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I INTRODUCTION

The second World War and especially its Greek-
Italian phase has brought to the forefront once mare
the question of the Albanian-Greek frontier. Greece
is again claiming that portion of Albania along its
northwestern border known sometimes as Northern
Epirus and sometimes as Southern Albania which has
been within its grasp on several occasions and which
has been taken away on as many occasions. The
question of Nerthern Epirus crystallized when during
the first Balkan War, Greek expansion came into
conflict with Italian-Austrian interests and Albanian
nationalism.  While the origin of the question dates
specifically 1o 1912, there are evidences of a pend-
ing struggle betwees Albanian and Greek national-
isms in Epirus as far back as the time of the Congress
of Berlin. Since 1912 the question has figured
prominently in European politics from firme to time
and numerous writings have appeared on the sub-
ject. In the fall of 1940 it was opened again when
the Greek army entered Albania in the attempt to
drive out the ltalians. As the Greeks advarced into
the region they made no secret of their intention to
refain the southern portions of Albania which they
had been claiming since the Balkan Wars. Greek
newspapers referred to Koritza after its fall 1o Greek
forces late in November of 1940 as a “liberated
Greek fown.” (1) Thus the war against Italy whila
aiming immediately fo save Greece from the Fascists
also had the secondary aim of fulfilling Greek am-
bitions in the direction of Albania,

This paper has been undertaken with the aim
of examining the Greek- claims to Morthern Epirus
in the past and of determininguthe extent to which
these claims have been recog‘rﬂzed. In this con-
nection the attitude of the Powers in Europe is of
the utmost importance and canngt be overestimated.
It may even be argued that wefe it not for the in-
sistence of Austria and ltaly for the creation of an
Albanian State, Albania today ‘would be but a mere
geographic expression forming parts of Greece and
Yugoslavia. The Powers created Albania and the

= § =




Powers decided where it should touch Montenegro,
where it should fouch Serbia and where it should
touch Greece. '

Even as this paper was being written, the
question of Northern Epirus fast re-assumed interna-
tional importance with the three current Great Powers
playing what will undoubtedly be the major roles
in whatever settlement will result. Diplomatic battle
has been joined both at the Paris Peace Conference
and in the United Nations Organization over the
Greek-Albanian dispute. The discussion of the dispute
in Paris was brief, having been ended by the un-
explained Greek withdrawal of the question from
the open Conference. This withdrawal will make
the final decisicns even more dependent on the Great
Powers since the Greek delegation has reserved the
right to bring up the dispute before the Courncil of
Foreign Ministers. (2) This Council is, of course,
made up of the Foreign Ministers of the four Great
Powers, the United States, the Soviet Union, Great
Britain and France. However, the brief history of
the dispute in the open Conference is of interest
because it affords us a study in trends,

It is already evident that the Soviet Union will
oppose the Greek claims.  While it is yet not clear
what course the United States and Great Britain will
take, there are evidences that they will be favorably
disposed to consider the Greek claims. The Russian
Foreign Commissar Molotov looked upon the Greek
attempt to introduce the Northern Epirus question fo
the Peace Conference as “s very dangerous thing
because it is calculated to create trouble in the
Balkans.” (3) The Foreign Commissar did not ex-
plain what kind of trouble it weuld cause but the
statement makes it obvious that he is not favorably
inclined to the foss of that territory by Albania which
is in the Soviet sphere of influence. The United
States seems to be favorably inclined to Greece,
which is within the Anglo-American sphere, on this
mafter.  American Secretary of State Byrnes was
quick to defend the Greek position when Mr. Mo-
lotov tried to block the Greek proposal for the
discussion of the Greek-Albanian dispute. It seemed
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incredible fo Mr. Byrnes “that we would deny ane of
the 21 governments that furnished traops to aid us
in victory the opporfunity to present its case.” (4)
Although Mr. Byrnes stated on the same occasion
that the “United States has no conviction on the
territorial dispute,” (5) the Foreign Relations Com-
mittee of the American Senate earlier in the year
unanimously approved a resolution for awarding
Northern Epirus to Greece. (6) Great Britain had
taken the same attitude at the Peace Conference as
the United States on this matter. And since Britain
and America have been working together on frying
to limit Russian influence in the Balkans and Near
East it is more than likely that they will stand to-
gether on the Greek-Albanian question. The British
delegate supported Mr. Byrnes on hearing the Greek
claims against Albania. (7) Although the available
evidence seems fo point to a split among the three
Great Powers over the Greek-Albanian dispute, with
the Soviet Union backing the latter and the United
States and Britain backing the former, it will be hard
to predict the exact course of the struggle because
we do not know what turn the discussions will take.

The Albanian application for admission to the
United Nations Organization has also occasioned deli-
cate complications. It is obvious that membership
in the United Nations enhances the prestige of a
nation since the organization includes the Great
Powers, the remaining wvictorious nations and most
of the important states of the world. The Albanians
undoubtedly remember that in a parallel situation
after the first World War their admission inta the
League of Nations helped to create a favorable at-
masphere for Albania which helped to thwart her
neighbours’ designs.  Albania's status during the war
is precarious. She is viewed by such states as Yugo-
slavia and the Soviet Ukraine on the one hand as
“the first European victim of Ialian fascism”; (8) and
on the other hand by the Greeks as an axis satellite
which fought with the axis. (9) Membership in the
United Nations would thus undoubtedly put Albania
in a favarable position with respect to the interna-
tional scene. With a precarious war time record, and

e




outside of the United Nations, her bargaining posi-
tion against the Greek claims would be weaker than
it would be if she were opposing the claims of a
fellow member of the United Nations. Greece has
opposed the Albanian application and for the time
her position has been sustained.

When the American compromise plan for ap-
proval of the entry into_the United Nations of eight
candidate states representing countries within both
the Soviet and Anglo-American spheres failed ap-
proval, the United States took a definite stand against
Albania. Great Britain was already opposed to Albanja
while the Soviet Union sponsored the Albanian ap-
plication for admission. Mr. Herschel Johnsen, the
American delegate, was ready to use the veto power
of the United States, if necessary, to block Albanian
admission. The use of the veto by the American
delegate was made unnecessary when the Albanian
application failed to get the necessary seven vofes
from the eleven countries represented on the Security
Council. (10) The votes of the United States and
Great Britain of course were 2 of the 3 negative
ones cast; the Soviet Union and France were 2 of
the 5 cast in the affirmative,

That the Albanians hope to open the question
of the Greek-Albanian dispute in the United Nations
is evident from the various appeals made to that
body. The note addressed to the international or-
ganization by Dr. Ali Kuci, the Albanian war fime
resistance leader, sums up the Albanian viewpaoint:

Greek claims on South Albania (Morthern Epirus) are
unjust and false and the Gresks are waging actually
2 war of nerves only to mislesd world opinion  and
satisfy their imperialistic designs. (11}

The pains to which the Greeks have gone to
bar Albania from the United Nations aftests to the
importance which they attach in keeping that state
out of the organization and thus providing a more
favorable atmosphere for their claims, It is interest-
ing fo note some of these developments because
they will influence the final decisions. However,
when it comes down to the actual discussion of the
Greek-Albanian dispute reference will have to be made

to the history of the problem and both sides will
lock for arguments in that history.

Albania is located opposite the [talian “heel”
along the eastern shore of the Adriatic Sea bounded
on the north and east by Yugoslavia and on the
south by Greece. The Albanian-Greek frontier as
drawn in 1913 by the Protocol of Florence has been
satisfactory neither to Greece nor to Albania. Ac-
cording to this Protocol and the decisions reached
at the London Conference, the former Turkish Province
of Epirus, situsted opposite the Island of Corfu alang
the lonian-Adriatic coastline, was divided between
Greece and Albania. The Greeks were canfirmed
in their possession of Southern Epirus while they
were forced to give the northern section which they
were also occupying to the newly constituted State
of Albania. Ever since its assignment to Albania,
Morthern Epirus has loomed large in Greek aspira-
tions and claims have been advanced on numerops
occasions, The Albanians on the other hand contend
that Morthern Epirus is an integral part of Albania.
They also contend that by the inclusion of Southern
Epirus in Greece, Albania has been deprived of
territory which is mostly Albanian. (12) With the
exception of the Italians who annexed Southern
Epirus to Albania during the recent occupation by
the Axis Powers, no one has taken this contention
seriously.  And since this paper is concerned with
the northern section of Epirus or Southern Albania,
Southern Epirus will not be discussed except insofar
as it helps to explain the main problem of Marthern
Epirus.  While the Albanians prefer not to use the
term “Morthern Epirus” for Southern Albania, (13)
the Greeks have refused to call it anything else:

The area known as Marthern Epirus extends fram the
nerthern boundary of Greece as established in 1913 1o
a line drawn from the Valley of Moukazia, north of
Valona on the Adriatic to Pogradets, en Lake Ochrida.
It comprises unpraductive mountainaus territery compar-
able in geographic contour 1o the Greek peninsula con-
sisting of the Kazas (counties) of Koritze, Argyrocastro,
Starovo, Kolonia, Khimara, Delvine, Lisskaviki, Tepele-
ni, Premeti, Pogonion, with a ftotal populatien of
228,000. Koritza and Argyrocastron are its main cities,
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and Valona and Aghioi Saranda {Santi-Quaranta) its
principal  harbors. (14)

Originally the term Epirus was applied by the
ancient Greeks loosely to the western portion of the
Greek peninsula including sometimes the province of
Akarnania to the south and going as far as the
Skumbi River to the north ({the ancient Genousos).
(15) This is due to the fact that EPIRUS (=Epeiros)
means “continent” or mainland in Greek, the appela-
tion thus being used to differentiate between the
whele of the west coast of the Greek mainland north
of the Gulf ot Corinth and the lenian Islands. (168)
In its more specific sense, according to ancient writers,
Epirus extended on the north from the Glossa Pro.
mantary (near Valéna) and on the south to the Gulf
of Arta; and while Pindus formed the boundary
between Thessaly and Epirus, the northeastern and
eastern boundaries were uncertain, 7) It would
seem the northern geographic limite of Morthern
Epirus as expounded by the Modern Greeks are
supported by the ancient authorities. |f we are to
use the ancient geographical limits in defining the
area of Epirus it is not unnatural to refer to the
southern section of Albania as Northern Epirus,  We
notice in the official Gresk definition of fhe bound-
aries and extent of Northern Epirus the inclusion of
the city of Koritza and its area as forming the north-
east extension of Marthern Epirus. It is in this
northeastern section, however, that the Greek limits
seem to exceed the historical Epirus. “At no fime
during the ancient period does it (Marthern Epirus)
seem fo have included Keritsa and the district around
Moskopolis.” (18

The early history of Epirus shows i to have
had a Pelasgic culture and people.  Later with the
coming of the Greeks into the Greek peninsula it
assumes a Hellenic culture and character. (19)  With
the fall of the Greeks, Epirus with the surraunding
pravinces of Illyria, Macedonia and Thessaly passed
successively into the hands of the Romans, Byzan.
fines, Slavs and Turks.

These penetrations have left the people of
Northern Epirus as well as the rest of Albania with
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a varied ethnic character. However, two main groups
stand out; the Gheas (north of the Semeni River) who
are well formed and of an independent nature: and
the Tosks (south of the Semeni River) whao are
shorter in stature and exhibit Greek phvsical char-
acteristics and temperament. (20) The Gheas who
are tall are thought to be the descendants of Il
lwrians, while the Tosks are thought to be descendants
of the Epirots or Pelasgians. (21) The mare civilized
partion of the country is the southern. In the north
where the ftribes are wvery unruly, conditions are
unsettled,

In Albania the people are distributed into three
main religious oroups—inta Mohammedans, Roman
Catholics and Greek Orthodox. When we lock at the
aeoaraphic concentration of the three chief relinious
aroups, we see that the Catholics are concentrated
in the extreme northern portions, the Greek Ortho-
dox in the southern portions (Northern Epirus), and
althouoh the Mohammedans are to be found in all
sections, they form a particularly solid core in the
center.  The distribution according fo percentages is
as follows: (22)

Mohammedans 4%
Roman Cathalics 129%
Greek Orthodox 219%

While the relinious cleavages would appear to
be a handican for a primitive country like Albania,
the relicious lines are in reality not drawn as strictly
as in other parts of the Balkans. (23)

The Albanian language of today shows slightly
less than 10%, of the language to be of Niyrian
roats, (24) the rest being made of words contributed
by the wvarious people that have had an influence
on Albania. The dialects of the north and south
are different enough to make free intercourse in
languaae quite difficult. (25) In the south the pesple
are hilingual to a great extent, speaking bath Al-
banian and Greek.

When we examine the Greek and Albanian
claims and counter-claims to the peaple of Northern
Epirus, the complicated nature of the problem be-
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comes evident. The Greeks hold that the culture and
religion of the majority of the people are Greek and
that the national and political consciousness of the
people is Greek. (26) The Albanians contend that in
Sauthern Albania (North Epirus) the people are Al-
banian “by blood, language, customs and feeling.”
(27} Thus both differ as to the criteria to be used
in determining the nationality of the Epirots. This
difference of criteria becomes understandable when
we see that both the Greeks and Albanians use as
arguments for the nationality of the Epirots the
points which are advantageous to them. It is known
that a majority of the Northern Epirots are Albanian
in language. Often the women and the children do
not know any ather language than Albanian, (28)
When the Greek statesman, Venizelos, presented the
Greek claims to Northern Epirus at the Peace Con-
frence in Paris in 1919 he recognized “that a sub-
stantial portion of this Greek population has Al
banian as its mother tongue, and is consequently,
in all probability, of Albanian origin.” (29) It is
also known that the culture of Northern Epirus has
been Greek. Greek has been the language of liter-
ature, educafion, and commerce as well as religion
for the Orthodox Albanians. Greek culture was sym-
bolized by the Greek school and church. The ahsence
of a common historical tradition for the Albanian
oecole and the lack of a literature made the Al-
banians turn to their co-religionist Greeks of the Or-
thodox Church for culture. (30) The Albanian Gov-
ernment has attempted to change this situation since
the Greeks have used the cultural araument in their
desires 10 annex the area. After the first World War
the Government of Tirana closed the Greek schools
in such areas as Koritza where the population was
Albanian-speaking at home. (31) At the same fime
successful attempts were made to establish an autono-
mous Albanian Orthodex Church. (32) | have not
been able to determine the amount of success the
Albanian Government has had in minimizing Greek
culture.  However, | feel that it will be safe to say
that Greek culture probably does not have the ex-
clusive sway it had three decades ago,
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There are no statistics on the basis of what the
Morthern Epirots desire to be called—Greeks or Al
banians. reek statistics show Greek majarities and
Albanian statistics throw the majorities in the Al-
banian columns, The only available stafistics that
might be of some value are the Turkish statistics of
1908 for the whole province of Epirus. In consider-
ing Turkish statistics it is well to keep in mind the
noforious inefficiency of the Turks. And while they
probably do not present the picture they did at the
fime they were tabulated, since the region has un-
dergone three major wars and population changes,
in the absence of more reliable stafistics they will
affard us some basis for dicsussion, A hazy picture
is better than no picture at all. These statistics classify
the people of Epirus into Greeks and Moslems. The
Turks, it will be remembered, classified all the Christ-
ian population as Greek whether they spoke Greek,
Albanian or Vlach, (33) That is, the Greek Orthodox
were all included in the Greek category whether they
were Grecophone (Greek-speaking), Albanophone (Al-
banian-speaking) or Vlachophene (Vlach-speaking):
(34)

o 1
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Msrgeriti oo | @812 | .., ... lo,212| 18,426 | 28,6%
Philinten 17,40 250 100 | 17,690| 11,276 | 28,566
Paragythis 9,936 | 2,600 | ...... 12,536 4,708 | 17,200 |
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rcm-,u. ..... 45.900‘ Loau4 | 43,0080 53,919 | 9,0
i
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This classification gave the Greeks an un-
disputed and overwhelming majarity in the whole of
Epitus. In this way the Turkish statistics may be
said to be unfair to the Albanians. The Albano-
phone population may or may not prefer Greece,
and they may not be classified as Greeks fill they
have definitely decided that it should be so. Ac-
cording to these statistics the Grecophone element
was the largest of any other element {Albanophone,

Vlachophone or Moslem) in the whaole of Epirus, But
if we detach Southern Epirus with its strong Greco-
phone majorities and reshuffle the figures in the
statistics a bit, we see a different picture: We see
that it takes the addition of the Albanophone Ortho-
dox (and the Vlachophones) to give the Greeks a
majority over the Moslems in Northern Epirus. If on
the other hand the Albanophone element is taken
as Albanian and is added to the Moslem Albanians,
then the Grecophone element only appears to be a
strong minerity.  If' is clear that the Albanophone
Orthodox are the determining factor in throwing the
advantage either on the Greek or Albanian side.
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Il. EPIRUS AND GREECE - A SURVEY

Before we may understand the gquestion of
Morthern Epirus which was produced in the twentieth
century, we must first survey the success with which
Gresk aspirations to Epirus met in the nineteenth
century. As in the twentieth, the aftitude of the in-
terested Powers was of the utmost importance, When
the Greek Revolution broke out in 1821, England,
France and Russia were the three Powers immediate-
ly interested, Austria, under the leadership of Met-
ternich, who regarded the Greeks as rebels against
legitimate authority, held aloof from the Greek
struggle.  In this she was followed by Prussia.

When repeated attempts by the Powers to get
the sultan to submit te mediation in the Greek
guestion failed, the Powers decided to force me-
diation which resulted in the destruction of the
Turco-Egyptian fleet in October, 1827. After this feat
of cooperation and with the death of Canning, who
passed away two months befare the allied victary
at Navarino, the apparent cooperation of the three
Powers gave way fo diplomatic duelling, especially
between Russia and England. When Wellington be-
came Prime Minister in 1828 the sole objective of
his covernment became the preservation of the Turk-
ish Empire at any price. (35) The Russian Czar
Nicholas decided to settle his outstanding differences
with Turkey by a war commenced in May 1828.
The pressing question for England then, was how 1o
orevent the complete collapse of the Turkish Empire.
Wellington had steadfastly refused to intervene in
the Greek struggle. Only when the Russians were
at the gates of Adrianople did he decide to inter-
vene in comman action with France in Greece to
-prevent the Czar from setiling the Eastern question
alone. (36) Even though the Duke was forced to
accept the idea of a liberated Greece, he still per-
sisted in the belief that a strong Turkey was of the
utmost importance and therefore the Greece that had
to be detached from the Turkish Empire had 1o be
as small as possible. (37)
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Once the decision had been made to create
an independent Greece, the boundary settlement in-
volved a bitter controversy, and the matter was
brought under discussion in the Parliament as well
as among the Ambassadors in London. During the
revolution and in the proposals to Turkey by" the
Powers references were made to a “liberated” or
“free” Greece but without any indication as to what
this Greece was to include. On one occasion, when
Russia and England in 1826 decided to act in com-
men to get the Sultan to accept mediation we get
a hint as to their viewpoint at the time, of how
Greece was to be constituted. They intimated that
if the Sultan persisted in his attitude of refusing
mediation, “they would lock to Greece with an eye
of favour, and with a dispesition fo seize the first
occasion of recognizing as an independent State such
portian of her ferritory as would have freed ifself
from Turkish dominion.” (3B) Befare this, and be-
fore the active participation of the Powers, Russia
in 1824, in the discussions that were taking place
relative to the Greek question, while not proposing
Greek independence or an individual Greek State,
proposed the creation of three Greek principalities
vassal to the Sultan: Eastern Gresce, consisting of
Thzssaly, Boectia and Attica; Western Greece, con-
sisting of Epirus and Akarnania: and a third principal-
ity, consisting of the Morea with possibly Crete. (39)
Although this solution would have left Greece di-
vided and weak, i1 may be taken, because of its
inclusion of Epirus in a Western Greek principality
as the recognition by Russia that Epirus was par
of the Gresk world. The significant discussions as
to what Greece should include, however, came to-
wards the end of the revolution. In England we
had two opposite views as to what the Gresk Stafe
should include.  Wellington, who led the govern-
ment, favored as small a Greece as possible and
this view ultimately prevailed, The liberal leaders
in the Parliament favored a substantisl Greece, In
the House of Lords, the Lords Lansdowne, Holland
and Melbourne and in the Commons, lords Russell
and Palmerston argued that the Greek settlement
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could neither be advantageous or satisfactory to
Europe or England if it did not make the new State
of an adequate extent for defense and development,
These liberals wanted Epirus and Thessaly and all
the islands included in the Greek State. The argu-
ments they advanced for the inclusion of these
provinces in Greece, other than justice and humanirly,
proved prophetic: the Ottoman Empire would be in
perpetual unrest and the peace of Europe would be
endangered by the constant agitation in these pro-
vinces for emancipation. (40) The Tories brushed
aside all these considerations coming from the liberals.
When it appeared that the French and Russian pro-
posals as to what the Greek State should be like
were very similar to those expounded by the British
liberals, Tory opposition to a large Greece was re-
enforced. (41} Thus “the young State, as finally de-
limited by the Protocol of February, 1830, was a
State born mutilated.” {42)

The resultant Greek frontier as definitely estab-
lished by the Treaty of London, 1832 ran roughly
from the Gulf of Arta to the Gulf of Lamia. “Be-
yond that line, in Epirus, Thessaly, and Macedonia,
were a large number of Greeks, who ardently de-
siring reunion with their brethren in the kingdom,
still remained subject to the rule of the Sultan.” (43)
This meant that the main aim of the foreign policy
of the new State weould be expansion to include
within the Greek borders all the lands still in Turkish
hands inhabited mostly or to a great extent by
Greeks,

In the nineteenth century the attention of this
foreign policy was focused on the provinces imme-
diately across the frontier—Epirus and Thessaly and,
of course, Crete. This foreign policy of Greece
caused it on three occasions—in 1854, 1878 and
1897—to resort to aggression or near aggression.

The first apparent opportunity to acquire Epirus
and Thessaly came when the Turks were engrossed
with Russia in 1853 in the conflict which upon the
entry of England and France as Turkish allies came
to be called the Crimean War. Since the interests
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of England and France were with the Turks, it was
natural that they should look upon any diversion for
the Turkish forces, which were needed for the
Russians, with disfavor. As soon as the available
Turkish forces were sent north 10 oppose the
Russians, the Greeks invaded the Sultan’s holdings
across the border. It was believed in Greece that
the European provinces of the Sultan would fall easily
before the allies of Turkey could step in and save
her. The Greek invasion of Thessaly and Epirus was
mostly in the form of armed bands including volun-
teers and undesirable elements. (44)  Although the
conduct of these bands were disgraceful, they did
pravide some diversion for the Turkish war effort
because the Sultan had to send forces ta fight the
invaders, while the devastation caused by the in-
vading bands lowered his resources. The Allies de-
cided to intervene and stop the Greek annoyarces,
Before the allied interference could be felt, however,
the Turks defeated the invaders in two engagements
and drove them back over the horder. In May 1854
French and British troops occupied the Pireaus and
forced King Otto to abandon his Russian alliance and
to observe sirict neutrality. The first attempt by
Greece to get Epirus ended in a fiasco, “At the
Peace of Paris, Greece gat nathing.” (45)

This setback was soon forgotten. In 1860
when Ifalian unification was being consummated,
there was agitation in Greece which looked to Epirus,
Thessaly, Macedonia, Thrace and Crete coming into
Greece on the pattern of Italian unificaiton. (46)
In 1866 the Greeks again manifested their interest
in the provinces to the north, In that year an in-
surrection had broken out in Crete and the Greeks
foyed with the idea of encouraging an insurrection
in Epirus and Thessaly,

The Greek claims to Epirus along with Thessaly
and Crete came under serious discussion af the
Congress of Berlin, 1t is at this time that we get
an idea of what the Greeks expected when they
asked for Epirus at the time, The period of the
Congress foreshadows the eventual struggle in Epirus
while it also marks the beginning of Greek ex-
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pansion in that province and in Thessaly. Since the
independence of Greece the struggle for Epirus had
been between Greece and Turkey. The period of
the Congress saw the beginning of Albanian na-
tionalism and its entry into the Epirus question. The
Albanian contender entered alongside the Turk in
1878. In 1913 he completely replaced the Turk.

When the war broke out in 1877 between
Russia and Turkey the Greeks were not particularly
enthusiastic because they looked upon it as a Slavic
affair against the Turks since it involved Balkan Slavs
as well as the Russians. When the Russians invited
the Greeks to join, they accordingly refused. (47)
However, whan the Russians advanced to Adrianople,
the Gresks became very inferested, The people de-
manded war and the new Premier, Koumoundouras,
supported the insurrection in Epirus, Thessaly and
Crete in order to satisfy public epinion. The Gow-
ernment then made preparations to enter Turkish
territory and provisionally occupy the coveted pro-
vinces. (48) But before they could begin, the Russian-
Turkish armistice was signed and the invasion had
to be put off.

The Russian victory over the Turks was ended
by the Treaty of San Stefano signed March 3, 1878,
The terms included the agagrandizement and inde-
pendence of Montenegra and Serbia and the acqui-
sition by Russiz of terrilories and privileges from
Turkey. The great feature of the treaty was the
creation of a greater Bulgaria to extend from the
Aegean to the Danube and from the Black Sea to
the eastern limits of present day Albania. Since
the Greeks had not participated in the war, they
were completely ignored. Only in Article 15 do we
see mention of the provinces claimed by the Greeks.
In this article, provision was made by the Russians
that the provinces of Epirus and Thessaly and ather
parts of European Turkey should have the same privi-
leges of local government accorded by the réglement
érganique of 1868 to Crete. (49)

This treaty was not accepted by the Powers
of Europe. The Russian domination of the Balkan
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peninsula which the treaty established was distaste-
ful to all the major Powers and especially to England
and Austria. They both asked for a general European
Congress which would bring the whole of the Treaty
of San Stefano under review. When it appeared
to Russia that a war with Austria and England was
the only alternative she decided to accept.

The Congress was held at Berlin, There the
Greek claims were taken up and Greek representa-
tives were allowed to come and present their country’s
case. At the ninth session on June 29, 1878, Delyan-
nis, the chief Greek delegate, read his statement to
the great Powers. He asked for Crete and the li-
mitrophe provinces (Epirus and Thessaly). (50} In
this statement we have a generalized claim fo the
province of Epirus and the other territories. How-
ever, the instructions of the Greek Government to
Delyannis gives us an indication as to what the
Greeks were hoping for in the way of a northern
border in Epirus at the time. Delyannis was to
propose first as a northern boundary, which would
include Thessaly and Epirus, the Rivers Peneus and
Calamas and between them a boundary running from
Zygo and Metzovo near the source of the Peneus
which would follow the course of the Voioussa River
(Ancient Aous) up fo the source of the Calamas. (51)
In Epirus the boundary proposed was a slight bit
to the south of that given to the Gresks in 1913
which is the present boundary. In the same com-
munication Delyannis was then instructed that if this
boundary became impossible to obtain, fo accept an
alternative line which while keeping Peneus and the
Calamas would have brought the boundary in the
center considerably farther south and while leaving
Jannina to the Greeks would have left the lands to
the immediate northeast of that city in Turkey. (52)

All the Powers "were willing, and even anxious,
for an extension of the Greek frontier, but no one
was sufficiently interested to be prepared fo force
the Porte to make the necessary cession of territory.”
(53) The Greek question was an element in the
larger Eastern question. The Congress had been call-
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ed to undo the work of San Stefano and to minimize
the Russian influence and gains. Obwviously Turkey
would have to be kept on its feet and could not be
weakened by excessive territorial demands, At the
thirteenth session, on July 5, 1878, Waddington, the
French delegate at the Conaress, supported by the
Italian delecate. Corti, put forth the propesal that
the Porte should be invited by the Congress to wark
out with Greece a rectification of boundaries in Epirus
and Thessaly. The proposal was meant to be such
that it did not entail difficult sacrifices for the Porte
nor excessive claims on the part of Greece. (54) As
a basis for the negotiations Waddington thought it
appropriate to frace out a general boundary line
which would indicate to Turkey what Europe expect-
ed in the way of concessions to the Greeks and at
the same time to show to the Greeks the limits
beyond which they could not go. The boundaries
thus proposed by Waddington were to follow the
valley of the River Peneus on the Aegean side and
run to the valley of the Calamas River on the lonlan
side. (55) This suggested boundary was roughly close
te the alternative boundary Delyannis had been in-
structed to accept by the Greek Government. The
settlement of the Greek-Turkish boundary was thus
left to the Turks and Greeks. The Treaty of Berlin
therefore left the Greek-Turkish frontier an open
question.  Article 24 of the treaty made pravision
for the mediation of the Powers in the event that
Greece and Turkey could not reach an agreement
along the lines indicated at the thirteenth session of
the Congress.

Early in 1879 Greek and Turkish Commissioners
met at Preveza in accordance with the Congress
recommendations to see if they could work out an
agreement for a new boundary. A series of meet-
ings failed completely, The Turks held that the
Congress recommendations as to the actual boundary
were not oiz{igatqfry and offered to Greece instead
a narrow strip of territor isti
i (Sé}p y parallel to the existing

During the period of the Congress of Berlin
there was noticeable excitement in various Albanjan
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districts both in the North and in Epirus. The pro-
posed enlargement of Montenegro and the discussions
relative to Greek claims appear to have aroused the
interests of Albanians. The first signs of some sort
of naticnal feeling is thus evident at this time. Up
till this point the Albanians had exhibited no signifi-
cant tendencies toward natienalism, The slow growth
of nationalistic feeling is due to various important
reasons.  The position of the Albanians in Turkey
was exceptional with the consequence that the im.
pelling force which caused the growth of Greek,
Serbian and Bulgarian nationalisms, the desire for
independence, was lacking. The greater portion of
the Albanians had been converted to lslam and were
thus able to retain their lands and positions. Not
being connected politically or racially with enemies
of the Turkish Empire it was not dangerous for the
Turks fo allow them a large amount of autonemy in
their mountain valleys, (57) Albanians were also
given positions at Constantinople nat open ta Christ-
ians. Thus Albania was in a position to participate
in the imperial authority while at the same time it
exercised considerable local autonomy. Thus while
Albania was in theory an integral part of the Empire,
one third of the country was for all practical pur-
poses as independent as Montenegro to the nofth.
In one third of the kazas of Albania there was no
taxation by the Turks and Turkish officials did not
dare to enter without an invitation, (58)

Specifically Albanian nationalism dates from early
in 1878. In that year the "League for the Defense
of the Rights of the Albanian Nation” was formed
at Prizren in the north. The immediate cause that
brought about the League was the Treaty of San
Stefano which assigned territories inhabited by Al
banians to the Slavic neighbors of Albania. (59)
The aim of the league, however, was not inde-
pendence; it sought the union of all territories in-
habited by Albanians and the use of the Albanian
language in this proposed united province but called
for the maintenance of Turkish sovereignty; it also
pledged resistance to any annexations of Albanian
territary. (60)  The Turks were quick to tzke ad-
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vantage of these mild nationalistic manifestations.
They encouraged the Albanians to resist the Berlin
decisions and “even instigated the Albanians to sub-
stanfiate their protest.”” (61) The Albanians outdid
the Greeks in sending petitions to the Berlin Con-
ference in 1880. The former demanded that Epirus
remain in Turkey while the latter asked for its an-
nexation.

After the failure of the Preveza conferences
Waddington proposed that the negetiations should
be renewed at Constantinople under the supervision
of the Ambassadors of the Powers, This commission
also broke down. The Greeks went north of the
Berlin line and asked for Jannina and Metzovo to be
included and the Turks offered a line running far to
the south of these towns. The Greeks then proposed
that the Powers arbitrate the frontier; Britain and
France accordingly convened a Conference at Berlin
in order fo seftle not only the Greek, but the Monte-
negrin question which alse involved Albania,

Shortly after the breakdown of the Constantino-
ple Commission, Waddington in a proposal to Salis-
bury suggested a line which would leave Jannina to
Turkey. But Salisbury in a reply to Waddington's
successor in the French Foreign Ministry believed that
even this proposal was more favorable to Greece
than the Berlin line, that the impression of the British
Government was adverse and that it “did not entirely
escape from the Albanian difficulty, which had been
the chief impediment to tha adoption of the selu-
tions hitherte proposed.” (62} Salisbury then sug-
gested an investigation by an international com-
mission composed of the representatives of e
Powers to determine the frontier on the spot.  The
Powers accepted but the Turks were reluctant to do
so because of the unsettled conditions of the area
and because of the danger that the local populace
might stage demonstrations for or against Greece. (53)

Provision had been made in the Berlin treaty
for such” a breakdown as had taken place in the
Greek-Turkish negotiations, The Ambassadars of the
FPowers in Berlin met and again an attempt was
made to find a new settlement for the thorny

o




problem. After detailed discussions, th i
posed and outlined by the French Ambeasf;:;::alfr \2:31-
the support of the British and ltalian AmbaSs;dors
was adopted by the Conference. This frontier was
even more favorable to Greece than that suggested
in the Treaty of Berlin. It was to run from the mouth
of the Calamas River on the west to the crest of
Olympus and the Aegean on the east. (64) This
boundary would have included Jannina and Metzovo
|nh53;1eecs. ldTh: Por::le refused to accept this decision
which wou ave depriv i i
i prived the Empire of two im-

In a note rejecting the proposition of

the Sublime Porte did not a‘gjreep with the P:o\:v:?swfe’r‘rs;
'hg. proposed frontier was desirable. (65) The ncnae
pointed out that the loss of such strategic positions
as Meizovo_wuufd have exposed the Turkish territor

to attack; it asked how it would be possible TY
consent to the loss of ferritory inhabited b Alo
banians. It also pointed out that the Confa):'ence_
exceeded the original proposal of Waddington at the
Congress. The note ended by inviting the Powers f

authorize their representatives in Constantinaple tc
:_r:fe;;take lnego:efions with the Porte whichoﬁvoulz
i o solve i i

iz ques'i:nimnher question and dependent

When it became evident that

not consent to the loss of the 1errih::::s Ti:'kSU;:ﬁng
Greece prgpared for war and was ready ;1 resc;
to arms without awaiting the Turkish consent whi.:;\
:vas necessary f_or any territorial cession. The situa-
b‘grh \-;:: becoming truly delicate and the efforts of
il née and England were directed at prevent-

a Idel reeks from doing anything rash which
:rrzu 5 eah&:l to greater complications. In the mean-
1 ne H'T:' inistry changed in France and Barthélemy-
c:::::r |1:L:ea, dWho tsl:r;:ceet:iia«:l de Freycinet, was muc";’I
L rds satsifying Greece
lined al the Berlin YCogference. t(;'\-"i'ti;ﬂe j:gegreoih
Preparing for war and the Turks ready to resist ehs
was afra:c.li that the Eastern question would he .
opened with a repefition of the events of 1877 ;10'
pointed out that the Conference decision could onl)e-r
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peacefully be put into effect with the consent of
Turkey. (66) The British Foreign Minister, Granville,
was getting impatient with this French attitude and
while not insisting on the Conference suggestions,
felt that steps should be taken to satisfy the legitimate
claims of Greece. (67) This dilatory and infirm at-
titude of the Powers encouraged the Porte to resist
the cession of what was considerable territory. In
the end the Turkish suggestion for a conference at
Constantinople was adopted. There the Turks met
the representatives of the Powers, Greece was ex-
cluded from participation in this conference. The Turks
again insisted upon the impossibility of ceding mast
of Epirus upon military grounds and because of the
Albanian-Moslem population. The importance which
tha Turks attached to keeping Epirus is demonstrated
by their offer a short time before this latest Constan-
tinople Conference of Crete instead of Epirus.
On May 24, 1881, the Convention of Constantinople
was signed. Through this Convention, Greece re-
ceived most of Thessaly and that part of Epirus form-
ing the district of Arta next to the frontier of 1832,
The new frontier ran from the defile of Karalik-
Dervend, three miles south of Platamona and a bit
north of the vale of Tempe to the River where Arta
is situated, then south along that River to the Ambra-
Kian Gulf. (68) This marks the first step in the Greek
northward advance in Epirus. A greater stride was
made in the first Balkan War which saw the Greeks
oceupy the whole province.

The Greco-Turkish War of 1897 provided the
last occasion in the nineteenth century on which the
Greeks attempted to detach Epirus from Turkey. This
war did not come as a result of the desire to take
Epirus. It started with the decision to help the re-
volted Cretans. The quick defeat of the Greek army
in Epirus and Thessaly necessitated the infervention
of the Powers not only to stop the war, but 1o keep
the gains of 1881 from reverting to the victorious
Turks. The question resulting from this war was
then not whether Greece was to gef more ferritory
but rather to keep what she already had.

- 23 -




Il. THE PROBLEM OF NORTHERN EPIRUS

The twentieth century was to see the termina-
fion of Turkish power in the whole of the Balkan
peninsula.  The all but complete ejection of the
Turks from Europe was the culmination of a process
which began a century earlier with the growth of
the various Balkan nationalisms. As hostile as these
nationalisms were to each other they were able fo
combine forces in 1912 to drive out their common
enemy from Macedonia, Old Serbia, Albania, Epirus
and most of Thrace. Towards the end of 1912 the
Bulgarians, Serbian, Montenegrin and Greek armies
pounced upon the remnants of the Turkish dominions
in Europe. The Young Turks who were then guiding
the destinies of the Otoman Empire helped 10
precipitate the war by their policies of unification
and Turkification. In a few months Turkey in Europe
was reduced to an insignificant Thracian hinterland
around Constantinople,

The Balkan problem, however, was not one that
could be left simply to the Balkan States and Turkey.
The interests of the Powers were interwoven with
those of each Balkan State and with Turkey, and the
Balkan problem presenetd ane aspect of the Eastern
question which was really a European question. Of
especial interest to all the Great Powers and particu-
larly to Austria and Italy and to the Balkan countries
of Serbia, Montenegro and Greece was that section
of the Balkan peninsula which today is known as
the State of Albania and which at that time was not
very well defined. Indeed no question raised by the
Balkan War was so fraught with dangers. Even the
disposal of Macedonia presented fewer difficulties for
European peace. Russia and Austria, the two coun-
tries most directly concerned, allowed the Balkan
allies to impose whatever ferms they pleased on the
Turks in Maeedonia; (69) later the second Balkan
War between the Allies finally settled the partition
of Macedonia. “The salient point was the Albanian
question,” (70)

The advance of the Serbians to the Adriatic and
the progress of the Greeks northward along their

fg
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western shore into Epirus alarmed the Austrians and
Italians respectively. In both ltaly and Austria the
naval and military authorities would not hear ot the
Serbians gaining access to the Adriatic or of the
Greeks pushing their boundary to Valona or even
north of Corfu, (71) Sir Edward Grey, the British
Foreign Minister, and one of the principal partici-
pants in the affairs relating to Albania, said of the
Austrian-Serbian  situation:

Austria was determined that if Albania ceased to be

Turkish territory it should not pass into the hands

and form part of the aggrandizement of Serhia. Serbia,

borne on the tide of her own victories, might easily

reach the paint of inevitable conflict with Austria, If

this happened, and if Russia felt that she was re-

quired to support Serbia, European war was inevitable,

72)

The Italians on the other hand warned the
Greeks that they could not tolerate the occupation
of the Bay of Valona. (73) If these countries were
to come to grips there was no telling where it
would stop.  When 5ir Edward Grey saw these
dangers arising from the Albanian question, he pro-
posed that the Powers come together and confer
with the aim of solving the problem. After some
negotiation London was picked for the Conference,
Sir Edward Grey represented Britain while the Am-
bassadors of France, Russia, Germany, Austria-Hunga-
ry and Italy, represented those countries.

Although the Balkan situation in general was
the subject of discussion at the Conference, “the
main work was to secure agreement between the
Great Powers by dealing with the gquestion of Al
bania,” (70) The Balkan allies recognized with a
minimum amount of opposition the right of the
Powers fo assume the responsibility of settling the
question of Albania. Article 2 of the unratified
treaty of London which ended the war between

* Turkey and the Balkan States expressly turned over

the solution of the Albanian problem to the six
Powers. (75) The main question at the Canference
relative to Albania was not whether there should be
an Albania, but rather what it should include. Al
banian independence was unanimosly agreed upon
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at the first sitting of the Ambassadors, It is well
ta point out here that the recognition of Albanian
independence by tha london Conference was not
strictly diplomatic expediency. That is, the Con-
ference was not bowing to Austro-Hungarian and
Italian demands by “agreeing to the establishment
of Albania. We know that there is an Albanian
people, we have seen the mild beginning of its
nationalism; we have laso seen that actually certain
Albanian disiricts were for most purposes independent
under the Turks. The Conference was thus recognizing
a fact by creating an Albanian State. (76)

The great difficulties in the Albanian question
were the boundaries, What were the boundaries of
the new State to be like? The Powers agreed that
in the north they were to touch Montenegro, in the
northeast Serbia and in the south Greece, They
disagreed, however, as to the points of contact.

In the ensuing discussions the powers did not
lose track of their own interests’ and inclinations in
supporting the various proposals. The alignment of
the Powers on the wvarious issues falls remarkably
well along the alliance pattern of the day. The Al-
banian issues were also alliance issues—the Triple
Alliarice versus theTriple Entente. Italy and Austria-
Hungary “pleased with the idea of inserting between
Grezce and Serbia a State hostile to both and friendly
to Bulgaria and Turkey,” (77) pressed for a large
Albania. Germany as the third member of the Al-
liance went along with its allies. (78) Russia and
France as members of the Triple Entente pressed for
a small Albania. Russia, as the Great Slav Power,
backed the Serbian claims, while France, which was
experiencing a renewed interest in Greece, backed
th Greek claims. (79) Britain might be said to be
the exception in this alliance division. She followed\l
generally a middle of the road policy and on many |
instances saved the situation by timely compromises. |

The north Albanian difficulties centered around/
the port of Scutari. Montenegro desired the an-
nexation of this important port while Austria-Hungary
insisted on its staying in Albania> This situation be-
came critical when the Montenegrins occupied the
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port-after a fierce struggle against, its Turco-Albanian
defenders.  With Sir Edward Grey's influence the
Maontenegrins were finally persuaded to evacuate Scu-
tari and the Austro-Hungarian wview that Scutari
should remain in Albania prevailed. The decision to
establish an independent Albania automatically frustra-
ted the Serbian hopes for a ditect outlet on the
Adriatic Sea, Difficulties then presented themselves
on the.question of the boundaries betwen Albania
and Serbia. The result was a compromise between
the Austrian and Russian views.

In the south the Greeks had occupied all of
Epirus and were asking for its annexation to Greece.
The Greek claims, howewver, met with very strong and
persistent opposition from both Italy and Austria-
Hungary. ltaly was particularly concerned about the
coastal section of Northern Epirus while together with
Austria-Hungary they opposed the Greek claims to
the interior of Morthern Epirus centering around the
important city of Koritza.

Through the southarn boundary discussions,
France was the consistent!, indeed, one might say,
the sole supporter of the Greek point of view. While
a certain amount of this interest in Greece was dus
to its Philhellenic inclinations, France was also look-
ing after her own inferests by supporting Greek
claims, (80) Since its unification, Italy was becoming
more and more of an important element in the
struggle for Mediterranean supremacy and was co-
ming more and more into conflict with French in-
terests in the Near East. The logical country to be
used as a counterpoise against ltalian ambitions in
the Eastern Mediterranean from the French viewpoint
was Greece. France was thus hoping to develop
Greece as a Mediterranean power. (81) The larger
Greece was, the stronger she would be as a Me-
diterranean power. French-Austrian antagonism was

_traditional.  Albania afforded them the area of po-

litical conflict in the Balkans for the moment.

The Greek Prime Minister, Venizelos, had wise-
ly followed the suggestion of the Italians not to
occupy Valona, The Greek memorandum submitted
to the Ambassadorial Conference at London renounced
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Greece's claims. to Valona. (B2) The boundary then
asked was to start a bit to the south of the Bay of
Valona at the town of Grammata, run in a jagged-
straight line north of Tepeleni and Klissura and then
northward and east 1o _ncompass Moschopolis and
Koritza. (83) That the Greek claims were extrava-
gant in the views of Austria-Hungary and Italy may
be seen by the statement of the then Austro-Hun-
garian Foreign Minister after his conversation with
the Italian Ambassador in Vienna:

Meither the cabinet of Wienna nor that of Rome could
give its consent to the delimination which the Greek
Government has in wview, which tends to separate
from Albania the territeries which the two Govern-
ments consider essentially necessary for the vitality of
the Albanian State. (84)

Since the Albanian memorandum to the Am-
bassadorial Conference did not specifically include
Northern Epirus within the boundaries of the Albania
it was expounding, (85 the burden of setting a
limitation to Greek expansion fell upon ltaly and
Austria-Hungary. The Austro-Hungarian proposal for
the Greek-Albanian boundary outlined the Austro-
Italian views. This boundary was to “include Dibra
and Lake Ochrida, also Koritza and finally follow
the course of the Kalamas which flows into the sea
opposite Corfu.” (B6)

France tock up the issue and contested the
Austro-Hungarian and ltalian views. Cambon, the
supperter of the Greek desires at the Ambassadarial
Conference “declared that he was not in a position
to adhere to the lalo-Austrian view.” (87) On the
coastal issue the argument was essentially between
France and Italy. The Italians were disinclined to
allow the Greeks to establish their frontier too far
up along the Adriatic or beyond Corfu for that mat-
ter. (88) They were moved to a great extent by the
fear that if both coasts of the Corfu Channel were
under the control of one power they would be a
future menace fo Italian security on the Adratic, They
were afraid that some day the Corfu Channel would
harbor a French fleet. (89) The French in vain tried
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to get the frontier to start at Cape Cephali on the
coast, The Italian Ambassador at the london Con-
ference, strongly supported by the Austro-Hungarian
Ambassador, declared “that Phtelia and Koritza were
the Pillars of Hercules for his Government beyond
Wwhich it could not go.” (90)

In the discussions over the interior, Austria-
Hungary took the lead while Italy played the sup-
porting role. When the difficulty of satisfying the
Greek claims as to the coast appeared, France tfried
to retain Koritza for Greece. However, Austria-Hun-
gary insisted that Koritza be alloted to Albania as
much as France insisted that it should go to Greece.
(91) The contradictory views of France and Austria-
Hungary on this point thus created a “delicate situa-
tion.” (92) The French Foreign Minister, Pinchon,
after being told by Sir Edward Grey of Austro-
Hungarian persistence on the matter decided that
getting Koritza for Greece would be quite unat-
tainable. (93)

Closely tied up with the southern Albanian
boundaries was the disposition of the islands of the
Aegean Sea. The Greek navy had occupied all the
islands held by Turkey during the course of the war
against that country and Italy, as a result of the
Italo-Turkish War, was in occupation of the so-called
Dodecanese group situated off the southwest coast of
Asia Minor. These islands were of tremendous stra-
tegic importance, some of them commanding the ap-
proaches to the Dardanelles. Their future was there-
fore of wital importance to all the Powers and espe-
cially to the contenders for Mediterranean supremacy.
The solution of the southern boundary of Albania
was therefore eventually linked to the islands
guestion.  Italy in parficular insisted that the two
questions should be linked together. That the Italians
thought of using the islands as alternate bargains in
return for limitations on Greek desires in the southern
boundary question is evidenced by Italy’s reserva-
tion in agreeing to the cession of Crete to Greece.
The Italian Ambassador, Marquis Imperiali, agreed
with the other Ambassadors at London on Crete going
to Greece but “ltaly waould then expect that Greece
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should moderate her claims to southern Albania.” (94)
On another occasion when the question came up as
to what would be done in the event the Greeks
refused to evacuate the disputed areas Marquis Im-
periali replied that Italy would not evacuate the
Dodecanese. (95) The ltalian occupation was looked
upon as temporary by all concerned over the Dode-
canese. Britain and France especially attached great
importance to the fate of the islands. Britain was
particularly interested “that no one of these islands
should be claimed or retained by one of the Great
Powers."” (96)

Another aspect of the southern boundary ques-
tion was the problem of the Cutchowallachians, The
Cutchowallachians are a nomadic people of Rumanian
origin who are to be found in colonies in wvarious
spots in the Balkan peninsula. They were quite nu-
merous in the area of dispute in Epirus—southern
Albania and the question had come up as to whether
the mountainous lands they inhabited in the center
of the disputed area should go fo Albania or Greece.
The discussion on this question also fell in with the
pattern of the other problems with France and Austria-
Hungary and ltaly taking their respective opposing
views,

On June 18, 1913, Sir Edward Grey announced
that all the Powers had come to agree that the Greek-
Albanian frontier was to begin at Cape Stylos direct-
ly ‘across from the town of Corfu. (97) The question
of the interior was as yet open. Sir Edward Grey
then came farth with a propesal that an international
delegation be appointed to investigate the ethnology
of the disputed area. Austria, however, announced
that she would only accept such a proposal on the
condition that Koritza as well as Stylos went to Al-
bania. (98) At this point Sir Edward attempted to
bring about an agreement by proposing the simul-
taneous solution of the islands question and the Al-
banian-Greek frontier by associating them together.
He was ready to adopt the Austro-ltalian desires
which called for Stylos and Koritza going to Albania
if all the Aegean Islands (except Imbros and Tenedos
which were to be reserved for Turkey and Thasos
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and Samothrace which were fo have been subject to
settlement by the Balkan States) were allowed fo
Greece. This settlement was predicated on the sup-
position that Italy would concurrently return the Do-
decanese to Turkey, Sir Edward made it plain to the
German Ambassador that France and England would
accede to the Austro-ltalian views only on this basis.
(99)

In the ensuing discussions, Prince Lichnowsky
came forward with a proposal whereby the Dode-
canese would be returned to Turkey subject to a
final disposition by the Powers as part of the whole
Balkan settlement. Sir Edward accepted the pro-
posal and put forth five points as a basis for the
settlement of the southern boundary in connection
with the islands question:

1. An International Commission will carry out the

delimination of the southern and south-sastern frontier

of Albania, with instructions to give Koritza, Stylos and

the island of Sasseno to Albania.

2. Meutralization of the Cerfu Channel.

3. Subject to certain conditions of neutrality, Greece

will retain possession of the islands inhebited by a

majority of Greeks and occupied by Greek forces, with

the exception of Tenedos, Imbros and Thasos.

4. laly declares that as soon as the Otloman traops

and Otroman artillery have evacuated, Cyrenaica, in ac-

cordance with Article 2 of the Lausanne Treaty, she

will evacuate the islends occupied by her and restore

them 1o Turkey.

5. The Powers will settle the fate of these islands
in the final settlement. (100

The five points were submitted to the Govern-
ments of the Powers for consideration. Russia, with
the exception of a minor reservation regarding Sasse-
no, endorsed the five points, France tried hard to
the last to score some advantage from her retreat.
She replied that she would accept the proposed de-
limitation of the Albanian frontier with Stylos and
Koritza going fo Albania on the condition that all
the Aegean Islands, except Imbros and Tenedos, but
including the Italian occupied Dodecanese, should
go to Greece. Austria-Hungary, supporfed by Ger-
many and [taly, made the acceptance of the five
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points . conditional upen the following reservations:
that an exact definition of the line between Stylos
and Koritza be made; that Rumania be allowed to
lock after the interests of the Cutchowallachians in
Epirus; and that the Boundary Commission should
be along ethnographical and geographical lines, also
that the Conference should demand immediate eva-
cuation by the Greeks of the area allotted to Alba-
nia. (101)

Sir Edward Grey replied fo these reservations
that it would be different for the Conference to set
down the exact frontier since it did not have the
necessary information and that definition of the
frontier between Stylos and Koritza belongs to the
Boundary Commission. In this he was supported by
the French, Russian and German Ambassadors. Con-
cerning the Cutchowallachian reservations, Grey ob-
served that since Greece and Rumania were allies it
was for them to decide the privileges and guarantees
to be given the Cutchowallachians in the territories
that would be annexed to Greece. Again, the French,
Russian and German Ambassadors agreed. The Con-
ference agreed to the Austro-Hungarian proposals re-
garding the decision of the areas to be demarcated.

On August 8, Austria-Hungary announced the
acceptance of an International Commission for the de-
limination of the frontier of southern Albania if the
following conditions were accepted:

1. The area for demarcation by the Commission must
not remain indefinite, ts boundaries in the west are
the mountains which separate the coastline allotted to
Alhania as far as Phrelia from the valley of Argyro-
castron; in the northeast the boundary line of the
former Ottoman Kasa Korize. The intervening area for
demarcation by the Commission is bounded on the
north by the line given in M. Venizelos' memorandum,
and on the south and south-east by the line proposed
by Austria-Hungary,

2. It is setled in advance that the coastline as far
as Phtelia, including the lsland of Sassecn, the areas
north of the Greek line and the former Ottoman Kasa
Kaoriza together with the western and southern banks
of Leke Ochrida from the village of Llin to the Svet
Naum Monastery shall belong to Albania entire.
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-3, The Commission shall begin its work on the lst
September and conclude it on the 30th of Movember
this year,

4, The Commissicn shall complete its work in
sections, taking imta sccount the natural formation of
the wvalleys.

5. The delimination of the frontier shall follow erh-
nographical and geagraphical principles; ethnographical
affinity shall be determined by the mother tongue of
the population, that s, by the languege spoken in
family life; the Commission shall ignore all attemprs
at a plebiscite or other political manifestations.

6. As regards the district inhabited by Wallachians
the © ission has ta blish their ionality.  The
question of ifs assignment te Albania or Greece shall
be the subject of a direct understanding between
Rumania and Greece,

7. The evacustion by Greek troops ef the areas al-
lotted to Albania shall take place not later than one
manth after the conclusion of the Commission’s work.
(102}

The German and |talian Ambassadors agreed to
the conditions intreduced by Austria-Hungary, Sir
Edward Grey disagreed with the arrangement of
article & and proposed his own draft which made
the Commission responsible for the establishment of
the nationality of the Wallachians but which would
leave the assignment of the districts inhabited by
these people to the Powers, and that the guarantees
to be granted would be subject to direct agreement
between the Greeks and the Rumanians. The ac-
ceptance by Austria-Hungary of this modification re-
sulted in the general acceptance of the Austrian
proposal.

On August 12, 1913, Sir Edward Grey was able
to announce in the Parliament:

We have a1 last, after discussing many tedious de.
tails, reached an agreement which covers Albania and
the Aegean lslands . . . an international commissien
of control is to be established with regard to Albania,
with a gendarmerie under officers selected from one
of the smaller neutral Pawers, tho shject being to st
uwp an autenomeus State, eventually under a Princo
selecied by the Great Powers.




We have now come to an agreement for the delimina-
tion wnder ceorfain agreed canditions of the southern
and sauth-sastern frontiers of Albania, which will com.
plete the whole frontier of this State. (103)

Although the London Conference had specified
the time at which the Commission of Ingquiry was to
begin its work, delays prevented it from assembling
till over a month later. Its work has besn subjected
to wvarious interpretations. (104) Once in Epirus, the
Commissioners split up into the Triple Entente and
Triple Alliance pattern, the French, British and Russian
representatives ranged themselves in opposition fo
the Austro-Hungarian, Italian and German representa-
tives, (105) It may be imagined what difficulties
would be encountered in an area where the people
are largely bilingual if the criterion for their na-
tionality is language. The Triple Alliance group felt
that the majority of the people in the places they
visited had Albanian as their native tongue. While
the Entente group recognized that the older genera-
tion in guite a few villages spoke Albanian, they
pointed out that the younger generation and even
some of the older generation were Greek in language
as well as aspirations. (106)

The split in the ranks of the Commission was
also reflected in the diplomatic relations of the
Powers, The Italians and Austrians in identical notes
accused the Greeks of hampering the work of the
Commission by inciting the population of Southern
Albania; they also informed Greece that both of their
Governments had instructed their representatives to
consider all the villages where any opposition was
encountered as Albanian. (107) On the other hand
the British member of the Commission of Inquiry
thanked the Greek authorities for the facilities they
accorded the Commission. (108) The Austro-ltalian
démarche caused concern and irritation in both France
and England. (109) In its reply to the note, the
Greek Government made it clear that it looked to
the Ambassadorial Conference, rather than to Rome
or Vienna for instructions. {110)

The differences in diplomatic opinion and the
split in the ranks of the Commission did not allow
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it ta_complete its original task. (111) In view of these
difficulties, Britain proposed a compromise frontier
in the disputed area between Koritza and Stylos to
which the other Powers assented, This British pro-
posal was a modification of the boundary suggested
by the British representative of the Commission,
Colonel Doughty Wylie, after the difficulties arose.
The compromise boundary proposed by Britain was
to start at Pogradetz in order to go towards a point
north of Lake Prespa, then follow the eastern limit
of the Kaza of Koritza, passing not far from Castoria;
from the southern extremity of the Kaza of Koritza
it was to go in an almost straight line towards
Leskoviki, from Leskoviki it would go towards the
Corfu Channel to end at Cape Stylos. (112) Argyro-
castro with its entire valley thus fell to Albania,
while Konitza (not to be confused with Koritza) and
the Pindus area were left to Greece, This boundary
was adopted in the Protocol of Florence (December,
1913) which defined the Greek-Albanian frontier.
On February 13, the Powers addressed a note to the
Greek Government stating that the formal conferring
of the Aegean lslands to Greece would be conditional
upon the evacuation by the Greek troops of the
territories assigned to Albania by the Protocol and
uvpon the formal pledge of the Greek Government
not to resist or sustain or encourage any resistance
to the state of things as established in Southern
Albania by the Powers; the evacuation of the troops
was to take place in a specified period, and was to
start by the evacuation of the Kaza of Koritza and
end by the evacuation of the Kaza of Delvino. (113)
The Greek Government in its reply, after expressing
its sorrow at having to separate itself from the re-
gions of "Greek culture and national conscience,”
stated that it would conform to the decisions of the
Powers and would order its troops to evacuate with-
in the prescribed time the regions allocated to Alba-
nia; it then made the formal pledge not to offer or
encourage resistance to the state of things in Al-
bania. (114)

This exchange of notes was followed oy a re-
volutionary outhreak in Southern Albania. The Greek
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element and the Gresk sympathizers revolted against
their inclusion in the Albanian State, This was not
a spontanecus movement, there were signs of it even
while the Commission was a! work in the disputed
area. As early as November 1913 a French journal-
ist accompanying the Commission reported the forma-
tion in Morthern Epirus of militant and patrictic
“sacred legions.” (115) The uprising caused grave
concern in Europe as well as embarrassment to the
Powers, The revolted population established a pro-
visional government at Argyrocastro and the leader-
ship was entrusted to M. Christaki-Zographos. Ac-
cording to M. Zographos the Epirots aimed at one
of three solutions: 1) complete autonomy under ths
Prince of Albania; 2) administrative or cantonal auto-
nomy, or 3) a European occupation and administra-
tion of sufficient duration to inform Europe on the
true situation in Albania. (116) The course of events
in Morthern Epirus following the uprising have been
subjected to various interpretations. However, no
one seems fo doubt the unhealthy situation thus
produced. The Infernational Control Commission
which had been formed to guide Albania on its first
lap as a nation felt that the situation thus created
could not continue. The Cemmissioners, with the
authorization of the Governments they represented,
invited MM. Zographos and Carapanos of the Epirot
Government to the island of Corfu in order fo come
to an understanding and to end the hostilities.

Following the discussions of the International
Commission of Control with the Epirot delegates, an
agreement was signed May 17, 1914 whereby the
autonomists were granted satisfaction on almost every
point. It was signed by the representatives of the
Powers, by an Albanian delegate and by the Epirots.
The agreement was to apply to all the territory in
Southern Albania occupied till then by the Greek
troops and comprising the Provinces of Argyrocastro
and Koritza. In the preamble the Commission stated
the reason for the agreement:

The Internetional Commission of Control, in order to
avaid the resumption of hostilities, believes it to be
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"its duty to reconcile as much as possible the point of
view of the Epirote populations with regard to the
special dispositions which they ask far, and that of
the Albanien Government, (117)

Provision was made for a special, almost auto-
nemous, organization of the twa provinces, The
maintenance and execution of this special organiza-
tion was to be entrusted to the International Com-
mission of Control. The Commission was to organize
the departments of administration and justice; the
governors and lesser officials would have been ap-
pointed and recalled by the Albanian Government ip
accord with the Commission. The gendarmerie for
the two provinces was to be made up of men recruit-
ed from the local elements and in each district only
men would be employed who belonged to the faith
of the locality wherein. they were used; in time of
peace non-native military forces were not to be trans-
ferred or employed in those provinces; the Orthodox
Communities were guaranteed their privileges with
no interference; the schools were to be free and in
the Orthodox Cummunities the instruction was to be
in Greek, and while Albanian was to be taught con-
currently in the three elementary classes, religious
education was to be exlusively in Greek; the use of
Greek as well as Albanian was guaranteed before all
authorities, in the Courts, and in the elective counsels;
the Powers were to guarantee the observance of all
the stipulations, (118)

The Corfu Statute marks a departure from the
Protocol of Florence. At Florence, Northern Epirus
was assigned fo Albania without qualifications. It
was to form a part of the Albanian State and was
to be placed under the central Albanian administra-
tion on the same basis as the rest of the country.
The Statute recognized the special character of South-
ern Albania. -However, it may not be looked upon
as constituting a recognition of the Greek political
claims on the said ferritory. It merely marks the re-
cognition by the Powers that there was a substantial
element, Greek in feeling, in the southern provinces
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which was important enough to have cultural auto-
nomy and an organization unlike the rest of the Al-
banian State, -

The great European War of 1914 broke out be-
fore a true test could be made of the agreement of
Corfu, before the Albanian Government could under-
take to apply it. In the meantime the newly created
Albanian State did not meet the expectations of its
friends. The ruler picked for Albania by Europe,
the Prince of Wied, could do little to reconcile the
warring factions and fo establish an effective central
autherity. The play of external and internal forces
upon Albania tended to render it helpless and by
the fall of 1914 the Albanian State had fallen to
pieces. The northern districts fell to local adminis-
trations and chieftains, Valona was in the hands of
the International Commission of Control and Durazzo
and its area was ruled by Essad Pasha. The shattered
State was now at the mercy of its friends and foes
alike. The European War prevented joint action by
the Powers to safeguard ifs integrity. The future of
Albania indeed locked dark and its role throughout
the war was to be that of a pawn.

Italy was the only Great Power not to enter the
war from the very beginning. However, although
she stayed on the sideline, she did not overlook her
interest; and again Southern Albania, especially Va-
lona, drew a lot of atfention from Italy. Irregulars
were still operating in the south and the assurances
of Venizelos that no attempt would be made at Va-
lona was of little comfort to the Italians. (119) The
importance Valona held for Italy is evidenced by the
fact that in her negotiations with both the Entente
and with her allies of the Triple Alliance, Valona was
a major factor in the discussions. Accordingly Italy
felt that she must move to safeguard her interest. On
October 30, 1914 ltalian marines occupied the jslet
of Sasseno in the Bay of Valona. The Italian Prime
Minister, Salandra, was able fo secure the consent
of the Powers without much difficulty, “though he
found the Austro-Germans somewhat more amenable
than the Entente.”” (120) The consent of Austria-

il

Hungary to the ltalian landing at Sasseno was secured
when the |talians pointed out that it would have the
effect of showing to the Entente that the Triple Alli-
ance was still in effect. {121) On the other side
France was rather pleased by the move seeing in it
a move aimed at her enemies. (122)

Greece also found a chance to intervene in those
districts in which she was interested. The situation
in Southern Albania as in the rest of the country was
very unseftled. Early in October, Venizelos asked
Britain to arrange negotfiations between Rome and
Athens with the end in view of allowing Greek troeps
to go in and occupy Morthern Epirus in order to safe-
guard the districts from the unsettled conditions. (123)
At the same time it was implied that Valona should
be occupied by Italy. (124) The provisional nature
of the intended occupation in addition to implying
Italian occupation of Valona made Italian consent
possible and the endorsement of the Entente was
also forthcoming, On October 14, the Greek troops
occupied Santi-Quaranta, Premeti and Argyrocastro.
Germany and Austria-Hungary also agreed to the
Greek occupation on the condition that it in no way
would work against the Conference of London. (125)
Late in November 1914 ltaly occupied Valona. South-
ern Albania was thus in Greek and Italian hands.

This permission given to the Greeks to police
the territory they coveted does not necessarily mean
the recognition of their claims to this territory. The
Greeks themselves misinterpreted the mandate, While
Venizelos held from the first that the occupation was
strictly a police measure, (1268) the Government that
followed his in 1915, took the attitude that Northern
Epirus had become a part of Greece and even allow-
ed deputies from Morthern Epirus to sit in the Greek
Parliament, (127) Following this presumptive attitude
by Greece, the Entente Powers and ltaly through their
envoys in Athens- asked for an explanation and re-
minded the Skouloudis Gowvernment that it was over-
stepping its bounds. (128)

It is clear that the Entente Powers did not in-
tend the Greeks to annex the territory at the time.
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However, the occupation had some hopeful implica-
tiohs for the Greeks. By wvirtue of the Greek occupa-
tion the question of Mothern Epirus was reopened
and in many instances occupations are a preliminary
to annexations, especially where a country is allowed
to occupy territory it covets. When the agreement
for the occupation of Northern Epirus by the Greeks
and Valona by the Italians was reached, "the duty
of pronouncing definitely as to these occupations’ was
left for the Peace Conference. (129) The guestion
was to be subject to settlement by that Conference.

After the occupation and during the course of
the European War, Morthern Epirus was used by the
Powers as an attraction for the Greeks to enter the
war. Greece's key position by land and sea was
appreciated early in the war by both the Entente
Powers and the Central Powers, However internal
Greek difficulties combined with the uncertainty of
the roles Turkey and Bulgaria would play, prevented
the Greeks from making an early entry. The Entente
Powers in particular offered irresistible inducements
to the Greeks, Both sides offered Northern Epirus.
In-fact the first offer forthcoming was Morthern Epirus
from the Entente. The English, Russian and French
envoys in Athens offered it to Greece November 22,
1914 with the exception of Valona, on the condition
that the Greeks help Serbia which was being attack-
ed. (130) Venizelos was willing to accept this offer
if a guarantee were forthcoming from Rumania that
she would aid against Bulgaria if the latter attacked
Greece. When Rumania failed to offer assurances,
Greece did not aid Serbia and the Entente offer did
not materialize. Later Germany made a similar offer
of MNorthern Epirus in return for Greek cooperation
with Germany in the war. (131) This of course also
fell through when Greece did net join Germany.
Both of these offers were in the spirit of bargains
conditioned on Greek entry into the war. But again
the offer to the Greeks of territory coveted by them
implies an element of recognition in the sense that
in return for Greek cooperation the Powers in ques-
tion would have taken cognizance of their claims.
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A more significant recognition of the Greek
claims by the Ententeé Powers is seen in the so-called
secret treaty of Londen of April 1915, Before the
ltalians intered the war they engaged in extensive
discussions with their allies as well as with the Entente
as to possible compensations for Italy. When Italy's
demands which included the Trentino, extensive front-
ier rectifications on the eastern ltalian frontier at the
expense of Austria, Valona and its hinterland, and
the relinquishing of Austro-Hungarian interests in Al-
bania were refused by Austria-Hungary, ltaly de-
nounced the alliance with that State early in May
1915, In the meantime Italy had been conducting
negotiations with the Entente for a possible working
agreement. Imperiali, the Italian Ambassador, press-
ed his country's claims in london. Italy wanted En-
tente sanction for the acquisition of the Trentine (and
South Tyrol), all of Istria, Dalmatia to the Marenta
River, the possession of Valona with a sufficient hint-
erland so that control of the Adriatic could have been
assured, recognition of ltalian sovereignty to the De-
decanese, and a share in Turkey and the German
colonies. (132) When the ltalians withdrew southern
Dalmatia from the demands, Russian opposition was
withdrawn and an understanding was made possible.
In-return ltaly agreed to war on the Central Powers.
France, England, Russia and Italy signed the resulting
document which is known as the secret treaty of
London, The Albanian section of this treaty granted
Valona with a sufficient hinterland and thé Island
of Sasseno fo Italy. Article 7 read:

Should ltaly obtain the Trenting and lstria in eccord-
ance with the pravisions of article 4, together with
Dalmatia and the Adriatic islands within the limits spe-
cified in article 5, and the Bay of Valona (article &),
and if the central portion of Albania is reserved for
the establishment of a small asutonomous neutralized
State, ltaly shall not oppose the division of Merthern
and Seuthern Albania betwsen Montenagre, Serbia and
Greece, should France, Great Britain and Russia so
desire,  The coast from the southern boundary of the
Iralian territery of Valana { . . . } up to Cape Stylos
shall be neutralized.

ltaly shall be charged wiih the representation of the
State of Albania in its relations with foreign Powers.
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Italy agrees, moreaver, to leave sufficient territery in
any event to the east of Albsnia to ensure the exist-
ence of a fronier line between Greece and Serbia to
the west of Lake Ochrida. (133}

In effect the treaty partitioned Albania between
Italy, Greece, Montenegro and Serbia. It completely
ignored and reversed the Florence Protocol. The En-
tente Powers reserved the right to assign Southern
Albania to Greece and Italy agreed not to oppose
this. Undoubtedly this expressed willingness to
transfer sections of the Albanian State as constituted
in 1913 to Greece and the other Albanian neighbors
by the Entente Powers was to a great extent the re-
sult of trying to keep Italian expansion in the Balkans
to a minimum, They could not have refused to meet
Italian demands in Albania as elsewhere under the
pressure of war, but they could attempt to circum-
scribe them.

With the fall of Venizelos from power, Greece,
under the unquestioned lead of King Constantine
pursued a neutrality which was benevolently inclined
to Germany. The Allies had early in the war estab-
lished a front at Thessalonike despite Greek neutral-
ity and the Constantinist Government in Greece later
obliged the Germans by allowing the Bulgarians to
cross the Greek frontier to attack the allied expe-
dition. In May 1916, the very important frontier fort
of Rupel was surrendered to the Bulgarians opening
Macedonia to them. When this happened the Italians
began to fear that the Greeks would likewise retreat
from Epirus:

The ltalians are prepared to believe that we shall re-
treat before the Bulgarians, with or without the aid of
the Austrians, in Epirus, as we have retreated in Ma-
cedonia. (134)

The surrender of Rupel thus led also to the
termination of the Greek occupation of Northern Epir-
us. The Allies fearing for the safety of their Mace-
dontan front demanded the demobilization of the
Gregk army. The ltalians also asked the inclusion of
Morthern Epirus in the demobilization plans. (135)
The Greek Prime Minister, Zaimis, replied 1o Italy
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that. the Greek army including the deiachment? |:1
Northern Epirus was being placed on a \pfezlace ood
ing. (136) The Italians then pushed from al?na a'r:‘
occupied Argyrocastro and Sann-QuaranlaGro Lng e
royalist Greek troops back. (137) The reefs |;rlo:;
tested but did not resist. In the summer © 1
the Allies took steps to secure their position in Norilr-
ern Greece by taking police measures against the
Canstatinist Government. The ltalians took advantage
of this situation to occupy parts of G_reece progn{ar.l
They entered Southern Epirus and occu_p-ed the capita
of that province, Jannina. (138) Their a.dvance' into
Greece took them as far as Preveza and the Pindus
Range. In the meantime on June a, 1?1? without
consulting their allies the Ifalians proclaimed the in-
dependence of Albania under the protection of lLaI?r.
(139) Although this step was not IweH received in
non-ltalian circles, in the end it did net have any
outstanding effect,

The unseitled and extremely conlﬂpiicated situa-
tion in Macedonia and Southern Albania also necessi-
tated the occupation of portions of Southern Albania
by French froops. Starting late in 1916 French de-
tachments were sent to occupy the tlfqu‘f Koritza
which was still held by royalist Greek officials. This
movement was necessary fo maintain tranquility in
the area, prevent espionage and secure the extreme
left flank of the allied armies operating in the Florina
Monastir sector. (140) With the French came a Ven-
izelist prefect to reassert Grelek authority.  This hlqw-
ever gave rise o difficultles_be_tween Venizelists
and Royalists and the Italians intrigued against the
Greeks. (141) The Venizelist representative thus
withdrew and France retained the adm!mstrat‘uon. Blu?
the French were having a wvery difficult time with
the Albanian comitadjes who were almost all around
Koritza. One of the comitadjes’ leaders syggt_as?ed
to the French that if they praclaimed Albaman I!'!dla-
pendence under French military protection tranqutlln_y
would be forthcoming. (142) Thus in onl:ler to obtain
the desired order General Sarrail, the Alluec_l Comman-
der in Macedonia, allowed the Pr?ciamahcn of the
independence of the Kaza of Koritza under French
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protectien, (143) The Albanian flag was raised and
the administration given ower to Albanians of the
Orthodox and Moslem faiths. The French undertook
during their administration fo encourage Albanian
nationalism. The Greek schools were closed and in
their place were established schools which taught
Albanian and French concurrently,. Whatever the
merits of the policy of General Sarrail in Koritza, the
Quai d'Orsay did not share his attitude, on the con-
trary being displeased. (144) The Malians as well
as the Greeks were angered. The Italians, of course,
saw in this French move a rival step to their own
policy in Albania. The Greeks on the other hand
considered this French step as dangerous to their
own inferests in Koritza. In reply to the Quai d'Orsay,
which demanded an explanation under pressure from
Rome, Sarrail answered that he did what was necess-
ary for the army and that following his policy of non
interference in the Balkan affairs he let the population
do as it pleased. (145) The Quai d'Orsay thus acted
to dampen the zeal of the French occupation in Korit-
za. The successor to General Sarrail, General Salles,
abrogated the former's protocol establishing the Re-
public of Koritza, Soon the Greek schools were re-
opened. (146) However the occupation of Koritza
remained in French hands till May 1920. In an
agreement with Albanians the Greeks refrained from
occupying Koritza following the French ewvacuation,
both agreeing to leaving the final decision up to the
Allies.

With the re-assumption of contral in Greece
by Venizelos and the expulsion of King Constantine,
Greek troops recovered their own territories in Mace-
donia and Epirus and again got a foothold in Southern
Albania. Late in June 1917 Greek troops of the Pro-
visional Government landed in Preveza (Southern
Epirus) along with French troops. {147) By mid July
negotiations between the Greeks and Italians for the
evacuation of Epirus by Italy were proceeding sue-
cessfully,  The Italians gradually withdrew to their
original position in and around Va'ﬂﬂ‘ﬁ—.{

The end of the World War saw Southern Albania

under a threefold occupation. Italy was in control
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of Valona with a substantial hinterland, the French
controlled Koritza and its area and the Greeks occu-
pied the rest of the territory. Th}a__Greek and Alban-_
jan points of view on the question of Northern Epm{s
were presented to the Peace Conference at Paris in
the forms of memoranda. The !ceypo?e of the Al-
banian memorandum was the injustice _dnne to ihle
Albanian pecple by assigning to its ne:ghbfxrs terri-
tories inhabited by Albanians. In the sr?ulh it I1ao'ked
fo the readjustment of the 1913 frontier to include
mast of Southern Epirus which had helen assgnled
to Greece. This was to be in line with Albanian
desires to establish an ethnic frontier. It also asked
for reparations for “villages burned down by the
Greeks in the soufhern part of the cot.!ntry (Morthern
Epirus). In contradicting the Greek claims to Northern
Epirus it pointed to the fact that Ithe Greeks claim
all of the people in Southern Albania as Greeks who
were of the Greek Orthodox faith:

It is exactly by making these Christians pass as though

they are of Greek origin that the _Hel!emc Govern-

ment manages ta find a certain majority in some parts

of Albania. But, aceording to this account, one should

believe that there is not a single Orthedx Albanian

in Albania, (148)

The Greek memorandum pointed out the Greek
culture of Morthern Epirus; it attempted to show _rlne
historical ties between Greece ant? Nothern Epirus
by the participation of the Epirots in the GreekIWar
for Independence; it also stated that the national
consciousness of the majority of the people was
Greek. The memorandum tried to minimize race and
language as criteria for nationality:

The democratic conceptions of the Allied and Asso-

ciated Powers cannol admit of any other criterion of

natienality than that of national consciousness. Only

the Teutonic conceptions could prefer the criterion of

race or of language. {14%)

The question of the Greek-Albanian Iiront]er
was turned over to the Greek Committee which was
to deliberate and make a report on its findings. It
was made up of representatives of France, Britain,
the United States and lfaly and was authorized ta
call in representatives of the people cancerned in ifs
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deliberations.

banian frontier.

The resultant report was a set of three
recommendations for the solution of the Greek-Al-
The French and Britain report re-
presenting one extreme satisfied the Greek desires
substantially; the Halian report representing the other

2. In the district south-west of the Voiussa River the
majority of the population sppears to be Greek in

. sentiment and political inclination; and is naturally con-
nected with Greece by relations of transpertation and
trade,

3. In the district north-east of the Veiussa River the
great majority of the population is Albanian not only
by speech but alse by national consciousness. No

extreme refused to take cognizance of the Greek
claims; the American repert while' conceding some
of the Greek claims refused ta go as far as the French
Britain report.

sufficient grounds have been adduced for savering fram
Albania this district, in which the consciousness of
Albanian unity and the devotion to the Albanian
cause are particularly strong.

In respect of Scuthern Albania the statistics avail-
aale offer little prectical criterion of the wishes of the
people concerned,  Such satistics can be based only on
the test of religion or on that of fanguage: the former
test is unfavourable to the Albanians, the latter is un-
fair te the Greeks. The British and Franch Delegations
therefore feel obliged te take into prior consideration
the actual reasons for which the frontier of 1913 has
not met with the approbation of the pecples concern.
ed. The course of events in Southern Albania since the
delimination of the above frontier {see historic Sum-
mary given in Annex 1) tend to show that this delimi-
tation is unacceprable to wvery impartant elements in
he regions concerned,

2. At the same time the British and French Delega-
tions are impressed by the evidenge given by MM,
Vnizeles and Carapanos in regard fo the Hellencphile
senfiments of the greater part of the population, and
the ecenamic dependence of the Koritzs region on the
main road lading ro Santi Guarana,

3. The British Delegation are alsa influenced by the
considerations that the problem is in effect whether
this district shall be given to Greece or to Albania or
placed under the protection of some Eurcpean Power;
they are of opinion that for political and strategic
reasons it would be unfair to Greece and Serbis o
place so vital a point as Koritza under the tutelage
and contral of another European Pewer,

American report:

The Delegation of the U. 5. is unable to accept as
atisfying evidence either the history of the troubled
years 1913-14, in which foreign intrigue was active,
or the festimony of parties to the contest on either
side. They base their conclusions on reports of ob-
servers, corroborated by such statistical evidence as js
available, and state them as follows:

1. The construction of the road through Premeti to

Valona enables the districts of Koritza and of Argyro-
castro to be separsted without economic injury.
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The Italian Delegation are anxious that rlho existing
frontier should be maintained for the detailed reasons
given in Annex 2. (150)

The following are the main points made by the
Italians in Annex 2 against the Greek claims: T!‘le
district was inhabited by an Albanian majority (racial
and linguistic); the Italian statistics shower_! The Maos-
lems to be in the majority over the Christians; the
events of 1914 could not be taken as an index of
popular will in favor of the Greeks — whereas an
argument may be presented against annexation br.:—
cause of the atrocities committed against the inhabi-
tants, “Moslem or otherwise — who were Albanian
in sentiment”; the Albanians had proven their nation-
al devotion by repeated revolts against the Turk_s;
differences in religion do not necessarily lead to dif-
ferences in national sentiment; the Albanian Moslem
held the greater part of the landed property; the
economic life of the country would be thrown pff
key by depriving it of its chief towns; the cultural
arguments could not be accepted because the ,IAIban-
jans were not allowed by the Turks to have their own
educational institutions—education having been guard-
ed jealously by the Greek Patriarch; in 1880 the
Greeks asked for a nothern frontier in Epirus a line
not very different from that established by the Flor-
ence Protocol; and lastly, the [talians pointed to a
French military publication which included a map on
Albania showing the Greeks to be in the minority in
Southern Albania, (151)

Thus Great Britain, France and the United States
were willing to a varying degree to saﬂsfy the Greek
claims while Italy alone favored the maintenance of
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the frontier of 1913. However, we may not view
the favorable reception of the Greek views by the
British let us say as mere Philhellenism, nor the un-
favorable reception by the ltalians as the desire fo
help out the Albanians. As in 1913, the Albanian
question in 1919 had its international attachments
and complications. There were underlying causes,
especially in the Franco-British and Italian reports,
which touched intimately the interests of these Pow-
ers. The French and British had good reasons, given
the situation in the Adriatic at the time, for backing
the Greek claims. This is evident in the French-Brit-
ish report quoted above. The British attitude “was
clouded by a doubt whether it was wise, if Italy were
to obtain a foothold in Albania, to give her the stra-
tegic advantages of Koritza and the Santi Quaranta
road which was in fact the only line of communi-
cation between Jannina and Salonika. (152) The
French also adopted this attitude and persuaded the
British to agree to give Koritza to Greece. (153)
Italy on the other hand was still very interested in
Albania; and while the fitalians expected the British
and French to follow through with their commitments
to ltaly in the secret Treaty of London, they began
to wonder like the British and French if all its pro-
visions were wise. They began to dislike the pro-
visions regarding Albania in that Treaty. (154) They
still wanted the protectorate over the Albanian State
which the freaty gave them and they still wanted Va-
lona as a naval base, but they did not like the idea
of having to go along with the sections of the treaty
which would have assigned portions in the north of
Albania to Serbia and portions in the south to Greece.
(155) Italian support of Albanian integrity may be
attributed in part to the ltalian desire to have a pro-
tectorate over a larger than a smaller Albania. Then
of course ltaly was opposed to Greek claims "because
of her own political and commercial aspirations in the
eastern Mediterranean.” (156)

The london Treaty embarrassed the statesmen
of France and Britain at Paris and threw obstacles
in the path of American idealism. Hasty promises
were made by the Allies to Italy when the war ap-
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peared eritical and now with the changed situation,
with the elimination of Austria-Hungary and with the
lofty ideals of self-determination expounded by Wil-
son it was difficult to fulfil the original promises to
ltaly. The American delegafion did not feel bound
to all secret agreements and the French and British
were reluctant to adhere to the original stipulations.
In fact Britain and France now regarded the entire
Near Eastern question as open to a fresh settlement.
(157)  Accordingly Italy met with terrific obstacles
in her Adriatic program. The new Serb-Croat-Slovene
State was an additional obstacle in the way of Italian
plans for the Northern Adriatic. The ltalian Govern-
ment which succeeded the Orlando-Sonnino Ministry
therefore decided to concentrate on the Northern
Adriatic. In order fo do this concessions had to be
made elsewhere. Tittoni, the new Italian Foreign
Minister, accordingly looked up Venizelos in Paris
in order to come to an agreement with him in Albania
and Asia Minor — the places where Greek and Italian
inferests met. (158) It is unnecessary to add that
Venizelos was ready to talk things over. The result-
ing agreement between Tittoni and Venizelos was
signed July 19, 1919 in Paris. In refurn for Greek con-
cessions around Scala Nova to Italy in Asia Minor and
support of lalian claims for the Albanian mandate
and ltalian sovereignty of Valona, ltaly agreed to
recognize the Greeks in Smyrna, support the Greek
claims to all of Thrace, give the Dodecanese to Greece
and accept the assignment of Narthern Epirus to
Greece. The provisions relating to Albania were as
follows: _

. haly will likewise support the Glfgek _:Iaulm 12

Southern Albania (Northern Epirus) within an indicated

::w. Greece undertaker 1o support before the Con-

forence the ltalian claim to the Albanian mandate and

to sovereignty over Valona with the necessary hinter-

land.

The Canal of Corfu shall be neutralized as well as the

region from Cape Stylos- ta Asprl Ruga, including the

islands and a 25 kilometer zone from the cosst. {159)

This agreement marks a departure from the
consistent Italian policy, followed ever since the Bal-
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kan Wars, of opposing the Greek claims to Morthern
Epirus. With Germany and Russia eliminated from
the European scene following the war, and Austro-
Hungary shattered beyond hope, the Greek claims
were unanimously recognized by the Powers for the
moment. The main obstacle from the Greek point
of view to Greek expansion in Albania was thus for
the moment gone. In their further negotiations re-
lative to the Adriatic question the Italians, following
the Tittani-Venizelos agreement, accepted the satis-
faction of Greek claims as part of the seftlement.

The protracted negotiations over the Adriatic
question also delayed the settlement of the Albanian
question. The situation in Albania itself was liquid
and unstable with the Italians, Greeks and Serbs
adding fo the complications. On the international
scene the inconsistent American attitude as regards
to Albania was a major factor in delaying the solu-
tion. The Supreme Council had left the problem in
a state of suspended animation. The recommenda-
tions had been made but awards and settlements did
not materialize. On December 9, 1919 the American,
British and French representations at Paris, in a me-
morandum to the Ifalians, presented new proposals
for the settlement of the Adriatic question which in-
cluded provisions for Albania. The Italians .were to
get a profectorate over Albania with Valona and its
hinterland in full sovereignty; the northern and east-
ern boundaries were to remain the same as in 1913;
while in the south the prebable frontier was fo start
from Mount Tumba on the northern frontier of Greece,
run northwestward along the crest of the Nemercha
ridge to the sea to end at Aspri Ruga. (160) This
would have included Argyrocastro in Greece but not
Koritza. In a subsequent Franco-British memarandum,
January 14, 1920, the French and British reverted to
the position of their joint report on the Greek Com.
mittee. This memorandum proposed awarding fo the
Serb-Croat-Slovene State certain districts in Naorthern

Albania; (161) Italy was to get the profectorate over
Central Albania; the southern boundary was to be
that proposed by the Franco-British delegates in the
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Greek Committee, thus giving Koritza as well as Arg_y-
rocastro to Greece. (162) From across the Atlantic,
the American President lashed out at the prcpost_:d
partition of Albania. While he did not seem to dis-
agree much with the joint American-British-French
memorandum, he would not countenance the propo-
sals of January 14:

The memarandum of the 91h December maintained in

large messure the unity of the Albanian s‘m.. That

of the 14th January partitions the Albanian _penple

against their vehement protests, among three different

alien Powers. (163}

the

The proposals then, of January 14, rendere@
Adriatic settlement unworkable a:lcordmg to rresndfm
Wilson. (164) Following this, in apparent contra-
diction to the presidential views, the United States
Foreign Relations Committee, in May 1920, \foted a
unanimous resolution to give Northern Epirus to
Greece. (165) This meant the whole of Epirus in-
cluding Koritza. The resolution actually recognized
the Greek claims fully.

The fall of the Nitti-Tittoni Ministry in [taly
saw the fall of the Tittoni-Venizelos agreement anfi
Italian policy reverted to its original position vus-a-\:rs
the Greeks. Mot only did Italian policy revert to its
former position of the Greek-Albanian dispute, but
conditions combined which caused the Italians to
change their entire Albanian policy as outlined by
the treaty of Lendon in 1915.

When reports circulated in Albania of the Greek-
ltalian agreement to support each other's plans in
Albania, the Albanians clashed with the occupying
ltalian troops. (167) A new National Assembly met
in Albania in Janvary 1920, which overthrew the
Provisional Government established late in 1918,
which had been working along with the Italians,
pledged to oppose Italian interference.  This new
Government established itself at Tirana, in the in-
terior of Albania, fo be away from the coast where
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Italian influence was strong. The Albanians then be-
gan fo drive the Italian forces to the coastal towns,
(168) Soon the Italians were confined only to Va-
lona. The Italians in other words were not faring so
well. At about this time Giolitti began to question
the usefulness of Valona also, The new Prime
Minister felt that developments in the submarine,
artillery and the use of aircraft in war would necessi-
tate a very large hinterland in order to establish
effective control at that point as contemplated. If
the ltalians, in case of war, did not also control the
sea then Valona would be a liability beyond relief.
(IE‘.}'?) Sforza, the new Foreign Minister, began to
thlr_uk that Albania “was fo come into the sphere of
Italian influence, but not as a result of a juridical
situation wounding Albanian pride and working
alga]‘nst the very force of Italian expansion in Alba-
nia.” {170} He accordingly denounced the Tittoni-
Venizelos agreement. (17) [alian recognition of the
Grelek c!aln_as was thus shortlived and ltaly was
again workmg for the establishment of Albania on
the 1913 basis. A few days after Sforza informed
Venizelos of the termination of the Greco-Italian.agree-
ment, Cou_nt Manzoni met with success in his nego-
tiations with the Albanians for an Albanian-ltaljan
rappmchsu_wenr. In Ithe agreement reached, Italy was
to recognize AII:_’aman independence and surrender
Valon_a to Albania; Albania in return agreed to the
retention of the Islet of Sasseno in the Bay of Valona
by ltaly. (172)

In the meantime Albania had taken a step which
was to prove all important to her future. In a com-
munication dated October 12, 1920 she applied for
ac?mission to the league of Mations. (173) It was a
wise step in view of the prevailing circumstances.
The status of Albania was precarious and her bounda-
ries unsettled. While it was known that an Albanian
Government existed, it did not enjoy de jujre or
de facto recognition. (174) Even Italy which had
come to an agreement, Albanian independence dis-

T

claimed any recognition. (175) Following the Iralian
settlement with Albania, both Greece and Serbia
agreed with Albania to a medus vivendi on their
respective holdings in Northern and Southern Albania.
(176)  All parties agreed to await the decision of the
Peace Conference for the final disposition of the
disputed areas. The Greeks and Serbs held parts of
Albania as constituted in 1913, In a communication
to the Secretary General of the League, the Albanian
Foreign Minister stated that the:

Present Government rules cver territory assigned to Al-
banian State by Londen and Florence Conference ex-
cept parts of Morth and Morth-East which are new un-
der arbitrary Yuge-Slav occupation and part of Scuth-
East in district of Koritz [(Koritzal, which is retained
by Greece. (177)

With the concentration of Greek energies in Asia
Minar the Greek occupation had dwindled in Northern
Epirus to the district mentioned in the telegram.

The Albanian request for admission was handed
to the Committee for Admissions. While recognizing
that some sort of government existed in Albania, this
Committee felt that Albanian admission “should be
adjourned until the international status of Albania
shall have been established.,” (178) However the
Albanian application met with a very sympathetic
response on the part of the League Assembly. Llord
Robert Cecil, the South African delegate and warm
champion of Albania, asked for its admission contrary
to the recommendations of the Committee. He as-
serted that twe conditions for admission — that the
applicant must be a state and that it must be self
governing — were satisfied. (179} The British dele-
gate, Mr. Fisher, who had voted with the majority
on the Admissions Committee against Albania, now
went along with Sir Robert, He stated that although
it was true that it was doubtful that Albania had a
stable government or that Albania had de jure re-
cognition or that it had settled frontiers, the counter
considerations had to be realized: Albania was sur-
rounded by League Members and that Albanian en-
trance into the league would help Balkan peace. (180)
In the vote that followed all of the 35 States that
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voted cast their votes for Albania's admission into
he League.

The Albanians followed their successful admis-
sion into the League of Nations with an appeal to
that body to take steps to settle the Albanian ques-
tion.  Although the Conference of Ambassadors was
charged with the task of fixing the Albanian bounda-
ries nothing had been done in 1920 or the early part
of 1921, A note dated April 29, 1921 addressed to
the Secretary-General of the League by Mr. Frasheri,
the President of the Albanian delegation in Paris,
brought to the Secretary’s attention the fact that por-
tions of Albania were occupied by Greeks and Serbs
and asked that steps be taken to have the occupied
areas evacuated. (181) This was followed by a te-
legram from the Albanian Prime Minister. June 15,
1921, appealing to the League Council under Article
Il of the Covenant of the League. {182) Following
these appeals the Council of the League invited
Greece, Albania and Serbia to send delegates to its
13th session to sfate their respective cases.

The Albanian delegate dwelt on the legalistic
aspect of his country’s recent history. He held that
the 1913 settlement which had establised the exis-
tence of an independent Albania and which was re-
cognized by the Great Powers was in no way invali-
dated by subsequent arrangements.  “Mora particu-
larly, he refused 1o recognise the validity of the pro-
visional Agreements of London of 1915, whereby the
partition of the greater part of Albania and an ltalian
protectorate over the remainder was negotiated be-
tween England, France, ltaly and Russia. He con-
tended that the arrangement of 1915 had been de-
finitely set aside by the Treaty of Rapallo and the
preliminary Protocol of Tirana, under which Italy had
renounced her claim to a protectorate, and recognised
the sovereignty of Albania over Valona. (183) The
League of Nations he held to be the successor of the
“Concert of Europe” which had fixed the original
boundaries of Albania, and therefore the League alone
was competent to decide the Albanian issue. He
refused to accept the compatence of the Ambassa-
dorial Conference to deal with the Albanian guestion
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because the Conference was only ctmcelmed w!T'h
victors and vanquished. (184) The Abanians main-
tained that their country had been neutral during
the war. In conclusion the Albanian delegate asked
the Council to dispatch a commission to Albapia to
make inguiries on the spot in order to ascertain the
facts.

In reply the delegatet of Gfeece read ]h_e re-
port of the 5th Committee, which had grlglnafly
handled the admission of Albania, which pomfedl out
that the Albanian frontiers had never been entirely
determined. (185) He countered the Albanian doubf
as to the competency of the Conference of Ambassa-
dors by pointing out that the Albanians themselves
had appealed to the Peace Conference. (186)  After
holding that the Principal Powers had H‘_\e right to
determine the Albanian frontiers, he guestioned whe-
ther it was possible “to invoke the jurisdiction of the
League” since the question was already pending in
the hands of the Conference of Ambassadors and
without waiting for its judgment.

The Council upheld the Greek viewpoint on the
competence of the Ambassadorial Conference to deal
with the Albanian question. Since the Conference
“was discussing it at the moment, it would be in-
advisable to take it up simultaneocusly.” (187) The
three parties were advised to abstain "fro_m any aﬁt
caleulated to interfere with the procedure in course”;
at the same time it was stated that the Council wml.l!d
give ifs uimost attention fo safeguarding the Albanian
people and nation, (188) The delegate from Albania
nevertheless refused to accep?! the competence of the
Ambassadorial Conference and requested that the
Albanian question be placed on the agenda of the
second League Assembly.

In accordance with this request, the problem
was taken up by the Assemby. Committee & had
been entrusted with thie preliminary considerations of
the Albanian question. This Ccmminele made two
recommendations relative to Albania which were pre-
sented in its report to the Assembly: 1) a relscfluhon
recommending to Albania to accept the decision of
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the Allied and associated Powers; and 2) a resolu-
tion calling for a Commission of three impartial
persons to be dispatched immediately by the League
Council to Albania to report on the execution of the
decisions of the Allied and Associated Powers and
on the difficulties which had arisen on the boundaries
of Albania. (189) These recommendations formed the
basis of the discussion that Albania would accept the
decision of the Ambassadors as called for in the first
recommendation. (190) This being settled, the dis-
cussion turned to the second proposal. Lord Cecil
who grew weary of the Ambassadorial procrastina-
tions felt that an immediate sclution was necessary
and that the recommended Commission should be
dispatched immediately to determine the situation.
(191}  The Albanian representative expressed the
same atttiude. After pointing to the desirability of
an independent Albania according to the highest
principles of the League of Nations, the Italian repre-
sentative questioned the wisdom of sending a Com-
mission before the boundaries were fixed by the
Conference. (192) In this he was supported by the
French representtive. M. Frangulis, one of the Greek
representatives, believed that the Commission should
be sent out by the Conference of Ambassadors which

was handling the question. Tha Assembly finally

came to the viewpoint of the British representative,

Mr. Balfour, who pointed out the necessity of waiting

for the final judgment of the Conference; that a Com-

mission should be sent to Albania, but that the work

of the “Commission must fundamentaly depend on

the frontiers being settled "and “that its real work

will be carried on when the frontiers are determined.”

(193) The resolutions were thus carried pending

the decision of the Ambassadors.

Finally on November 9, 1921 the long awaited
pronouncement of the Ambassadors of France, Bri-
tain, Italy and Japan was forthcoming: “the tracing
of the frontier of Albania, as it was established in
1913 by the Conference of Ambassaddrs in London
is to be cofirmed.” (194) The Ambassadors accepted
the delimitation of the southern Albanian frontier
as drawn up by the Florence Protocol. A Commission
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was to be appointed fo trace on the spot the northern
and -eastern frontier along Montenegro and Serbia
since the Commission entrusted with that work in
1914 had to interrupt its work because of the out-
break of hostilities in that year.

In effect this decision of the Ambassadors brush-
ed aside the events following 1913. The decision
ended the involved see-saw political-diplomatic strug-
gle which started with the occupation of the whole
of Epirus by Greek troops during the war against
the Turks.

In a further declaration the same day the re-
presentatives of France, Britain, Italy and Japan set
down the procedure to be followed for the preser-
vation of Albania in the event of a threat fo its integ-
rity. It was provided that Albania should address
itself to the Council of the League for foreign assis-
tance if she had found it impossible to maintain her
territorial integrity; if she did not avail herself of her
right of request in fime, any one of the signatories
ta the agreement could have brought the situation to
the attention of the Council; the restoration of the
territorial frontiers of Albania was to have been en-
trusted to Italy; it was also stated that any medifi-
cation of Albanian frontiers constituted a danger to
the safely of Italy. (195) This declaration in reality
established ltaly as the guardian of Albania with the
League Council deciding when ltaly was to assume
the role of guardian.

The next step was fo dispatch the Commission
of Enquiry to Albania. As called for in the second
recommendation of Committee & of the League As-
sembly, the Council appeinted three men, one from
each of three small neutral countries. The Commis-
sion examined the situation on the Albanian-Greek
frontier and reported to the League in a series of
dispatches. The final report came from M. Seder-
holm of Finland and covered the various aspects of
the problem. In this final report M. Sederholm re-
affirmed some of the observations made in the ear-
lier dispatches and also summed up the situation.
M. Sederholm as head of the Commission visited
the area alone subseguent to the wvisit by the Com-
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mission. His journey tock him te the fowns of Santj
Quaranta, Delving, Argyrocastro, Leskoviki and Ko.
ritza. Although, as he reports, his wvisit was short
he felt that he was able to get “a fairly good ‘msighr’:
of the situation in Seuthern Albania at the time. (19¢)

He found that relations between Albania and
Greece were very strained; however he saw hope
in the exchange of diplomatic representatives between
the two countries. Relations seemed fo be strained
mainly because as information seemed to show, the
Greek Government persisted in not regarding the
provinces of Argyrocastro and Koritza as Albanian;
the Greek army also recruited residents in Greece
who were from Southern Albania, however only
those were retained who could not prove their Al-
banian nationality; the continued occupation, “to some
extent in disregard of the decisions of the Con.
ference of Ambassadors,” by the Greek army of that
partion of the Kaza of Keoritza touching Macedonia,
seemed to be especially disquieting because of the
economic dislocation resulting from the separation of
the outskirts from the city of Koritza. (197}

The status of the Orthodox Church in Southern
Albania was in the process of undergoing a change
at the time of M. Sederholm’s wisit. A movement
had been put under way by Albanian emigrants from
America which looked to the establishment of a na-
tional Albanian Orthodox Church., This movement
found favor from the Albanian authorities and from
the nationalists, most of whom were also returned
American emigrants. The nationalists seized sormne of
the Churches of Koritza and began to celebrate mass
in the Albanian language. However, when this hap-
pened the majority of the Orthodox refused to attend
Church. (198) A solution of the Church problem
seemed to be forthcoming when an Orthodox Con-
gress consisting of representatives of the Orthodox
Albanian communities (except from the province of
Argyracastro) decided to establish an autacephalous
Church in Albania and to apply for approval to the
Patriarchate. The Patriarch received the Congress's
desires favorably and sent an Exarch to start the
Albanian Church on its road to independence. (199)
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- M. Sederholm found the Grecophone element to
be about 17% of the whole population of Southern
Albania. This he found te be concentrated particu-
larly in the Argyrocastro region. (200) The remainder
then, all spoke Albanian in their homes. Accord-
ing to the minority declaration to which Albania
adhered, instruction in the schools was to be in the
language preferred by the individual communities.
The Albanian Gevernment maintained primary schools
in the Greek speaking areas with Greek the language
of instruction. Secondary schools which had been
closed under the Italian occupation were not reopen-
ed. The chief complaint of the Greek population
seemed to be the lack of sufficient teachers in the
crowded schools. (201) When these communities of-
fered to pay for additional teachers themselves, the
Albanian Government refused. M. Sederholm lodged
a protest on this score to the Government in Tirana.
In Koritza where the population was found to be
Albanophone, Greek schools had been closed and
instruction in the primary schools, a number of kinder-
gartens and the girls’ schools was in Albanian. (202)
French replaced Greek for purposes of higher en-
deavor since the Albanian language was not yet suf-
ficiently developed and bocks in Albanian were lack-
ing. M. Sederholm seems to have felt in his report
that it would have been better to have continued the
use of Greek until that time when Albanian could
have been introduced. “On the other hand, however,
it is easv to understand that the Albanian Gowern-
ment did not wish to maintain Greek scheols at a
time when Greece was claiming the region in ques-
tien, asserting that it was a Greek country.” (203)

M. Sederholm found some discontent amongst
the Christian element of the south. The economic dis-
location of the moment offered one source of dis-
satisfaction. The Christians complained that the taxes
fell more heavily upon them than upen the Mo-
hammedans. It was found that the southern provinces
of Koritza and Argyrocastro supplied the greater part
of the Albanian budget but only a small fraction of
the total budaet was used upan these provinces. It
was also found that the southern Christians had pro-
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oortionately less influence in the Government than
the Mohammedans and Catholics. By aerrymander-
ing and lack of proportional representation the Mo-
hammedans were put in indisputable control of whole
reaions, (204) By the retention of former Turkish
officials in administration, the Christians beran tg
feel that Albania was a continuation of the old arder,
However, despite much to be desired, M. Sederhalm
expressed the belief that in comparison to what he
had learned about conditions under the Turks, im-
mense strides had been made forward. M. Seder
halm recommended that steps be taken to smooth
the friction that existed. He stressed the importance
of administrative reforms. After examining the avail.
able statistics on the population. he came to the
conclusion that the Christian and Mohammedan popu-
lafions were about evenly matched in Southern Al
bania. He cautioned that the Hellenophile sentiments
of the areater part of the Orthodox population should
not be viewed as Greek nationalism. Instead the
feelinos of these peonle for Greece should be viewed
as “those for a country which has been the source
of their culture and the enemy of the hated Turkish
reaime.” (205) He concluded with the belief that the
decision of the Powers in allowina “Northern Epirus”
to remain in Albania as being “a just and wise one.”

The report of the Commission of Enquiry was
meant to give a picture of the conditions prevailing
in the area confirmed to Albania. As the report points
out, the enauiry had ne connection with the boundary
question. The decision of the Ambassadors termin-
ated, the issue fill it was reopened recently. To be
sure, a Boundary Commission was sent out following
the decision of the Ambassadors, consisting of Italian,
French and British delegates to redefine the boundary
retained by the Ambassadors and 1o clear up certain
difficulties resulting from the Greek occcupation. The
importance of this Commission, however, is to be
found in the incident that was created by the murder
of the lalian commissioner rather than its work on
the boundary. As in 1913, this Commission went to
Florence and in January 1925 drew up the redefini-
tien of the Greek-Albanian boundary, The differences
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between the 1913 boundary and the new one are so
slight as to be hardly perceptible. In fact on a map
one can hardly tell the difference.

IV. SUMMARY AND OBSERVATIONS

The histary of the problem indicates that the
Greek claims to Morthern Epirus or Southern Albania
have been recognized in a variety of forms. How-
ever the two vital dacisions, the decision of the Am-
bassadors at London (and the Florence Protocol) of
1913 and the decisions of the Ambassadors in Paris
in 1921, what one might call the “clinching” de-
cisions, threw MNorthern Epirus to Albania.

Greek hopes were high in 1913 because they
had conquered Morthern as well as the rest of Epirus
from the Turks and could therefore ciailm it as a
prize of war from Turkey and with claims to the
culture and national consciousness of the people of
Epirus they felt that their case was uncontestable.
However, the London Canference, due to a great
extent to fterrific pressure from Austria and ltaly,
granted the territory to the newly created State of
Albania.  Immediately following this award, the
Greeks and Greek sympathizers in fhel area revolted
against their inclusion in the Albam_an State. _1n
order to end the bloodshed and serious complica-
tions which the revolt presented, the Powers de-
cided to grant to Northern Epirus a special status
unlike the rest of Albania. The Great War prevented
this special status from being fried. The deteriora-
tion of the newly created Albanian State and the
start of the war raised Greek hopes anew by re-
opening the question. Greek troops wer_e_al‘owed to
occupy the district pending & final decision by the
Peace Conference that was to follow. During the
war the Entente offered Northern Epirus to Greece
in return for Greek entry into the war on the side
of the allies, Internal dissension and international
complications prevented the Greeks from profitin_g

from this offer. A similar German offer {stso did
not materialize, In 1915 recognition was given the
Greek claims to Morthern Epirus in a rather unexpect-
ed fashion when the Entente Powers reserved the
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right to assign the district to Greece in fheir secret
treaty with ltaly. Thus in return for tempting corn-
cessions in the london Treaty, Italy agreed to the
partition of the Albania which she had insisted upon
making as large as possible. The Greek hold on
Northern as well as the whole of Epirus was jecpard-
ized by the short Italian occupation of the whole
province during the Greek internal difficulties. The
French encouragement of Albanian nationalism in Ko-
ritza for a brief period also helped te counteract
Greek claims and interests in Northern Epirus. How-
ever, with the end of the war these difficulties were
cleared away and Greek claims fell on benevolent
ears at Paris in 1919. The French and British states-
men were willing to recognize most of MNorthern
Epirus as Greek and the Americans were willing to
give Greece the district of Argyrocastro. Later the
American Senate was even willing to assign all of
Northern Epirus to Greece, Difficulty was encounter-
ed from the direction of Italy but this too was over-
come when the Italians and Greeks decided for mu-
tual advantage to support each other's interests.
Through the Tittoni-Venizelos agreement ltaly recog-
nized the Greek claims to Northern Epirus,

These recognitions were made in principle in
the form of documents, memoranda and resolutions.
Mo awards were made with the consequence that the
question was left in the air for some time after the
general Peace Conference in 1919, But as in 1913
Albania was destined to get the concluding decision.
At the termination of the Paris Conference the sus-
pended question was turned over to the inheritors
of the Conference, the Ambassadors of France, Italy,
Britain and Japan. At the end of 1921 they re-
affirmed the Abanian fitle to the ferritory by recogni-
zing the decision of 1913 which gave the area to
Albania.

Whatever the seftlement in the currently re-
opened gestion, it appears that like the decisions of
the past it will have ifs international attachments. The
brief diplomatic skirmish over the Greek-Albanian
dispute which took place in the recent open Peace
Conference in Paris has made it abundantly clear
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that- the issue, aside from its own merits, is bound
up, and if ather current issues such as the Greek-
Bulgarian issue and that of Trieste may be taken as
examples, will be interwoven with the diplomatic
maneuvering in the Balkans between the policy of
the Soviet Union on the one hand and Anglo-Amer-
ican policy on the other.

It is to be hoped that the issue is completely
divorced from its big Power frame of reference, that
it be decided on its merits and that the interests of
the people of MNorthern Epirus or Southern Albania
are the guiding principle. In the short but turbulent
history of the problem about the only thing that has
not been fried is a plebiscite. A plebiscite appears
to be the only approach to the problem which would
minimize (or even eliminate) a Great Power solution.
In the past the people of the area have not been
consultd in any decision regarding them whether this
decision has been in favor of the Greeks or in tavor
of Albania. The work of the International Com-
mission that was dispatched to Albania by the Londen
Conference in 1913 may hardly be considered as an
attempt to determine the desires of the people of
the region since ils area of operation was limited
to a strip between Koritza and Cape Stylos and since
the Commissioners disagreed with each other. The
Commission of Enquiry sent out by the League of
Mations seems to be a litle bit more to the point
having given us some excellent chservations on the
area. But here again‘a vote by the people would
be much more convincing than the observations of
three or four men, no matter how capable, It would
not be hard to convince both the Albanians and the
Greeks to agree to a plebiscite in which the people
would vote either for Albania or Greece., Both claim
the national conscoiusness or national feelings of
Southern Albania or Northern Epirus and therefore
neither should object to a plebiscite under strict
international auspices. This way both will have a
chance to prove their point—that the area is a part
of Albania or that is a part of Epirus. Once the
feelings of the people are determined, then it would
not be too difficult to work out the economic and
geographic factors,
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In the last analysis it is a shame that the two
aldest people in the Balkans should be at odds with
each other. Although the ill feeling has been evalved
lo a great extent around the disposition of Northern
Epirus, ather elements enter. In the past this ill
feeling has been accentuated by Ifalian interference
in Albania and presently their differences are ag-
gravated by the inclusion of Albania and Greece
respectively within the opposed Soviet and Anglo-
American spheres of influence. It is desirahle that
with the coming of peace the spheres of influence
should evaporate and that the countries in these
spheres will be allowed to conduct truly independent
policies. It is also fo be hoped that Greece and
Albania will develop such policies towards each other
which will look to rapprochement and close co-
operation for their mutual interest. Gresce and Al
bania have mare in common than any other twao
countries in the Balkans. Besides being the only
two people that can frace their past to the classical
period of Balkan history, they are the only two non-
Slavic peopls. The Greeks have an abundance of
Albanian blood, while Greek culture is evident in
the whole of Southern Albania. With the modern
tendency foward larger political units and federation
of nations, it would be very logical for the Greeks
and Albanians once they have started on the road to
cooperation to work for federation. Such a federa-
tion would certainly be more logical than the present
inclusion of Albania in the Soviet sponsored Balkan
Slavic bloc. A Greek-Albanian federation would
be advantagecus to both. The Greeks would no
longer face the dangers of having Albania used as
a base for atfack upon Greece by any foreign power
and the Abanians would have a greater  political
area in which to use their administrative talents and
other abilities.

If such a federation could be forthcoming then
the problem of Northern Epirus would be automatic-
ally eliminated because then it would not make much
difference whether Northern Epirus remained in Al-
bania or whether it formed a part of Greece. Both
Albanians and Greeks would have access to it under
the freedom of mobility ta and from the ares which
would result from such a federation.
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