
independence, and the succession of forms of Greek political instability which
characterised the Greek state from 1909 to the 1970s. That aspect of the problems
of the Greek state has of course also achieved a higher profile because of the
contemporary financial and political crisis which occurred while this thesis was
being written. It is, however, | believe, a firmly historical question. It is necessary
for historians to understand quite why the Greek state did not achieve a ‘take off’
into the autonomy that characterised most other European states of the period, and
| believe that the study of the Macedonian question provides an important means of
addressing this problem.

This also has a wider and non-Greek dimension. Much of this thesis might be
regarded as an exploration of the peculiarity of the Greek polity. At the same time,
however, it would be naive to place Greek exceptionalism against a norm of
rational decision-making in other European states. After all, if there has been one
benefit of the recent wave of works on the origins of 1914, it has been to
demonstrate the extent to which policy-making in all European states at the time
depended on court intrigues, parliamentary politics, military initiatives, press
campaigns, and popular attitudes. Thus, this thesis is also a study of the wider
evolution of European politics in the period. That is particularly so within a
Mediterranean context. One of the ambitions of the thesis, though only half-
fulfilled, was to highlight the extent to which the case of Greece in the 1900s can
be placed alongside the very similar political pressures and forms of political
instability which manifested themselves in, notably, Italy, Spain, Turkey and
Portugal. Seen in this way, this thesis is also a contribution to the examination of
the complex transitions to political modernity in the Mediterranean region.

Of course, I am very much aware that this thesis cannot be regarded as the last
word on this subject. Future research will have to pay more attention to the
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complexities of Greek policy-making, through the exploration of new archives, if
they ever become available within Greece, but also through the more likely
possibility of using the archives of other diplomatic actors involved in working
with, or opposing, Greek ambitions in Macedonia. There is also a need to pay
greater attention to the street and popular politics of the period in Greece and more
especially Athens, and to the emergence of a more populist politics, notably
through the voice of the nationalist press. In particular, what is needed is more
biographies of key contemporary actors placing them in the context of the Greek
politics of the time, for instance of Stephanos Dragoumis and of Georgios
Theotokis, and also a more thorough analysis of the Greek political system from
the 1870s until the Goudi Revolution in 1909. Despite these shortcomings, | hope
therefore that this thesis provides a useful demonstration of further research on
what remains, to my mind, a crucial moment in the development of the Greek state,
as well as the diplomatic and ethnic politics of the Western Balkans.
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remained Theotokis, as contemporaries spelled it, and not Theotokis.



INTRODUCTION

Ottoman Macedonia consisted of three administrative districts (vilayets): Uskub,
Salonica and Monastir. These regions were among the first the Ottomans
conquered in Europe: Salonica and its hinterland became part of the Ottoman
Empire in the early fifteenth century, a couple of decades before Constantinople
fell in their hands. But, as the power of the Ottoman Empire declined and its
frontiers shrank, the three vilayets became a border zone: to the north of
Macedonia there were the Kingdom of Serbia, the Principality of Montenegro and
the Principality of Bulgaria. To the South there was the Kingdom of Greece. As in
other areas of the Balkans, the majority of the population was Christian, with a
significant Muslim minority (40%), and a Jewish presence in the cities, especially
Salonica. After 1878, Greece, Serbia, Bulgaria and also Romania competed for
influence over the Christian Macedonians, hoping that in the event of an Ottoman
collapse they could translate influence into territorial gain.

The competition over Macedonia soon became one of the most complex diplomatic
questions of the nineteenth century. Part of the reason was that there was no single
Macedonia, but Macedonias. Each nation had its own Macedonia and its definition
was more than anything else a matter of national interests. For Ottoman diplomats,

‘Macedonia’ was not a separate administrative or geographic region, just an



abbreviated appellation of the three vilayets — indeed Ottoman officials treated the
very name ‘Macedonia’ with suspicion, as the word dated to the pre-Ottoman past
of the region. Bulgarians tended to use the term Macedonia to describe the regions
where Christians were in majority, often excluding those parts of the Uskub vilayet
where Albanian Muslims were a majority. They complicated matters further by
including in the discussion the Adrianople vilayet — a region that is today divided
between Greece and Turkey. The Greek stance was similarly complex. A statistic
funded by the Greek embassy in Paris in 1904 talked of ‘historical’ Macedonia,
referring back to the times of Alexander the Great: this ‘historical’ region
coincided roughly with the Salonica and Monastir vilayets, leaving out the Uskub
vilayet for which Greek nationalists were less interested.

Most contemporary Greeks, however, understood Macedonia in the context of their
competition with Bulgaria. As we shall see in ch. I, this antagonism made its
appearance in the 1860s and 1870s and reached its climax in the 1900s. Beyond the
notion that Macedonia was a historically Greek land that the devious Bulgarians
wanted to seize, Greeks were not always sure about the character of the territory.
According to a widespread rumour, politician Theodoros Deliyiannis asked a

merchant from Serres, a large town in the Salonica vilayet, about ‘the commercial

! Tasos Kostopoulos, The forbidden language: state repression of the Slav dialects in Greek Macedonia (in Greek)
(Athens, 2000), pp. 23-27.



volume of the port’ of his city: in reality, Serres had no port, and the offended
merchant returned to Macedonia with stories about the ignorant politicians of
Athens.” But, even if they did not get their geography right, Greek politicians were
well aware that ‘Macedonia’, whatever it stood for, was among the top priorities of
the Greek nation.

The main purpose of this thesis will be to examine the history of Greek
involvement with the Macedonian Question through a focus on Greek politics.
How did different parties approach the Macedonian Question? What did political
leaders agree and disagree about on the Macedonian Question? Examination of
Greek politics also requires an exploration of the way in which domestic politics
impinged on diplomatic policy-making. As we shall see, Greek diplomats did not
act in isolation from politics: on the contrary, they always kept domestic political
concerns firmly in mind. And for some key figures, such as lon Dragoumis— whom
we shall examine at length — the difference between diplomacy and politics, if such
a difference existed at all, was only a superficial one.

Two parties dominated Greek parliamentary life between the 1880s and 1909. The
first, the New Party [ Newtepixov Kouua] was founded by Charilaos Tricoupis, who

as a young politician made a spectacular appearance in Greek politics in 1874. In

2 Quoted by Dhimitris Lithoksou, Greek anti-Macedonian Struggle: 1. From Ilinden to Zagoritsani (in Greek)
(Athens, 1998), p. 104.
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that year Tricoupis wrote “Who’s to blame?’, a newspaper article that earned him
the anger of King George and four days in prison, but also fame as the key political
representative of liberalism in Greece. Over the course of the next year, George
had already changed his mind about Tricoupis, and the latter undertook his first
premiership.

The article by Tricoupis was an answer to an editorial by Alexandros Vyzantios, a
leading conservative journalist of nineteenth-century Athens. Vyzantios was
dissatisfied with the chaos of Greek politics: governments often lasted no longer
than a few months, MPs moved with ease from one party to the other, and the
parliament was divided among five parties, of more or less equal power. His article
was entitled ‘Who’s to blame, the monarchy or the parties?’ and Vyzantios
answered without hesitation that the parties were the culprit. He condemned ‘the
corrupting system of universal suffrage’, proclaimed that he could imagine a
Greece without party leaders but not without a king, and concluded that ‘the only
cause of the evil is the weakness of the monarchy and the omnipotence of the
parties’. Vyzantios wanted to set the clock back to the absolute monarchy of

Greece’s first king, Otto, who was deposed in 1862.°

® Alexandros Vyzantios, ‘Who’s to blame: the monarchy or the parties’, Imera, May 1874. The article is reproduced
in Antonis M. Pantelis, Stephanos I. Koutsoumbinas and Triantafyllos A. Gerozisis (eds.), Texts of constitutional
history 1: 1821-1923 (in Greek) (Athens, 1993), pp. 464-66.
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For the liberal Tricoupis, this was anachronistic mumbo jumbo. Blame for the
instability of Greece laid with the king not the parties. The only role that the king
should be allowed to play was that of a constitutional monarch: he should interfere
with politics only when it was absolutely necessary and only to protect the stability
of the established political system. The substantive business of politics should be
left to the parliament.”

This should not mislead us into believing that Tricoupis had a high opinion of the
existing political parties. Like most liberal reformists he regarded the Greek parties
as a disgrace. The parliament had been established to bring Greece closer to the
respectable politics of northern Europe but the way in which it worked reminded
everyone of Greece’s shameful ‘Turkish occupation’ [Tovprokpatio]. Most
politicians were descendants of Ottoman beys or notables and got votes through
centuries-old networks of power. What was worse, most parties had no programme
and aims: in the contemporary political language they were personal [zpoowmixd]
parties rather than parties of principles [xkouuazra apywv]. To the mind of liberals,
the parties saw in power only an end in itself and once they got it, they only used it

for selfish motives, especially for appointments in the public sector. The

* Charilaos Tricoupis, ‘Who’s to blame?’, Kairoi, 29 June/12 July 1874. The article is reproduced in Pantelis,
Koutsoumbinas and Gerozisis, pp. 466-71.
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intellectual Emmanuel Rhoides, known for his pithy and bitter remarks, summed
up the liberal critique:

Elsewhere, the parties are born because there exist people

disagreeing, each wanting different things. In Greece, the

exact opposite occurs; the cause of party genesis and

struggle is the admirable unity with which all want the same

thing: to be fed at public expense.’
Therefore, if Tricoupis defended the parties in his famous article, it was only
because he interpreted their alleged incompetence as an effect rather than as a
cause. In the optimism typical of the 1870s, Tricoupis assumed that a parliament
would work well unless something stopped it from doing so. If the law and
especially the constitution were followed and implemented without obstruction and
interference, then Greece would have a stable two-party system, and the parliament
would be divided among conservatives and liberals, as happened elsewhere in
Europe. For Tricoupis, the answer to the question as to why since independence
Greece had not achieved a stable parliamentary politics was clear: the appointment
of minority cabinets by the King. Tricoupis offered a simple and appealing
explanation: by appointing as prime ministers politicians who did not have a

parliament majority, George | undermined the Greek political system. Voters, party

leaders and MPs understood that what counted was not votes but the favour of the

® Rhoides in Asmodaios, 26 May/8 June 1875, quoted by George Th. Mavrogordatos, Stillborn republic: social
coalitions and party strategies in Greece: 1922-36 (London, 1983), p. 65.
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king. Consequently, they cared little about electoral results and party coalitions and
more about palace intrigues and what Tricoupis called with disdain ‘personal’
politics: Significantly, Tricoupis’s first party was termed the ‘impersonal
[ampoowmov] party’. Once the King stopped interfering in politics in an extra-
constitutional way, the problem would be resolved: parties would be forced to
coalesce in order to gain control of the parliament, and the Greek political system
would by necessity — or so Tricoupis thought — gravitate towards stable, two-party
politics.

Future events partially justified Tricoupis’s optimism. By the early 1880s Greek
political life was dominated by two parties. Tricoupis had restyled his party as the
New Party [Newtepixov wouua], and its opponent was the National [EOvikov]
Party, which, in accordance with good conservative practice, spent most of its
energy in obstructing Tricoupis’s liberal reforms. But Tricoupists saw in the
National Party, and especially its leader, Theodoros Deliyiannis, a continuation of
the old corrupt practices, rather than a genuine party of principles. For them,
Deliyiannis was a demagogue, who saw power as its own reward and never set
down a clear declaration of his political principles.

In turn, Deliyiannists questioned the merit of the Tricoupist quest for parties of

principles. At the funeral oration of Deliyiannis, in 1905, his political successor,
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Kyriakoulis Mavromichalis (himself the descendant of Maniot beys) touched on
the issue of parties and ideologies:

It is true that it is often said we lack parties such as they exist

elsewhere, and those who say these things are obviously upset

at this lack of our country. Indeed, we do not have democrats

and radicals, nor socialists and anarchists, nor royalists and

imperialists, nor liberals and conservatives, nor supporters and

enemies of the royal dynasty, that is parties of principles, which

however in the acerbity of their actions shake the very

foundations not only of the political institutions but also of the

social order. Should we really be so upset that we do not have

such parties? Should we consider ourselves unlucky because we

have no social divisions, nor dynastic disputes nor religious

fights?
Deliyiannists were populists in the sense that they used the people as their principal
political value. Of course, when they talked of the ‘people’ what they had in mind
was a classless and unified entity: as Margaret Canovan has argued, populist
politicians operate under the assumption that the people are one.® And, as usually
happens with populist parties, they owed their appeal more to the energy and
personality of their leader than to party structure and ideology. Deliyiannis was the
first Greek politician to make tours of the countryside, and he also was the first to
introduce mass politics to Greece: he used slogans, posters and demonstrations

more than anyone before him.

® Margaret Canovan, ‘“People”, politicians and populism’, Government and Opposition, 19:3 (July, 1984), pp. 312-
27, here 318. See also idem, ‘Two strategies for the study of populism’, Political Studies, 30:4 (December, 1982),
pp. 544-52, here 550-51.
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People voted for Deliyiannis as the best means to block Tricoupis’s reforms, which
caused significant economic and social distress in the 1880s, and also because of
his charisma. Deliyiannis was undoubtedly a gifted public orator: unlike Tricoupis,
who used clear and methodical arguments, Deliyiannis loved pithy remarks that
questioned Tricoupis’s assumptions. Tricoupis was a favourite of the educated and
of the upper middle classes. The son of one Prime Minister (Spyridon Tricoupis),
and the nephew of another (Alexandros Mavrocordato), Tricoupis could not pass
as one of the common people nor did he try much to do so. His reserved character
made people call him ‘the Englishman’. Deliyiannis also came from a well-known
family, but had the sort of colourful and attractive personality that allowed him to
pass as one of the people and to establish a personal bond with his voters.

But it was not all ‘personal politics’: Deliyiannis did have a political message,
which was centred around the ‘desire for recognition’ that, according to Clifford
Geertz, is often found in new states.” Contemporary Greeks felt angry that their
country was small and weak. Greece possessed the most ancient and respected
culture in the region and yet there were millions of ‘unredeemed’ Greeks inside the
Ottoman Empire. If the independent Greece which had emerged in 1830 had ended

up as a small and weak state, it was because the intrigues of high diplomacy, and

" Clifford Geertz, ‘The integrative revolution: primordial sentiments and civil sentiments in new states’, in idem
(ed.), Old societies and new states: the quest for modernity in Asia and Africa (London, 1963), pp. 105-57, here 505-
10.
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especially the eagerness of the Great Powers (namely Great Britain, France, Italy,
Russia, Germany, and Austria-Hungary) to keep alive the sick man of Europe,
Turkey, had deprived them of the much larger and stronger kingdom that they
believed they deserved. Deliyiannis often gave voice to Greek anger against
European diplomacy, and — especially early in his career — he tried to speak truth to
power, reminding the European powers of the allegedly just Greek territorial
claims in uncompromising language. This reinforced the Tricoupist stereotype that
he was little more than a demagogue, but also earned him the adoration of many
Greeks, who saw in him a defender of Greek national interests.

Diplomacy, and more especially the frustrated goal of an irredentist Greek
nationalism, was therefore inseparable from Greek politics in the latter decades of
the nineteenth century. This was well demonstrated by the decision of the Greek
Prime Minister Epameinondas Deligiorgis to abolish the Greek embassies in 1873.
As Mariana D. Christopoulou has demonstrated, this decision was one that divided
the Greek political world:® were the embassies necessary for Greek foreign policy?
Or were they an unnecessary economic burden? The parliamentary debates on the
subject were endless. Those against the embassies questioned the very purpose of

their existence: they had not done any good to Greece in the past, and they were

® Marianna D. Christopoulou, ‘Modernising the Greek Ministry of Foreign Affairs: 1875-77" (in Greek), Cleio, 5
(September, 2009), pp. 219-46, here passim.
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unlikely to do any good in the future. The republican and socialist MP Rokkos
Choidas made his case with eloquence: ‘Do you want us to send ambassadors so
that we, the dwarfs, survey the giants? Do you want to send ambassadors so that
the insignificant Greeks keep a friendship with the great of the earth? Or, finally,
do you think that this way we will resolve our political problems faster?”® For
Choidas, the embassies of the Greek state were a symbol of the excessive
preoccupation with foreign affairs. According to him, Greece’s irredentist
aspirations had distracted attention from more important domestic matters, and in
particular social injustice.
Together with this suspicion of diplomacy came an anti-elitism. The employees of
the Foreign Ministry came from powerful families with political connections: a
diplomatic career was often the first step to success in politics, and many Greek
Prime Ministers started off as diplomats. For some, the Ministry was little more
than a preserve of elitism. As Gerasimos Zochios put it:

You have to put taxes on the farmer, the shepherd, to

crucify them ... in order to send a golden paycheck to these

gentlemen [the ambassadors], who dance and jump around

in Europe. Then the Ministers tell us ‘we have a deficit’ ...

when, however, | visit my village the peasants tell me: we

have no school, we have no teacher, | do not consent to
paying salaries [to the ambassadors].*°

° Efimeris sizitiseon tis Voulis, term VI, session LVII, 4/17 December 1875, p. 459.
10 Efimeris Sizitiseon tis Voulis, term V11, session LIV, 1/14 December 1875, pp. 412—13.
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Deliyiannis echoed this critique, albeit with a different purpose. For him, the
dominance of powerful families in the Ministry was symbolic of the failure of the
elite of the Greek state to defend the legitimate territorial demands of the Greek
nation.'! Thus, in the 1880s anti—elitist attacks on the Foreign Ministry would
become a staple theme of the Deliyiannists.
Tricoupis thought otherwise:

[ am among those who believe embassies to be useful |[...]

[Embassies] are necessary for our country due to its

obligations to the whole of hellenism [sic], they are

necessary for our country because of the obligations of our

State to maintain its position, the one it is accustomed to in

the Orient, and they are also necessary for reasons of

immediate practical value.'”
Tricoupis’s argument evolved around Europe and modernity: Greece should have
embassies, because otherwise it would not be taken seriously by the Great Powers.
As usual the solution for Tricoupis was reform. The Ministry should be tightly
regulated by rules — as happened in other European states — that would hold the
employees accountable and make sure that they served state interests rather than
personal profit. This would also guarantee a bureaucratic continuity: the Ministry

would continue its work irrespective of who was in power. The veteran of the War

of Independence, Dimitrios Kallifronas reacted: ‘We believe that the Ministers are

1 Efimeris Sizitiseon tis Voulis, term V, session LX, pp. 286-88.
12 Tricoupis quoted by Christopoulou, ‘Modernising the...”, p. 1.
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above the employees, but now the employees will be above the Ministers ... the
employees are declared to be the supreme authority’.*® Antonis Mavromichalis, a
second cousin of Kyriakoulis and a future Deliyiannist Minister, expressed similar
concerns: ‘Greeks suffer from the defects in our way of governing and of the
political group [uepic] to which they belong’. The employees often served their
own interests instead of those of the state: only a powerful Minister — not rules —
could remedy the evil.**

In a similar vein, Zochios retorted that in Western European countries institutional
stability was guaranteed through tradition not through legislation. Tricoupis,
however, replied that Greece was a new kingdom, which did not have the time to
develop traditions; hence ‘the lack of custom should be substituted with the law’."
Tricoupists remained suspicious of Greek traditions, which they regarded as
remnants of the shameful Ottoman past, and turned instead to law, which became
their supreme ideological value. Law would allow for the creation of a powerful,
centralised state, run by well-educated bureaucratic elites, who would take rational
decisions in the name of state interests.

The principal debates about Greek foreign policy concerned relations with Turkey.

Greece, it was clear, wanted Turkish territory, but how was it to gain it? Tricoupis,

3 Efimeris Sizitiseon tis Voulis, term V11, session XXXI, 25 June/8 July 1877, p. 193.

 Ibid. Antonis Anastasiou Mavromichalis’s paternal grandfather was Petrobey. The paternal grandfather of
Kyriakoulis Petrou Mavromichalis was Kyriakoulis. Petrobey and Kyriakoulis were sons of Pierros Mavromichalis.
15 Efimeris sizitiseon tis Voulis, term VI, session X1, 15/27 November 1877, p. 42.
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as usual, followed European models: for him, the tools of foreign policy should be
Greek diplomats and the army. His blue-print for the army was predictable: he
wanted a professional army, based on a well-educated elite trained at the military
academies of Athens. The education, equipment and training of the army had to
follow European standards. Of course, no matter how good such an army could be,
Greece was simply too small to hope it could defeat the Ottoman Empire at war.
But, when the moment for the final collapse of Turkey came, and many believed
that this collapse would happen sooner rather than later, the professionalism of
Greece’s army and diplomacy would convince the Great Powers that Greece was
the most reliable inheritor of Turkish territory and power, and the Powers would
reward Greece accordingly.
Deliyiannis thought differently. This is how his follower, the writer
Chatzigiannakoglous, summed up his views:

...it has to be understood that the Turks have been

connected to us historically and socially, it would then be

imprudent for Hellenism’s sake to demand the separation of

the two peoples ... The co-existence, obviously under a

compromise, has become an undeniable historical necessity.

After all, the free Greek might be able to fight against the

Turk, but the enslaved Greek will get in great difficulty if he

does this, and it would demand great bravery. ... The Greek

has among them [the Turks] friends, protectors, admirers, he
loves them and they love him in return. If the Turkish
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administration improves, the coexistence [between Greeks
and Turks] will be the friendliest in the world.*®

These views were expressed after the Greek military defeat against Turkey in
1897, therefore they were dominated by the circumstances of the moment. Still,
Deliyiannis was quite serious in questioning the primacy of Athens. He did not
believe that all the major decisions had to be taken at the capital, nor did he trust
much in bureaucratic rationality. Instead, he had a much broader and organic
understanding of the Greek people, which encompassed those among the
independent state’s borders as much as those within it. He therefore often argued
against Tricoupis’s conviction that the Greek government represented the interests
of Hellenism as a whole: he rather thought that the ‘unredeemed’ Greeks within
Turkey had to act as a brake on the actions of the government.

Nevertheless, the most consistent defender of a Greek-Turkish entente was not
Deliyiannis but Dimitrios Rallis. He believed that an alliance with Turkey would
achieve two aims at once: it would ward off the Bulgarian threat in Macedonia and
it would also guarantee the protection of Greek subjects and Christians in Turkey.
Greeks living in the Empire often had similar views. Wealthy bankers such as the
Zarifis family found the cooperation of the two countries far more appealing than

war. And the Salonican newspaper Ermis spoke for many Ottoman Greeks when it

18 Georgios D. Chatzigiannakoglous, The political life of Th. P. Deliyiannis (in Greek) (Athens, 1902), pp. 156-57.
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claimed that Constantinople rather than Athens was the centre of Hellenism and
that Greeks and Turks should co-exist rather than fight.*’

For many among the Greek elites — and the elites were staunchly Tricoupist until
the 1900s — this co-operation made no sense. Typical of such attitudes was the
Greek diplomat and author Evgenios Zalokostas. In 1895 he gave a talk on his
recent visit to Constantinople. Zalokostas knew Turkey well, and he was convinced
that Turks were of a very different nature than Greeks. He said of Turkish women:
‘what are they thinking since they do not talk? What are they doing since they do
not move? This is the Turkish life. Speechlessness, stagnation, gaiety’. For
educated upper-middle-class Greeks like him, there was no doubt that Greece was
superior to Turkey, and the reason was that Turkey (unlike Greece) could never
become European. He described the city ‘as a painter representing an image’: the
inhabitants were reduced to the details of a picturesque landscape without thoughts
and history. For Zalokostas, looking in the direction of Turkey meant betraying
Europe.*

Despite such prejudices, many Greeks looked repeatedly in the direction of

Turkey. Their interests in Macedonia, and their anxiety that Bulgaria would seize

7 Mark Mazower, Salonica: city of ghosts: Christians, Muslims and Jews, 1430-1950 (London, 2005), p. 245.

'8 Evgenios Zalokostas, From the upper Bosphorus (in Greek) (Athens, 1895), the quote on Constantinople is on p.
1, the second quote on p. 12 and the third on p. 1; Edward Said, Orientalism (Greek translation) (Athens, 1996 [New
York, 1978]), p. 81. For the ‘picturesque’ in Istanbul see Orhan Pamuk,, Istanbul: memories and the city (London,
2005), ch. 27, ‘The picturesque and the outlying neighbourhoods’, pp. 229-38.
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all the benefits from a Turkish collapse, left Greeks with no other choice. The
product of Greek preoccupations was the Macedonian Defence, also known as the
Macedonian Struggle. Its aim, briefly put, was to stop the Bulgarians without
upsetting the Turks. This in the end proved too ambitious an aim, and as the policy
of the Macedonian Defence began to fall apart in 1907, so Greek parliamentary
politics also fell into crisis. In this thesis we will therefore try to recapture the
complicated story of the Macedonian Defence, and its entanglement in Greek
domestic politics: its origins in the Greek-Bulgarian antagonism following 1878,
its first formulations in the early 1900s, its successes in 1905-06 and its end in
1907-09. This is a difficult story to reconstruct because the Defence itself changed
in its aims and content over the course of the years. Some initially imagined it as a
tool to bring about a Greek-Turkish understanding, but in the end, if anything, it
widened the gap between the two states.

At first sight, an attempt to retell the story of the Defence might appear
unnecessary. Already in 1935, Nikolaos V. Vlachos wrote a classic book on the
subject. Vlachos’s narrative remains convincing, and his detailed account of Greek
actions make the study of this book worthwhile, although almost eighty years have
passed since its publication. Yet, Vlachos pays disappointingly little attention to

the alternatives with which Greek diplomats and politicians were presented: the
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Defence, or to be more precise, the entry of Greek bands in Ottoman territory, is
proclaimed from the start to be the only possible response to the problems facing
Greece. Consequently, the different approaches adopted to the problem of
Macedonia, and the ensuing debates among Greek politicians and diplomats, are
never seriously considered.

The other great book on this subject is the work of Douglas Dakin, first published
in 1966. This remains with good reason the standard work of reference on the
Greek involvement with the Macedonian Question. If we leave aside Dakin’s
evident partisanship for the Greek cause, and his lack of interest in the Turkish and
Bulgarian points of view, the main weakness of his work is that he tends to discuss
military and political developments separately: what the Greek bands and consuls
did inside Macedonia belongs to his mind in a wholly different sphere from the
political world of Athens. This view is not entirely mistaken, in that the Greek
politicians quite often lost control of what their diplomats and soldiers did in
Macedonia. But, for most of the time, politicians and ministers tried to keep some
control over the unruly bandits and the consuls. Dakin’s separation of Greek policy
in two distinct spheres therefore makes him overemphasise the importance of

soldiers and underestimate the role of politicians. As he writes in the introduction,
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what happened between 1897 and 1912 took place ‘in spite of the traditional scene
of stormy party politics’.*®

This would have been just a secondary weakness of Dakin’s work, had not so
many historians followed his example. Greek historiography on the Macedonian
Question is a particularly rich one, especially when it comes to academic articles.
Hundreds of articles have been published, but the complexity of party politics, if
discussed at all, has been seen simply as a hindrance to the Defence. The focus is
instead on the actions of Greek bandits and consuls. As it usually happens with this
sort of historiography, military leaders and intransigent intellectuals are cast in the
role of heroes, whereas politicians are seen as uninspired and lacking in nationalist
emotion. The discontinuities, breaks and inconsistencies of the Defence are often
ignored, and a straight line is drawn between the Defence and the eventual Greek
victory in the Balkan Wars of 1912-13. In reality however, at the beginning of the
1900s no one had predicted a Greek-Bulgarian military cooperation, let alone that
such a cooperation would have defeated the Turks without support from a major
European power. This unremitting focus on military deeds risks turning an
important chapter of Greek diplomatic and political history into a mere prelude to

the Balkan Wars and the ‘liberation’ of ‘Greek Macedonia’, overshadowing the

9 Douglas Dakin, The Greek Struggle in Macedonia: 1897-1913 (Salonica, 1993 [1966]), p. 1.
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complexity of the actual decision making and the discontinuities of the Defence.”
It is that complexity, and more especially the entanglement of the political, the

military and the diplomatic, which forms the subject of this thesis.

2 Articles on the Macedonian Question are frequently published in journals such Makedonika and Deltion tis
istorikis kai ethnologikis etairias tis Ellados. The title of the otherwise informative article of Erato Zelliou-
Mastrokosta [‘Unknown and little known fighters of the region of Gevgeli during the Macedonian Struggle’ (in
Greek), Makedonika, 31 (1997-98)] is indicative of this historiographical trend.
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1. GREEK FOREIGN POLICY AND THE MACEDONIAN QUESTION: 1878-97

I. THE EASTERN CRISIS: 1876-78

A Greek journalist, under the nom-de-plume of Democritus, defined Greek
irredentism in 1842:

Oh, neighbouring peoples, Bulgarians, Albanians and whoever
else. You inhabit a land that has been Greek from an ancient time
and you have the same Church as we have. Merge with us into
Hellenism... The Greek ethnicity has many roots: language,
education, history, church, mountains, sea and the money that
comes from it, islands, numbers, commercial colonies all around
the world... and also the now existing Greek Kingdom and the
philhellenism of the other nations that defend it... And you,
brothers, what do you have instead of the above? Not much
history, small numbers, little wisdom, modest wealth, much
strength and courage, but also ignorance and lack of the
necessary money.*

Democritus believed that Greeks were superior to other Balkan Christians. Greek
education and the creation of a kingdom that followed the European model were
what Greeks valued particularly. But this superiority did not have racial
undertones: other Balkan peoples were brothers who could be assimilated. As
Antonis Liakos has remarked, in their irredentist optimism, Greeks resembled their
contemporary Italians. Moreover, Democritus did not distinguish among the other

Christian nations: they were all Christians who lived in the Ottoman Empire.

2! Democritus, ‘The nation’, Aion 6/18 October 1842, p. 1. The original is in verse.
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Mother tongue had no importance, and Ottoman Christians who spoke Greek as a
mother tongue were not singled out as more Greek than the rest. The Greek hope
was to assimilate Bulgarians, Albanians and Vlachs in the Greek nation through
education, the prestige of the Constantinople Patriarchate and the influence of their
state.”

This Greek feeling of superiority was in line with what liberals thought in Western
Europe. For instance, John Stuart Mill claimed that ‘nobody can suppose that it is
not more beneficial to a Breton, or a Basque... to be [French] than to sulk on his
rocks, the half savage relic of past times, revolving around his own little mental
orbit’.*® Assimilation was the price ‘lower’ cultures had to pay for enjoying the
advantages of life in a modern state.

The means by which this assimilation of the Christian populations would be
brought about were not exclusively peaceful and cultural. Thus, in the 1840s Greek
bandits made many incursions in Ottoman territory: they proclaimed them to be
‘liberating missions’, but their real interest was looting. Their victims were both
Christians and Muslims, and the campaigns were short-lived. Greek politicians,

especially loannis Kolettis between 1844 and 1847, supported these bandits. This

outraged the Ottoman Minister in Athens, Kostaki Musurus, who was a Phanariot,

22 Antonis Liakos, The Italian unification and the Great Idea: 1859- 1862 (in Greek) (Athens, 1985), pp. 213-16.
¥ Norman Stone, Europe transformed: 1878-1919 (Glasgow, 1983), p. 59.
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l.e. a Greek who resided in Constantinople and worked for the Ottoman
bureaucracy. Bandit incursions became a source of permanent diplomatic
problems, but they were of no military significance. They were a sideshow to the
broader rhetoric of irredentism.**

This changed in 1854. In the Crimean War, Greek sympathies were with the
Russians. Greeks always considered Russia as an ally: Catherine Il instigated
revolution in the Peloponnese in 1770 ; the treaty of Kicuk Kaynarca in 1774
granted to Orthodox Ottomans the right to sail under the Russian flag; the Russian-
Turkish War of 1828-29 helped Greeks in the war against Turkey; Russia was
among the three Powers that guaranteed Greek independence in 1832; the first
governor of Greece was loannis Capodistria, who had served as Foreign Minister
to czar Alexander; and Greece had a ‘Russian’ party [Naraio], which had invested
its hopes for territorial expansion in the Czar. Many Greeks saw in Russia their
greatest protector.

King Otto and his Government therefore responded to the Crimean War by
instigating an uprising in European Turkey. The Greeks were under no illusion that
the revolutionaries would succeed. Their hope was that a Christian uprising and the

ensuing persecution of Ottoman Christians would instigate the Powers to interfere

? George Michalopoulos, ‘Tensions between Greece and Turkey during the 1840s: an Ottoman diplomat against a
Greek Premier’, Journal of Oriental and African studies, 12 (2003), pp. 189-96, here 194-96.
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in Greece’s favour. This was what had happened in the War of Independence of
1821- 28: Greece had little chances on the battlefield but could emerge victorious
in diplomacy.

Six thousands Greek irregulars entered Thessaly and thousands of locals joined
them. The uprising also spread in Macedonia, albeit with less success; in addition,
a volunteer detachment, the Greek Legion, under Panos Koronaios joined the
Russians in Sevastopol. A contemporary painting shows the Greeks dressed in
fustanellas taking a religious oath in the bombarded city in the presence of a
Russian priest and officers; captured French and British soldiers walk by and
watch in curiosity; despairing locals look to the Greeks with hope. The banner of
the Greek Legion is blue, bears a cross and reads ‘Orthodoxy 1853°. Greek hopes
were high.

Had the Russians won the Crimean War, the Greek nineteenth century might have
been very different. As things turned out, Greeks suffered not only defeat, but also
the occupation of the Piraeus by British and French troops. Britain and France
treated Greece as a belligerent nation. The occupation forces paraded outside the
Royal Palace, arrested the journalists loannis Filimonas and Konstantinos Levidis
for opposing them, and interfered with the administration of the Kingdom. They

also brought with them a cholera epidemic, which killed one tenth of the
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population of Athens. 1854 challenged the hopes that the Greeks placed in
diplomacy. Far from supporting them as they had done at Navarino in 1827, the
British and French forces occupied Greek territory. As for Russia, it was unable to
help Greece, and its reputation among Greeks suffered. The Russophile Otto was in
a difficult position.”

1862 however renewed Greek hopes. A revolution toppled Otto. He was old, had
failed to expand Greek territory and had no heir. Moreover, he declined converting
to Orthodoxy, which was a permanent cause of friction with religious Greeks. The
Declaration of the Provisional government on 1/13 October 1862 read: ‘Greeks!
The wishes of the nation were listened to with the help of God. People and Army
unanimously abolished the dynasty of Otto’. The cooperation of army and people
in the Revolution of 1862 gave birth to the durable concept of the army-people
(otpazoladc), a concept that would have great importance in the coming decades.?®
Army officers were indeed against Otto. According to a contemporary observer
nine tenths of the army were hostile to the dynasty.?” But who were the ‘people’?
Otto remained to the end popular in the provinces. It was the towns that turned

against him: Tripoli, Patras, Nafplion and especially Athens. As was often the case,

% For the last two paragraphs see Stephanos Papadopoulos, HXI11 pp. 143-68.

%Declaration of the Provisional Government’ signed by its President D.G.Voulgaris. Reproduced in Antonis
Pantelis, Stefanos Koutsoumbinas and Triantafyllos Gerozisis (eds.), Texts of constitutional history I: 1821-1923 (in
Greek) (Athens, 1990) p. 260.

%" petrakakos quoted by Odysseas Dimitrakopoulos, in HXI11, p. 195.
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young middle class people were the most radical: university students were often
not just anti-dynastic but republican. In the 1850s, Dimitrios Rallis, a young law
student interrupted his studies because of his opposition to the king and moved to
Paris to avoid arrest. Rallis will emerge in this thesis as Prime Minister in 1897.
Upon the ascension of the new King, the sixteen year old George Glicksburg, to
the throne, Britain ceded the lonian Islands to Greece. Greeks interpreted this as a
sign that the Power that dominated the Mediterranean was on their side. In the
eventuality of an Ottoman collapse, it was believed that Greece could count on
British support. Russia was still a potential ally too: in 1867, King George got
married to Olga, a Russian Princess. Greek belief in the value of diplomacy to
achieve territorial gains was therefore renewed after 1862.

The temper of irredentism in the 1870s had not changed much since the 1840s. As
Alexandros Contostavlo, Foreign Minister, telegraphed to loannis Gennadius,
Greek chargé d’affaires in London, in 1876: ‘c’est qui lie la Gréce esclave et la
Grece libre, ce n’est pas seulement la communauté de la race et de la langue et des
moeurs et des traditions nationales. C’est encore le sentiment d’une dette sacrée
contractée par la Gréce libre envers celle qui ne D’est pas’.®® Alexandros

Contostavlo agreed with Democritus: Grece esclave was a unified community,

% AYEL 1877.1, Contostavlo to Gennadius, 31 October/12 November 1876, telegram number 7704.
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unquestionably Greek in its entirety, as Alsace and Lorraine were unguestionably
French for French nationalists.

The Foreign Ministry had a paternalistic attitude towards the enslaved brethren.
Greek diplomatic representatives in Turkey behaved as protectors of the Orthodox
population within the Ottoman Empire: they supported Christians in their legal
disputes with Muslims, helped them educate their children and cared about their
general wellbeing. In 1871, the Greek general-consul in Salonica helped the
Christian population of the Salonica vilayet, irrespectively of ethnic background,
overcome the difficulties caused by floods that had affected the cultivation of
cotton.” The Greek hope was that the Christians would in return recognise the
Greek kingdom as their true fatherland.

The emergence of Bulgarian nationalism changed this approach. Constantinople
felt the impact of Bulgarian nationalism before Athens. In the late 1860s, the
Stambuliot Greek Orthodox community became divided. On the one hand, there
were the ‘supporters of the West’, who opposed the creation of an independent
Bulgarian Church. On the other hand, there were the ‘supporters of Orthodoxy’:

their enemies called them ‘bulgarianists’ and Russophiles.®

2 AYE 1871 36.2, Vatikiotis to Th. Zaimis, Salonica, 15/27 November 1871, number 800.
% paraskevas Matalas, Greece and Orthodoxy: the adventures of a relationship: from the ‘Helladic’ to the
Bulgarian schism (in Greek) (Herakleion, 2003), pp. 200-10.
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The proclamation of the Bulgarian Exarchate, in 1872, weakened the position of
the latter. The ‘supporters of the West’ gained the upper hand: in September 1872,
the Synod of the Patriarchate decided that ‘everyone participating and agreeing and
collaborating” with the Bulgarian Church was a schismatic.*® The Patriarchate
became an enemy of the Bulgarian Church: it allied with the Greek consuls in
European Turkey, and especially in its most contested region, Macedonia in order
to restrain the influence of the Exarchate. Greek diplomats and politicians saw
great profits in this new alliance: it allowed them to claim with seductive but
illusory logic that all the communities that did not join the Exarchate were not
simply faithful to the Patriarchate but also members of the Greek nation. Since the
1870s the Ministry started using the term Patriarchist as interchangeable with that
of Macedonian Greek. But, beyond rational calculations, both of these parties
based their response on an instinctive mistrust for Bulgarians, and in general
‘Slavs’: ‘the gangrened and rotten’ Exarchate, as the Orthodox guilds of
Constantinople called it.**

The division in Orthodoxy in 1872 worried the Ministry in Athens. The consuls
now dedicated much of their time protecting and reclaiming Greek Orthodox

communities from the Exarchate. The vision of la Gréce esclave, a unity of all

*! |bid, p. 335.
%2 Matalas, ibid. quotes the Stambuliot newspapers Neologos and Vizantis. Ibid, p. 302.
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Christians of the Balkans, started fading away. The Balkan Orthodox community
was fragmented. To make sense of this new world, Greek diplomats introduced
new terms — Greco-Slavs, Greco-Bulgarians and Bulgaro-Slavs — and as a
consequence the Greek consuls in European Turkey stopped regarding themselves
as protectors of the Christians in general.®*

Bulgarian nationalism was in the consuls’ eyes part of a Pan-Slavist plan, the
ultimate aim of which was to give Russia control of the Eastern Mediterranean.
Therefore, some consuls came to see any Russian involvement in the Balkans as
threatening. Logothetis, the consul general in Salonica, claimed that the Russians
planned to create a new Russian monastery in Mount Athos. For him, this was an
effort ‘to create in Macedonia too, a plantation of missions of Pan-Slavist
propaganda’. His report did not contain any specific information and his warning
turned out to be false. I[Tanreneiimonos, founded in eleventh century, is to this day
the only Russian monastery in Mount Athos.*

Antislavism did not, however, become dominant overnight. In 1875, a booklet,
entitled The Oecumenical Patriarchate and the Bulgarians, appeared. The author
did not reveal his real name, but he was most probably Nikiforos Papadakis, a

monk in Mount Athos. He advocated reconciliation among the Orthodox Churches

$AYE 1874.76.1, an unknown employee of the Constantinople Embassy to I.A. Deliyiannis, Revma, 18/30
September, 1874, number 3538; for Bulgaro-Slavs and Greco-Slavs see, AYEP 1874 76.1, P. Logothetis to I.A.
Deliyiannis, Bitola [Monastir], 25 May/6 June 1874, number 4114; Matalas, ibid., pp. 337-38.

% AYE 1874.76.1, Logothetis to Th. Deliyiannis, Salonica, 30 May/11 June 1874, number 4024.
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and suggested the move of the Constantinople Patriarchate to Moscow to stop the
fragmentation of the Orthodox world. Papadakis was not an irredentist but he was
a Greek nationalist: as he said ‘he was a Greek and loved his nation’. As his views
indicate, Greek Russophilia existed for a long time and took time to die out.*®

What killed such Russophilia for good was the Eastern crisis of 1876-78. This
protracted series of conflicts divided Greeks on their stance vis-a-vis Turkey but
united them in their opposition to Russia and Bulgaria. The trouble began in the
summer of 1876 when the Serbians declared war on Turkey. Greece initially
remained aloof. The King, as well as many leading politicians and diplomats did
not trust the °Slavs’ as allies, and they saw little chance of a Great Power
supporting the Greek cause. But already by October 1876, a vocal pro-war party
had formed. Leading intellectuals such as the historian Konstantinos
Paparrigopoulos thought that political and diplomatic discussion led nowhere:
Greece had to act.*®

The policy the gradualists advocated seemed justified. The Serbians were defeated
with casualties exceeding ten percent of their troops. Meanwhile the Ottoman army
suppressed an uprising in Bulgaria. The revolt of the Balkan Slavs was over.*” But

the ‘party of action’ within Greece started regaining the upper hand when

* Matalas, Greece and..., p. 342
% Douglas Dakin, The unification of Greece: 1770-1923 (London, 1972), p. 127.
37 H

Ibid.
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Gladstone published his pamphlet Bulgarian Horrors and the Question of the East.
There he demanded autonomy for the Balkan Christians: ‘Let the Turks now carry
away their abuses in their only possible manner, namely by carrying off
themselves’.®® The virulent anti-Muslim feeling of Gladstone and the support it
gained among British public opinion, convinced many Greeks that the collapse of
the Ottoman Empire was imminent. When in April 1877 Russia declared war on
Turkey, most Greek leaders, including the King, abandoned their restrained stance.
Greece mobilised 35,000 men on the frontier with Turkey, and informal Greek
forces — Greek bandits — entered Turkish territory.*

Turkey complained at the Greek mobilisation. Between 1832 and the ascension of
Abdul Hamid to the throne in 1876 Greek-Turkish diplomatic relations in practice
did not exist. Turkey communicated its complaints regarding the Greek
mobilisation via Lord Derby. Tricoupis resisted the complaints of Turkey and
Britain using the language of national rights: if Greece could not decide for itself
when to mobilise, this would ‘constituer une diminution d’état de la Gréce comme
puissance indéependante’ and it would occupy the ‘office de gendarme du

gouvernement ottoman’. As this indicates, Tricoupis knew how to make his voice

% Cited by L.S. Stavrianos, The Balkans since 1453 (London, 2000 [1958]), p. 404. See also Keith A. P. Sandiford,
‘W.E. Gladstone and Liberal Nationalist movements’, Albion: A quarterly journal concerned with British Studies,
13:1 (1981), pp. 27-42, here 27-8.

%9 Dakin, The unification ..., pp. 127-29.
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heard.*® His ambitions, however, remained somewnhat traditional. In 1877,
Tricoupis still thought in terms of la Gréce esclave. He talked of /’Hellénisme, a
concept which included the subjects of the Kingdom and the Christians of the
Ottoman Empire. Like Democritus and Contostavlo, he spoke of Chrétiens in
general, not of Greeks, Bulgarians, Serbians and Romanians.**

Athenian irredentists were increasingly frustrated at the lack of decisive action.
The Kanaris government resigned under public pressure. Between 14/26 and 16/28
of January, mobs gathered in the streets of Athens and threw stones at the houses
of gradualists politicians. According to Makridimitris, these events depressed
Epameinondas Deligiorgis, a prominent gradualist in the 1860s and 1870s, to the
point of causing his death in 1879.* Konstantinos Kanaris and Tricoupis believed
they could tame irredentism, but they were wrong. Meanwhile, on 19/31 January,
Russia and the Ottoman Empire agreed to a truce. When the news reached Athens
public anger reached its peak. The new government of the populist
Koumoundouros ordered the Greek troops on 21 January/2 February to cross the

frontier with Turkey. Theodoros Deliyiannis assumed the diplomatic defence of

0 AEYL 1877.1, Tricoupis to Gennadius, Athens 11/23 September 1877, number 794.
* AYEL 1877.1, Tricoupis to Gennadius, Athens, 10/22 September 1877, number 811.
%2 Antonis Makridimitris, The prime ministers of Greece (in Greek) (Athens, 1997), p. 329.
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this decision as Foreign Minister. Greeks launched themselves in a new irredentist
adventure. Unlike 1854, this time they did not have Russian support.*

Foreign diplomats instantly disliked Deliyiannis. They described him as
untrustworthy and unpredictable. The French Minister in Athens, M. Tissot, wrote
that ‘M. Deliyiannis ne se recommande, a un tres haut degreé, ni par le talent ni par
le caractere... sa tendence a I’érreur prémeditée dépasse les limites de la tolérance
admise et nécessaire’.**

Deliyiannis’s diplomatic task was a difficult one. Greece had violated international
law and went against the wishes of the Powers. For them, the Greek military
interference was an unnecessary complication of the Eastern crisis. On 23
January/4 February, Deliyiannis sent a circular telegram to the Great Powers to
justify the Greek military engagement. He claimed that ‘[les] troupes Grecques ont
franchi [la] frontiere avant que signature préliminaires [sic] et armistice fut connue
au Gouvernement’. This was almost certainly a lie, albeit a safe one: the Great
Powers had no way of proving the falsehood of his statement.* The more
contentious claims of Deliyiannis came in his effort to explain the aim of the Greek

expedition. The Greek military had crossed the frontier to ensure the security of

Christians as well as to protect the ‘Greek rights’ in the Ottoman Empire.

*% Dakin, The unification..., pp. 129-30. Note that Kanaris died of old age before the government resigned on 2/15
November 1877.

* Tissot auoted in Evangelos Kofos, Greece and the Eastern Crisis: 1875-78 (Salonica, 1975), p. 154.

** Ibid, pp. 157-58.
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Deliyiannis copied the language that Disraeli had used to restrain the Russian
troops in 1877 and combined it with implicit suggestions that, unless Greece acted,
a repetition of the Bulgarian Horrors would take place in Thessaly and Epirus.
Deliyiannis’s text did little more than affirming its author’s good intentions. In any
case, this Greek military action received little attention: nothing noteworthy was
achieved by the Greek army and on 25 January/6 February it withdrew to Greece.*®
At the time European diplomats had more important affairs in their minds.

On 19 February/3 March 1878 the San Stefano treaty was signed. According to the
treaty, the newly founded Bulgaria would take a great part of European Turkey,
and most of the contested region of Macedonia, which consisted of the vilayets of
Uskub, Salonica and Monastir. For all nationalist-minded Greeks the Treaty was a
disaster. The fear that the Eastern crisis would be over before Greece was able to
show anything for it, led Greeks to renew their military activity in April (NS). As
the Turkish Foreign Minister reported to London, ‘Bands are constantly crossing
the Greek frontier with the connivance of [the] Greek Government, commanded by
officers of the Greek army and furnished with arms supplied by the Greek

government and they are laying waste Epirus and Thessaly and driving the

*® Ibid, p. 167.
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inhabitants into insurrection’.*” European eye-witnesses in Thessaly recorded the
events and with one main question in their minds: were they observing a repetition
of the Bulgarian Horrors?

The British press was on the Greek side. Mr Fitzerald, correspondent of the Daily
Standard, telegraphed to the British Minister in Athens that the Turks were
‘massacring and violating” in Thessaly.*® The Times published on 24 March/5
April 1878, an article entitled ‘Insurrection in Thessaly’. For the Times
correspondent, Mr Ogle, Greeks ‘had immeasurably the advantage in the humanity
of conduct’ over the Turks. Greeks after all were there in order to support their
‘unfortunate fellow-countrymen’ who were struggling for their liberty. And the
Greek government should not be reproached for the insurrection: the Kingdom
only observed a ‘benevolent neutrality’ towards the insurgents and did not give
them support. The insurrection was supported materially not by the Government
but by the National Defence Committee, a body consisting of wealthy Greeks who
‘held aloof from internal politics’.*® A few days later Ottoman soldiers killed Mr
Ogle, and cut his head off as a trophy. Mr Ogle became ‘a young martyr to the

cause of Greece’ and his warnings against Turkish atrocities acquired more

*" The Turkish Foreign Minister cited in FO 286/316, Layard to the Foreign Office, Constantinople, 21 March/2
April 1878, deciphered telegram without number. On the same day Salisbury replaced Derby as Foreign Minister.

“8 FO 286/316, Fitzerald to Corbett, Surpi [Zospzy], 17/29 March 1878, telegram without number.

“SMr. Ogle, ‘The Greek insurrection’, The Times, 23 March/ 4 April 1878, p. 4.
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relevance than ever.”® Mr Ogle, however, was the last of a kind. After 1878, British
liberals who took the side of Christians against the Sultan had to choose between
Greece and Bulgaria. Most chose Bulgaria.

Mr Ogle’s fate