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Such is the Slav Macedonian distrust of the Grégk even the KKE
[Communist Party of Greece] is suspect.... KKE rhaycommunist, but
in the eyes of the Slav Macedonian it is primariBreek. The
development this summer of KKM [Communist Party Macedonia]
must offer a prospect of far greater appeal toStav-Macedonians in
Greece than KKE can providg}|

The Macedonians of Aegean or Greek Macedoni@eraasignificant,
indeed a critical contribution to the communistesatliring the Civil War
in Greece. They were mobilized for the struggleh®ir own movement,
the National Liberation Front (Naroden Osloboditeleront, or NOF),
which was or sought the role of an autonomousally partner, even if
a junior one, of the Communist Party of Greece, Kmmunistiko
Komma tis Elladas (KKE). The two looked like natuedlies. They
shared a common ideology, Marxism-Leninism, simeeNOF was also
a communist organization; they both rejected th&ustquo and wanted
to replace it with a communist people's democrayd, by the late
autumn of 1946, they seemed to agree that thiscaud probably be
attained only through force of arms. In realitywewver, the KKE and
NOF were divided by deep-seated mutual distrustaamchosity. For the
former, the struggle was exclusively ideologicabtl ats aim was the
seizure of power in Greece. For the latter-withauhe least questioning
its ideological commitment-it was primarily a nata struggle, a battle
for the national liberation of the Macedonians iagadan Macedoni&]
These two perceptions of the struggle were nogatteer contradictory,
but the divergence in priorities exacerbated theaaly-existing mutual
suspicions. The Greek communists saw in Macedomnamonalism



disloyalty to the Greek state; the Macedonianszantrast, saw in the
strong patriotism and nationalism of their Greekncades a denial,
indeed a betrayal, of their own national rightsttBassessments were
correct, but these two incompatible allies wererded to fight together;
they had no alternative. The success of each degdeonl the other The
Macedonians could not even conceive of nationarébon without the
victory of the KKE, the only party in Greece thatdhrecognized their
existence and national identity. By the same toklea,KKE could not
realistically expect to win without direct or indot support from their
communist neighbors to the north, especially fddéugoslavia; but aid
from Yugoslavia, where the Macedonians had alremoly the status of
a state within the federation, would hardly be Hooming unless the
Greek Communist Party could win the active suppoft the
Macedonians in Greece.

The Macedonians bore the brunt of the war. Tinégbited central
and western Aegean Macedonia, the area borderingpstavia and
Albania, where the heaviest fighting, including thexisive battles, took
place. Throughout the Civil War it served as a Hasehe political and
military operations of the so-called democratic emment. The KKE and
its military arm, the Democratic Army of Greece Ifiakratikos Stratos
tis Elladas, or DSE), both maintained their headgus there. It also
embraced the so-called liberated territories, lathds came under the
control of the DSE, formed its home front, and digop or were
compelled to supply most, if not all, the necesgangvisions. As one
participant and close observer put it: "[They] wanened into military
workshops for the DSE, where everyone, young amt] wlale and
female, served the needs of the DSH."[

Even more notable was the Macedonian contohutid the fighting
strength of the Left. Throughout the struggle thmarticipation in the
ranks of the rebel army was very high, far out odportion to their
relatively low number in the total population of gére at the time.
Reliable statistics do not exist, but Macedoniareens to have
constituted only around a twentieth of the totgbylation of about seven
million.[4] Their estimated representation in the DSE rarfgad more
than a quarter in April 1947 to more than two-third mid-1949. Risto
Kirjazovski maintains that they numbered 5,250 @u20,000 in April
1947;B] and Lieutenant Colonel Pando Vajnas claimed ithatanuary
1948 there were about 11,000 Macedonian partisanthe DSE §]



According to C. M. Woodhouse, "they numbered 11,600 of 25,000
in 1948, but 14,000 out of less than 20,000 by t8d9."[/]

In the most critical theaters of military opewas the Macedonians
constituted an even higher percentage of the fighgtrengthd] Gianis
loanidis, a member of the Politbureau (PB) of théEKreported as early
as October 24, 1947, that they constituted threstgs of the
manpower of the command of central and western Mauea.P] Vajnas
evaluated the contribution of the Macedonians asst"frate” and
"unique."[LO] Vasilis Bartziotas, a member of the Politbureand dhe
Political Commissar of the General Headquartersthef DSE, paid
tribute to "this heroic people [who] gave everythin. it sacrificed its
children, its property, its homes. Every househwdd a wounded or a
dead [member].11]

It is therefore rather surprising that schglaslritings on the Civil
War in Greece published during the last three dexan the West have
hardly considered the NOF and the Macedoniagkslp this study | will
focus on the role of the Macedonians led by the NiOWhat proved to
be the bloodiest conflict in the history of mode@reece. Their
motivations and aims shaped their relations with KKE, the senior
partner, and are therefore of critical importanceunderstanding the
fortunes of the Left, Greek as well as Macedongaming the Civil War.

The roots of the alliance between Greek comemrand Macedonian
nationalism went as far back as the immediate YWastid War | years.
The KKE, as well as its fraternal parties in Bulgaand Yugoslavia, had
already been influenced by the Comintern in théye820s to appeal to
the Macedonians and to manipulate Macedonian dienbto further the
cause of revolution in Greece and in the Balkansegdly It was the
only political party in Greece to recognize Macedomational identity
and to have a public policy on the Macedonian maficuestion13]
Against considerable opposition, the Third Extrammdy Congress of
the KKE, meeting from November 26 to December 3241 %ndorsed
the Comintern line: support for a united Macedonssate in a future
Balkan communist federation. This position wasasib accord with the
demands of Macedonian activists and patriots, butas extremely
unpopular among the Greeks. The inauguration oPthular Front line
by the Comintern gave the Greek Communist Partyoghgortunity to
replace it. Its Sixth Congress, in December 1986pted a new policy



supporting equality for all national minorities (reece, including the
Macedonian; this remained its official stand uetlrly 1949.1.4] From
the limited perspective of the average Macedontawas also most
striking that the KKE was the only political orgaation in the country
to raise a voice in their defense. This was trueuphout the interwar
period, but especially during the dictatorship @&n@ral Metaxas, which
for them was an extremely harsh and repressivELé}a.

So long as the KKE remained a well-disciplingad active, yet
relatively small opposition force, it was able tmpiose its rather
theoretical Macedonian policy on its membershipthb&reek and
Macedonian, without being overly concerned aboetviews of the rest
of society. The outbreak of World War I, the cpka of the old order;
the occupation of the country, and the repartinérMacedonia by the
Axis powers transformed the positions of the KKE #ime Macedonians
and the relationship between them. The KKE orgahemed led by far
the most powerful resistance movement in the lahe& National
Liberation Front (Ethniko Apelefinerotiko Metopor &AM), and its
military arm, the Greek Popular Liberation Army l{&kos Laikos
Apeleftherotikos Stratos, or ELAS). While maintaigiits commitment
to social revolution, it also cultivated an imadedetermined defense of
the traditional national interest of Greece. Itcmeded in attracting a
large noncommunist patriotic following and was niten seizing power
after the liberation of the countryig]

In Macedonia, however, the KKE and EAM-ELAS ddc stiff
competition for the allegiance of the Macedoniakisthe very outset of
the war the KKE paid no particular attention tosthihe Sixth and
Seventh Plenums of its Central Committee (CC), haldJune and
September 1941, called on all citizens to join streiggle against the
occupiers, but they did not mention the nationaharities.[L7] The
resolutions of the Eighth Plenum, in January 1%t the All-Greek
Conference of the KKE, in December 1942, went a &tether. They
urged the Macedonians to join the Greeks in a comstaggle with the
Bulgarian and Serbian peoples against the fasamgtsor the victory of
the USSR as well as for their own national and addberation.[L8]
Large numbers of Macedonians joined the ranks dVIHEALAS;[19] but
after years of neglect, oppression, and repressios, predominantly
peasant people felt alienated from the Greek statwas difficult for
them to show loyalty to it or to take at face valtegue promises of
equality in a future people's Greece. Many responagtead to the calls



of the Italian, German, and Bulgarian occupatiothauties and of
Vanco Mihailov's Internal Macedonian Revolutiona@rganization
(IMRO), who promised them liberation from Greekerirh the form of a
"free," "autonomous" "independent" or "united" Mdoaian stated0]
Their propaganda and coercion organizations apgedl® the
Macedonians' traditional and deeply ingrained dsttrof the Greeks.
They kept warning that "the partisans are Greelonalists,"R1] that
"The Andartes [partisans] are with the British @hd British will bring
back the king and an old GREECE (i.e. the GREECHEIBITAXAS).
Therefore you must take arms against the AndafB."They
succeeded in arming many villages and recruitedaameéd paramilitary
bands, the so-callddmiti or kontrachetito fight on their sideZ3]

By 1943, however, these rightist and largeleiign influences were
overshadowed and thwarted by a much more powetftdcion and
example: the Macedonian national liberation moveamenVardar or
Yugoslav Macedonia, whose presence was also feltAegean
Macedonia. Many, including loyal members of the KKid followers
of EAM-ELAS, were impressed by its apparent autop@tatus within
Tito's national liberation movement in Yugoslawéoreover, they were
struck by its clearly Macedonian national charadtehad its own
general headquarters and a Macedonian partisan affiogred by
Macedonians; it used Macedonian as the languagmminand and a
Macedonian flag as its symbol; it propagated opethlg national
liberation of all Macedonians and, in a more subduashion,
Macedonian national unificatio24] This was in sharp contrast to the
practice in Greece, where, as Captain P H. Evas&gteon commander
of the Special Operations Executive (SOE) in wastéegean
Macedonia in 1943-44, wrote, "ELAS.. . have alwayicered their
Macedonian units with GREEKS and this has madedarbpression on
the Slavophone Andartes in ELAS. It has made theei, fas the
civilians also feel, that the millennium announdsdEAM/ELAS, with
the Slav-Macedonians enjoying equal privileges faldreedom, is just
a sell out after all; GREECE will go on excludirgein from state posts,
from promotion in the army and so o2y Influenced by the Yugoslav
example, Macedonian "leftists," to use Captain Eisarwell-chosen
term, began to demand a separate national libaranovement in
Aegean Macedonia. This demand, as well as the n#emg of their
right to self-determination, constituted, as theg¥siav practice showed,
important means for drawing Macedonians into thenmaonist-led
resistance movements in the Balka2§.[However, at a high-level



meeting of representatives of the central comnsttegethe Albanian,
Greek, and Yugoslav parties on June 20, 1943, treekGdelegate,
Tilemachos Ververis, rejected all such proposals. afgued in effect
that the mere raising of the Macedonian questiorGneece would
alienate Greeks from the KKE and EAM-ELAZ/] Nonetheless, from
then on and throughout the Civil War it becameKKe&'s difficult task
to maintain and enhance its support among the Grefke attempting
to conciliate the Macedoniangd] Since the two were so divided and
their interests could not be easily reconciled, @Geeek communist
leadership chose to manipulate the Macedonian iguesi further its
own party interests. Whenever the KKE needed thé&gad and military
support of the Macedonians, it paid lip servicetheir demands and
made some half-hearted concessions to them withigutg up control
over them or their movement. When the KKE no lonigéirin need of
their support, it turned against them, canceled dbecessions, and
downplayed their demands and the Macedonian prolnébneece 29

In 1943, relations between EAM-ELAS and the l&Enanationalist
resistance organizations deteriorated dramatica#liyned clashes of
ELAS with units of the National Republican Greekagee (Ethnikos
Dimokratikos Ellinikos Syndesmos, or EDES) in eaalytumn, during
the so-called First Round of the Civil War, compdlthe communists to
court the Macedonians in order to draw them awaynfrBulgarian
influence and into the ranks of ELAS. in Septentt#t3 a Macedonian
unit, "Lazo Trpovski,” was organized within ELAS.h@ following
month the KKE reluctantly sanctioned the formatioh the Slav-
Macedonian National Liberation Front (Slavjano-Madeski Narodno
Osloboditelen Front, or SNOF) and its military arrhe Slav-
Macedonian National Liberation Army (Slavjano-Makadka Narodno
Osloboditelna Vojska, or SNOV), under the directhauty of EAM-
ELAS.[30] For the more radical elements in the Macedongaaérship,
those who were in closest contact with Vardar Maoed this was
clearly only a first step. They wished to see SNENOV transformed
into a truly Macedonian national liberation movemédrney wanted it to
be autonomous, perhaps even independent of EAM/EWAS its own
organization, leadership, and command structureutir-out Aegean
Macedonia; such a movement, with a national libenaprogram based
on their right to self-determination, would appé&althe overwhelming
majority of Macedonians3[l] One of these radical leaders, Lazo
Damovski (Oshenski), informed the leaders of theEkiKat promises of
full equality in a people's Greece in the futuraeveo longer sufficient.



He wrote of the Macedonians of Greece:

Do they or don't they have the right, . . . in ademce with the
eight points of the Atlantic Charter on the seltedmination of
nations, to demand, together with the other twdspander Serbia
and Bulgaria, to establish their own Slavmacedomaople's
republic?!

The Slavmacedonians justly ask: Why do they nomgeuns to
develop fully our national culture and to realize aational ideals
...?1 We are not Greeks, but a Slav-macedonian natiotin
different ideals. How could we remain in Greecenteat solely
with equality? How could this be reconciled withetlpasic
principles on the self-determination of natior3&p[

In fact, even the SNOF-SNOV this modest Macetowersion and
satellite of EAM-ELAS that the party conceded taagnize, won
Immediate acceptance and widespread support arheniglacedonians.
Paradoxically, though, it was this very success$ $lealed its fate. The
KKE wanted an obedient and subservient, token Mawed instrument
to draw the Macedonians into the fold of EAM-ELA8dathus away
from the various "free" and "autonomous" Macedorbands supported
by the Bulgarians and Germard] It was not willing to tolerate, let
alone accept as a partner, an authentic Macedoratonal liberation
movement on the Left that enjoyed a popular masssmg and thus an
independent power base. Consequently, from the eetset, while the
movement was still in its organizational stage, faety leadership
severely curtailed its independence, restrictingd amndering its
activities. And in the end, after existing for ordix months, SNOF-
SNOV was suppressed in April-May 19434] Some of its leaders were
arrested, but a group of eighty partisans, led by Pejov, fled across
the border and joined the Macedonian army in Vakdiacedonia35]

In the summer the KKE was forced once agaircdociliate the
Macedonians. The problem was solved temporarili wie help of the
Macedonian leadership in Yugoslavia when the KK&npsed to permit
the formation of separate Macedonian units withiAE.[36] However,
only two battalions were allowed to form, the Vod&ulesa) in June and
the Kostur-Lerin (Kastoria-Florina) in Augugy Their activities were
tightly controlled and their numerical strength wasposely restricted.
As the commanders of the latter complained to thedbuarters of the
National Liberation Army of Macedonia: "they [thealdership of EAM-



ELAS] are determined to prevent by all possible msethe rise of a
Macedonian partisan movement in Greece. They vaké¢p dispersed
throughout the various units of ELAS both thoseadly in ELAS and
the new [recruits] who want to join the Macedonaetachments3g]
Or, as the secretary of the Macedonian bureau efptrty confessed
cynically: two Macedonian bands would be formed tbat the Slav
Macedonians are not deceived by an eventual plot thg
Bulgarians?39

Relations between the two sides remained tenskereached crisis
proportions by October, when, faced with the prospéliquidation, the
two Macedonian battalions revolted and crossed intardar
Macedonia4Q] The flight of the two battalions, which includéte best-
known Macedonian "leftists 4fl] represented an open break between
the communist-led resistance and the Macedoniai@reece. There is
no doubt that the rebels enjoyed mass support. idggiS Milonas, a
district leader of the KKE in Kastoria (Kostur) mefed to the regional
leadership for Macedonia: "The population is resdrear retaliatory
measures from FLAS; they look toward Yugoslavia ahé vast
majority sympathizes with the separatist movempt]?'The KKE
denounced the rebellious Macedonian leaders atrgaikomitajis,
kontrachetniks, instruments of the Gestapo and ‘timtelligence
Service?"3] The Macedonian leaders in turn accused the KK& an
EAM-ELAS of great Greek chauvinism and opportuniesmdenying the
Macedonians equality and the right to self-deteatom.44] In a
lengthy letter to the Central Committee of EAM atlte General
Headquarters of ELAS, the leaders of the Kostuir_kattalion insisted
that there could be no further cooperation betwdem unless the
Greek Communist Party corrected its policy on thec&tionian question
and met the Macedonian demands: separate Macedamitana separate
Macedonian national front represented in the Cer@@mmittee of
EAM, Macedonian institutions of local self-governmiefreedom to
conduct their own propaganda and education evesubjects such as
Macedonian self-determination and unification. Unthen, "the
Macedonian national fighters will not subordinaterhselves to the
dictatorship and discipline of EAM-ELAS; [they] Wilkarry on an
independent policy and struggle for national jes2g5 This split,
which also had a chilling effect on KKE-CPY (CommnsinParty of
Yugoslavia) relations, occurred at a most inoppw@tmoment for EAM-
ELAS: on the eve of the so-called Second Rounché Givil War in
Greece. The defeat of the Greek Left in the BaifleéAthens and its



acceptance of the Varkiza Agreement, on February 945, only served

to widen the rift even further Both the Macedonieaders in Greece and
the victorious communists in Yugoslavia considertb@ accord a

shameful capitulation.fg]

The flight of the two battalions, which inclutithe most seasoned and
well-known Macedonian communist leaders in Aegeacédionia, did
not represent a rejection of the Greek politicaft.L&# was rather an
attempt on their part to force the KKE and EAM-ELAG accept the
Macedonians as equals and to respect their natigmas. As the leaders
of the Lerin-Kostur battalion explained:

We did not leave, as you accuse us, to becornarssrof fascism
..., because we are enemies of the peopldecause we harbor
treacherous intentions; we left precisely becauseare fighters,
Macedonian fighters, precisely because we wantgta fagainst
fascism . . ., to win recognition for the fundarnaprinciples of
the allied struggle, the national rights of our plecand to become
free. ... We fight against the Germans herewe want to return
there, to our lands, to fight shoulder to should#h you, to help
you in your struggle... in unity and brotherhoodowgver, to
establish unity and [for us] to accept the poliayd acentral
leadership of EAM and ELAS we have set forth oslemands as
conditions.... We are certain that EAM-ELAS will spond

correctly.j47]

In the meantime they began to organize onri territory of Vardar
Macedonia. In November, in Bitola, the two battaticand other armed
Macedonians escaping from Greece were organized brigade. It
became known as the First Aegean Brigade and ceetpriour
battalions with a reported strength of four to fieusand merdf] It
took part in the final operations of the war on tee&itory of Vardar
Macedonia and was disbanded on April 2, 1945. utire Civil War
many, if not most, of these seasoned fighters metlito Greece and
fought in the ranks of the DSEJ] At the same time, in early
November; their delegates met in Bitola and, adogrtb Naum Pejov,
one of the participants, "selected a political bof29 members headed
by a commission of 10 membersJ] The larger body was the
Provisional Revolutionary Committee of Macedoniadem Greece



(Privremen Revolucioneren Komitet na Makedonija dija);[51] the
smaller was the Temporary Political Commission addgldonia under
Greece (Vremena Politicka Komisija na Makedonija gércija).b2]
But both Pejov and Kirjazovski refer to them simply the Political
Commission$3] The Political Commission's declared aim was tdle
the struggle of the Aegean Macedonians for natiseltdetermination,
"guaranteed to us by the Atlantic Chartéd]["We acquired that right
with [our] three years struggle. We have won oghti'[55 For that
purpose it sought to resolve the conflict with KiI€E and EAM-ELAS
and to establish local organizations in Aegean Max®&.b6] After the
signing of the Varkiza Peace Agreement, which asgnaled the
beginning of the so-called white terror against ltle@ and particularly
against the Macedonians, the Political Commisseaiized the need for
greater organizational unity. They met on April 2945, and founded
the NOF as a single united organization of all Miargans in
Greeceb7]

The founders of the NOF, all of whom were legdactivists of the
wartime SNOF conceived it as a direct successaheflatter, as an
independent, communist-led, national liberation ement of the
Macedonians in Greecg&d] It appealed not only to the Macedonians
who had sided with EAM-ELAS during the war; in o, and more
important, it wished to draw into its fold all tre#/acedonians, the so-
called autonomists, who had been armed by the aticup
authorities.$9] The NOF sought and in a relatively short timegy
succeeded in establishing a vast organizationalorktthat reached all
Macedonian populated are&)] In a report on the Edesa [Voden]
region, dated May 27, 1945, Pavle Rakovski claimiedthose localities
where NOF was organized almost the entire Macedop@pulation
embraced it. In many areas the KKE exists only &lyd'[61] A few
months later this state of affairs was confirmedAltgnasios Tzogas, an
activist of the KKE in western Macedonia, when benplained: "Today
our Party is not welcomed in many Slav Macedoniiages: and that in
the name of Marxism?!8]

The primary aim of the NOF, as was the casd e SNOF,
remained self-determination and thus national #iben. For the leaders
of the NOF, who were dazzled by the successeseotdmmunists in
Yugoslavia and applauded the establishment of g@l&'soRepublic of
Macedonia (PRM) in the federation, national selbedmination and
liberation could only mean unification with free Bb&onia in



Yugoslavia. As L. Damovski, its leading ideologidiclared in June
1945: "The desire of Aegean Macedonia is Unificativith Free
Macedonia in accordance with the principles of Aleantic Charter and
the declarations of Stalin-Roosevelt-Churchill... Theeek people have
nothing to lose from such Unification.... The conmstruggle of the
Macedonians and the Greeks will help open the waylfe unification
of the Macedonians with free Macedonia; for the ekse]it] will win
democracy, throw over the foreign yoke, and paeewhy for people's
rule in Greece.§3] Macedonian political prisoners in the "Edi-Kule
jail in Salonica expressed such hopes in their N®ar's greetings to
|.Dimovski-Goce: "may 1946 bring about the unifioat of the entire
Macedonia within the framework of the Federal PespRepublic of
Yugoslavia."p4]

The defeat of the Greek Left in the Battle ofhéns and its
capitulation in Varkiza, which Macedonian commuresders blamed
on the incorrect policies and tactics of the KKé&presented a defeat for
the national aspirations of the Macedonians in Greas well. In the
conditions of post-Varkiza Greece and the Balkangeaneral, the NOF
had to play down, or set aside until the victorytloé Greek Left, its
maximal aim, national self-determination and umifiocn, which was
anathema to Greeks across the political spectraostead it focused on
its minimal aim: safeguarding the survival of thead@donians in
Greece, for which there was understanding and stp@d least
officially, within the communist-led Leftd5] As the lead article in the
official organ of the NOF declared on February 2046: "Only a
successful united struggle of the anti-fascistderm Greece will bring
freedom to the Greek working people and nationghts to the
Macedonians, Albanians and the other minoritie&Sieece?'$6] This
minimal program remained its declared policy umsilSecond Congress
in March 1949-that is, virtually until the end bt Civil War.

The terror campaign unleashed after Varkizathey Greek Right
against the entire Left was directed with spece&fltemence against the
Macedonians. In addition to the ideological "treagh of supporting
EAM-ELAS, they were attacked for committing theimiate "sin" of not
being, or rather not considering themselves, Gredisey were
condemned as Bulgars, komitajis, collaboratorspraarnists, Sudetens
of the Balkans, and so forth, and threatened witarenination.gp7] And
they paid a heavy price: armed attacks on thdagals; murders, arrests,
trials, jail, and exile; confiscation of propertgpcamovable equipment;



burning of homes or entire villages; economic bémts of villages;
forcible expulsions; discriminatory use of taxesi ddNRRA (United

Nations Relief and Rehabilitation Administration;arestrictions on

freedom of movement, and so @8&[ "Under such conditions," wrote
Solon Grigoriadis, a functionary of the KKE and ERAINRizospastis

in early January 1946, "a mass exodus of Macedemalhbegin. Entire

villages escape into the mountains or seek refagéugoslavia. | have
seen Slav villages from which 90% of the men hawe away; from

others 60%-70% of the villagers have run away,iarebme there is not
a single inhabitant left'q9]

As the sole, though illegal, Macedonian organan in Greece, the
NOF mobilized the Macedonians in self-defense. Wbho its
underground network it tracked the movement of treghbands and
advised villagers to abandon their homes for thetgeof the hills;
helped activists to move into cities or cross thedbr to safety; secured
legal aid and expertise for those arrested; organpetitions, protests,
demonstrations, and strikes. It did not excludeearmesistance; but, at
least throughout 1945, its leaders did not encaurthg formation of
armed bands, partly because of a lack of arms Isatia deference to
the KKE, which opposed such measures. In early 1BdGoosition of
the KKE began to change and the NOF again promttedspeedy
formation of armed groups for self-defense. By Astgtiere were about
five hundred and by September about seven hundaeitbgns of the
NOF operating in the mountains of central and wastdegean
Macedonia. [70]
However, the leaders of the NOF were fully conssiotitheir isolation
in Greece and repeatedly called for collaboratiath the Greek Left.
But a basis for cooperation did not exist; the éasion of the Varkiza
Agreement had exacerbated the split that alreatyyeskbetween them.
As | pointed out above, the Macedonian leaders wered the
agreement as capitulation, convinced that the comstsicould seize
power only through armed struggle. The KKE, howgwrdorsed the
accord and as a legal party embraced politicabgteuto win power in
Greece. The two positions were not compatible aretlpded any
meaningful cooperation against the Right][Hence, in the year and a
half following Varkiza, the KKE and EAM, while presting the terror
campaign directed at the Macedonian populatiom, mgcted the NOF,
denouncing it as "an autonomist" and "fascist" orgation led by the
"Intelligence ServiceT2] and equating it with the Bulgarian-sponsored
autonomist movement of the Second World Wa}.[They characterized



its followers as "a rebellious" groupq "a dangerous and anarchist
element,"f5] threatened them with expulsion from the partyd,aafter
its victory, with greater sufferings "than they a@v experiencing in the
hands of the reaction7¢] They called on all Macedonians "to close
their ears and not to listen to suspicious persons,the feeble minded
and cowardly who present themselves as armed daferad the Slav
Macedonian people, [but] are [in fact] destroyefstree unity of the
people."[7] Or, as Tanas Korovesov, an NOF leader from lanits
(Enidze Vardar), wrote, "The KKE fights openly aggiour movement
and wants to destroy it. Their fight against ugven more determined
than their fight against the reaction... It appehiet the KKE has no
intention of fighting the reaction with us/g]

The attitude of the KKE toward the NOF and.ged, the struggle for
power in Greece in general did not change as langtsaleadership
remained convinced that they could achieve a palitrictory. The first
indication of the possible reorientation of thetpdine came at the end
of December 1945.

Addressing a plenum of the regional party orzgtion in Salonica on
December 28, Nikos Zachariadis, its General Sagrethew a sharp
distinction between what he called the autonomisvement and the
NOF. He condemned the former as fascist and imip#riand its
followers, the autonomists, as agents of foreigni-Balkan interests,
"enemies not only of the Greek people, but alsBla¥ Macedonians:' In
contrast, he recognized the NOF as "an anti-fascganization of Slav
Macedonians" and, in the name of all Greek demsceatdorsed its call
"to all toilers, all inhabitants of the region [Esdg, to fight united for
people's freedom, equality, equal citizenship,a@eneral amnesty, etc.
We will march together with them in the struggle lboead, for freedom,
for a neo-Greek people's democrackd][ Since the right-wing
autonomist movement had already been virtually segged and no
longer posed a threat, Zachariadis's speech caulkkbn as a rejection
of the NOF's maximal aim and endorsement of itsmahaim. Early in
the new year; similar sentiments were echoed bynides Stringos,
member of the Politbureau (PB) and secretary ofrélgeonal bureau of
the KKE for Macedonia and Thrace, who also callext the
reestablishment of the unity of the Greeks and Macmns, which,
according to him, had been disrupted by the Varldgaeement. 0|
The conciliation of the NOF intensified after Fedmy 12, 1946, when



the Second Plenum of the Central Committee (CGhefKKE decided
to begin preparations for a possible armed strui@ile

These overtures prepared the ground for a foragaprochement
between the KKE and the NOF. The first official tamts between them
took place in April 194642] The actual discussions on unification,
which proved difficult, protracted, and acrimonipauemmenced in May
1946 and concluded on November 21, 1946, with th& tnification
agreement between the KKE and the NOF. The firgtimg took place
In May, in Salonica. The KKE was represented byhédaadis, General
Markos, the commander of the DSE, and Stringos; Ni@F was
represented by Mitrovski. In a report written abseixt months later; on
September 13, 1946, Mitrovski claimed that they heaithed complete
agreement. "We did not leave a single issue unredobr in the
dark:'[83]

As far as | know, this agreement was never &blsmrenounced or; for
that matter; publicly endorsed by Zachariadis. Havgin the talks on
its implementation, held during the summer betwesresentatives of
the NOF and district and regional party leadenglatedonia, the Greeks
repudiated the two most critical demands of the dédaoians:
Macedonian military detachments and the co-optibrNOF cadres.
Instead, they insisted on forming a single, integtaarmy and on
leaving the selection of leadership cadres, bothiged and military, to
the KKE.[84] The talks remained deadlocked; by early autumébltbe
communists pondered the use of force against the &l the NOF for
its part, threatened to respond with force. As Ketaiev told Stratos
Kentros: "If you attempt to impose [upon us] youews by military
means, we will defend ours by military means aslw@s a
representative of the NOF | declare that we wilhgider as enemy
action every measure that aims at the dissolutioth® Macedonian
units and the NOF [and] we will take steps agaitis{85] In a lengthy
evaluation of the talks, Mitrovski blamed the rawbleadership of the
KKE for the difficulties. He accused them of showia total disrespect
toward the NOF trying to replace its leadershipaapfus with their own
people, and seeking "not the strengthening bueratie undermining of
the NOF; and, possibly, its de facto dissolutiorthe future as in the
case of the old SNOF8f On the other hand, Keramitciev, who was
personally involved in these discussions, questiotie honesty and
sincerity of the top leaders of the KKE, includidgchariadis37]



The details of what followed are not entireliear. It appears,
however; that the KKE turned to the Communist Paityyugoslavia
(CPY) for assistance to break the impasse. G. dimrheld talks in
Belgrade with lvan Karaivanov, and they reachedagneement in
principle on October 14, 1946. Mitrovski and Geh&farkos settled the
remaining outstanding issues and concluded thel funafication
agreement between the KKE and the N@§.[Among its main
provisions were the following: the Macedonian pastganizations in
Aegean Macedonia would be absorbed by the KKE;attganization
NOF including the Macedonian women's front (AFZ)ould come
under the control and leadership of the KKE; theAN@owever; would
retain its own Central Leadership (CL), which, amarthers, would
include Mitrovski and Keramitciev and would be respible to the
regional committee of the KKE for Macedonia and ad&. In addition,
Mitrovski would be co-opted into its bureau and drdanother member
of the NOF's leadership, into its plenum. The reglacommittee was
then to appoint other Macedonian cadres to partgtions. The NOMS
would be absorbed by the United Pan-Hellenic Omgmn of Youth
(Eniea Panelladiki Organosi Neon, or EPON); Minélmev, its leader;
would join the regional committee for Macedonia ambdrace; the
partisan army would have full organizational, poét, and operational
unity; separate Macedonian units would not be fakmand Urdov
would join the headquarters of the DSE for Macedoand Thrace.
Finally, all political and military appointmentsdpromotions would be
made by the KKB on the basis of mefg]

The accord was a compromise; it did not safisiy either the KKE
or the NOF. Under pressure, probably from the Ylayof£ommunist
Party, the NOF had to abandon its demand for sepadacedonian
units in the DSE and to leave appointments and ptioms in the hands
of the KKE.BO] However; the KKE was compelled to make some
concessions as well. It wanted to decapitate the,N@do away with its
Central Leadership, and to bring the district amchl organizations, as
token instruments for the mobilization of the Mawmeidns, under direct
party control. In the end, it had to accept thétrigf the NOF to retain
its own Central Leadership, which meant its dedaetognition as the
highest organ of the Macedonians in Gre€&dg As | already suggested,
the two sides did not conclude the agreement bectey trusted each
other but, rather; because they needed and dep@mdedch other for
the realization of their respective and not engirebmpatible ends-
namely, seizure of power for the KKE and nationbédation for the



NOF. Although the NOF was no longer voicing it olyerthe KKE
suspected that its real aim remained self-detetmomdeading to the
unification of Aegean Macedonia, or at least ofsth@reas inhabited
predominantly by Macedonians, with the People's uRkp of
Macedonia (PRM). On the one hand, therefore, th& Kkstrusted the
leadership of the NOF. On the other hand, pastipea@xperience had
taught the leaders of the NOF to question the KKHEa&cedonian
program and, above all, the sincerity of its leatgr.P2] On the basis
of the available evidence it is difficult to detene exactly how each
side hoped to tackle the challenge posed by ther @ttter the common
struggle. However, it would appear that the NOFdéza placed their
hopes in the support of Yugoslavia, while the KK@péd to neutralize
the NOF as a factor in future relations with Yuges.@3] Thus,
control of the organizational apparatus of the NDH particularly of its
Central Leadership, became of vital importancéeGreek Communist
Party.

IV

In public and propaganda pronouncements the KiK& the NOF
stressed the cooperation, brotherhood, and unityhef Greeks and
Macedonians in their common strugg®][ In reality, however, the
conclusion of the unification accord did little,ahything, to bridge the
gap that divided them. Only half a year later ARos Tzogas, secretary
of the district committee of the KKE in Kastoria,amed Todoros
Evtimiadis, his counterpart in Florina, that "thoBeends"-or really
"traitors"-"who are autonomists in orientation" qmmse a dangerous
antiparty element and could create many problerdsdandamage "to us
if we are not vigilant." "They are playing beforermwn eyes a double,
suspicious, conniving game. Make sure that yout ltheir influence in
the army so that they will not corrupt the good rygumen."p5] Such
feelings were not uncommon within the KKE and DSdihd the
Macedonians were aware of them. In a report tocCetral Leadership
of the NOF Mitrovski maintained that cooperationulbbe difficult in
practice due to "the chauvinism of some Greek cdesavho have been
appointed by the party to lead the Macedonian pa®s. .. [and] who
suffer from a chronic suspicion of Macedonian cadred leaders.” This
was clearly reflected "in the systematic exclussdbrMacedonians from
responsible and decision-making positions:' He lsthgut for special
criticism Panos Kapetanios, the representativé@hieadquarters of the
DSE in central Macedonia, Statis (Janis Koriofjlid}e commander of



the DSE on Mt. Paikos (Pajak), and Tzogas. He @¢dtiethe removal of
such leaders from responsible positions in the Macman populated
areas; otherwise the party would not win the unfedlsupport of the
NOF and the Macedonians.[96] Lazo Poplazarov, smgreof the
district NOF organization in Edesa, complained tkateek cadres
showed no appreciation or respect for the Macedsnand this was
affecting their fighting moraled/] Vangel Shamardanov, a commissar
of a battalion on Mt. Paikos, voiced similar semmnts and warned:
"After two years of struggle. .. and under the kxatip of the NOF the
Macedonians have matured ideologically and natipreahd view the
situation differently.... They demand that theidies be promoted in the
DSE; they want to see Slav Macedonians in the kshgeand this is not
occurring today to the extent that it should beChauvinism exists
within the Greek element in its relation to our pkeo.” He pointed out
that flagrant discrimination was directed particiylaat Macedonians
belonging to the NOF and those who maintained cbsitaith Yugoslav
Macedonia 98]

The unsettled state of KKE-NOF relations wasagor issue discussed
at a party meeting that included leaders of the NM@& was held on
October 24, 1947, at the headquarters of the DEwdstern and central
Macedonia. Both representatives of the Politbure&trjingos and
Toanidis, praised the mass participation of the édanians in the
struggle and condemned all attempts to belittleir treegnificant
contribution. And, in a rather condescending man&#nngos added:
"We have to raise more cadres from among them. Tdreya bit
backward; [we] must help then@9] However; they as well as the other
KKE speakers ignored the NOF in their remarks. &ipgaon behalf of
the NOF Keramitciev reminded the gathering thatp@scent of the
Macedonians sided with "the democratic movemerdt-tls, actually
supported the Left-and he credited his organizawidath this success.
Then he leveled a series of charges at the KKEpatipg the
Grkomani, as the Macedonians derisively called @reekophile or
assimilated Macedonians; harboring within its raak8-NOF elements;
discriminating against Macedonians in general ar@FNcadres and
activists in particular; neglecting the NOF in theéministration of the
liberated territories, which were inhabited mosby Macedonians;
ignoring the contribution and heroism of the Maaadaos and the NOF
in party and DSE propaganda; and, most importaiiindg to appoint a
single Macedonian to the headquarters of Vich (V/ikajmackalan, and
Paikos, an area that contributed more than sixséodi Macedonian



partisans.10Q In a private meeting in the evening, which alscluded
Stringos and Generals Markos and Petris, loanidisnad Mitrovski,
Keramitciev, and Vera Nikolova in no uncertain teraf their duties and
obligations: "The NOF is not solely yours. Firsdaoeremost you have
to be communists and only afterward patriots. Thahe way you must
approach the question of the Grkomani.... You mestember that you
are members of the KKE. [He repeated this threedifmOnly the KKE
Is here. No one else.10]] In his report on the meeting, written a week
later on October 31, Keramitciev drew the attentdrthe NOF leaders
to the anti-NOF attitudes of leading Greek cadres.warned that they
aimed to destroy the influence of the NOF and theaction-political,
national, cultural-of the People's Republic of Mém@ia and Tito's
Yugoslavia among the Macedonians by bringing thereu the direct
authority of the EAM. They sought to achieve thig tesorting to
"divide et impera" playing some leaders of the N&¥fainst others and
favoring Macedonians who had never joined the Nik#el not worked
for it, or had remained loyal all along only to th&KE. Only such
Macedonians, he concluded, enjoyed the confidemck teust of the
KKE and were appointed and promoted to higher post [LOZ]

The KKE could not disband the NOF as it did 8/¢OF in 1944; it
needed a Macedonian organization to hold and tdreento mobilize
Macedonians for the struggle. However; it did wamttransform the
NOF into an obedient, token instrument by repladisgMacedonian
national leadership with Macedonians who were faisd foremost
disciplined and loyal members of the KKE)J It took the first major
step in that direction during the First CongresthefNOF, which met on
January 13, 1948, in Vambel (Moskohori), a pictgues Macedonian
village in the vicinity of the Albanian frontiert as attended by five
hundred delegates, including a powerful representaif the KKE and
DSE. It celebrated the decisive contribution of i&cedonians, led by
the NOF, to the struggle and praised the unbreekalrity and
brotherhood of the Greek and Macedonian peoplest Moportant, it
called on the NOF and the Macedonians to make gkesater sacrifices.
Although this was not stated, the KKE and DSE cawddonger rely on
any aid, in material or manpower; from areas urnlercontrol of the
Athens government. They had become almost totapeddent on the
relatively small, mainly Macedonian populated ariey held in central
and western Macedonia(4



The festive atmosphere, however; was noticeabgent behind the
scenes where loanidis, the head of the KKE delegatdemanded
changes in the leadership of the NOF. In the namé&ée party he
dictated and coerced the Central Council of the NO@Faccept new
members. They included Stavros Kochopulos, Taslsh&pulos-Maki,
and Mihalis Malios, Macedonian loyalists of the KK&ho until then
had refused to join the NOF; indeed, they had wdrlagainst it.
Furthermore, against strong opposition loanidicddr the council to
place them on its Executive Committee and to dropmf it-for
insubordination to the KKE-two veterans of the NOWangel
Ajanovski-Oche and Lambro Colakov. Among the topders of the
NOF only Mitrovski, the highest-ranking member loé tparty, defended
loanidis's interventionslDY Mitrovski's stand cannot be adequately
explained on the basis of the available evidenaog,tbdid complete a
growing estrangement between him and the otheletmers of the NOF
headed by Keramitciev. They had long considered Aimable and
clever person but also an arrogant, vain, oppatani ambitious
careerist-in short, "a Machiavellianl'Qg

In any event, the divided leadership opened dber to further
interventions and manipulations of the NOF by theEK Indeed, the
KKE used this quarrel as a convenient pretext toose its will on the
organization. The dispute was now taken to thetlirokau of the party
and was considered at a meeting in the headquantetise DSE on
February 20-21, 1948, where Mitrovski and Vera Noka, the leader of
the Macedonian women's organization (AFZ), hurlatdcesms at each
other; Nikolova accused the former of being selfiambitious, and
distrustful of the other veteran leaders and of opmfizing the
leadership. Mitrovski denounced Nikolova and hiseotopponents and
accused them of harboring antiparty views and fogman antiparty
faction. General Markos and Vasilis Bartziotas, Baditical Commissar
of the General Headquarters of the DSE, listenexjenrsome sarcastic
observations, and proposed a meeting of the NOFesad clear up the
situation.[.07] That meeting, which brought together the entire
Executive Committee of the NOF and some other Mawcrah cadres
and was chaired by Bartziotas, took place on M2ith1948. Bartziotas
listened once again to insults being exchanged tisoski, on the one
hand, and his opponents, led by Keramitciev, oncther. Then, like a
schoolmaster scolding misbehaving pupils, Bartsidtdd them that in
order to resolve the leadership problem in the Ni@fy must all behave
like communists. Only the party could judge who wghkt and who was



wrong and the party would do so at the approptiate. For the time
being, he asked each of them to submit to the garganing himself)
within five days a written statement of their indwal views on their
party colleagues. 'The Party must know all the lenois. The Party is the
greatest judge."l08 He then called for the formation of a party aall
the leadership of the NOF Mitrovski proposed Kodallop as its leader,
and his opponents proposed Keramitciev. Bartzietaorsed the former
and Kochopulos became the secretary of the parlyf &) The
following month, April 1948, the KKE administerechaher crippling
blow to the veteran leadership of the NOF. it oedethe mobilization of
its entire professional corps from top to bottonthwthe exception of
Mitrovski, Kochopulos, and Keramitciev, who were migers of the
reorganized secretariat of the Central Council. &glanation offered-
that those mobilized were needed in the DSE-wascantincing; by
mobilizing the one hundred to one hundred fiftydieg NOF activists,
the very individuals who had done so much for tlassmparticipation of
the Macedonians in the struggle, the KKE could lyaalleviate the
complex manpower shortages of the DSE. In any e¢lasearmy did not
even utilize their expertise properly, since in tmostances they were
assigned to inferior and meaningless positionstaskis.L10 However,
it did achieve a long-standing aim: the eliminatwith one stroke of the
veteran and, from the KKE's point of view, natiasiabnd unreliable,
leadership of the NOE[L]]

Under attack by the KKE and fearing for thaufetof the Macedonian
liberation movement in Greece, in April 1948 a nembf the best-
known leaders of the NOF appealed to the Centrahr@ittee (CC) of
the Yugoslav Communist Party (CPY) for help. Theiter was a strong
indictment of the KKE for failing to fulfill the tenis of the unification
agreement. They complained that although there tnrteen thousand
Macedonians in the DSE, more than onethird of titeeefighting force
at the time, the Macedonians were not treated aale@nd suffered
discrimination everywhere. They had no represergatin the higher
organs of the party or the army, the ProvisionahDeratic Government,
the people's militia, or the administration of theerated territories, and
they had inadequate or merely token representatiotine lower levels.
Furthermore, although these grievances had beamghtraoepeatedly to
the attention of the KKE, nothing was being donel &dthe chronic
disease continues to be tolerated" "We as a pallitarganization
actually do not participate in the resolution oégh problems; and our
proposals and views are not taken into account."résprting to the



tactic of "divide and rule" by favoring a few Maaetlans who all along
had opposed the NOF, and by supporting Mitrovskipwaccording to
them, was motivated solely by his own personal &onis and was
universally distrusted by NOF cadres, the KKE haadcerbated the
situation. The net result was a growing demorabratamong the
Macedonians and a weakening of their unity with @week people,
which could not but harm the common struggle. ldeorto reverse the
deteriorating situation, they demanded fair andakdueatment for the
Macedonians in the democratic movement and itsitutishs; the

termination of the tactics of "divide et impera“dafavoritism; and the
dismissal of "Comrade Paskal [Mitrovski], [who legrmful to the whole
organization and a stumbling block to the improvemef relations

between us and the Greek$1H]

It is not known whether or bow the Yugoslavspended to the letter
It seems clear; however; that the CPY, which in daéumn of 1946
pressured the NOF to compromise and conclude tlieation accord,
was in no position to intervene and help the NOEhaspring of 1948.
Its historic dispute with the Communist Party oé tBoviet Union had
already come into the open. It is possible, asabbth Barker has
indicated, that Belgrade's maximal Macedonian polgought the
unification of the Aegean part of Macedonia witle theople's Republic
of Macedonia in Yugoslavid.l3 But there is no evidence to suggest
that Tito was at any time ready to risk the stapiéind security of his
regime for the sake of Macedonian unification. 848, and particularly
after its expulsion from the Cominform on June 2848, isolated and
threatened, Tito's Yugoslavia was preoccupied wghown survival.
Macedonian unification was not a priority; the NO&nhd the
Macedonians in Greece were left to their own devigdthough the
KKE did not publicly declare its support for the @iaform Resolution
immediately, it was clear from the outset that ibuh side with
Stalin.[L14 The Macedonian question became an integral pathe
Cominform anti-Yugoslav campaign. The CPY's isolatand expected
capitulation provided Zachariadis with a welcom@aunity to free the
KKE from Tito's shadow and tutelage and finallyrigrithe NOF and
Macedonian nationalism in Greece under its unqoestl control.

The groundwork was laid by the Politbureauhd KKE, which met
on July 10 and supposedly evaluated the work dgriedoNOF since its
First Congress. At the time more than fourteen shod Macedonians
were fighting in the ranks of the DSE and the Maceah villages were



providing most, if not all, the support for the timal battles on
Grammos. After listening to a report by Mitrovskthe only
representative of the NOF present, the meeting tadop resolution
criticizing the NOF and its leadership and, indilgcthe Macedonian
contribution to the struggldly It condemned the leadership of the
NOF for allegedly failing to fulfill the tasks séty the First Congress:
recruitment, material assistance, transportatiod, iaformation for the
DSE; popularization of the policies of the DSE atik people's
administration; political, ideological, and orgaatipnal mobilization of
the masses. It placed the blame for this situatiomvhat it described as
the unprincipled, factional, personal struggle fioe leadership of the
Macedonian people between Keramitciev and Mitrgvekiich in turn
split the NOF's leadership into two antagonisticoups.[16
Consequently, the Politbureau called on the Ceftoaincil of the NOF
to remove "the unreformable factionists” from tleadership and "to
lead the NOF along the correct path indicated leygéneral line of the
KKE and the decisions of the First Congress ofNii#-."[117] A month
later, on August 8, the resolution was forced anFirst Plenum of the
Central Council of the NOF. It met in the villagek&vo (Oksia) in the
Prespa region and was attended by thirty-two mesnkserd five
candidates. As was usual by then, it was dominhyethe presence of
loanidis and Porfirogenis, the representativehefdarty, who restricted
the debate to the resolution of July 10. The tdnth® meeting was set
by the two main speakers, Mitrovski and Keramitci@he former
defended the KKE and sought to prove that his opptain the NOF
"pursued a nationalist policy ... ; their eyes weenemed toward Skopje,
and not toward Athens." The latter defended the Ng2Eused the KKE
of ignoring it, and pointed to the systemic slandad discrimination
against its cadres on all levels. The other paadicis split into three
groups: nineteen supported Keramitciev, six assuan@eutral stance,
and six sided with Mitrovski. Then it was the tuof the KKE
representatives. Without even touching on the ssimsed in the
discussion, Porfirogenis denounced Keramitciev laisdallies. loanidis
raised the principle of democratic centralism aedndnded obedience
and party discipline: "those who are turning tow8&iwpje are traitors;
those who look to Athens are the true fighters."deelared. Then he
read the resolution of July 10 and asked pointédlifho agrees with the
Resolution of the CC of the KKE?" Four agreed, ehithe others
bowed their heads without uttering a wortl1§ The KKE also chose
two new leaders for the NOF: Kochopulos becamecltsirman and
Vangel Kojchev its secretary. No vote was takenthedmeeting, which



lasted for about eight hours, came to a sudder] &l The KKE had
triumphed. The NOF was now decapitated and, isbldtem the
influence of the People's Republic of Macedonia dadoslavia, under
the KKE's total control.

Vv

However, this turned out to be no more thary@hic victory. As |
already indicated, the Mitrovski-Keramitciev riftag not solely or even
primarily "an unprincipled personal struggle." Ilynsbolized the
fundamental and irreconcilable division between Kk and the NOF
on the Macedonian question, which was, at the dan®& a struggle for
the minds and hearts of the Macedonians. Most aet’IOF leaders had
participated in the armed struggle since the vesgiining of World
War II. Their names were well known in their natixegions. They
voiced the grievances and aspirations of the \ellagnd pointed a way
out of their collective misery in a free Macedonia.short, they were
native sons, nashi (ours), and were accepted. haeywvon the trust and
confidence of their people, a simple peasant padpunlathat was
traditionally distrustful of all outsiders, partianly Greeks.]2(d They
had done more than anyone else to draw the Macaumaiway from the
embrace of the occupation authorities and to tthe of EAM-ELAS and
to mobilize, organize, and inspire them for the KKi&d the DSE. In
fact, they constituted the link-or, to use a Lestirterm, thesmychka
between the Macedonian peasants and the Greek Rgftemoving,
isolating, and silencing them, the KKE was in efffeatting off this link
and undermining the support it had hitherto enjoyedhe NOF and
among the Macedonians in genefdl]]

After the First Plenum of the NOF, Mitrovski andhet Macedonian
loyalists of the party cited virtually the same Mdonian grievances and
"Iincorrect attitudes of the KKE as those repeatediged in the past by
the "discredited” NOF veterans in an attempt tovditze attention of the
Greek leaders to the disillusionment, declining a®r and mounting
desertions and flight into the Macedonian Republks Giorgi
Petrichevski, an NOF activist in the Edesa regwrgte to Bartziotas:
"Distrust is growing among the people and is reédan the widespread
rumor and conviction [that] they [the Greek comnsis]i have deceived
us again." 127 In order to stop and reverse this alarming tremtda
time when the most acute problem faced by the D&E fmding new
reserves, Zachariadis decided to take personalgehaf the entire



Macedonian problem. He initiated a series of mmarefully calculated
to placate the Macedonians. In a high-level meetwith ranking
Macedonians from the NOF, DSE, and KKE on Octob&r 4948, he
acknowledged that the suspended leaders of the W& not solely to
blame for its "abnormal" internal situation. He meid an accusing
finger at Stringos and Porfirogenis, who directeel KKE's Macedonian
policy but had "proved incapable in their handlimigthe Macedonian
guestion." He even admitted that the leadershtp®party bore some of
the responsibility: it was harmful that the Macedms were not
represented in the Provisional Democratic Governptea headquarters
of the DSE, and the Directorate for National Mities. He promised to
correct these injustices and, indeed, to form Man&h units in the
DSE. In another paradoxical move, Zachariadis dal the
suspended veteran NOF leaders Dimovski-Goce, Kérewi and
Ajanovski-Oce to recruit and organize units fromoagp the large
Aegean emigration in the People's Republic of Man& Poplazarov
was sent on a similar mission in Albani2B Two months later, in
December 1948, in a letter published in Dimokratil&iratos, the organ
of the headquarters of the DSE, he ordered theirgion of
discriminatory practices against Macedonians in #meny. More
important still, he indicated that the party's dtam the Macedonian
guestion would changé24 The new line-which replaced the slogan
calling for "equality of the Macedonian minorityttwin the Greek state"
and was approved by the Fifth Plenum of the Ce@mahmittee of the
KKE on January 30-31, 1949-endorsed the right efNtacedonians to
self-determination and statehod®§ Three days later; the Second
Plenum of the NOF, which was observed and addrgssesbnally by
Zachariadis, resolved to call a congress of the MDfng March to
proclaim officially the new platform on the Macedam question: it
would call for "unification of Macedonia into a gie, independent,
equal Macedonian state in a people's democratierdéidn of Balkan
peoples.” It also decided to expand the membeirshibe secretariat to
five by reappointing Mitrovski and adding Pavle Regki.[126

The Second Congress of the NOF, which waslyatahtrolled by the
KKE, met on March 25-26, 1949, in the village Leunks (Popli), in the
Prespa regionlR7 In an atmosphere that was noticeably less festive
than that of the First Congress a year earlierdatlared itself the
"organizer of victory" and called for the fightingnity of the
Macedonians as well as of the Macedonian and tleelspeople, and
organizational and ideological unity within the NOF condemned all



manifestations of nationalism and chauvinism ambdaced as traitors
both the leaders of the NOF, who rejected the distaf the KKE, and
Tito's Yugoslavial2g Most important, the congress proclaimed the
right of the Macedonians to national self-deterrnavatheir right to
determine their own government and social ord2€][

Immediately after the Congress, the KKE rusteednplement many
of the promises that Zachariadis had made sincé&itise Plenum of the
NOF in August 1948. On March 27, 1949, 167 Macegaom@iommunists
met and in the presence of Zachariadis decidedrta the Communist
Organization of Aegean Macedonia (Komunisticka orgacija na
Egejska Makedonija, or KOEM). It was to become "tmganizer and
leader of the NOF"; but as "separate and indepéndmarty
organizational and political unit [it] belonged toe KKE:"[13Q The
first conference of the KOEM was held on August 1849, the
anniversary of the Macedonian llinden uprising 603, but it did not
survive much beyond that: its active existence céman end shortly
thereafter with the final defeat of the DSE in #seond half of August
1949. [L31] On April 1, the Executive Committee of the NOFosk its
new leader; on the initiative of Zachariadis, Mitski again became its
president. 132 It also decided to reestablish the NOMS as ars¢pa
Macedonian youth organization and this was doneialfy on May
6.[133 Two days later, with the reorganization of theowsional
Democratic Government, Mitrovski was also appoimadister and V.
Kojchev, another member of the Executive Commitiwas made a
member of the reorganized Military Council of th8R[134 However,
separate Macedonian units and a Macedonian divisi@ie not
established.

The KKE inaugurated its new course of actiontlom Macedonian
guestion gradually, after the expulsion of the GRM the Cominform.
Moreover; it was predicated on the clear recogmitivat Macedonian
nationalism in Greece was a force to be reckonetth wnd to be
harnessed. Taken at face value, the new courseciallp the right to
self-determination and the creation of a united &timmia, mirrored the
ideals and dreams not only of the SNOF and the NOF also of
Macedonian patriots and nationalists since the vduyth of
Macedonianism in the 1860s. In the context of iimethowever, it was
obvious that the KKE was motivated by expediencyhe TGreek
Communist Party initiated the new program exclugiver purposes of
short-term propaganda and tactical gains and astegral part of the



Cominform campaign against Tito's Yugoslavia. AstBatas explained
at the Sixth Plenum of the Central Committe on Oeto9, 1949, by
which time the KKE had no further use for it andsveaxious to discard
it, "Today the situation has changed and it is ssa&g/ for us to
reexamine that policy again. Stalin teaches ustti@national question
should be subordinated to the more general intemsthe revolution
and [the policy on the national question] shouldrge whenever it is
required by wider interests of the party. We mustltht now. We have
to return to the slogan for national equality whwas put forth by the
Sixth Congress of the KKE [1935].139 The KKE had the following
major aims: to deprive Tito and Yugoslavia of tmatiative on the
Macedonian question, which they had gained andyedjsince 1943
when they promised the Macedonians equality andtitels of a nation
in the Yugoslav federation; to turn the Macedonienall three parts of
Macedonia, including the People's Republic of Maces, against Tito
and the Yugoslav resolution of the Macedonian qoe3i3q to
discredit the old guard of the NOF, who were prag¥slav and
considered the Macedonian Republic as "the Piedhaintlacedonian
unification, and force them back into the fold loé tKKE; and, finally, to
mobilize even greater numbers of Macedonians ferstruggle137] In
short, the KKE's new position called on the Macedlos to turn against
and, indeed, destroy "the Piedmont" of Macedoniafigation in return
for a dubious promise of a united Macedonia in @nanore uncertain
future Balkan communist federation.

As an instrument in the Cominform's anti-Yugwskampaign, the
KKE's new course of action failed. Macedonians umg¥slavia did not
rise against Tito, and Yugoslavia survived the pggmnda onslaught and
all other pressure tactics engineered by Moscow.tl@nbasis of the
available evidence, which is far from completeyauld seem that it also
failed to appease the Aegean Macedonians. It didinduce the old
guard of the NOF, many of whom were in Yugoslav Btania, to
return, nor did it convince Aegean refugees anderess there to
volunteer for service in the DSE3§ At home the KKE's new
Macedonian policy undoubtedly had a disturbing aften the morale of
the Greeks in the rebel army without enhancing th#e Macedonians.
It only served to create new divisions and to hiighthe already-
existing demoralization and confusion. While pagdimrough Skopje in
April 1949, Rakovski and Nikolova had a late-nigiteting with some
of their former comrades in the leadership of tH@AN Rakovski told
them, "The situation down there [in Greecej is goibd; relations



between the NOF cadres and the Greeks as welltagsdre the old and
the new cadres of the NOF are not good." At the esagathering

Nikolova confided to Ajanovski-Oce that everyoneswedghtened that

"the KKE has again embarked on its policy of dinglthe cadres of the
NOF She said that there were three factions ilNtb&-one adhering to
Paskal [Mitrovski], one to Rakovski, and one to &wv-and that the
KKE is again preparing something against the NOBY Nonetheless,

the Macedonians, who comprised well over half @f filghting strength

of the DSE in mid-1949, fought to the end. Butaesis that they really
had no other option; the final battles on MountgivVand Grammos
represented a fight for survivdl4( Desertion and flight into Yugoslav
Macedonia was by then very risky and difficult; DSE had sealed this
only possible escape route long before Tito clas&@dm the other side.

They were condemned to make a last stand in a dbsmaggle.

There is no doubt that the Macedonians ledhgyNOF played an
important role in the civil strife in Greece. Angr®us attempt to
understand that struggle, and especially the fedwf the Left, both its
early successes and its final defeat, cannot igrthesn or their
irreconcilable differences with the KKE. This istrio suggest that there
were no other major factors. There were, for examible failure of the
communists to win wider support, especially in thrban centers; the
Truman Doctrine; and the American intervention. deer, the
Macedonian question was of critical importance digfmout. Without the
KKE-NOF unification accord in November 1946, the Kkvould hardly
have been in a position to resort to an armed gkeudn addition, the
irreconcilable differences with the national and-piugoslav leadership
of the NOF pushed the KKE in 1948 into Stalin's easwb against Tito,
its sole major patron. Zachariadis turned the Man&h question into
an instrument of the Commform's anti-Yugoslav campdecause he
was convinced, as was Stalin, that Tito would hpled from power.
And with Yugoslavia humbled and under Soviet cdntie would enjoy
a free hand to deal with the NOF and the MacedsniarGreece. It is
difficult otherwise to explain the KKE's new antuyoslav course on
the Macedonian question and its suddenly bold amiEed, aggressive
behavior toward the CPY after Yugoslavia's conddmna and
expulsion from the Cominform. The new course amedintb no more
than token and meaningless immediate concessiaha @nomise of an
illusory and anti-Yugoslav long-term solution ofethMacedonian
guestion. It did very little to bridge the long+sting deep gulf of
suspicion, distrust, and conflicting aims that ded the incompatible



allies, Greek communists and Macedonian natiosdligtl] In any
event, Tito was not overthrown and the KKE's newrse backfired; by
the time it was officially approved, in early sminl949, the
incompatible allies were for all practical purposeslready
defeated 142
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