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Introduction

1. International law practice in Turkey during tleest years of the 19th and
the first decade of the 20th centuries shows thakdy was more and more
obliged to recognize de facto the existence of MfaEedonian revolutionary
organization that fought for separation of Macedoand its becoming a new
state on the Balkan.

Following its own political and governmentaleds and interests, the Porte
(Turkish government until 1923translator's notg in most cases tolerated the
outside interference of the other Balkan governsielt some ways it also
stimulated the infiltration of nationalistic detawénts sent into Macedonia by
these same countries to crack the National Libmmatlovement of the
Macedonian people. In order to prevent the spreadhe Macedonian
revolution, the governments of the great powersaisgply or all together in
various ways urged the Porte to take measuresafdfymg the country. They
also did not want any terri-torial changes on ttekBn. As a result of these
interventions Turkey made various international eagrents in order to
maintain status quo on the Balkan as well as twgmiethe activities of the
Macedonian revolutionary forces.

By accepting the interventions of these Balgawernments, Turkey was
silently accepting the limitation of its own sovigrgy. In fact, by tolerating the
outside interventions in its inner social conskitni Turkey was trying to
shelter itself from an even greater danger, thewm@ Macedonian
revolutionary forces that threatened its sociatesysand sovereignty. Turkey
recognized that the Macedonian revolutionary folltgéd grown so strong that
they seriously threatened the existence of Turkisé over a very important
part of its territory.

| think | have every reason to believe thas thituation in inter-national
relations was created by the very existence of kh@&cedonian Inner
Organization, which was never recognized by Turkkeyugh it was present
throughout the Turkish occupation of Macedonia.



From an international standpoint Macedonia midd enter into any direct
relations with Turkey. Yet, the fact that at thesigtence of some European
countries Turkey reformed its governmental constituin Macedonia shows
that Turkey recognized the existence of the lilkema- movement of the
Macedonian people. This movement tried to make @wyrkccept the reality,
and through its revolutionary activities tried taveé Turkish rule from the
territory in which the Inner Organization was pohblly ominant.[]

Contrary to the negotiations among the Balkamegnments for creation of
so-called "territorial interest zones" in Macedomantrolled by their own
detachments which were to pave the way for theirtualudivision of
Macedonia, the Macedonian Revolutionary Organingbimtected Macedonian
territory from the attacks by the above-mentionethdhments and considered
itself the sole representative body of the politszavereignty of Macedonia and
its territory.[2] This shows that despite all the resistance itoantered, the
liberation movement sought and usually found waysdquire international
recognition.

The road that the Macedonian Liberation Movemérod toward
international recognition became wider and widerdose the movement made
great sacrifices and efforts on behalf of the feitahe Macedonian people.
When setting up its aims it did its best to elinbnany outside intervention or
interference. This ideological and political basighe Macedonian Liberation
Movement is best expressed by Dimo Hadzhidimov, vimoone of his
numerous articles says "... It (It stands for thecktionian Inner Revolutionary
Organization - A.H.) demands autonomy for its owastence and future,
regardless of the aspirations and intentions ofesother countries. This last
demand was exactly the thing that did not go ahiig the Bulgarian official
policy and its Macedonian collaborators and peayie carried out its policy
in practice..."B]

The Inner Organization's program for giving censimy to Macedonia
overthrew the policy according to which Macedoniaswo be divided into
sections, annexed or occupied. Autonomy for Macedomeant that
Macedonia should be given the right to become a matonal state.
Accordingly, the Inner Organization laid the growadk for establishing
political interrelations with neighboring countrie§he activities of the
Organization to establish and determine foreigncgoand attitudes towards
the policy of certain Balkan states show that tingaDization was also trying to
attain its own place on an international level.

The governments of the other Balkan countriesewstrongly against
Macedonia becoming a separate political unit, beirtdecisive resistance only
shows that the Inner Organization more and morelygemd elaborately
established its relations with these same govertsnéirhe conditions and



circumstances under which they expressed and eeplaheir demand that
giving autonomy to Macedonia meant giving Macedosithe right for self-
determination compelled the revolutionary forcesttengthen even more their
political relations with the governments of the athcountriesd]

The Inner Organization program and the demdmdsstablishing a Balkan
Federation (to become an Eastern Federation latginowhich Macedonia
would gain the status of a separate country fotisedOrganization to work for
international recognition. Although the Inner Orgation had to get its
international recognition through armed struggtedid achieve the right to
participate in the negotiations with the other o for creating the
Federation3] But it was never recognized nor allowed to pgvate as an
equal in the negotiations about the future of trecétlonian state. So the Inner
Organization always remained outside all the negjotis held at international
conferences which dealt directly with the futuratss of Macedonia as a state
with its own jurisdiction.

Yet, as it will be proved later on in the tetie Inner Organiza-tion was
present at these negotiations indirectly. This pasicularly evident during the
Paris Peace Conference held in 1919. There it®estdqo participate in the talks
concerning Macedonia was in vain although they eomed the most essential
interests of the Macedonian nation.

However, all this proves that the other cowstrinad always nourished the
idea of recognizing the revolutionary struggle loé tMacedonian people and
supported its major aims. The very existence of ithea under revolutionary
conditions and constant imperialistic threats taddéi Macedonian territory is
very important evidence that the Macedonians' gteu¢go gain national and
social liberation and preserve its integrity wamp@ recognition.

2. During the national liberation struggle, the Mameian National Liberation
Movement was negated by the other Balkan goverrsnéwicause they
intended to annex certain Macedonian regi@hshis is why recognition of
the Macedonian revolutionaries' legal rights waprohary importance if their
national liberation struggle was to succeed. F@ pirpose the leaders of the
National Liberation Movement made special effootpteserve the integrity of
their struggle as well as to gain international ogggtion.
Announcing its request for legal recognition inemmational affairs, the
Macedonian Inner Revolutionary Organization (VMR&xablished itself as
the only organization on Macedonian territory witie legal right to lead the
national liberation struggle of the Macedonian geophe Inner Organization's
aims were to prevent the interventions of the oBakan countries, to uncover
their plan to infiltrate the National Liberation Mement, and to destroy their



intention to so weaken the movement that their mafistic aims would be
easier to accomplisiY] The supreme right of the Inner Organization tadle
and to choose the aims of the National Liberatioovéinent is directly
connected with its request to represent the Magadamation in international
relations.

In the history of Macedonia's National LibeoatiMovement these events
raised very interesting legislative-theoretical gfimns about the legitimacy of
a revolutionary movement whose purpose was todileethe country and form
a new state.

If legitimacy is understood in its more redet sense, as an entity which
represents the true aspirations of a nation istitgygle against foreign rule and
slavery, then one cannot say that the Nationalrhtiien Movement led by the
Inner Organization was the sole representativeewblutionary authority in
Macedonia and the most vital interests of the Man&h people. Thus, the
Inner Organization, in the name of the enslavenahad the right to be the
governing body and to represent certain legal sigiitthe whole nation. As a
result of this, the National Liberation Movemenghifully denied the legal
right of some other political organizations (esp#githe governments of the
other Balkan countries) to represent the interestthe Macedonian people.
Consequently the governments of the other Balkamtci@s lost the legal right
to represent the Macedonian people in internatiaffairs. Their intentions to
usurp Macedonian territory turned them into aggressnstead of legal
representatives of the Macedonian people. As altresuthis, the Balkan
countries refused to aid the rightful strugglelod Macedonian people. In fact,
In specific historical situations they hindered Mdonia's revolutionary forces
in their attempt to conclude successfully theirugtie for liberation.

On the other hand, the Inner Organization m liberation program
announced new national values and requests destgneacourage the whole
nation to take part in the struggle for liberatmfnthe country. Announcing its
request for creation of a new state on the Balk&chvwould serve as a
foundation for broader federate relations amongBhtkan states, the Inner
Organization assembled all the social costs invtaeedonian social system at
the time as well as all the nationalities thatdive Macedonia. It showed them
the road towards solving the numerous economityi@l) religious, social and
political questions that existed among all of Mawad's social classes.

The Inner Organization continuously strengtldezed secured its legitimacy
in the liberation movement through its revolutignactivities and unyielding
struggle to preserve its integrit§][ It fought, in particular, to overthrow
Bulgaria's request for cooperation, because Budgaabvious intention was to
conquer Macedonia. It strengthened the cohesiomgralb the social classes in



Macedonian society. It worked to improve the ecoicononditions of the
Macedonian peasants and tried to free them frontogapon and the high
taxes imposed by the Turkish Beys. It could seentberd to educate the masses
in Macedonia and worked to secure unhindered aperat schools and other
educational and cul-tural institutions. In the ggle against the spread of
national intolerance kindled by the governmentshef other Balkan countries
(they even tried to infiltrate the National Libecat Movement itself) the Inner
Organization undertook nationwide operations to owec this foreign
propaganda. In order to attain and preserve unttyimthe National Liberation
Movement, the Inner Organization applied sanctimnthose who abandoned
the principal ideas of the revolutionary movementd asupported the
conquering aspirations of the other Balkan govemimeln this context the
Inner Organization's struggle against the actwitief the Vrhovist's
Organization in Sofia should be especially empleasizecause the Vrhovists
wanted to use the liberation struggle of the Maoeaio people as a means for
fulfilling Bulgarian aspirations toward Macedoni.|

In its decisions reached at various congreasdgublic meetings, the Inner
Organization now very frequently and more opengirmaed that it would not
allow the Balkan states to annex Macedonia. Iniqdér, it would not let the
idea for creation of "Great Bulgaria" to infiltraies own movement 1[0]
because that would mean wiping Macedonia off tice faf the earth. Thus the
Balkan countries and their governments were losivegyr direct influence on
the leadership of the Inner Organization. Increasiambers of its members
stuck to the original her ideas of the revolutignamovements.

These circumstances caused the other Balkantrgesi to intervene even
more obviously in Macedonia's liberation movemeifhese interventions
aimed to usurp the legitimate rights to represeatimterests of the Macedonian
nation as well as to overthrow the Inner Organmres influence over the
course of events, especially those dealing withfithere status of Macedonia
as a state. They were simultaneously carried @uvarious institutions which
insisted on their "historic rights" to participate solving the Macedonian
guestion, always following the nationalistic andhgoering aspirations of their
own countries11]

Under those conditions the Balkan interventianquired characteristics of
ideological and military aggression. So the resistathat those interventions
had to face also acquired broader character andrtance because it fought to
preserve the essential interests of the Macedqaaple.

3. According to international law, Balkan intervemti in the National
Liberation Movement in Macedonia did not qualify aserference in its



internal affairs. Thus, the demand of the Macedongvolutionaries to prohibit
these interventions requires a more detailed aofpnd analysis from the
standpoint of international law.

It is a well-known fact that the Balkan intedece in Macedonia's
Liberation movement were deliberately aimed againstMacedonian people
and their right to  self-determination. Namely, allthese
governments, either separately or all togethergnihéd to prevent the
construction of a new Macedonian state in ordeartoex Macedonia and so
enlarge their countries. (This the Balkan statésipen Turkey to function as
their legal offices. For this purpose they alsoduslee church chiefs, the
commercial agencies, their diplomatic represergatithe political parties of
the citizens and armed detachments. All thesetutisins was an alternative
because none of these countries by itself couldipga.e. annex, the whole
Macedonian territory).

For these reasons it was especially importantiscover the essential
characteristics not so much of the interventions Baflkan countries in
Macedonia's liberation movement but of the restamvith which the
Macedonian revolutionaries met these interventioibis question had
importance and complexity that exceeded the defmstand terms created and
accepted as doctrine in international law practice.

To be specific, in this case prohibiting in@mtion did not refer to
interference of other countries in the interiotestaffairs of a country that had
been already created and recognized as such.srcaélse there were no such
countries, The revolutionary forces at this momeate struggling to separate
Macedonia from the Turkish empire and make it a netate.

Balkan intervention, the purpose of which wabstruct the birth of a new
Macedonian state and thus deprive Macedonia ofdstéfrmination, was in
fact a direct attack on the Macedonian liberatimaggle and the fulfillment of
the ultimate goal of the Macedonian people. TheertBalkan countries'
governments intensified their interference in theackdonian Liberation
Movement. This activity would prompt the Macedonievolutionaries to
demand that international law protect their righself-determination as well as
the territorial integrity of their land although Ktdonia had not yet become a
state. The Balkan countries were denied the righhterfere in the National
Liberation Movement of the Macedonian people. Theactlonian
revolutionary forces also deprived them of the legght to represent
Macedonia in international affairs by claiming theight to international



recognition as the country's legal representatioglyb The right of the

Macedonian nation to self-determination guarantdedsome extent, legal
recognition of its National Liberation Movementu# it established itself as a
real revolutionary force in world affairs.

Having acquired legal status as a represestabiwdy, the National
Liberation Movement claimed, during the llinden dprg, the right to wage a
national liberation struggle and asked the greateps to regard the rebels as a
military force. Therefore, in their Disciplinary @sti-tution the Macedonia
rebels introduced fighting regulations that congbliwith the international
civiian and military codes, particularly as regarthe protection of Turkish
civilians and foreign statesmeni.Z]

The Inner Organization's determination to abt#ne necessary legal
authority in international affairs was very cleadypressed in its request to
participate in all the international conferencesicivhdealt with Macedonia's
future status as a state.

According to its legal rights the Macedonianndn Revolutionary
Organization asked to participate in the signingtieé Bucharest Peace
Agreement. It rightfully deserved this right becautsparticipated in the fight
against the Turkish empire and played an impomant in its withdrawal from
Macedonia.l3]

|. The Basis in International Law for Presentationof Macedonia at the
Paris Peace Conference in 1919

In the international negotiations at the P&&ace Conference in 1919 the
Macedonian Inner Revolutionary Organization plagecery important role for
the protection and recognition of the right of thlecedonian people to be
internationally accepted. Other progressive Macedopolitical groups from
abroad contributed to this purpose, particularle tbommunities of the
Macedonian students in Switzerlarigl

As we said in the beginning, the reason forrdpiests of the Macedonian
people for international recognition was their de$o form a sovereign state.
The most important prerequisite in this matter wees struggle to acquire the
right of self-determination and to found a statberBfore, the Macedonian



progressive revolutionary organizations and movemeturing this period
claimed that Macedonia had the right (despitddlethat this right was given
only to a state) to enter into international lalatiens and to lead independent
diplomatic negotiations, that is, to sign the intgronal agreements at the Paris
Peace Conference.

On the basis of these opinions the Inner Renolary Organization and the
other progressive Macedonian groups raised, duhegpeace conference in
Paris, two principal requests of special importafroen an international law
point of view.

The first request demanded that the conferancept the VMRO as having
legitimate interests in solving the so-called Maw®gdn question and signing
the international agreements regarding MacedonizeirTsecond request
insisted that the Bulgarian representatives atPis@ce Conference should not
be allowed to represent Macedonia nor assume Maaedanternational law
obligations.[L5]

The request that the Macedonian nation mustepeesented at the Peace
Conference by only the Macedonian Inner Revolutipr@rganization was
based on ".. the historical truth that only thisgamization is a loyal
representative of all Macedonia (regardless of difteerent languages and
different religions) and that the Organization &stimer under Bulgarian nor any
other political influence..." These words come frandocument sent to the
Peace Conference. Below is the full text:

"To his Excellency, Mr. Clemanceau, the Prasidd the Council - Paris.

| have the honor to express my loyalty as a&ghik of the Macedonian
Committee at the High Peace Conference and to giroégainst the
speculations of certain persons who pretend toalleirig in the name of
Macedonia. These persons are representatives ofsdhzalled Executive
Committee of the Macedonian Organizations. It wiliffice to point out to
Your Revered Excellency that Macedonian emigraiida Bulgaria managed
in 30 years to assemble a small group of bulgaiadedonians who did not
completely dedicate their efforts to the interadtsheir native country, but to
Bulgaria instead. These people, who by the wayabgect to suspicion in both
countries are, as we like to call them, undecidéaky suggested that delegates
to the Conference should be Todor Aleksandrov atekakhdar Protogerov,
both sworn friends of the Kaiser and Ferdinand arghnizers of the Nish
Massacre!

Of course, their corruption does its best tecdidit once and forever the



state of affairs concerning Macedonian autonomyframt of the victor's.

| have the honor to inform you that the MacedonRevolutionary
Committees assembled in the 'Macedonian Inner Rawohry Organization’
founded in 1893 are the only Macedonian organimatioee from Bulgarian or
any other political influence and that only theywdlly represent all of
Macedonia, regardless of its different languagebsratigions.[L6] That is why
| have the honor to beg Your Excellency to recens in the name of neither
Bulgaria nor the Bulgarians, that | may acquaint yath the wishes of the
Macedonian people 1[/]

[I. The Committee for New Countries and its Role inDetermining the
Jurisdictional Position of Macedonia in International Relations

The Committee for New Countries played an ingour role in the
preparations for the international agreements. & meetings it held, the
Committee discussed questions concerning the fistiates of Macedonia as a
legal state. It also developed two major opiniotgcly were sent on later to the
Peace Conference for perusal and final acceptaficeording to the first
opinion Macedonia was to be given autonomy wittie Kingdom of SHS
(Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats and Sloveniatnanslator's notg¢ According to
the second opinion the so-called Macedonian questras to be handled
together with the question of protecting the mitesi (ethnic groups -
translator's not¢ and the stipulations of which would guarantee the
Macedonian population freedom and protection.

The committee also formulated a third and sgempinion which suggested
that the League of Nations introduce a specialrobimt Macedonia "in order to
protect the borders against oppression..."

The first opinion was introduced at the Peace Genie by the Italian
delegation. The second was supported by the Fréglelgation, which strongly
protested against the idea of giving autonomy teédania. The third opinion,
which was meant to reconcile the previous two wapressed in the
suggestions put forward by the English delegatidd.Let us discuss more
closely each of these opinions put forward by eaér-tdelegations to the
Committee for New Countries and Protection of theindwvities.
For the very first time the question concerniing jurisdictional position of
Macedonia was discussed by the Committee for NaweStduring its meeting
held on 10 June 19199] At this meeting the Italian delegation suggestet
a request to introduce a Special Administrativet&ysin Macedonia should be
put forward. The French delegation opposed thipgsal. So it was agreed that



if the Italian delegation insisted on its suggeastihen it was to come up with a
more definite proposal at the next meetiag.[

At one of its later meetings the Committee tlughly discussed the Italian
proposal, which suggested that Macedonia be giwgonamy within the
framework of Yugoslavia; in other words, the Sembgovern-ment should
allow Macedonia some kind of self-managem@d}.[The pro-posal asked
Yugoslavia to allow the Macedonian territory, wittthe borders fixed by the
Allied Forces and their followers, to become anoaatmous unit within
Yugoslavia, and to be given the right of self-maragnt in accordance with
Yugoslav unity.

Further on the proposal suggested that Macadshould have its own
assembly with responsibilities and duties regulatad fixed by the
constitutional laws of the Yugoslav state. The gowe of Macedonia was to be
appointed by the Yugoslav government, but the gomewas called to account
by the autonomous Macedonian assembly.

The proposal also suggested that Yugoslavialdhalow the Macedonian
representatives to be selected from the populdidng on Macedonian
territory, and that the Yugoslavian government #thaquarantee Macedonia
equal representation in the legislative assemblythadd Yugoslav state.
Macedonia had its representatives in the assemlhily were selected in
accordance with the constitution of Yugoslavia. Tepresentatives had no
right to vote for those questions which were undee jurisdiction of
Macedonia22]

But at the following meeting of the Committéke Italian delegation put
forward a new and modified proposal about the dateation of the
jurisdictional status of Macedonia as an autononmmegsn within Yugoslavia.
Unlike the proposal put forward earlier, the newpgmsal suggested that
Macedonia be given only local autonon2g|

The major characteristics and the jurisdictigtatus of this autonomy were
more elaborately explained by the Italian delegatid one of the following
meetings of the Committee. The Italian delegatidso aput forward a
supplement to the proposal listing specific suggest for designing the
Macedonian local autonomy. The new proposal abagatitime previous request
that Macedonia become a self-managed region emjowih the possible
privileges. It suggested religious and culturaloaoiny as well as autonomy
for the local administration, while the previousposal contained elements for
a political autonomy, of the internal self-govermredion (with an independent



assembly) as well as of the central government h(bbaving equal
representation in the Yugoslavian assembly). The peoposal suggested
introducing administrative self-management in Maxred.

This so-called administrative autonomy was #odonstituted as follows:
first, the whole Macedonian territory would be ded into administrative units
- regions governed by an administrative councitosel, one central (general)
council would be established, with its headquarter8itola, its rights and
competence to be determined in the form of lawsctedaby the Kingdom
SHS; 4] third, every administrative region would haveuparvisor appointed
by the government of the SHS Kingdom and seleatedrding to the size, and
social status, nationality and religious convictioh the populationd5]

At one of its meetings during the debate camoegrthe future jurisdictional
status of Macedonia as a state, the English remiases in the Committee for
New Countries put forward a proposal which suggeshat the League of
Nations send representatives to Macedonia "...toeptathe border against
oppression...”36] This proposal was put forward to the Committee in
opposition to the ltalian proposal for defining tla@itonomous status of
Macedonia.

The American and Japanese delegations votetthdédEnglish proposal with
slight modification, so on the basis of the Englmsioposal the jurisdictional
status of Macedonia was more elaborately define@ ispecial supplement
formulated during the Committee's meeting on 4 Aaigia7] This supplement
suggested that the government of the Serbs, CamatsSlovenians should be
compelled to appeal to the League of Nations toomppproxies who would
control its application of the general clauses gootecting the minorities in
Macedonia.

According to the proposal, the proxy and hsoastes would have the status
of diplomatic representatives and enjoy all diplamarivileges. Even the
government of the Serbs, Croats and Sloveniansdnaoeilobliged to give him
any necessary assistance in performing his dutes.mandate of the proxy of
the League of Nations was to last for five yearsemwthe mandate expired it
could be extended by the council of the Leagueatfdds, if the majority of its
members voted for it.

As has been already said, three basic var@nriserning the determination
of the jurisdictional status of Macedonia as aesteg¢re put forward during the
meeting of the Committee for New States. In theviptes pages of this article
we discussed the variant introduced by the Engtisghegation and later
accepted by the delegations from the United StateBmerica and Japan.
The French delegation refused to accept eithefitsieor the second variant.



The members of the French delegation opposed gaungnomy to Macedonia
(the proposal of the Italian delegation) they badgk that it would create new
difficulties in the country because the minoritigthnic groups) would be
exposed to various intrigues, making pacificatibrthe country difficult. This
attitude of the French delegates was based onattietlat they believed "...
Macedonia had no clearly distinct nationality améttthe population was
grouped into parties which changed their dispasitiaccording to the
circumstances.2B]" The French delegation objected to the Englisbppsal
on the grounds that it violated the sovereigntyhef countries belonging to the
SHS Kingdom.29

In their proposal the French delegation stateat the general clauses
contained in the other agreements with the new tcesnfor protecting the
rights of the minorities satisfied the Macedoniateiests. Therefore it was not
necessary ("there's no reason”) to create spdaiaes (the insertion of special
clauses in the agreement with SHS Kingdom was ieston - A.H.).B0]

Despite the fact that the so-called Macedonjarestion was present
throughout the work of the Committee for New Coiady i.e. the Peace
Conference, it was not carried beyond the discassamcerning the rights for
protecting the minorities. This idea was dominanalli the documents brought
to the meetings of the Committee for New Countritegiould finally become a
starting point in the jurisdictional status of Mdoeia and in the international
agreements concerning the Macedonian territoriesx@ad by Bulgaria, Serbia
and Greece. All these agreements contain the s#msecwith only slight
modifications about which we will talk later on.

On the basis of this attitude toward the judsdnal position of Macedonia,
the Conference refused to deal with the idea fotingn all Macedonian
territories into a geopolitical and economic umtother words, when debating
the position of Macedonia, the Conference recoghitee division of the
Macedonian territories among the other Balkan aoesmtas being a historic
truth, as being something which had been agreeat tine meetings of the
Balkan countries. Therefore, the Conference didwaoit to use the unification
of Macedonian territories as a starting point itedaining the jurisdictional
status of Macedonia in the aftermath of World War |

The Italian proposal for local autonomy in Mdoria within the framework
of the newly created Yugoslavian state was notbuigyia factiacceptance of
the division of Macedonia and its territory. Withig proposal the ltalian
delegation recognized and accepted the attitudbeoBalkan countries, who
claimed that if the question concerning the unif@aof Macedonia was put on



the program and discussed during the Peace Cogéerewould violate their
sovereignty.B1]

Special clauses concerning Macedonia suggestind English delegation's
proposal and inserted into the peace agreementd gotiradically change the
state of affairs nor hide the Balkan countriesemtibns to divide Macedonia
and its territories among themselves. The spedmlses referring to the
League of Nations representative, who was to makethat the SHS Kingdom
performed its obligation toward Macedonia, weregasged by the English
delegation as a result of the pressure of publiniop throughout the world,
particularly from the well-known English public wars who insisted that the
solution of the Macedonian question must be grodndethe right to self-
determination.

As a result of all this we can say that thecegaonference did not solve the
Macedonian question. On the contrary, the questian treated in a manner
that made it even more difficult to throw light @l of its characteristics -
historical, ethnic and national - from an interoatl jurisdictional point of
view.

By allowing some parts of Macedonian territoiy be annexed by
neighboring countries, the Peace Conference didanstver the Macedonian
guestion, and it continued to cause a great maagdeements and conflicts on
the Balkan peninsula. The previously performedsiovi of Macedonia and its
territory by the Balkan allies had an imperceptibad effect on the economic,
national, cultural and educational progress of Maoga. The Macedonian
people could never accept the division of Maceddnta three parts, so
nobody asked for its opinion nor its consent to ititernational agreements
calling for its division.B2]

The Italian proposal for an autonomous Macealowas inappropriate
because it neglected the most essential interésite dlacedonian nation. The
English proposal for protecting the rights of theénaomities in Macedonia
contained many errors, unclear points and incoerstges, and was thus
inadequate.

The request for giving autonomy to Macedonia weconsistent because it
was sent only to the government of the SHS Kingadoish not to the Bulgarian
or Greek governments. This indicates that the malpfor an autonomous
Macedonia within the framework of the new Yugoséawstate did not follow
the principle of self-determination for every nati@n the contrary, it followed
certain (ad hoc) and clearly defined interestsi or that country which could
influence the course of the negotiations at theridtional conference. As a
result of this, the ltalian delegation very quicldipandoned their request for
giving complete autonomy to Macedonia and replatedth another request



for local administration, that is, local autonomyn Macedonia.

The English proposal for introducing speciabudes concerning the
protection of the rights of the minorities in Maoadh is inconsistent because it
does not specify which minority is in question. Th&rnational negotiations at
the Peace Conference concerning the protectioheofights of the minorities
began to sound as if the Bulgarian minority wagquestion. (In fact, it was the
Macedonian population that was in question, butdtieer nationalities who
lived in Macedonia should have been included, as Il).we

This attitude toward the question concernirg pihotection of the rights of
the minorities suited Bulgarian ends. Bulgaria maeftorts to have the
Macedonian question treated similarly in the iné#ional negotiations. This
resulted in the emergence of a new irredentism rdwae Macedonian people
and represented a permanent threat to the peabéesipart of the world33]

During the international negotiations at thead®& Conference the
Macedonian question was identified and treated wmrntie formula for
protecting the rights of the minoritie34] So the Peace Conference reduced the
Macedonian question to those points of the agreemvbich concerned the
right of option (the right of emigrating as for exple between Bulgaria and
Greece), the right of migrating, the question opamtion and reciprocal
stimulations.85] The Bulgarian diplomats at the Paris Peace Cenfs (as on
many other occasions) tried to justify their oldidfethat Macedonia was part
of the Bulgarian territory populated by Bulgariar@n the basis of this,
Bulgaria claimed its right to interfere in the n&gbons concerning
Macedonia. The actual reason was Bulgaria's wislartoex either all of
Macedonia or certain Macedonian regions.

But Bulgaria's big ideas for creating a Greatg@ria couldn't penetrate the
negotiations at the Peace Conference because Bulggdt been a member of
the Central Forces; in other words, it was on tte ef the defeated coalition.
As a result of this, Bulgarian diplomacy in the ®iof the negotiations used
other ideas to justify the main theory that Macedomnas part of Bulgaria.
Namely, Bulgarian diplomacy demanded that the paipn living in those
parts of Macedonia that were to be annexed to Greexl SHS Kingdom
should be treated as a Bulgarian minority.

At the Peace Conference Bulgaria tried to empdand justify this demand
before the Committee for New Countries when thestiae concerning the
protection of the minorities was on the program.t@at occasion Bulgaria put
forth its hypothesis that it was Bulgaria's moight and obligation to support
and protect the interests of its fellow citizenging outside its borders.

Thus the Bulgarian delegation expressed andagu their opinion



concerning the protection of the minorities in atten document that reads as
follows: "... If the territorial decision (that ithe decision to allow Bulgaria to
annex Macedonia) for which Bulgaria claims to hawveindisputable right is
not accepted, then the Bulgarian delegation is ioaed that the protection of
the minorities living in provinces annexed to ndighng countries would not
slacken the emigration to Bulgaria. It can be desed as Bulgaria proposes if
the emigrants are guaranteed the right of optidhimithree years to return to
their homes36] The Macedonians could accept neither of the Bidga
proposals put forward at the Peace Conference becthey prevented the
fulfillment of their legitimate national interests.

lll. The Macedonian Revolutionary Movement's Resisaince Against the
Decisions of the Peace Conference

The Bulgarian activities at the Peace ConferandParis could not but meet
with opposition from the Macedonian revolutionamganization since their
purpose was to thwart the interests of the Macedtonation. The Macedonian
revolutionary organization expressed this resigaincits request forbidding
the Bulgarian delegation to represent the interelstae Macedonian nation at
the Peace Conference.

On the basis of Macedonia's indisputable righteif-agetermination, the true
followers of the revolutionary movement led by thaginal organization

VMRO (Inner Macedonian Revolutionary Organizatiaent a memoir to the
Bulgarian authorities denying the Bulgarian del&agathe right to represent
the Macedonian nation at the Peace Conference. iftheduction to this

document refers to the situation in Macedonia dfterwar. It reads- "In these
crucial days Macedonia has the right to lift itsiceofor liberation, for its

freedom. Macedonia lifts its voice before the whelerld and before the
Bulgarian people and their authorities."

The document stated that Macedonia should becamindependent state
within its original geographic borders in ordermimtect its people from a new
type of political oppression. Furthermore, all thationalities living on
Macedonian soil, no matter how numerous, shouldibben equal rights, and
the neutrality of Macedonia should be protectedh®y League of Nations. It
also stated that the countries that signed thisimeat did everything they
could to inform the public opinion throughout thend about the unification
of all Macedonian territories.



This was done just before the beginning of Pleace Conference in Paris.
The countries that signed the document claimedttieste ideas would prevall
at the Peace Conference because they were supfyrtgenuine arguments,
unless ".. the idea about human rights is crossedaibthe Peace Conference
and crude force wins, resulting in the introductioh rule by force..."

The document stated that in establishing theréustatus of Macedonia one
must not apply the right of force; that is, one tmust follow the right of the
winner and must not use crude force because the alleut an independent
Macedonia had been working its way for a long tibrenging peace and
understanding among the nations living on the Balkpeninsula.

This document also accused the Bulgarian ami#®rof not giving their
support to this idea, of taking a different roaevaod solving the so-called
Macedonian question. "... That road (the road vedd by the Bulgarian
authorities) very clearly and distinctly leads towvdhe erasing of the very
name of Macedonia as a historic fact as well asatdwhe destruction of the
Macedonian political union and its future existente
The countries that signed the document believedth®y would successfully
resist and oppose both the Serbian and Greek tgpsgatoward certain
Macedonian regions because they were convinced'ithaipite of the crude
force at the Peace Conference, justice, to a ocertl®gree, would also
dominate." "But for successful resistance agaihg&isé aspirations it was
necessary that the Bulgarian government changatiitside concerning the
solution of the problems that pertain to Maceddnibhis is said in the
document.

In the document are also given the reasons forisgnithis appeal to the

Bulgarian government and the Bulgarian generalipuBit the same time the

document explains why this appeal had not beenesatier. It states that the
"Temporary Representative Body of VMRO" feared ttiair appeal might

have appeared to interfere in both the internaliffof Bulgaria as well as in

its foreign policy. It also said that the Tempor&gpresentative Government
of VMRO believed that "... Bulgaria was in the pees of turning away from

its earlier policies which had not only plungedinto catastrophe but had
brought total collapse of Macedonia as a state andtion.”

The Temporary Representative Government of VMigénly attacks, in the
document, the Bulgarian government and its attittodeard the Macedonian
guestion. The Bulgarian government strongly oppdkeddea for independent
Macedonia. "With such an attitude," the documermrttes; "the Bulgarian
government aids the obvious Serbian and Greek tioterto reinforce and
strengthen their rule over foreign territories dokign nations.” At the same
time the Temporary Representative Government of \MRised the question:



"why does the Bulgarian government not want to pctee idea for giving
autonomy to Macedonia, for it is obliged to givasticoncept its frank and
unreserved support.”

In order to support this policy, the Tempor&gpresentative Government
(Body) of VMRO insisted that the Bulgarian govermneshould make a
solemn promise at the Peace Conference and tohbke world that Bulgarian
nationalistic aspirations would be fulfilled if amarate political unit were
created on the Balkan and guaranteed internatioraéction against future
territorial encroachments from outside.

The document also states that the Macedonian pesopllel not understand
why the Bulgarian government persistently considetbe Macedonian

guestion from the aspect of some kind of "natiooalty" because this

Bulgarian attitude did not lead to any nationaltymit all. On the contrary, it

contributed to the weakening of the moral aspethefidea for an independent
Macedonia.

Pointing out that in this way the Bulgarian govnment was continuing its
old policy of dividing Macedonian territory and d®ging the unity of the
Macedonian people, the memoir emphasized that tihgaBan government, as
a government which fought for "nationalism, unitydafor the freedom and
integrity of the Bulgarian tribe," threw the Maceikn people into slavery and
disgrace because it wanted to occupy a part of Mata. So the Bulgarian
government was against the idea of giving Macedstaitus as an independent,
sovereign state.

In the conclusion of the memoir, the Tempomrepresentative Government
of VMRO warns the Bulgarian government that it witrongly oppose
Bulgaria's intention to represent the Macedoniartionaat the Peace
Conference. At the same time, by doing this the damery Representative
Government of VMRO states that it will work for thereation of an
independent Macedonia and for the protection dkits-torial integrity.7]

2. The Seres Revolutionary Branch of VMRO, whiclosgly supported the
original VMRO organization's aspirations for an epéndent Macedonia and
its request for a Peace Conference immediately eiféeeend of the First World
War, published a declaration of the fundamentaistiie constitution of the
new Macedonian state.

The starting point in the declaration was tbguest for giving Macedonia



complete territorial integrity and for making itrepublic much like the Swiss
Federative Republic. The declaration claims thathis way "... the Balkan
countries, motivated by their imperialistic inteésgswill not be able to conquer
foreign territories nor impose their authority onther nations..."

Emphasizing the nation's right of self-deteration and giving its support to
the idea for constitution of a Macedonian statdwiits natural, ethnographic
and geopolitical borders, the declaration very mhefteedly opposes the idea for
dividing Macedonia because "the division of Macadanill create a precedent
for every Balkan state to occupy foreign territsrito enlarge, geographically
and economically, their own territories and stétes.

The declaration points out that "the very daividing Macedonian land, an
act which is not and can never be in accord eithéér the national principle or
with the real state of affairs from a geographimpof view, will represent a
first sign of infidelity in their relations (the legions between the Balkan states
- A.H.). As a result of it the Balkan countries wibt give each other a helping
hand unless they outlive their blood shedding eotsfland rivalries. This can
be done only with the triumph of the republican dercy."

Following the particular interests of the Maoe@dn people for the
constitution of a Macedonian state, the declarattaams that "neither the
Bulgarian, Serbian nor Greek state policies havghamy to do with the
Macedonian question because Macedonians, beingasage nation, have their
own right to take care of their country and thewnofate..." In this way the
authors of the declaration increasingly em-phasitex need for protecting
Macedonia's particular national interests fromabequering aspirations of the
other Balkan countries.

The declaration carefully exposes the conqgeptans of the Balkan
countries toward Macedonia. It reveals their natlistic policies that
prevented Macedonia from attaining its own righself- determination. Thus,
the declaration states that "... these ideas ¢ibasi of political nationalism and
national unity - A.H.) of the Balkan countries webn¢yond their original
purpose as well as their purpose for national detérmination and unity, and
now they actually expressed the Balkan countrisglrations for occupying
foreign countries regardless of the nationalitlest inhabited these countries.”
"Furthermore, this nationalistic goal of the Balkawuntries to attain political
and economic hegemony on the Balkans plunged tinéendeep antagonism
and conflicts that always end in nothing but war."



Pointing out the fact that in that "bloody aedrible war" Mace-donia was
oppressed and dominated, forced to make greatfisasriand to suffer, the
authors of the declaration insist that the Balkamntries should accept the idea
for creation of an independent Macedonian statadmeeit is the only safe way
to secure a permanent peace on the Balkan penii@dlila

3. The General Council of all the Macedonian Comriesiin Switzerland sent
an appeal to the Peace Conference in which theigtaads on allowing

Macedonia to be represented at the Conferencesbgwh delegates. And it
also stated that the so-called right of the comgueould not be applied to
Macedonia (its application to the Macedonians wasdemned by the Allied
Forces themselves) because the Macedonians "gale dmal priceless

examples of their heroism and love for freedom rurthe wars they fought
against their enemies in the pa8g][

Thus, the telegram that the General CoundihefMiacedonian Communities
sent on 23 February 1919 to the secretariat oftihglish delegation at the
Paris Peace Conference said:

"Regarding the explanations given by the primaisters, referring to the
Serbian and Greek territorial requests, the Gen&malncil of all the
Macedonian Communities in Switzerland once agdiegdhe liberty to appeal
to the esteemed Peace Conference to let the Maeadoation determine and
define its own future according to the principlattiho nation will ever put up
with foreign rule if it is harmful and unprofitablgVe sincerely believe that the
Paris Agreement signed in 1919 will be as just Maoé as to the other
nations.

The Macedonians, who have already given wogthgtience of their bravery
and their love for freedom during past wars agaiheir enemies, cannot be
subjected to the right of the conqueror (occupianjight condemned even by
the Allied Forces themselves. If this second ppleciis not followed, the
freedom fight will inevitably continue.

We believe that Their Excellencies Mr. Venizeland Mr. Pashich, who
willingly gave the nation the right of self-determation proclaimed and
acknowledged by the Allied Forces, will, by no mgadeny the Macedonian
people their right to determine their own futureseence. The errors in a few
past agreements referring to Macedonia cost theettatan people many tears
and much bloodshed.



So the Peace Conference is obliged to dedt@ynemories of those events
and to prevent more tragedies by giving the Macedompeople what they
want, that is, their holy right to decide their ofwture. Hoping that you will
support our legitimate requests at the Peace Gamfer we remain your most
devoted and obedient servants."

The numerous demarches, appeals, memoranducthdeciarations put
forward at the Peace Conference by the Macedoni@ammunities in
Switzerland have one thing in common: their stgrfoint is their request for
giving the Macedonian nation the right of self-detmation.

In its memorandum sent on 11 January 1919 touABalfur, Great Britain's
Foreign Secretary, the General Council of the Mangh Communities in
Switzerland insists on giving the Macedonian peotbleir right of self-
determination. It states:

"... First of all we talked about the difficels and the suffer that the
Macedonians had to put up with during their freedaht, so is it not evident
that the Macedonians deserve to be guaranteed igfe to decide for
themselves their fate? This privilege was guarahtder example, to the
Croats, Dalmatians, Slovenians, Germans, Arabsoémel nations. Why must
Macedonians be treated as slaves by neighboringtwes? We Macedonians
believe that the great democratic ideals broughhby20th century will help us
in our fight for the right of self-determination.

We not only demand our right, but feel it atgaor most crucial duty to make
sure that our voice is heard before they decide future existence.
We, the General Council of the Macedonian Comities in Switzerland are
fully convinced that a just and permanent solutmithe Macedonian question
can be reached only if the Macedonian nation iemgithe opportunity to
declare freely its will concerning the future foohits constitutional system.
This can be attained by the following actions:

1. By the occupation of the country by the Aiten, French, English and
Italian forces;

2. By allowing all the Macedonian refugees areliess of race or religion, to
return in peace to their homes and to take pastganizing and managing the
state affairs of the country;



3. By handing the local administration of Mage over to the local
population, controlled by the occupying armies.

Strongly believing that the decisions of thextneeace Conference will be
based on real facts, justice and impartiality, nee @eased to leave our fate in
the hands of the Peace Conference members. Wethakepportunity to
express our hopes that the Peace Conference wvatlesd in its epochal

project” 40|

The Macedonian revolutionaries connected thigint to represent their
country in international relations, particularly ithe Peace Agreement
negotiations in Paris, with their demand for fodbidy the other countries to
interfere in solving the so-called Macedonian goest

The other political groups and factions of Mdmaan intellectuals from
abroad carried out similar activities. They notyodenied Bulgaria's right to
represent the interests of Macedonia at the Pean&f@nce in Paris, but they
also openly attacked Bulgaria because of its dgituoward protecting
minorities. It wanted to turn the Macedonians i@toweapon of the new
irredentism, thus making the Macedonians a in Hredl of imperialistic policy
toward Macedoniggl] Thus, in a demarche presented to the Peace
Conference; the Macedonian students from Switzénemote:

"We do mot want to become a weapon of Bulgariagdentism in Macedonia,
because Macedonia has never been a part of thenprBslgarian kingdom.
The Bulgarian diplomats who are partly responsilole the tragedy of the
Macedonian nation are neither competent nor rightfpresentatives of our
interests. "42]

In this same document the General Council efMacedonian students also
presented a new proposal concerning the futuré sgtus of Macedonia as an
independent state. Namely, in the document it tegdi®n giving Macedonia
autonomy within the framework of Yugoslavia. It@lgrotested as follows the
decisions that sanctioned the division of Macedonia

"We protest loudly against dividing our countapd we declare that we shall
accept no solution to the Macedonian question dioas not give Macedonia



the right to determine freely its own future. Maoe@d seeks a solution that
would allow it independent status, similar to Switand's under the
protectorate of one of the impartial powers. Byidiivg Macedonia, the Peace
Conference will be fully responsible for any newnftiets and wars that will
erupt on the Balkan Peninsula.

Since 1912 Macedonians have suffered the terbibndage imposed by the
Bulgarian and Serbian authorities which successfellaced one another. The
Macedonian nation will no longer put up with thiamyrdom which, it appears
the Peace Conference would make everlasting. Wdetsgmined to continue
our struggle for Macedonian independence usingaadiilable means. 4[]

Was the Peace Conference prepared to set adarm@cand allow the real
representatives of the Macedonian nation to takeipats work? On the basis
of which international law could the Peace Confeeerturn down the
Macedonian revolutionaries' request for allowingithdelegates to demand
Macedonia's right to self-determination and to patward the request
concerning the legal status of Macedonia as an pemgent state?

At the time of the Peace Conference, internatitaw did not recognize the
principle of self-determination as an approved acdepted right of every
nation. At the peace conference it was recognizedbeang more or less a
political principle and applied only in cases whiecontributed to the interests
of the major powers. As a result, international laeither accepted nor
supported the idea that a nation at any given tioudd acquire a certain degree
of recognition by international law and so enjoyta® privileges regardless of
whether or not it was an independent state.

Until the Second World War, the opinion thatauntry's sovereignty was
the basis for its other major rights, principlesl aibligations prevailed. After
the Second World War the opinion that nations aeognized from an
international law point of view became more premalé other words, as some
law theoreticians remarked, something new was hrapgen international law
theory and practice. It is believed that the dedian contained elements that
indicate this tendency in the development of irméomal law because now not
only countries but nations as well were under mtaie.

The international law theory also states thi@fong:

"If the thesis is accepted which makes sovereighty basis of the whole
international law structure, then this sovereigmiyst be understood in a larger
and more democratic sense than its classic labae"sconveys. In this case



sovereignty may cover some elements of a natigghs 1o self-determination,
and the state and its nationalities are not toferte in one another affairs."”

The mutual conflicts and the concessions that thlegations made to one
another in order to fulfill their countries’ impalistic aspirations and create
spheres of influence prevented the spirit of thagmple of equality and the

right of self-determination of these nations présdrthe Peace Conference. In
fact, as far as Macedonia was concerned, "thet sirconspiratorial silence

prevailed. Refusing to hear the requests of thegdees who were the real
representatives of the Macedonian nation, the PEaoéerence could not bear
to hear ..... the sound of weeping coming from tim&appy country..44]

IV. The Right of the Minorities in Paris and other International
Treaties

One very important question concerning theustat the minorities and their
rights in those countries that signed the Paric®@&@greement was regulated
by special international acts which were actuallyaanex to the questioAq]
The winning armies and their allies such as GreRogania and Yugoslavia
signed a peace agreement with the defeated coardfidBulgaria, Austria-
Hungary and Turkey. This agreement regulated teisof the minorities. All
international laws contained the same texts, aaddhe rights of the minorities
were concerned. Of all these international acts SheGermain and Neilly
treaties (September 10, 1919) are most interestioy us.}g

These international acts contain the main plas regarding the status of
the minorities living in those countries referred The countries that signed the
agreement and guaranteed certain rights to therim@sowere compelled to
make sure that their constitutional laws, theiritpal activities and their
jurisdiction in general would not stand in oppasitito the principles given in
the above named international acts. According &sehinternational acts, the
countries that signed the agreements would not bBayeinternal jurisdiction
over the clauses which referred to the minorities.

The international acts concerning the rightshef minorities did not specify
which minorities they referred to. They did notistavhich nationalities were in
guestion nor in which country they lived. So thedeof these international acts
indicate that every country was to formulate its novaws regarding
nationalities on its territory, determine whereythiged and what their ethnic
identity was. If we interpret the clauses of thegernational acts referring to
the rights of the minorities, we shall see thatdbeditions a population had to
fulfill in order to be classified as a minority veevery vague. It was all up to
each country that signed the treaty to decide vereth ethnic group would be



(o) classified.

The main principles found in these internatiagreements about the rights
of the minorities can be classified into severajamgroups. To the first group
belong the civil rights of the minorities, the rigtithat they enjoy as subjects of
a particular country. Among these rights belong rilgat to protect life and
freedom, the right to hold public office and thght to be self-employed. In
other words, they were given all political and trghts. The rights found in
these international treaties refer to all subjéctsegardless of their origins,
nationality, race, language or religious conviction

In the second group of rights belong thoserreig to the freedom of using
the native language in publication, that is in theess, in professional
communication and in public meetings. The inteoral treaties (Neilly and
St. Germain) state this right as follows: "There sinlbe absolutely no
prohibition of the use of any language spoken gy diifferent nationalities
living in SHS Kingdom." (Art. no.3 of St. Germainéaty) The Neillyy Treaty
contains a similar paragraph.

The countries that signed these treaties ptedigemselves to present no
obstacles to the use of any language different fiteenofficial one. They were
also obligated to help the minorities in using tleevn language, particularly in
court.

The clauses of these international treaties @tevided various exemptions,
such as allowing the children of those citizens sboke different language,
different from the Serbo-Croat and Bulgarian to tlsgir native language in
school.

In the third group of rights concerning membefshe minorities belong
those rights which allow the citizens of ethnidigieus or language minorities
to establish and manage, at their own expenseusdharitable, religious and
social institutions, schools and other institutiofscording to these treaties the
members of the minorities would have the right $e some public funds from
the state budget and the district budgets to inwestducation and other
religious and charitable institutions.

These international treaties stated that thenttis that signed the treaty
were given certain obligations which could not bargyed without approval of
the majority of the League of Nations' Council efifect, then, the rights of the
minorities were guaranteed and protected by thegleaof Nations. The
clauses in these treaties provided that every meofthe League of Nations
had the right to inform the Council if it discovdréhat these obligations were



not respected. The Council, in turn, had the poteerundertake certain
measures to protect these rigltg]

On the basis of these international treatieacédonians had the right to
request recognition as a minority and to enjoyrtgbts granted to minorities.
The Macedonians had their own native languagedifi@red from the official
languages used in the SHS Kingdom, Greece and Balgadecause of this
fact, at this point two questions can be askedthéreany of the countries that
signed these international acts recognized the agans as a minority; and
whether Macedonia and its annexed territories dednto use the main
principles of these international acts in obtaininginority status.

Before trying to answer these questions, weilshimok at some regulations
in the peace treaty between Greece and Bulgamedigt Sev(?). This treaty
contains two decrees which refer to the minoritdegered by the St. Germain
and Neilly treaties. It also contains decrees whedulate the right of option
(emigration). "The Bulgarians" living in Macedoni&yestern Thrace and
Greece were given the opportunity to emigrate tég&ia "on a voluntary
basis."§g]

V. First Attempts in Recognizing the Macedonian Mirority

The first campaigns aimed at recognizing arfadnaihg the Macedonian
minority appeared in Bulgaria, Greece, Albania datkr on in the SHS
Kingdom between the two world wars. These manifesta were most clearly
expressed in the declaration issued by a group adddonian representatives
from the part of Macedonia under Bulgarian autlfofRirin Macedonia).

The very act of constituting this group "... Being an independent
Macedonian parliamentary group operating within timeits of a legal
campaign..." indicates that this was not a formet af constituting one
common party in the parliamentary system of parfidge constitution of this
party was proof of the search for special formadivities aimed at attaining
Macedonia's right to self-determination. Moreovlite constitution of this
parliamentary group in the Assembly of Bulgariage govereignty of which
stretched over part of Macedonian territory, shtives there were elements that
requested a special status for the Macedoniantasfriunder Bulgarian
authority.

That is why this declaration with which the l@anentary group appeared
before the Bulgarian public proclaimed certain basieas concerning the
future internal make-up of the Bulgarian state.ti#¢ same time it expressed
the conditions under which this parliamentary grawgs prepared to cooperate
with the Bulgarian government. Because of thisdbelaration itself contains



some very important elements for regulating futielations between Bulgaria
and the part of Macedonia which was under Bulgariaathority.

In its declaration the Macedonian parliamenggup claimed that it would
give a vote of confidence only to a Bulgarian goweent that supported the
rights of the working class, both from the citieglasillages, a government that
could guarantee democratic privileges such as palsategrity, freedom of
speech and press, the right to organize meetingjgoanvarious organizations,
the right of political asylum for immigrants frorhd occupied countries and
nations and so forth.

The Macedonian parliamentary group pointediloygarticular that it would
give its vote of confidence to "...the Bulgarian govment that would break
the chains of slavery created by the Paris Peagatyrand introduce the right
of national self-determination..."

In its declaration the Macedonian parliamen@gngup protested against the

government's domestic policy "... which suspends thost elementary
democratic principles such as the freedom of peilsoriegrity, of speech,
thought and conviction."

The group also protested the "unlawful imprieent and internment of
hundreds of Macedonians in Bulgaria as well as lbha placed on the
Macedonian emigration press in Bulgaria." It codeld that "... these measures
make the Bulgarian government an enemy to the Magad nation and its
liberation movement."

The representatives of the Macedonian emigraiind the Macedonian
people who lived on Macedonian territory under Bwign authority were
determined, through a legal campaign which wouldcodlide with the existing
constitutional law of Bulgaria, to obtain the legght to represent the interests
of the Macedonian nation. The declaration distisgad very distinctly the
imperialistic Bulgarian interests from the intesest the Macedonian nation. It
also gave details about the Bulgarian foreign paticd condemned it as being
against the interests of the nation. It accusedBhlkgarian government of
making various treaties with the governments ofrteghboring countries for
dividing Macedonia, which would plunge the Macedonination into new
hazards. The Macedonian Parliamentary Group alsoisad the Bulgarian
government of refusing to establish diplomatic tietes with Albania, Turkey,
and Russia because it was against the creationBallkaan Federation, which
alone could fairly and safely resolve the so callBdlkan question.

At the end of the Declaration it is emphasizédt the Macedonian
Parliamentary Group would cooperate with all thditigal parties in the



Parliament if doing so contributed to the "libevatiof Macedonia.49]

The Macedonian emigrants belonging to the dmdrganization sent the
Bulgarian government in 1934 a memorandum protgstsidecisions to ban
the work of the Organization and the publicationitsf newspapers. In this
memorandum the representatives of the Macedoniditicab emigrants in
Bulgaria expressed their belief that this actiostaged the rights given to
Macedonia by the international peace agreementy @als® pointed out that
their organization was legal and that their workl diot conflict with the
country's constitution.

Explaining and justifying their right to creada organization and to publish
their own newspapers, the authors of this docunpminted out in the
introduction that the Bulgarian government bore rigsgponsibility for solving
the historic Macedonian question The Macedoniangenis of the llinden
Organization further remarked that every Bulgagamernment, along with the
other Balkan governments, had always wanted taléillacedonian territory
into spheres of influence or annex certain parts. dfhe document concludes
that, as a result of this tendency, "... those guwents whose activities are
against the interests of the Macedonian nation maveight to act as if they
were initiators in solving the Macedonian question.

The memorandum also draws another conclusiohe "Macedonian
emigration, scattered in Bulgaria, Romania, Turkeyd America, cannot
follow the political ideals of the country inhaldtat the moment, although in
many cases the Macedonian emigration was a unitgdnization. On the
contrary, it follows and propagates its own podticdeals and protects them
with every possible legal means."

Explaining the conditions in which the Macedoniemigration lived and
worked in the given countries, the memorandum esipbd that "... once and
for all it should be understood that the Macedoreamgration in Bulgaria,
always working in accordance with the constitutidag of the country where
it received hospitality, cannot follow the politicaleals of the Bulgarian
government and will not make any sacrifices for Buggarian interest if these
sacrifices are used against the successful solafittiee Macedonian question."
The document continues: "Once and for all it shduddunderstood that the
Bulgarian patriotism with which, since 1890, theldgarian statesmen have
ornamented themselves (they even do it at the presement) are not only
two completely different things, but they also stam opposition..."

The authors of the memorandum opposed the Balggovernment's claim
that the Macedonian emigration, i.e., its orgamirest, were the "avante garde



of the Bulgarian state policy." They opposed igiral that "the Macedonian
guestion and the activity of the Macedonian emigrabe subordinate to the
Bulgarian state interests." They expressed thdgrdenation to preserve the
integrity and independence of their organization.

The Macedonian emigration's demand for its migions and its
newspapers to maintain Macedonian national ideatity to express freely its
sense of belonging to the Macedonian nation is dbase the right to be
recognized as a minority, a right provided by tmtennational treaties.

This demand of the Macedonian emigration isresged precisely in the
following:

"We believe that it is our duty, in the name of tlexy ideals that we cannot
sacrifice to your (Bulgarian state) interests, tates that we (the Macedonian
emigration) should be finally treated not as péthe Bulgarian state but as an
independent political element... In the name of thdependence we have our
independent rights as do such other guests in Balgs the Turks, the
Armenians, the Russians, the Greeks and othernadities. As a result of it,
we managed to protect and finally preserve ouradphfrom the assaults on it
by the former cabinet of the Bulgarian governméme want to protect
ourselves from similar assaults by the present &idg government on the
Macedo-nian press and Macedonian social life, exad the Neilly Treaty
guarantees these rights to our brothers in SerdlaraGreece, then how ironic
it will be to be deprived of them here in Bulgaiiag]

1 For more information about the Inner MacedoniawdRutionary
organization (VMRO) activities for overtaking gomenental functions see: A.
T. Hristov. Creation of the Macedonian State, S&ppb71.

2 Ibid.

3 Collection of documents concerning the creatibthe Macedonian state
(1893-1944). Selection, introductory remarks andardby A. T. Hristov,
Skopje, 1976. Particularly from page 145-151, nun@& In the later text read:
Collection of Documents.
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