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Note on Transliteration

Selanik/Thessaloniki/Solun/Salonika/Salonica/Saloniki. These are
just a few versions of the name of the largest city in Ottoman Macedonia,
and it was hard to choose one that would be used consistently throughout
the book (I opted for Salonika in the end). I hope the reader will understand
the “hybrid” method I have used for place names based on this example.
For large cities such as Salonika and Monastir I have used the version most
common in contemporary English transliteration. For smaller towns I have
tried to use the Ottoman version, transliterated in modern Turkish, followed
by the contemporary name in parentheses the first time it is mentioned (e.g.,
Demirhisar (Sidirokastro)). Given the subject matter of the book, a large
number of small villages are mentioned, especially in the last three chapters,
and these were the most challenging: again, I tried to provide the Ottoman
Turkish version (which could vary depending on transliteration) followed
by alternative spellings and the current name of the locale in parenthesis
(e.g., Gracen/Gratsiani (Agiohori)). I hope this will make it easier to identify
the exact locations of these villages. I have used modern Turkish spelling
for Ottoman Turkish transliteration, and the Library of Congress style for
Greek. For the sake of convenience, all dates have been converted into the
Gregorian calendar.
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Introduction

Macedonia is the most frightful mix of races ever imagined. Turks,
Albanians, Greeks and Bulgarians live there side by side without
mingling—and have lived so since the days of St. Paul.

—John Reed, The War in Eastern Europe, 1916

rom the Congress of Berlin to the outbreak of the Balkan Wars,

a potent combination of zero-sum imperialism, irredentist na-

tionalism, and modernizing states transformed southeast Eu-
rope into a violent conflict zone. As empires collapsed and the boundaries of
nation-states were drawn, first on paper and then through the land, a long
period of suffering started for the people inhabiting an area stretching from
Eastern Europe though the Black Sea littoral and Asia Minor into the Fer-
tile Crescent; they were caught in the riptide of geopolitics, and worse was
yet to come. The demarcation lines drawn on paper cut through not only
topographical markers but also ordinary people’s lives, which no longer
were that ordinary. Communal solidarities broke down, time and space were
rationalized, the fluidity of vernaculars was replaced by the rigid rules of
literary languages, and the immutable form of the nation and the boundaries
of the nation-state replaced the polyglot associations and ways of life that
had formerly characterized people’s connections with those beyond their
immediate kin or community.

The residents of the Ottoman Balkans, including Macedonia, were not en-
tirely unfamiliar with coercive violence, lawlessness, and depredations. All
were occasionally visited on them by a variety of bandits and state agents—
who sometimes were one and the same. The violence that sprang up in the
nineteenth century and escalated to the point of all-out war at the turn of the
twentieth century, however, was qualitatively different: it was systemic, was
pervasive, and pitted one community against another, whether the members
of those communities desired to be active participants in this struggle or not.
Back then it was called a “war of races.” Today it is called “ethnic conflict.”
The principal question I raise in this book is how a region inhabited by a
population that had not experienced any sustained, systemic, or high level of
intercommunity violence until the turn of the twentieth century turned into
one synonymous with ethnic conflict.
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The association of the name Macedonia with ethnic conflict has a long
history. Writing during World War I, John Reed described it as “the most
frightening mix of races ever imagined,”! and he was not the first to have said
so.In 1925, A. Pallis called the situation “chronic racial warfare” caused by
“the inextricable mixture of Greeks, Bulgars, Turks, and others.”? It is true
that Macedonia was home to an unusual diversity of “races,” even by the
standards of the notoriously mixed Ottoman Empire, and it is also true that
it was a frightening place by the time of Reed’s visit; it was definitely a
zone of violence. Reed and Pallis, like many at the time and since, assumed
wrongly that the “fear” was an outcome of this presumably anomalous
“mixture of races.” The violence that accompanied the unmixing of the
same people should have taught them otherwise. The “racial” violence in
Macedonia was not the natural outcome of (presumably) mutually hostile
groups of people living in close proximity to one another; it was, instead,
the combined result of three factors: adoption by the elites of the neighbor-
ing Balkan states of an exclusionary nation-state model as the only path to
modernization and prosperity; the determined refusal of Ottoman statesmen
to accept any political reorganization, such as autonomy, that might result
in their loss of these territories; and the reckless pursuit by the Great Powers
of a policy that would preserve the European balance of power until, obvi-
ously, they could not. The bizarre mingling of several languages, dialects,
religions, and sects in an area roughly the size of Maryland was secondary
to this tension and became a pretext for violence only after the scramble for
territory had already started.

Macedonia was hardly unique in its ethnic, linguistic, and religious
makeup; heterogeneity was the rule, not the exception, in imperial territo-
ries ruled by the Habsburg or the Romanov dynasties such as Transylvania,
Moravia, Bohemia, Galicia, and the Caucuses. Although the path to na-
tional consolidation differed in each of these territories, the goals were the
same and in each case involved violent social upheavals and transformative
population movements. The transition from empire to nation-state created
citizens out of subjects even as it transformed some populations into minori-
ties in their former homelands, who were then forced to leave in campaigns
of deportation and emigration, cynically called repatriation.

In the words of Ernest Gellner, nationalism is “the general imposition of
a high culture on society, where previously low cultures had taken up the
lives of the majority, and in some cases of the totality, of the population.”?
Although his theory has helped to shape the debate about nations and
nationalism for the last four decades, it has also been subjected to a good

1. John Reed, The War in Eastern Europe, 1916.

2. A.Pallis, “Racial Migrations in the Balkans during the years 1912-1924,” Geographical
Journal 66, no. 4 (1925), 316.

3. Ernest Gellner, Nations and Nationalism (Ithaca, 1983), 57.
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deal of criticism.* Like all such theoretical approaches to nationalism, Gell-
ner’s presents a universal framework to explain an ideology that has adapted
and replicated itself in different guises with the resilience of tuberculosis bac-
teria.> The success of nationalism in contexts where the connection between
elites and agro-literate masses was tenuous at best and nonexistent at worst
is particularly difficult to explain. To speak of imposition from above is to
suggest strict limits on the agency of the very masses whose collaboration
was necessary for the completion of the elites’ nationalist agendas. Yet it is
hard to deny the universal role played by the elites and the high culture they
represented—even as they embraced a romantic notion of the volk as the
essence of the nation—in initiating the process that culminated in the foun-
dation of nation-states. The nationalist movements in the Ottoman Empire
were no exception to this pattern.

But how did the masses connect with the elites if they did not already
share similar values and aspirations? To answer this question, I explain in
this book the transition to nationhood not through a textual analysis of
the record left behind by national visionaries but through the experience
of the common folk. I trace the paths to nationhood “in terms of the as-
sumptions, hopes, needs, longings and interests of ordinary people, which
are not necessarily national and still less nationalist,” as Eric Hobsbawm
urges.® This is not to deny the importance of works that have analyzed the
course of nationalism in the Balkans based on the written work, activities,
and testimony of national leaders, intellectuals, and elites.” Rather, I build
here on that framework to understand the dynamics of nation-making that
depended on the diffusion among the peasant masses of what was essentially
an elite ideology.

This book therefore has two axes: one follows the agendas and actions
of state and nonstate political actors with competing visions for the region,
and the other traces the experiences of the people who continued to make
a living in the territory staked out between these competitors. At the center
of my argument are the ways in which difference—religious, sectarian,

4. For a comprehensive evaluation and critique of Gellner’s theory of nationalism, see the
collection of essays in John Hall, ed., The State of the Nation: Ernest Gellner and the Theory of
Nationalism (Cambridge, 1998). For an emphatic defense, see David McCrone, The Sociology
of Nationalism (New York, 1998), 64-84.

5. The exceptional adaptability of nationalism can be explained more easily if it is treated
“as if it belonged with ‘kinship’ and ‘religion,”” as Benedict Anderson suggests, rather than as
ideology. Imagined Communities (London, 1991), 5.

6. Eric J. Hobsbawm, Nations and Nationalism since 1780: Programme, Myth, Reality
(Cambridge, 1990), 10.

7. Historiography is particularly rich in this regard for the Greek case; see, among many
others, Paschalis Kitromilides, The Enlightenment as Social Criticism: lIosipos Moisiodax and
Greek Culture in the Eighteenth Century (Princeton, 1992); Stathis Gourgouris, Dream Nation
(Stanford, 1996); Peter Mackridge, Language and National 1dentity in Greece, 1766-1976
(Oxford, 2009).
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linguistic—was constructed and compounded.® While acknowledging the
roles played by literary elites and competing educational establishments, I
do not consider these the factors that dismantled the “complex structure of
local groups” (pace Gellner). In Ottoman Macedonia, elites and the peas-
ants were brought together through the reappropriation of existing mark-
ers of collectivity, such as religion, and through the politicization of those
reworked differences through violence.

Nationhood, Nationalism and Eastern Backwardness

As the Cold War came to an end and communism seemed to collapse like a
house of cards, nationalism experienced a resurgence that proved how pow-
erful it still was. It became “the hegemonic discourse of sovereignty and the
unavoidable language of those who want to play the game of statehood.”’
Decades later, the nation-state, far from withering after an interlude of vital-
ity, has proved extremely well suited to the globalizing world capitalist sys-
tem, which presumably thrives on transnationalism rather than nationalism.
Because the nation-state retains its robust presence, it is all the more difficult
to avoid a teleological bias when analyzing the emergence of nationhood,
regardless of the context and period. Therefore, it is important, first, to sepa-
rate nationalism from nationhood: the former is a basis of political legiti-
macy, whereas the latter is a basis for collective identity. We might assume
that nationalism follows naturally from nations, collectivities mobilized for
attaining the ultimate goal of nationalism, namely statehood, or, as Gellner
put it, “the congruence of the boundaries of state with those of the nation.”!°
The case studies detailed in this book demonstrate a different trajectory, how-
ever, outlining the historical process by which the category “nation” came to
complete the ideology of nationalism.!! I consider the category “nation” pri-
marily as an interest group and nationalism as a mobilizing ideology that cre-
ates nations where they did not exist before.!? I engage with the micro rather

8. See Fredrik Barth, ed., Ethnic Groups and Boundaries: The Social Organization
of Cultural Difference (London, 1969). Barth’s amended model resonates better with
studies on ethnicity outside the field of anthropology; see Fredrik Barth, “Enduring and
Emerging Issues in the Analysis of Ethnicity,” in The Anthropology of Ethnicity: Beyond
Ethnic Groups and Boundaries, edited by Hans Vermeulen and Cora Govers (Amsterdam,
1994), 11-32.

9. Ronald Grigor Suny, The Revenge of the Past: Nationalism, Revolution, and the
Collapse of the Soviet Union (Stanford, 1993) 14.

10. Gellner, Nations and Nationalism, 1.

11. Some have even argued in favor of entirely doing away with “nation” as an analytical
category; see Valery A. Tishkov, “Forget the ‘Nation’: Post-Nationalist Understanding of
Nationalism,” Ethnic and Racial Studies 23 (2000), 625.

12. The Gellnerian tone of this statement is obvious; however, by locating the roots of
nationhood in the process of mobilization, I veer from a strictly Gellnerian framework. In fact,
the definitions here owe much to Barry Barnes’s theory of interest groups, which posits that an
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than the macro level of the transition to nationness and, therefore, focus more
on the process of nationalist mobilization than on its putative inspiration.
To speak about the emergence of nationhood as a process is to place one-
self firmly within the modernist camp of the scholarship on nationalism.'3
I do not, however, subscribe to a strictly modernist reading of nationhood,
not least because the usual trappings of modernity did not reach the major-
ity of the people whose lives were nevertheless being claimed by fighters
for the national cause. I do acknowledge the roots of nationalist mobiliza-
tion in earlier markers of belonging, especially in religious belonging. After
all, even Gellner followed his famous declaration that “nationalism is not
the awakening of nations to self consciousness” with the acknowledgment
that it “does need some pre-existing differentiating marks to work on, even
if ... these are purely negative.”!* I frame the central question about the
emergence of nationhood in the following manner: How does a transition to
nationhood occur in the absence of the commonly accepted prerequisites for
that process such as public education, universal conscription, industrializa-
tion, and the spread of print culture? The answer developed in this book is
that the early subscribers of nationalism in Ottoman Macedonia—including
members of the nascent bourgeoisies, state elites, the men and women of let-
ters, and young political activists—understood well the need to recast it in a
new and overtly religious language. Nationalism and mass political partici-
pation went hand in hand to redefine the basis of political legitimacy in the
nineteenth century. If the same trend were to have any shot at prevailing in
the Ottoman Balkans, it was exigent to make it accessible to the only demo-
graphic contingent that had the potential to carry it to the mainstream —the
peasantry. The operative realm of religion was the most effective medium
through which the gospel of nationalism could be preached to a skeptical
audience, and the ultimate catalyst in the process that would render free-
floating allegiances hard and fixed was political violence. In other words, vi-
olence was not a by-product of but a real force in the genesis of nation-ness.
Having spelled out violence and religion as the two major factors in the
popularization of nationhood in Ottoman Macedonia, I find it necessary to
briefly address the possibility that the arguments of this book will be associ-
ated with two of the famous canards attributed to Balkan history and histori-
ography. The first of these is the notion, peddled especially by western media
outlets during the breakup of Yugoslavia, that nationalism in the Balkans

interest group is constituted by the very process of its mobilization; Barry Barnes, The Elements
of Social Theory (Princeton, 1995).

13. Theories on the origins of nationhood are aplenty, and they do not fall into neat
clusters. However, it is fair to say that the most visible demarcation line is between modernists
and primordialists. Elie Kedouri’s Nationalism (London, 1960) was a milestone in the
establishment of what later would be called the modernist paradigm or, alternatively, modernist
orthodoxy by its critics.

14. Ernest Gellner, Thought and Change (London, 1964), 168.



6 < Introduction

is, and has always been, atavistic and innately violent. The second is the
primordialist conception of religion as the vault where nations preserved
their core values through centuries of subordination under the Ottomans.

This book directly challenges these two stereotypes, which have long bur-
dened the study of the Balkans. Fortunately it does not stand alone; since
1993, when Michael Ignatieff associated the term ethnic hatred with for-
mer Yugoslavia and Robert Kaplan introduced “ghosts” that apparently
haunted the same country, scholarship on the Balkans has come a long way
toward shedding the weight of such ahistorical notions as “national awak-
enings” and “ancient hatreds.”'> The Ottoman period has become better
integrated into historiography in the Balkans as professional historians have
distanced themselves from the official establishment narratives of national
history and revisionism has become more common.'® Unfortunately, the
attraction of facile classifications and Manichean divisions block the effect
of scholarly writings that might trickle their way into works of general read-
ership. At the same time, despite modest gains, the resistance of education
ministries in the Balkans to revisions in history textbooks means that stu-
dents are indoctrinated in the same narratives of national liberation and are
conditioned to think of history as National History.!” Rogers Brubaker calls
primordialism a “long-dead horse that writers on ethnicity and nationalism
continue to flog.”!® In the realm of banal nationalism, however, the horse
seems to be in rude health and still kicking.!®

Historiographically, this book is part of a growing literature that seeks
to normalize Ottoman and southeast European history. It shows that the
transition to nationhood as experienced in Ottoman Macedonia was not
an aberration to the purportedly serene progress of civic values enjoyed
elsewhere. It contends that ethnic nationalism, commonly used to refer to
Balkan nationalist movements, including those that precipitated the fall of
the Ottoman Empire, is an analytically redundant categorization because
violence, symbolic or physical, is the midwife of nation-ness, even in its

15. Michael Ignatieff, Blood and Belonging (New York, 1993); Robert D. Kaplan: Balkan
Ghosts: A Journey through History (New York, 1993). For a corrective, see Mark Mazower,
The Balkans: A Short History (New York, 2002).

16. Yet the gains have so far been modest and uneven across countries in southeast Europe;
for a review, see Ulf Brunnbauer, ed., (Re) Writing History: Historiography in Southeast Europe
after Socialism (Munster, 2004).

17. For an evaluation of the records of the individual Balkan countries on this
issue, see Christina Koulouri, ed., Clio in the Balkans: The Politics of History Education
(Thessaloniki, 2002).

18. Rogers Brubaker, Nationalism Reframed: Nationhood and the National Question in
the New Europe (Cambridge, 1996), 15.

19. Michael Billig, Banal Nationalism (London, 1995). As Ronald G. Suny argues,
“there is a selective affinity between nation, essentialism, and primordialism.” “Constructing
Primordialism: Old Histories for New Nations,” Journal of Modern History 73, no. 4 (2001),
892. Despite what historians and theoreticians of nationalism have been writing for decades,
primordialism, it seems, is here to stay.
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“civic” version.?? The ethnic versus civic distinction, originally developed
by Hans Kohn and further elaborated by John Plamenatz, has served pri-
marily as a typology that distinguishes nationalism in its “eastern” versus
“western” versions.?! Political scientists and historians alike have widely
adopted this categorization, primarily to explain the volatility of late-comer
(read: eastern) nationalisms as opposed to the stability enjoyed through the
“daily plebiscite” of earlier nations.?> More recently, the civic versus ethnic
division was implicit in the liberal defense of nationalism because it allowed
the easy attribution of the destructive, oppressive manifestations of bigotry
and xenophobia around the globe to the “dark gods” of nationalism and
the prosperity of western democracies, presumably, to its better angels.?
Nationalism, according to this scheme, is a benign, even progressive ideol-
ogy and the best foundation we have for political modernization and social
equality; yet it can go haywire in certain “cultural” contexts. Notable ex-
ceptions notwithstanding, scholars usually see the Balkans as exhibiting this
cultural proclivity to ethnic violence.?*

There are quite a few problems with this approach. To begin with, con-
sidering the semantic proximity of and the highly elastic conceptual distinc-
tions theorists have drawn between the categories “ethnie” and “nation,”
pitting the term ethnic against civic to qualify different forms of national-
ism serves only to bolster the assumption that ethnic nationalism is deviant
from the norm, unique to cultures that have been late in making the leap
from ethnie to nation.?’ The categories “ethnie” and “nation” are different

20. On the analytical shortcomings of the civic versus ethnic nationalism distinction, see
Brubaker, “The Manichean Myth: Rethinking the Distinction between ‘Civic’ and ‘Ethnic’
Nationalism,” in Nation and National Identity: The European Experience in Perspective,
edited by Hanspeter Kriesi, Klaus Armingeon, and Hannes Siegrist (Ziirich, 1999), 55-71.
Brubaker proposes that a “less ambiguous” distinction would be between “state-framed”
and “counter-state” understandings of nationalism. The term civic nationalism has also been
critiqued as a by-product of the necessary lore-making by the nation-state to obfuscate the
origins of its historical evolution. For a discussion, see Bernard Yack, “The Myth of the Civic
Nation,” Critical Review 10, no. 2 (1996): 193—211; Nicholas Xenos, “Civic Nationalism: An
Oxymoron?” Critical Review 10, no. 2 (1996): 213-31.

21. Hans Kohn, A History of Nationalism in the East (New York, 1929); Hans Kohn,
The Idea of Nationalism: A Study in Its Origins and Background (New York, 1944); John
Plamenatz, “Two Types of Nationalism,” in Nationalism: The Nature and Evolution of an
Idea, edited by Eugene Kamenka (London, 1976), 23-36.

22. See, for instance, Aviel Roshwald, Ethnic Nationalism and the Fall of Empires: Central
Europe, Russia & the Middle East, 1914-1923 (London, 2001). Gellner also subscribes to this
distinction, which he finds consistent with his time zones model of nationalism in Europe;
Nations and Nationalism, 97—-101.

23. For a sophisticated defense of liberal nationalism, see Craig Calhoun, Nations Matter:
Culture, History, and the Cosmopolitan Dream (New York, 2007).

24. Roshwald, Ethnic Nationalism, 6. Valére P. Gagnon takes exception to Balkan
exceptionalism and the presumed link between ethnic difference and violence in The Myth of
Ethnic War: Serbia and Croatia in the 1990s (Ithaca, 2004).

25. The state, or state-seeking, occupies a great place in discussions concerning the
differences between an ethnie and a nation. According to Craig Calhoun, for instance, “a
crucial difference between ethnicities and nations is that the latter are envisioned as intrinsically
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yet cognate concepts, and they are similarly contingent and process-depen-
dent. In the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries, ethnographers
described them as objectively distinct entities along an evolutionary or ideo-
logical spectrum. The designation ethnic nationalism, in seeking an analyti-
cal distinction between these two categories, duplicates the same assump-
tions that nineteenth- and early-twentieth-century ethnographers made (if
with the best of intentions) while categorizing social groups.

Second, the civic designation is imprecise at best and cynical at worst,
considering that it refers to nationalisms that motivated colonialist ventures,
drew impenetrable boundaries between citizens and imperial subjects, and
sustained slavery. The legacy of civic nationalism cannot be separated from
the qualities of its flip side—state consolidation, religious purges, colonial-
ism, and racism—which ultimately made possible the homogeneity that the
nation-state required.?® Or, as John Hall puts it, “liberal tolerance is easy
once there is actually little to tolerate.”?’

Finally, even after admitting that nationhood imbues people with a
sense of solidarity and coherence, laying the ideal social foundation for a
smoothly functioning and egalitarian political system, we cannot overlook
the historical connection between mass political participation and the move
toward national homogenization—through violence when necessary. This
is why Michael Mann has aptly called ethnic cleansing the “dark side of
democracy.”?$

By questioning the civic versus ethnic categorization, I do 7ot argue that
nationalism is inherently and necessarily violent. We need to recognize, how-
ever, that changing the basis of sovereignty and establishing a nation-state,
which is the ultimate goal of nationalism, requires certain social and politi-
cal processes that cannot easily be separated from violence.?’ Even Craig
Calhoun, who has written most empathically of nations as the ideal basis of
democratic polities concedes the “the founding of a new nation has never

political communities, as sources of sovereignty, while this is not central to the definition of
ethnicities.” “Nationalism and Ethnicity,” Annual Review of Sociology 19 (1993), 229.

26. For the exclusionary and violent backgrounds to European civic nations, see Anthony
Marx, Faith in Nation: Exclusionary Origins of Nationalism (Oxford, 2003). See also Michael
Mann, The Dark Side of Democracy: Explaining Ethnic Cleansing (Cambridge, 2005), 42—54.

27. John A. Hall, “Conditions for National Homogenizers,” in Nationalism and its
Futures, edited by Umut Ozkirimli (New York, 2003), 2.5. Hall uses the terms ethnic nationalism
and civic nationalism but argues that “civic nationalism may be as resolutely homogenizing
as is ethnic nationalism.” John A. Hall, “Conditions for National Homogenizers,” in
Nationalism and Its Futures, edited by Umut Ozkirrmhi (New York, 2003), 28. Another
theoretical possibility, according to him, is civil nationalism, but he adds that this is mostly a
“prescriptive” suggestion and extremely hard to achieve in practice.

28. Mann, Dark Side of Democracy.

29. Note that state-seeking is not the exclusive goal of nationalist projects. As Rogers
Brubaker argues, another type consists of “nationalisms that aim to nationalize an existing
polity.” Nationalism Reframed, 79. However, the nationalisms discussed in this book all
belonged to the former category.
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been simply the uncoerced and egalitarian project of all potential citizens.”3°

Instituting the will of the nation as the source of political legitimacy requires
social homogenization; it requires cultural, temporal, linguistic, and, in most
cases, religious unity that can be attained only through violent means, physi-
cal or symbolic. Whether the resulting political formations legitimize this
violence is another matter, but one that is immaterial as far as the relation-
ship between nation-making and violence is concerned.

Names and Places

The territory that was once Ottoman Macedonia now lies within the
borders of four nation-states: the eponymous Republic, which gained its
independence relatively recently and just as soon found itself embroiled in
a diplomatic fight with Greece over who had the historical copyright to
the name Macedonia; Greece, the self-proclaimed descendant of Alexander
the Great, which contains a region called Macedonia, otherwise known as
Aegean Macedonia; Bulgaria, the principal claimant to the entire region at
the turn of the twentieth century, which had to give up hope of recreating the
borders of San Stefano Bulgaria but still includes Pirin Macedonia within
its national borders; and finally, Albania, which currently holds a diminu-
tive section of historical Macedonia in Mala Prespa and Golo Bardo, slivers
of territory that flank the western shores of the Prespa and Ohrid lakes.
Despite the wars, campaigns of ethnic cleansing, and assimilation, and use
of demographic engineering tools such as population exchanges that have
taken place since the turn of the twentieth century, Macedonia is still an
ethnically diverse place, but that diversity pales compared to what it was a
century ago. Given the ultimate historical triumph of the nation-state, it is
difficult to envision a time when it was not the norm, but we still need to ex-
plain how exactly those nations were forged and, more important, how that
process affected the lives of those who for the first time became acquainted
with nationhood, whether they wanted to or not.

A few words are in order concerning the term O#toman Macedonia, which,
it could fairly be argued, is an oxymoron because the Ottomans themselves
never had a province called Macedonia. The questions of what and who con-
stitute Macedonia and the Macedonians has generated speculation since the
early nineteenth century. “Macedonia is a field of illusions where nothing is
entirely real,” wrote Maurice Gandolphe, a journalist who toured the region

30. Calhoun, Nations Matter, 155. He adds, however, that even the “subjugation of large
populations” that coincided with the creation of nations does not bring their legitimacy into
question because “the new nations, especially where they embraced democracy, did create
conditions for continued struggles for fuller citizenship” (155).
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after the Ilinden Uprising in 1903.3' Gandolphe’s professionalism may be
subject to debate in that he was rumored to have completed his inquiries in
the pay of Sultan Abdiilhamid IT and the book relating his experiences was
unusually favorable to the Ottoman government, but his words did capture
the elusiveness of a definition for Macedonia quite well. “A field of illusions”
was an apt metaphor for Macedonia, not because it was “false” in a positiv-
ist sense but because Macedonia was and is still a topos that evokes mutu-
ally exclusive realities for different groups of people. Its people, on the other
hand, with what seemed like an unnerving mix of languages and religions
even to the best-equipped ethnographer, defied the researcher’s resolve to
categorize them. It must have been this frustration that inspired one of them
to declare, “Verily no country ever was in such need of a herald’s office or
of a lunatic asylum, as Macedonia. It may be described as a region peopled
with new-born souls wandering in quest of a body, and losing themselves in
the search.”3? As for the geographical boundaries of the region, there was
never a consensus on where they started and where they ended, except in the
descriptions of those who fought for an independent Macedonia: “the topo-
graphic features of Macedonia are quite irregular and rather mountainous;
the geographic boundaries of the country are, for the most part, natural,”
one of them asserted.’3 Henry Roberts Wilkinson, who compared “natural
frontiers” of Macedonia based on ethnographic maps of southeast Europe,
none of which seemed to agree with another one, concluded that “of all at-
tempts to define Macedonia, that which makes its appeal to physical geogra-
phy is the least profitable, and also the easiest to refute.”3*

Nonetheless, I use the term O#toman Macedonia in the title and through-
out the present book without further befuddling qualifiers. The logic that
justifies such a choice was inspired by the correspondence of the superin-
tendent of Bulgaria, a high-level functionary of the Ottoman government.
The superintendent was in trouble for having uttered the word Macedo-
nia during an interview with a reporter from Newue Freie Presse in March
1903. During the time of Abdiillhamid II, the Ottoman bureaucracy was
not allowed to use the word Macedonia (along with many others consid-
ered harmful and seditious) in its official correspondence because the mere
designation was considered a heinous concession to all the parties, especially
the insurgents fighting in the region, that anticipated the Ottomans’ im-
minent and complete departure from Europe. The superintendent defended
his choice by indicating he had explained to the reporter that calling the

31. Maurice Gandolphe, La Crise Macédonienne: Enquéte dans les Vilayets Insurgés
(Sept.—Dec. 1903) (Paris, 1904), 1. Compare this with, for instance, Gaston Routier, La
Macédoine et les Puissances, I’Enquéte du Petit-Parisien (Paris, 1904).

32. George E. Abbott, The Tale of a Tour in Macedonia (London, 1903), 81.

33. Christ Anastasoff, The Tragic Peninsula (St. Louis, ca. 1934), 10.

34. Henry R. Wilkinson, Maps and Politics: A Review of the Ethnographic Cartography
of Macedonia (Liverpool, 1951), 2.
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“contagious imperial provinces [viliyat-i miiteldhike-i Sahane]” with the
“inappropriate name of Macedonia [tabir-i nasavabin]” was akin to calling
contemporary France “Gaul,” and he reaffirmed that he had used this term
only in reference to the “malice committees [fesad komiteleri].”3’

His apparent attachment to the sycophantic rules of the Hamidian bu-
reaucracy and desire to save his skin notwithstanding, the superintendent
made a good point: Macedonia was indeed the name of an ancient kingdom
that occasionally graced historical atlases, but in reference to a region, not
a political entity. On the other hand, it made no sense (although he did not
push this point too strongly) to retort with a cumbersome alternative each
time the issue was invoked because the presence of armed political com-
mittees that called themselves Macedonian made the term Macedonia as
current as it could be. Likewise, it was somewhat pedantic to insist on the
term European Provinces of the Ottoman Empire to avoid using the word
Macedonia, not least because these provinces included areas that did not
fall under even the most generous delimitations accorded to Macedonia, but
also because the term had been firmly placed in international parlance by
the t900s. Even though Rumeli, the word the Ottomans used to describe the
territories on the western side of the Bosphorus, remained in use and Tur-
key in Europe continued to be the international designation of choice, the
insurgency completed the task that the European geographers had started a
generation earlier. They shifted the meaning of Macedonia from an ancient
and legendary kingdom to that of a territory with a particularly volatile mix
of populations. In other words, my adoption of the term O#toman Macedo-
nia here is not meant to assign historical credence to the insurgents or the
geographers over the Ottomans but, rather, a choice of convenience.

To continue the question of terminology, it is also necessary to explain
the names I use throughout the book in reference to the main protagonists,
namely the many “racial” groups of Macedonia. Finding names for the
complex mass of humanity that made up the population of Macedonia is
not an easy task; none of the ethnographers who undertook this endeavor
seemed to get it right, at least according to their critiques, and one divided
them up into no less than twenty-one distinct groups.3® Using these names
accurately is quite another matter; one, it must be admitted, that can never
fully be accomplished. Static epithets such as Bulgarian or Greek certainly
fall short of describing what essentially was a situation in flux.?” On the

35. BOA, Y.PRK.MK, April 3, 1903.

36. Sax, Carl. “Ethnographische Karte der Europdischen Tiirkei und ihrer Dependenzen
zu Aufang des Jahres,” Mittheilungen der Wiener Geographischen Gesellschaft, Vol. 21 (Wien,
1878), plate III.

37. For more on the problem of terminology, see Anastasia Karakasidou, Fields of Wheat,
Hills of Blood: Passages into Nationhood in Greek Macedonia, 1870-1990 (Chicago, 1997),
21-24. How a person’s nationality was to be determined became problematic, especially
after the formation of nation-states that sought to homogenize their populations through
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other hand, introducing additional terminology such as proto-Greeks or
ultra-Bulgarians, following Jeremy King’s use of “Ultra-Czech” and “Ultra-
German” Bohemians,?® would not only be cuambersome but would also im-
ply that it is somehow possible to objectively distinguish the various stages
in the transformation of Christian peasants into nationals. My solution,
dictated by necessity, is to use terms such as “Greek,” “Bulgarian,” and
“Vlach” in quotation marks and to convey the complexity of the situation
by refraining from using ethnic epithets wherever possible. In direct quota-
tions from Ottoman documents I use the term Rumz, which the Greek Ortho-
dox overwhelmingly used for self-reference, rather than Greek (Greeks from
the Hellenic kingdom were called Ellines). For nationals of the Hellenic
kingdom and the Bulgarian principality, the terms Greek and Bulgarian,
respectively, are used without quotation marks.3” Religious affiliation, also
extremely fluid at the time, is treated in a similar manner, the terms Greek
Orthodox, Patriarchist, and Exarchist refer to self-declared followers of the
Patriarchate and the Exarchate.*?

Equally (if not more) fraught is the choice of a designation for the Balkan
Slavic dialects spoken by the residents of Macedonia at the time. There is a
good argument to be made in favor of Bulgarian because this was the term
of choice for most of the contemporaries, including the locals. Yet this is
a highly problematic choice because the distinction between Macedonian
and Bulgarian is a result of locally variant dialects and was certainly dis-
cernible in the nineteenth century, not least because Bulgarian had already
been codified based on the dialect spoken in the northeastern parts of the
country (especially that of Veliko Turnovo). It is important to understand
that South Slavic dialects constitute a geographical continuum with zones
of transition and that the differences between the modern standard ver-
sions of these languages rely heavily on the dialect that was chosen to be
the basis of the national language during the period of standardization,

this choice itself being constitutive of the national identities it presumably
reflected.*!

demographic and social engineering tools such as “population exchanges.” See, for instance,
Theodora Dragostinova, Between Two Motherlands: Nationality and Emigration among the
Greeks of Bulgaria, 1900-1949 (Ithaca, 20171).

38. Jeremy King, Budweisers into Czechs and Germans: A Local History of Bohemian
Politics (Princeton, 2002).

39. Greek or Bulgarian citizenship, of course, was not necessarily isomorphic with Greco/
Bulgarophony. For more on this issue, see Victor Friedman, “Macedonian Language and
Nationalism during the Nineteenth and Early Twentieth Centuries,” Balkanistica 2 (1975): 83—
98. Many thanks to Dimitar Bechev for pointing out that for the Slavs, “risjanin” (Christian)
or “Bugar” were commonly used in self-reference.

40. The Ecumenical Patriarchate of Constantinople did not recognize the Exarchate as a
legitimate Orthodox church after the Schism of 1872.

41. Victor Friedman, “Language in Macedonia as an Identity Construction Site,” in
When Languages Collide: Perspectives on Language Conflict, Language Competition, and
Language Coexistence, edited by Brian D. Joseph, Johanna Destefano, Niel G. Jacobs, and
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Where does this leave us, then, with regard to naming the Slavic dialects
spoken across Macedonia at the turn of the twentieth century? What differ-
ence does it make as far as daily patterns of speech are concerned that there
certainly existed—at least among the intellectuals—a consciousness about
geographical variance in Slavic dialects and that some argued in favor of
a split between Macedonian and Bulgarian? It means that someone from
Plovdiv would not be speaking the same dialect as a resident of Ohrid circa
1900. This does not, however, change the fact that both would likely have
called the language they spoke Bulgarian and found common ground between
them to communicate with few, if any, difficulties, especially if the Ohrid resi-
dent had been through formal schooling. In other words, although we need
to acknowledge this variance, we should not ascribe a national meaning or
national preference to the terms people used for the language they spoke.
This is not only because nationality and language were not isomorphic in
this context but also because neither had yet acquired the exclusive mean-
ings that the nation-state assigned them. Moreover, we should not assume
that language built insurmountable barriers between communities. Interac-
tions in the marketplace were common enough between speakers of Greek
(or Rumca or Romaika, as the locals would have called it) and Slavic—not
to mention all the other languages used by the residents of Macedonia.*?
More strikingly, intermarriages were also common enough among Greek and
Slavic speakers.*? In most of these cases, the marriage served as an agent of
Hellenization —which underscores the point that the struggle of Bulgarian
and Macedonian intellectuals against the hegemony of Greek over the Slavic
speakers of Macedonia was more vital than their own differences as to which
dialect should serve as the basis of a standardized language.**

Almost all the case studies discussed in this book, especially in the last three
chapters, come from communities in the district of Serres and neighboring

IIse Eliste (Columbus, 2003), 257-98. It has been argued that the Central Macedonian dialect
was chosen to form the basis of standard literary Macedonian because it also happened to be
the dialect “most unlike Serbian and Bulgarian.” Stephen E. Palmer Jr. and Robert R. King,
Yugoslav Communism and the Macedonian Question (Hamden, 1971), 155.

42. Anastasia Karakasidou showcases the role of the marketplace, which she calls
a “forum of cross-boundary transaction” in creating communities that overcame linguistic
barriers. Fields of Wheat, Hills of Blood, p. 75; for more on the marketplace, or the aghora,
see esp. 54—76.

43. Karakasidou notes that after the Balkan wars Slavic-speaking women from other
villages around Guvezna, a Greek-speaking village, who had married Guvezna men were
“actively forbidden by their husbands to speak Slavic at home or to teach it to their children.”
Ibid., 125. Mixed marriages also occurred among Greeks and Bulgarians in Bulgaria, some
families following the Greek custom of the husband living with the family of the wife;
Dragostinova, Between Two Motherlands, 182-83.

44. In the nineteenth century, marrying into a Hellenizing family indicated upward social
mobility; Galia Valtchinova, “Nationalism at Symbolic Work: Social Disintegration and the
National Turn in Melnik and Stanimaka,” in Conflicting Loyalties in the Balkans: The Great
Powers, the Ottoman Empire and Nation-Building, edited by Hannes Grandits, Nathalie
Clayer and Robert Pichler (London, 20171), 231.
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areas in the province of Salonika, roughly corresponding to the southern
Struma Valley. This region is currently divided between Bulgaria and Greece,
in Pirin and Aegean Macedonia, respectively. Starting with the Balkan Wars,
successive waves of emigration, deportation, ethnic cleansing, and assimila-
tion sorted its population in nation-states aspiring for homogeneity. At the
turn of the twentieth century, the outlook was strikingly different: these
communities were suspended in the quickly narrowing space between em-
pire and nation. Not only were people’s self-ascriptions of identity labile
and fluid, but so too was the content of the languages that facilitated daily
interaction. Therefore, the term Bulgarian as it is used in this book should
be understood to refer to the territorial dialects of Macedonia (which are
quite different than standard Macedonian) as well as standard Bulgarian.

I must add that by making this distinction I am not taking a position on
the question of Macedonian ethnogenesis. This book is a plea to understand
the dynamics behind the makings of nationhood—but a genealogy of the
Macedonian nation it is not. All nation-making efforts involve projecting
the putative nation into antiquity, as if it were a stable entity with a shelf
life of millennia, and the Macedonian case is no exception to this practice.
The issue here is not to test the validity of modern Macedonian national-
ists’ claims against the claims of competing national agendas.*> As long as
there are thousands of people who call themselves Macedonians, as distinct
from Greeks or Bulgarian Macedonians, the insistence that they are con-
fusing a communist supra-identity with genuine nationhood —however we
define it—is intellectual thuggery. Their sense of belonging to a particular
nation is no less valid than that of any other national group, and their na-
tional identity is no less authentic than others. On the other hand, this does
not mean that we should read the events that took place in Macedonia at
the turn of the twentieth century in a manner consistent with the official
historiography of the Republic of Macedonia, which maintains that the
revolutionary movement against Ottoman rule in Macedonia was a libera-
tion struggle of the Macedonian nation, or espouse the Skopje-based notion
that all Slavs who inhabit geographic Macedonia are the co-nationals of
modern Macedonians.*®

45. For a discussion of the contested meanings of Macedonian see Jane K. Cowan and
Keith Brown, “Introduction: Macedonian Inflections,” in Macedonia: The Politics of Identity
and Difference, edited by Jane K. Cowan (London, 2000), 1-28. Hugh Poulton’s Who Are
the Macedonians? (Bloomington, 2000) focuses on the citizens of the contemporary Republic.
Even though it focuses on the conflict between Greece and the Republic of Macedonia over
ownership of the term Macedonian, Loring Danforth’s anthropological study, which is based
on ethnographic research done in Melbourne, Australia, remains a reference on the topic of
modern Macedonian nationhood; Loring M. Danforth, The Macedonian Conflict: Ethnic
Nationalism in a Transnational World (Princeton, 1995).

46. Ulf Brunnbauer notes that, although the “first generation of Macedonian historians
traced the emergence of the Macedonian nation back to the beginning of the nineteenth century,”
an important break occurred after the Stalin-Tito split (Ulf Brunnbauer, “Historiography,
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It is not, to be sure, only Macedonian nationalist historians who saw the
first indications of a Macedonian national identity in the Internal Macedo-
nian Revolutionary Organization (IMRO; Internal Organization)*” agenda
and conflict with the Exarchate.*® There was, in fact, an undeniable at-
tachment to the ideas of autonomy for Macedonia and action independent
of Bulgaria in the program and manifestos of IMRO from its inception,
which can reasonably be considered as indication of a separate Macedo-
nian identity. Whether that attachment should be viewed exclusively as
one borne out of nationalism is, however, a different matter. The modern
Macedonian historiographic equation of demands for autonomy with a
separate and distinct national identity does not necessarily jibe with the
historical record. A rather obvious problem is the very title of the organiza-
tion, which included the word Thrace in addition to Macedonia—Thrace
was a region, as Tchavdar Marinov points out, “whose population was
never claimed by modern Macedonian nationalism.”*® As for the tension
between the Exarchate and the Internal Organization, that has been read
as symptomatic of IMRO uneasiness with Bulgarian influence; we should
not lose sight of the facts that promoting membership in the Exarchate was
the principal means of IMRO propaganda and mobilization, and that the
schoolteachers who doubled as IMRO recruiters were appointed to their
posts by the Exarchate.

There is, moreover, the not less complicated issue of what autonomy
meant to the people who espoused it in their writings. According to Hristo
Tatarchev, one of the leaders of IMRO, their demand for autonomy was
motivated not by an attachment to Macedonian national identity but out of
concern that an explicit agenda of unification with Bulgaria would provoke

Myths and the Nation in the Republic of Macedonia,” in Brunnbauer, (Re) Writing History,
178.) Now, the origins were traced further back in time, to the medieval empire of Tsar Samuil,
who was appropriated as Macedonian rather than Bulgarian. In the 1990s, when Greece
started a campaign to deny the use of the name Macedonia to the newly independent Republic,
Macedonian historiography carried the origins back even earlier, to antiquity. For more on the
myths of origin of the Macedonian nation, see Brunnbauer, “Historiography, Myths and the
Nation in the Republic of Macedonia,” 176-86.

47. 1 use the common acronym IMRO for this organization throughout the book,
even though it is not strictly accurate; this acronym dates from 1918. Over the years, the
organization acquired many different names that can be Latinized in various forms, and it
originally included Adrianople in its title, so VMRO, IMARO, VMORO, and TMARO are
alternative acronyms. For the various titles and short biographies of the leaders of IMRO
see Dimitar Bechev, The Historical Dictionary of the Republic of Macedonia (Plymouth and
Maryland, 2009).

48. See, for instance, Fikret Adanir, Die Makedonische Frage: Ihre Entstehung und
Entwicklung bis 1908 (Wiesbaden, 1979).

49. Bulgarian and Macedonian nationalists have different reasons for disputing the
various names of the organization. Marinov notes that, even though to date no record has
been found to verify the claim, Bulgarian historians assume that the original name was
Bulgarian Macedonian-Adrianopolitan Revolutionary Committees; Tchavdar Marinov, “We,
the Macedonians,” in We, the People: Politics of National Peculiarity in Southeastern Europe,
edited by Diana Mishkova (Budapest, 2009), 114-15.
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other small Balkan nations and the Great Powers to action.’® Macedonian
autonomy, in other words, can be seen as a tactical diversion, or, as Marinov
calls it, the “Plan B” of Bulgarian unification.’’ As problematic as it is to
accept the plans for an autonomous entity modeled after Switzerland as the
progenitor of the modern Macedonian nation-state, simply capitulating to
Bulgarian nationalists’ claims (i.e., that Macedonian Slavs were in fact Bul-
garian) or to Greek nationalists’ dismissal (i.e., that Macedonian Christians
did not know what they were) does not do justice to the people who lost
their lives as these competing national projects claimed their loyalty.>> Here,
it would behoove us to pause and consider whether by thinking of them as
either this or that we place ourselves in an analytical straight jacket symp-
tomatic of our own internalization of the notion that national conscious-
ness is inherently exclusive and immutable.’3 It is instructive to note that
Jane Sandansky, the fiercely independent leader of the IMRO left wing, had
a slightly different justification for demanding autonomy, which involved
keeping Macedonia within the Ottoman framework to maintain its territo-
rial integrity. These plans did not necessarily include an ethnic purge as the
basis of a nation-state. An important distinction that often gets lost in the
tunnel vision of nation-states is that state-seeking is not necessarily indica-
tive of nation-state-seeking, at least in the sense that we overwhelmingly
understand the nation-state to be —ethnically homogenous and territorially
stable. Despite the myths of national purity and continuity that came to
dominate the official historiographies in the Balkans—as elsewhere —there
is not much to be gained from a search for Macedonian national lineage as
if it was already there to be discovered and tagged. The politics of modern
Macedonian nationhood, on the other hand, is another matter altogether,
the defining elements of which were shaped more in the decades following
World War II than in the prelude to World War 1.5%

The struggle for Macedonia at the turn of the twentieth century is a
difficult story to relate because it was not simply a war fought between states
with conventional armies. It was not a purely diplomatic crisis either. It was
a protracted conflict, finally a civil war, fought as an insurgency, where the

so. It is important to note that Tatarchev wrote this in 1928 in Bulgaria; Mehmet
Hacisalihoglu, Jon Tiirkler ve Makedonya Sorunu (Istanbul, 2008), 47.

51. Marinov, “We, the Macedonians,” 119.

52. Dimo Hadzidimov was the chief architect of the federative Switzerland model; see
Hacisalihoglu, Jon Tiirkler ve Makedonya Sorunu, 122.

53. For comparison, see Marinov’s discussion of the Lozars’ (publishers of the
literary magazine Loza [The Vine]) seemingly perplexing loyalty to both the Bulgarian and
Macedonian causes, which, as he points out, was “hardly surprising.” Marinov, “We, the
Macedonians,” 120-21.

54. The classic work on communism and the politics of Macedonian nationality in the
English language is Palmer and King, Yugoslav Communism and the Macedonian Question.
Marinov’s recent work focuses more explicitly on the link between Yugoslav communism and
the construction of Macedonian national consciousness and also covers the period after the
disintegration of Yugoslavia; Tchavdar Marinov, La Question Macédonienne de 1944 a Nos
Jours: Communism et Nationalisme dans les Balkans (Paris, 2010).



Introduction % 17

lines separating fighter from civilian, perpetrator from victim, traitor from
hero, were not clearly drawn. When it comes to Macedonia, we should keep
in mind that even the commemoration of national heroes is fraught well be-
yond the selective reading and polishing of history common to all nationalist
hagiographies.®

Organization of the Book

In this book, I engage with historiography at three main levels: the con-
struction of nationhood and nation-states, Ottoman imperial disintegration,
and, finally and more specifically, the role of violence in these two pro-
cesses. I contend that looking at violence as incidental to nation-making
and imperial disintegration obscures the role that violence actually played
as an independent variable in creating the differences and animosities that
were purportedly its cause. In the first two chapters, I introduce the better-
known historical actors of the Macedonian Question and summarize the
events that constituted the larger background against which the remain-
ing four chapters should be read. The first chapter provides the historical
background to the crisis in Macedonia, starting with the integration of the
Ottoman Empire into the Concert of Europe after the Crimean War, and its
transformation into the sick man of Europe, and ending with the period of
European-enforced reforms in Ottoman Macedonia and the Constitutional
revolution in 1908 (otherwise known as the “Young Turk” revolution) in
the Ottoman Empire, which, despite the initial euphoria it generated, pre-
cipitated a much worse conflict and hastened the end of Ottoman presence
in Europe. The second chapter, “From Ecclesiastical to National Space,”
focuses on the religious and secular elites’ (often divergent) agendas of na-
tional consolidation. I discuss the establishment of the Exarchate, one of
the formative events in the struggle for Macedonia, as well as the rivalry
between the Greek and Bulgarian camps to socialize the youth of Macedonia
into a national mold through education.

In the third chapter, I trace the development of an interest in the cartog-
raphy and the ethnography of the European provinces of the Ottoman
Empire in the early nineteenth century. A series of geographical works and
ethnographic maps demonstrates how the nation first was imagined as a
blueprint on a map before its boundaries were drawn across the land and
the people. In the fourth chapter, I take up the highly controversial and

55. For more on this issue, see James Frussetta, “Common Heroes, Divided Claims:
IMRO between Macedonia and Bulgaria,” in Ideologies and National Identities: The Case of
Twentieth-Century Southeastern Europe, edited by John Lampe and Mark Mazower (Budapest,
2004), 110-30. The ambiguous place of Ilinden in Macedonian historiography is discussed in
Keith Brown, “A Rising to Count On: Ilinden between Politics and History in Post-Yugoslav
Macedonia,” in The Macedonian Question: Culture, Historiography, Politics, edited by Victor
Roudometof (Boulder: East European Monographs, 2000), 143-72.
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politicized issue of population counts. The main focus of this chapter is the
population count of 1905-1906, which recorded people’s sectarian affilia-
tions on their identity cards. The experience of those counted (the inhabi-
tants of Macedonia) as well as the counters shows how this exercise of
state power influenced people’s self-perceptions of their ethnic and religious
identities.

In the fifth chapter, I analyze the escalation of the sectarian tension within
the Orthodox Church into a full-blown conflict and its absorption into the
fight for territorial gain through struggles over sacred spaces, such as church
buildings and parish schools. Here I contrast the visions of nationalist lead-
ers and state actors with the reality of the peasants’ worldview and expose
how the actions of nationalist elites and guerrilla leaders politicized religion,
making it a frame of reference for national belonging. The sixth and final
chapter, is a taxonomy of physical violence and the conceptual culmination
of the book as a whole. In this chapter, I substantiate the image of a world
coming undone using archival evidence read against a framework informed
by recent theoretical literature on political violence, most notably the work
of Stathis Kalyvas. I analyze the process through which neighbors became
enemies and people lost their trust in all the institutions they should have
relied on for protection: the state, the military, the guerrillas, and the na-
tional elites—and even representatives of European Powers stationed in the
region. The questions of indigenous violence and the motives and degree of
involvement of civilians in acts of violence against members of rival groups
take center state in this chapter, whereby a pattern and logic to the seemingly
all-pervasive and indiscriminate violence emerge.



CHAPTER ONE

The Ottoman Empire, the Balkans,
and the Great Powers on the Road
to Miirzsteg

The primary and most essential factor in the problem [of the Near East]
is then, the presence, embedded in the living flesh of Europe, of an
alien substance. That substance is the Ottoman Turk.
—J. A. R. Marriott, 1917

he Crimean War marked the accession of the Ottoman

Empire into the Concert of Europe, which, ironically, was

also a confirmation of Ottoman dependency on external
power to preserve its territorial integrity.! The positive publicity and sympa-
thy the Crimean War generated in favor of the Ottomans faded as quickly
as it appeared. No sooner had the ink on the Paris Treaty dried than the
Ottomans found themselves back in the position they would occupy until
the end of the empire: as an entity too big to be dismantled without major
disruption to the European balance of power. Even though the Great Powers
kept up the appearance of preserving Ottoman sovereignty on paper, this
policy did not extend to cases where the Sublime Porte could be coerced into
concessions that would not directly alter the status quo to the point of caus-
ing an open conflict among the Powers. Crises such as the uprising in Crete
and the violent conflict in Mount Lebanon were resolved with the interven-
tion of the Great Powers and resulted in special administrative status for
the island and an internal constitution for Mount Lebanon. For this reason,
understanding the shifting relations between the European Powers and their
ambitions beyond southeastern Europe would become the cornerstone of

1. In the words of Ahmed Cevdet Pasha: “While Rumelia, the most precious of European
lands was under Ottoman control, the Europeans refused to consider the Sublime State as
European. After the Crimean War, the Sublime State was included in the European state
system.” Ahmed Cevdet Pasa, Ma’ruzat (Istanbul, 1980), 2, quoted in Selim Deringil, The
Well-Protected Domains: Ideology and the Legitimation of Power in the Ottoman Empire,
1876-1909 (London, 1999), 135-49. The wording of the treaty, while confirming the
membership of the Ottoman Empire in the Concert of Europe, did not explicitly guarantee
territorial integrity; Roderic Davison, “Ottoman Diplomacy and Its Legacy,” in The Imperial
Legacy, edited by L. Carl Brown (New York, 1996), 174—201. As later crises showed, this was
an important omission, and the Ottomans sought a formal alliance with a European Power
until the outbreak of World War I; Mustafa Aksakal, The Ottoman Road to War in 1914: The
Ottoman Empire and the First World War (Cambridge, 2008).
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Ottoman foreign policy, which, despite its obvious shortcomings, managed
to preserve the standing of the empire as a member of the European Powers
until the dawn of the twentieth century.

As the Ottomans responded to their growing loss of prestige among the
European Powers with successive reform attempts, they met with obstacles
from within and without that demonstrated the limited potential of these
reforms for lasting change. Their diplomatic and military dependency was
accompanied by growing indebtedness to European financial institutions,
which eventually resulted in the Ottomans’ loss of control over their pub-
lic finances when they became unable to service their debt and had to de-
clare bankruptcy in 1876.% The financial crisis was partially averted in late
1879 when the government reached an agreement with domestic creditors
to forgo its “indirect revenues from stamp, spirits, and fishing taxes, the silk
tithe, and salt and tobacco monopolies.”? When the arrangement, overseen
by the Ottoman Bank and other local creditors, turned out to be a success,
it drew the ire of foreign debtors, who wanted a restructuring of the Otto-
man foreign debt and lobbied their governments to force the Ottomans to
the negotiation table. The result was the establishment of the Public Debt
Administration in 1881, which essentially handed direct control over Otto-
man public finances to debtor governments by forcing the Ottoman govern-
ment to agree to relinquish a considerable part of its tax revenues for the
payment of the foreign debt.*

As the financial crisis unfolded, a series of crises of another nature was
brewing in the Balkans that would culminate in one of the worst disasters
of the nineteenth century for the Ottomans. The first sign of trouble came
from Hercegovina. Facing a financial crisis and dwindling tax revenues from
Anatolia following the double calamities of draught and flood in the early
1870s, the government had put an undue tax burden on the peasants of
Rumeli. In 1874, the peasants of Hercegovina rebelled, refusing to pay their
taxes. Soon the rebellion had spread to Bosnia, and it seemed that Bul-
garia and Serbia were getting ready to join in a general insurrection. Despite
promises of reform by the Sublime Porte, the insurgents were not satisfied
and pushed on against the Ottoman troops sent to quell the revolt. Coin-
ciding with the first phase of the Ottoman government insolvency crisis,
the situation was dire enough to warrant Great Power intervention, which
came in the form of a note presented to the Sublime Porte in January 1876.°

2. For developments leading up to the financial crisis of 1875 and the subsequent
establishment of the Public Debt Administration, see Edhem Eldem, “Ottoman Financial
Integration with Europe: Foreign Loans, the Ottoman Bank and the Ottoman Public Debt,”
European Review 13, no. 3 (2005): 431—45.

3. Ibid., 441.

4. For the restructuring of Ottoman debt and the institutional composition of the
Public Debt Administration, see Emine Kiray, Osmanli’da Ekonomik Yap: ve Dis Borglar
(Istanbul, 1995).

5. E A. K. Yasamee, Ottoman Diplomacy: Abdiilbamid 11 and the Great Powers
(Istanbul, 1996).
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The Andrassy note, as it was called after Habsburg Foreign Minister Gyula
Count Andréssy, who drafted it, required further reforms than those already
promised by the Ottomans concerning local representative governance, tax
reform, and religious liberty. The Sublime Porte accepted the note with the
exception of the provision calling for direct local taxation in Bosnia Herce-
govina; the insurgents, however, were not satisfied.®

In early May 1876, the Ottomans had to confront another diplomatic
nightmare in Salonika when a Muslim mob, agitated by news that a Bul-
garian girl who had come to town to convert to Islam had been seized by
Christians and taken to the U.S. vice consul’s residence, attacked and killed
the French and German consuls who were trying to mediate the conflict.”
It seemed that there was no end to troubles in spring 1876, and the worst
was yet to come. In April, a group of Bulgarian revolutionaries gathered
outside Panagiurishte to discuss the course of action for a rebellion soon to
take place. One among their numbers was an informer, who went straight
to the Ottoman authorities to report the plans, and the revolutionaries were
ambushed. When they retaliated and were soon joined by groups elsewhere
in the region, the April Uprising began.® The rebellion lasted about a fort-
night and was brutally suppressed by the Ottomans with assistance from
groups of basibozuks, or irregulars, many of whom were apparently Cir-
cassian refugees from the Caucasus who had settled in the area after being
driven out by the tsar’s armies in the 1860s.” The worst of the atrocities oc-
curred in Batak.'” The final death toll was estimated to be 10,000-15,000.
As the irregulars went on a murderous rampage, local Muslim peasants re-
portedly “gave shelter to the revolutionaries on occasion, refused payment,
and did not inform the authorities.”!!

6. Ibid. See also John A. R. Marriott, The Eastern Question: An Historical Study in
European Diplomacy (Oxford, 1947), 318-25.

7. Mark Mazower, Salonika, City of Ghosts: Christians, Muslims and Jews, 1430-1950
(New York, 2004), 160-63.

8. The starting date was in April, according to the Julian calendar. Duncan Perry, Stefan
Stambolov and the Emergence of Modern Bulgaria, 1870-1895 (Durham, 1993), 29-30.

9. Marin V. Pundeff, “Bulgarian Nationalism,” in Nationalism in Eastern Europe, edited
by Peter E. Sugar and Ivo J. Lederer (Seattle, 1969), 118; Justin McCarthy, Death and Exile:
The Ethnic Cleansing of Ottoman Muslims, 1821-1912 (Princeton, 1996), 60. Large numbers
of Circassians, escaping Russian armies, were settled in the Ottoman Empire starting in 1862.
According to Kemal Karpat, these migrations “radically affected the social, ethnic, and religious
composition of the Ottoman state.” Ottoman Population, 1830-1914 (Madison, 1985), 66.

10. The Batak massacre was the subject of a national controversy in Bulgaria in 2008,
when Martina Baleva and Ulf Brunnbauer organized a conference with the main theme of
the memory of the massacre in Bulgarian national consciousness. The conference did not
take place because of protests, but the would-be presentations were published as Martina
Baleva and Ulf Brunbauer, eds., Batak: Das Bulgarischer Erinnerungsort (Berlin, 2008). The
protesters were not just a fringe group of extreme nationalists but also included, among
others, members of the Bulgarian Academy of Sciences. For a critical evaluation of the Batak
controversy, see Evelina Kelbechova, “The Short History of Bulgaria for Export,” in Religion,
Ethnicity, and Contested Nationhood in the Former Ottoman Space, edited by Jorgen Nielsen
(Leiden, 2012), 223—48.

11. Perry, Stefan Stambolov, 31.
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The massacres, or the “Bulgarian horrors,” as the tragic event was named
by William Gladstone’s pamphlet, irrevocably destroyed what little remained
of the positive publicity the Ottomans had briefly enjoyed at the time of the
Crimean Wars. Gladstone, British member of Parliament and former pre-
mier, used the reports of unspeakable violence to rejuvenate his political
career by attacking the conservative government, which, in his estimation,
had stood by while innocent Christians were massacred. Gladstone also
gave voice to what would remain the liberal European public opinion of
Ottoman Turks, who were, in his memorable words, “upon the whole, from
the black day when they first entered Europe, the one anti-human speci-
men of humanity.”!? The Ottomans certainly did not fail to deliver more
material to confirm this opinion, as racist as it may have been, during the
decades that followed. The notion that the “Turks” must be thrown out of
Europe with their “bag and baggage” was only reinforced as news of further
atrocities against Bulgarians, Armenians, and other Christian communities
periodically circulated, followed by increasingly hollow-sounding promises
of reparation, retribution, and reform.'3

The month of May had one more crisis in store before it came to a close: a
coup d’état in Istanbul deposed Sultan Abdulaziz and brought to the throne
his nephew Murad V, who had a psychological breakdown only three months
after his accession and was replaced by Abdilhamid I in August 1876. As
the rebellion in Bosnia went on, Serbia and Montenegro declared war on the
Ottoman Empire in July. Montenegrin forces were able to hold their own,
but the ill-prepared Serbian army proved to be no match for the Ottoman
forces. Worse, hopes of a general Balkan rebellion were dashed, and Russia
was not initially forthcoming with military assistance. In October, after the
Ottoman army started to advance into the Morava valley, Russia finally in-
tervened and presented an ultimatum to the Sublime Porte.'* In November
an armistice was signed, but the Bosnian rebellion carried on. In Decem-
ber the Great Powers convened in Constantinople to discuss the terms of a
new reform program that would be imposed on the Sublime Porte. Sultan
Abdiilhamid II took them by surprise by announcing that a parliamentary
constitution had been proclaimed, making the reform proposals redundant.
Count Pavel Ignatieff, the Russian representative, immediately withdrew
from the conference, but the remaining diplomats formulated a revised set of
demands and presented them to the Sublime Porte. The new terms included
“concession of autonomy to Bosnia and Hercegovina and Bulgaria under
an international commission.”!® The conference broke up after the sultan

12. William E. Gladstone, The Bulgarian Horrors and the Question of the East (London,
1876), 9.

13. Ibid., 31.

14. Charles Jelavich and Barbara Jelavich, The Establishment of the Balkan National
States, 1804-1920 (Seattle, 1986), 145.

15. Marriott, Eastern Question, 332-33.
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categorically refused these terms. Russia had threatened war, and now it
seemed inevitable.

The Russo-Ottoman war of 1877-1878, one of the pivotal events of Eu-
ropean history, started on June 22, after the Russian army, already mobi-
lized at the Romanian border, marched south across the Danube. The other
theater of war was in the Caucasus, where the Russians advanced as far as
Erzurum. On the Balkan front, they were met with unexpected resistance in
Pleven, which the Ottoman troops held until December. The fall of Pleven
changed the course of the war, galvanizing Serbia and Greece to commit to
the action, albeit a little too late. By the time they mobilized, the Russians
had signed an armistice with the Ottomans.'® Adrianople fell on January 20,
1878, and the Russian army proceeded to Agia Stefanos, or San Stefano, a
suburb of the imperial capital. The peace treaty of San Stefano, signed on
March 3, 1878, came as a shock to Serbia, Romania, and Greece, as well
as Austria-Hungary. Bulgaria was the indisputable winner: the borders of
“Greater Bulgaria” drawn up by the San Stefano treaty could satisfy even
the most ambitious Bulgarian nationalists’ territorial aspirations. They were
formed by the Danube in the north, the Rhodope Mountains in the south,
the Black Sea coast in the east, and Vardar and Morava valleys in the west.
The territories included most of Macedonia and even had an opening to the
Aegean near Kavala and the Gulf of Orfano, although Salonika and Edirne,
two other prizes the Bulgarians would have liked, were left out.'” Montene-
gro, having nearly tripled its territory, was the other winner.

The treaty was in complete violation of the Reichstadt Convention of July
1876, an agreement between the Russian and Habsburg foreign ministers
in which the two countries pledged to partition the Ottoman Balkans if the
Balkan states won a victory against the Ottomans, “but with the provision
that no great Balkan state should be established.”!® The British were not
happy with its terms either, which, according to Lord Beaconsfield (Benja-
min Disraeli), would “make the Black Sea as much a Russian Lake as the
Caspian.” A detachment of the British fleet, which was already at Besika
Bay, was ready to sail into the Marmara Sea, ostensibly for “the protection
of British subjects in Constantinople,” but action was halted after the sultan,
fearing a Russian reaction, pleaded with the British to remain where they
were.!? Pressure to revise the terms of the treaty was mounting from another
side—the Austrians, mobilized in the Carpathians, and the Emperor Francis

16. Jelavich and Jelavich, Establishment of the Balkan National States, 153.

17. The Russian ambassador, Count Ignatieff, who had played an active role in the
establishment of the Bulgarian Exarchate was also the “chief architect” of the St. Stefano
treaty Bulgaria and, apparently, at one point had considered including Salonika within its
borders because it was “the birthplace of Cyril and Methodius.” Pundeff, “Bulgarian
Nationalism,” 120.

18. Jelavich and Jelavich, Establishment of the Balkan National States, 147.

19. Marriott, Eastern Question, 339.
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Joseph demanded that a congress be held in Vienna. As Sikriit Hanioglu puts
it: “Russian territorial gains at the expense of the Ottomans were one thing;
the wholesale transformation of the Balkans into a Slavic federation under
Russian hegemony was another matter altogether.”?? Finally, the Russians
agreed to a revision, but the congress would be held in Berlin, not Vienna,
under Otto von Bismarck’s “honest brokerage.”?!

The status of the Ottoman Empire as a secondary power at the congress
could not have been made clearer than in the words of the host, Chancellor
Bismarck, apparently fortified with “full tumblers of port”: “If you think
the Congress has met for Turkey,” he told Karatheodoris Pasha, a Phanariot
diplomat and the head of the Ottoman delegation, “disabuse yourselves.
San Stefano would have remained unaltered, if it had not touched certain
European interests.”?? It certainly was altered: Bulgaria, which appeared as
an immense satellite of Russia in the Balkans, was now partitioned in a way
that did not threaten British and Austrian zones of influence. None of the
Balkan states sat at the table during the congress. They were relegated to the
kids’ table, so to speak, having been allowed to send representatives to par-
ticipate in a separate session that did not have any binding power over the
outcome. In the end, Macedonia was restored to the Ottomans on the con-
dition of their implementing reforms to improve the living conditions of its
Christian inhabitants. Similar reforms were called for in the Six Provinces of
Eastern Anatolia to protect the Armenian population from the exactions of
Kurdish and Circassian marauders. What remained of Bulgaria was divided
into two parts: the Principality in the north, between the Balkans and the
Danube, and the province of Eastern Rumelia in the south. The latter would
nominally remain under Ottoman sovereignty but retain autonomy under a
Christian governor approved by the Great Powers. In sum, the Bulgaria that
emerged out of the Congress of Berlin had only 37.5 percent of the territory
accorded to the Bulgaria of the San Stefano treaty, which for Bulgarians
remained “the real Bulgaria” so that “the new Bulgarian state was to enter
into life with a ready-made programme for territorial expansion and a burn-
ing sense of the injustice meted out to it by the great powers.”?3

None of the Balkan states returned from Berlin with a territorial gain
that satisfied its desires. Nor was the restoration of Ottoman sovereignty
in Macedonia and Thrace a diplomatic victory for the Ottomans. On the
contrary, it essentially marked the end of centuries of Ottoman presence in
the Balkans. The Ottoman Turks, the “alien substance” in the “living flesh

20. Siikrit Hanioglu, A Brief History of the Late Ottoman Empire (Princeton, 2008), 121.

21. Wilkinson, Maps and Politics, 67—-68. Apparently Lord Beaconsfield (Benjamin
Disraeli) dominated the congress with his personality, prompting the following remark from
Bismarck: “Der alte Jude, das ist der Mann.” Quoted in Marriott, Eastern Question, 341.

22. Quoted in Leften S. Stavrianos, The Balkans since 1453 (New York, 2000), 410.

23. Richard J. Crampton, A Concise History of Bulgaria (Cambridge, 1997), 83-84.
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of Europe” were on their way out of the continent for good.>* The Otto-
man Empire had lost “more than a third of its territory and much of its
non-Muslim population.”?’ It had to cede control of Bosnia Hercegovina
to Austria. Russia retained Bessarabia as well as its acquisitions in the east:
Batum, Kars, and Ardahan. Britain took control of Cyprus under a separate
convention. Serbia, Montenegro, and Romania were recognized as inde-
pendent states. Greece was not immediately accorded any territorial gains,
but a conference held in Berlin two years later made a frontier settlement in
its favor. As a result, the Hellenic Kingdom extended its borders to include
Thessaly and Epirus in 1882. All these border changes were accompanied by
voluntary and involuntary emigrations of large numbers of Muslims from
former Ottoman territories into the receding empire.?® The aim of the Con-
gress of Berlin had been to prevent a total breakdown of the Concert of
Europe; this it did, but only temporarily and at a high cost. Its higher aim,
to settle the Eastern Question, was quite far from fulfilled. The political map
of southeastern Europe that emerged as a result of the Congress of Berlin
would precipitate decades of violent struggle for territory and set in motion
events that ultimately resulted in the deaths, deportations, and ethnic cleans-
ing of thousands of people. The epicenter of the first round of the struggle
was Macedonia, a region that did not easily lend itself to partition along
ethnic lines.

The Establishment of the Internal Macedonian Revolutionary
Organization and the Supreme Committee

When the Bulgarian Principality united with Eastern Rumelia in 1885 as
the result of a swift coup by revolutionaries on either side of the Balkans,
and with the acquiescence of Alexander of Battenberg, the prince of Bulgaria,
a diplomatic crisis ensued. The Russians withdrew their support of the
Bulgarian military, which left Bulgaria unprepared against the Serbian ag-
gression that followed the unification. The dream of a pan-Slavist federa-
tion under Russian tutelage had crumbled to pieces. Despite the lack of
support from Russia, the Bulgarian army prevailed over the Serbian forces
and was stopped from proceeding to Belgrade only by the intervention of
Austria-Hungary.?” The military victory did not bring much in terms of
territorial gains, but the unification of Bulgaria was complete—although

24. Marriott, Eastern Question, 3.

25. Caroline Finkel, Osman’s Dream: The Story of the Ottoman Empire, 1300-1923
(New York, 2006), 486.

26. Alexandre Toumarkine, Les Migrations des Populations Musulmanes Balkaniques en
Anatolie (Istanbul, 1995).

27. Crampton, Concise History of Bulgaria, 91.
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Macedonia still remained an unfulfilled promise.?® After the abdication
of Prince Alexander in 1886, an interim regency consisting of the Prime
Minister Petko Karavelov and Stefan Stambolov, the former revolutionary
(later, speaker of the sitbranie), took charge until a suitable replacement for
Alexander could be found. Prince Ferdinand of Saxe-Coburg-Gotha was
instituted as the new regent of Bulgaria in 1887, without Great Power sup-
port or endorsement.?’ The person who really was in charge until 1894,
however (and has given the period his name, Stambolovshtina), was Stefan
Stambolov.

The Stambolov-Ferdinand team was not without its detractors, includ-
ing those who were in favor of a more proactive policy in Macedonia. An
important figure among them was Major Kosta Panitsa, who was of Mace-
donian origin and a close ally of the former prince. Panitsa was convinced
that mending relations with Russia was the only option Bulgaria had for
furthering its cause in Macedonia. To achieve this, he hatched a plan to
assassinate Prince Ferdinand in February 1889, but when his valet spilled
the beans about the planned coup, the assassination was aborted and Pa-
nitsa arrested and executed.3? After the coup attempt, Stambolov resolved
to use diplomacy to further Bulgarian interests in Macedonia; at this he
proved to be quite successful. He had a long-term vision for the Bulgari-
anization of Macedonia through churches and schools rather than using
weapons.?! The good relations of the Stambolov regime with the Sublime
Porte bore their first results in 1890 in the form of berats for new bishoprics
in Uskub, Monastir, and Ohrid. The Exarchate was also allowed to publish
a newspaper in Constantinople and establish direct relations with the Bul-
garians in the Adrianople province.? Despite these accomplishments, his
determined pursuit and suppression of Macedonian revolutionary activity
made Stambolov many enemies within the Macedonian circles in Bulgaria.3?
In 1891, there was another assassination attempt, this time on Stambolov,
which he survived.>* He then tightened his grip on the pro-Macedonian
circles even further. As Bulgaria moved further away from Russian influ-
ence (and favor) during the Stambolov regime, things could not have been

28. The treaty signed in Bucharest to end the conflict essentially preserved the status quo;
Pundeff, “Bulgarian Nationalism,” 126.

29. Duncan Perry, The Politics of Terror: The Macedonian Liberation Movements, 1893~
1903 (Durham, 1988), 32.
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rosier with the Sublime Porte. Despite Russian attempts to disrupt the visit,
Sultan Abdiilhamid IT hosted Stambolov and his wife with great pomp and
circumstance in Istanbul in August 1892. During his visit, Stambolov also
met with the Exarch and left the city having secured further privileges for the
Bulgarian community from the Sublime Porte: the Exarch’s seat would be
moved to Pera, where all the embassies were located, and Bulgarian schools
in Macedonia would be granted autonomy.3’

Meanwhile, the experience of political autonomy and representative
government in Bulgaria and the success of the Exarchate in expanding its
base in Ottoman Macedonia gave the local dissidents hope, but many of
them were convinced they could obtain their goals only through armed
struggle. In the 1880s, a number of them had started to organize in small
paramilitary bands, but these remained under the radar of Ottoman officials.
A group of young men based around Salonika started the conspiracy that to
organize these paramilitary groups into an army of insurgents fighting for
Macedonian autonomy. They were Damian “Dame” Gruev, Georgi “Gotse”
Delcheyv, Ivan Hadzi Nikolov, Andon Dimitrov, and Hristo Tatarchev. Gruev
had been educated in Serbia and Bulgaria and had briefly been jailed in
connection with the assassination attempt against Stambolov. Delchev was
a cadet in the Bulgarian army, and Hadzi Nikolov was a schoolteacher. They
were all natives of Macedonia who decided to go back there to start a revo-
lutionary movement in 1891. Dimitrov was another teacher who happened
to meet Gruev and Hadzi Nikolov in Salonika. Soon Tatarchev, a physician
who had recently returned from Zurich and, incidentally, had been treating
Gruev for eczema, joined them. The other two founding members, Petir
Poparsov and Hristo Batandzhiev were also schoolteachers. These men con-
stituted the core group that formed the Internal Macedonian Revolutionary
Organization (IMRO) in Salonika in 1893.

In Bulgaria, opposition against Stambolov was mounting with the conniv-
ance of Prince Ferdinand, whom Stambolov had single-handedly propped
up during his early years as the unwanted Bavarian, mentored, and liter-
ally saved from death. Finally, Ferdinand and his supporters managed to
force the prime minister—president’s resignation in May 1894, although not
without resorting to a number of vaudevillian tricks.3® The former prime
minister—president was brutally murdered on a Sofia street only fourteen
months after his resignation.?” After Stambolov’s resignation, the tenor of
the relations between the Sublime Porte and Bulgaria changed consider-
ably.?® The Armenian massacres in 1894 led to the commonly held opinion

35. Perry, Stefan Stambolov, 190-91.
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3. Detachments in meeting. Courtesy Princeton University Library.

in Bulgaria that it was only a matter of time before the Ottoman Empire
crumbled and a rapprochement with Russia brought benefits.>* The new,
pro-Russian regime quickly shelved Stambolov’s policy toward the Sublime
Porte, and the leaders looked favorably on plans to incite a rebellion in
Macedonia that might invite European intervention.

In 1895, a second organization for Macedonian independence had been
founded in Sofia, the Supreme Committee, or the Vurhovists (also known as
the External Organization). The Supreme Committee attempted a rebellion
the same year with the support of officials from the Bulgarian army, which
would presumably have put pressure on the Sublime Porte to approve the
Exarchate petition for new berats for more bishoprics.*® But the revolt was
a failure; the Ottoman army apparently expected it and responded swiftly,
but, more important, the Supremists were not successful in convincing the
local population to participate.*! On the other hand, the revolt did serve as

39. The symbolic culmination of the rapprochement with Russia was the baptism of
Prince Ferdinand’s son as an Orthodox Christian with Tsar Nicholas II in attendance as the
godfather; Crampton, Concise History, 110-11; Fikret Adanit, Makedonya Sorunu, translated
by Thsan Catay (Istanbul, 1996), 112.

40. Adanir, Makedonya Sorunu, 124.

41. Boris Sarafov, a former officer in the Bulgarian army who eventually rose to
leadership of the IMRO-Supremist merger, made his reputation during this revolt by managing
(temporarily) to capture Menlik.
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enough of a threat that Abdiilhamid IT approved a new reform program for
Macedonia shortly afterward, which, alas, remained a dead letter.*?

In the meantime, IMRO was occupied with setting up a secret network
throughout the region, accumulating weapons and recruiting supporters to
form village chetas (militias) which would later be mobilized for a general
uprising. It had chapters that coincided with local administrative units such
as the kazas and sancaks, and each sancak was assigned a voyvoda (leader).
IMRO also acted like a shadow government within the Ottoman domains,
dispensing “justice” and collecting “taxes” through the local chapters—not
to mention its control over the means of coercion. The taxes were supposed
to be voluntary contributions paid in liras and recorded in the currency unit
of the organization to be paid back after independence, but more often than
not they were exacted from the population at gunpoint.

The Ottoman authorities did not detect the existence of IMRO for years,
thanks to its secretive methods of recruitment and organization and its ruth-
less punishment of any violation of its rules. It was only chance that gave
it away in November 1897.*3 That month, a group had crossed the border
from the Bulgarian principality into Uskub, to rob one of the local notables,
which was the main method of fund-raising for the organization. After rob-
bing and murdering a landowner, the band apparently took off with 8oo
liras.** The incident, which normally might have been considered a com-
mon act of brigandage revealed the existence of a wide-reaching organiza-
tion when the authorities found caches of weapons and ammunitions in
peasants’ houses during the search for the “brigands.” It was clear that the
disturbances in the region could not be attributed solely to infiltrations from
across the border and that there was a homegrown movement developing.
The Exarchist population, now collectively branded as subversives, bore the
brunt of the insurgents’ activities and suffered at the hands of the Ottoman
military and paramilitary forces. Following the searches, most schools in the
region were closed after their teachers were arrested, and the Exarchate was
dealt a major blow to the (relatively) favorable relations it had been enjoying
with the Sublime Port.

Gotse Delchev and Gorce Petrov established an external branch of the
IMRO in Sofia in 1896 to foster connections with the immigrants in the prin-
cipality and the Supremists. Relations between the two organizations were
not extremely harmonious in the beginning. Supremists insisted on having

42. Adanir, Makedonya Sorunu, 125.
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Bulgarian army officers dominate their actions, whereas IMRO wanted to
stay independent of government control. Delchev and Petrov envisioned a
local grassroots revolt, whereas the Supremists favored tactics such as form-
ing small militias and influencing public opinion through demonstrations
and publications.*’ In 1899, IMRO and the Supremists temporarily merged
under the leadership of Boris Sarafov.*® The change in leadership was not
sufficient for the two factions to work out their differences, however, and
now they disagreed on the timing of the planned rebellion. The Supremists
wanted to act faster because they were convinced that sufficient effort had
been expanded for agitating the peasants and a widespread popular revolt
was a utopian idea. The safest bet, according to the Supremists, was to start
a rebellion with the help of the Bulgarian military and have the European
Powers intervene on behalf of Macedonians.

The Internal Organization, on the other hand, considered that a rebellion
was premature. Its members had been preparing by extending the cheta
networks throughout the regions. These bands regularly carried out attacks
against noncooperating Christians or Muslims as part of the IMRO agi-
tation campaign, the purpose of which was to stigmatize the population.
These operations required considerable financial outlay because they needed
to maintain the chetas and provide them with weapons and ammunition.
The “contributions” collected from peasants were not sufficient to support
such an enterprise, even when supplemented with the spoils from robber-
ies; this induced the IMRO leaders to turn to more inventive methods of
raising cash, such as kidnappings. After a few amateurish and failed at-
tempts, the guerrillas hit the jackpot when they seized Miss Ellen Stone, a
U.S. missionary, and her companion Mrs. Tsilka, a Bulgarian Protestant,
in Razlog in 1901.*” As protracted negotiations went on for the delivery
of the ransom, Stone and Tsilka, who was pregnant during the time of the
kidnapping, were forced to hike into the mountains by Jane Sandansky’s
cheta. This was Sandansky’s first (and arguably most) high-profile action,
and his name would soon become known throughout the region. Stone and
Tsilka were released, exhausted but unharmed, after spending six months
with guerrillas, during which time the pregnant Tsilka gave birth to a girl
and, it seems, Stone developed an early case of Stockholm syndrome.*® The
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amount that IMRO received was 14,500 liras, significantly discounted from
the original demand of 25,000 but still sufficient to buy the rebels 5,000
rifles and 200,000 rounds of ammunition.*’ The kidnapping had the added
bonus of generating considerable international publicity for the Macedonian
independence movement.

Support for the Macedonian revolutionary organization from Bulgaria
and Russia had considerably been toned down by 1902. The crisis in Crete,
which had resulted in a war between the Ottoman Empire and Greece, had
proved that the Ottomans were not yet ready to throw in the towel. Russia,
meanwhile, was more interested in pursuing its goals in the Far East and
preferred that the Macedonian issue lay dormant in the meantime. In early
1902, Bulgarian Minister President Stoyan Danev asked the Russians for
financial help. He was told that such help would be provided only if Bulgaria
agreed to curb the activity of the Macedonian revolutionaries.>® Danev ac-
cepted the condition and started taking measures against the Macedonian
activists, but these measures were in the main designed to convince the Sub-
lime Porte and the Great Powers that the Bulgarian government was in con-
trol of the situation. In reality, the Supremists remained largely unchecked
because a great part of the Bulgarian officer corps actively supported them.

The Supremists were actually preparing for another rebellion, which fi-
nally took place in September 1902, despite the IMRO opposition to it.
The Gorna Dzhumaia, or Cuma-i Bala (today Blagoevgrad), revolt, named
after the district where it started, was another failure for the Supremists.
Popular support was low, IMRO refrained from participating, and the dis-
turbances did not spread over a large area. The Ottoman army suppressed
the revolt by November. The purpose of the revolt was never entirely clear,
but the most likely explanation, according to Duncan Perry, is that the Su-
premists were trying to take control and show the IMRO committees that
“professional military leaders in Macedonia were much more effective than
schoolteachers.”>! The reprisals were harsh, and the regrettably predictable
script of burned villages, murdered noncombatants, and violated women
was played out once again.’? A large number of the inhabitants of the region

American to be kidnapped outside the continental United States.” Stone was full of praise
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Fires on the Mountain, 37. See also Teresa Carpenter, The Miss Stone Affair: America’s First
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(London, 1906).
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fled to Bulgaria. Fikret Adanir notes that the Cuma uprising was significant
in terms of signaling the growing control of the Supreme Committee; the
Supremists now dominated the movement and they had demonstrated that
Macedonia was a national issue for Bulgaria by engaging Bulgarian offi-
cers.>3 Moreover, the Macedonian question was now developing into an
issue that the European Powers could not ignore for long.

After the Cuma uprising, Austria and Russia took the initiative for
instituting reform in Macedonia. Agenor Maria Goluchowski, the Austro-
Hungarian foreign minister, and Heinrich Freiherr von Calice, the Austro-
Hungarian ambassador in Constantinople, along with their Russian
counterparts, Vladimir Lamsdorff and I. A. Zinoviev, exercised great influ-
ence on the successive reform attempts.>* Abdiilhamid II was aware of the
imminent imposition of radical reforms and preempted them by introduc-
ing his own program in December 1902.% The program was not directed
only at the “Macedonian” vildyets (provinces) of Monastir, Salonika and
Kosovo; all provinces of the empire in Europe were made subject to the new
measures, which added Yanya, Iskodra, and Edirne to the new administra-
tive unit, called the Rumeli Umum Mifettisligi (General Inspectorate of Ru-
meli). Hiiseyin Hilmi Pasha, a veteran of Ottoman administration who had
held, among other posts, the governorship of Adana and Yemen, was ap-
pointed to head the inspectorate with the title Rumeli Vilayetleri Mifettig-i
Umtimisi (General Inspector of Rumeli Provinces).

The reform program pledged to ameliorate problems with public works
and services, which would presumably improve the lot of the locals and
mend their relations with the government. A new gendarmerie force would
be recruited from among the Christian as well as the Muslim population.
Criminal law was to be put under the jurisdiction of new local courts, and
legal clerks would be appointed equally from Christian and Muslim com-
munities. A school would be provided to any village with more than fifty
households, and 5 percent of the provincial revenues would be allocated for
public works.’® Goluchowski and Lamsdorff did not find these measures
satisfactory. Calice and Zinoviev, the Austrian and Russian ambassadors,
drafted supplementary measures for the program to be presented to the
other Great Powers. In addition to the original proposals of the Sublime
Porte, the “Wiener Punktation” (as it was later named) called for the intro-
duction of Christian fieldguards in Christian areas, the expansion of valis’
(governors’) authority, financial regulations that involved separate budgets
for the three Macedonian provinces and supervision by the Ottoman Bank,
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the protection of the population from Albanian excesses, amnesty for politi-
cal prisoners, and a predetermined tenure for the general inspector.’” These
proposals were presented to the Ottoman government in February 1903
and were immediately accepted—but they remained a dead letter in terms
of implementation.

The Ilinden Uprising

The consensus among the Great Powers was in favor of maintaining the
status quo in Macedonia rather than supporting autonomy, but nothing
short of independence would satisfy the leaders of the Macedonian move-
ment, especially after the example of Crete, which had gained its autonomy
despite the failure of Greece in the war with the Ottoman Empire in 1897.
Danev, the Bulgarian minister president, was feverishly trying to control the
Supremists, but his efforts, such as banning the organization and arresting
some of its leaders in January 1903, only drew the ire of the Macedonian
circles and nationalist Bulgarians. So, another minister president buckled
under pressure from the pro-Macedonian camp and had to resign in April
1903. He was replaced by Racho Petrov, a general in the Bulgarian army.*®

The Gemidzis, an anarchist fraction that had branched off from the Mace-
donian revolutionary movement based in Salonika, carried out a series of
bombings in Salonika in April 1903.>° The Guadalquivir, a French steamer
in the harbor, was the faction’s first target, followed a day later by a bomb
planted on the railroad tracks at the main train station, which exploded
when the train arriving from Istanbul rolled over it. An attack on the gas
plant left the city in darkness the following day, preparing the stage for a
more spectacular attack: the Ottoman Bank and the neighboring German
bowling club blew up in flames as dynamite charges set in tunnels under the
bank exploded. The German school also suffered a great deal of damage
from the explosion. Attacks on a café, the post office, and the Russian con-
sulate were next, and these were stopped only after a show of force by the
squadrons of European Powers that were in the bay. These operations did
not, however, publicize the Macedonian cause, as had been hoped, because
these acts harmed mostly European interests and the reaction in Europe was
far from favorable.®® The attacks were followed by reprisals by the Ottoman
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army and irregulars in the countryside, and more IMRO operatives were
arrested. The IMRO changed its course of action partly because of the nega-
tive reaction generated by the activities of this radical group. In May 1903,
IMRO held a congress in Smilevo, in Monastir province and decided to
prepare for a general uprising in the summer. Thanks to the combined efforts
of Patriarchists and Ottoman officials organized by Germanos Karavange-
lis, the charismatic Metropolitan of Kastoria, to chase the chetas out of the
region, IMRO suffered several blows to its operations during spring and
summer 1903.%! Despite these setbacks, the uprising broke out in Monastir
province on August 2, the day of Saint Elijah, or Ilinden.

The insurgents first cut telegram lines and disabled the railroads to halt
communications across the region. The greatest accomplishment of the reb-
els was the capture of Krusevo, where they proclaimed a short-lived republic
after they set government buildings on fire and killed the officials.®? After a
few days, on the Feast of the Transfiguration, or Preobrazhenie, the rebellion
spread to Adrianople province, where the rebels were briefly able to set up a
government in Strandja. In principle, the uprising was meant to be an invita-
tion to the entire population, without respect to language or religion, to rise
up against tyranny, but in practice this proved to be an improbable ideal.
In fact, in many places the insurgents did attack Patriarchists and Muslims
despite prior orders to the contrary. Other acts such as singing Bulgarian
marching songs and waving the Bulgarian flag undermined the committee
claim that this was a general uprising and associated the insurgents—more
or less accurately—with Bulgaria.®

By September, the Ottoman army had suppressed the rebellion and hun-
dreds of villages were left devastated after the guerrillas pulled out and the
soldiers and militias exacted the toll from the local population.®* The Mace-
donians’ plight did garner sympathy in Europe, and relief missions were or-
ganized and sent to the smoldering villages, but contrary to the expectations
of the committee, the European Powers did not intervene on behalf of the
Slav population, let alone demand autonomy for Macedonia.®® The revolt
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had come as a surprise and cast doubt on the effectiveness of the reform at-
tempts. Nevertheless, again under Austrian and Russian leadership, the idea
of reform within Ottoman sovereignty was accorded another chance. The
Miirzsteg Reform Program, as it came to be known, was accepted by the
Sublime Porte in November 1903.

Implementation of the Miirzsteg Reform Program

The Miirzsteg Program was not fundamentally different from the previ-
ous “Wiener Punktation,” except for the provisions it introduced for im-
plementation of the measures. The program was criticized for being merely
a continuation of the agreement between Russia and Austria dating from
1897 to not disturb the status quo in Macedonia.®® Whether the program
was indeed prepared with such a cynical agenda would be hard to ascer-
tain, but it is true that, having been formulated and implemented under the
stewardship of Russia and Austria, it had a decidedly conservative tone.
Under the program, Austria-Hungary and Russia would directly oversee
its progress through the two special civil agents whom they appointed.
Even though they carefully limited the interference of other European Pow-
ers in the design of the program, as a concession Austria-Hungary and
Russia invited other signatories to the Berlin Treaty to participate in the
discussions. The status of the civil agents became a continuous source of
conflict between the Great Powers and the Sublime Porte. Proponents of
more efficacious reforms considered the civil agents to be a half-hearted
attempt by Austrian and Russian diplomats to give the illusion that they
had some purchase on the actions of the Ottoman government, embodied
by Inspector General Hiiseyin Hilmi Pasha. They were “not representatives
of European control,” writes Draganoff, “but functionaries who are to be
absolutely at his disposal and whose office is to lighten the responsibility
in the eyes of Europe.”®” The Sublime Porte, on the other hand, viewed
even this concession a potential breach of sovereignty and insisted that
Hiseyin Hilmi Pasha’s authority be paramount in the region and over the
implementation process, and that the civil agents’ role not exceed that of
assistance.

Establishing stability and ensuring the security of the inhabitants were
the two priorities of the program. Consequently, the reorganization of the
gendarmerie, which the Great Powers considered to be the prerequisite for
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both goals, became the primary focus. The French consul in Salonika, Louis
Steeg, had made a similar proposal a year earlier, emphasizing the impor-
tant role that a reformed gendarmerie, “well paid, well selected and com-
manded by first-class officers,” could play in preventing the activities of
the revolutionary bands and the abuses of the “Turkish gendarmerie, who
are recruited from a bad class, irregularly paid, and obliged to ‘live on the
inhabitants.””®® Steeg’s proposal, which had not found an enthusiastic audi-
ence at the time he drafted it, now seemed to constitute the centerpiece of the
reform program, and it indeed had potential to ease the tension in the region
if implemented in good faith. There were, however, too many obstacles to
this good faith effort. The reforms got off to a slow start due to the difficulty
of accommodating varying desires of the Great Powers as well as the diffi-
culty of persuading the Ottoman government to agree to the plan once it was
drafted. Colonel Wladimir Giesl, the military attaché of Austria-Hungary in
Istanbul, conceived the original plan, which proposed that a large force of
foreign officers command the reformed gendarmerie.®® The Austrians rec-
ommended that an Italian officer be in charge of the organization, which
was accepted by all the Powers, and the Sublime Porte formally asked Italy
to appoint one of its officers to the mission.”” General Emilio Degiorgis was
thus appointed to command the reformed gendarmerie.

The first disputes over the plan broke out over the proposed headgear
for the officers.”! Giesl had suggested that the uniform be identical to that
of Ottoman soldiers, including the fez, which became an issue of discord,
presumably because of ideological connotations. This issue was temporar-
ily resolved with a compromise suggested by the Russians: instead of the
quintessentially “Turkish” fez, the officers could don kalpaks, which were
also used by the Ottoman army but did not have the same connotations. But
the kalpak could also pose a small problem: “It appears,” remarked General
Degiorgis, “that in the regions where the foreign officers will be operating,
the kalpak is the habitual headgear of the Bulgarians, and could expose the
officers to danger.””? The resourceful general added that they would “look
for a different model of kalpak that did not resemble that of the Bulgarians,”
and the headgear issue was resolved.”3 Another bone of contention was the
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issue of command; instead of forming mixed battalions from different coun-
tries, as has been originally envisioned, the final resolution favored the divi-
sion of officers according to their countries with a specific zone accorded to
each division. This was tantamount to creating spheres of influence, which,
not surprisingly, generated another round of struggle among the European
Powers.

The final plan demanded that the foreign officers be authorized to give
direct orders to their Ottoman subordinates and to dismiss officers and sol-
diers whom they deemed unfit for their mission. The foreign officers would
be appointed at one rank above the one they held in their country of origin
and would be allotted generous salaries and benefits.”* The total budget was
estimated to be around a quarter of a million liras, which would be secured
through the Ottoman Public Debt Administration.”> The proposals were
presented to the Sublime Porte on February 29, 1904, and promptly refused.

As the talks were going on, the uniform problem surfaced again; this time,
the issue was not the headgear but the fabric, color, and style of the officers’
garb.”® The dispute was apparently settled by accepting the original pro-
posal, which was a uniform similar to the one worn by the Ottoman officers
with a kalpak as the headgear. A new draft proposal, which toned down
the European demands from the Ottoman side concerning command, was
formulated. Now the adjoint generals’ orders would be transmitted through
Ottoman officers, and the right to dismiss unfit soldiers was rephrased as the
right to transfer them outside the Macedonian command. The total num-
ber of foreign officers was reduced to sixty.”” The Italian carabinieri model
would be adapted for a gendarmerie school to be established in Salonika to
train the new recruits.”® The final arrangement of zones was as following: in
Kosovo, the district of Uskub was assigned to Austria-Hungary: in Monastir,
the town of Monastir as well as Kastoria and Serfice were to be under Ital-
ian command; and the province of Salonika was to be divided among the
Russians, British, and French, who took over the sancaks (subprovince) of
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Salonika, Drama, and Serres, respectively.”’ In addition to the military ad-
joints, all the Great Powers (except for Germany) committed five officers
to the mission. The Ottomans approved this revised draft, and the reforms
officially started.

Armed Activity and the Appearance of Greek and Serbian Bands

A short-lived détente between Bulgaria and the Ottoman Empire resulted
in an agreement signed by the two countries in March 1904, according to
which Bulgaria pledged to suppress Macedonian insurgent bands and the
Ottoman Empire promised a general amnesty.’? With the general amnesty,
in April 1904 all political prisoners, including participants and organizers of
the Ilinden Uprising, were set free, which created a temporary sense of joy
among the population. Shortly afterward, the recently liberated rebels took
up arms again and the Ottomans were back in pursuit.

In 1904, the first incursions of Greek bands or andartes into the region
started. The activity was in retaliation for Bulgarian support of the komi-
tajis that menaced the Patriarchist, especially the Slavic-speaking Patriar-
chist population, and to curb the growing Bulgarian influence in a region
to which Greeks maintained they could lay at least as legitimate a claim.
Similarly, Serbian bands started to organize in the northwest, in the areas of
Kosovo that the Serbs considered to be part of “Old Serbia.” Into this mix
was added the Muslim and Albanian bands, the self-proclaimed protectors
of the Muslim population, who menaced Christian villages in retaliation for
attacks against Muslims.3!

IMRO, after the Ilinden Uprising, was a “shadow of its former self,”
and the Supremists used this opportunity to take over the organization.%?
Fragmentation within the organization started shortly afterward, and two
camps emerged, known as the right wing and the left wing. The right wing
were the Supremists such as Ivan Garvanov and Boris Sarafov, who fa-
vored close relations with Bulgaria.®? The left wing was dominated by the
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Serres-Strumnitza group and was under the leadership of Jane Sandansky,
who supported autonomy for Macedonia. The Congress of the Revolu-
tionary Organization at the Rila Monastery in October 1905 did not
succeed in bringing together the opposing factions.®* On the contrary,
Sandansky was expelled from the group, and the Supremists decided
to tone down armed activity and instead channel their energies toward
“educating” the population.?S The two groups staked out two separate
zones of influence: the right wing dominated the Monastir and Uskub
region, whereas the left wing was in charge of the south, the districts of
Salonika, Serres, and Strumnitza, where its primary engagement was with
the Greek bands.?¢ The two camps convened separately for the next con-
gress: the Supremists (rightists) in Sofia in January 1907 and the leftists
in Doubnitza a month later. By this time, the rift within the organization
was beyond repair. There were failed attempts on Sandansky’s life by
the Supremists. In retaliation, Sandansky’s associates assassinated Boris
Sarafov and Ivan Garvanov, after which point the separation of the two
groups became irreconcilable.?”

Meanwhile, there was a dramatic increase in Greek armed activity in
Macedonia. It was no coincidence that this development occurred after the
appointment of Lambros Koromilas as consul general of Greece in Salonika
in May 1904.%% Early signs of armed activity came from Kastoria, where
Germanos Karavangelis, the district Metropolitan, attempted to organize a
band and buy off IMRO members; however, this venture failed to transform
into a tangible network.?’ Against the rise in the perceived threat to Greek
interests, civil organizations and paramilitaries coordinated their efforts
with that of the state in a common cause in Macedonia. The first forays into
Ottoman territory were initiated by officers of the Greek army, such as the
legendary Pavlos Melas, with the support of Cretan volunteers, who could
travel into the region with ease because of their official status as Ottoman

moderates such as Damian Gruev, to renounce violence. Some sources indicate that he
even considered a “central committee” separate from IMRO; Lange-Akhund, Macedonian
Question, 206—7.
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88. Koromilas served as consul until October 1907. His predecessor, Eugenios Eugeniadés,
had been appointed to the job at a critical time, after the Greek-Ottoman war of 1897, and
had managed to maintain good relations with the Ottoman establishment despite the post-war
bitterness and the ongoing crisis in Crete. He was one of the early architects of the Greek policy
that favored collaboration with the Ottomans in Macedonia until the greater common enemy
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subjects.”® At this stage, local Patriarchists did not have a significant presence
in the armed activities. Consuls such as Lambros Koromilas in Salonika and
Antonios Sachtouris in Serres assisted in supplying weapons, facilitated re-
cruitment, and protected the interests of the Patriarchate through methods
not always approved by the Patriarchate itself.”! Their task was facilitated
by the indifference—and even active collaboration —of the Ottoman author-
ities, who saw the Greek bands as a welcome counterweight against the Bul-
garian “bandits.” The local Muslim population also actively collaborated
with them, and apparently, “Greek committees that did not have Turkish
members were rare.”??

Despite the reforms and the European presence in the area, security did
not improve; in fact, it deteriorated between 1904 and 1908. With the ex-
ception of brief interruptions in armed activity, the monthly casualty records
told a grim story. One estimate puts the number of people killed in Mace-
donia between 1903 and 1908 at 8,000; of these 3,500 were guerrillas and
the rest civilians.”

Problems with Financial Reform and
the Customs Duty Increase

Financial difficulties beleaguered the gendarmerie reorganization from
the start. The Ottomans had pledged to finance the new force, but the truth
of the matter was that this new commitment imposed an enormous burden
on a budget already bursting at the seams. This problem was the basis of the
reluctance by the administration to accept more foreign “advisors,” an issue
brought up again by Austria-Hungary and Russia late in 1904. The treasury
was in such a dreary situation that oftentimes Huiseyin Hilmi Pasha himself
had to plead with the Allatini brothers, owners of the largest mill in the
region, in Salonika, which supplied flour to Macedonian garrisons, to con-
tinue shipments despite payments being in arrears so that the soldiers would
have bread to eat. On occasion, the government had to borrow money from
the Salonika industrialists, including the Allatinis and the Kapanzades, so
that it could pay soldiers, orphans, and widows. Or the government dipped

90. The young and dashing Pavlos Melas became the proto-martyr of the Greek cause
in Macedonia when he was killed in a skirmish with Ottoman forces in Siatista on October
13, 1904. His death was considered a turning point that finally shook Athens to take action
to protect Greek interests in Macedonia; Alexandros D. Zannas, O Makedonikos Agon
(Anamneéseis) (Thessaloniki, 1960), 19.

91. For a list of local participants from the Serres region, see Iakovos D. Michaélidés
and Konstantinos S. Papanikolaou, eds., Aphaneis Gegeneis Makedonomachoi (1903-1913)
(Thessaloniki, 2008), 138-60.

92. Letter from Dr. Nazim to Bahaeddin Sakir, cited in Hanioglu, Preparation for a
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into the purses of the Anatolian provinces, which hardly had any extra funds
to spare.”

Work toward a financial commission that would serve as an advisory
body to solve the budgetary problems in Macedonia started shortly after
the gendarmerie reforms in 1904. Calice and Zinoviev were the architects of
the early proposals. Compared with later proposals, these were rather con-
servative schemes that essentially aimed to rectify the revenue base without
creating any major upheaval of the existing framework. One of the major
concerns at this stage was the payments to the civil personnel that were in ar-
rears, which, the civil agents held, should take priority over payments to the
military. After Hiiseyin Hilmi Pasha warned that this kind of prioritization
might cause a military revolt, another proposal that balanced the needs of
the Ottoman administration with the demands of the European Powers was
formulated. According to this plan, revenues from the Macedonian prov-
inces would be allocated to cover both civil and military expenses, but the
amount earmarked for military expenses would be capped at peacetime lev-
els and the difference would be covered by an extraordinary fund supplied
by the imperial center.”> The Ottoman Bank was instituted as the treasurer
for Macedonia.

In December 1904, Lord Landsowne (Henry Charles Keith Petty-
Fitzmaurice) was not content with the work of Zinoviev and Calice, and
was already sounding the alarm about a looming crisis because of financial
difficulties. He proposed that an international commission be established
to oversee the financial reforms.”® In February 15, 1905, the Sublime Porte
made a formal request to increase the rate of custom duties from 8 to 11
percent to defray the costs of the reforms. Austria-Hungary and Russia
were in favor of accepting the increase provided that the Ottoman state met
certain conditions regarding the administration of the extra revenue.”” But
the tariff increase would prove to be one of the most problematic issues in
the execution of the Miirzsteg Program, as benign a proposal as it might
seem. Even though all the Great Powers concurred on the need to raise
additional resources to finance the rising expenditures, there was hardly
any consensus on how to raise them. A tariff increase was a measure that
directly interfered with British commercial interests in the Ottoman Empire.
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The Anglo-Ottoman Convention of Baltalimani in 1838 had abolished all
internal customs in the Ottoman Empire, ensuring an open market for Brit-
ish goods. Since then, Britain had established a profitable market for its
manufactured goods and dominated the foreign trade of the empire.”® De-
spite the facts that the current tariff rates were among the lowest in Europe
and that increasing that rate was the only unexplored source of revenue that
could be diverted for the benefit of the reforms, Britain found this an unde-
sirable measure and jealously protected its interests even though that meant
jeopardizing the implementation of the reforms.

Another obstacle in the way of financial restructuring was the objections
raised by the Sublime Porte against the proposed financial commission,
which it considered to be a violation of its sovereignty. Between the Otto-
man objections and the assorted attempts by the European Powers to assert
their own concerns, the shape and function of the financial commission were
revised six times from the beginning of 1905 until the year’s end, with the
proposals delivered to the Sublime Porte with a note verbale each time.”
In November 1905, a seventh note verbale was presented, which included
not only the new proposal concerning the financial commission but also
a bundle that contained the renewal of the foreign officers’ and the civil
agents’ contracts, and the reappointment of Hilmi Pasha. This seventh note
was also rejected, precipitating a demonstration of gunboat diplomacy by
the Great Powers. With the exception of Germany, all the Powers contrib-
uted to a fleet that appeared before the port of Mytilene in the northern
Aegean on November 26, 1905.1%0 After the demonstrators threatened to
move to Lemnos, the Sublime Porte agreed to all the demands: the tenures of
the inspector general, general of the gendarmerie, civil agents, and adjoints
were extended for two more years, and the International Commission for
Financial Control in Macedonia was officially recognized.!?!

The financial commission was not a body under the leadership of Austria-
Hungary and Russia; all six Great Powers had an equal say in its function-
ing, which proved to be a recipe for delays and inefficiency and seriously
hampered the progress of the proposals. With the Ottoman agreement to
the financial commission, the issue of the tariff increase was revived. Draft-
ing an agreement that satisfied all the Powers and the Sublime Porte at the
same time took another year after the financial commission authorization,
and then it took another six months for the increase to come into effect.
The British aversion to the idea and mistrust of the management of the tariff
revenue were largely responsible for the delay. Each time a note verbale

98. Resat Kasaba, Ottoman Empire and the World Economy, the Nineteenth Century
(Albany, 1988).
99. Sowards, Austria’s Policy of Macedonian Reform, 55-59.
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on the conditions for a tariff increase was presented to the Sublime Porte,
Britain heaped another set of demands on the original text, seeking further
concessions for its commercial associates, which confirmed the prevailing
opinion that the British government was “acting in bad faith.”1%2 Finally, on
July 12, 1907, the tariff increase was put into effect. Steven Sowards notes
that “[w]hen the protocols [for the tariff increase]| were signed in April, the
Macedonian garrison had been paid just once in the preceding six months,
the civil administration only twice.”!'%3 Meanwhile, Britain had obtained
every single concession it sought, including the regulation of porters in the
Salonika harbor.

End of the Leadership a Deux, End of Reforms

Judicial reform had been included among the provisions of the Ottoman
reform proposal of 1902, as well as in the Murzsteg Program, but until 1907
not much attention had been paid to this part of the plan; in fact, there were
very few complaints about judicial abuse in Macedonia.!® In March 1907,
a new set of measures were put into effect that called for an increase in the
number of courts, better pay for the judiciary, curbs on corruption, semi-
annual inspections, and assurance of judicial autonomy.'®® These measures
were not found to be satisfactory by the European Concert, which meant
that additional demands were made of the Sublime Porte and, consequently,
another chapter of protracted struggle among the Powers and with the Otto-
man government began. After long negotiations, two alternative plans were
drafted in June 1907 by Zinoviev and Johann Markgraf von Pallavicini,
the Russian and Austro-Hungarian ambassadors. The plans were essentially
the same and called for the financial commission to be involved in the judi-
ciary reform through its chancery and to appoint the judicial inspectors who
would supervise the courts. The discord stemmed from Pallavicini’s convic-
tion that the Ottomans would not accept an arrangement in which they
would not have some degree of control over the appointment of inspectors,
whereas Zinoviev insisted on complete European control. The question of
the degree of Ottoman control over the judiciary deepened the rifts among
the Great Powers, and the final note verbale drafted in December 1907,
which favored Zinoviev’s position, was more the result of a begrudging com-
promise than a real consensus.
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As the year came to a close, the civil agents’ and other reform personnel’s
mandates, which had been approved for another two years by the Sublime
Port in November 1905, were again about to expire. The request for re-
newal of the mandate was presented along with the judiciary proposal in
a note verbale to the Sublime Porte on December 15, 1907. The response
received “said nothing of the extension and proposed that the foreign agents
in Macedonia be taken into Ottoman service.” 1% An identical note was sent
a week later, but the Great Powers lacked the cohesion necessary to con-
vince the Sublime Porte to accept the extension. Sir Edward Grey, the British
foreign secretary, found the performance of the Ottoman administration
since the reforms started to be far from satisfactory and was vocal about his
disapproval of a plan that would continue to defer to Ottoman authorities.
The leadership of the program, which had been assumed by the Austro-
Hungarian and Russian alliance, was no longer in effect. It had already
been eroded by the financial commission, which relied on all six powers
equally, and further eroded by the resignation of important diplomats who
had originally conceived of the plan. The Russian and Austro-Hungarian
foreign ministers, Lamsdorff and Goluchowski, and Ambassador Calice had
all left office in 1906.'%7 The death knell for the alliance sounded when
Austria-Hungary obtained the concession of the Uvaé-Mitrovico railroad.!®

Russia blamed the Dual Monarchy for engaging in secret dealings with
the Ottoman Empire to obtain commercial concessions in return for favor-
able conditions in the reform proposals. Britain suspected that Germany was
involved in the deal. Even though there is no evidence to suggest that this was
the case, the railroad concession effectively ended the collaboration between
the Dual Monarchy and Russia, which did not bode well for the future of
Macedonian reforms.'% It seemed that the leadership was gravitating toward
Britain, and now that the former alliance was broken, a new alliance was be-
ing formed between Britain and Russia, making it more likely that subsequent
European demands for reform from the Sublime Porte would be more extreme
than ever. In fact, on March 3, 1908, Sir Edward Grey repeated his proposal
in a formal note that the number of regular Ottoman troops in the region be
reduced and that of the gendarmerie be augmented. In addition, the influ-
ence of the palace had to be reduced to a minimum if the reforms were to be
effective, and this would be achieved only with a truly autonomous, European-
appointed Turkish governor, answering only to the Powers.!!? Despite Austro-
Hungarian commitment to the conservative reform scheme, Russia seemed
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to be willing to cooperate with Britain. To avert further British demands, on
March 13, 1908, Sultan Abdiilhamid II preemptively renewed the mandate of
the civil agents and the program until July 1914.'!!

Despite the long diplomatic work hours devoted to it, the Miirzsteg Pro-
gram had accomplished little in the way of ensuring the safety of the lo-
cal population. To the contrary, it indirectly contributed to the increase in
armed activity and violence. One of its major flaws was the provision that
provincial administration be rearranged according to national principles,
which the fighting camps understood as clear indication that the next stage
of the reforms was autonomy and partition according to national boundar-
ies. Another outcome of the reforms was the effect they had on the local
Muslim population, who did not figure in any European plan for the re-
gion, except in references to their brutality against their Christian neighbors,
and who viewed the European agents in the region as an occupation force
engaged in the final preparations for the secession of the country from the
Ottoman Empire. Consequently, local Muslims also started to take up arms
and form bands.

More important, the Ottoman Committee of Progress and Union
(CPU),"2 which had merged with the Macedonian-based Ottoman Freedom
Society in 1907, used this atmosphere to boost its recruitment and network-
ing efforts in the region, connecting the independent and scattered bands to
form a single organization.!!'3 Rumors of an impending Macedonian auton-
omy, which peaked after the meeting of the Russian tsar Nicolas IT and the
British monarch Edward VII in Reval, served as a catalyst the CPU agitation
plans.!'* The affiliated Ottoman officers and clandestine agents were the or-
ganizational backbone of the CPU in the region, but its final plan of action
also depended on an elaborate network that involved local notables, former
brigands, and the neutralization, if not cooption, of the fighting bands in the
region.'! Their subsequent success in the revolution of 1908 put an end to
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the European reform program and brought about a fleeting sense of peace in
the region. The restoration of the constitution was celebrated across Mace-
donia, where people rejoiced together on the streets regardless of their dif-
ferences and where armed bands, even though they held on to their arms,
came out from hiding. One of the most dramatic scenes was the legendary
Sandansky’s arrival in Salonika, where he was welcomed like a comrade in
arms by Enver Pasha, one of the CPU leaders who had planned the revolu-
tion. The euphoria, alas, would prove to be another Macedonian illusion.



CHAPTER TWO

Education and the Creation
of National Space

EAAHNEZ KAAOYNTAI Ol THX ITAIAEYZEQY THE HMETEPAX
METEXONTEZ
[Greeks they are called those who assume our education.]
—Isocrates, Panegyricus, inscribed across the fagade of
Gennadius Library in Athens

he Museum of Macedonian Struggle in Salonika occupies an

elegant neoclassical building that used to be the Consulate

of the Hellenic Kingdom in Ottoman Selanik. The street in
which the museum is located is named after Consul Koromilas, who was
one of the most illustrious residents of the building and a chief facilitator
of the Greek nationalist movement in Macedonia. Material and personal
belongings of the heroes of the Greek struggle for Macedonia are kept and
displayed here, much like relics in a shrine, as is an impressive collection of
photographs from the era. Before a recent upgrade, the basement was dedi-
cated to a permanent exhibition behind glass screens of dioramas that rep-
resented important scenes from the struggle. The combination of dimmed
lights and the musty smell in the hall gave the place an eerie and bizarre feel,
one reminiscent more of a taxidermy exhibit than a museum of national
history, but this also contributed an unexpected charm to the somber atmo-
sphere. As far as one can tell from the information website for the museum,
the dioramas still stand, but the museum has acquired a more contemporary
outlook with new lighting, flooring, and impressive photo-essays about the
protagonists of the Greek struggle for Macedonia.

Except for a few stray foreign tourists who happen to stumble on the
place by mistake, the Museum visitors are almost exclusively Greek, and a
significant portion is under ten years of age. They are schoolchildren, some
kindergarteners, whose teachers are presenting what is likely to be their
earliest lesson in national history. One of the scenes they observe represents
the classroom in village school in Macedonia. The keen interest with which
the pupils appear to listen to their teacher suggests a degree of wishful pro-
jection. The effect, nevertheless, is quite impressive. The children staring
into this time capsule may be too young to be subject to some of the more
sophisticated tools of national indoctrination; they are years away from the
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draft, hardly able to read newspapers, and placed in a playground of sorts.
But, prompted by their teacher, they are able to make a connection between
themselves and the figures in the box, just like other groups of kindergar-
teners and elementary schoolchildren before and after them. The diorama
establishes a visible link between the schoolchildren and their predecessors
a century earlier while enshrining the classroom in a special place in the
collective memory of the nation. The dioramas represent critical moments
during the national struggle for its rightful territory, and just like the legend-
ary “secret schools” of the Greek revolution, the classroom in Macedonia
symbolizes resistance against foreign domination and assimilation—a bea-
con of light showing the way to those who would follow it.

The schools that became the scene of violent opposition between the
Greek Orthodox and Exarchist communities in the countryside carried
little resemblance to the institution that the word school elicits in con-
temporary minds. They occupied either a small building or a few rooms
of a relatively bigger structure, and they were each run by a couple of
teachers—ideally one each for boys and girls—and enrolled ten to fifty stu-
dents.! In fact, even the diorama in the museum, which idealize the humble
resources the Greek scholastic establishment had at its disposal —present
a rather sterilized version of what an actual classroom in the Macedonian
countryside would have looked like circa 1900. George F Abbott, who
toured the region around that time, had a Greek schoolmaster as one of
his travel companions. The schoolmaster, after having been removed from
several positions due to his “arrogance,” was desperately looking for a new
outlet for his nationalist fervor. They finally reached Tachino (district of
Serres), where he had secured a position. Here, Abbott describes the idealist
teacher’s post in his trademark sardonic style: “The school was in harmony
with the sty aspect of the village. Repeated outpourings of ink had lent to
the floor the appearance of a map of the world on a large scale, while the
walls bore evidence of the cacoethes scribendi, the characteristic malady of
youthful scholars the world over. The schoolroom contained a dozen rows
of decayed desks covered with initials carved deeply into them. I should not
have been at all surprised had I found a class of young pigs ranged behind
them. Above the master’s desk there hung an icon of Christ, and in the desk
lay a register. ...”2

This register contained names of students, all boys, who had had to aban-
don their studies for various reasons, including, their parents’ whim. This
was hardly the school environment that some nationalist visionaries yearned
for, which would have been clean and orderly, with a map hanging beside (if
not in lieu of) the icon of Christ, a refuge where all peasants’ children would
be initiated into the national community by learning about its glorious past

1. Carte des Ecoles Chrétiennes de la Macédoine (Paris, 1905).
2. Abbott, Tale of a Tour in Macedonia, 244.
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4. Priest, teacher, and schoolchildren. From Leonidas Papazoglou, “Photographic
Portraits from Kastoria and Its Vicinity at the Time of the Macedonian Struggle,”
George Golobias Collection, Museum of Photography, Thessaloniki. Used with
permission. (Credit applies to figures 4-13.)

and heroic present and, more important, by learning how to write and speak
its language.

If language is the most important indicator of cultural affiliation, the
Greeks certainly started with a clear advantage in the Ottoman Balkans.
Greek was the language of the Enlightenment in the Balkans in the late
eighteenth century and continued to be so for most of the nineteenth. It
was also the lingua franca of the “conquering Orthodox merchant” and the
language of the high clergy and other learned classes.® Regardless of the lan-
guage that one spoke at home, becoming a member of the nascent bourgeoisie
meant learning to speak Greek in public.* This was in large part a result of
the domination of the Greek establishment over education in the Ottoman

3. Traian Stoianovich, “The Conquering Balkan Orthodox Merchant,” Journal of Eco-
nomic History 20, no. 2 (1960): 234-313.

4. By contrast, among the Greek bourgeoisie outside the Balkans (in Alexandria, for in-
stance), no refined Greek would consider a language other than French to be the utmost indica-
tion of civilization.
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5. Gymnasium, teacher and students.

Balkans, where it reached non-Greek ethnic groups such as the Vlachs and
Slavs, and even non-Orthodox groups such as the Catholic Albanians.’®

By the first decade of the twentieth century, Greek had lost its cultural
monopoly. Education, and especially education in parish schools, had tra-
ditionally been under the control of the Patriarchate, which appointed the
teachers and also provided the curriculum and instructional materials. After
the 1850s, however, the demand for Bulgarian schools—or at least schools
where instruction was in Bulgarian—started to increase in the Macedonian
provinces, and the trend was bolstered by the gains made in the north, in
the Danube Province, during the Tanzimat. Vlach and Serbian schools con-
stituted the secondary tier of competition to Greek Orthodox schools. Al-
though the representatives of Greek national interests were vexed by the
proliferation of Vlach schools, functioning almost exclusively courtesy of
Romanian subsidies, they presented a negligible disturbance compared to
the effects of the Bulgarian schools. The majority of Vlachs, either out of
choice or exigency, still continued to identify as Greek Orthodox.® Moreover,

5. Selcuk Aksin Somel, Modernization of Public Education, 1839-1908 (Leiden, 2001),
213.

6. A Vlach teacher reportedly insisted on teaching Slavic-speaking children Greek to, in
his words, “open up their eyes.” PRO, FO 195/1849, Samokov, December 11, 1894.
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Vlach speakers were more scattered and less numerous than the Slavic
speakers of the area. As for Serbian schools, they were more a nuisance
for Bulgarian nationalists than for their Greek counterparts because they
concentrated their propaganda efforts not in eastern and south-central
Macedonia but in the northwest, a region in which Greeks did not have
strong claims.

In November 1886, the French consul in Salonika called the prolifera-
tion of “Bulgarian schools” a “scholarly awakening” that checked the
hegemony of the Greeks, who were used to a position of superiority in
cultural matters thanks to their schools and the influence of the Greek
Orthodox clergy. “Seeing reappear in Macedonia an element, which we
would hardly pay any attention to in Athens fifteen years ago, would not
be the least interesting spectacle of our times,” he wrote to the minister of
foreign affairs. “[B]y this awakening, which did not surprise the literati, the
Greeks were stopped in the tracks of an ethnic assimilation that promised
to take Cineas as its guide.”” Less than two decades later, the Bulgarian side
was so confident in the success of its challenge to Greek cultural hegemony
that a pundit declared, “The century of Pericles marked the apogee of the
Greek genius. Immediately after that was the decline. The Greek genius
abandoned Athens. It made a few short appearances again in Byzantium.
Then, it fell into lethargy ... and since then, its slumber has rarely been
interrupted.”®

The Greek and Bulgarian educational establishments resembled each
other in their reliance on the religious establishment, rather than secular insti-
tutions of learning, to reach the masses. In this respect, the rivalry between
the two closely paralleled the uneasy relationship between the Exarchate
and the Patriarchate that resulted in the schism in 1872, only two years after
the establishment of the Bulgarian Exarchate by imperial decree. Years later,
the leading cadres of the Revolutionary Organization, founded in Salonika
in 1893 with independence for Macedonia and Thrace as its aim, would
come from among the products of the Bulgarian higher-educational estab-
lishment and would use their credentials as teachers to reach deep into the
remote corners of the Macedonian countryside and enlist volunteers for
their cause. The Greek side, for its part, enlisted the help of an Athens-based
organization, the Society for the Dissemination of Greek Letters, to coun-
ter the efforts of Bulgarian activists and adopt the Patriarchate-dominated
schooling system into its irredentist agenda.

7. MAE, vol. 7, Consul to the Minister of Foreign Affairs, Salonika, November 30, 1886.
8. D. M. Brancoff, [Dimitar Mishev] La Macédoine et sa Population Chrétienne (Paris,
1905), 62.
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The Establishment of the Bulgarian Exarchate

On September 16, 1872, the Local Synod, convened in Constantinople
at the behest of Patriarch Anthimos VI (Koutalianos) declared the newly
formed Bulgarian Exarchate to be schismatic by reason of committing
the heresy of ethnophyletism® despite the ongoing efforts by several cler-
gymen, diplomats, and politicians to forge a reconciliation of the dispute
between the Ecumenical Patriarchate and the Bulgarian Exarchate.!® The
decision was a turning point not only in terms of the relationship between
the Ecumenical Patriarchate and the Exarchate but also the intercommu-
nal relations of Christian Orthodox communities in the Ottoman Balkans.
We could also argue that the Church schism indirectly —but profoundly —
affected the evolution of Greek nationalism by compounding its emphasis
on a collective consciousness defined and reinforced by membership in the
Greek Orthodox Church.!!

An imperial ferman issued on March 12, 1870, had recognized the estab-
lishment of a semi-autonomous Bulgarian Church in Constantinople, with
an Exarch, a rank that fell somewhere between Archbishop and Patriarch in
the ecclesiastical hierarchy. The ferman was the culmination of a protracted
struggle that had started in the late eighteenth century, led by influential lay
members of the Bulgarian community in Istanbul and by clergy frustrated
by what they perceived to be an openly Greek bias and domination in the
church organization. This particular cause of discontent with the Patriarch-
ate was also duly noticed and exploited by Catholic and Protestant mission-
aries, who played a significant role in the evolution of Bulgarian nationalism
throughout the nineteenth century.!? These missionaries recruited increasing
numbers of converts by taking advantage of Ottoman Bulgarians’ desire for
an independent church.!3 Encouraged and financed in large part by France

9. This is a specific form of nationalism based on race, declared heretical in 1872.

10. The Ecumenical Patriarch had convened in Constantinople the patriarchs of Jerusa-
lem, Antioch, and Alexandria; the archbishop of Cyprus; and several bishops; A. Ischirkoff
[Anastas Ishirkov], La Macédoine et la Constitution de I’'Exarchat bulgare (Lausanne, 1918),
28; Thomas A. Meininger, Ignatiev and the Establishment of the Bulgarian Exarchate, 1864~
1872 (Madison, 1970), 181-89.

11. Paschalis Kitromilides argues that it was in the “symbolic universe of the Great Idea”
that the Church and the nation could finally come together. “‘Imagined Communities’ and
the Origins of the National Question in the Balkans,” in Modern Greece: Nationalism and
Nationality, edited by Martin Blinkhorn and Thanos Veremis (Athens, 1990), 60. For a general
discussion of the Greek historiographic treatment of religion as an element of Greek national-
ism, see Effi Gazi, “Revisiting Religion and Nationalism in Nineteenth-Century Greece,” in
Making of Modern Greece: Nationalism, Romanticism, and the Uses of the Past (1797-1896),
edited by Roderick Beaton and David Ricks (Aldershot, 2009), 95-106.

12. Victor Roudometof, Nationalism, Globalization, and Orthodoxy, the Social Origins
of Ethnic Conflict in the Balkans (Westport, 2001); 133.

13. James E Clarke, The Pen and the Sword, edited by Dennis P. Hupchick (Boulder,
1988), 328-30.
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and also supported by Austria, the Uniate movement, which professed
canonical communion with the Roman Apostolic See, started to make mod-
est but considerable headway in the Ottoman Balkans.'* In fact, conversion
to Catholicism of the Eastern rite continued to be a viable option for some
Bulgarian communities wanting to sever their ties with the Patriarchate even
after the establishment of the Exarchate, despite the growing antagonism of
local clergy and civil administrators, but this option lost momentum after
the church struggle spread into and concentrated in Macedonia during the
first decade of the twentieth century.!®

Protestant missionaries, on the other hand, who were relatively late ad-
ditions to the religious rivalry in the Balkans, created an alternative to the
Uniate movement by emphasizing the reformation of preexisting beliefs
and practices.'® Although the Evangelical Alliance faced an uphill battle in
spreading the gospel and “reforming” the Slavic-speaking Orthodox into
a Protestant Church, the Bulgarian nationalists made apt use of the mis-
sionaries’ presence when mustering up diplomatic support for their cause,
especially from Britain and later from the United States.!” Even though
a proponent of the Bulgarian national movement has given credit to U.S.
missionaries for contributing more directly—if unintentionally—to the cre-
ation of an independent Bulgarian Church by publishing the first bible in
modern Bulgarian (Eastern dialect) in Istanbul in 1871, the Exarchate pre-
ferred Old Church Slavonic for the liturgy.!?

The establishment of the Exarchate is viewed, with good reason, as the
outcome of the Bulgarian community’s frustration with its subjugation by
the Patriarchate and with Bulgarian clergy’s inability to participate in the
higher church hierarchy. The Bulgarian community, constrained by the
“double yoke” of the Patriarchate and the sultan, followed through with
its plans for independence by, first, throwing off the former in prepara-
tion for throwing off the latter. The Exarchate, briefly put, is considered a

14. MAE, vol. 7, Salonika, May 23, 1885, Consul to the Minister of Foreign Affairs.

15. MAE, vol. 7, Salonika, September 14, 1881, Consul to the Minister of Foreign Af-
fairs, Barthélemy Saint-Hilaire, concerning the activities of Lazarists and the conversion of the
Bulgarian community of Goumendje (in Yenice-Vardar) into Catholicism, and threats from the
Ottoman police and bishop of Vodena.

16. They actively pursued the mission of “reforming” the Greek Orthodox Christians of
Asia Minor; Gerasimos Augustinos, “’Enlightened Christians and ‘Oriental’ Churches: Protes-
tant Missions to the Greeks in Asia Minor, 1820-1860,” Journal of Modern Greek Studies 4,
no. 2 (1986): 129—42.

17. James Baker, who resided in Macedonia in the 1870s claimed that “In 1874 the Bul-
garians in Macedonia, in their religious struggles, actually petitioned the British embassy to
interfere in their behalf, and to have them placed under the ecclesiastical rule of the Bulgarian
Exarch! They even went so far as to ask whether, in the event of their becoming Protestants, the
British Government would watch over their interests!” Turkey in Europe (London, 1877), 57.
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direct product of the culmination of Bulgarian nationhood.!® Although this
statement is largely accurate, at least as far as the Bulgarian clergy and intel-
ligentsia of the late-nineteenth and early twentieth centuries are concerned,
the events and personalities involved in the establishment of the Exarchate
were so complex that this proposed linear connection between Bulgarian
nationhood and the formation of the Exarchate as its utmost expression is
inadequate. In fact, the most recent revision of this consensus argues that the
establishment of the Exarchate should be seen as part of a broader process
of secularization that transformed the Patriarchate in the second half of the
nineteenth century; that the movement for the Exarchate was a product
of the same process; and that the Exarchate cannot be viewed as an entity
entirely separate from and antagonistic to the Patriarchate, even after the
Schism of 1872.29 This, I must add, speaks more to the motivations of the
Greek clergy and lay elite in finally coming to terms with the establishment
of an autocephalous church than to the desire of the Bulgarian side to under-
mine the influence of the Patriarchate (and, by implication, Greek cultural
hegemony) over what they viewed as their own turf.?!

During the second half of the nineteenth century the Ottoman imperial
capital, rather than areas with large Bulgarian-speaking populations in the
Balkans, hosted the most influential elements of Bulgarian nationalism.??
The first concession that the Bulgarian community obtained from the Sub-
lime Porte was the right to build a church in Istanbul in 1848 that would still
be ecclesiastically subject to the Patriarchate but also serve as an “advisory
body for Bulgarian communities everywhere in the Empire.”?3 The lay elite
of the Bulgarian community of Istanbul assumed most of the responsibility
in the church struggle, and their leadership would greatly influence the

19. See, for instance, Ishirkov, La Macédoine et la Constitution. The classic work on the
formation of the Bulgarian Exarchate published in Bulgarian is Zina Markova, Biilgarskata
Ekzarhiya, 1870-1879 (Sofia, 1989). An early classic, first published in German, is Richard
von Mach, Der Machtbereich des bulgarischen exarchats in der Tiirkei (Leipzig, 1906); this
was published in English: The Bulgarian Exarchate: Its History and the Extent of Its Authority
in Turkey (London, 1907).

20. Démétrios Stamatopoulos, Metarrythmisé kai Ekkosmikeusé: Pros mia Anasynthesé
tés Istorias tou Oikoumenikou Patriarcheiou tou 190 Aiona (Athens, 2003).

21. In fact, the first instance of an autocephalous church sparking tensions within Greek
Orthodoxy was the formation of the National Church of Greece; Paraskevas Matalas, Ethnos
kai Orthodoxia: Oi Peripeties mias Scheses apo to “Elladiko” sto Voulgariko Schisma (Irak-
leio, 2002).

22. Ishirkov notes that, although there were highly educated Bulgarians in the service of
the governments in Russia, Romania, Greece and Turkey, one of the most striking elements of
the “Bulgarian renaissance” was the sheer number of Bulgarian periodicals appearing in Con-
stantinople in the mid-nineteenth century; La Macédoine et la Constitution, 8—13.

23. Roudometof, Nationalism, Globalization, and Orthodoxy, 133. According to
Ishirkov, Sultan Abdiilmecid, after listening to the complaints of his Bulgarian subjects during
his tour of the “Bulgarian provinces” (presumably referring to his tour of Rumeli in 1846),
asked the Patriarch to defer to their wishes, again to no avail; La Macédoine et la Constitu-
tion, 10—11.
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unfolding of this bitter quarrel within the Orthodox hierarchy. The Pa-
triarchate agreed to a few more concessions in 1858 and 1859, such as
the permission to use Slavonic in liturgy in certain regions and to name
Ilarion of Macariopolis “Bishop in partibus (without seat) of the Bulgarian
Church” in Constantinople.”* The council convened by the Patriarchate
deemed these concessions sufficient for the time being, and after delibera-
tions that continued from October 1858 to February 1860, the council re-
fused further concessions, including a proposal to grant parishioners the
right to elect their bishop and to require bishops to speak the language of
their congregations.?’

It is important to note, first, that this council, which was known, some-
what anachronistically, as the first Ethnosyneleusé (National Assembly),
was a response to the demand of the Sublime Porte, from the heads of the
millets, in accordance with the 1856 Islabat Fermdmn, to form representative
councils.?® More important, the work of this assembly between 1858 and
1860 resulted in instituting the participation of lay representatives in the
election of Patriarchs and the establishment of a permanent Diarko Ethniko
Symvoulio (Mixed Council), whose members included lay elements and had
control over the Patriarchate’s administration.?” This council later played a
great role in curbing the powers of the Holy Synod and became instrumen-
tal in unseating Patriarchs who did not agree with the influential members’
agendas, bringing the networks between powerful members of the lay com-
munity, called the Neophanariots; representatives of foreign powers; and
the clergy directly into ecclesiastical politics. The Mixed Council, according
to Anastas Ishirkov, included only four Bulgarian members, three of whom,
in protest over the council refusal to take up the issue of administrative
changes in dioceses with Bulgarian populations, did not participate in the
final sessions of the council. When Stephanos Karatheodori, a prominent
Phanariot and the sultan’s physician, issued an angry statement concerning
Bulgarian demands, it triggered a response, composed in Greek, from Gavril
Krastevi¢.?® Krastevi¢ was a protégé of Stephan Vogoridis, a prominent

24. Tozer notes that in certain districts “as for instance, in the neighborhood of Ochrida,
permission has been given within the last few years to introduce the Slavonic tongue ... but
these are quite exceptions.” Henry E Tozer, Researches in the Highlands of Turkey (London,
1869), Vol. 1: 182. It seems that the use of Slavonic, although not officially condoned by the
Patriarchate, had made its way into a few churches, at least for nonliturgical purposes out of
local exigencies, much earlier than the 1860s; Cousinéry, for instance, notes that all the arch-
bishops in Vodena had to learn Bulgarian even if they were of Greek descent if they wanted
a good level of donations to the church in their diocese; E. M. Couisinéry, Voyage dans la
Macédoine, contenant les recherches sur Ibistoire, la géographie et les antiquités de ce pays
(Paris, 1831), 77.

25. Roudometof, Nationalism, Globalization, and Orthodoxy, 138.

26. Stamatopulos, Metarrythmisé kai Ekkosmikeuse, 77.

27. Ibid., 121.

28. The response was presented under the name of Hatzi Nikolas Mintzoglou, the Bulgar-
ian representative from Tirnovo, according to Ishirkov, La Macédoine et la Constitution, 15.
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Phanariot who was, just like Krastevi¢, of Bulgarian origin. Although
Krastevi¢, unlike his patron, was quite far from being entirely Hellenized,
his close relations with other Phanariot families even after the establish-
ment of the Exarchate, in which he had played an important part, is one
among many examples that underscore the important role played by ex-
tremely complicated power, social, and political networks that had nothing
to do with nationalism in shaping the relationship between the two rival
Orthodox churches.?’

On Easter Sunday 1860, Ilarion of Macariopolis performed a highly sym-
bolic act of protest by omitting the name of the Patriarch from the liturgy,
which earned him his excommunication from the Church and established
him as one of the bravest voices against the hegemony of the Church el-
ders.3? Four years later, Nikolai Ignatiev, arguably the most influential Rus-
sian ambassador to the Sublime Porte in the nineteenth century, arrived to
take up his post. After 1872 Ignatiev directed his energies to the mending of
the division in the Orthodox oikoumene, to which he felt he had partially
and unwittingly contributed.

Although the separation of the Exarchate had been in the works long
before Ignatiev set foot in the Ottoman capital, his meddling in the affairs
of the Church, including the election of Patriarchs, and the ties he cultivated
with Ottoman statesmen that allowed him to exert just the right amount of
pressure both on the Patriarchate and the Bulgarians, did contribute to the
schism that occurred in 1872. The initiative he took to reconcile the two
churches had to strike a very fine balance between catering to the desires
of Bulgarians on the one hand and not alienating the Patriarchate on the
other—and it was doomed to failure for the same reason. Ignatiev could
not have lived to see the schism eliminated, which happened only in 1945.

The ferman that established the Exarchate was promulgated on March 12.
The text was based loosely on an earlier blueprint drawn up by a Bulgarian
council consisting of lay notables as well the clergy. It granted the Exarchate
complete autonomy in administrative matters while preserving its ecclesias-
tical subordination to the Patriarchate. The Exarchate, in other words, was
neither independent nor autocephalous but was granted fifteen dioceses,
almost all of which were in Danubian Bulgaria. In this form, it far from
satisfied the demands of the more ambitious nationalists in the Bulgarian

29. For a summary of Krastevi€’s career and other examples of such complicated net-
works, see Demetrios Stamatopoulos, “The Splitting of the Orthodox Millet as a Secularizing
Process,” in Griechische Kultur in Siidosteuropa in der Neuzeit, edited by Maria A. Stassino-
poulou und Ioannis Zelepos (Vienna, 2008), 243-70. The competing influences of Russia and
Britain should not be overlooked in determining the outcome of power struggles within the
Patriarchate; Christine Philliou, Biography of an Empire: Governing Ottomans in an Age of
Revolution (Los Angeles, 2010), 143—44.

30. Ishirkov, La Macédoine et la Constitution, 17.
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side but it was acceptable to the moderates and —with reservations—even to
the Patriarchate. There were two major “time bombs” planted in the text,
however, and these two issues would thwart all future actions taken to lift
the schism. The first one was the location of the Exarch’s seat in Constan-
tinople, which was a disturbing but not extremely egregious decision to the
Greek side when there was as yet no Bulgaria in existence. Yet many Greeks
wondered why the Exarchate had not been located in Tirnovo, where Tsar
Ivan Asen II had revived the Bulgarian Patriarchate in 1235. The second
issue was even more menacing in terms of its long-term consequences: this
was the clause sanctioning that, after a plebiscite, if two-thirds or more of
the population of a given district voted in favor of it, the Exarchate could
establish a diocese in that district.3!

Immediately after the promulgation of the ferman, the Bulgarian commu-
nity started to organize its own council of lay and clerical leaders to finalize
a governing statute. Among the delegates who arrived in Constantinople for
the occasion were those from Macedonian provinces, none of which was in-
cluded in the jurisdiction of the Exarchate. A new demand emerged, namely,
the official recognition of Bulgarian dioceses in Macedonia. This was not a
matter that could simply be brought before the Ottoman government be-
cause the ferman clearly stated that the Exarch had to be recognized by the
Patriarch. The efforts of Ambassador Ignatiev, Greek Ambassador Alexan-
dros Rizos Rangavis, and the moderates on both sides to find a compromise
seemed within reach, but the extremists on the Bulgarian side, such as Stoian
Chomakov, who were not willing to settle for a solution that left out Phil-
lippopoli, Strumnitza, Moglena, and Monastir (Bitola), went against the
instructions of the Patriarch and celebrated Epiphany on January 6, 1872,
with a ceremony conducted by the bishops of Makariopolis, Phillippopoli,
and Loftzo. As a result, the last two bishops were dismissed from their du-
ties, whereas Ilarion of Makariopolis, having already received this distinc-
tion, was excommunicated.??> The Ottoman government tried to placate the
Bulgarian side by approving the election of an Exarch, and Bishop Anthimos
of Vidin received the title after the other four candidates were eliminated.
He was presented to the sultan during a ceremony in Dolmabahge Palace
on April 12—but without the approval of the Patriarch.3® Subsequent at-
tempts by Anthimos, who, unlike the other candidates to the position, had
kept his ties to the Patriarchate,?* to earn the Patriarch’s endorsement were
all turned down. The weakening ties between the Patriarchate and the new

31. A. Schopoff, Les Reformes et la Protection des Chrétiens en Turquie (Paris, 1904),
134-37.
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autocephalous church finally broke completely after the Exarch, along with
the three (by now notorious) bishops, Panaretos, Ilarion of Loftza, and Ilarion
of Makariopolis, celebrated mass on the day of saints Cyrill and Methodios,
and declared the independence of the Bulgarian Church on May 11, 1872.
On May 13, the general synod convened by the Patriarchate defrocked the
former bishop of Vidin, excommunicated Panaretos and Ilarion of Loftza,
and anathemized Ilarion of Makariopolis, condemning him to eternal hell.>
The Local Synod convened in Constantinople officially declared the Bulgar-
ian Church schismatic on September 16.

At first, it seemed that the schism was not final; lay and clerical actors
on both sides of the split worked for a reconciliation until well into the
first years of the twentieth century. After the settlement in 1878, all the
dioceses originally recognized by the ferman of 1870 within the jurisdiction
of the Exarchate fell outside the borders of the Ottoman Empire. Between
the schism and 1876, when insurrectionary activity in the Danubian prov-
inces soured the relations between the Sublime Porte and the Exarchate,
the Bulgarian Church had secured several concessions and expanded its ju-
risdictional reach to include Skopje and Ohrida. The Russo-Ottoman War
reversed these gains and left the Bulgarians in a precarious position until
the 1890s, when the Sublime Porte finally approved the berats (licenses),
first for the dioceses of Ohrida and Skopje and then for Veles (Kopriilii) and
Nevrekop.

Patriarch Ioachim III, who ascended the throne for the first time in 1878
(his second term was from 19o1-1912), now faced the daunting task of
preserving the Orthodox oikoumene that remained in the Ottoman lands.
Maintaining the schism and further antagonizing Slavophone Christians,
Exarchist or Patriarchist, against the Patriarchate would not be conducive to
this end. Ioachim’s conciliatory attitude toward the Exarchate was inspired
by this concern. However, the loss of territory also resulted in a sudden loss
of revenue, which forced the Patriarchate to accept financial assistance from
the Greek government, weakening its institutional position and establishing
an external dependency.?® Financial support from the Greek government
compromised the Patriarch’s credibility vis-a-vis his goal of mending the
schism and reasserting his role as the head of the imperial Orthodox com-
munity. He astutely tried to circumvent this problem by enlisting the help
of wealthy Greek Orthodox families in Istanbul, which did not sit well with
the Greek government.3” In the end, Patriarch Ioachim III’s efforts proved

35. Ishirkov, La Macédoine et la Constitution, 28.

36. Evangelos Kofos, “Patriarch Joachim (1878-1884) and the Irredentist Policy of the
Greek State,” Journal of Modern Greek Studies 4 no. 2 (1986): 107—-20.

37. Another source of conflict between Ioachim III and the Greek government was the in-
creasing Russian influence in Mount Athos, which the Greek nationalists viewed as a bulwark
against Slav encroachment on Macedonia. Ioachim III’s views on how to deal with this issue
were again conciliatory, which the Greek side took as “anti-national.” Ibid., r15-16.
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insufficient to, on the one hand, counteract the divergent positions of the
Patriarchate and the Greek irredentists and, on the other, reconcile the dif-
ferences between the Patriarchate’s and the Exarchate’s visions for the future
of Macedonia.

The seat of the Exarchate in Istanbul became an extremely important
bone of contention, especially after the formation of the Bulgarian princi-
pality in 1878 and the unification of the principality with Eastern Rumelia
in 1885. The Exarchate was not the first Orthodox Church to become in-
dependent of the Patriarchate without the Patriarchate’s approval; even the
Church of Greece, which was established in 1833 and actually had served as
a model for the Exarchate, had not been recognized by the Patriarchate until
1850. The Exarchate was exceptional, however, in the sense that church
autonomy had preceded political independence from the Ottoman Empire.38
This meant that the rival Church in Istanbul challenged the Patriarchate’s
authority within the Empire. After the formation of Bulgaria under Rus-
sian patronage, the Exarchate could not be marginalized outside the borders
of the Empire, despite efforts to do so, because the Bulgarians were un-
willing to give up the central position of the Exarch’s seat in the imperial
capital and the rights grandfathered in with the plebiscite clause. As the
influence of nationalists on both sides drowned out the dissenting voices
of the moderates, the schism was gradually accepted as a permanent situa-
tion. Even as late as 1901, when Ioachim III came into his second term as
Patriarch, the views of the Patriarchate on the issue of an autonomous Bul-
garian Church were not definitive, and they clearly acknowledged the need
for special arrangements for “Bulgarian” speakers in Macedonia.3? This is
in striking contrast to the attitude and actions of the representatives of the
Great Church in Macedonia only a few years later, including Ioachim III
himself, when refusing peasant demands for priests who could understand
their language became a matter of course. Even though the dominant opin-
ion among lay and clerical members of the leadership in Istanbul seemed
to favor the possibility of a reconciliation with the Exarchate, this opinion
lost its relevance as the struggle for Macedonian dioceses transformed from
ecclesiastical rivalry into armed warfare. It seemed that the ties between the
two churches were now cut off for good. By this time, the schism was no
longer an issue originating and contained within the capital, but had spread
and mutated into a relentless struggle that claimed the lives of Macedonian
peasants by the thousands.

38. The Serbian Church, which was restored in 1557, was abolished again in 1766.
39. Evangelos Kofos, “Attempts at Mending the Greek-Bulgarian Ecclesiastical Schism
(1875-1902),” Balkan Studies 25 (1984), 365-66.
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The Growth of Bulgarian Schools

Kopriili (Veles), Kuklis (Koukoush), and Cuma-i Bala (Gorna Djoumaya)
were the earliest among the districts of Macedonia to acquire Bulgarian
schools.*® The Bulgarian nationalist intelligentsia of Constantinople viewed
the new schools with enthusiasm and raised funds for their support and
maintenance. In May 1858, for instance, an article in Bulgarski Knizhitsi
reported the introduction of Bulgarian into the churches and schools in
Koukoush, replete with allegories of awakening and quenching the thirst
for hearing “the word of God in their native tongue” following a period
of sadness. The author warned the readers that a sorry state of affairs was
still the case in many dioceses: “Ohrid, Bitola, Kostur, Moglena, Voden,
Stroumnitza, Polyanino (Doyran), Melnik, Serres, Drama, and a few more,
where the inhabitants intermingle with Greeks.”*! Not surprisingly, this list
overlapped with the dioceses, where the “interests of Hellenism” should
be protected through schools, according to the Athens-based Society for
the Dissemination of Greek Letters (Syllogos pros Diadosin ton Ellinékon
Grammaton; henceforth, Syllogos).*> We must note, however, that some of
the schools described as “Bulgarian” were officially under the control of
the Patriarchate, and in many cases Bulgarian was taught or used in church
services (Slavonic, in this case) without the knowledge of the local Greek
Orthodox bishop.*? After the establishment of the Bulgarian Exarchate
in 1870, the number of communities demanding instruction in Bulgarian
started to increase. In 1895, an irdde placed Bulgarian schools under the au-
thority of the Exarchate, following the existing model for Greek Orthodox
(Rum) schools. According to this, teachers would be appointed directly by
the Exarchate, subject to the approval of local authorities.** As the con-
flict in Macedonia crystallized around the Exarchist-Patriarchist division,
schools, like church buildings, came to represent entities much larger than
themselves.

The irdde of 1895 that placed Bulgarian schools officially under the au-
thority of the Exarchate was in accordance with established imperial proce-
dure and required a protocol of scrutiny over their activities. The Exarchate
would present a list of appointed teachers to the local civilian authorities,
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who would then perform a background check to see if the teachers were
“trustworthy” individuals.*’ Textbooks were subject to inspection by an of-
fice specifically created for this purpose, namely, the inspector of Bulgarian
schools. After the Ilinden Uprising, the level of surveillance increased signifi-
cantly. The inspector kept detailed registers of Bulgarian teachers, includ-
ing their names, places of birth, past appointments, and any information
on their ties to the “Committee,” which were then presented to the Inspec-
torate.*® If the administrative council of a village could not vouch for the
character of a teacher and report his or her whereabouts, the teacher would
be denied permission to work and confined to his or her place of birth.
During the early stages of the Bulgarian educational project in Macedo-
nia, a mix of local communal support and donations from wealthy patrons
elsewhere financed the schools. The latter category included members of
the Bulgarian bourgeoisie in the imperial capital, who established national-
ist civil organizations such as the Macedonian Society of Constantinople.
Support from Russia, which the Greeks found so irritating, did not come
until later, in the 1860s, along with support for the Church movement in
response to the increasing influence of the Uniate movement, which the Pa-
triarch of Moscow perceived as a threat to Eastern Orthodoxy.*” The Rus-
sian consuls in Macedonia actively sought information on the state of the
Bulgarian schools in the area and reported on their need for support by the
Russian government.*® Another important link to Russia at the time was
the Russian-educated nationalists of Macedonian origin. Many of them had
completed their education thanks to scholarships provided by the Moscow
Benevolent Society and by the Russian Embassy in Istanbul. They replaced
the earlier generation that had studied in Greece, and they usually returned
to Macedonia as teachers and to raise consciousness for the Bulgarian
national cause.* Finally, commercial guilds made important contributions
to the educational effort in the region.’® Funding Bulgarian education was
a mark of social distinction, and failing to do so might cause considerable
damage to one’s social capital; periodicals announced the names not only of
the benefactors but also of their less generous compatriots to the community.
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An article published in the newspaper Turtsiia, January 8, 1866, praised the
kindness of those notables who were participating in the efforts to provide
Bitola (Monastir) with a Bulgarian school and berated those “who still tarry
and keep aloof,” identifying the members of this category by name in the
hopes that “God will enlighten and strengthen them.”>!

The Greek state was actively interested in raising national consciousness in
the “enslaved lands,” including Macedonia, even before the Exarchate’s
sphere of influence had started to spread through the few dioceses it was
originally granted. As early as 1871, the Ministry of Foreign Affairs had
identified, in a circular to the consulates, the need for more schools because
nothing would “support Hellenism and national sentiment like Greek edu-
cation and language.” % After the Greek state and literary societies started
to appreciate the significance of the scholastic rivalry and the influx of funds
from Russia and independent Bulgaria into Macedonia, they increased their
financial assistance to the Macedonian schools and sought further funds.
Syllogos, after 1869, and the Committee for Support of Greek Church and
Education, after 1886, were the two proxies through which the Greek state
lent support for the cause of Hellenism in the “enslaved lands.” By the
1900s, when the struggle with the Exarchate reached its zenith, the efforts
of these organizations were combined with those of the Patriarchate, and a
full counteroffensive was launched against the proliferation of Bulgarian
schools. According to Captain Leon Falconetti, who was with the French
gendarmerie in Serres, the Greek government had spent 1.5 million drach-
mas in 1906 from its meager budget just for this purpose.’3 In this later part
of the counteroffensive, the Patriarchate and Greek learned societies (which,
despite having joined forces tactically, were at odds with each other more
often than not) benefited from the Ottoman authorities’ somewhat justified
distrust of the Bulgarian educational establishment.

When a community could not agree on the medium of instruction, dis-
putes arose regarding the use of the school building, very similar to those
arising regarding the use of church buildings. In fact, in many cases, the dis-
putes involved both the church building and the school building, if there was
one, because the latter was seen more or less as an extension of the other.
Just as in the disputes concerning the use of church buildings and newly ap-
pointed priests, in solving problems relating to the schools the authorities
usually sided with the Greek Orthodox Metropolitan. Problems did occur
frequently, especially when communities that were at least nominally under
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the jurisdiction of the Patriarchate demanded Bulgarian-speaking teachers.
Even though authorities usually attributed this “extraordinary” demand to
the pressures of armed bands in the area, it was equally, if not more, likely
that the demand for a Bulgarian-speaking teacher was motivated by more
practical concerns, such as the desire to have the children learn to read and
write in their native tongue or, more precisely, in an idiom closer to it than
Constantinople-approved Greek. Note that these communities were not ex-
clusively those that wanted to sever their ties with the Patriarchate. In April
1883, a scandalized Greek consul in Monastir reported to the president of
the Syllogos in Athens that not only the “schismatic but also some Bulgaro-
phone Orthodox communities” supported Bulgarian schools with “monies
from the church fund and monastic revenues.” He blamed the bishops for
this outrage because, although it was actually within their authority to for-
bid the use of church money for such purposes, they did not do so for fear
of alienating the population that they depended on for their own living.>*
Some clergymen’s tendency to accommodate and appease the locals, as
opposed to the “take-no-prisoners” approach of action-minded consuls and
other representatives of the Greek national intelligentsia, was a recurring
source of tension. The conflict between the lower clergy in Macedonia and
the Greek national elites in the Hellenic kingdom as well as the Ottoman
Empire became more pronounced, particularly with regard to the language
of instruction in parish schools during the last two decades of the nineteenth
century, when there still seemed to be a chance to mend the schism. The
Ecumenical Patriarch Ioachim III (who had ancestral roots in Macedonia),
for instance, was in constant conflict with Athens, specifically with represen-
tatives of the Syllogos, during his first term as Patriarch between 1878 and
1884 over the need to reconcile with the Exarchate. Leaders such as Kon-
stantinos Paparrigopoulos viewed the schism as beneficial for the interests
of Hellenism in Macedonia, whereas Ioachim III was convinced otherwise.*’
Likewise, even a Patriarch such as Anthimos VII (1895-1897), who was
thought to be much less lenient toward Bulgarian demands for ecclesiastical
authority, criticized the actions of the Greek government during a visit to
the Hellenic embassy in Constantinople and defended a policy of appease-
ment toward the “fellow Orthodox,” especially the Serbs, to overcome the
“isolation” that the Greek Orthodox were mired in. The views of His All
Holiness were not welcome by Mr. Zalokostas, the secretary of the Syllogos,
who rebutted that as long as the Serbs did not limit themselves to their logi-
cal “ethnological boundaries” there would be no use in a reconciliation, and
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that they were trying to overthrow a status quo in the church, which it was
in the interests of the Greek nation to preserve.>®

The most common method of resistance that Slavic-speaking villages dis-
played against Greek-speaking teachers was to prevent the newly appointed
teachers from taking up residence. An angry Metropolitan of Vodine wrote
to the Inspectorate in September 1904 that this was exactly what was going
on in several villages under his jurisdiction. According to the Metropolitan,
the behavior of the villagers was the result of threats by “Bulgarian brig-
ands” who had been circulating the vicinity, telling people “you are Bulgar-
ians, you will read Bulgarian, don’t accept the Rum teachers sent to your
villages.”3” On receiving the letter, the Inspectorate warned the local author-
ities about the Metropolitan’s concerns and ordered that they provide the
Rum teachers with all the protection they needed to assume their positions
because such “harassment” and the intervention of Bulgarian priests and
teachers in these villages were utterly “inappropriate.” The village councils
were duly warned to properly welcome the new appointees because they
would be held personally responsible for the safety and well-being of the
teachers.’® When the Inspectorate was flooded with angry petitions from
Greek Orthodox bishops in the area about similar cases of resistance, as
happened often, they routinely demanded from local authorities that the
Greek Orthodox Metropolitans’ concerns be fully addressed. Some officials
carried out their assignment with exceptional zeal, not only giving a warning
to the village heads and notables but also ensuring that they were detained
and duly reprimanded by the Greek Metropolitan himself.*® Having been
berated by the Metropolitan and roughed up by the gendarmes, it was then
the villagers’ turn to send protest telegrams to the authorities.®® It is hard
to tell whether the children received any schooling at all in either language
after such heated exchanges among their parents, the Metropolitan, the in-
surgents, and the government.

Higher Education for Higher Classes

Schools of higher learning, the gymnasia and secondary schools that
served the important mission of training teachers, proliferated in Macedonia
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after the 1890s. The graduates of these schools spread the national gospel to
their less unenlightened brethren in the countryside. By 1905, according to
D. M. Brancoff (Dimitar Mishev) there were thirty-seven Bulgarian (and one
Bulgarian Uniate) and twenty-three Greek secondary schools in the province
of Salonika; the numbers of these schools in Monastir were sixteen and
twelve and in Kosovo eighteen and two. Although there were, in fact, only a
couple of large gymnasia in centers such as Salonika, Serres, and Monastir,
and Mishev’s numbers included any institution slightly more sophisticated
than a parish school with one or two teachers, he was correct in noting a
trend to augment the capacity of national schools in Macedonia belonging
not only to Greeks and Bulgarians but also to Vlachs and Serbs.

The town of Salonika hosted the best-known gymnasia, while a majority
of provincial centers had at least one, and as many as five, secondary schools
by 1905.6! In 1882, however, according to a report of the French consul in
Salonika, the Bulgarian community had one high school and the Greek com-
munity one école normale, both exclusively for boys.®? Higher education
for girls was not offered. The consul noted the great importance for Greek
national interests of the école normale, which trained the teachers that were
to staff the village schools in Macedonia, a task that had become even more
critical in the face of growing competition from the schools of other groups.
All students enrolled in the school received a monthly stipend for food and
lodging, but the school did not have boarding facilities.

The curriculum of the Greek école normale concentrated on history, math-
ematics, and philosophy. It was among the best, according to the consul,
except for language instruction, which was limited to ancient and modern
Greek. The duration of studies was six years, and there were six classes. The
consul also noted that Greeks were exceptionally quiet about the activities
of the school, especially concerning its finances. The annual costs were esti-
mated at 70,000 French francs; instruction was free in principle, except for
a small entry fee, so most of this amount was covered by donations from
well-to-do families and other philanthropic benefactors.

According to the same report, the Bulgarian high school in Salonika was
the top such institution in Macedonia in terms of its quality of instruction,
and the administration had plans to turn it into a gymnasium.®? There were
three classes, and all students learned Bulgarian, French, and Turkish. Most
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of them came from the interior of the province, and the demand for enroll-
ment was so high that the school was forced to turn down some of the can-
didates. The student body was all boarding, and they also received a yearly
stipend of 345 French francs. Fifteen of the students were on scholarships
from the Exarchate.®* The state-of-the-art facilities included, among other
things, fully equipped chemistry and physics laboratories and a biology hall
(complete with a grand taxidermy collection), which apparently served dou-
ble duty as an entertainment center for the town.®’

The Ottoman authorities and members of the rival sects alike loathed
secondary schools of this kind because they were seen as indoctrination
centers dispensing hatred rather than enlightenment to young minds.®® The
Bulgarian school in the town of Serres, for instance, was continuously the
target of the wrath of the Serres Greek community. In July 1873, final ex-
ams in the school were interrupted by a Greek mob that stormed into the
building, cried “Damnation to all Bulgarians,” and ran away. They were fol-
lowed by Greek students, who “noisily climbing the stairs ... began stamp-
ing with their feet and hooting at those present.” Following this incident,
local Greeks reportedly harassed the schoolteacher and his wife whenever
they walked about town, swearing and throwing stones at them.®” This was
not the only instance in town when the Greek community creatively used
schools and their pupils to stage a protest against their Bulgarian neighbors.
In November 19035, students of the Greek Orthodox gymnasium in Serres
marched around the Bulgarian establishments in the town, loudly singing
songs that seemed to have been written precisely for the purpose. The lyrics,
far more graphic in their violence than the usual marching song, a genre not
known for its subtlety, were:

It is my duty to declare

the Bulgarians schismatics
arsonists and murderers

as well as savage and bloodthirsty
Being merciful to murderers

is not philanthropy

it is an outrage
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and a crime against God

For the vile and cruel enemies

of the glory and honor of my country

for the arsonists and authors of all our troubles
a bitter hatred is a hard thing

Divine punishment and the world’s opprobrium
will be the bloodthirsty savages’ punishment
and if ever the history of this country is written
a dark page will open for them®®

Another marching song of Greek schoolchildren recorded by a French
gendarmerie officer in Serres suggested “setting the Bulgar on fire,”®” and
apparently this is exactly what some Greek activists in the town attempted
to do to the Serres Bulgarian gymnasium in May 1907 before their plans
were foiled.”’ The Greek family renting a building to the Bulgarian school
was not spared either; Colonel Vérand seized a threatening letter sent to the
family by “the Invisible Macedonian Committee.””!

Regardless of the background of a pupil who attended one of the distin-
guished secondary schools, such as the gymnasia in Salonika and Serres,
by the time of graduation he would have taken the first steps in joining the
national elite of his community, instilled with a sense of distinction that set
him apart not only from the members of the other community but also from
the uneducated youths of his own, who, in their backwardness occupied a
different temporal space. This notion continued to hold sway in much later
accounts of national awakening. James Clarke, for instance, denies the peas-
ants “coevalness,” to paraphrase Fabian,”? even as he notes that the edu-
cated few and the peasants both carried nationality, albeit in different ways:
“At almost any time in the last two centuries the educated few were closer
to Europe than to their own simple peasant, whether he was Albanian, Bul-
garian, Greek, Romanian or Serb. Conversely, the peasants remained in the
Turkish era ... long after political Europeanization.””3

That there was a conceived difference between the elite and the peas-
ants in terms of their intellectual proximity to Europe and, hence, national
consciousness hardly needs an explanation. What is more interesting is how
some of the national elites applied this principle to their ambitious enter-
prise of spreading national sentiment through schools, for what we see here
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is entirely different than the educational policy of the modern nation-state,
whereby the ideal is to create a common denominator for the model citizen
that goes across class lines, at least in principle, if not in practice. On the
contrary, the scholastic mission of nationalist visionaries in Macedonia was
a two-tiered process that aimed, through village schools, to recruit foot sol-
diers for the struggle from among the peasantry and, through institutions of
higher learning, to train the children of the middle and upper classes, who
would lead the way for their underprivileged co-nationals.

It is important to note that the Greek government under Trikoupis had
signed an agreement with the Syllogos, essentially outsourcing the applica-
tion and oversight of Greek educational policy in Macedonia to this orga-
nization. The Syllogos was extremely active and influential in furthering the
Greek claim on Macedonia through cultural, ethnographic, and educational
channels. While the Patriarchate had no serious disagreements with the Syl-
logos educational agenda, relations at the local level seem to have been less
than harmonious. The representatives of the Syllogos were unhappy with
what they perceived to be an unwillingness to cooperate with the national
mission, and they demanded more direct Greek government control over
the religious establishment in the Ottoman Empire while the local bishops,
in their letters to the Patriarch, revealed what Evangelos Kofos describes
as a patriotism “imbued with the ethnarchic mission of the church.””* The
subtlety in this patriotism was apparently lost on the more zealous members
of the Syllogos.

In a report addressed to the Greek minister of foreign affairs in 1883,
Paparrigopoulos and G. I. Zolotas, the president and secretary, respectively,
of the Syllogos, discussed the relative advantages of the dimotika (primary
schools) and gymnasia for the national cause to determine how limited funds
could be allocated most efficiently. The former category targeted a larger
segment of the population and required more modest resources, whereas
the latter demanded more investment, both human and financial, from the
Greek state through the agency of the Syllogos. While the ministry was in
favor of more impact with less immediate investment, favoring the prolif-
eration of the dimotika instead of the dedication of precious resources to
the gymnasia, Paparrigopoulos and Zolotas insisted on striking a balance
because, they argued, “however extensive and well-organized our primary
education became, if this primary education did not get refined both in heart
and in spirit via the establishments where the youth of the middle classes,
who in fact, hold the future of external Hellenism in their hands, study, this
[primary] education would not only collide with the centuries-old national
tradition, it would also become leaderless.””?

74. Kofos, “Patriarch Joachim,” r11.
75. AYE, fak. 1883, K. Paparrigopoulos and G. I. Zolotas to Kontostaulos, Athens, Oc-
tober 13, 1883, in Vou