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Introduction

... My dear cousin, here we are burning villages kdhitig Bulgarians, women and
children. Let me tell you, too, that cousin G.ikiis has a slight wound in his foot
and that all the rest of us, friends and relatamsvery well..*

The local population is divided into as many fragitagy parts as it contains
nationalities, and these fight together, each bdexirous to substitute itself for the
others. This is why these wars are so sanguinafhe populations mutually
slaughtered and pursued with a ferocity heightdmnechutual knowledge and the old
hatreds and resentments they cherighed.

Compare the casual admission of cruelty in a Gseddier’s letter from the frontlines
of the Second Balkan War with the judgement belositéd from the international
community of the day. The authors of the Carn&gport, from which both
quotations are taken, implicated the “local popafétthat lived between the
frequently shifting front lines at least as muchtaesy blamed the soldiers of
advancing and retreating national armies in thiéareto account for such apparently
wanton wartime violence against defenseless cnslialhe events that gave rise to
this grim report shocked international opinion &ftla deep and lasting mark on the
world’s understanding of the peoples of the Balkan®gion whose very name came

to carry pejorative connotatiofis.

! English translation of a letter from Anastasiof A®atros to Areistidis Thanasias in Kamniati,
Thessaly, Jul. 27, 1913, printed in Carnegie Endemtrfor International PeacBgport of the
International Commission to Inquire into the Cauaes Conduct of the Balkan Wgj#&/ashington,
D.C.: 1914), 311. The Greek handwritten origingdiisited inNouvelle série de lettres écrites a
Mehomia, Nevrocope et d’autres localités du Razbag,des soldats grecs du 19me régiment, VIl-eme
division, dont le courrier a été intercepté 14/2ilgt 1913. Témoignages des citoyens paisibles de
Serres, victimes des atrocités grecques et sawrémipacle (Sofia, 1913), 8-9.

2 Carnegie Endowment for International Pe&eport of the International Commissjdri8.

% See Maria Todorovamagining the BalkangNew York: Oxford University Press, 1997). Charge
and countercharges of Balkan Wars and World W#nokciies were published also Atrocités
bulgares en Macedoine. (Faits et Documents). Exgdedéd Commission d’enquéte de I’Association
Macedonienne rendue sure les ligdthens, 1913); Commission Interallid®apports et enquétes de
la Commission Interalliée sur les violations duitides gens, commises en Macédoine orientale par



This dissertation challenges the widely held vibat there is something
morbidly distinctive about violence in the Balkarssubjects this notion to scrutiny
by examining how inhabitants of the embattled far@&oman region of Macedonia
endured a particularly violent period: the Balkaarg/of 1912-1913 and the First
World War. My research reveals instead that membgthis “local population,”
although ethnically divided, were not inclined trpetrate wartime violence against
one another. Though they often identified withalimational camps, inhabitants of
Macedonia were typically willing neither to killéir neighbors nor to die over those
differences. They preferred to pursue prioritlesytconsidered more important,
including economic advancement, education, andrggai their properties, all of
which were likely to be undermined by internecim@ence. National armies from
Balkan countries adjacent to geographic Macedamiktlaeir associated paramilitary
forces were instead the perpetrators of violenagnag civilians. And in this, it will
be argued, they were little different from armertés of the era throughout the
Western world.

Beginning almost exactly 100 years ago, the Balkans of 1912-1913 were,
after all, the only major conflict to have occuriadeurope within the recent memory
of Europeans who were yet to face the outbreal®@i f continental, eventually
global, war. The Balkan Wars and the First Worldrwbgether proved decisive for

the political fate of the Balkan peoples, over @liom of whom remained under

les armes BulgareqParis, 1919); L. MiletitchDocuments relatifs aux actions antibulgares des
pouvoirs Serbs et Grecs &facedoine au cours de I'année 1912-19%$8fia: P. Glouchcoff, 1930).



Ottoman rule until 1912. The postwar consequences for the nation-staaes th
inherited this large population have been longwali explored. Yet scholarship
focusing on the wars themselves within the regias tbeen curiously narrow in
scope. Publication outside the Balkans since 8394 has focused almost
exclusively on the wars’ military and diplomatiavénsions. Little has been written
outside the region that explores in any depth Hosvget of wars in the Balkans
affected local societies. It was, however, prdgidee disturbing ways in which war
and society were presumed to interact in the Balklming the second decade of the
twentieth century that subsequently shaped thererglimage of the region as a nest
of overpowering ethnic hatreds and of a particyladvage brand of violence.
Moreover, divergent understandings within the sesoeBalkan states of how the
wars affected people who lived in the territoriestested between 1912 and 1918 are
at the heart of starkly contradictory national atives.

As the first sustained English-language study tu$gprimarily on the social
dimensions of the war years of 1912-1918, thisadltation aims to refocus these
received images of local violence. It does soxangning how the majority

Orthodox Christian population in geographic Macedwasponded to the

* This number accords with figures given both irtidulsicCarthy,Death and Exile: The Ethnic
Cleansing of Ottoman Muslims 1821-1922inceton, NJ: Darwin Press, 1995), 135 and imEgie
EndowmentReport of the International CommissjaHL8.

® Ernst HelmreichThe Diplomacy of the Balkan Wars, 1912-19Cambridge, MA: Harvard
University Press, 1938); Alan Paim@&he Gardeners of Salonikhondon: Deutsch, 19658lexandre
S. Mitrakos,France in Greece during World War I: A Study in Baitics of Powe(New York:
Columbia University Press, 1982); George B. Leédreece and the First World War: From Neutrality
to Intervention, 1917-191@Boulder: East European Monographs, 1990); DavittdwThe Politics of
Diplomacy: Britain and France in the Balkans in thiest World War(London: 1.B. Tauris, 1998);
E.J. EricksonDefeat in Detail: The Ottoman Army in the Balkah®]12-1913London: Praeger
Publishers, 2003); and finally the series of wdrksRichard HallBulgaria’s Road to the First World
War (Boulder: East European Monographs, 1996k Balkan Wars 1912-1913: Prelude to the First
World War, (London: Routledge, 2000); aBalkan Breakthrough: The Battle of Dobro Pole 1918
(Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 2010) dtesguarely within this mold.



extraordinary situation of living between a rapidhifting set of military lines and
national borders. Their experience offers a uniprgage point that sheds new light,
not only on the nature and causes of violenceerBiikans, but on the evolution of

twentieth-century wartime violence in general.

The Balkan Wars of 1912-1913, the First World V&g Geographic Macedonia

The Balkan Wars of 1912-1913 and the First World Wiarked the
transformation of Macedonia from a longstanding ohwom of the Ottoman Empire
into a borderland uneasily divided between GreBadgaria, and Serbia (integrated
into the Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats and Sloveoes after World War 1.) The
wars also concluded a decades-long competitiondetwhese relatively young
Balkan nation-states over Ottoman Macedonia, @nalist competition that occurred
as the multi-ethnic Ottoman Empire was widely pee to be in decline and losing
its grip on its remaining European territories. sédke for the Empire’s Balkan
neighbors during the late imperial period wereltyalties of Orthodox Christian
Ottoman subjects in the contested region. Funanthgvolunteers poured into
Ottoman Macedonia from private organizations anthfgovernmental institutions in
Bulgaria and Greece, and to a lesser extent framig&eThey supported schools,
churches, cultural institutions, and even irregalaned bands. All of these efforts
were primarily aimed at convincing the linguistigaieterogeneous Orthodox
Christian population of Ottoman Macedonia to coesitiemselves, by persuasion or
by force, either as Bulgarians, or Greeks, or Sérbe competition over Macedonia

between proponents of Bulgaria and Greece wasphatly intense. Nevertheless,



heightened Ottoman vulnerabilities in 1912 encoedatpe governments of Bulgaria,
Serbia, Greece, and Montenegro to set aside thauwahdistrust and form an
aggressive military alliance against the OttomarpiEen

Claiming to liberate the Ottoman Christians of Eagdrom increasing
maltreatment, in October 1912 the armies of th&&aAlliance invaded the
Ottoman Empire’s European territories, Macedontduitled. Their joint invasion
launched what became known as the First Balkan Whe Balkan Alliance stunned
observers with the rapid military success it achteagainst the Ottoman army.
Already by the beginning of December 1912, the Bal&tates’ armies pushed
Ottoman forces out of almost all of the Empire’stv@maining European territory.
This included all of geographic Macedonia, compmtiseits Aegean, Vardar, and
Pirin regions. But the Balkan states’ rapid vigerover the Ottoman Empire did
nothing to resolve the longstanding disputes betvBadgaria, Greece, and Serbia,
each of which now occupied a portion of geographacedonia. Indeed, the tensions
between them resurfaced with a new urgency ongerthgonal armies faced each
other directly in the contested region. The Seddalkan War, which began at the
end of June 1913, was thus a war centered in Mat@dwer the spoils of the Balkan
states’ victory. Greece and Serbia, aided by Mwgeo and eventually also by
Romania and the Ottoman Empire itself, all fougidiast and quickly defeated
Bulgaria’s effort to take all of Vardar Macedonrarh Serbia and most of Aegean
Macedonia from Greece. Bulgaria now lost muchhefAegean and Vardar territory
it had initially gained in the First Balkan Warts government saw the geopolitical

upheaval portended by the outbreak of the Firstli\far as an opportunity to



rectify what Bulgarians called the “national cataghe” they had suffered in 1913.
Initially weighing offers of territorial rewardsdm both the Central Powers and the
Entente, Bulgaria joined with Germany and Austriaagary for the third campaign
against Serbia launched in September 1915. Balgancentrated its advance
against Serbia and subsequent occupation in théaVaacedonian territory it felt it
had unfairly lost in 1913. In addition, BulgariBorces soon occupied the eastern part
and for a time a western salient of neutral Greeneivly won Aegean Macedonian
territory. There they faced off against primafisench, British, and Serbian Entente
forces who occupied the central and western p&teece ended its neutrality and
officially joined the Entente in July 1917 to fighgainst Bulgaria and its Austro-
German allies. Beyond the involvement of Westewh @entral European forces,
then, the First World War can also be seen in Ipoétical terms as a third
installment of the Balkan Wars. Bulgaria agaiedrand ultimately failed to gain
from Greece and Serbia the Macedonian territoigitithat it deserved. EXxisting
scholarship has long noted the geopolitical sigarice of the Balkan Wars of 1912-
1913 in contributing to the tensions that broudia the First World War, whose
cost in military casualties was far gredter.

But the historical significance of these confliatso comes from the costs
they exacted from the civilian populations. Thegighed heavily on the Balkan
peoples inhabiting geographic Macedonia, the agytory to have been the site of
frontlines in all three conflicts — the two Balk#vars and the First World War.

Available figures indicating the extent of Balkarlitary losses are staggering in

® See Samuel R. Williamson, JAystria-Hungary and the Origins of the First Wokdar (New York:
St Martin’s Press, 1991), 124-144; Haklkan Wars 1912-191342-143; and HalBalkan
Breakthrough27-29.



their own right. Up to 18 percent of men mobilizedBulgaria’s army lost their lives
to combat or disease during the two Balkan Wark9dR-1913, while the First World
War claimed around 20 percent of mobilized Bulgaaad 40 percent of mobilized
Serbian soldiers’ live. In the First Balkan War alone, combat and dis¢ask the
lives of up to 125,000 Ottoman soldiers, comprisiugr 40 percent of Ottoman
forces deployed then in the Balkdhs.

Yet those military figures say nothing directly abthe toll taken by the wars
on civilians between these shifting front linesheif experiences constitute the focus
of this dissertation. Contemporary and retrospediccounts give qualitative
evidence that noncombatant men, women, and childrbtacedonia were the
victims of murder, torture, arson, plunder, rapspattation, and forced labor on a
large scale. Existing estimates, however incoreplgitze us some indication of the
scale of suffering endured by civilians in the Balk and in Macedonia in particular
between 1912 and 1918. Civilian deaths in World Wieom famine, disease, and
violence appear to have run into the hundredsafghnds for each country holding
Macedonian territory at the start of the war. Tdsses comprised 10-14 percent of
Serbia’s population, 2-6 percent of Bulgaria’s pagan, and over 3 percent of

Greece’s populatioh. For Serbia and especially Bulgaria, many of thdessths

" Calculations based on Bulgarian military deaths @tal forces mobilized in the Balkan Wars given
in Hall, Balkan Wars 1912-19136, 108, 135; for Bulgaria in World War |, Halalkan
Breakthrough41, 174; for Serbia in World War I, Liebmann Hgrs“La mortalité causée par la
guerre mondiale,Metron: International Journal of Statistics no.1 (1925): 14-20.

8 Erickson,Defeat in Detail 52, 329.

° The calculations of percentages use the populéiianes reported after the Second Balkan War in
Carnegie EndowmenReport of the International Commissjetil8. On civilians deaths in Serbia, see
Liebmann Hersch, “La mortalité causée par la guetwadiale,”"Metron: International Journal of
Statistics7, no.1 (1927): 65-76 for the lower figure; Mich@todfelter, Warfare and Armed Conflicts:
A Statistical Reference to Casualty and Other FégutL500-20002" ed. (Jefferson, NC: McFarland,
2002), 787 for the higher figure. On Bulgaria, Bed&Jrlanis,Wars and PopulatioMoscow:



would have occurred among civilians from partshaf ¢country other than Macedonia,
but it appears that most of Greece’s civilian lesseWorld War | were over 130,000
people from the Greek part of Macedonia. Thus]eutivilian deaths accounted for
around 3 percent of Greece'’s total population, egm to have accounted for over 7
percent of the population in the Macedonian teryigmnexed in 191%

Although overall figures for civilian deaths in ggaphic Macedonia are not
available for the Balkan Wars of 1912-1913, thefymimn of descriptive accounts
suggests that they too were significant. Morenmi@tion is available about the
waves of refugees created by these initial cosflidiaken together, between 5 and 15
percent of Christians originally living in the Ott@anvilayetsof Manastir, Selanik,
and Kosova (theilayetsencompassing the geographic region of Macedonia)
abandoned their homes during the Balkan Wars o2-11®11 3 alone. Up to 300,000
refugees from Macedonia resulting from both thekBalWars and the First World
War may have ended up in Bulgaria and in Gré&cglthough not the focus of this

dissertation, geographic Macedonia’s ethnicallyedse Muslim inhabitants died and

Progress Publishers, 1971), 268 for the lower &gModfelter Warfare and Armed Conflictg88 for
the higher figure. On Greece, see Clodfeléasfare and Armed ConfliGgtg87 for a lower figure;
Hersch, “La mortalité” (1927), 80-81 for a highagure.

19 The calculation of 7 percent civilian dead outtaf population in Greek Macedonia relies on the
figure given in Justin McCarthypeath and Exile162, for the 1911 population of the former Ottoma
area taken by Greece in 1913. This figure byithe bf World War | would have changed — probably
declined on net — due to death and in- and outatimr related to the Balkan Wars of 1912-1913.
This, as well as the fact that Epirus and the tdathat Greece annexed in 1913 were not the site of
these civilian World War | deaths, suggests thatttbe civilian death rate in Greek Macedonia dyirin
World War | may have been considerably higher th@ercent.

™ The calculation of percentages uses the total enmbGreek and Bulgarian Orthodox living in the
threevilayetsin 1911 given in McCarthypeath and Exile135. For the range of estimates of
Christian refugees fleeing to Bulgaria and Greenbaied in the calculations, see Dimitrije
Djordjevi¢, “Migrations during the 1912-1913 Balkan Wars &kdrld War One,” inMigrations in
Balkan History ed. Ivan Nint (Belgrade: Serbian Academy of Sciences and A889), 116;

Carnegie EndowmenReport of the International Commissjdrb4; and Professeurs de I'Université de
Sophia,Réponse a la brochure des professeurs des unigedifthénes, “Atrocités bulgares en
Macédoine”(Sofia: Imprimerie de la cour royale, 1913), 92-94



became refugees at least as often as their Chrisbanterparts, especially as a result
of the Balkan Wars of 1912-1913.As the body of this dissertation will make clear,
these refugees, whether Christian or Muslim, typidéed for their lives in quite
justified terror of actions being committed agaitm&m by the armies and other state
authorities of Greece, Serbia, or Bulgaria, angpdramilitary forces operating in

tandem with one or another of those armies.

Wartime Violence, Balkan and European

The Balkan Wars were the first wars fought on Eeeopsoil after the
landmark Hague Conventions of 1899 and 1907. Tagud Conventions were
among the earliest agreed provisions to createdg bbinternational law that among
other things would set limits on how armies couéht each other and the populations
of enemy territories they occupied. The articlethe Conventions bearing on
military conduct toward enemy soldiers and civifaodified older informal ideals
that had gained increasing acceptance as normsgawnpean states since the
sixteenth century® But, as Geoffrey Parker acknowledges, “thoseintisins have
been breached at regular intervals” over the sariepand sincé’ Indeed, it seems
that the European military thinkers and practitisngho developed the conceptual
distinction between soldier and civilian over seeenturies, as well as those who

invoked it to some extent in the 1899 and 1907 @€atiwns, did so less because of an

2 See McCarthyDeath and Exile135-164.

3 The essays in Michael Howard, George J. Andre@souaind Mark R. Shulman, edshe Laws of
War: Constraints in Warfare in the Western Widew Haven, CT: Yale University Press, 1994)
make this point clearly.

14 Geoffrey Parker, “Early Modern Europe,” in Howa&hdreopoulos, and Shulman, edghe Laws
of War, 58.



overriding concern to protect civilians than foe furpose of spelling out a
distinction between lawful and unlawful combatanthieir primary goal was to
specify how armies were entitled to protect theneefrom unlawful combatants.
But the fact that protecting civilians was not thain impetus for the first
codifications of the laws of war at the turn of tiaentieth century did not discourage
leaders of a burgeoning international peace movefmam seeing their hopes
advanced by the Hague ConventidhsHence the particular dismay of these leaders
upon observing not only the outbreak of the firarsvon the European Continent
since the Conventions but also the many ways irchvtiie belligerents violated the
newly codified international legal restraints oritibehavior in war. Probably the
single most influential expression of this dismagswhe aforementioned publication
in 1914 of aReport of the International Commission to Inquimithe Causes and
Conduct of the Balkan Waly/ the Carnegie Endowment for International Peawe,
organization based in Washington, D.C., that hahlfeunded only a few years
before!” The report, as its title suggests, was the dilesvork of a commission of
prominent European and American intellectuals asidigans of generally liberal
inclination recruited on behalf of the Carnegie &nthent during the Second Balkan
War in 1913. They included a member of the Freseatate, Baron d’Estournelles de
Constant, a member of France’s Chamber of DepWedustin Godart, two British

journalists, Francis W. Hirst and Henry Noel Brfaitsl, a member of the Russian

15 See Geoffrey BesHumanity in WarfaréNew York: Columbia University Press, 1980), 1552
and Karma NabulsiTraditions of War: Occupation, Resistance, andlthes (Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 1999), especially 80, 175-176.

16 Best,Humanity in Warfare131-133.

7 carnegie Endowment for International Pedeport of the International Commission to Inquire
into the Causes and Conduct of the Balkan Wéfashington, D.C.: 1914).
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Duma, Pavel Milyukov, a Professor of Education alu@bia University, Samuel T.
Dutton, and professors of law from Austria and Gamgn Prompted by disturbing
reports of atrocities committed during the Firstida War and by hints that new
atrocities were occurring during the second wamimers of the commission traveled
in August 1913 to Serbia, Greece, Bulgaria, anddtieman Empire to try to assess
in person what had happened. Their detailed andatentious investigation
implicated all warring sides in failing first to dawerything possible to prevent war
and then in violating “[e]very clause in internaisd law relative to war on land and
to the treatment of the woundef. The evidence they assembled and promptly
published remains an important contemporary soomcate treatment of civilians
during the Balkan Wars.

The report’s authors viewed their sobering findingpart as a salutary lesson
about the destructiveness of war and hatred thatapplicable to the entire world,
and in particular to European countries engagexuins races, not just to the Balkans.
As Columbia University president Nicholas MurraytBuwrote in its preface, “[i]f
the minds of men can be turned even for a shod #may from passion, from race
antagonism and from national aggrandizement tangeoaplation of the individual
and national losses due to war and to the shodiongrs which modern warfare
entails, a step and by no means a short one, awt been taken toward the
substitution of justice for force in the settlemefinternational differences:

“[T]hat war suspended the restraints of civil liflegflamed the passions that slumber

in time of peace, destroyed the natural kindlinestsveen neighbors, and set in its

18 1pid., 13.
9 1bid., iii.
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place the will to injure,” the authors wrote els@nd “is everywhere the essence of
war.” But the authors also conveyed their senaettie horrors they recorded
reflected a particular proclivity among the peopéthe Balkans toward “extreme
barbarity” in warfare, which was “a local circumsta which has its root in Balkan
history.”® The authors also identified “the common featuhécl unites the Balkan
nations” as a tendency for entire populations,amy soldiers, to engage in violence
whose brutality was “heightened by mutual knowledgéd the old hatreds and
resentments they cherished.”

Such ideas about the violent propensities of thHgaeapeoples, according to
Maria Todorova, were central to a modern globatalisse about the region that she
has calledalkanisn?® Todorova locates the beginnings of that discoimrskee
nineteenth century when Westerners began to wopelpr accounts of their travels
in the Balkans. But she identifies the Balkan W&r$912-1913 as a formative
moment in the development of balkanism, when “[tfhelized world’ ... was first
seriously upset with the Balkan€"The discourse of balkanism only became more
entrenched over the twentieth century and prodgeeeric terms such as
“balkanization,” which suggested that the Balkagm@esented an archetype for
seemingly inscrutable and unending fragmentatiehcamflict?* Thus, by the

1990s, international commentary on Balkan politic tried to make sense of the

?%|bid, 108.

*! bid., 148.

%2 Maria Todorovalmagining the BalkangNew York: Oxford University Press, 1997). Thélence
of Edward Said’s term “Orientalism” is unmistakabieTodorova’s coinage of “balkanism,” but
Todorova also emphasizes the significant differermween the two discourses and their historical
contexts, including most importantly the Balkanshcrete reality as a geographic region, the lack of
history of Western colonial rule in the Balkansgdine dominant image of the Balkans as a bridge
between West and East rather than as the Westiogital ‘other.’” 1bid., 11-20.

%% |bid., 3.

** Ibid., 32-36.
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wars raging in the former Yugoslavia could andreiadily draw on widespread
notions about peculiarly “Balkan” ancient hatreds aultural predispositions toward
brutal violence®®

Subsequent scholarship has questioned Todorovanrtbat the nature of
discourse in the modern period about the Balkarskan uniformly pejorative.
For example, Eugene Michail has shown that polificeferences could complicate
British attitudes even towards the subject of \vnokein the Balkans. Many Britons
were willing to forgive violence on the part of @ttan Christians against Muslims,
especially before the Balkan Wars. The inter-Giansviolence that marked the
Second Balkan War was unforgivable by comparisserbs, allied to the British
during the First World War, gained a heroic imaghile Bulgarians fell out of
favor?” Nevertheless, all scholars who have studiedubgest have agreed that,
despite any variations over time and place anditdeapy counter-narratives, the
dominant image of the Balkans for at least a cegrttas been a negative one that in

particular associates the region with atavistiderioe?®

%5 Examples include Robert KaplaBalkan Ghosts: A Journey Through HistgNew York: St.

Martin’s Press, 1993); Tim Judahhe Serbs: History, Myth and the Destruction of 0&l@via(New
haven: Yale University Press, 1997), 83; Todordwegining the Balkangi-6 criticizes George
Kennan’s introductory essay to the republicatiothef Carnegie commission’s report on the Balkan
Wars,The Other Balkan Wars: A 1913 Carnegie Endowmaegity in RetrospectWashington, DC:
Carnegie Endowment, 1993) for embodying this fagiiderstanding as well.

%6 See Eugene MichaiThe British and the Balkans: Forming Images of fgme_ands, 1900-1950
(London: Continuum, 2011) and Andrew Hammonlde Debated Lands: British and American
Representations of the Balkaf@ardiff: University of Wales Press, 2007).

?" Michail, The British and the Balkang9-102.

%8 Besides the works cited already, important workshis subject include Milica Bakic-Hayden,
“Nesting Orientalisms: The Case of Former Yugosldwblavic Revievb4 (Winter 1995): 917-931;
K.E. Fleming, “Orientalism, the Balkans, and Balkistoriography, The American Historical

Review 2000 105:(4), 1218-1233; Mary Neuberggne Orient Within: Muslim Minorities and the
Negotiation of Nationhood in Modern Bulgaifghaca: Cornell University Press, 2004). Some of
these authors explore how residents of the Balk@sselves have often selectively absorbed aspects
of these negative stereotypes and directed themsigeeople within the Balkans whom they perceive
to be more ‘oriental’ or even ‘Balkan’ than thenves.
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This dissertation, while informed by the recentaabship that has criticized
problematic discourse regarding the Balkans, gagemfurther. In its focused
reassessment of the fateful events of 1912-191&fleential in shaping the world’s
views about violence in the Balkans, it providesae historically grounded
alternative to pejorative assumptions. Inhabitafilecal communities in
Macedonia, as anywhere else, had their politiealries and frictions, some of which
were related to ethno-religious or national diffexes. But the following chapters
will argue that their behavior was far more compd@xi on the whole far less violent
than would be concluded from the Carnegie Commmssimitially cited judgment
that “the populations” of Macedonia “mutually slétered and pursued” each
other?® Instead, the authors of wartime abuses in gebigapacedonia were
primarily the armies of the neighboring Balkan coias that invaded the former
Ottoman region in 1912, joined during the First WdWVar by their Western and
Central European allies. Members of paramilitanyrfations, themselves closely
associated with the armies of the Balkan natiotestalso participated in the
wartime abuses. Whether the paramilitaries ortgthdrom Macedonia or, as was
often the case, from neighboring countries, mdsaltants of geographic Macedonia
resented and ostracized rather than embraced them.

This dissertation is thus not an argument that lesopf the Balkans were
inherently peaceful, much less that anyone outsidiee Balkans was responsible for
the violence that occurred there (except of cotodhe extent that they participated
in it during the First World War.) Nor is it angument that in some way implicates

pernicious, cynical political “elites” as againksetinnocent, ordinary “people.” After

29 Carnegie Endowment for International Pedeport of the International Commissjd8.
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all, most of the soldiers who generally carried anrnes against noncombatants in
Macedonia were quite “ordinary” young men from bedligerent Balkan countries of
Greece, Bulgaria, and Serbia (as well as those Y@stern and Central European
armies during the First World War.) Instead, stisdy calls attention to a contrast in
mentalities between most inhabitants of multi-ethmiperial territories, on the one
hand, and citizens of post-imperial countries faadn the principle of the ethnic
nation-state, on the other. Ethnic violence inBlaékans was a modern phenomenon
that accompanied and followed the nineteenth-cgmtse of nation-states in the
region®® In the late nineteenth and early twentieth céasyagents of nation-states
had been socialized to understand ethnic violeag®anal or even necessary.
During the Balkan Wars of 1912-1913 and the FirstrM/War, they came into
increasing contact with the inhabitants of an irngleerritory, Macedonia, who
largely did not accept the justification of thipéyof violence.

Continuities in international rivalries, most praraently Bulgaria’s
frustrations over its losses to Greece and Senbl®13 and Austro-Serb tensions,
have led scholars to treat the Macedonian frotti@fFirst World War as a
straightforward sequel to the Balkan Wars of 19923 This historiographic
emphasis on continuities between the Balkan Wadslaa First World War follows
from a focus on high-level military and diplomatitnensions of the wars as they

related to the Balkans and Macedonia in particuy .shifting the focus from those

30 This conclusion is now commonplace in scholarsiniphe Balkans, and is expressed with particular
eloquence in the survey by Mark MazowElne Balkans: A Short HistofNew York: The Modern
Library, 2000).

31 Richard Hall's series of publications cited abevEhe Balkan Warsvhich examines the wars of
1912-1913Bulgaria’s Road to the First World Wavhich focuses on the short period in between the
Balkan Wars and the First World War, aadlkan Breakthroughvhich covers the First World War —
constitute the most detailed example of this tengen
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dimensions to the ways in which war affected peayie lived between the rapidly
changing border lines and front lines, this disgerh will reveal sharp discontinuities
in the nature of violence that civilians endure@rmothat six-year period.

Moreover, rather than constituting unique formsBdlkan” violence, these
changes in the nature of violence against civilidosely tracked changes occurring
elsewhere in Europe during the same period. Numsetases of looting, arson, rape
and executions of civilians had already occurredans throughout the nineteenth
century, starting with Napoleonic campaigns inylt@hd the Dutch provinces and
Russian counter-campaigns in France all the wayutyir the Franco-Prussian War.
Some such cases were given justification as rdplisgosed on civilians for
resistance, but many occurred even without sudistififation.®? As historian of
international law Adam Roberts sums up developmientgneteenth century Europe,
“the idea that there was in the nineteenth cerdgghing remotely like a golden age
of the laws of war is historically untenable... eTlaws of war had their value in the
nineteenth century as they did later. Howevehefe was any progress at all in their
application, it was halting and unsteady; and tbedification, including at The
Hague in 1899 and 1907, left many problems unsdl¥&d

The unsolved problems did first appear in Europenduthe Balkan Wars in

1912-1913, but they resurfaced with similar crimméexecutions, arson, pillage, and

32 Nabulsi, Traditions of Way22-37. Gunther Rothenberg, “The Age of NapolemnHoward,
Andreopoulos, and Shulman, edshe Laws of War97 confirms this for the Napoleonic period, even
though his article emphasizes the normative pohadr‘customary law restraining conduct in war”
held. On the Franco-Prussian War, see also MidHaelard,The Franco-Prussian War: the German
Invasion of France, 1870-18{New York: The Macmillan Company, 1962), 378-38ad Geoffrey
Wawro, The Franco-Prussian War: the German Conquest ofiEeain 1870-187{Cambridge, UK:
Cambridge University Press, 2003), 279-280.

33 Adam Roberts, “Land Warfare: From Hague to Nuremfen Howard, Andreopoulos, and
Shulman, edsThe Laws of Warl19.
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rape committed against civilians by German foroeBelgium and northern France
and by Austro-Hungarian forces in Serbia duringdpening months of the First
World War>* In explaining Habsburg Army crimes during thedsion and
occupation of Serbia, Jonathan Gumz’s recent stagiicates a backward-looking
desire by Habsburg officers to resurrect an idedlibureaucratic-absolutist”
dominion. Notions of mass politics and nationabitipation, epitomized by Serbia
according to these Habsburg officers, representihgerous threat to the European
order that must be eradicat&dIn employing very much the same kinds of violence
against civilians during the Balkan Wars, Balkangrament and army leaders by
contrast were motivated by the very modern ide@®gnat the Habsburg officers
sought to prevent from taking hold in Europe. Thelieved that a state legitimately
embodied the common interests of its core natldeterogeneous elements
inherently posed a potential threat to the natitatess consolidation and seemed to
present a perennial temptation for foreign coustteeundermine its sovereignty by
intervening in the name of protecting minoritisTying together these diverse

motivations of imperial and national elites was W@harles Maier calls the impulse

34 The 1914 German actions in Belgium are documeexeghsively in John Horne and Alan Kramer,
The German Atrocities of 1914: a History of Der(fdew Haven: Yale University Press, 2001).
Jonathan E. GumZhe Resurrection and Collapse of Empire in Habslsedoia, 1914-1918
(Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press, 20@8¥klextensively discusses such crimes by the
Habsburgs in Serbia, though he does not mentioths&her not rapes occurred.

% Gumz,Resurrection and Collapse of Empite3, 7-8, 10-15, 20-23.

3 Mark Biondich,The Balkans: Revolution, War, and Political Violersince 1878Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 2011, 7-11; Carole Fiblefending the Rights of Others: The Great Powéres, t
Jews, and International Minority Protection, 18783B (Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University
Press, 2004), 5-15, 22-47, 361-362.
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of “territoriality” among modern governments, thalation to strengthen the state’s
capacity to fully control all of its “space insittee frontier.”’

Historians studying other fronts of the First Wovlthr have increasingly
recognized this war as a watershed for the buratimation of violence against
civilians and for demographic engineering in Eurag@tomized by forced migration
and organized internments of civilians in campkesk features, previously assumed
to be largely a phenomenon in Europe from World Waoriginated in significant
degree during the First World W¥t.The present study builds on this growing
consensus to suggest a more precise specificatrdhd causes and timing of this
shift. The change generally did not occur immesdyaat the outset of the First World
War. In Macedonia, it resulted instead from theletton of the war from one of
relatively rapid mobility (in this respect similtr the Balkan Wars of 1912-1913) to
one characterized by trench warfare along the guiteobile Macedonian Front and
general expectations of a long war of attritiotudying the First World War as it

followed the Balkan Wars allows us to see morerbfdeow violence against

civilians evolved during this period.

37 Charles Maier, “Consigning the Twentieth Centuryistory: Alternative Narratives for the
Modern Era,”American Historical Review05, no. 3 (June 2000): 819. As applied to th&&al
context, see John R. Lamiigglkans into Southeastern Europe: A Century of Wt Transition
(New York: Palgrave Macmillan, 2006), 7-8.

% See Matthew Stibbe, “The Internment of CiviliansBelligerent States during the First World War
and the Response of the International CommittebeoRed Cross,Journal of Contemporary History
41:1 (2006), 5-19; Norman M. Naimarkires of Hatred: Ethnic Cleansing in Twentieth-Qanyt
Europe(Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 200IjcEohr, Nationalizing the Russian
Empire: The Campaign against Enemy Aliens duringld\var | (Cambridge, MA: Harvard
University Press, 2003); Annette Beck®uybliés de la Grande Guerre : humanitaire et cudtde
guerre 1914-1948. Populations occupées, déportéls cprisonniers de guerr@Paris: Hachette
Littératures, 1998) ; GumResurrection and Collapse of Empire
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National Identity, Indifference, and Other Prioes

This dissertation also offers a new approach teethergence of modern
nationalism, a major concern among historians stéta and Central Europe.
Nationalism has elicited particularly keen inter@stong scholars who have focused
on the region of Macedonia, perhaps because datbiil and sometimes bloody
role that four contending national movements — Maogn, Bulgarian, Greek, and
Serbian — have played in its modern history. Hiates writing in local Balkan
languages on the social aspects of the Balkans ¥Wadi®12-1913 and the First
World War in Macedonia have long recognized theredity of nationalism to the
conflicts, but have themselves been divided acogrth the influence of the
competing national narratives. Most have untiergly tended to highlight abuses
committed by the other side, ignore or absolvertben side of the same sorts of
deeds, or attempt to document the preponderanaeeobr another national group
within Macedonia® This body of scholarship has nonetheless beeraigld in
bringing to light specific detail about the wartirmeperiences of local civilians in
Macedonia, a feature that is almost completelyifagk studies published in the

West that examine this set of wars in the redfoit.has also pointed to the use that

39 Examples are Ivan KatardZidstorija na Makedonskiot Narod: Makedonija Megjullgmskite i
Vtorata Svetska Vojna (1912-19485kopje: Institut za Natsionalna Istorija, 200@gtar Stojanov,
Makedonija vo vremeto na Balkanskite i Prvata segetsjna (1912-1918)Skopje: Institut za
nacionalna istorija, 1969); Etaireia Ellinikou Ldgbnikou kai Istorikou Arheiod,Ellada ton
Valkanikon Polemon, 1910-19{Athens: Etaireia Ellinikou Logotehnikou kai Istkou Arheiou,
1993); Dimitlr GotsewviNatsionalno-osvoboditelnata borba v Makedoniia 1:9925(Sofia:
Izdatelstvo na Bllgarskata Akademiia na Naukit&1)9Momchil lonov, “Bllgarskata Armiia i
Kulturnite Protsesi v Makedoniia prez Balkanskiteind, 1912-1913 Godina¥oennoistoricheski
Shornik 65, no. 2 (1996): 53-64; Natsionalen Tsentlr Bennha IstoriiaNatsionalnoosvoboditelnite
Borbi na Bulgarite ot Makedoniia | Odrinska Trakifrez Balkanskata Voina (1912-1913)pfia:
Izdatelstvo na Ministerstvoto na Otbranata “Sv. lePobedonosets”, 1994).

0 There are several partial exceptions to the negfesocial history on the topic among Western
publications. L.L. Farrar, “Aggression versus Apathhe Limits of Nationalism During the Balkan
Wars, 1912-1913East European Quarter)y37, no. 3 (2003), 257-80; Victor Roudometof, “The
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could be made of the rich and relevant primary sesiavailable in Balkan archives
for such social history. Yet few historians wordiim local languages have taken into
account recent social theory, which emphasizekisterically contingent and
constructed nature of national communities, whadyshg the case of Macedonia
during the Balkan Wars and the First World Wr.

Some recent scholarship has applied to the casiaoédonia a now large
body of theory arguing that nations are primarilgdarn social constructs. Using

those theoretical insights as well as empiricaé@aesh in archives and in the field,

Social Origins of Balkan Politics: Nationalism, Wrdevelopment, and the Nation-State in Greece,
Serbia, and Bulgaria, 1880-192Blediterranean Quarterlyll, no.3 (2000), 144-63; George B. Leon,
The Greek Socialist Movement and the First World:VWhe Road to UnityBoulder, CO: East
European Monographs, 1976); Eyal Ginio, “Mobilizithg Ottoman Nation During the Balkan Wars
(1912-1913): Awakening from the Ottoman DreakVar in History 12, no. 2 (2005), 156-177 all deal
with aspects of home front societies in Greeceg8iih, Serbia, or the Ottoman Empire (but not
Macedonia itself). Theodora DragostinoBatween Two Motherlands: Nationality and Emigration
among the Greeks of Bulgaria, 1900-19#tBaca, NY: Cornell University Press, 2011) aachés
Frusetta, “Bulgaria’s Macedonia: Nation-BuildingdaBtate-Building, Centralization and Autonomy in
Pirin Macedonia, 1903-1952" (Ph.D. diss., Universit Maryland, 2006) devote some illuminating
but limited attention to the wartime period of 191218 in Macedonia as part of larger studies
covering much longer periods. Finally, Katrin BklecvVon den Balkankriegen zum Ersten Weltkrieg:
Kleinstaatenpolitik und ethnische Selbstbestimnmauiglem BalkarfMunich: R. Oldenbourg, 1996)
focuses to a considerable extent on how Greekj&erand Bulgarian governments approached the
diverse populations they incorporated during thst fiear following the Second Balkan War with
similar goals of national homogenization and ondften harsh policies that resulted from this
mindset.

“1 This is not to say that they have failed to taite account such theoretical insights when dealing
with other historical periods. Historians writimglocal Balkan languages and dealing with the
broader sweep of the history of the region or \pithiods other than the extremely sensitive cosflict
of 1912-1918 have indeed increasingly been chalhgridpe strictures of their respective national
narratives. A rare example of social history & tartime period of 1912-1922 itself that trieshbiut
undermine the nationalist narrative of the authovié country and to highlight cases where his
country’s forces committed atrocities against @it of other ethnicities is by Greek author Tasos
KostopoulosPolemos kai ethnokatharsi:i xechasmeni plevra rd&eetous ethnikis exormisis (1912-
1922)(Athens: Vivliorama, 2007).

2 The potentially relevant body of theory is toagiato cite here, but among the theoretical works th
have been most influential in Balkan studies aredBiect Andersonimagined Communities:
Reflections on the Origin and Spread of Nationalisgnised ed. (New York: Verso, 1991); Rogers
Brubaker Nationalism Reframed: Nationhood and the Nationa€Qion in the New Eurog@&lew

York: Cambridge University Press, 1996), dttnicity without GroupgCambridge, MA: Harvard
University Press, 2004); Anthony Smiffhe Ethnic Origins of Nation®xford, UK: Blackwell,

1986); Ernest GellneNations and Nationalisrfithaca, NY: Cornell University Press, 1983); armtE
J. HobsbawmiNations and Nationalism Since 1780: Programme, MRg#ality(Cambridge, UK:
Cambridge University Press, 1990).
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these scholars have argued that the modern cootgantification with a national
community had made only limited inroads into thegyédy rural population of
Ottoman Macedonia in the years before the Firskd&aWar in 1912. In other
words, the sometimes violently competing efforterahe preceding decades by pro-
Greek, pro-Bulgarian, pro-Serbian, and Macedonugareomist activists to get
Orthodox Christian residents of Ottoman Macedoni@éntify themselves with a
national collectivity are seen to have met wittidisuccess for any of the parties.
This more recent scholarship has argued that béferBalkan Wars most inhabitants
of the region still identified themselves primardgcording to traditional categories
such as religion, social or occupational statugven immediate locality’
According to Vassilis Gounaris, those were the &egs of local tensions in the
region, and it would be more fruitful to think ohtional labels during this time period
(e.g. “Greek”, “Bulgarian”, “Serbian”) as names fnstantly shifting political-
economic “parties” or interest groups, rather tharroad and firmly held
“‘identities.”

Several studies have extended their timeframe tipetpresent, charting the
decades-long and divergent processes of nationaltacation that inhabitants of
geographic Macedonia experienced after the Firstd\W&ar, when the region was

split between Greece, Yugoslavia, and Bulg&tigntimidation, education systems,

3 For the pre-1912 era alone, see Duncan P&hey,Politics of Terror: The Macedonian
Revolutionary Movements, 1893-19Dirham: Duke University Press, 1988), and Vas&iounaris,
“Social Cleavages and National ‘Awakening’ in OtmmMacedonia,East European Quarter/y1995
29(4): 409-426. Koliopoulo®rigands With a Causargues that even apparently nationalist irregular
bandsmen from the area came from traditions oflodgge and were motivated by material gain at
least as much as by supposed patriotism.

44 Keith Brown,The Past in Question: Modern Macedonia and the taagies of Nation(Princeton:
Princeton University Press, 2003); Anastasia Kasiau,Fields of Wheat, Hills of Blood: Passages
to Nationhood in Greek Macedonia, 1870-19@hicago: The University of Chicago Press, 1997);
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state holidays, intermarriage, and patronage oppiies acted on locals, most of
whom eventually began to identify themselves nalligras Greeks, Macedonians or
Bulgarians. Loring Danforth, Keith Brown, and Atessa Karakasidou in particular
have found that for some people from the regiormonat identity can still be a fluid
category even today. Their work forms part of @aller trend of scholarly literature
on Eastern and Central Europe that has emphasmeddtent and tenuous has been
the grip of national identities in the region anidhwvhat difficulty they supplanted
older forms of communal identificatidh.

Implicit within much of this scholarship, howeves,a dichotomy that sees
populations’ embrace of nationalism as a necessanponent of their
modernization, on the one hand, and the many addasure to do so well into the
twentieth century as the persistence of pre-modemtalities, on the other. Dimitris
Livanios, for example, suggests that “[v]iolencel @axcampaign of terror of a
distinctive kind ... proved to be the only effectiway to determine the peasants’
choice” of national affiliatiorf® This view suggests that nationalities were simply
forced on peasants, whose pre-national mentahidsnot comprehended new
political realities and who thus did not themselpeasticipate meaningfully as

political actors. But Orthodox Christians in Maoath had generally been exposed

Victor RoudometofCollective Memory, National Identity, and Ethnicr@lact: Greece, Bulgaria, and
the Macedonian Questigiwestport, CT: Praeger, 2002); Vasilis Gounaagplos Michailides, and
Giorgos Agelopoulos, eddT aftotites sti Makedoni@Athens, Greece: Papazisis, 1997); Loring
Danforth,The Macedonian Conflict: Ethnic Nationalism in afisnational WorldPrinceton:
Princeton University Press, 1996); Frusetta, “Brilga Macedonia.”

5 See Jeremy KindBudweisers into Czechs and Germans: A Local HistbBohemian Politics,
1848-1948Princeton: Princeton University Press, 2002);yGaohen,The Politics of Ethnic Survival:
Germans in Prague, 1861-19(Rrinceton: Princeton University Press, 1981); liK&auter-Halsted,
The Nation in the Village: The Genesis of Peasaatiddal Identity in Austrian Poland, 1848-1914
(Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press, 2001).

“6 Dimitris Livanios, “Conquering the Souls: Natioisah and Greek Guerilla Warfare in Ottoman
Macedonia, 1904-1908Byzantine and Modern Greek Studi&3s(1999): 203.
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to decades of propaganda, education, and violesspre by rival national
movements before the outbreak of the Balkan Wai®i?. It is therefore doubtful
that instances of the rural population identifythgmselves as simply peasants or

Orthodox establish that no national ideology haet™penetrated into their
presumably pre-modern consciousness. Such anbassertions on the part of rural
inhabitants fall instead within a broader spectafrmodern behaviors. These
include also often-cited examples of residents at&tionia who easily switched
back and forth between national sides as well agesesidents who exhibited
passionate and consistent commitment to a singlenaé cause.

A more recent wave of scholarship on Central arstdfa Europe has
usefully suggested that “national indifference” burgself to become the object of
study as an active and modern response to thdgsetdion of national ideologies,
rather than as a passive residue of pre-moderaratlhertia?’ This modification
points to a more realistic way to understand deyaknts in Macedonia during the
Balkan Wars and First World War. In a thoughtfghthesis of this newer literature
on national indifference of which her own work ipat, Tara Zahra warns that “it is

ultimately too easy to substitute one reductiovistv of loyalty for another. In

exploring national indifference, we should not seekeplace the nation with

47 See Pieter M. JudsoBuardians of the Nation: Activists on the Langu&gentiers of Imperial
Austria (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 2006&t& M. Judson and Marsha L. Rozenblit,
eds.,Constructing Nationalities in East Central Eurofdéew York: Berghahn Books, 2005); Tara
Zahra,Kidnapped Souls: National Indifference and the Bdtir Children in the Bohemian Lands,
1900-1948Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press, 2008); Jarke Bjork,Neither German nor Pole:
Catholicism and National Indifference in a CentBEalropean Borderlan@Ann Arbor, MI: University

of Michigan Press, 2008); and DragostindBatween Two Motherlands
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something else, assuming that other modes of ¢okeidentification were more
authentic, real, compelling, or genuine than natiioy”*®

This dissertation suggests that the most effeetiag to avoid such a pitfall
would be to shift the set of research questionsydvean a central focus on people’s
identity or even on the degree of their nationdiffierence, and towards a broader
examination of people’s life goals and balancerairgies. In simple terms, then,
rather than ask who Orthodox Christian inhabitafitdlacedonia thought theyere
this study focuses on exploring what tlvegntedas they lived through the set of
destructive conflicts that most fatefully shapeeithuture. By more fully elucidating
the fabric of people’s lives through the analyditheir balance of priorities, this
approach, it can be hoped, puts in broader pelispdbe role that the phenomena of
nationalism and national indifference played indkerall social and political
developments of the period. As the following cleapwill suggest, this population
typically put their economic interests, educatiacgess to political representation,
and the ability to remain in their homes aheadppieals to national sentiment even
during a set of wars that were famously fueled bik&n and wider European
national rivalries.

Although this dissertation focuses on a commoriiaiviexperience with
violence of the Balkan Wars of 1912-1913 and thstforld War, it also examines

important differences between the roles of womehraan. EXxisting literature on

women’s experience during the First World War rgéa but little of it has paid

“8 Tara Zahra, “Imagined Noncommunities: Nationaliffietence as a Category of Analysi§lavic
Review69 (Spring 2010), 111.
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attention to Southeastern EurdfieMoreover, the “home front” has constituted the
typical spatial context in studies of women andtinae, to the comparative neglect of
female civilians who lived in the vicinity of thedntlines of war for an extended
period of time as occurred in wartime Macedoni&ae present study explores the
degree to which women shouldered important soolakrand to some extent public
responsibilities. Their scope, as in the Westiartde more extensively studied
mobilization of the home front, increased during siocial disruptions occasioned by
war. Here the similarities with situations morenféar in the literature on Western
home fronts seem to end, less because of undoyleridting differences in gender
roles between the Balkans and the West and moeube®f the unique situation of
civilians living between the shifting front linegibg explored in this study. By
focusing on a region traversed by invading and pgicilg armed forces, this study
explores how the discursive exclusion of womenaserial political actors and their
simultaneous elevation as symbols of communal hovooeased their chances of
becoming targets of rape but also reduced the etdewhich they were targeted for

other abuses such as internment in concentratiopss

“9 For an illuminating study dealing with Serbia, Seeana KneZe¥j “Prostitutes as a Threat to
National Honor in Habsburg-Occupied Serbia durmg@reat War, Journal of the History of
Sexuality20, no. 2 (May 2011): 312-335. On Romania dutirgFirst World War, see Maria Bucur,
“Between the Mother of the Wounded and the Virdidia: Romanian Women and the Gender of
Heroism during the Great WarJournal of Women'’s History2, no. 2 (Summer 2000): 30-56. For a
lone but path-breaking volume on war in EasterroRemore broadly, see Nancy M. Wingfield and
Maria Bucur, edsGender and War in Twentieth-Century Eastern Eur@@leomington, IN: Indiana
University Press, 2006).

%0 Existing analyses of how wartime abuses diffesdiytaffected the sexes during World War | and
before have tended to focus on rape to the exclusfiother crimes. On German rapes of Belgian
women in World War |, see Horne and Kranm@erman Atrocities of 191496-200; on the
significance of rape in World War | era Syria, BElieth ThompsorColonial Citizens: Republican
Rights, Paternal Privilege, and Gender in Frenchi&gnd Lebanor{New York: Columbia
University Press, 2000); on the Lebanese Civil Wéchael Johnsomll Honourable Men: The
Social Origins of War in Lebanaiondon: 1.B. Tauris Publishers, 2001). Althougit about rape,
Knezevt, “Prostitutes as a Threat to National Honor,” asgphasizes the way in which nationalist
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Scope, Sources, and Approach

The Balkan territory contested between 1912 ari@ 1€as not limited to the
region of Macedonia (defined in this study as ttemancompassing the former
Ottomanvilayetsof Manastir and Selanik and the southeastern titde Kosova
vilayetand divided since the First World War into Aegedardar, and Pirin
regions.) It also encompassed the former Ottoragions of Thrace, Kosovo (in
other words, the central and northwestern two shafithe Kosovailayei), Epirus
and much of Albania, as well as much of the pre2li@tritories of Serbia, Romania,
and Bulgaria. Macedonia is nonetheless a moreopppte place to start exploring
the social history of the war years of 1912-1918 important reasons. First, it is
the only region that experienced fighting duringhothe First and Second Balkan
Wars and during the First World War. Second, Maog had long been the most
intensely contested region between three majordBatiountries (Bulgaria, Greece,
and Serbia) by the time of the wars. Muslims’ elgreces in Macedonia during this
period undoubtedly deserve further detailed stadyreir own right. This study
nonetheless makes frequent reference to the erpesef Muslims primarily as they
help to illuminate the story of the majority OrtledChristian populations, whom the
successor states of Bulgaria, Greece, and Serbédfisplly targeted for
incorporation into their respective national bodies

The study also focuses most closely on episodeésmialved at some level

the activity of Bulgarian or Greek government auitnes during the period. This was

discourse in Serbia connected women’s sexualitly wéttional honor during the First World War.
Irvin Cemil Schick, “Christian Maidens, Turkish Rsivers: The Sexualization of National Conflict in
the Late Ottoman Period,” Women in the Ottoman Balkans: Gender, Culture, Histbry, ed. Amila
Buturovi¢ andirvin Cemil Schick (London: 1.B. Tauris, 2007), 2385 shows clearly that Western
societies also typically linked rape in war witte thotion of national humiliation.
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undoubtedly the national rivalry among Balkan stateer Macedonia that attracted
by far the most emotional investment among natistsal Serbian pretensions in
Macedonia were serious and longstanding as wellvbte decidedly of secondary
importance for Serb nationalists in comparisorht@rtpreoccupations with Kosovo
and Bosnia-Herzegovira.

The argument relies first and foremost on archavel other materials
originating from all three of the countries thaday share the geographic region of
Macedonia: Greece, Bulgaria, and the Republic oféddania. This is not done to
achieve some illusory balance or reconciliatiowaein opposed national narratives.
Rather, this approach recognizes that varyingipalitonditions and historical
contingencies allowed different sorts of relevaatenals to end up in different state,
private, and regional archives and libraries.ldbaecognizes the fragmented nature
of contemporary administrative sources resultiognffluctuating, discontinuous, and
often short-lived national sovereignties over dife parts of geographic Macedonia
over the years 1912-1918. Many of the people winstitute the focus of this study
would have been illiterate at the time. Insighoitheir behavior, attitudes, and
mentalities involves the critical reading of soweath varying agendas that
indirectly shed light on the situation of ordingogople in the region of Macedonia
between 1912 and 1918. In order to understandithation of civilians who lived
during the wars not strictly “behind” the linesget of any home front, but in a sense
between them, the researcher must also read sdbeteseen the lines.” Even when

reading the ostensible words of a a petition fropossibly illiterate peasant

*1 Charles and Barbara Jelavidthe Establishment of the Balkan National State841B920(Seattle:
University of Washington Press, 1977), 210; PePoljtics of Terrot 16-17, 27-28.
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commenting upon his situation to authorities, onssttiake into account the incentive
for both the peasant and a hired writer to tatherwords of the petition to what they
think will achieve the intended effect with theowgrnment interlocutor. The words
on the page are then a refraction, not an unmebletpression, of whatever that
peasant might “really” think.

Such documents created and deposited in diffeiditigal environments,
during different time periods, and following difét discursive conventions can be
instructively read against each other to revealroomthreads and also gaps in
understanding between different parties. The ®suused for this study were sifted
with this goal in mind. They come, as mentionedie&a mainly from three different
countries. They include accounts of events moitess as they happened as well as
retrospective accounts. They come from a variegogernmental and private
institutions including diplomatic consulates, gav@ent ministries, army units,
gendarmerie, schools, and cultural associatiotey Blso come from individual men
and women of a variety of social backgrounds.

Among these sources, | draw on a number that haverdate been used by
Western scholars. These include the vast materi@silgaria’s Central Military
Archive in the town of Veliko Tarnovo, which havedn useful in shedding light on
Bulgarian military and paramilitary abuses of aasils, including mass internments
during the First World War, and the motivations ineithem. Perhaps surprisingly,
the military archive’s holdings also offer uniquezass to the perspectives and
initiatives taken by local civilians in Macedonf@augh records of correspondence

regarding specific civilian complaints about Buigarmilitary actions. Also
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unconsulted previously are the thousands of menfrains men and women of
different walks of life that have been recorde®irigaria between the 1940s and the
1980s and deposited in the Central State Archiv&oiifa or the regional State
Archive in the Bulgarian Macedonian provincial tosinBlagoevgrad. Some of
these were recorded privately and then later maglie way into archives, while
others appear to have been solicited and recorgledhployees of the archives.
Many of them therefore undoubtedly bear the markt@mpts by citizens to prove
their longstanding progressive-revolutionary cre@désand national patriotism to the
communist regimé? But scrutinized with these ideological motivesnind, they
nonetheless offer extremely rich details that dewaich about the fabric of ordinary
people’s wartime lives during the second decadbetwentieth century.

In addition, a large set of recently discoveredtfWorld War letters sent
back and forth between soldiers drafted into théide and Bulgarian armies and
their families in Vardar Macedonia has been pulelistvith some commentary by
Macedonian historians but otherwise not yet incoafed into larger historical
scholarship?® The letters justifiably attracted considerabtertion and formed the
centerpiece of a museum exhibition in Skopje inRlepublic of Macedonia when
they were discovered, as they offer an unparalieiedow into the everyday

wartime concerns of both men and women.

%2 Keith Brown,The Past in Questioprovides an instructive discussion of the wayw/fich the
Yugoslav Macedonian republic encouraged the irtgsitalization of a common national narrative by
soliciting the submission of this type of memouwrfr citizens as a requirement for the receipt of
special government pensions.

%3 Jasmina Najdovska, e@fpretani svedostva: Vojtki pisma od golemata vojna: 1914-1918
(Skopje: Fondacija Institut Otvoreno OpStestvo kktionija, 2008).
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The most important Greek archival sources useddreréhe records of the
General Administration of Macedonia housed in ti&dfical Archive of Macedonia
in Thessaloniki and personal papers of prominepe&s involved in Macedonia
housed in the Gennadius Library in Athens. Previsxholars have made greater use
of these sources, though not with a focus on theyears of 1912-1918 and rarely
with any comparisons drawn to archival sourceseiigimboring states.

The chronologically organized chapters that foll@weal not only turbulent
changes in the lives of civilians who lived amidfisig front lines and political
boundaries, but also remarkable continuities. @rapdescribes how the
linguistically heterogeneous Orthodox Christianydapons of Ottoman Macedonia
came to be the objects of competing Bulgarian, kgraed Serb nationalist and
Macedonian autonomist interpretations of theirétridentity between the
establishment of the Bulgarian Exarchate in 18#0Dtha eve of the Ottoman
constitutional revolution in 1908. It argues thaist people’s typical eschewal of
violence and their prioritization of economic adgament and education over active
cultivation of ethnic identity reflected well-codsired responses to modern
developments rather than pre-modern mentalities.

Chapter 2 argues that, in the wake of the Ottorvauirig Turk) constitutional
revolution of 1908, ordinary Orthodox Christianidests of Macedonia understood
their first introduction to modern (and historigalWestern-derived) political
principles such as liberty and equality as prinyaaih indigenous Ottoman
development. But their optimism faded as the ndt@r@an regime’s promises

appeared to prove illusory. Orthodox Christiarenttooked hopefully in 1912 to the
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invading armies of the Balkan Alliance, whose gowveents promised to deliver
those same modern political ideals.

Chapter 3 examines the short but eventful periothfbecember 1912, after
hostilities of the First Balkan War had ended inceldonia, through to the conclusion
of the Second Balkan War in August 1913. It exggathe local reaction to the First
and Second Balkan Wars, which were characterizadngly changing front lines
and by brutal, unruly violence against civiliansgegved by oncoming armies and
paramilitary forces as ethnic enemies. Having seemthis kind of violence was
directed against their Muslim counterparts durimg First Balkan War, Orthodox
Christians in former Ottoman Macedonia exhibitétlelienthusiasm upon the
outbreak of the Second Balkan War as they realizegdwere now likely to become
victims of it themselves.

Chapter 4 treats the short and troubled perioceatp between the end of the
Balkan Wars and the onset of the First World Wavlactedonia in September 1915.
The nation-states’ new citizens, even ethnic mtres; overwhelmingly showed their
willingness to conform with harsh assimilative m&as rather than challenge state
authority or sovereignty. Their overriding prigrivas to continue to survive and
prosper if possible in the homes where they hadvived. Nationally-minded
authorities fundamentally misjudged their new ethminority citizens’ intentions,
tending to see incipient disloyalty at every tuangd began to experiment with
bureaucratically planned expulsions of ethnic mires whom they deemed

undesirable on a case by case basis.
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Chapter 5, in charting geographic Macedonia’s stggtep involvement in
the First World War, explores how the stabilizatadrihe front in Macedonia, as in
Western Europe, created the conditions for a Euvaide shift towards new coercive
methods of dealing with untrusted populations. itisti{/ authorities now saw civilians
in the vicinity of the front lines not only as pote&l sources of danger due to their
status as ethnic minorities, but as potentiallgtegyic sources of labor and war
production in a long war of attrition. These autties (not only Balkan in origin but
also French and German) began to use their bursuapparatus to intern civilians
on a mass scale and with often fatal consequences.

In focusing on these six most fateful and violegdns in geographic
Macedonia’s modern history, this study consideesdmallenges encountered by its
civilians as they were defined by life in the vigynof a military front, not simply in
an ethnic borderland as scholars have until nowallysconstrued the social
dimensions of what is known as the Macedonian QuesW¥iewing civilian life
defined by proximity to a military front will allowhe reader to consider how, in line
with changes occurring across Europe, people ofaten faced forms of violence
during the First World War that differed radicalitpm those of the Balkan Wars of
1912-1913 that had occurred so shortly before. itBumill also suggest that their
behavior throughout reflected local priorities thethained constant despite these

changing forms of violence and rapidly fluctuatpgitical conditions.
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Chapter 1: Political Violence and National IdentiyLate

Ottoman Macedonia

British journalist and travel writer Henry Noel Bedord describes an
encounter he had in 1903 with “some boys from aotermountain village near
Ochrida” in the western part of Ottoman Macedonia:

| took them up to the ruins of the Bulgarian Tséoidress which dominates the lake
and the plane from the summit of an abrupt andbasty rounded hill. “Who built
this place?” | asked them. The answer was signifie “The Free Men.” “And who
were they?” “Our grandfathers.” “Yes, but wereytSerbs or Bulgarians or Greeks
or Turks?” “They weren't Turks, they were Chrisisa’ And this seemed to be
about the measure of their knowledge.

Historians have cited this anecdote in order tceuswbre the scant penetration by the
start of the twentieth century of any kind of naabidentity among the Orthodox
Christian rural peasantry that constituted the nitgjof Ottoman Macedonia’s
inhabitants. But the conclusion apparently warranted by Bfaitis encounter with
the rural boys would appear to sit awkwardly withesivasive feature of Macedonia’s
social history at the beginning of the twentiethtoey: ethnic violence.

In fact, Brailsford’s travels in the region occudmirectly after the Ottoman
suppression of a failed large-scale revolt theredoghly 25,000 Christian guerillas

against Muslim Ottoman authorities, an insurgenag®d in the name of autonomy

1 H.N. Brailsford,Macedonia: Its Races and Their Futytsndon: Methuen & Co., 1906), 99-100.
2 See Duncan PerrJhe Politics of Terror: The Macedonian Liberatioroiéments, 1893-1903
(Durham, NC: Duke University Press, 1988), 22-2&rkMMazower,The Balkans: A Short History
(New York: The Modern Library, 2000), 40; Basil Gounaris, “Social Cleavages and National
‘Awakening’ in Ottoman MacedoniaFast European Quarterlg9 (Winter 1995): 421; Dimitris
Livanios, “Conquering the Souls’: Nationalism aBteek Guerilla Warfare in Ottoman Macedonia,
1904-1908,Byzantine and Modern Greek Studi&35(1999): 198-199.
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for the Macedonian populatidhThe revolt, known as the llinden Uprising, did no
primarily reflect Christian-Muslim religious tensis. Among the Orthodox
Christians who took active part in the events, ¢hebo supported the Greek national
cause typically joined the Ottoman authorities étping to suppress the revolt. But
those who favored the Bulgarian cause or thoseawhsidered the Macedonians to
be a distinct people joined the insurgent groug,ltiternal Macedonian
Revolutionary Organization (known in abbreviatethias VMRO). Non-
combatants constituted a majority of the casuattreboth sides. In other words, the
insurgents disregarded to a significant extenMiRO pledge not to attack Muslim
civilians, while Ottoman authorities and allieceigular armed bands targeted large
numbers of Christian civilians in reprisdlsA picture of mass violence and atrocity
based on ethnic animosity has emerged from eviketshis. Both of the seemingly
contradictory images of early twentieth century Bdania introduced above — that of
a rural population with a non-national identity ahdt of a region plagued by
nationalist violence — contain some measure ofracgu But as this chapter will

show, both images are also misleading in imporayis.

% Estimates of militant participation in the revedtry, but the number is almost certainly in thestef
thousands. | arrive at the approximation abovexzjueling the smaller number of participants in an
almost simultaneous action in Ottoman Thrace iffithees given by Perryhe Politics of Terror
139.

* Perry,The Politics of Terrar139-140. Upwards of 2,000 Macedonian Christiaitians are
estimated to have been killed in the revolt's seppion. Though figures for Muslim noncombatant
victims of insurgent attacks are not available cdio¢al evidence suggests they were commonly
targeted as well.
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Ottoman Macedonia at the Turn of the Century: Fertme a Reforming Empire

By the turn of the twentieth century, the term ‘®ddonia” had come into
widespread use as a geographic designation faDttoenanvilayets(provinces) of
Manastir and Selanik and southern districts ofitaetof Kosova® The region so
defined faces the Aegean Sea to the southeasernddse, it is landlocked — bounded
by the Mesta/Nestos river to the east, by lakesdcdmd Prespa and the Grammos
and Pindus mountain ranges to the west and southavesby the towns of Kriva
Palanka and Kumanovo and the Sar mountains tocttie and northwest. Ottoman
Macedonia was among the most urbanized regionstmthe Ottoman-held Balkans
and Balkan successor-states at the turn of theiggntith over a quarter of its
population living in settlements of more than 2,@@@abitants during the 1898s.
Salonika was both the largest city, with 130,00@alitants in 1910, and the region’s
chief port and hub of long-distance traielhe only other port with any trading

importance in the region was the town of Kavlidso on the Aegean. Other urban

® ipek Yosmaglu-Turner, “The Priest's Robe and the Rebel’'s Ri@@emmunal Conflict and the
Construction of National Identity in Ottoman Macedn 1878-1908” (Ph.D. diss., Princeton
University, 2005), 30, suggests that the delin@atiba modern region with the name ‘Macedonia,’
which was never an official Ottoman territorial @ggtion, came about during the nineteenth century
as a process of cultural invention or re-inventiomong both European travelers and local
intellectuals.

® See the table in Michael Palairéhe Balkan Economies c. 1800-1914: Evolution withou
Developmen{Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press, 1926)27.

" The population figure for Salonika is taken frorkdaos K. MoutsopoulosThessaloniki, 1900-
1917(Thessaloniki: M. Molho, 1981), 23. Richard C.lIH&he Balkan Wars 1912-1913: Prelude to
the First World War(London: Routledge, 2000), gives a figure of 120,(h 1912,

8 Kavala in its Bulgarian spelling, the town hasrbeeernationally recognized since the First World
War as part of Greece and for simplicity will hefocevard be consistently rendered by its Greek
spelling, Kavalla.
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centers, the most important among them Bitola/Mana&kopje, and Serrés,
functioned as market towns, administrative centand, military garrisons.
Nevertheless, Macedonia’s population and espedisliyroductive base were
predominantly rural, despite the modest amounigbt industry that existed in cities
and towns whose economic role was primarily comrmakerc€ultivation in
Macedonia’s river valleys and plains by the turrihef century was marked by share-
cropping farms callediftliks, sometimes consisting of entire villages or grooips
villages, whose mostly Muslim (Albanian or Turkisf)sentee owners resided in
towns and citie$? Ciftliks increasingly specialized in producing cash croyas t
found international markets, as their owners tabkaatage of newly built railroad
lines and investments in agricultural machinEryChief among these cash crops was
tobacco, but cotton, opium, rice, sesame, andsitioons were also importafit. The
less productive farms of smallholders also prodistafles such as wheat and other
crops that were consumed and traded loddllincreasingly burdensome crop
exactions orgiftliks as well as physical insecurity spurred many peaséunting the
second half of the nineteenth century to abandein #mallholdings and tenancies in

lowland areas for cities, foreign countries, ortitéad villages. Inhabitants of some

° Seres or Ser in its Bulgarian spelling, the tovas been internationally recognized since the First
World War as part of Greece and for simplicity viiéinceforward be consistently rendered by its
Greek spelling, Serres.

10 palairet Balkan Economies342; John R. Lampe and Marvin R. Jack€®aikan Economic History,
1550-1950: From Imperial Borderlands to DevelopMations(Bloomington: Indiana University
Press, 1982), 283.

" palairetBalkan Economies343. On the positive, yet modest, effect ofreaitls, see also Basil C.
GounarisSteam Over Macedonia, 1870-1912: Socio-Economia@@and the Railway FactgNew
York: East European Monographs, Boulder, 1993)laardpe and JacksoBalkan Economic History
301-303.

12 palairetBalkan Economies343-344; Lampe and Jacks&alkan Economic History282.

13 According to Lampe and Jacks@alkan Economic History280, 282, wheat far outstripped all
other crops in production in Macedonia despitedtative lack of importance among the region’s
exports.
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of those upland settlements in the several moumtiginegions of Macedonia now
engaged profitably in small-scale textile manufeetand craft production, in addition
to the longstanding highland specialization in starmant stockbreeding
supplemented by small-scale agriculttfteThey also traveled long distances as
merchants and seasonal laborers.

By the beginning of the twentieth century, the expb cash crops, the
penetration of railroads, the expansion of banking credit, and emigrants’
remittances had done much to transform Macedop@silation into participants in
a cash economy linked to wider markets and int@seorers of imported
manufactured goods. Indeed, as Michael Palairet has argued, the ptisly and
export orientation o€iftliks, proto-industrial activity in upland areas, and thrger
internal market offered to economic output withie Ottoman Empire put Ottoman
Macedonia’s per capita economic production aheabaifof the neighboring
Ottoman successor nation-states of Greece, SarmaBulgaria. The latter
countries’ peasants had relied more on inefficgemisistence smallholding since the
first decades of their independeri@eYet, it should be stressed, better per capita
production may not have translated to more comitethving standards for the
typical inhabitant of Ottoman Macedonia in compamisvith his counterparts in
neighboring Balkan countries. Indeed, as Palairggests, precisely those more
exploitative land tenure arrangementgftik estates — and their side-effects such as
the cheap labor of peasants who fled from thenitiescand upland settlements were

responsible for the greater production. As willseen below, such conditions

1 palairetBalkan Economies6-77, 346-347.
15 Gounaris Steam Over Macedonia68-205.
18 palairetBalkan Economies
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contributed to discontent especially among Chrisitdnabitants of Ottoman
Macedonia.

According to the last Ottoman census taken of ¢iggon from 1906-1907,
Muslims of diverse ethnic backgrounds constitutsdlastantial minority of over 40
percent of the roughly 2-2% million inhabitants dfd@an Macedonia during the
first decade of the twentieth centdfyln the historically Muslim-led Ottoman
Empire, the vast majority of soldiers, gendarmesl servants, and large landowners
in the Macedonianilayetswere still Muslim at the turn of the twentieth cenyt
despite nineteenth century reforms that legallynedethese positions up to non-
Muslims. Nevertheless, the majority of MuslimdMiacedonia were, like the
majority of Christians, peasants, craftsmen, ootats of modest or humble means.

Muslims in the region were far from ethnically hogeneous. Among
Muslims, Albanian-speakers predominated west oMdwelar River. Further east
were Pomaks, speaking a Slavic language closelgaBan, and Turkish-speakers.

The proportion of Muslims in the remaining Europg@aovinces of the Ottoman

¥ The total population estimate of 2.4 million citedTable 9.1 of Lampe and Jacks&alkan
Economic History281 falls within the range of prominent turn-bktcentury estimates by a
Bulgarian (roughly 2.26 million) and by a Serb (@biy 2.87 million) quoted in Carnegie Endowment
for International Peac®eport of the International Commission to Inquinithe Causes and
Conduct of the Balkan Wa(®Vashington, D.C.: 1914), 28, 30. The Ottoman6l®@ensus figures
reproduced in table 1.16.A in Kemal H. Karp@ttoman Population 1830-1914: Demographic and
Social CharacteristicéMadison, WI: University of Wisconsin Press, 198K6-167 suggest that the
population figures of around 2% million include aflthe Kosovavilayet much of which fell outside

of Ottoman Macedonia. Including only the southesstdistrict, Prizren, from the Kosovdayet

from the census figures gives a total of rough84Imillion, surely to some extent an undercourihas
a few districts females were not counted, and, ap#t,Ottoman Population9, notes, Ottoman
censuses tended generally to undercount. The lowaall number is closer, however, to a prominent
contemporary Greek estimate of the total populatio®@ttoman Macedonia of 1.73 million that
excludes the Kosowvéalayetfrom the definition, quoted in Carnegie Endowm@&sport of the
International Commissiqr80. The 1906/7 census figures imply that 43%hefpopulation of
Manastir and Selanikilayetswere Muslims; the figure rises to 45% if the enli@sovavilayetis
included. The Greek estimate of 1904 puts the rmurab“Turks” (read “Muslims”) at 37%.
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Empire actually increased during the last decaéléseonineteenth century.
Territories with more pronounced Christian majesthad formed newly independent
states of Greece, Serbia, Romania, and Bulgaite f@rmation of those successor
states plus Russian imperial expansion in formévr@dn and other predominantly
Muslim territories sent large waves of Muslim refeg fleeing violence and
dispossessioff. Many of these refugeem(hacird of Bosniak, Circassian, Turkish,
and Tatar origins, settled in Ottoman Macedonigmlhey helped to boost the
proportion of Muslims in the general populationedpite the linguistic heterogeneity
of Muslims in Ottoman Macedonia, such distinctigeserally did not reflect distinct
political groupings. Politically speaking, Muslirog different ethnic backgrounds
were aware of their membership in the historicdlbyninant religious group of the
Empire, and the state in turn made no officialideions between Muslim subjects of
different ethnic backgrounds. Elite or politicaflgtive Muslims by the late
nineteenth century generally showed a keen integrgseserving and strengthening
the Ottoman state as well as the leading role dodlivhs within it, even if, as will be
seen in Chapter 2, they sometimes disagreed abegpecific meaning of such goals
and about how best to achieve them. Non-Ottomateogporary sources generally
referred to Ottoman Muslims in the Balkans as “Biitleven if they were in fact not
Turkish speakers. Indeed, the term “Turk” had loagied a pejorative connotation
even among Ottoman Muslims, although elites invibivethe Young Turk

movement had more recently begun to embrace thgmdg®n. Because Muslims of

diverse ethnic backgrounds usually viewed theirmom religious background as

18 Karpat,Ottoman Population72.
19 Justin McCarthyDeath and Exile: The Ethnic Cleansing of Ottomarshifos 1821-1922
(Princeton: Darwin Press, 1995), 15-126 providesxansive exposition of these events.
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more important to their political identity than thethnicity, and because references
to Muslims as “Turks” in many of the sources ugethis study are often in any case
inaccurate, they will usually be referred to heséMuslims” unless they identified
themselves or can otherwise clearly be identifig@ Inore specific ethnic term.

Nor did ethnic distinctions primarily define non-Blim populations
politically in Ottoman Macedonia for most of the fine’s history. Increasing claims
among European powers to protect non-Muslim Ottoreigious communities from
the eighteenth century as well as the Ottoman dawentralize authority and
rationalize administration during the nineteenthtagy helped to institutionalize a
system whereby non-Muslim subjects were classidiedn empire-wide level by
their membership in a confessional community, dadimillet.*® By the mid-
nineteenth century Eastern Orthodox Christians térdiving in the Balkans,
Anatolia, or the Ottoman Arab lands and whateveglages they spoke, belonged to
the Orthodox Christiamillet, whose leadem{illet bas1) was the Orthodox Christian
Patriarch of Constantinople. Followers of the Ania@ Apostolic Church and other
monophysite Christians within the Empire, whethemanian-speaking or not,
belonged to the Armenianillet whose Patriarch was also based in Constantinople.
Jews throughout the empire belonged to the Jemiliat with a nominal Chief Rabbi

(Haham Bai) in Constantinople, although thallet's leadership in practice remained

%% The basic work on Ottomanillets, which revised the understanding of their historigins, is
Benjamin Braude and Bernard Lewis, e@hristians and Jews in the Ottoman Empire: The fonc

of a Plural Society, Volume I: The Central Lar{lew York: Homes & Meier Publishers, 1982). See
especially the essay by Benjamin Braude, “Foundaigths of theMillet System,” 69-88. For more
recent works describing in greater detail the aggif amillet system and the processes by which
religious and even sectarian affiliation increabirgame to structure the modern political idensito#
Ottoman subjects during the eighteenth and nindtezanturies, see Bruce Mastet$yristians and
Jews in the Ottoman Arab World: The Roots of Sesteam(New York: Cambridge University Press,
2004) and Ussama Makdidihe Culture of Sectarianism: Community, History &iolence in
Nineteenth-Century Ottoman Leban@erkeley, CA: University of California Press, 200
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decentralized in comparison with the othellets The organizing principle of the
millet, or large communities defined by confessional @ssion, continued in
important ways to shape notions of political beioggn the Balkans through the end
of the Ottoman Empire’s existence and even beydespite the rise during that
period of contending ideas of secular citizenshigh mationalisnf?

This was certainly the case for Ottoman Jews, whdemp just over 3
percent of Ottoman Macedonia’s total populatioroading to the Ottoman census of
1906-19072 Despite their small overall numbers, the mos#pt&rdic Ladino-
speaking Jews in Ottoman Macedonia had a greatel swsibility than their
proportion of the population might suggest becahbsg tended to live in towns and
cities. In Salonika, they constituted a slight onty. Ottoman Jews, including those
in the Macedonianilayets were typically considered enthusiastic and caoests
supporters of the Ottoman EmpfreThere was some truth to this percepfibrAs
non-Muslims their rights had historically been amtscribed in some ways and at
times they faced hostility and attacks (usuallyrfrGhristians rather than from
Muslims). Still, Ottoman Jews typically comparéeit situation favorably with that
of their co-religionists elsewhere in Europe inchgdneighboring Ottoman successor
states. Ottoman Macedonia’s Jews thus saw theireists aligned more with
Muslims than with Christians and they feared thesegiuences of the Ottoman

state’s further loss of power and disintegratidimey recognized nationalism as a

I Kemal H. Karpat, Millets and Nationality: The Roots of the Incongruity adttén and State in the
Post-Ottoman Era,” in Braude and Lewis, e@iistians and Jews in the Ottoman Empire, Vol. |
141-170.

%2 The percentage is calculated from figures giveritfe Vilayetsof Manastir and Selanik and the
Sanjakof Prezrin in table 1.16.A in Karpa©ttoman Population166-167.

23 Esther Benbassa and Aron Rodrigliee Jews of the Balkans: The Judeo-Spanish Commna#it

to 20" Centuries(Oxford, UK: Blackwell, 1995), 104.

24 Avigdor Levy, The Sephardim in the Ottoman Emp(Rzinceton, NJ: Darwin Press, 1992), 122-124.
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cause of these threats to the Ottoman state, arelttugs usually unreceptive to ideas
about nationalism, including Zionism, as they mhio their own community’
Although national identities did begin to take haldong groups of Orthodox
Christians during the nineteenth and early twentoeinturies, the legacy of thallet
structure nevertheless exerted a profound influemcenderstandings of nationhood
in the Balkans. As Victor Roudometof has observdtht became known as the
Greek War of Independence during the 1820s wasc&wad of as a revolution of
the Orthodoxmillet against the Ottoman authority structure.” Fomegke, many of
the organizing members of the group that coordah#te revoltPhiliki Etairia, were
Orthodox ethnic Bulgarians, not Greeks, basedelthnubian Principalities, Russia,
Constantinople, and Bessarabia. One of these iaagaractually enlisted 14,000
Bulgarians to fight® The new Greek state recognized by internatioraky in 1830,
however, only encompassed a part of the area iohareivolts against Ottoman
authority occurred. Politicians from all factios@on began to articulate variations of
an irredentist vision, known as tMegali Idea(Great Idea), of incorporating all areas
where Greeks were said to live eventually into @larged state or federation.
Greece’s first prime minister, loannis Kolettis|idered a characteristic statement of
this irredentist ideology in an 1844 speech toigarént:

But the Greek kingdom is not the whole of Greecs dypart of it, the smallest and
poorest part of Greece. Autocthon [indigenousihtisenot only an inhabitant of the
kingdom, but also one from Jannina, Thessaly, SeAdrianople, Constantinople,
Trebizond, Crete,... in general every inhabitantaoid which is Greek historically
and ethnically?’

5 Mark Mazower Salonica, City of Ghosts: Christians, Muslims aeevd, 1430-1950New York:
Alfred A. Knopf, 2005), 264-267.

%6 Victor RoudometofNationalism, Globalization, and Orthodoxy: The $0€rigins of Ethnic
Conflict in the BalkangWestport, Conn.: Greenwood Press, 2001), 64.

%" Quoted in Gerasimos Augustin@pnsciousness and History: Nationalist Critics &€k Society
1897-1914(Boulder, Col: East European Quarterly, 1977), 14.
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Inspired by but also reacting to the establishnoétite Greek state in the
1830s and its growing irredentism afterwards, miglagedonian or Bulgarian-
speaking Ottoman subjects chafed under often hkamged Greek cultural and
administrative dominance within the Ottoman Ortho@ristian mille?® Most of
the top ranks of the church hierarchy were chosan mong the elite, Greek-
speaking families originating from Constantinopidere the Orthodox Patriarchate
was itself based. Bishops and even priests assignBulgarian and Macedonian-
speaking communities often understood little ofltdeal languages. Clergy and lay
people raising those grievances eventually condrtice Porte in 1870 to grant the
establishment of a separate Bulgarian Church (Be&ey whose members would
constitute a new Bulgarianillet within the Ottoman Empire. The Exarchate’s
jurisdiction initially covered the northernmost aseof present-day Bulgaria, but it
was also allowed to operate bishoprics in othessavéhere two thirds of the
Orthodox Christian population expressed the désifein it. Through this allowance
Exarchate bishoprics soon came into existence aldaghose of the Patriarchate in
many parts of Ottoman Macedonia. In 1872 the EcucaéPatriarch pronounced
the Exarchate schismatic on the grounds that itnaii@d the heresy offftetismos”
dividing the church according to ethnic or racidderia.

A struggle ensued between “exarchists,” followdrthe Exarchate, and
“patriarchists,” followers of the Patriarchate, iggdly cast in ethno-national
Bulgarian and Greek terms. Nevertheless, the faetythat the newly established

ecclesiastical structure, the Exarchate, stoot@prteeminent Bulgarian “national”

8 See R.J. CramptoA, Short History of Modern Bulgari€Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University
Press, 1987), 11-17.
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institution within the Ottoman Empire testifiestt@ continued importance of the
millet structure and of the unifying principle of the gahius community during the
age of nationalism in the Balkans. Furthermorinocalgh Bulgarian nationalist
supporters of the Exarchate considered the Slamguage spoken by the majority of
Christians in Ottoman Macedonia to be Bulgarian laelteved that this bolstered
their claim of the essentially Bulgarian characteMacedonia, the behavior of many
inhabitants did not seem to support the natiorsglagtsumptions. Instead, a large
portion of Ottoman Macedonia’s Orthodox Christiart® spoke a Slavic language
(Bulgarian or Macedonian) chose to remain undejuhsdiction of the Patriarchate,
even if that entailed continuing to attend churetvges in Greek. Subsequent
supporters of Bulgarian and Macedonian nationalenmnts often referred to people
who spoke their language but adhered to the Peltiaée or even supported the Greek
cause agrikomanigrkomanj or Grecomans, in other words “Greek mani&ésThe
term pejoratively implied that denying one’s supgmtlg natural national orientation
by choosing to belong to a Greek institution reggia dose of fanaticism or
irrationality. The phenomenon of the Bulgarianass who supported the
Patriarchate or the Greek cause was often alsesepted, even by observers from
outside the region, as a lonely exception, an gdfitn fact, Grecomans were a
mass phenomenon in Ottoman Macedonia, not an egnapbne, as attested by
almost daily and often rather unassuming refereta#sem in Bulgarian consular

reporting on the region before the Balkan Warse @bntinued adherence of so many

%9 The evocative and quite appropriate translatiore® maniac” is offered by Theodora
DragostinovaBetween Two Motherlands: Nationality and Emigrateonong the Greeks of Bulgaria,
1900-19491Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press, 2011), 128,

30 See for example Carnegie Endowment for InternatiBeaceReport of the International
Commission51, 170.
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Bulgarian or Macedonian-speaking Christians in @#no Macedonia to the
Patriarchate or even their support of the Greekeahould appear as no mystery,
however. It reflects the continued importancehefinherited religious community
structure, thenillet.

A more radical generation of Bulgarian activistsidg the 1870s began to
work underground not only for the release of Bulyas from Greek cultural
dominance but for the overthrow of Ottoman autlyantBulgarian lands in favor of
the establishment of an independent Bulgarian 3tafthey took advantage of the
disorder created by the 1875 rebellion in Bosniatganizing their own rebellion in
1876, known as the April Uprising. Ottoman redesaarried out during the
suppression of the uprising triggered the inteneendf Russia in 1877 in favor of the
insurgents. The resulting Russo-Turkish War endéde Ottoman Empire’s
decisive defeat. Among the terms of the TreatSanf Stefano that Russia imposed
on the Ottoman Empire in March 1878 was the creaiica large Bulgarian state that
included most of Ottoman Macedonia among other énr@ttoman territories. But
other European Great Powers, uneasy at the prospseth a large new state in the
Balkans that they believed would be a client of$tascalled a congress later that
year in Berlin with the aim of modifying the Sarefaino settlement. At Berlin the
Powers pressured Russia to accept a Bulgariandstt@cally reduced in size. This
shrunken Bulgaria did not include any part of Mawed, which was returned to
Ottoman rule. The Berlin settlement greatly disapged Bulgarian nationalists, who

felt their goals had been attained with the eaB@n Stefano treaty. Subsequently,

31 CramptonShort History of Modern Bulgarjal7-20.
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the idea of “San Stefano Bulgaria” stood for Buigarirredentism as the counterpart
to Greece'sMlegali Idea

Nevertheless, Greek and Serbian nationalists wsterded by the ambitions
and success of Bulgaria, which by 1885 almost dalilté territory by adding Eastern
Rumelia (roughly northeast of Ottoman MacedonBilgaria’s defeat of Serbia in a
short war in 1885 confirmed its recent territoaabuisition®* To Greek nationalists
in particular, the expansionism of the Slavic nagianto former Ottoman territory
began to look like a more immediate threat to Hedlen (Greeks and Greek cultural
presence) than Ottoman rule was. Among natiosahsGreece, this disquiet was
expressed prominently by the scion of an old Gpasitical family with roots in
Macedonia, lon Dragoumis. Dragoumis passionateyed that Greeks should focus
their energies on preserving and strengtheningeHmslin wherever it existed rather
than expanding incrementally the borders of thellsmaak Greek state if that would
result in the abandonment of Greeks outside the’staorders® A Greek struggle
to defend Hellenism in Macedonia, in particulamiagt the Slavic threat would also
serve to revitalize what he saw as the moribundiitiom of the Greek nation itself.

Such a struggle between Balkan nation-states@tteman Macedonia was
well under way by the time Dragoumis wrote in tlistfdecade of the twentieth
century. Greece began already during the 187@ntbsupport to the Patriarchate in

its struggle with the Exarchate, hoping it couladeff the advance of Bulgarian

32 Charles and Barbara Jelavidthe Establishment of the Balkan National State841820(Seattle:
University of Washington Press, 1977), 152-155,-163, 189. On Greece'’s reaction specifically, see
Evangelos KofosGGreece and the Eastern Crisis 1875-18TBessaloniki: Institute for Balkan

Studies, 1975).

3 For a discussion of Dragoumis’ views as exemptéhe outlook of Greek nationalists of his
generation, see Augustingdonsciousness and Histoi§4-116.
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nationalism in Ottoman Macedorita.Serious Serbian interest in claiming Ottoman
Macedonia came relatively late, as it had initidtlgused on Bosnia-Hercegovina as
an Ottoman territory in which Serbs were a pluyaliBut when Austria-Hungary
occupied Bosnia-Herzegovina in 1878, Serbian istsreirned south toward Ottoman
Macedonia. There they encountered rival claimanmBulgaria and Greec®g.
Competing irredentist organizations with close tiespectively to the Greek,
Bulgarian, and Serbian governments formed witheiheof advancing the competing
national causes in Ottoman Macedonia. Serbiamigctvas primarily focused on the
funding of Serbian schools in Ottoman Macedoniaugh the establishment in
Belgrade of the Society of St. Sava in 1886. Hmvesome armed bands also began
to infiltrate from Serbia into northern Ottoman Mdonia during the first decade of
the twentieth century where they tangled with prdg@rian band&® In the wake of
the Russo-Turkish war, highly placed Greek govemtroéicials in Athens
organized a Macedonian Committee in January 18H& Macedonian Committee
used government funds and arms and worked clandgstvith the Greek consulate
in Salonika to infiltrate armed bands into OttonMacedonia. The Committee
attempted, but largely failed, to organize a pre€krinsurrection in Ottoman
Macedonig’ In 1894 a group of influential journalists, preers, former
politicians, and military officers in Athens form#éekEthniki Etairia (National
Association), which aimed to advance Greece’s @néidt goals. It sent armed bands

into Ottoman Macedonia beginning in 1896, some lntivtook part in a losing war

34 Kofos, Greece and the Eastern Crisi4, 29-30, 33-36, 182-184.

35 Charles and Barbara Jelavigstablishment of the Balkan National StaH).

% Douglas DakinThe Greek Struggle in Macedonia, 1897-1¢IBessaloniki, Institute for Balkan
Studies, 1966), 18, 171-173.

37 Kofos, Greece and the Eastern Crisik73, 182-184.
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against the Ottoman Empire in 1897. Yet anothecddanian Committee was
formed with similar aims in Athens in 1902 and byda major newspaper publisher
and a parliamentary deputy.

Outside of the close relationship between the &udg state and the
ecclesiastical organization of the Exarchate withitoman Macedonia, other
organizations based in Bulgaria or with vital supp@m within Bulgaria also
attempted to influence the political fate of Maceido Not all of these called for
Bulgaria’s annexation of Macedonia. In 1893, memg¢ in Salonika, but who had
common origins in rural Ottoman Macedonia and etlocan Bulgaria, founded an
organization that eventually came to be best knasvthe Internal Macedonian
Revolutionary Organization/(treshna Makedonska Revoliutsionna Organizgtsiia
or VMRO* VMRO advocated the establishment of an indepenafemutonomous
Macedonia, and believed this goal should be broalghut primarily through a
struggle waged by the inhabitants of Macedoniangeves. Over the years, VMRO,
which stressed its nature as organized “internallighin Macedonia rather than
outside it, operated through regional “committeessed in different parts of
Macedonia.

Despite its organization internally within Macedanmembers and factions of
VMRO often differed as to whether and how closelgdoperate with Bulgaria and

with the Exarchate in achieving their goal of Maweidn autonomy. This

3 Dakin, Greek Struggle in Macedonia39-143.

39 Perry,Politics of Terror 36-41. The organization was beset by factiomativer the years and
never had a consistent name. At times its namenmefdrence to the region of Adrianople in addition
to Macedonia, for example. However, it is bestwnaoday by the acronym VMRO. Perry simply
refers to it as MRO. The proceeding introductiotyMRO and to the Supreme Committee is
generally drawn from Perry’s work on the subjedtjcl remains the standard English-language
account.
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disagreement in part stemmed from ideological tbffiees. A leftist faction emerged
around the Serres region, led by Jane Sandansakida®ski’'s Serres faction often
expressed opposition to cooperation with Bulgaeeaose it was led by a monarch
and thus represented further imperial tyranny —twheaorganization was ostensibly
fighting to overthrow in Ottoman-ruled Macedoni@ther VMRO activists, who also
sometimes distrusted the Bulgarian government&niimns and worried in particular
that Bulgaria would be willing to divide Macedomigth neighboring Balkan
countries rather than keep it whole, were nonefisateore inclined to accept
Bulgarian government assistance in their struggle.

In 1895, émigrés from Ottoman Macedonia based fra$armed another
organization called the Supreme Committee. Alttotng Supremists advocated the
establishment of an autonomous Macedonia as VMRIQtokey believed that only
the Bulgarian state and military could successfidad such an effort and their
leaders tended to view VMRO’s more populist strategh condescension. The
differences in outlook between VMRO and the Supstsried to bitter rivalry and
even occasionally armed clashes between them. rtdeless, VMRO also relied
crucially on arms and funding from Bulgaria andimies even on support from
members of the Supreme Committee organizdfioBbserving the links to Bulgaria,
pro-Greek and pro-Serb activists tended to viewn MMRO and the Supreme
Committee as ultimately representing Bulgarianreges. They believed the
advocacy of autonomy for Macedonia masked eveulgarian aims to annex
Macedonia, as Bulgaria had annexed Eastern Rumeli@85 after an initial period

of Ottoman autonomy for that province.

0 perry,Politics of Terror 74-75.
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Lending further complexity to the competition beemeGreece, Bulgaria, and
Serbia in Macedonia was the presence of smallaere#md linguistic groups among
the Orthodox Christians in the Ottoman region.haligh most Albanian-speakers
were Muslims, some of them were Orthodox Christiafisother group spoke the
Vlach language, a Romance language similar to R@narGreece, Bulgaria, Serbia,
and the Macedonian autonomist movement tried to thvese smaller groups to their
cause. Romania also attempted to exert influendb®Vlachs, mainly through
supporting Romanian schools and churches in Ottdvtesedonia. Although the
Romanian government made little headway and didmaiy case expect to be able
ever to annex the territory (Macedonia was notigoious to Romania) it viewed its
activities as a bargaining chip against Bulgarigpa@sion, which it considered to be
threatening'!

The rival national movements from Bulgaria, Greer® Serbia competed
more peacefully though no less intensely to infagethe loyalties of inhabitants of
Ottoman Macedonia through the funding of schoolhéregion. Bulgarian and
Greek schools each amounted to several hundredrantled tens of thousands of
students at a time. Serbian schools were condilyesenaller in number and
primarily concentrated in the northern part of Wtedar regiorf? Where schooling

in Ottoman Macedonia had earlier been controlledeligious institutions, namely

“I Charles and Barbara Jelavifistablishment of the Balkan National Sta@H0.

2 Seelpek Yosmaglu-Turner, “The Priest’s Robe and the Rebel’s Ri@emmunal Conflict and the
Construction of National Identity in Ottoman Macedn 1878-1908” (Ph.D. diss., Princeton
University, 2005), 208-214, and Daki@reek Struggle in Macedoni&8-20. As Yosmatu suggests,
the wide range in estimates of numbers of GreekBarigarian schools (from several hundred to over
a thousand) owed much to the fact that those wbdymed contemporary statistics were themselves
often engaged in national propaganda on one ohanstde and had an interest in maximizing the
estimate of schools representing their own natiomalement and minimizing that of their national
rivals.
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the Patriarchate and eventually the Exarchatedrcdéise of Bulgarian schools, by the
beginning of the twentieth century sources of etlanal funding and teachers were
increasingly dominated by the Greek and Bulgar@egiments and secular
benevolent organizations in those states and won@th urban centers. Funds were
often channeled through the Greek and Bulgariaswates in Ottoman
Macedonia® These investments, Greek and Bulgarian natidediisped
respectively, would work to cement the commitmedrihe younger generations in
Ottoman Macedonia to the Greek or Bulgarian natioaase. As will be shown
below, although local parents typically welcomee sipport provided for the
education of their children, the results of thisi@ation in terms of consolidating
national commitments among inhabitants often #elishort of the nationalists’ goals.
School teaching was the one important avenue tihradgch Orthodox
Christian women in the Balkans made publically gggped contributions during the
early twentieth century to the competing natioralses, both within the independent
Balkan nation-states and when sent from the inddg@rstates to serve in schools in
Ottoman Macedoni& Nationalists and national governments champiaigst
education in part because, as future mothers, wamea presumed to exert the most
formative influence on their children, both maleldamale, and they must be

educated in order to transmit proper national \v@toetheir children. By extension,

3 Yosmaglu-Turner, “Priest’'s Robe and the Rebel’s Rifle]52224.

* See Eleni Varikas, “National and Gender Identitfurn-of-the-Century Greece,” Women’s
Emancipation Movements in the Nineteenth Centufgufopean Perspectiyed. Sylvia Palatschek
and Bianka Pietrow-Ennker (Palo Alto, CA: Stanfbhdiversity Press, 2004), 263-282; Krassimira
Daskalova, “Women, Nationalism and Nation-StatBuhgaria (1800-1940s),” iGender Relations in
South Eastern Europe: Historical Perspectives ommaishood and Manhood in #@nd 2¢' Century
ed. Miroslav Jovanoviand Slobodan Naumav{Munster: LIT Verlag Minster, 2004), 15-38; and
Ana Stol¢, “Vocation or Hobby: Social Identity of Female Téars in the Nineteenth Century
Serbia,” in Jovano¥iand Naumow, eds. Gender Relations in South Eastern Eurdp@&-90.
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women’s “motherly” qualities were seen as usefutumturing schoolchildren, and
educated daughters of middle and upper class fesral young as fifteen were often
sent long distances away from home, including tmi®an Macedonia, to serve as
teachers for their nations’ scho8fsWomen'’s distinctive role in public education
aside, however, political elites throughout thekdak during the early twentieth
century overwhelmingly construed women'’s propee @8 inhabiting the domestic
sphere, and thus excluded the possibility or desitgof their participation in public
as political actor® On the other hand, this cultural expectationtegaome
opportunities for the armed nationalist organizagioperating in Ottoman Macedonia
to use women in their clandestine activities, @&yt because they would be less
likely to come under suspicion as women. Zlatafs®ova, a girl during the late
Ottoman period, recalls in her memoir that womedh @mildren in her village served
as lookouts and reported the whereabouts of Ottautrorities to VMRO militants
who mostly hailed from outside her village. Serafva even reports that VMRO
members were training two young women from heag#l in the use of guns and
swords, although this kind of role for women wasidedly exceptional’

The Balkan conditions fostering the proliferatidraomed bands representing
political causes in Ottoman Macedonia, whetheftratied from outside or organized
internally, long predated the formation of grouijge VNMRO, the Supreme

Committee, or th&thniki Etairiaand the introduction of ethnically-motivated

5 varikas, “National and Gender Identity,” 266-267.

“6 Andrej Studen, “A Woman'’s Place is in the Home,Jbovanow and Naumow, eds. Gender
Relations in South Eastern Eurq#®-54. See also Varikas, “National and Gendentity” and
Daskalova, “Women, Nationalism and Nation-State.”

4" TsDA, Fond 771k opis 2 [Collection of the natiofibération movement of the Bulgarians in
Macedonia, 1806-1985] a.e. 294 (Memoirs of Zlateafbmova).
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violence in the region. The decentralized natdith® Ottoman state in the
eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries createdittons in the Empire’s Balkan
provinces that allowed local notables and everddg to form their own armed
organizations that challenged the central stat@sapoly over the use of force. To
some extent these forces supplanted the officdé'st function of maintaining social
order in areas where they held sway. They alsp@tgd themselves or
supplemented their compensation through plundeeatattion of local inhabitants.
The state even called on such forces periodicatigrnit needed extra men for a
military campaign or to suppress major internalesti® The phenomenon of
irregular armed bands persisted in the Balkan statg succeeded the Ottoman
Empire, as the new governments also faced diffesiih consolidating legitimate
armed force in official institutions such as thexgrand gendarmerf€. Such
unofficial organizations, which straddled the boarydoetween brigandage and
paramilitary activity in the service of politicahases, played crucial roles in the
nineteenth-century struggles against Ottoman haelirought the successor states
into being. Nationalist intellectuals in the nevilymed Balkan states thus
retrospectively romanticized members of such irf@garmed groups (when they
served their own national cause), while politiciahsimes called on their services in
subsequent irredentist struggf@sThus, as the irredentist struggle between Budgari

Greece, and Serbia over Ottoman Macedonia develbyp@ug the last two decades

“8 See Fikret Adanir, “Semi-Autonomous Provincial & in the Balkans and Anatolia,”Tine
Cambridge History of Turkey: The Later Ottoman Enepl603-1839ed. Suraiya Faroghi
(Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press, 2006),-185.

“90n this problem during the early period of modBuigarian statehood, see Veselin lanchev,
Armiia, obshtestven red i vitreshna sigurnost. biggiiat opit, 1878-1912Sofia: IF-94, 2006). On
post-independence Greece, see John S. Koliop@iiggnds with a Cause: Brigandage and
Irredentism in Modern Greece 1821-1902xford: Clarendon Press ,1987).

% Koliopoulos,Brigands with a Caus€15-236.
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of the nineteenth century, patriotic societiesantecountry recruited irregular armed
bands to infiltrate into the contested territoryandthey alternately fought Ottoman

forces and each other.

Patterns of Political Violence in Late Ottoman Mdoaia

The llinden insurrection of 1903 mentioned atlileginning of this chapter
remained by far the most prominent episode of igalitviolence to occur in Ottoman
Macedonia during the decades preceding the Balkawrs \0f 1912-1913. The
respective national traditions of the Republic aidddonia and of Bulgaria have long
commemorated it as a genuine popular uprisingNacgdonian or Bulgarian)
national liberation. Yet despite its impressivalsecinvolving 25,000 Orthodox
Christian militants who fought for an autonomousdeidonia, this violent revolt
cannot be considered the result of popular sentsnafraroused national
consciousness among the Orthodox masses of Ottbtaeadonia. As Duncan Perry
has argued, those ordinary local Christian men eitigarticipate in the armed
struggle were motivated by a mix of armed pressuparticipate on the part of
VMRO leaders, threatened Ottoman repression, ardasing impoverishment. A
smaller 1902 attack on Ottoman authorities andl Iskeslims by Supreme
Committee bands that had infiltrated into Ottomaacktlonia from Bulgaria had
resulted in widespread and continuing Ottoman safsiagainst Christian residents of
Macedonia who by and large had not taken parterattack. The local revolutionary
organization, VMRO, despite opposing the 1902 &fthecame the target of

systematic repression by Ottoman authoritieslefiders, feeling that their

54



organization was now under threat of decimatiocjdi to plan for the 1903 Ilinden
revolt before the Ottoman crackdown could weakemtirreparably. The seasoned
paramilitary members of VMRO fanned out into thedgidonian countryside to
augment their forces by recruiting Christian pe&saoften using threats. They
correctly warned villagers that they should exgeszivy Ottoman reprisals (including
massacres and destruction of villages) as a rektlie revolt. A good number of
peasant men concluded, based on their experiemicetfre 1902 events, that they
would face the reprisals whether they participatedot. They decided to throw their
lot in with VMRO in order at least to give the imgection the best chance of victory
and thus avoid the reprisals.

Yet, it must be emphasized that an even greatebauof Christian villagers
in Macedonia avoided participating in the armedggife, despite the pressure from
the armed Christian paramilitary bands and despédiardships they already
endured over the past year from reprisals at the$raf Ottoman authorities.
Between 40,000 and 60,000 locals, for example, Igifigd their villages, unarmed,
to hide in the mountains and wait out the confifciall in all, using population
figures from 1900 and VMROQ'’s own account publisied904, Perry estimates that
less than one percent of Ottoman Macedonia’s SkEwtVlach-speaking inhabitants
participated in the llinden insurrectidh.The highest rate of participation occurred in
thevilayetof Manastir, where 19,850 people joined the refatbund 5 percent out
of a total of 379,856 members of the Bulgarian Ekate church there). In other

Macedonian provinces, the proportion of Bulgariaai€hate members participating

°1 See PerryThe Politics of Terrqr110-134.
°2bid., 135.
%3 |bid., 153-154. The insurgents came overwhelnyifigim the Slav and Vlach population.
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was a tiny fraction of a percent. These numberd,the context within which many
participants joined the revolt, do not bespeak gufar uprising in the cause of
national liberation. The considerable ethnic dsitgramong those who did join in the
llinden revolt further complicates any straightfang nationalist interpretation of it,
whether Macedonian or Bulgarian. One of the mogtortant centers of the uprising,
the town of Krushevo in Vardar Macedonia, providggominent illustration. There,
ethnic Vlachs, rather than simply Macedonians dg&uans, were instrumental in
leading the revolt?

Though reluctant to intervene militarily againgtdnan forces during the
llinden uprising as the insurgents had hoped, timefiean Great Powers pressed the
Ottoman government later in 1903 to accept a packégeforms. Known as the
Mirzsteg Program, the reforms proceeded on theytikat the underlying problem
in Macedonia had been the Ottoman state’s gerataid to ensure security for the
region’s inhabitants, coupled with the inequitaiéatment of the Empire’s Christian
subjects in the Macedonian provinces. The cerdeepof the reforms was a
reorganization of the gendarmerie in Macedoniarisfthns were to be recruited to
serve in Christian-majority districts, and Européaon-Ottoman) officers would lead
the gendarmerie and be paid out of the Ottomasurga

The Miurzsteg reforms unintentionally encouragedsurge in day-to-day

political violence in Ottoman Macedonia versusleeiod before the 1903 llinden

% Keith Brown,The Past in Question: Macedonia and the Uncertamtf Natior(Princeton:
Princeton University Press, 2003) explores the ocadggushevo in depth to reveal how the multipicit
of narratives of Illinden articulated by the towpast and present residents undermines any stable
national understanding of the event.
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insurrectior> The intensive involvement of foreign consuls amititary officers in
Ottoman internal security policy whetted the apgpstof hopeful Christian
revolutionaries. More unrest might invite moreign intervention, further
weakening Ottoman sovereignty in Macedonia, andapes ultimately ending
Ottoman rule there. Article Il of the Mirzstegogram appeared to lend credence to
such hopes. It suggested that administrativeiclistin Ottoman Macedonia would
be reshaped along ethnic lines. An Ottoman ceceuiged out between 1903 and
1905 registered religious denomination (typica#es by political activists in
Macedonia as a marker of nationality) as the ppalcneans of differentiation among
the Christian population, while also recording ifi@tion about inhabitants’
ethnicity. During the run-up to the census andrafards, paramilitary groups who
supported the Greek, Bulgarian, and Serbian caussbwhatever means they could,
including violent intimidation, to convince Chrigti inhabitants of Macedonia to
switch to their respective national churches oosth Each side aimed to convince
the Ottoman administration, and ultimately the Ppaan Great Powers, of the
predominance of its respective national elemeMacedonia. The Great Powers
would presumably consider the perceived ethnic amitipn of Macedonia in
deciding how much of its territory to award to Ballg, Greece, or Serbia, or to a
single, separate Macedonian entity if at some poittie future the region were to be

detached from Ottoman rule.

%5 This point is persuasively made in Steven W. Sdwa@&ustria’s Policy of Macedonian Reform
(Boulder, CO: East European Monographs, 1989),51324-77, and ifipek Yosmaglu-Turner, “The
Priest’s Robe and the Rebel’s Rifle: Communal Gonéind the Construction of National Identity in
Ottoman Macedonia, 1878-1908” (Ph.D. diss., Priorcéiniversity, 2005), 64, 108-109, 115-136.
Dakin, Greek Struggle in Macedoni&48-149 also seems to support this assessmére dirzsteg
reforms.
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Thus, despite or in part because of the introdoatiforeforms in 1903 meant
to curb violence in Ottoman Macedonia, ethnicallytivated violence increased from
1904 through 1908, when the Young Turk revolutisinaduced a new regime in the
Ottoman Empire. But who, in Ottoman Macedonia, a@sially promoting such
violence? Were ordinary residents violently attagkheir neighbors because of
deep-seated and pervasive ethnic hatreds, confgriimithe stereotype of Balkan
violence? Such violence between neighbors wasampletely absent, but it was an
exception to the rule. Members of irregular arrhadds supported from Bulgaria,
Greece, or Serbia, and Ottoman armed forces, otth@m circulated across large
distances within Ottoman Macedonia, were almosagbdihe culprits. Unarmed
residents were often the victims. lllustratingugb perhaps exaggerating this pattern
were statistical tables compiled by the Bulgarimm@ercial Agency in Serres at the
request of the Bulgarian foreign ministry reportfkdlings and arson in theanjaks
of Serres and Drama in 190%."According to the commercial agent’s figures, 283
killings that took place in the tweanjaks all but seven were known to have been
committed by the “Bulgarian Organization” (the ateshorthand for VMRO),
“Greek armed bands and terrorists,” “Turkish arrbadds,” or “Turkish soldiers.”
Also of the 323 killed, only 53 were members ofstharmed bandsdhetnitst).

The rest were unarmed residents.

6 TsDA, Fond 332k [Records of the Bulgarian comnaragency in Serres] opis 1 a.e. 27, 1 (Political
Secretary Radev of the Bulgarian Ministry of Forefgfairs and Religion, Political Department, to
Bulgarian commercial agency in Serres, Jan. 2781 9GDA, Fond 332k opis 1 a.e. 27, 3 (Bulgarian
commercial agency in Serres to Bulgarian MinistirjForeign Affairs and Religion, “General table of
killings and arson in the sanjaks of Serres andrarduring the year 1907”, undated). The Bulgarian
commercial agencies in Macedonia and elsewhere ara@®gous to consulates, but called
“commercial agencies” because Bulgaria was atithe hominally an autonomous principality under
the titular sovereignty of the Ottoman Empire, #mas could not establish official embassies or
consulates.
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Many of the men of Christian background peoplingstharmed bands (pro-
Greek, pro-Bulgarian, pro-Serbian, Macedonian autast) themselves hailed from
outside of Macedonia or else had roots in the repida lived outside it as emigrants.
This was overwhelmingly the case for the Sofia-dageup known as the Supremists
who staged the aforementioned Gorna Djumaia re@fdl©02 as well as other
smaller-scale raids in the name of their stated goslacedonian autonomy. Origins
outside of Ottoman Macedonia were also common arntfumgro-Greelandartes
Out of a group of 38&ndarteswho died in the 1904-1908 “Macedonian Struggle,”
136 came from the island of Crete alone, accortbran official Greek military
history. The proportion of leaders of pro-Greekead bands hailing from outside
Ottoman Macedonia was even higher; out of 70 arpaedi commanders who died in
the “Macedonian Struggle,” the Greek army recorgidaces of origin” outside
Ottoman Macedonia for 45 of theth.“As is known to you,” the Bulgarian
commercial agent in Serres remarked to his supirithre Bulgarian foreign ministry
with some measure of scorn and perhaps exaggeréti@majority of [the Greek]
chetihave been recruited of people from Crete and @r&&cBut proponents of the
Greek cause in Macedonia would not have been agshtoraeknowledge the truth of
that assertion. Pavlos Melas was an officer inGheek army who was killed shortly
after he entered Macedonia under cover in the wékige llinden revolt to organize

Greek armed bands. He quickly became known t&tleek public as a “national

%" Genikon Epiteleion Stratou, Diefthinsis Istoriasa®u,0 Makedonikos Agon ka ta eis Thrakin
gegonotaAthens: Ekdosis Diefthinseos Istorias Stratou,9)9375-378.

*8 TsDA, Fond 332k opis 1 a.e. 27, 15 (Bulgarian camuial agency in Serres to Bulgarian Ministry
of Foreign Affairs and Religion, “Table of Greekdamtes killed and imprisoned in 1907”, undated).
The number born outside Ottoman Macedonia may haee higher, as the birthplace of four of the
andarteswas unknown to the Bulgarian commercial agent.
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martyr” and the face of the Greek struggle. Thmantic image of his self-sacrifice
inspired many more volunteers from Greece to édtevman Macedonia as
makedonomachdfighters for Macedonia)’

These outsiders, especially, showed more concemt alttimate victory for
their side in the larger national struggle over btiania than about individual lives or
communities that might be damaged in the proc8sgh casualties they viewed as
inevitable and even necessary, if unfortunate. ddo®unt of a 1905 massacre at the
village of Zagorichani by Germanos Karavaggelis, @reek patriarchist bishop of
the southwestern Macedonian town of Kastoria atithe who was born on the
Aegean island of Lesvos, vividly illustrates thiemtality. Vardas, a band leader
from Crete who was close to Karavaggelis, inforrierbishop that he had decided
to punish the Bulgarian residents of Zagorichatiectively because some of them
had aided a Bulgarian armed band in the burnirgrabnastery. Some of the
attackers (it is not clear whether villagers of @achani were among them) also
murdered the monastery’s patriarchist abbot dutegaid. But Zagorichani was a
mixed village, where exarchists and patriarchisis tound anodus vivendand
regularly alternated conducting their respectitadjies in the church every other
week. This stable, practical arrangement withenldtal community did not seem to
impress Karavaggelis, who worried that the mindi@yeeks” (patriarchists) of the
village were “starting to show cowardice” as vilkkag increasingly switched to the
Exarchate. Karavaggelis registered no objectiovia@as’ plan for a punitive
expedition upon hearing it. Quite the contraryséht him the names of ours [i.e. the

patriarchist villagers] so that he would not hingrn,” Karavaggelis recalls. Vardas’

%9 Douglas DakinGreek Struggle in Macedonia92.
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band invaded Zagorichani with guns and killed 78rekists, including several
women. But, as Karavaggelis explained, “[a]mid tindabaloo it was not easy for
anyone to distinguish the Greeks from the Bulgasiamost probably because all of
the villagers were in any case “Slavophones” aedtlembers of the armed band did
not have familiarity with the community. Thus, fortunately some of our people,
Slavophones yes, but valuable,” were also killetheaction in addition to the 79
“Bulgarians.”

Karavaggelis later told the Ottoman governor Hifasha that although he
“disapproved” of this action of the Greakdartes its “cause” was the burning of
two monasteries, one of which Karavaggelis didawaiuse Zagorichani villagers of
taking any part in, and the killing of the abbdthe massacre was only the “natural
consequence” of previous Bulgarian crimes. Henalized the massacre at
Zagorichani to the Patriarch of Constantinoplerasénge.” Writing of what he
considered to be Vardas’ “bravery and prudencefatly after recounting the grisly
event at Zagorichani, Bishop Karavaggelis left nalat in his memoir that he
believed a collective punishment that massacreget®le was broadly justified. He
regretted only the “unfortunate” additional deavhgatriarchists that he had tried to
prevent by supplying a list in advance to the peger°

Yet whether members of paramilitary groups haitedfinside or outside of
Ottoman Macedonia, the region’s local residentgcjly perceived them as

outsiders who preyed upon the local community anded unwelcome trouble. In

% Germanos Karavaggeli§, Makedonikos Agon (Apomnimonevmgfe)e Macedonian Struggle:
Memoirs) (Thessaloniki: Eteireia Makedonikon Spau)dd 959, 40-41. Livanios, “Conquering the
Souls,” 217, shows that another Greek captain,aviaas, retroactively deplored this massacre and
others like it as counterproductive, not least heeaof their usefulness as propaganda for the
Bulgarian cause.
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his study of nineteenth and early twentieth centirgece, John Koliopoulos
identifies the fraught relationship between rurhti€tian peasants and brigands who
doubled at times as guerilla protagonists in nieetie and early twentieth century
struggles for national independence from the Ottof@mpire®* Extolled
retrospectively in Balkan national traditions asefilom fighters and even Robin
Hood-like characters, the brigands made their car@gextorting villagers, who
typically feared them and viewed them as sociatagis. Yet these nineteenth
century brigands/guerillas usually sought out udtiengovernment patronage (from
Ottoman or successor state governments). Mangrigywho through their superior
military prowess could demonstrate their abilityctmtrol an area and keep
competing outlaws at bay, or who distinguished thelires in a national struggle,
eventually found more stable legal employment leydtate as irregular gendarmes or
rural guards.

This close connection between extortion and freeighting persisted in its
broad outlines into early twentieth century OttorMarcedonia, but with a difference.
There appeared new sources of the guerillas’ alemé&rom the peasant majority:
either their urban origins or professions, or tiseicondary education in a town or city
away from the village of origin. The “Macedoniarmplem” and in particular the
proliferation of revolutionary bands was calledétfault of the Bulgarian schools” by
an Ottoman administrator in Salonika. As he exgdito Noel Brailsford in 1904:

In these nests of vice the sons of peasants argaimeed for a number of years in
idleness and luxury. Indeed, they actually sleepeds. And then they go back to
their villages. There are no beds in their fathestages, and these young
gentlemen are much too fine to sleep on the flddwey try the life for a little, and

®1 John S. KoliopouloBrigands with a Cause: Brigandage and IrredentisnMiodern Greece 1821-
1912(Oxford: Clarendon Press ,1987).
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then they go off and join the revolutionary bantléhat they want is a nice fat
Government appointment.

For Christians in the Ottoman system, Brailsfo@berated, “Official careers are
closed to them, and in the long run, finding thelreseunfitted for their environment,
the only course which remains to them is to atierenvironment itself*®

The Ottoman official’s observation of course canndact suffice to explain
“the Macedonian problem,” however defined. Butdimsgnosis of the membership
of paramilitary groups such as VMRO parallels Kpbalos’s analysis of the type of
paramilitary activity that occurred several decaeladier. In both cases, the
paramilitary figures came to stand apart in somgoirtant way from the fabric of the
peasant communities in which they carried out thieilent activities. And in both
cases this social chasm fueled their ambitiongtor® income and gain
respectability through the patronage of a state€ethe currently existing state or a
new one that would presumably accommodate theiiteong). Duncan Perry’s
analysis of the social origins of the membershilyy RO also supports the
conclusion that paramilitary organizations in eawgntieth century Ottoman
Macedonia were far from representative of the @lanspopulation of the region at
large. Although peasants made up the large mgjofithe Christian population, a
paltry 3 percent of the VMRO leadership and th&ramd file were peasants.
Around 20 percent, on the other hand, were teacivaam Perry rightly considers
“the backbone and moving force” of VMRO. Other eafied urban professionals and

craftsmen were also better represented than pedsatie VMRO membershfip.

%2 Brailsford, Macedonia 42-43.
%3 perry,The Politics of Terrar180-183.
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Yet the paramilitary formations committed theiolgnce mostly in the rural
communities where peasants lived. Georgios Madsp-Greek activist, was
accurate in observing that “[o]ften theevodsmoved around from one province to
another, like civil servant€£* He referred specifically to VMRO chieftains, libe
same point would have applied to any of the paitanyl organizations, nationalist or
autonomist. The peasants typically came to remeshfear them, whatever national
liberation cause they might have stood for, esfigaéter enduring the heavy
consequences and destabilization of their commashd@gaused by actions such as the
llinden insurrection and the myriad smaller openagithey carried out. Evidence of
this fear and resentment emerges only indirectignfmemoirs, as the retrospective
national glorification of these “revolutionary” @amilitary figures encouraged the
witnesses to highlight their association with theamd support of them. Thus, Zlata
Serafimova recounts the following anecdote, invadva rough similarity between the
Bulgarian words meaningnionandrebels of her acquaintance as a little girl with
noted VMRO chieftain Jane Sandanski:

And he, the chieftainvpivodatd, seemed a scary man, but he was very good. He
often asked me “If the Turks ask you are therelselzemiti] among you, what will
you say?” | answered, “I will say that there isamon kromidl among us,” that is
how our mothers taught §3.

But even this reminiscence of willing mass partatipn in a struggle suggests the
“scariness” of guerillas such as Sandanski, wheaddvent to great lengths to

enforce the cooperation of villagers, including agntly even small children.

%4 Geogios ModisD Makedonikos Agon kai i neoteri makedoniki istp(iBhe Macedonian Struggle
and Recent Macedonian History) (Thessaloniki: EtaiMakedonikon Spoudon, 1967), 145.

% TsDA, Fond 771k opis 2 a.e. 294 (Memoirs of Zia&afimova). The wortkbelsis an imperfect
translation okomiti, which is connected to the wokdmitadjii (committee-men) and the Latin
comitatus(armed group). Variants of this word were useButgarian and Macedonian (and in Greek
pejoratively) to denote members of armed bandsected with the Macedonian revolutionary
movement.
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Whatever residents (or former residents) of Macesaid about their
interactions with guerillas retrospectively, accsuactually dating from the early
twentieth century indicate that residents usuabréd and resented such paramilitary
figures, even when the guerrillas were from theesathnic or linguistic group as
they were. Bulgarian or Macedonian-speaking vdtagoften complained to Ottoman
authorities or to the Bulgarian consulate aboukevioe and economic extortion from
VMRO guerrillas, including those led by Jane Sars#tanSeveral examples recorded
just during the summer and autumn of 1908 by a &wdg consul with jurisdiction in
eastern Macedonia illustrate the nature of thesgunt complaints. When Stefan
Stoianov from the village of Spatovo was killedrhgmbers of Sandanski's group,
his fellow villagers charged that the murder hadupzd as punishment for the
victim’s bravery in speaking out against the forcetlection of contributions from
the village by the grouff. Residents of the village of Latrovo sneaked th®
nearby town of Demir His&f where they sought the help of the Ottoman
gendarmerie against one of Sandansii'sti(armed bands) that had arrived in their
village and demanded contributions at gunp&intvhen villagers pleaded to another

Sandanski associate their inability to pay new rioations after having already been

% TsDA, Fond 332k opis 1 a.e. 25, 192 (Bulgarian<Lihin Serres, Semenov, to Bulgarian Ministry
of Foreign Affairs and Religion, Sep. 30, 1908).

%7 Demir Hisar in its Turkish and Bulgarian spelliraysd Demir Hissar in its Greek spelling, the town
was renamed by the Greek government in the 1928&ltmkastro. For simplicity and to reflect
usage during the period of this study, it will heftzward be consistently rendered by its Turkish
spelling, Demir Hisar.

8 TsDA, Fond 332k opis 1 a.e. 25, 216, 220 (Bulga@ansul in Serres, Semenov, to Bulgarian
Ministry of Foreign Affairs and Religion, Oct. 27908).
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made poor by previous contributions, the guersitaply threatened to kill them if
they did not pay’

Greek-speakers also complained about the actiwfipso-Greek bands.
Early in 1909, a Greek from the Serres area wetttdd@ttoman authorities to
complain that the representative of a Greek coremidilegedly tied to the nearby
Greek consulate had demanded a large amount ofynfimTa his wealthy fathef®
The young man'’s individual complaint was one amangrger number lodged by
wealthy Greeks from Serres. Encouraged by the is®of reforms in the wake of
the Young Turk revolution of 1908, these residém@gan to protest to Ottoman
authorities and to the Greek government in Athdrmutithe extortionate activities of
Greek armed bands and their apparent connectiGnaek consulates in Ottoman
Macedonia’!

In the rare cases when circumstances seemed taloéfa the upper hand,
residents dared to confront the paramilitariesatiye A group of Greek-speaking
shepherds known &arakatsanorefused to pay ransom for a boy from their
community who was kidnapped by an inexperienceagkaemed band that had just
arrived from Crete. Although it was clear thastband viewed the boy merely as a
source of income and had nothing against his etha&ground, the Sarakatsanoi

preferred to take the risk of liberating the bothea than simply pay the ransom.

%9 TsDA, Fond 332k opis 1 a.e. 25, 102-114 (Bulga@amsul in Serres, Semenov, to Bulgarian
Ministry of Foreign Affairs and Religion, Aug. 28908). A request for help against extortion by
Sandanski’'s men to the Bulgarian consulate fromapether village is detailed in TsDA, Fond 332k
opis 1 a.e. 25, 94-95 (Bulgarian Consul in Seigesnenov, to Bulgarian Ministry of Foreign Affairs
and Religion, Aug. 15, 1908).

O TsDA, Fond 332k a.e. 24, 322 (Bulgarian Cons8émres, Semenov, to Bulgarian Ministry of
Foreign Affairs and Religion, Jan. 22, 1909).

"L TsDA, Fond 332k a.e. 24, 198 (Bulgarian Cons8énres, Semenov, to Bulgarian Ministry of
Foreign Affairs and Religion, Dec. 14, 1908).
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They succeeded and killed some members of the apaediin the proces$. The
widespread optimism and expectation of reformstihafter the proclamation of a
constitutional regime in 1908 seemed to stiffenrdsolve of villagers in eastern
Macedonia to resist Bulgarian-boraivod Todor Panitsa when he made his rounds in
their communities during that period. Significgn®Panitsa was a prominent leader
of the Serres-Drama faction of VMRO, the left-leapfaction typically regarded by
historians as being more in touch with the sentinoéChristian masses in
Macedonia. Panitsa’s band had been sustainediailgtéry the Christian villages in
eastern Macedonia, but whatever moral supportdas#d that sustenance had long
since frayed. The sustenance came from extorttis.arrival in the village of
Skrizhovo in December 1908 “was met with generdignation, which was
expressed in a protest by the whole village.” &htre village attended an assembly,
at which the elders sharply rebuked him:

Panitsa, you are a murderer! With the murdersytbatpersonally committed
yourself, you raised a wall between our region wedother parts of the fatherland.
As if that were not enough, you sowed in our owlage internecine strife, which

led us to kill one another. As a result of alktttie village has decided and we order
you immediately to leave the village and never madgaidare to appear in front of us!

Panitsa objected, pointing out the elders’ own adian that murders in Skrizhovo
were carried out by residents of the village. Batkillers themselves then stepped
forward to answer him: “No — to the contrary, yadered us! Our error was only
that we obeyed you. The true murderer of our awou!” The residents, including

small children, then reportedly followed Panitsdha street with chants of “Down

"2 TsDA, Fond 331k [Bulgarian Consulate in Bitoliad¥81912] a.e. 367, 7-10 (Bulgarian consul in
Bitolia to Bulgarian Ministry of Foreign Affairs @nReligion, Aug. 6, 1912).
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with Panitsa!” all the way to the end of the vikaas he left in disgracé. The local
killers who merely followed orders, so to speaknirPanitsa may be accused of
hypocrisy in placing the blame for the former &ti$blely on him. But the significant
fact in this episode is that the entire village egmed to support them in this
hypocrisy. Elders the previous evening had veytaiided one of the killers for his
“misguided” service to Panitsa’s organization, batl not banished him. Panitsa was
the outsider, the interloper who destroyed the ihfataic of the village community,
and without his destabilizing actions, the villageild presumably live in peace.
Residents of another village, Prosechen, haddjreapressed their opinion
of voivodPanitsa as an outsider more explicitly in an ent&ruthat occurred two
months earlier. Panitsa appeared with his memasdehen and tried to force away a
local teacher he did not favor, a native of thiagk named Karamanov. Karamanov
impetuously confronted Panitsa in the village ca#jing that he neither knew nor
wanted to know him. The teacher continued:

| am appointed by the local leadership, which rathing in common with you. As
long as that leadership wants me, | owe nothingtonor take any account of you.
Besides that, as you know, | am from here, while e a foreign dog and only as a
bandit are you able to sit here by force.

Panitsa responded by smashing his chair over #ohée’'s head, but he and his men
were outnumbered by villagers who took the teash&ide. Another café patron at
the same moment struck Panitsa’s own head witlag.clithree more patrons
grabbed hold of Panitsa and tackled him to themplouPanitsa’s subordinates fled.

Fortunately, Panitsa was so flustered by the unamsmvill of the villagers in the

3 TsDA, Fond 332k opis 1 a.e. 25, 259-260 (BulgaGamsul in Serres to Bulgarian Ministry of
Foreign Affairs and Religion, Dec. 9, 1908).
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café to confront him that he did not think to reémhhis loaded revolver before he
was disarmed. Panitsa was forced to leave tHageiltoo, in haste and disgrdée.
The village teacher Karamanov armmlvodPanitsa both conversed and
understood each other in their common native laggudlavic rather than Greek. It
Is therefore significant that Karamanov nonethetdgsse to insult and discredit the
bandit/revolutionary by branding him again as atsioker, a “foreign dog,” while
emphasizing that he, himself, was “from here” aad heen appointed by the local
leadership. Other contemporary sources also revggdical — perhaps unconscious —
categorical mental distinction between paramilitaapd membersaa(dartes
chetnitsj andbashi-bazoukgepending on the language and affiliation) and
“villagers” (horikoi, selianj or “inhabitants” katikoi, naselenig regardless of how
local the origins of paramilitary members might @dbeen. For example, when the
Bulgarian commercial agency in the town of Sermsiled a table of murders and
arson committed in the Ottoman Macedonian SanjaBeoes and Drama in the year
1907, it created the following categories of vidirBulgarians, Greeks, Vlachs,
Turks, Albanians, Gypsies, actetnitsi The wordchetnitsimeant members of
armed bands. The commercial agent split the cataxforictims who werehetnitsi
into Greek and Bulgarian sections for further asialy In other words, according to
the categories formulated by the Bulgarian comnaéegent, “Bulgariamchetnitst
did not overlap with the general category of “Bulgas” in Ottoman Macedonia.

“Greekchetnitst likewise did not form a part of the category, &&ks.””> Certainly

" TsDA, Fond 332k opis 1 a.e. 25, 185-188 (configémeport of the Bulgarian commercial agent in
Serres to the Bulgarian foreign ministry, Sep. Z&)8).

S TsDA, Fond 332k opis 1 a.e. 27, 3 (table of musderd arson committed in the Seres and Drama
Sanjaks, Jan., 1908).
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at least a portion of the Greek and Bulgaghaetnitsicounted in these figures were in
reality born in Ottoman Macedonia, but they weraetbheless presented as outside
the Greek and Bulgarian communities of the region.

The violence-laden atmosphere created by paranyiliiands in Macedonia
discussed above can be considered as more a censequi a weak Ottoman state
than of some kind of deep-rooted local culture #ragjendered an unusual disposition
to violence. Indeed, as argued above, locals lyswahted little to do with
paramilitaries of any stripelpek Yosmaglu has called attention to the difficulties
the Ottoman state had in controlling violence bsapalitaries during the last years
that it ruled Macedonia, and indeed its unwittiogtcibution to the rise of such
violence through misguided policies undertakenlpattthe behest of Western
powers’® The men who stepped into the breach were, asstisd above, widely
acknowledged by Macedonia’s rural residents, bi@ities and consuls, and by
Western observers to be in important ways socaignated from the local
communities that constituted society in Ottoman &tkomia. Until the Ottoman
Empire’s loss of Macedonia in 1912, and despitegdredarmerie reforms of the
Mirzsteg Program, such men repeatedly succeedesiiping part of the

government’s control over the means of violencteregion.

e Ipek Yosmaglu-Turner, “The Priest's Robe and the Rebel's Ri@@emmunal Conflict and the
Construction of National Identity in Ottoman Macedn 1878-1908” (Ph.D. diss., Princeton
University, 2005), 64, 115, 143-144.
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The Limits of National Affiliation among Ottoman ééaonia’s Orthodox Christians

The observation that the vast majority of Ortho@xistian inhabitants of
Ottoman Macedonia usually wanted nothing to do withethnic violence of the
paramilitary groups should not, however, be takeimiply an absence of national
consciousness or ethnic tensions in the regiore speculations of Georgios Modis,
an avowed enemy of the Bulgarian national cause¢ MMRO paramilitaries had to
resort to using an other-worldly voice from the heimvented gramophone in order
to dupe peasants into thinking that “the voice oiGcommanded them to join them,
should not be taken at face value as strong “ecielém suggest that the majority of
the Slav peasants found it extremely difficultdentify with national ideologies,
which others tried to impose upon them,” as itjimitris Livanios’’ The boys
from a remote village who failed to comprehend N®elilsford’s question about
whether they were “Serbs or Bulgarians or GreekBuoks” in 1903 did not represent
the norm at that time. Indeed, historians who hakesl that anecdote usually fail to
note that Brailsford presented it as a curious gtiae to the pattern that he generally
encountered, as a throwback to the past. “Onerldngbars ago it would have been
hard to find a central Macedonian who could hawenamed with any intelligence the
guestion whether he were Servian or Bulgarian bg,fahe wrote by way of
introduction to the episode of his encounter whtd boys. He implied precisely that
as of the time he wrote, most central Macedoniamsldvhave had a ready answer to
that kind of questio® As noted above, before the llinden uprising A3 ®rthodox

Christian inhabitants of Ottoman Macedonia had Isedgaected for at least a decade

" Geogios ModisD Makedonikos Agon kai i neoteri makedoniki istpfid9, cited in Livanios,
“Conquering the Souls,” 197-198.
"8 Brailsford, Macedonia 99.
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to one or more competing national ideologies (Buigga Greek, Serb, even
Romanian), each of which staked claims over tliginiity. Most of them had the
chance to become familiar with such ideologiesfohtbrough contact with schools,
churches, and the “propaganda” of the paramilibenyds. It was quite common by
the turn of the twentieth century for even smalti€tian villages to have a school
oriented towards one of these national affiliationgrtually all Christian villages had
at least one church, and indeed they often hadd@teek-oriented patriarchist
church and a Bulgarian-oriented exarchist churobsgnting a choice of worship
with national connotations to the villagers. Assugrihat early twentieth century
rural inhabitants of Macedonia were generally igmbiof national questions or had
not developed informed opinions about their natidgakentity is therefore unrealistic
and underestimates their status as political stegjec

But acknowledging that by the early twentieth ceyimost Christian
residents of Ottoman Macedonia were quite consabissues of national identity
and even perhaps affiliated with one national sidenother still leaves open the
question of how national identity actually functamhin people’s lives and in local
politics. Why, in particular, did most people widentified with one or another
nation avoid participating in the ethnic violen@ereed out by the rival paramilitary
groups? National affiliations among Christianstighout the region rarely
corresponded neatly to externally observable ethnimguistic characteristics. It
was common for a Bulgarian/Macedonian/Slavic-spetkalentify with the
Bulgarian, the Greek, the Serbian, or the Macedoaionomist cause. A Vlach

speaker could identify with the Greek, the Bulgayidne Macedonian autonomist, or
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even the Romanian cause. An Albanian-speakings@dmi might support the Greek
or the Albanian cause. Furthermore, individuald even entire communities
frequently switched national allegiances. To explaese phenomena, Vassilis
Gounaris persuasively suggests that affiliatiorhwitnational group was essentially a
political choice that was often influenced at leamsimuch by local clan rivalries,
social status, occupation, financial considerationgear of the actions of nearby
paramilitary groups as by characteristics such @ihen language. It would be more
accurate, Gounaris concludes, to characterizemadtgroups in early twentieth-
century Ottoman Macedonia as “parties with nati@f@liations” (as they are in fact
often characterized in contemporary primary soyre&en as “political clubs,” than
as the political expression of rival primordial mithgroups’’

Gounaris’ use of the term “parties” to charactetiz divided national
affiliations among Christians in early twentietmtiey Ottoman Macedonia offers
insight into the question of why neighbors did notmally kill neighbors over
national disputes. Members of a “party” or a “foél club” with differing national
ideologies would compete with their rivals for pigial influence, resources, or
control of institutions such as churches or schodlsey would try to undermine the
analogous efforts of rival parties. But members\dl “parties,” forming part of the
same political society, would not normally be expddo use violence against their

opponents to attain their goals. Indeed, in later@an Macedonia they reluctantly

"9 Gounaris, “Social Cleavages and National ‘Awakgrifrd13, 420.
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came to arrangements such as alternating thewfube local church when more
than one was not available and one party couldiastinate politically*

The concept of a national collectivity functiorgdite differently, by
comparison, in the neighboring Balkan nation-stataghese polities, schools had
taught children for generations that the statetedias the homeland of a core nation.
Bulgaria was the state of the “Bulgarians,” Greees the state of the “Greeks,”
Serbia was the state of the “Serbs.” Memberslwranational groups who lived
within the state’s territory were not seen sim@yiradigenous neighbors who
belonged to different national “parties.” Rathey were at best tolerated as ethnic
minorities who were in some fundamental way cultyfareign to the core nation,
and always potentially disloyal. To some extem, minorities themselves often
acknowledged and even promoted their distinctivefresn the majority, although
they would not normally have accepted accusatidusstoyalty.

As a set of anti-Greek riots in Bulgaria during tienmer of 1906 showed,
ordinary citizens in a nation-state could readttaek their ethnic minority neighbors
in large numbers, a type of phenomenon that washlexrved during the same
period among Christians of different ethnic affilms in Ottoman Macedonia. These
attacks escalated from popular protests, speartiesspecially by groups of refugees
from Ottoman Macedonia, against the violence beisiged by Greek armed bands
in Macedonia upon ethnic Bulgarians there. MucthefBulgarian public suspected
ethnic Greeks living in Bulgaria of supporting tGeeek armed bands in Macedonia,

and some vented their frustrations on local Grexkmunities. In the Black Sea

8 Besides the example of this common phenomenoniomet earlier in this chapter, see Yosgae
Turner, “The Priest’'s Robe,” 171-180 for an expaasliscussion of it.
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coast cities and towns of Varna, Burgas, Kavarnd,Balchik, Bulgarian
townspeople seized Greek churches and schoolsemticbged and looted Greek
properties, including businesses, homes, cultostitutions, and schools. In the city
of Plovdiv, around 10,000 Bulgarians participatedhe attacks. The attacks
culminated in the almost complete destruction by &f the predominantly Greek
seaside town of Anchialo. The instigators of tine ih Anchialo appear not to have
been local, but rather members of a Bulgarian giatrorganizationBalgarski
rodoliubets who had arrived from outside the towBdlgarski rodoliubetsndeed
was often at the forefront of the anti-Greek atsaddut it is also clear that in many of
the locations in which they occurred local towngper villagers participated in
significant number8" The kind of ethnic violence that occurred in airyg Balkan
nation-state, in which ordinary residents attadkesr fellow townspeople or fellow
villagers, thus stands in contrast to the pattémadence in Ottoman Macedonia.
There ethnic violence was almost always perpetiayaniobile armed bands or ruling
authorities and people rarely attacked their naexghlover ethnic differences.
Although the diverse Orthodox Christian residerit®©tioman Macedonia
were conscious of national politics and even joifgatties” favoring one national
cause or another, the other priorities of educadioth economic prospects trumped
the national struggle. Rural residents placedyh kialue on education as a means of

escape from their humble existence. Whether thataion came from Bulgarian,

81 DragostinovaBetween Two Motherland39-48 provides the best existing account of tite@reek
movement of the summer of 1906 in Bulgaria. Th@®Q0 figure for participants in the Plovdiv riots i
taken from this work. TsDA, Fond 332k opis 1 4@, 143-147 (Political department of the Bulgarian
Ministry of Foreign Affairs and Religion, circulanemorandum to all Bulgarian diplomatic agencies
abroad, Aug. 4, 1906) makes clear that signifigemticipation of local townspeople, numbering ie th
hundreds and in the case of Burgas in the thousacdarred in several other locations besides
Plovdiv.
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Greek, or Serbian sponsors was at best a secoookacgrn for them. DimitGr
Bozhikov Biliukbashiev, who was born in a small adian-speaking village and
eventually became headmaster of a Bulgarian schexa|led his genuine
appreciation for the Greek-influenced educatiomdoeived as a boy.

During the following school years, 1877-78 and 18®8our teacher was K.
Ikonomov, from the village Levcha in the Nevrokegion. From what | have told
you so far, it is clear that the nature of our Esadhad been of the church, the
monastery. We had studied only church books. rewrteacher pioneered for the
first time the study of Greek language, grammaadirgg, religion, arithmetic, etc.
During his two years as a teacher in our villagentade great reforms in the
monastic educational system that had been in piatiethen.... Obviously the
teacher, K. lkonomov, was very hard working. Amslwork was indeed very
difficult. He replaced each Bulgarian word witbeeek one, so that we could grasp
and understand more easily. Our main job at savaslto read, write, and think.
Reading was always translated into Bulgarian.

Although the pedagogical materials and traininthatteacher’s disposal were Greek
ones, this was beside the point for BiliukbashieNs memoir gives many examples
of friendship and casual relations between himsetklf-identified Bulgarian, and
people he identified as Greek. For Biliukbashibe, new teacher opened intellectual
and practical horizons that had been unavailablkentoin his previous education by
clerics. Biliukbashiev even recounts with pridevihavhen on a field trip to the town
of Serres, he was able to stump some ethnic Gnaglksphis age with his questions
on the declensions of nouns and vétbs.

Biliukbashiev received his primary education in 118¥0s, before the
competition between Bulgaria, Greece, and Serbilflicence education of Orthodox
Christians in Ottoman Macedonia got seriously unadgy. Yet after the national
struggle intensified and pro-Greek, pro-Bulgariamd pro-Serbian institutions

increased their funding of schools in the regioorder to win the Orthodox Christian

82 Dirzhaven Arhiv — Blagoevgrad [State Archive —dlavgrad] (DAB), Blagoevgrad, Bulgaria,
Spomeni (Sp.) 225 (Dimitlr Bozhikov Biliukbashie¥}5, 11.
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youth of Macedonia to their respective causesdessgs remained opportunistic. If
offered free or heavily subsidized education, ttygycally welcomed it, regardless of
sponsor. Such opportunities could indeed influeeselents’ national affiliations, as
the sponsors intended. But that influence mightiasi permanently, and education
itself and the social and economic opportunitiggamised remained the priority for
the residents. Residents of Bitolia who protesieddecision by the Bulgarian
Exarchate in Constantinople to close the Bulgagids’ school in their town did
make ample reference in their petition to the ingoare of this school to the national
cause. “[l]tis in the interest of our nationaltave to have not only semi-literate
women, but educated housewives and mothers andieatisus Bulgarian women
[badlgarki] who will instill in their children active devotioto their nation,” they
wrote, using an argument in favor of the educatibgirls that nationalists articulated
frequently at that tim& The members of the school community knew that the
Exarchate (which was apparently closing the schegiart of an effort to resolve
financial difficulties), and also the Bulgarian gomment and its consuls in Ottoman
Macedonia, would place great weight on an argurtiexttcast education as a crucial
national imperativé&?

But the other side of the petitioners’ appeal ®htional cause was the
threat that without the Bulgarian Exarchate’s supfoy schools in Bitolia, Bulgarian
national cohesion there would suffer as at leastesawould seek to educate their

children in schools funded by rival national groupdval national “propaganda,”

8 TsDA, Fond 331k [Records of the Bulgarian consulatBitolia, 1897-1912] a.e. 329, 4 (Petition of
residents of Bitolia to losif, Bulgarian Exarch,@onstantinople, Sep. 28, 1911).

8 TsDA, Fond 331k a.e. 329, 4 (Bulgarian MinistryFafreign Affairs and Religion, Political
Department, to Bulgarian consulate in Bitolia, D&c1911).
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they warned, “lies in wait for the smallest shakafgur sacred national structures to
bring them down from the foundations” at a time wheational self-consciousness
in a few of our still misguided brethren has natgteated deeply enough to resist
every temptation or forcé” The Bulgarian consul in Bitolia forwarded the
townspeople’s petition to the Bulgarian foreign isiry with alarm, taking the
petitioners’ warning seriously and elaborating ugoror the consul, the ultimate
purpose of Bulgarian schools in Macedonia was dmaon-building: “schools are
the places for implanting in the youth the naticstit so needed here in
Macedonia.” For the past thirty years, he obsertleglpopulation in the area of
Bitolia had been accustomed to receiving free eituta Thus, he wrote, “if the
considerably heavy burden [of funding Bulgarianaadion] were now loaded onto
the residents themselves, | am sure that the mamfrthem would refuse to accept it,
especially here where all the other nationalitibanks to the various bequests or
subsidies from the governments of the kindred sta&ejoy free educatiof®

Raising the stakes further was the apparent dese many families,
“thanks to propaganda,” to have both a daughteraasmh become teacheda[ima
ddshteria uchitelka i uchitel gin The petitioners in fact not only demanded the
reopening of the girls’ school, but its expansiotoia “full gymnasium” that could
train women teachers. Teaching as a professiocdmé to carry great social
prestige among the Christian population in Ottomsatedonia. So much so, the

consul observed, that families were willing to kexible on the matter of which

8 TsDA, Fond 331k a.e. 329, 2, 5 (Petition of restdef Bitolia to losif, Bulgarian Exarch, in
Constantinople, Sep. 28, 1911).

8 TsDA, Fond 331k a.e. 329, 1,6 (Bulgarian consitolia to Bulgarian Ministry of Foreign Affairs
and Religion, Oct. 6, 1911).

78



national curriculum their sons or daughters wowddrhined in, so long as they
became teachers. With the impending closing oftls’ secondary school, the
Bulgarian consul predicted, families “will be foct® knock on the doors of the
Serbian and Protestant, and even the Greek gymnasihthese are waiting to
accept them immediately. With this we will notdeprived merely of some 20-30
young women, but maybe between 100-160 who wotldratse be good citizens
and patriots; or at the very least we will haveassof them with an unclear idea of
their origins, open to reworking into all sortssbfapesqgodna za izrabotvane na
razni figuri.”®” The prospect of aspiring teachers’ defectiorival nations
presented an especially ominous threat. Thesbeaeawould go to work inculcating
generations of future pupils in Macedonia with egerational ideologies — or so the
nationalist institutions sponsoring these futueeters in Ottoman Macedonia hoped.
Those receiving training as teachers did not necigplace their future
service to the national cause first, much to tregdn of their nationalist sponsors.
Teachers-in-training at Bulgarian pedagogical gysiuras located in Ottoman
Macedonia, for example, chafed at a condition thetBulgarian Exarchate placed on
their receiving tuition subsidies. They were regdito sign a pledge upon graduating
that they would serve for a certain amount of yaarteachers in Bulgarian schools
within Ottoman Macedonia. Such service would,mirse, help to further “implant
the national spirit so needed here in Macedonaarécall the words of the Bulgarian
consul in Bitolia. The Exarchate hoped with thidigy to mitigate the trend of
graduates leaving for Bulgaria, where they founaimiigher-paying teaching

positions. In 1911, teacher-trainees in Serresraidkopje threatened a strike,

8 |bid.
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demanding an end to the requirement of servicetion@an Macedonia after
graduation. The Bulgarian consul in Serres himsefiented that the Exarchate’s
requirement was futile and unenforceable. Monegearthe difference. The
graduates would only be induced to stay and cartyreir patriotic duty in Ottoman
Macedonia if the Exarchate could offer them comivetisalarie$® Once again
education itself, and the economic and social ackaent that accrued from it, took
priority for these students from Macedonia over aatjonal struggle.

* * *

But, as this chapter has argued, Ottoman Macedomhbabitants’ typical
pursuit of priorities such as education and ecooadivancement over imperatives
dictated by national identity was not the resulagfre-modern ignorance of national
ideologies. By the first decade of the twentieghtary, people throughout
Macedonia had typically received intensive exposom@mpeting national
ideologies through the activity of schools, rivaliech organizations, and armed
bands sponsored in large part by nationalists eesith Greece, Bulgaria, and Serbia.
Many likely identified to some extent with one orogher national group. Indeed, it
is not implausible that even the village boys, welpparently misunderstood Henry
Noel Brailsford’s query about whether they werertfSeor Bulgarians or Greeks or
Turks” in answering simply that they were “Chrisiga’ in fact knew full well what
he meant and decided to feign ignorance. For,rd#pg on what armed band lurked
nearby, giving a clear answer to that kind of goesmight be tantamount to risking

one’s life. A small segment of the male populaiilo®ttoman Macedonia indeed

8 TsDA, Fond 332k a.e. 28, 10-13 (Bulgarian Consweérres to Bulgarian Ministry of Foreign
Affairs and Religion, Mar. 11, 1911).
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participated in these armed bands, although a largeortion of their membership
and especially leadership came from outside themedr heir activity culminated in
the llinden insurrection of 1903, into which thegmaged to draw thousands of
inhabitants as participants by persuasion and bycean. But such violence
alienated the vast majority of locals, who typigalinced resentment of armed band
members of whatever national or political stripe apoke of them as unwelcome
outsiders (even when they were from the regiors)th® next chapter will
demonstrate, Orthodox Christian inhabitants of @#n Macedonia would prove
receptive in 1908 to the promises of constitution& within the framework of a
reformed Ottoman state, promises which among akiiegs seemed for a time to put

an end to the violence of the armed bands.
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Chapter 2: From thElUrriyet to the First Balkan War, 1908-

1912

This chapter assesses the extent to which therddwadoped a figurative
“Balkan Alliance” among the majority Orthodox Chran populations in Macedonia
that mirrored the one struck by Bulgaria, Gree®ezbia, and Montenegro to launch
the First Balkan War against the Ottoman Empirgdh2. As residents of an old
multi-ethnic empire in which religious distinctioptayed a larger administrative role
than ethnic ones, Orthodox Christians in Macedba undergone less formal
socialization under national ideologies than haalrtbounterparts in the neighboring
nation-states. Evidence dating from the years ichately preceding the First Balkan
War indicates increasing resentments, felt in comarmong various groups of local
Orthodox Christians, against Ottoman governing @uties. The proclamation of
constitutional rule by the Young Turks in 1908 emered widespread local acclaim
and optimism for the prospect of a reformed Ottomapire. But by 1911-12, such
optimism was noticeably on the wane. Politicalece became more frequent and
threatened peaceful inhabitants. Moreover, videsammitted by Muslim
authorities and irregular bands against Christietsbegun to outstrip violence
between Christian factions, which, as describetiénprevious chapter, had
predominated between 1904 and 1908. Pessimismalooal Christians that the
Ottoman government could or would provide stahiligy alone political equality or

liberty, cut across lines of ethnicity, class, &mhlity on the eve of the Balkan Wars.
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This shared frustration, however, did not transiate a conscious or
organized movement of pan-Orthodox Christian saligla No figurative “Balkan
Alliance” developed among Orthodox Christians witMacedonia to complement
the one struck by Bulgaria, Greece, Serbia, andtéfmgro to launch the First
Balkan War against the Ottoman Empire in 1912.eéa the numerical minority of
Orthodox Christians who had actively participatedhe ethnic struggles of the past
decades (including members of revolutionary grauyzh as factions of the Internal
Macedonian Revolutionary Organization) continuedrigage in intrigues and
occasional violence against each other at leasftes as they formed episodic
coalitions. Nonetheless, palpable and widespreadimism among Macedonia’s
Orthodox Christians of various backgrounds aboeir tluture under Ottoman rule
contributed to their behavior during the First BalkVar in 1912. At the start, most
of them genuinely welcomed the arrival of the Bulga, Serbian and Greek armies
in their successful campaign against Ottoman foaoelsaided the victorious armies
in important ways. Some of them were even movesbtomit abuses against local

Muslim civilians, whom they connected with the dejog Ottoman rule.

The “Hurriyet” Ottoman Constitution of 1908 and Medonia

In July of 1908, Ottoman garrison towns in the Bdanian provinces,
including Salonika, Manastir, and Resne, constittiie nodes of a largely peaceful
revolution, initially taking the form of an army nmy, against the autocratic rule of
the long-reigning Sultan, Abdulhamid Il. Known comonly today as the Young

Turk revolution, its participants (a fractious atah of army officers, students, urban
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professionals, and political exiles informally eal“Young Turks”) demanded the
restoration of the Ottoman constitution first prdgaied in 1876 but quickly
suspended in 1878 by Abdulhamid. Because of tpalpaty of the movement
among the Ottoman officer corps, the Sultan hatheans to suppress it. He agreed
only days after the start of the revolution to eestthe constitution and announced
elections for a parliament to take place two motdlex in September. The days
immediately following the revolution saw widesprgadlic expressions of euphoria
from almost all corners of the Ottoman Empire, uilechg Macedonia. Young Turk
leaders gave outdoor speeches attended by masswes; liberally peppered with
the rallying cries of libertyh(Urriyetin Turkish), equality, justice, and fraternityroP
Greek, pro-Bulgarian, pro-Serbian, and Macedonigoreomist armed bands came
out from hiding and descended into the cities, whbey mingled freely at
celebratory banquets with Young Turk leaders wherefl them amnesty. Men —
even leaders — of different ethnic and religiousugs made a point of embracing and
kissing each other in public.

The longstanding goal of the Young Turk movemenhroad terms, was the
strengthening of the Ottoman state against botinteenal and external threats that
had plagued it for decades. A key component ofvineng Turk ideology was the
concept of “Ottomanism,” the consolidation of a lmganeous Ottoman identity,
patriotism, and citizenship that encompassed @ah@Empire’s historienillets

(religious communities). A successful Ottomanisould counteract the separatist

! On the political and ideological origins of the m Turk revolution, segiikrii Haniclu,
Preparation for a Revolution: The Young Turks, 19998 (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2001)
and M. Naim TurfanRise of the Young Turks: Politics, the Military adttoman CollapséLondon:
I.B. Taurus Publishers, 2000). Dakihe Greek Strugg)e&78-385 provides a good summary of the
phenomenon of Christian armed bands turning theraeséh and receiving amnesty, specifically.
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nationalisms that portended the state’s dismemb&tm¥oung Turk factions
differed in important ways, however, on the speddieological content of
Ottomanism. To the Liberal Union, a Young Turktgdhat included a high
proportion of non-Muslims in its membership, Ottonsan meant equality but also
significant autonomy within a decentralized pofiby the various religious and ethnic
groups. All groups would profess loyalty to theddtan fatherland as its citizens.

But the Committee of Union and Progress (CUP)Ytbeng Turk party that
initially took power and held it for most of thesteof the Empire’s existence, pursued
instead an aggressive centralization of the statatlsority and the cultural
homogenization of society. Legal and customaryrdisons that had in some ways
discriminated against non-Muslim religious commigsitout also provided them a
large measure of communal autonomy were to besi®li On the other hand, the
CUP leadership wanted Ottomans of Muslim backgrdorm@main firmly in control
of politics, as they fundamentally doubted the lgyaf many non-Muslim citizens.
Furthermore, much of the leadership by 1908 hadectunielieve that for the Empire
to survive and flourish, the ethnic Turkish elemdstorically “the dominant
element in the empire,” must lead and establislctitteiral norms for all Ottoman
citizens?

Even though the CUP appeared to sideline somesséethpecific elements of
its agenda in the days following the 1908 revohui favor of vaguer public slogans

of liberty, equality, and fraternity, its membeisdhalready laid out its centralizing

2 “Kiistahlik,” Sara-y1 Ummetno. 75 (May 20, 1905), 1, as quoted in HghipPreparation for a
Revolution 299.
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and Turkist platforms extensively in exile publicais® The centralizing and Turkist
elements of CUP ideology were hardly compatibléwhie aims of Christian activist
groups in Ottoman Macedonia (pro-Greek, pro-Bulgarpro-Serb, or Macedonian
autonomist). Even the goals of activists who geelyi disavowed outright
separatism clashed with the prospect of a cultufialrkish homogenization and
centralization of the Ottoman Empire.

Recognition of these contradictions, as well asemgcupation with their
respective nationalist goals, underlay the inw&epscism of Greek and Bulgarian
state and high-ranking church officials involvedMiacedonian affairs about the
Young Turk revolution even as they publically pesist. According to the Bulgarian
consul in Serres, the public embraces and kisgegeba the Greek bishop and the
head of the Serres region’s Bulgarian Exarchistroomity occurred at the urging of
the local Ottoman official, who proclaimed thatstlict would show the public that
the new constitutional era spelled the end of epbetween Bulgarians and Greéks.
But neither the consul, nor, it seems, the Gred&ubgarian church hierarchs saw the
situation so idealistically. Although the Greektropolitan held an evening
reception in Serres’s Greek theatre to which haedvOttoman officials, prominent
townspeople, and foreign diplomats ostensibly telmate the proclamation of
constitutional rule, he noticeably failed to invitee Bulgarian Exarchist leader whom
he had kissed and embraced. The Bulgarian coos@theless attended the festivity
in his capacity as a foreign representative. e leriticized the Greek consul’'s

speech at the event, which praised the Ottoman &ngiving “the Greek people

% Hanigzlu, Preparation for a Revolutiqr295-302.
“ TsDA, Fond 332k opis 1 a.e. 25, 11-12 (Bulgari@m<€lil in Serres to Bulgarian Ministry of Foreign
Affairs and Religion, Jul. 24, 1908).
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their freedom.” This the Bulgarian consul saw asab to those who were neither
Greek nor Turkish. When obliged to offer some vgdndnself the consul retorted
with a speech calculated to impress the Ottomaoiaif§ present and show his
inclusiveness in contrast to the Greek consulptike most of all about
‘brotherhood,” which | emphasized must be the stage in the path to freedom in a

country where the population is of several natiiiesl.”

But the Bulgarian consul
ultimately viewed all such speeches in the wakinefYoung Turk revolution,
including his own about “brotherhood,” as so muolitigal posturing. “The
theatrical kiss between the [Greek] bishop andBudgarian Exarchate community]
leader, the unceasing speeches about brotherhooebality — these are all acts in
which no one, neither Greek nor Bulgarian, places\alue.®

But the Bulgarian consul does not appear to haee berrect in his cynical
assumption that “no one” among the Christian pdmreharbored genuine hopes in
the wake of the Young Turk revolution. The skeptit present among the Greek and
Bulgarian consuls and church hierarchs standsnirast to the optimism with which
much of the population, and even to some extentlmesrof armed bands, viewed
the developments. The candidate from the Serggsrrevho received the most votes
from the ethnic “Bulgarian” delegates in the 19a8@an parliamentary elections,

Hristo Dalchev, was indeed too committed to the MpUiurks’ vision of Ottomanism

for the Bulgarian consul’s liking. In a private meeting with Dalchev, a lawyer and a

® TsDA, Fond 332k opis 1 a.e. 25, 32-34 (Bulgariamsll in Serres to Bulgarian Ministry of Foreign
Affairs and Religion, Aug. 1, 1908).

® TsDA, Fond 332k opis 1 a.e. 25, 46-50 (Bulgariam€ll in Serres to Bulgarian Ministry of Foreign
Affairs and Religion, Aug. 3, 1908).

" TsDA, Fond 332k opis 1 a.e. 25, 252 (Table of tilimition of Bulgarian delegate votes by kaaza [in
Serres sanjak] among the three Bulgarian canditegpserted by Bulgarian Consul in Serres to
Bulgarian Ministry of Foreign Affairs and Religioshows Dalchev’s success among “Bulgarian”
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Sandanski supporter, the consul emphasized theriamue of defending “our
national culture and national unity” against impeigdY oung Turk policies. He also
tried to remind Dalchev of “our national ideal, hewer distant,” of the union of all
Bulgarians. But Dalchev seemed uninterested isetipeiorities, to the consul’s
frustration. He looked poised to be “an extrenveéak defender of our national
cause in the Turkish parliament.” Instead, thesabfamented, Dalchev “looks like
he has already become an excellent Ottorfian.”

Inhabitants’ memoirs commonly emphasized the gensanse of optimism
they and even apparently members of armed bandsp@h hearing about the
declaration of constitutional rule. “First to oullage came the Greathetalarmed
band]. They entered the village firing their gimselebration. ‘Freedom has been
given to Macedonia,” everyone shouted. In the sgjggeryone embraced each other
without regard to nationality,” recalled Kiril lvamn Shatarov from the village of
Gorni Poroi near Demir Hisdr.Dimitdr lanev Dimitrov, then a member of an armed
band, remembered feeling the same kind of optimism:

A new life set in. All the armed bandsheti] came down from the mountains....

The prisoners were let free, bells rang, musicgttinments, drums, general
merriment. [W]e dressed ourselves in trousersdauticated ourselves to culture and
to Democratic Clubs, with an especially strong est#ism that our ideals had finally
been realized’

It is telling that local inhabitants both at thenéi and retrospectively referred

to the 1908 revolution in ways that highlightedatsparent character as a broadly

delegates as compared with Paskalev, a candidaieethby the Bulgarian consul and Bulgarian
Exarchate organization.

8 TsDA, Fond 332k opis 1 a.e. 25, 253-254 (Bulgafamsul in Serres to Bulgarian Ministry of
Foreign Affairs and Religion, Dec. 2, 1908).

° DAB, Sp. 592 (Memoirs of Kiril Ivanov Shatarov), 1

' TsDA, Fond 771k opis 1 [Collection of the Natiofiakration movement of the Bulgarians in
Macedonia, 1878-1980] a.e. 29 (Memoirs of Dimitimév Dimitrov), 3.
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supported movement, indigenous to the Ottoman Emfar liberation of society.
Personal memoirs recorded in the Bulgarian or Macih languages almost always
label the event and the era it seemed to usherharéetOturietot, using the Turkish
word for liberty in a form that translates into sl as “the liberty.** For some
Christians who heard the Turkish tehirriyet repeatedly proclaimed but did not
know its precise meaning of liberty, it nonethelelesrly portended an auspicious
development whose meaning they might fill in acaogdo their own more specific
aspirations. Zlata Serafimova recalled that matiheher village abruptly came in
from the fields one day and “spoke cheerfully, torow is theHuriet — autonomy.*?

In any case by embracing the Turkish term, resglenplicitly acknowledged a local,
Ottoman origin to their potential liberation rattilean an external liberator such as a
neighboring Balkan state. Shortly after the BalWéars, orphans in the village of
Metaxa in southern Macedonia who submitted a létténe Greek government
referred simply to the Ottoman period after 1908tlas Constitution” fo

Syntagmh'® These terms suggest Christian residents of Otidvtecedonia initially
interpreted the events of 1908 as the proclamati@kind of liberation, or
autonomy, or constitution, or simpyriet— an indigenous accomplishment of
Ottoman society. By contrast, contemporary repreges of the Greek and

Bulgarian states commonly employed the term “Yotingk” followed by revolution,

1 Examples are DAB, Sp. 592 (Memoirs of Kiril lvanShatarov), 1; TsDA, Fond 771k opis 1 a.e. 29
(Memoirs of Dimitar lanev Dimitrov), 3; TsDA, Foritl7 1k opis 2 a.e. 294 (Memoirs of Zlata
Serafimova); DAB, Sp. 225 (Memoirs of Dimit(ir Bokbv Biliukbashiev), 160; Todor Pop Antov,
Spomen{Skopje: Drzaven Arhiv na Republika Makedonija &tazej-Galerija-Kavadarci, 2002),

153.

2TsDA, Fond 771k opis 2 a.e. 294, 1.

13 |storiko Archeio Makedonias, Geniki Dioikisi Maketias (IAM, GDM), Thessaloniki, Greece, file
117.1 (Petitions of individuals and communities)29937), 1-2 (Letter from orphans of massacres in
Metaxa to King Constantine of Greece, May 23, 1914)
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movement, or coup, when reporting on the eventh&ahan highlight ideals or
aspirations, this terminology (still standard inglish language references as well)
called attention to the event as the action ofreypthe Young Turks, engaged in a
factional struggle.

Ordinary residents of Macedonia thus received tiirsir concrete introduction
to liberal political principles such as liberty,ugdjty, fraternity, and representative
government while they lived as citizens of the @tm state. Though brief, the
constitutional period (especially its initial phaserved as an original historical
reference point for such principles to people wkpegienced further oscillations
between political openness and repression overduese of the twentieth century.
As a Bulgarian headmaster remembered the eleatfol®08, “for the first time in
Turkey elections occurred for populaafodni representatives in the parliament in
ConstantinopleTsarigrad. On this occasion there was quite a stir. Brdges for
the first time took part as voters and as candidfe And, according to tabulations
of delegates and votes cast received by the Balg@onsul in Serres, Bulgarian
delegates voluntarily voted at least to some defgneeon-Bulgarian candidates.
Likewise, instances occurred of Muslims voting vaéarily for non-Muslims, Greeks

for non-Greeks?® The consul remarked in amazement about the VME©Odr Jane

“DAB, Sp. 225, 159.

B TsDA, Fond 332k opis 1 a.e. 25, 243-244 (Table Nof “Turkish,” “Bulgarian,” and “Greek”
delegates by kaaza; Table No. 2 of votes castacin eandidate by kaaza). Delegates irsdigakof
Serres could apparently each vote for up to fondickates. Every single delegate in sa@jakvoted
for the two main Muslim candidates, a fact thatgasgs an element of implicit or explicit coercion i
the process. But as regards the remaining, norcedevotes, “Greek” candidates did not receive all
of the possible “Greek” votes, “Bulgarian candidatiéd not receive all of the possible “Bulgarian”
votes, and “Turkish” candidates did not receiveoithe possible “Turkish” votes. Nor can these
observations be fully accounted for by the fewanses of delegates not choosing to cast third or
fourth votes. Beyond these facts, the data areletatiled enough to draw any general conclusions
about the extent of such non-coerced, cross-ethating. For a useful discussion of the two-stage
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Sandanski, a candidate whom he considered to beally Bulgarian, that “of the
fifty votes which he received, more than 30 weregiby Turks, 3-4 by Greeks, and
only 12-15 by Bulgarians:® Sandanski had courted this diverse array of votés
the avowedly Ottomanist rhetoric he employed indags following the
proclamation of constitutional rule. “GentlemeneWught each other for long
years, but we accomplished nothing. All of todagtiscess we owe to the Young
Turk party. Long live the Young Turk party! Lohge freedom!” Sandanski
exclaimed to a crowd at the train station in Sewkse en route from Melnik to
Salonikal’ He also had members of his armed VMRO band Histileaflets of a
manifesto in Bulgarian, Turkish, and Greek to ssakvillages. Sandanski’'s
manifesto began by explicitly addressing “all of thationalities of the empire,” in
order to proclaim that freedom had arrived and ‘that suffering fatherland is
reborn.” He then addressed his “Turkish compattiahd his “Christian
compatriots” in separate paragraphs, claiming th ¢laat their past perceptions of
the other group as their enemy had been shown fald®— instead their common
enemy had been “tyranny” and “absolutism.” FinaBandanski’s leaflets addressed
his “co-nationals” $anarodnitg), warning them not to “give [them]selves overhe t

criminal agitation which might be waged by the a#il authorities in Bulgaria

electoral process governing Ottoman parliamentkagtiens and the 1908 election in particular, see
Hasan Kayali, “Elections and the Electoral Pro¢eghe Ottoman Empire, 1876-1919%iternational
Journal of Middle East Studi&¥ (August 1995): 265-286.

8 TsDA, Fond 332k opis 1 a.e. 25, 291-294 (Bulga@amsul in Serres, Semenov, to Bulgarian
Ministry of Foreign Affairs and Religion, Nov. 12908).

" TsDA, Fond 332k opis 1 a.e. 25, 21-22 (Bulgariamsll in Serres, Semenov, to Bulgarian Ministry
of Foreign Affairs and Religion, Jul. 29, 1908).
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against your comradely struggle alongside the Barkpieople.” The Bulgarian consul
in Serres was especially displeased with this gfattte manifestd®

Nor was such Ottomanist rhetoric from Sandanskicaig merely intended as
a public facade. In a private conversation, thig&tuan consul of Serres asked a
militant of the local branch of Sandanski’s orgaian what they thought of the
recent events. The militant replied, in keepingwtine radical anti-monarchist
ideology of the left wing of VMRO, that his groupvs the recent proclamation of
constitutional rule as “a step along the strugglesmporary situation.” Ultimately
their goal was the removal of the Sultan, and ircédnia “popularrfarodng
autonomy” and a “people’s parliamengfodno slbranieonly for Macedonia or at
most for Macedonia plus thelayetof Adrianople.” But what the militant — who
referred to himself and his comrades as Bulgartagiisl not indicate in his private
message to the Bulgarian consul was any ultimaeed® unite with Bulgaria,
although words to that effect would certainly hgleased the consul. His vision was
a radically reformed and decentralized Ottomarestarhaps with “another people’s
parliament for [Turkey’s] Asian populations.” “Wake great pleasure in the fact that
the struggle which we waged until now for the fredof Macedonia will bring
related benefits also for the populations of theepparts of the Turkish state,” he
explained. The VMRO militant insisted that hisgpé struggle was waged in
common with the Young Turks of his region, “who anecere in their activity.” He
believed that the Young Turks had the support loé ‘great part of the local ordinary

Turkish population, which no less than our Bulgasigs tired of the present

18 TsDA, Fond 332k opis 1 a.e. 25, 71 (Copy of matéfeigned “Sandanski,” Jul. 31, 1908); 42-43
(Bulgarian Consul in Serres, Semenov, to Bulgakiamistry of Foreign Affairs and Religion, Aug. 2,
1908).
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regime.™® The frustrated consul wrote two days later thatis view Sandanski and
his comrades had replaced the slogan “MacedonidnéoMacedonians” with

“Turkey for the Turks.?® Sandanski's partly successful efforts to steedestts to
leave the Bulgarian Exarchate’s pedagogical trgiaicademy to study instead at the
Ottomanldadiein Salonika only aggravated the consul's annoyat&@andanski’s
commitment to the new Ottoman regifte.

Other groups of Christian residents of Macedonw,amly Sandanski and his
militant autonomist group, also showed more interesecuring the promise of
stronger local political representation within thtoman state. That now seemed
more tangible than the uncertain prospect of ugiuith a neighboring Balkan
nation-state. As discussed above, memoirs pullisheéeposited subsequently in
the Bulgarian state archives make clear that masigents embraced the
constitutional regime of 1908 because of the lI6aatonomy” it seemed to promise
and the chance to elect local representatives @taman parliamerfé Teachers
who had worked in schools of the Bulgarian Exarelfathich as an institution had
close ties with the Bulgarian state) joined Sankigsgroup in demonstrations. Not
only did they call for easing the economic burdépemasants; they urged the transfer
of control of Bulgarian schools from the Exarchi@m¢he Ottoman state, supposedly

according to the will of the “majority.” Finallghey openly denounced the activities

9 TsDA, Fond 332k opis 1 a.e. 25, 53-55 (Bulgariamsll in Serres, Semenov, to Bulgarian Ministry
of Foreign Affairs and Religion, Aug. 4, 1908).

20 TsDA, Fond 332k opis 1 a.e. 25, 70 (Bulgarian @birsSerres, Semenov, to Bulgarian Ministry of
Foreign Affairs and Religion, Aug. 6, 1908).

2L TsDA, Fond 332k opis 1 a.e. 25, 291-294 (Bulga@amsul in Serres, Semenov, to Bulgarian
Ministry of Foreign Affairs and Religion, Nov. 12908).

22 TsDA, Fond 771k opis 2 a.e. 294, 1; DAB, Sp. 25).; Pop-AntovSpomeni154-155.
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of “agents of Bulgaria” in Macedonfd. The Bulgarian “constitutional clubs”
organized in Macedonia after the 1908 proclamatiaihe Ottoman constitution did
not have such adversarial relations with the Budgestate. Yet they also saw in the
new regime an opportunity for increased local poavet political representation
within the Ottoman system rather than simple rekaon Bulgarian government
leadership. In their demonstrations they calledomby for reforms in taxation that
would help peasant farmers but for selecting hiaihe Ottoman civil servants in
their area from the local majority Bulgarian popida.**

Meanwhile, the proclamation of the Ottoman consttuwas driving a
wedge between the large self-identified ethnic &@emmunity in the town of
Serres and representatives and allies of the Gitaéd Wealthy Greek merchants
went to Ottoman authorities to denounce the aatwivf the local Greek consulate
and its ally, the Greek Orthodox metropolitan. Terchants reported that both
before and after June 1908 these individuals had besponsible for organizing all
of the terror and propaganda coming from the Getdd. (In this they were largely
correct.) The Greeks in Serres lodged similar damfs about such destabilizing
activity directly to Athens and to the Greek legatin Constantinople, calling for the
replacement of the Greek con$ul.

Also, a vaguely socialist People’s Federative Padyg formed with

Sandanski’'s backing and featured “Greek” and “Buégd sections, each

23 TsDA, Fond 332k a.e. 24, 263 (Bulgarian Cons8énres, Semenov, to Bulgarian Ministry of
Foreign Affairs and Religion, Mar. 10, 1909).
24 TsDA, Fond 332k a.e. 24, 264 (Bulgarian Cons8émres, Semenov, to Bulgarian Ministry of
Foreign Affairs and Religion, Mar. 22, 1909).
%5 TsDA, Fond 332k a.e. 24, 198 (Bulgarian Cons8émres, Semenov, to Bulgarian Ministry of
Foreign Affairs and Religion, Dec. 14, 1908).
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proclaiming their alliance with the new Young Twvernment. The Greek section
allied itself explicitly against the activities tife Greek consuls. One of its members
in Serres even apparently assassinated the Gresklate’s dragoman, but according
to the Bulgarian consul was dubiously acquittethefmurder by the Ottoman court.
The Federativists hoped for a large measure ohamty for the several nationalities
within an Ottoman state, an outcome they saw asilplesunder the new
constitutional regime. The clear hostility of {Beeek section of the People’s
Federative Party to the activities of Greek corteslaid not endear the People’s
Federative Party to the Bulgarian consul of Sextespite his own rivalry with the
Greek consuls. The problem for him was the Fenestt’ apparent commitment to
the vision of a reformed Ottoman state. The Buggaconsul derided the
Federativists’ platform as “some kind of Ottomaapid” and believed it would only
serve “to frustrate the process of national setédeination” in Macedonia, a process
that he believed would redound to Bulgaria’s berféfiThese preferences shown
after July 1908 by politically active Christiansthre Serres region of Macedonia for
the prospect of greater autonomy within the Empuer integration with either the
Bulgarian or Greek states coincide with James Faisdindings in the Pirin region
of Macedonig&’ Here however they apply to the Greek as welhasBulgarian or
Slav Macedonian-oriented population studied by &ttas

But such desires for autonomy and stronger lochtiqed power would

eventually come into conflict with the increasinglyparent ambition of the ruling

%6 TsDA, Fond 332k a.e. 24, 204 (Bulgarian Cons8émres, Semenov, to Bulgarian Ministry of
Foreign Affairs and Religion, Dec. 21, 1909).

%" James Frusetta, “Bulgaria’s Macedonia: Nation-inij and State-Building, Centralization and
Autonomy in Pirin Macedonia, 1903-1952" (Ph.D. digsniversity of Maryland, 2006).
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Committee of Union and Progress after 1908 to eén&r Ottoman imperial authority
and to consolidate standardized Ottoman institattbnoughout the provinces of the
Empire. The central government in Constantinople &dlready made concerted
efforts to increase the state’s reach during theteenth century Tanzimat reforms
and subsequently Abdulhamid II's “legitimation modéis” and attempted “fine-
tuning” of the Empire’s subjects’ behavi3r.But the CUP’s activities after 1908
represented a significant escalation within th@@#n state of what Charles Maier
has identified as a global trend of deepening ittaality” that took place from the
late nineteenth through the late twentieth centtirfor example, Young Turk
officials declared their intention (in fact at leasgoal of Tanzimat reformers since
the mid-nineteenth century) to institute the regatanscription of Macedonia’s
Christians. Conscription would in part serve tbalgf integrating young men of
Christian background fully within a key Ottomantstanstitution, the military.
Rather than be concentrated in homogeneous lodal te Christian conscripts
from Macedonia would be spread out among unitsostadl throughout Asia Minor
and the Arab provinces of the EmpifeA group of Bulgarian and Greek Orthodox
Christians in Serres were alarmed when a Muslim bezraf the local CUP branch
informed them that by the end of September 1908fdalie Christian schools in the
town above the elementary level would be closedthé nearby town of Drama,

authorities had already assembled a committeelkectaontributions toward the

8 The terms are coined by Selim Deringihe Well-Protected Domains: Ideology and the
Legitimation of Power in the Ottoman Empire 187®4@New York: |.B. Tauris Publishers, 1998), 2,
10.

29 Charles Maier, “Consigning the Twentieth CenturyHistory: Alternative Narratives for the
Modern Era, The American Historical Revie®05, no. 3 (June 2000): 807-831.

%0 TsDA, Fond 332k opis 1 a.e. 25, 102-114 (Bulga@amsul in Serres, Semenov, to Bulgarian
Ministry of Foreign Affairs and Religion, Aug. 23908).
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building of a new “Ottoman” middle school to repaexisting Christian secondary
schools® But when local Greeks attempted to protest tbpering later that year of
the Bulgarian school in the town, they were disndagiebeing forbidden to hold up
banners in Greek. The authorities only permittesrt to hold up protest banners in
the Turkish languag®.

The CUP’s pressure for Turkification of Ottomanipcdl culture once in
power could even affect Muslims in Macedonia. ®12, an Albanian-Muslirhalva
(type of dessert) monger in the town of RadovisWandar Macedonia, Ali Chaush,
objected when policemen roughed up some Bulgartatomers inside his store. If
the police must behave with such “arbitrarines$a@sh chided, they should do so
outside his store. At that, the policemen letBlidgarians go, and detained Chaush at
the police station. There Chaush was brutallydreainder the accusation that he
“and all Albanians from Skopje northwards” (Chausiginally hailed from Prizren
in Kosovo) were traitors and infidels “in brothedd3 with the Bulgarians. Chaush’s
protests to the contrary were in vain and he wasenesome mor&.

In the initial months of its rule, the CUP did mmmmonly feel the need to
use such force to compel the population’s obsewandurkish cultural norms.
Indeed, its efforts — as with those of Tanzimabmefers and Abdulhamid Il before
them — were successful in inducing the cooperaifangood portion of Ottoman

Christians, who believed they could further theundocal goals by working with the

%! |bid.

32 TsDA, Fond 332k opis 1 a.e. 24, 203 (Bulgarian stin Serres, Semenov, to Bulgarian Ministry
of Foreign Affairs and Religion, Dec. 31, 1908).

3 TsDA, Fond 331k a.e. 359, 6 (Bulgarian Consul ol to Bulgarian Ministry of Foreign Affairs
and Religion, May 31, 1912).
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CUP3* Already mentioned were the efforts of Sandanski lais followers to steer
Christian students away from the Bulgarian pedagdgichool to the Ottomddadie
as well as their dismissive attitudes toward thégBuan Exarchate and the Bulgarian
state, which exasperated at least one of Bulgac@isuls. And as the Committee of
Union and Progress formed commissions to estatiioman” schools that
threatened to replace the “Greek” and “Bulgariastiaols, local Greeks and
Bulgarians could be found to sit on those commissio Even in the Bulgarian
schools in Macedonia, the policy of requiring Tstkianguage instruction in all
schools, originally introduced by Abdulhamid Il,charoduced partly unintended
results. Ethnic Bulgarians who had been trainetiuakish language teachers gave
speeches after the 1908 revolution extolling thi@an fatherland, the Ottoman
people, and the historic Bulgarian-Turkish commivaggle for freedom (and
implicitly against Abdulhamid’s autocracy.

Nevertheless, the Committee of Union and Progesssdrship viewed its
initiatives to expand the reach of the centralestattd to integrate citizenship around
Turkish culture as bound up with the process ofstage’s modernization and even
civilization, not simply as elements of a Turkishtionalist project. The same can be
said for the objectives of the neighboring Balkawernments of Bulgaria and Greece
in sponsoring rival national educational institasan Ottoman Macedonia. It was

important for each side to demonstrate to the detgiorld its status, also honestly

34 1sa Blumi makes a similar argumentReinstating the Ottomans: Alternative Balkan Moitezs,
1800-1912New York: Palgrave Macmillan, 2011).

% TsDA, Fond 332k opis 1 a.e. 25, 102-114 (Bulga@amsul in Serres, Semenov, to Bulgarian
Ministry of Foreign Affairs and Religion, Aug. 23908).

% TsDA, Fond 332k opis 1 a.e. 25, 38-39 (Speeclvelad by A. Bukureshtliev, instructor of Turkish
at Serres Bulgarian Pedagogical Academy, Aug. @319
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believed, as the legitimate bearer of modern caddrcivilization. This competitive
dynamic came into clear view at elaborately stagggubol celebrations. Western
consuls attended respective celebrations markie@il of the 1907-1908 school
year at the Greek and Bulgarian pedagogical acateimiSerres. The Bulgarian
consul reported triumphantly how impressed theigriand French representatives
were with the Bulgarian celebrations, which featusmestudent choir and orchestra, as
compared with the Greek ones. “They expressed gi@ader at how the Greeks —
generally considered by everyone to be the morehhadeveloped nation — do not
have an orchestra, something that the Bulgarians &laeady succeeded in
organizing.®” The British and French representatives wereyliksbecially
impressed with the orchestra’s repertoire, whidhided not only Bulgarian folk
music and an Ottoman military march, but severgctens from Western classical

music and oper¥

The Resumption of Violence, Increasingly MuslinswgIChristian

A lull in the violence committed by paramilitaryrms and by Ottoman
authorities accompanied the broad optimism follantime declaration of the
constitutional regime in the summer of 1908. B promising period did not last
long. Residents of some villages, who believedie constitutional regime would

protect their freedom to choose their church attidin, began to declare their

3" TsDA, Fond 332k opis 1 a.e. 27, 25-27 (Bulgariam<lil in Serres, Semenov, to Bulgarian Ministry
of Foreign Affairs and Religion, Jul. 1, 1908).

% TsDA, Fond 332k opis 1 a.e. 27, 28 (Bulgarian @birsSerres, Semenov, handwritten copy of
program of the annual celebration of the Serreg&idn pedagogical academy, enclosed to Bulgarian
Ministry of Foreign Affairs and Religion, Jul. 1908).

99



intention to switch from the Patriarchate to theekate. This prompted pro-Greek
armed bands to threaten villagers. When they caimgdl to Ottoman authorities, the
villagers were counseled that they should not cadhgir existing religious
affiliation before the matter was discussed in gaine the newly convened
parliament® Armed bands — pro-Greek as well as those conméstS8andanski —
generally resumed their activity, extorting villagend occasionally committing
murders®

But whereas political violence in Ottoman Macedaftar the 1903 uprising
was dominated by rivalries between different groofp&hristian background,
violence between groups of Muslim background amdigs of Christian background
(state-sanctioned and irregular) became more premhiafter 1908 than Christian-on-
Christian violence. The failed attempt by opposeaftthe Committee of Union and
Progress to overthrow the newly established re@gmtlee spring of 1909 marked the
turning point. Proponents of the attempted coupgwaly formed group known as the
Society of Muhammad, opposed among other thingsehalar orientation of the
Committee of Union and Progress leadership. Tkayed that the CUP’s promise of

equality to all religious groups would undermine gfosition of Muslims in the

%9 TsDA, Fond 332k opis 1 a.e. 25, 142-143 (Bulgafiamsul in Serres, Semenov, to Bulgarian
Ministry of Foreign Affairs and Religion, Sep. 908).

0 Such actions by Sandanski affiliates are repartdsDA, Fond 332k opis 1 a.e. 25, 180-181
(Bulgarian Consul in Serres, Semenov, to Bulgakiamistry of Foreign Affairs and Religion, Sep. 10,
1908); 185-188 (Bulgarian Consul in Serres, SemgitwoBulgarian Ministry of Foreign Affairs and
Religion, Sep. 23, 1908); 216, 220 (Bulgarian Coms$erres, Semenov, to Bulgarian Ministry of
Foreign Affairs and Religion, Oct. 27, 1908); TsO#gnd 332k opis 1 a.e. 24, 244 (Bulgarian Consul
in Serres, Semenov, to Bulgarian Ministry of Fonefgfairs and Religion, Feb. 4, 1909); and 140
(Bulgarian Consul in Serres, Semenov, to Bulgakiamistry of Foreign Affairs and Religion, Mar. 10,
1909). Actions by pro-Greek bands are reportedsiD A, Fond 332k opis 1 a.e. 24, 367 (Bulgarian
Consul in Serres, Semenov, to Bulgarian Ministr{Fofeign Affairs and Religion, Nov. 19, 1908);
371 (Bulgarian Consul in Serres, Semenov, to Bidgavlinistry of Foreign Affairs and Religion,
Mar. 2, 1909); and 374-375 (Bulgarian Consul inrf€grSemenov, to Bulgarian Ministry of Foreign
Affairs and Religion, Mar. 18, 1909).
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Ottoman staté" This attitude translated into a series of thraats attacks on
Christian residents of Macedonia by supporterfiefcoup. In one incident, Muslim
landowners sent a group of Muslim paramilitarigs e vicinity of the village of
Mustratli near the town of Drama “whose mission wakill all the opponents of
Islam — Young Turks and Christian revolutionaries;tording to a report received
by the nearby Bulgarian constil. When the Bulgarian consul along with his British
counterpart decided to investigate the causesediislim-initiated attacks on
Bulgarian and Greek Orthodox Christians in thegaathey learned about the recent
formation of the Society of Muhammad. The Bulgamansul understood the
Society as a “movement of reaction” whose intenti@s “to act against the long
term survival of the constitutional regime.” Hedahe British consul concluded that
this movement was connected to the recent atfdckairing the height of the coup
attempt, the Bulgarian consul (who generally syrizat with Bulgarian but not
Greek Christians) reported that “[tjhe Christiapplation, without distinction, is
afraid.” He added, “[t]his evening the fear iseinsifying, because the town [Serres]
is full of armed-to-the-teeth bashi-bazuks, whoareof control in the streets and the

cafés.*

“! The supporters of the counterrevolution reflectis@rse disaffected constituencies, and their
grievances with the CUP’s new regime did not simpHect religious anxieties. Nader Sohrabi,
Revolution and Constitutionalism in the Ottoman Empnd Iran(New York: Cambridge University
Press, 2011), 224-263 provides the most up toatedehorough account of the Society of Muhammad
and the 1909 coup attempt.

“2TsDA, Fond 332k opis 1 a.e. 24, 76 (Bulgarian @birsSerres, Semenov, to Bulgarian Ministry of
Foreign Affairs and Religion, Mar. 24, 1909).

“3TsDA, Fond 332k opis 1 a.e. 24, 77-78 (Bulgariam€lil in Serres, Semenov, to Bulgarian Ministry
of Foreign Affairs and Religion, Mar. 27, 1909).

4 TsDA, Fond 332k opis 1 a.e. 24, 84-85 (Bulgariam€ll in Serres, Semenov, to Bulgarian Ministry
of Foreign Affairs and Religion, Apr. 15, 1909).
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Although supporters of the Committee of Union anoigPess quickly
defeated the coup attempt and sent Sultan Abduth#nmito exile, violence between
Christians in Macedonia and Muslims, including @tém authorities, continued to
increase. Militant Christian groups who had supgubthe revolution of July 1908
were at best ambivalent about the increasingly prent policy of centralization and
cultural homogenization pushed by the CommitteBrmabn and Progress leadership.
The latter in turn had always harbored skepticibwuathe ultimate commitment of
the Empire’s Christian population to their partavision of Ottoman regeneratih.
As early as November 1908, Young Turk authoritisgridbuted arms to residents of
predominantly Muslim villages in Macedonia followjiBulgaria’s outright
declaration of independence from the Empire, fegptivat ethnic Bulgarians in
Macedonia might act as a fifth column if war wesébteak out with Bulgari& In
the aftermath of the Society of Muhammad’s cougenafit, ethnic Greeks now came
under suspicion by Committee of Union and Proglesders. They had apparently
stood aside rather than join with the CUP-led athay defeated the codp. This
tension, along with continuing turmoil in Ottomare@ after ethnic Greek politicians
there prematurely declared union with Greece, fadtwwhe Bulgarian consul of

Serres observed to be a clandestine arms racsteredlacedonia and Western

“> Hanigzlu, Preparation for a Revolutiqr40-42, 295-302.

6 TsSDA, Fond 332k opis 1 a.e. 25, 211 (Bulgarian$tbin Serres, Semenov, to Bulgarian Ministry
of Foreign Affairs and Religion, Nov. 12, 1908).

" Feroz Ahmad, “Unionist Relations with the Greekm&nian, and Jewish Communities of the
Ottoman Empire, 1908-1914,” in Benjamin Braude Bednard Lewis, edsChristians and Jews in
the Ottoman Empire: The Functioning of a Plural isbcVolume I: The Central Landklew York:
Holmes & Meier Publishers, 1982), 410, shows thétast some influential ethnic Greeks in
Constantinople who opposed the CUP had actuallyecom in support of the Society of Muhammad
movement.
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Thrace. Ottoman authorities distributed arms tal®luslims to face off against
ethnic Greeks, who were receiving arms smuggleu fBreecé?

In 1911 and 1912, a new pattern emerged. Chrigtiitants, though without
much popular backing, committed high-profile crim@sccessfully calculating that
they would induce Ottoman authorities and Muslimsespond with large-scale and
indiscriminate repression of Christians. Ultimgfehe goal was to destabilize the
Ottoman government or to invite foreign interventidn October 1911, retired
members of the Ottoman gendarmerie called for amgkary massacre of
Bulgarians in the village of Novo-selo, just outsitie town of Shtip in northwestern
Macedonia, because Bulgarians had unpatrioticgtipried appeals to volunteer for
the Ottoman army to fight in the Italo-Ottoman \ilaat had just commenced. The
Ottoman governor of Shtip took energetic measuwrgsdtect the Bulgarian
population, forestall the massacre, and arrespltitdeaders among the gendarmerie.
Yet only days later, someone that the Bulgariarsabim Skopje believed to be a
member of the “Macedonian revolutionary organizatiofiltrated the very same
Ottoman governor’s residence in Shtip and plantedrab there. Although the bomb
detonated too late to kill the governor, the Bulgaiconsul concluded that the
incident would only serve to increase the “fanatiti of Ottoman authorities and
local Muslims*® That a Christian militant had targeted this paiir Ottoman
governor — one who had acted conscientiously teeptahe local Christian

population — suggested that the attacker was tityrggir up an anti-Christian

“8 TSDA, Fond 332k opis 1 a.e. 24, 411, 414, 415¢Bian Consul in Serres, Semenov, to Bulgarian
Ministry of Foreign Affairs and Religion, Jun. 24909).

49 TsDA, Fond 335k [Records of the Bulgarian consulatSkopie] a.e. 131, 297 (Bulgarian consul in
Skopie to Bulgarian Prime Minister and Ministerrafreign Affairs and Religion Ivan Evstratiev
Geshov, Oct. 21, 1911).
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reaction among Muslims and thus inflame the palitgituation. Another potential
terrorist act was averted in February 1912 wheprawhite bomb being assembled in
the house of a pro-Greek armed band member irotine of Kastoria exploded
prematurely?’

Ottoman authorities, sometimes joined by local Mus] became increasingly
indiscriminate in targeting Christian residentsha face of the provocations. In
1911-12 dynamite bombings orchestrated by the Bialdmsed Central Committee
of VMRO in two towns in northwestern Macedonia ppied large-scale massacres
in reprisal. In Shtip in December, 1911, a bomplesed in a mosque and wounded
several people. Ottoman Muslims, led by soldie gendarmes, killed dozens of
Christians and wounded over 150 in response. Qqustul, 1912, two bombs
exploded within ten minutes of each other in twibedént parts of Kochani, killing at
least three and wounding around a dozen. Immédyiater the evidently
coordinated bombings, Ottoman soldiers, policeraad,paramilitary forces attacked
Christian neighborhoods of Kochani, killing overOlfgsidents and wounding

hundreds morat

0 TsDA, Fond 331k a.e. 370, 9 (Bulgarian consuliioléx to Bulgarian ambassador to the Ottoman
Empire Mihail K. Sarafov, Feb. 7, 1912); 10 (Bulgarconsul in Bitolia to Bulgarian ambassador to
the Ottoman Empire Mihail K. Sarafov, Feb. 14, 1912

*1 Historical scholarship on these two events is r&ataly scarce. They are mentioned in Petar
Stojanov,Makedonija vo vremeto na Balkanskite i Prvata seetojna (1912-1918)Skopje: Institut

za nacionalna istorija, 1969): 37-38 and in Ernslintteich,The Diplomacy of the Balkan Wars, 1912-
1913(Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1938): 31, Blore details about both the bombings and
the reprisals appear in a confidential memorancom Bulgaria’s prime minister to Bulgaria’'s
ambassadors to the Great Powers. Although comimg & contemporary source with direct and
immediate interest against the Ottoman Empire @serevents and thus particularly prone to a biased
portrayal, the numbers of victims the Prime Minigives for each side in the Kocani events are in
rough agreement with those quoted by Helmreich:A;9tbnd 331k a.e. 369, 7, 8, 10 (Bulgarian
Prime Minister and Minister of Foreign Affairs aReligion lvan Evstratiev Geshov to Bulgarian
Ministers Plenipotentiary to the Great Powers, AlLi{y.1912).
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Such conditions, especially the increasing violdmetmveen Muslims led by
Ottoman authorities and Christians, resulted ier@egal change from a mood of
optimism in the months following the declarationcohstitutional rule in 1908 to one
of pessimism by 1912 among all sections of the sfilan population of Ottoman
Macedonia with regard to their future under OttoroaMuslim rule. Typical of an
ordinary Christian villager’s perspective was Zl8erafimova’s summation: “The
period of freedom after theuriet was very short. Again the Turks began to commit
mischief, to oppress the Bulgarian.”Also indicative of this shift in sentiment was
the general refusal mentioned earlier of Christtanglunteer for the Ottoman army
at the start of the Italian-Ottoman conflict in 191Less than three years before in
1909, Christians in significant numbers had joinedupported the so-called Action
Army that marched from Macedonia to Constantinopethe name of protecting the
Ottoman Constitution, this mixed force had defedbedcoup attempt by the Society
of Muhammad?

Although, as we shall see, Christian political\@sts in Macedonia remained
sharply divided because of ethnic and other kiffdaational rivalries, they had
generally begun to see themselves by the eve @dallean Wars as common targets
of the Young Turk regime. Instances of cooperatiod acts of solidarity
consequently increased, although they remainedsam@a. In 1910, the majority of
ethnic Bulgarian or Macedonian and ethnic Greelutlep (as well as a slight

majority of ethnic Arabs) in the Ottoman parliameated as a bloc against the ruling

2 TsDA, Fond 771k opis 2 a.e. 294 (Memoirs of Zia&afimova).

%3 Tachat Ramavarma Ravindranathan, “The Young TeskoRition — July 1908 to April 1909: Its
Immediate Effects,” (master’s thesis, Simon Frassiversity, 1970), 279-283. Also TsDA, Fond
332k a.e. 24, 89, 98, 103 (reports from Bulgarianstil in Serres, Semenov, to Bulgarian Ministry of
Foreign Affairs and Religion, Apr. 18, Apr. 20, A@@6, 1909).
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Committee of Union and Progre¥sin October 1911, the Greek metropolitan of
Salonika met personally with the Bulgarian conkek¢, Atanas Shopov, to discuss
the recent murder of Greek Metropolitan Emilianbthe town of Grevena in
southwestern Macedonia. Shopov’'s summary of thetinggindicated his revulsion
at the “heinous murder,” as well as his implicitegment with the Greek
metropolitan’s assessment that the murder had theemork of “the local [Ottoman]
authorities.®® The very fact that a high-ranking Greek Ortho@twurch official and
a Bulgarian consul would have met privately to dgscsuch an event, let alone
reinforced by the Bulgarian consul's sympathetittuate in his private government
correspondence, would before then have been urathestic of relations between
such highly placed officials on opposite sideshaf Greco-Bulgarian nationalist
struggle. The two figures were now drawn togethethe perception that they faced
a common foe, the aggressive officials of the nesalystituted Ottoman regime.
Members of formerly rival pro-Greek, pro-Bulgariamd Macedonian autonomist
paramilitary groups even began to cooperate in sattaeks and bombings against
Ottoman targets® In the past, by contrast, they would have socneperated
opportunistically with Ottoman authorities in orderundermine the rival Christian

movement.

% Calliope Papathanassi-Moussiopoulos, “Le Rappnoem des grecs et bulgares members de la
Chambre des Deputés Turque a 1910 presage deptuteBindependence,” iRelations et influences
réciproques entre grecs et bulgares XVllle-XX-elsiéArt et litteérature, linguistique, idées
politiques et structures social€ghessaloniki: Institute for Balkan Studies, 1991)

> TsDA, Fond 331k a.e. 333, 3-4 (Bulgarian consuatonika, Shopov, to Bulgarian Legation in
Constantinople, Oct. 31, 1911).

5 TsDA, Fond 331k a.e. 367, 3-5 (Bulgarian consuBitolia to Bulgarian Ministry of Foreign Affairs
and Religion, May. 14, 1912); TsDA, Fond 331k 80, 62-63 (Bulgarian consul in Bitolia to
Bulgarian Ministry of Foreign Affairs and ReligioBep. 25, 1912).
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Nonetheless, instances of cooperation between formeal Christian
militant groups remained sporadic during the penochediately preceding the
Balkan Wars. They reflected the awareness of wigghcommon pessimism among
Orthodox Christians in Ottoman Macedonia aboufptfespects for Christians of any
ethnic or political background under Ottoman or Mugule after the initial euphoria
of the Young Turk revolution had dissipated. Bustsentiment did not translate into
any kind of united movement or group identity am@ifygistians across Ottoman
Macedonia. Instead, divisions among Christiansiptd in some cases right up to
the eve of the Balkan Wars. On August 25, 1914, guer a month before Bulgaria
and Serbia began fighting as allies in the firdkBa War, the Metropolitan of
Debdr-Kichevo of the Bulgarian Exarchate reportethe Bulgarian consulate in
Bitolia in northwestern Ottoman Macedonia:

At the start of this month the Serb armed band®utite chieftainship of Arso and
Mihail threatened the villagers in the village dfifdani in order that they become
serbomans The Bulgarians in the village in question dedidet to complain to the
authorities out of fear that the armed bands wepulgish them. At 2 this afternoon
theserbomarpriest Velko in the village of lagol and his bodggd Kamber forcibly
coerced the Bulgarian exarchist Hristov, from thliéage, to declare himself as a
serbomart’

According to Georgios Modis, a pro-Greek activisMacedonia during the early
twentieth century, the declaration of a Balkan&llte bringing Bulgaria and Greece
together in October 1912 even provided the occasiopro-Bulgarian paramilitaries
to settle scores with their Greek counterparts:

Much was said then about a regular Greco-Bulgailience. It was only natural for
thekomitatzidesind theandartesto stop the war of extermination between them.
They made “reconciliation”. One day, however, & tlays before the war of 1912,
where Lazos Dougiamas and Athanasios Betsios gfiKare going together,
carefree and in brotherhood with thavodGiouptse and othéwmitatzidego

> TsDA, Fond 331k a.e. 361, 64 (Bulgarian consBitolia to Bulgarian Ministry of Foreign Affairs
and Religion, May. 14, 1912).
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Karpi, a murderous barrage of fire from the gooohiames and fellow travelers cut
them down. The Bulgarians did not easily forgeirtbld craftiness:?

This account of course reflects the point of vidva &reek patriot who wanted to
highlight what he saw as the incorrigible “crafsséof the Bulgarians, but it paints
an accurate picture of the tenuous nature of tidyn@nnounced Balkan alliance as it
related to seasoned militants who had long foughti¥al national causes.

All the same, divisions within national camps congd to be even more
prominent sources of disunity than those betweem#tional camps. Bulgarian
consuls in Serres, Salonika, and Bitolia spent rtiare reporting on violence and
intrigue between rival groups they considered t@bkgarian than on tensions
between pro-Bulgarian and pro-Greek activists.e Bandanski’s leftist and anti-
clerical organization frequently clashed with resgmtatives of the Bulgarian
Orthodox Exarchate, with more centrist member$eflbhternal Macedonian
Revolutionary Organization who were more inclinedvork with Bulgaria, and with
remnants of the Supreme Committee. The Bulgawasu of Serres decried this
“daily more terrible and more internecine strifehen reporting on the murder of a
Bulgarian merchant, Mita Pliakov by a rival Bulgarifaction: “The Greeks did not
succeed in killing him. For the time had comeh® own national brethren to kill
him, those who most of all should have praised fainhis beautiful and brave
initiative of establishing Bulgarian commerce inmiieHisar.”®® The same consul

remarked on the “treachery” of a Greek armed bandnurdering a Greek prie%t.

%8 Georgios ModisMakedonikos Agon kai Makedones Archjgblacedonian Struggle and
Macedonian Captains) (Thessaloniki: Eteireia Makéktm Spoudon, 1950), 310.

% TsDA, Fond 332k opis 1 a.e. 25, 217-219 (Bulga@amsul in Serres, Semenov, to Bulgarian
Ministry of Foreign Affairs and Religion, Oct. 27908).

%0 TsDA, Fond 332k opis 1 a.e. 24, 388 (Bulgarian<Liin Serres, Semenov, to Bulgarian Ministry
of Foreign Affairs and Religion, May 5, 1909).
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When the Greek and Bulgarian sections of the P&opederative Party were formed
to contest elections on a platform of decentralgedernment within the Ottoman
Empire, each section focused its strongest eftortandermining political rivals of
its own respective ethnic background. The rivalresulted in more instances of
intra-Bulgarian and intra-Greek violence, such &emwGreek Federativists
assassinated the dragoman of the Greek consulBecember 1908

Thus, the retrospective assessment of Konstaniisogros, a law student in
Salonika during the Young Turk era, that the Yotingks’ supposed aim “to thwart
the autonomy of Macedonia actually accelerateditfterstanding among the
Christian minorities, expressed ... eventually bydhieance between Greece, Serbia,
Bulgaria, and Montenegro,” seems an exaggerafiofhe constitutional regime
brought by the Young Turks did not produce a udifieovement or political identity
among Ottoman Christians, even of those of purpbrttne same ethnic background.
But Tsopros was right that Christians felt incraghy dissatisfied with their position
as non-Muslims in the Ottoman Empire. By 1912 tiveye receptive to the notion
that the neighboring Balkan states who declaredonahe Ottoman Empire in the
name of liberating the inhabitants of Macedoniafi©@ttoman tyranny might indeed
offer them better political rights and more bagcwgity. The first government to
make such explicit promises of ending tyranny twainitants of Macedonia was the
Ottoman constitutional movement that took powet908. These aspirations had led

Christian inhabitants of Macedonia initially to sha genuine eagerness to embrace

1 TsDA, Fond 332k opis 1 a.e. 24, 204 (Bulgarian<Liin Serres, Semenov, to Bulgarian Ministry
of Foreign Affairs and Religion, Dec. 21, 1909).

%2 Konstantinos Th. Tsopronamniseis (Meleniko — Thessalonihessaloniki: Idrima Meleton
Chersonisou Tou Aimou, 1992), 53.
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that new Ottoman leadership and even to distareragblves from the ambitions of
neighboring Balkan governments. The same aspirgtimore than ethnic

nationalism, were behind Christian inhabitants’saquent disillusionment with the
Ottoman constitutional regime. They turned forefelo the Balkan military alliance

of 1912.

The First Balkan War in Ottoman Macedonia

The national designs of the Balkan states of Bidg&reece, and Serbia on
Macedonia since the late nineteenth century gdgpdealed two contradictory
obstacles: Ottoman rule and each other. For muttreqeriod shown above, the
three nation-states spent more energy in workingéwent their rivals from gaining
the advantage in Macedonia than in directly opmp€ittoman rule over the territory.
From 1908 onwards, this pattern began to changseri&s of international
developments encouraged the independent Balkasgtatry to put aside their
differences and finally form an alliance againgt @ttoman Empire by the autumn of
1912. A brief review of this more familiar sequeraf international events follows
before turning to their local impact.

Serbia was initially motivated by Austria-Hungargsnexation of Bosnia-
Herzegovina in October 1908. Although occupied ahahinistered by the Habsburg
Monarchy since 1878, as noted in Chapter 1, Bdsaibuntil 1908 remained under
nominal Ottoman sovereignty. Neither the OttomanRussian governments felt
themselves to be in a position to be able to opposannexation with anything

stronger than indignant protests. The annexatamsed as fait accomplj but
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Bosnia-Herzegovina, with its ethnic Serb plurallitgd long constituted the central
goal of Serbian ambitions. Austria-Hungary’'s araten dealt a severe setback to
Serbian nationalist objectives. The annexatioo edsealed Serbia’s apparent
powerlessness and pushed the Serbian governmeraki® serious efforts to seek an
alliance with its neighbor Bulgaria against Austdangary®® Greece experienced a
similar setback when its halting attempt after1888 Ottoman constitutional
revolution to unify Ottoman Crete with Greece baekf. The newly assertive
Ottoman government revoked the autonomy that itdessh forced by the Great
Powers to grant the island in 1898. This also jptexh Greece to try to seek support
from its Balkan neighbors to the nofth.

Neither did new Ottoman vulnerabilities escapeawoiin Serbia, Bulgaria,
Greece or Montenegro. Ethnic Albanians in the arashost Ottoman Balkan
territories began an insurrection in 1910. Theiigents were reacting against the
aggressive centralization and tax policies of tleng Turk government in
Constantinople. They were also concerned abouyteheeived ineffectiveness of
Ottoman authorities in protecting territories thiegd in from the threat of
irredentism from the surrounding Balkan stafe©ttoman forces had difficulty

suppressing the uprising. Ironically with somelfsar assistance, it only intensified

%3 Samuel R. Williamson, Jriustria-Hungary and the Origins of the First Wokldar (New York: St
Martin’s Press, 1991), 65, 67-72; Richard C. Helle Balkan Wars 1912-1913: Prelude to the First
World War, (London: Routledge, 2000), 7-8.

® Hall, Balkan Wars 1912-19138, 12.

%% See Stavro Skendrhe Albanian National Awakening 1878-19F2inceton, NJ: Princeton
University Press, 1967), 397-447. The insurredsisnfeared that Albanians would be left dominated
by neighboring Balkan countries if the Ottoman Emaurther disintegrated and demanded the
consolidation of a well-defined autonomous Alban@ttoman region both to guard against this
eventuality and to better prepare themselves ia itasnetheless came to pass. Montenegro and
Serbia provided some aid to the insurrectionisth tie hope that they would respectively bring the
region under their sphere of influence. The insttionists accepted the aid opportunistically, aitit
wariness of ultimate Montenegrin and Serbian inderst
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throughout 1911 and was still not completely stagnget by the eve of the first
Balkan War in 1912. Not only did Balkan governnsstatke note of the trouble the
uprising was creating for Ottoman armed forcesctviwere now more vulnerable to
any attack from outside. The Serbian, Greek, Muegen, and Bulgarian
governments also worried about the implicationa pbssible Albanian national
movement for their own ambitions in the territoradected, including the Ottoman-
ruled areas of Kosovo, Shkoder, Manastir, and Egfru

Reinforcing the military vulnerability of the Ott@ns was the Italian invasion
of Tripolitania (Libya) in September 1911. The Hmapvas forced to divert
significant numbers of troops away from its Balkemitories in its ultimately losing
effort to retain Tripolitanid’ Balkan state leaders, starting with Serbia andia,
saw the opportunity to take advantage of this E€ittoman weaknesses. In October,
1911, Prime Ministers Milan Milovanao¥iof Serbia and lvan Evstratiev Geshov of
Bulgaria began negotiating an alliance directedregghe Ottoman Empire, which
they finally signed on March 7, 1912. The agreeinsenretly recognized Bulgaria’s
claim to Ottoman Thrace and Serbia’s claim to Kasarnd northern regions of
present-day Albania. Milovanavand Geshov did not fully settle their conflicting
claims over Ottoman Macedonia, but their agreerappeared to make significant
progress towards such a settlement. In particidhe event that an autonomous
status for Macedonia could not be obtained, thedmmtries would partition the

territory between them. Bulgaria would acquire $bathern and eastern parts of

¢ Skendi,Albanian National Awakeningi45-447; HallBalkan Wars 1912-1913.

7 williamson,Austria-Hungary and the Origing6-77; Hall Balkan Wars 1912-19131, 19-20. In
fact Ottoman troops and local inhabitants of Lilere successfully holding back Italian forces until
the Ottoman government decided to come to ternts katy in October 1912 so that it could face the
new threat from the Balkan states.
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Macedonia, including the important towns of OhBadtola, Prilep, Gevgeli, Veles,
and Shtip. In the event that Bulgaria and Serbidd:not reach an agreement for the
partitioning of the remaining north western parMacedonia, they would agree to
accept the mediation of the Russian T§aBulgaria had also begun separate
negotiations with Greece in the autumn of 1911May 1912 Bulgaria and Greece
signed an alliance treaty directed against thertoEmpire that, however, said
nothing specific about how Macedonian territory ntige apportioned. Greece’s
agreement with Serbia did not come until the latarmer of 1912, and remained in
oral rather than written form. The ambiguous agre between Serbia and
Bulgaria regarding the future status of Macedoméantory, as well as the absence of
any formal agreement between Greece and Bulgatidetween Greece and Serbia
on the same issue, would prove to have an extredesiabilizing effect on the
alliance almost from its inceptid.

Montenegro’s agreements with Serbia, Bulgaria,@rekce were the latest
and generally least detailed of all. But it wasr#megro, whose proud King Nikola
hoped to outdo Serbia’s King Peter as leader optireSerb national movement,
which initiated hostilities against the Ottoman Eramn October 8, 1912. The
Balkan Allies then lodged an ultimatum to the OtsomiEmpire demanding
acceptance of autonomy for the Empire’s Europeawmipces. The Porte ignored the

ultimatum itself but, in desperation and in vainhaunced the intention to make

%8 Hall, Balkan Wars 1912-19131; StojanovMakedonija vo vreme}31-36.

%9 Hall, Balkan Wars 1912-19132-13; HelmreichDiplomacy of the Balkan War86-89 still stands
as the most detailed exposition of the developroktite agreements between the Balkan states.
" Hall, Balkan Wars 1912-1918, 15.
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reforms in Macedonia. Bulgarian and Greek troapssed the Ottoman frontiers on
October 18, Serbian troops on October19.

The territorial disposition of each country’s maly would largely dictate the
victorious path of the military forces of BulgarBerbia, Greece, and Montenegro
during the First Balkan War. Because Bulgaria thaseasternmost of the Balkan
Allies and because her army was the largest, Bknt@as mainly to invade and
occupy Ottoman Thrace en route to Constantinopdetlauns hold off the expected
effort by the Ottomans to reinforce their troopsha Empire’s European provinces
by land from Asia Minor. This military logic, reiorced by King Ferdinand of
Bulgaria’s ambition to march into the historic inaé capital of Constantinople,
meant that the main part of Bulgaria’s army woubd Ibe used to occupy what was
perhaps Bulgaria’s most important national objectMacedonia. Only one
Bulgarian division moved southwards into eastercddmnia and towards Salonika.
Located to the west, Serbia’s main military missicas to move south into the heart
of Macedonia. In the process, its forces occupledf the area designated as a
“disputed” zone in the secret Serbian-Bulgariareagrent as well as some of the area
that had been designated outright as future Bugdarritory. Greece’s
comparatively small army would push northwards @tecoman Epirus, Thessaly, and
southern Macedonia. But her main strategic misgias to use her navy to block the
Ottomans from reinforcing their positions in Mace@oand Thrace by sea from
Anatolia. This combination of Greek naval and Buign land forces would cut off

the Ottoman troops located in the Empire’s Eurogdeaiitories from supplies and

" Ibid., 24, 47, 59; Helmreicliplomacy of the Balkan War$25-126, 131-145.
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reinforcements, leaving them outnumbered therédnbycbmbination of troops from
the Balkan Alliancé?

Accompanying the invading armies of the Balkanorastates were high-
minded declarations from the leaders of those Stateclaiming their common
mission to liberate the Christians from longstagddttoman misrule. “Our holy
obligations to our dear country, to our enslavemth®rs, and to humanity compel the
State, after its failure of peaceful attempts ttaoband secure the human rights of
Christians under the Turkish yoke, to bring abbubaigh force of arms an end to the
misery they have suffered for so many centurieseeCe, fully armed along with her
allies who are inspired by the same feelings amshected by common obligations,
undertakes the sacred struggle of justice and dregfdr the oppressed peoples of the
East,” proclaimed King George | of Greece upon Ge&edeclaration of war in a
statement accompanied by the signatures of Prinméstdr Eleftherios Venizelos and
members of the Greek cabifétKing Ferdinand of Bulgaria, in a statement enedrs
by Bulgaria’s prime minister and cabinet, similaalynounced that “war for the
human rights of the Christians in Turkey has besriaded,” and that “[s]ide by side
with us the armies of Bulgaria’s allies, the Ballkamuntries, will fight against the
common enemy for the same purpose .... And in thigygte of the Cross against the
Crescent, of freedom against tyranny, we will hheesympathy of all those who
love justice and progres$* Much of this language, especially the refererices

freedom, justice, and liberation from tyranny, icaily echoed the promises of the

2 Hall, Balkan Wars 1912-19134-15, 17, 22-24, 45-46, 52-53, 59, 64.

3 Reprinted in Eleni Gardika-Katsiadaki and Georditaggaritis, edsTo Aigaio ton Valkanikon
Polemon1912-1913Athens: Ypourgeio Aigaio Logotechniko kai Istasildrcheio, 2002), 75.

4 parashkeva Kishkilov&alkanskite voini po stranitsite na blgarskiia pat1912-1913: Sbornik
materiali (Sofia: Akademichno izdatelstvo “Prof. Marin Driwip1999), 40-41.
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Young Turks four years before. The Balkan stateg turned those slogans against
the Ottoman constitutional regime, but combinedrthas seen in the examples
above, with the rhetoric of a crusade on behatélbdw-Christians living under
Muslim rule.

Having endured renewed insecurity with seeminglenad in sight after the
initial promise of 1908, the Orthodox Christian ptgiion of Ottoman Macedonia
now generally looked towards the invading majo@tghodox Christian neighboring
countries with hope and anticipation. Yet natyrétle local Christian population
also feared the consequences of war. Biliukbaskihevheadmaster in Demir Hisar,
recalled “eagerly awaiting” the invasion when harderumors about its imminence a
few days before the war started. But after theawanmenced, Biliukbashiev noticed
a range of feelings amid the “great commotion” imtown: “[tlhe news was greeted
by one with joy, by another with terror — and adha mixture of the one and the
other.” In Demir Hisar, nonetheless, Christiaridests heeded warnings from
Ottoman authorities not to invite suspicion of aglthe invaders, and thus “did not
dare to go outside the town” where they might hasted as guides to the allied
Balkan armies’ Such was probably the behavior of the majoritgieilians, both
Christian and Muslim, who, whatever their opinidritee war, would have wanted to
steer clear of danger.

Yet a significant number of Macedonia’s Christiasidents did prove willing
to aid the invading armies that were ostensiblitfigg on their behalf. Internal
Bulgarian military reports from the campaign reviat ordinary civilians sometimes

joined the fight and more often acted as scoutssidents gathered vital intelligence

S DAB, Sp. 225 (Memoirs of Dimitlr Bozhikov Biliukishiev), 163-164.
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on the whereabouts of Ottoman forces, intelligehee frequently influenced the
Bulgarian army’s operational decisions. Typicabwiae report of a commander of a
detachment of the 3rd Brigade of Bulgaria’s 7thiSion advancing south into
Macedonia: “By report of the inhabitants of thdagle Sushitsa, enemy forces are no
longer in the village Krupnik; remaining is a sm@dirt of the Turkish population who
are shooting from the houses and it is not possitbémter the village.” A
commander from a different detachment of the samgadbe reported on the same
day, “the inhabitants said that the enemy has thalté&riva Livada. Yesterday the
enemy attempted to take Zheliaznichki Hill, but weisulsed by local militia® The
next day the same brigade’s'5@giment registered an equally integral level of
involvement of local Christian residents:

The Commander of the 8@egiment ... reports that, according to reportseméd
from local residents, the enemy has retreated tisvdresna. For this reason, he
decided to advance forward and to occupy the heigtttund the village Oranovo,
where the regiment is located at this moment. Rifmrsame population, which
participated actively with the armed baioti¢tgd of Tane Nikolov in the engagement
with the Turks on the"of this month [18 according to the new calendar], reports
were received that all Turkish units have retresetthe Kresna Gorgé.

Young Christian men who hailed originally from @ttan Macedonia also
volunteered in large numbers to participate on genfmrmal level in the military
campaigns organized by the Balkan states. Thewajstrity of these young men
were living as émigrés in Bulgaria, Serbia, andgBeg and even in Western Europe
or North America before the start of the Balkan $VaBulgaria hosted the largest
community of Macedonian émigrés, who exercisedjaifitant influence on

Bulgaria’s politics and some of whom even held popitions in the Bulgarian

" Tsentralen Voenen Arhiv [Central Military Archiv€[sVA), Veliko Tarnovo, Bulgaria, Fond 64
opis 2 a.e. 2 (Journal of th& Brigade of the ¥ Division, Sep. 17, 1912 — Jan. 4, 1913), entryfro
Oct. 19, 1912.

""TsVA, Fond 64 opis 2 a.e. 2, entry from Oct. 2014
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military by 1912. By far the largest contingentofunteers from Macedonia,
consequently, was organized in Bulgaria. The d&gy the start of Bulgaria’s general
mobilization (September 18, 1912), Bulgarian armigtof staff Major-General lvan
Fichev formally ordered Lieutenant Colonel AleksanBrotogerov and Lieutenant
Colonel Petdr DUrvingov to recruit émigrés who athe past taken part in armed
band activity into new “partisan detachmenigartizanski otriadj. The mission of
the partisan detachments would be to proceed itl sltandestine groups ahead of
the regular army to collect intelligence and disreggmmunications behind Ottoman
lines/® Protogerov and Darvingov both hailed from Maceddhemselves and had
been leading members at different times of the &auprCommittee and the Central
Committee of VMRO, based in Bulgaria. AccordingXorvingov, over 2,000 men
were included in these partisan units by the statfte war’®

Other émigrés from Macedonia in Bulgaria, who hatyet been included in
the regular Bulgarian army, meanwhile clamoreddinnteer and organized large
meetings in Sofia and other locations. To chathmbl enthusiasm, Fichev
authorized the creation of the Macedonian-Adriatitgoo Volunteer Corps on
September 23. In its command he placed General&{&enev, a non-Macedonian
Bulgarian. Protogerov became assistant commamaebDérvingov chief of staff of
the corp$® Unlike the irregular partisan detachments, th&ukteer Corps
constituted an extension of Bulgaria’s regular agtmycture, with three brigades led

by Bulgarian army officers. Upwards of 14,000 vakers, mostly resident in

"8 pet(r Darvingov|storiia na Makedono-Odrinskoto opiichenie, Tom\R&hivot(t i deistviiata na
opiichenieto v voinata s turtsi{®ofia: Dlzhavna Pechatnitsa, 1919), 1-2, 9-10.

bid., 14,

% |bid., 2-8, 26-29.
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Bulgaria but also coming from as far as Westerropeiand North America, joined
the corps. Over 10,000 of these volunteers hatb indVlacedonid® Tellingly,

recent research into the social profile of the mersihip of the Macedonian-
Adrianopolitan Volunteer Corps conforms to the @attobserved for the membership
of armed bands operating in Ottoman Macedonia beif®d2 described in Chapter 1.
In other words, urban and educated men were dispiiopately represented among
the militants. Among those members of the Volun@erps for whom information
about their vocation is available (9,091), feweanrtl30 percent were peasant farmers
or stockbreeders, rural occupations that engagethtbe majority of Ottoman
Macedonia’s Christian population. The majoritytloé volunteers were craftsmen,
merchants, entrepreneurs, teachers, intellectaiatsurban laborers. Among those
for whom educational background is known, 77 pdrbad at least some formal
educatiorf? Despite the vast majority of its membership’sestiy in Macedonia
rather than in Adrianopolitan Thrace, the Macedoarianopolitan Volunteer
Corps was sent to operate with the bulk of the Buggn army in the Thracian
campaign instead of in Macedonia. As will be see@hapter 3, the corps’

deployment away from the Macedonian theater, alaittythe later revelation that

8 |bid., 656-659. Darvingov's count of 14,670 voleers was likely on the low side. A recent catalog
of the volunteers contains information about 18,8dthes, although the compilers of the catalog
caution that some of those names might be altemgatons of the same person. See Glavno
upravlenie na arhivite pri ministerskiia sGviétakedono-Odrinskoto opGlchenie 1912-1913 g.: Lichen
sGstav po doumenti na Direktsiia “Tsentralen voeadtiv” (Sofia: 2006), 8. For more on the
organization of the Macedonian units within andhglside the Bulgarian army, with emphasis on how
this development represented an unprecedentedatitay of the Macedonian revolutionary
movement into Bulgarian state structures, see Eajs@ulgaria’s Macedonia,” 134-146.

82 Glavno upravlenie na arhivit®lakedono-Odrinskoto opiilcheni95. Frusetta, “Bulgaria’s
Macedonia,” 165-167 cites figures from the interweganization of Macedonian veterans of the
Balkan Wars and First World War that indicate a rhership that was more representative of
Macedonia’s prewar social profile, with a higheogortion of rural and uneducated veterans. The
change can best be attributed to Bulgaria’s moseesyatic conscription in its new territory of Pirin
Macedonia plus among émigrés living elsewhere ily@ia during the First World War.
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Bulgaria and its ally Serbia in their pre-war neggns had only paid lip service to
the notion of Macedonian autonomy in favor of piemt of the territory, eventually
became the cause of bitterness among many of tpe’esoembers. They would
begin to desert in large numbers the followingrsgri

Macedonian emigrants in Serbia and Greece alsotedted to serve in the
war efforts of their respective host countries.t B specially created units were
considerably smaller than Bulgaria’s Macedoniant&alvpolitan Volunteer Corps,
most likely because of the much smaller overal sizthe respective émigré
communities. Hundreds of men with origins in Mawaid enlisted in the irregular
detachments formed by Serbia’s nationdliatodna Odbranarganization on the
eve of the First Balkan War. But the units alsduded Serbs from Serbia and were
led by Serbian army officefS. In Greece, several hundred men originally from
Macedonia were also organized into armed bandeerve of the war. They were
also commanded by Greek officers, not all of wh@me from Macedoni&.

Christian residents of Macedonia generally grestddiers of whichever of
the three Balkan armies arrived in their areaatetid of 1912 (Serbian, Greek, or
Bulgarian) as liberators. They had become pesBambout the possibility that the
Ottoman constitutional regime of the Young Turksudorealize their attractive
promises of liberty, equality, and order. All tarBalkan governments now promised
to bring the same principles of government to Macéa, and did so specifically on

behalf of the Christian population. In the towrkafkush, Christian residents

8 Stojanov,Makedonija vo vremet®1-89.

84 Dakin, The Greek Struggle in Macedoni#i6-448. Emigrés from Macedonia and their dedaets
also undoubtedly served to some extent in the aedgiegrbian and Greek armies, but specific records
about them are not available and no structuresogoak to Bulgaria’s Macedonian-Adrianopolitan
Volunteer Corps were formed in either Serbia oreé@eebefore the First Balkan War.
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expected the arrival of the Bulgarian army, anditte# houses ... prepared as if for a
holiday,” according to Maria Bozhkova, who was d gt the time. “[T]hey prepared
the food, cleaned the houses, and put on new ®0tiBozhkova’s family sent her,
holding flowers and wearing festive dress, to thert square where other children
had been sent to greet the army. When the arnwedrr‘[T]he people greeted them
with kisses and embraces. Everyone wanted toanwitheir houses a Bulgarian
soldier, or two, or five, for lunch or dinner... Alke women looked to outdo each
other, they opened hope chests and gave giftetBulgarian troops® A similar
scene played out in the town of Demir Hisar whaoeording to the headmaster
Biliukbashiev, “[w]e embraced and kissed each gtiwhile some even wept with
joy. The people immediately gave [the soldiergjddo eat and grain for the horses.”
When in one instance an army unit cut off fronfatsd supply ordered every family
in the town to use their ovens to bake bread fertthops, the families “carried out
such orders at firsv[nachalotd with great joy.®°

The record of the joyous reception of the Balkanias by Christians in
Macedonia occurs not only in retrospective memaius,in contemporary military
records as well. On October 18, the journal of3fiénfantry brigade of Bulgaria’s
7" division recorded that in the countryside soutiBofna Djumaia in Pirin
Macedonia, “[tlhe population with bread and satheao greet the brigade

commander and his staff. The bells of the Bulgadiaurches rang unceasingly. The

8 DAB, Sp. 595 (Memoirs of Maria Bozhkova), 1-2. Ary similar account of the festive reception of
Bulgarian troops in Kukush from a woman who wagadult at the time is given in DAB, Sp. 33
(Memoirs of Maria Andonova Izmirlieva).

% DAB, Sp. 225, 170-171, 174. The phrase is woitachalotg’ which would more firmly connote
“from the start.” The difference in wording migmot have any particular significance, except that
Biliukbashiev does describe later ambivalence antocagls towards the Bulgarian army.
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people greeted and kissed every soldier that thegumtered® Christians generally
welcomed incoming Balkan armies regardless of whation they represented.
Thus on October 30, a Bulgarian squadron commamederded that he “entered and
was met with celebratory greetings by the poputétad the mostly Greek-oriented
town of Melnik® Greek army reserve lieutenant Dimitrios Darastevtmme to his
family that his battalion “stopped in many villag&€reek and Bulgarian, where they
treated us very kindly?*® Ivan Tenchev Gelebeshev, then a student in Geebgel
staying in his village of Machukovo during the awethk of the war, recalls one final
bitter experience with Ottoman authority as it wlasen out of his region. His
teachers were arrested when the war commencedissdhool occupied. Finally,
“[a]fter some days the Turks began to withdrawdhwring their withdrawal they
killed whomever they met on their path,” includitwgp brothers from his village who
were unarmed. It seems no wonder then that, alcptad Gelebeshev, when
“afterwards the Serbian army, the Greek army, astldf all the Bulgarian army
arrived, all three armies were greeted by the mtjnr as liberators®

Members of a large component of Ottoman Macedopiafailation, Muslims
of Turkish, Albanian, Pomak, amduhacirbackground, were scarcely offered the
opportunity to welcome the Bulgarian, Greek, orb&ar armies as liberators, even if
they had been so inclined. The allied armies hat issociated irregular forces may

in some areas have left Muslim noncombatants vellgtunharmed and concentrated

87 TsVA, Fond 64 opis 2 a.e. 2, entry from Oct. 1814

8 TsVA, Fond 64 opis 2 a.e. 8 (Transcripts of repartd journals of various units belonging to the 7
division's 3% brigade), journal of military activity of thé®3squadron of the"5cavalry regiment, entry
from Oct. 30, 1912.

8 |ydia Tricha, ed.Imerologia kai grammata apo to metopo: Valkanikoigmoi 1912-1918Athens:
Etaireia Ellinikou Logotechnikou kai Istorikou Aretou, 1993), 230.

O TsDA, Fond 771k opis 1 a.e. 40 (Memoirs of lvamdieev Gelebeshev), 3.
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on fighting the Ottoman army and irregular armeddsa But in all too many cases,
Greece’s, Serbia’s, and Bulgaria’s military andgpaititary forces murdered and
plundered unarmed Muslim inhabitants and sent evare fleeing in terror.

Although precise overall figures for Macedoniahe First Balkan War do not exist,
it seems that noncombatant Muslim deaths from ledtand from starvation and
disease resulting from their dispossession reaahkghst into the tens of thousands,
while hundreds of thousands more became refuje@saerican and Serbian consuls
stationed in Salonika in the spring of 1914 bottorded that around 240,000 Muslim
refugees from the conquered territories had pasedgh the port city since
November 1912 en route to Constantinople and @tress still belonging to the
Ottoman Empiré? The Muslim population of the part of Macedoniavmmontrolled
by Greece by this point had been reduced by as mu@® percent from its level
before the start of the Balkan W&rs.

To find accounts of such crimes against Muslim onmicatants, one need not
rely on Ottoman propaganda published at the tintle thie objective of influencing
international opinior?? Archives in Greece and Bulgaria contain ampl@uinticized
examples of military and paramilitary personneBatkan armies casually

incriminating themselves or their compatriots itsaagainst civilians. Even

%1 For a detailed account of the crimes committe@&lkan Christian armed forces against Balkan
Muslims during the Balkan Wars of 1912-1913, sestidiMcCarthyDeath and Exile: The Ethnic
Cleansing of Ottoman Muslims 1821-1922inceton, NJ: Darwin Press, 1995), 135-178.
%2 Katrin BoeckhVon den Balkankreigen zum Ersten Weltkrieg: Kleiasnpolitik und ethnische
géelbstbestimmung auf dem BalK&funich: R. Oldenbourg Verlag, 1996), 258.

Ibid., 259.
% The Ottoman government sponsored the publicatid®13 in Constantinople of pamphlets under
the authorship of Le Comité de la Défense Nationatle the following titlesLes Atrocités des
Coalises Balkaniqueso. 1;Les Atrocités des Coalises Balkanigues.2;Les Atrocités des Bulgares
en ThraceandLes Atrocités des Grecs en Macedoivéestern internal consular dispatches, clearly
not intended for propaganda, also recorded numenaigents of Balkan army abuses of Muslim
noncombatants. McCarthpeath and Exile135-178, gives several examples from British atas
stationed in Macedonia.
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published memoirs sometimes contained such accodny®ung Greek soldier,
Stratis Stamatopoulos, wrote to his friend in 1@t#le serving during the First
Balkan War:

We were following the Turks by foot .... We burnetldiKailaria, the Turkish
villages that struck at our troops during theireat. We beat Turks, we disarmed
them, we laid waste.... On our island freedom, ehf?efM return (?) we will go
together”

Stamatopoulos gained fame years later as Stratis/illy;, author of an impassioned
antiwar novel.

At least some Greek and Bulgarian soldiers wereighrer, appalled at the
time by the actions of their armies against the IMusivilian population. About his
short stay in the “Turkish” village of Pliassa, @€kearmy corporal Athanasios
Velissarios wrote in his journal:

Today | understood all the cruelty of war. Turkisbmen Ehanoumisgdsand
children were crying. Inhabitants were being si®if they were turtledoves. The
houses from end to end were being burned. Hdnoror! *°

Similarly disturbed was a Bulgarian teacher in@tman Macedonian town
of Melnik, Ivan Hristov Gramatikov. Gramatikov wdgafted into a militia at the
start of the war by men of Sandanski’'s Macedonigoreomist organization, which
was now allied with the Bulgarian army. “Generalsithe order to the groups
[militia]: no Turk should be left alive, life shalibe reserved for the population
suffering from the Turks, and the houses were tburaed,” Gramatikov recalls in an

unpublished memoir preserved in Bulgaria’s stathiges’’ Gramatikov does not

% Gennadius Library Archive (GLA), American SchoélGlassical Studies, Athens, Greece, Archive
of Stratis Myrivilis, 16.1 (Letter from Stratis $tatopoulos, stationed in Koplitsa, to Karolos
Grigoriou, dated Dec. 12, 1912.) The “island” béers to is Lesvos, taken by Greece from the
Ottoman Empire in the First Balkan War, and thg™{{? the text is the writer’'s own poignant mark.

% Tricha, ed.Jmerologia kai grammat63-64.

9 TsDA, Fond 771k opis 2 a.e. 165 (Autobiographyah Hristov Gramatikov), 31.
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say whether or not his discovery of bodies of Bulges and Greeks massacred
outside Melnik and his home village (including family’s house) burned by
departing Ottoman forces made it any easier toyaaurt this ordeP® Most Muslim
villagers fled, Gramatikov explains, but in thelagle of Petrovo they remained
because of mutual promises between Christian arsliMwillagers to protect each
other. The Christians stayed safe there througliéparture of Ottoman forces, but
things did not go according to the local plan widmistian paramilitary forces
arrived from elsewhere. Instead, only five togiuslim girls were left alive, and
these, in Gramatikov’s euphemistic language, “heehltaken and married to some
captains” fji biaha vzeli i gi ozheniha za niakoi voivpdfi A voivod(leader of one of
the Bulgarian partisan detachments) reported t@f@rigade of the Bulgarian
army’s 7" Rila Division a slightly different version of tleame incident, the
aftermath of which he beheld when he arrived astene. After supposedly having
been fired upon from within the village, Sandansksrces locked the village’s
Muslim men (thevoivodreferred to them as “Turks” but they may well hiveen
Bulgarian-speaking Pomaks) in a café and mosteofwbmen and children in the
mosque and set fire to both. “As a result, alneestry living Turkish thing in the
village has been extinguished,” th@vodreported. Surviving were “only a few
Turkish women and children [who] had been arreateditaken into custody in a
house in the village; some Bulgarian villagerstakeng some of the children in order
to look after as their own.” Although tiveivodwas apparently not involved in this

grisly crime about which he reported, he did natsrthe opportunity also to inform

98 i

Ibid., 32-33.
% Ibid., 33-34. Gramatikov himself does not clainhtve been present during this event, and recounts
it second hand.
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his commander about the quantities of various categ of foodstuffs and livestock
formerly belonging to those Muslims and now avdadin case they might be useful
for the needs of the army®

Balkan military leaders saw such actions to sorterg as legitimate reprisals
either for abuses of Christian civilians commitgdthe Ottoman army or for armed
resistance on the part of members of the local Mugbpulation. Crown Prince
Constantine of Greece, who commanded his courduy'sy in Macedonia, justified
actions in this way in a November, 1912 letteritogaramour (an Italian actress who
had married a German aristocrat) that was publisified his death:

The Turks, to avenge themselves for the defeaysateesuffering, fire the Christian
villages through which they pass, murder the mavish the women and carry them
off. Our troops retaliate by setting fire to therKish villages, and as many of the
peasants fire on us and kill a number of our menare obliged to shoot them down.
On my arrival here, and seeing the horrors theg ltawvnmitted, | gave orders to
burn a few of the Turkish villages through which passed. The whole of the plain
is illuminated by the glare %!

As will be shown in the next chapter, Constantiobligally justified “reprisals”
against Bulgarians during the Second Balkan Wasitmlar reasoning. But even the
Crown Prince expressed some shock privately albheuadtions of troops under his
command: “As the town which [the enemy] were defiegdhad been taken by
assault, you can imagine what followed, or rather,you cannot imagine it, neither
will I describe it to you.... It is too horrible}*? He gave no indication, however, of

efforts on his part to restrain the acts he fowuddistasteful to describe to his lover.

190 T5VA, Fond 64 opis 2 a.e. 15 (Operational corresience of the'3Brigade of the ¥ Division,

Nov. 2-Nov. 12, 1912), 61-62 (Doncho Zlatkovabfetano. 42 to commander of th& Brigade
Major-General Georgiev, Nov. 2, 1912).

101 A King's Private Letters: Being Letters written King Constantine of Greece to Paola Princess of
Saxe-Weimar during the Years 1912to 192hdon: Eveleigh, Nash & Grayson, 1925), 97-98.

192 pid., 83; ellipses are in the original.
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Those Muslims who fled ahead of the Balkan Clarsarmies and
paramilitary forces gravitated towards large towand cities such as Edirne, Kavalla,
and especially Salonika, while trying to make thedy eventually to the relative
safety of the Ottoman Empit&® Between the 2%and 26' of October 1912 alone,
roughly 16,000 (primarily women and children) aegvin Salonika from the direction
of Skopje in the wake of the Serbian advance. dlm®st 400 train cars that brought
them were thoroughly packed with civilians occupgyfthe roofs, the running boards,
and the coupling platforms between the ca?$.Refugees fleeing the Greek and
Bulgarian armies also converged in large numbe&aionika'®® Because of its
symbolic importance as a center of Byzantine hgei@nd its commercial importance
as the major seaport of Macedonia, Salonika figaed crucial military objective of
both the Greek and Bulgarian armies. Greece ahgbBa essentially engaged in a
race against the other to reach the city during acedonian campaigns against
Ottoman forces at the start of the First Balkan Wdonetheless, the Ottoman
commander, Hasan Tahsin Pasha, accepted the caiadlplea from the city’s most
prominent Jewish, Muslim, and Christian notables faom foreign consuls to
surrender the city peacefully in order to avoiclianan bloodbatfi’® Tahsin Pasha

surrendered to the Greek army, but Bulgarian foacgsing only hours later insisted

193 McCarthy,Death and Exile156-160.

104 Dispatch from U.S. consul in Salonika, John KehlJ.S. State Department headquarters, Oct. 30,
1912, inCorrespondence of the American Consulate in Saloh@d2-1913, Consular Post Files,
Records Group 84, National Archives and Records iAgnation (hereafter abbreviated@8CS RG
84, NARA).

105 Dispatch from Kehl to State Department headquarizes. 2, 1912GACS RG 84, NARA);
Carnegie Endowment for International Ped&eport of the International Commission to Inquinéi
the Causes and Conduct of the Balkan W#¥ashington, D.C.: 1914), 71-75.

198 vasileios Nikoltsios and Vasilis Gounaris (tramsta into Greek)Apo to Sarantaporo sti
Thessaloniki: i Ellenotourkiki anametrisi tou 19@#sa apo tis anamniseis tou stratigou Hasan
Tahsin Pasa(Thessaloniki: Triantaphyllou & Sia, 2002), 61.
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on stationing troops in the city as well, leadia@tjoint Greek-Bulgarian military
occupation of the city.

Salonika’s peaceful and orderly surrender, howedidrnot stop members of
the Greek and Bulgarian armed forces from attac&imdyplundering both Muslim
and Jewish residents of the city, especially dutingginitial days of the occupation.
Jews became targets alongside Muslims, most lietause of their reputation as
loyal subjects of the Ottoman Empire. In the wak&reek complaints of an
insufficiently warm Jewish reception upon the emteaof the Greek army, British
journalist Crawfurd Price wrote, “[tjhe Chief Raljhit the Jewish case to me clearly
and frankly when he explained that his people v@teman citizens, felt the
keenness of the Turkish defeats as such, and ibutasatural that they should appear
more mournful than jubilant®” Attacks on Salonika’s Muslim and Jewish civilians
began on the very day of the armies’ entry. A Nober 13 letter from Joseph
Hazan, a secretary of Salonika’s socialist orgditing-ederation, to the Bureau
Socialist International states that “[f[rom the hday [after the Greek army’s entry]
horrible acts, worthy of the Middle Ages, begamécommitted.**® Had Hazan
written his letter a day later, he would likely leancluded the following incident in
his inventory of “horrible acts.” As Greek soldevere marching in the marketplace
on November 1% “accidentally or otherwise a shot was fired framearby café.

The Greek soldiers with fixed bayonets chargeccié, killed 27 men (mostly

197\W.H. Crawfurd PriceThe Balkan Cockpit: The Political and Military Syoof the Balkan Wars in
Macedonia (London: T. Werner Laurie Ltd., 1915), 145-6.

198 The letter is reproduced in Paul Dumont, “La Fétén Socialiste Ouvriére de Salonique &
I'Epoque des Guerres BalkaniqueBdast European Quarterl¥4, no. 4 (1980): 388.
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Israelites and Turks) and wounded about 20 mfeGreek Corporal Philippos
Dragoumis, who belonged to a prominent Greek malitiamily, casually
acknowledged the involvement of the Greek armylumgering valuables, and
apparently saw a humorous side to it: “Even th@at& were snatched for
souvenirs!**® The frequency of such violent incidents died d@ensiderably after
the first week of occupation, but both Greek anthBuan soldiers continued to
commit occasional abus&s.

Local Christian residents of Macedonia, on whosealf the Balkan nation-
states claimed to fight and who generally welcomed even aided the arrival of the
allied armies in 1912, also committed abuses aguaoslim residents at times during
the First Balkan War, albeit far less commonly tdahmembers of the allied armed
forces and paramilitary formations. Instancesiolent attacks by local Christian
residents on Muslims appear to have been exceptiesy@ecially in contrast to
physical violence committed by military and paratarly forces, but they did occur.
In December 1912, the British consul in Salonikzoréed a significant episode.
“Bulgarians” living in Kosturino, a village nearr8mitsa, killed up to 800 Muslim
refugees who were passing through and attemptingttion to their homes in
Strumitsa and Radayta}*?> More frequent than such physical attacks on Nusi
though still not approaching the extent of analagoulitary and paramilitary looting,

was the seizing of Muslims’ belongings by their Gtian neighbors. Instances

199 pispatch from U.S. consul in Salonika, John KehiState Department headquarters, Nov. 23, 1912
(CACS RG 84, NARA).

10 philippos Stephanou Dragoumiserologio: Valkanikoi PolemdjAthens: Dodone, 1988), 144; it
should be noted that the specific incident thgbkes about involved a then-uninhabited public
building that had housed the Sultan Mehmet oniayasirs before.

11 February, 1913 letter from Joseph Hazan, repratlic®umont, “La Fédération Socialiste

Ouvriére de Salonique,” 388.

12 Cited in McCarthyDeath and Exile158-159.
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appear occasionally in the records of Bulgarian @rekk governing authorities and
in memoirs. Thus, the journal of operations ofudgArian battalion recorded on
October 21, 1912 that “[t]he village of Simitlii aurkish village) was looted” by
residents of neighboring villages. The journalgtiien discussed items reportedly
left in the village, whose Muslim residents had aeptly fled, that might be of use to
the battalion*®> Meanwhile, in the midst of the Greek army’s caigpaChristian
residents of the village Vlatsi in the Kailaria am@ southwestern Macedonia wrote
urgently to the nearby Cretan leader of an armed bl@annis Karavitis, requesting
protection against Muslims from other villages iailéria, who they claimed were
threatening to attack them as Ottoman forces (@mhporarily, it turned out)
reoccupied the aréd? But Karavitis explains in his memoir that the 8tian
villagers’ fear stemmed from the fact that they hesd finished looting Muslim
property while the Greek army had been there:

[W]ith the passage of the [Greek] Division by Kai&, taking advantage of the
intimidation of the Turks, [the residents of Vldtsgéized thousands of sheep, and this
is why they wrote us to come so urgently; theirgebecause of their own acts, were
justified 1

Biliukbashiev, the Bulgarian headmaster in Demsdtlj even implicated himself in
the looting that occurred there in his memoir:

When we approached the building of the [Ottomasiridit government, we saw that
the desk of an influential Turkish lawyer had besmmsacked and his papers scattered
on the street. | stumbled upon a handsomely bbood#, which turned out to be

“The Koran,” and | took it as a souvenir. Duritgt transitional time, as the military
were setting up posts, the population indulgeaatihg of abandoned Turkish
houses and shops. They came from surroundingesl¢o plundet®

13TsVA, Fond 64 opis 2 a.e. 8, journal of militactigity of the 2% batallion of the 50 regiment,
entry from Oct. 21, 1912.

114 |0annis KaravitisO Valkanotourkikos Polemos: Apomnimonevm@ihens: Ekdoseis Petsiva,
2001), 175-176.

5 bid., 179.

HepAB, Sp. 225, 172.
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Biliukbashiev also recalls physical violence (kitis) of Muslims that occurred in his
town after the Ottoman army withdrew:

In the first days, besides the looting there wése killings of Turks. From the
prison in thekonakthe Bulgarians who had been arrested were releas#ttre
were also Turks, who were killed. Entering thenomere also armed bandshpti,
who in the main committed these outrages and msitter

Exemplifying a larger distinction, then, resideotghe town and surrounding
villages engaged in plundering of valuables, byisptal attacks on Muslims were
generally carried out by military (or in this cgsaamilitary) formations. To the
extent that Christian residents of Macedonia toait m abuses of their Muslim
counterparts during the First Balkan Watr, it seémas they were motivated by a
combination of simple greed and triumphal vengedatntowards a population whom
they viewed as local representatives of their far@®oman rulers. Christians’
sentiments had by then turned decisively againsin@n rule, whether earlier under
Sultan Abdulhamid Il or more recently under theiatlly promising constitutional
regime of the Young Turks. It was now clear th&b@®an ruling power was
vanquished for good in Macedonia. Some Christiaase took advantage of this fact
in the days following the entry of Balkan Christiammies, whose greater abuses of
Muslim noncombatants only encouraged vengeful astiny locals.

What gave credence to the notion that Ottomaninulacedonia was now
irrevocably banished was the tremendously rapichades of the Serbian, Greek, and
Bulgarian armies there. Those armies invadedemilddle of October, 1912, and by
the end of November they had completely ejectedDtit@man army from

Macedonia. Peace talks began in December betvepeesentatives of the Balkan

17 DAB, Sp. 225, 172.
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Allies and the Ottoman Empire. During these negiutns, the Ottoman
representative contested the future dispositiootloér theatres of the war where
Ottoman troops still faced troops of the Balkanedlunder an uneasy truce (Thrace,
the Aegean islands, what became Albania, and Epifiist the question of the
Ottoman Empire somehow regaining any part of Mangdwas simply not realistic,
and Ottoman representatives did not rais&it.

There remained, however, the question of what Blac&’s territorial fate
would be now that Serbia, Bulgaria, and Greecedtiadken a part in banishing
Ottoman rule from it. The March, 1912, agreemeaativeen Bulgaria and Serbia
stipulated that the region’s northwestern cornenldd@omehow be divided between
the two countries with the help of Russian arbibratf needed, while it vaguely
indicated that the Macedonian territories south east of that zone would accrue to
Bulgaria. This agreement did not explicitly coresigvhether Greece would annex
any of Macedonia’s territory. Nor did Greece’s marformal prewar accords with
Bulgaria and Serbia include agreements as to Spodition of Macedonia’s territory.

Compounding these uncertainties now was the saamfipresence of all three
of these allied Balkan armies in Macedonia. leetfthree zones of occupation were
established corresponding to where the SerbiarelGend Bulgarian armies
respectively ended up and met each other as thehepout Ottoman forcés’ The
landlocked Serbian zone encompassed the northwestetion of Macedonia,
including the cities and towns of Skopje, Kumanoveles, Prilep, Bitolj, Resen,

Ohrid, Debar, and Tetovo. The Serbian zone wasgoyus to other territories

18 Hall, Balkan Wars 1912-19130-71.
119 stojanovMakedonija vo vremet&2-54.
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conquered by Serbia at the same time, includingpkosnd parts of what became
Albania. The Greek zone included the southwegiarhof Macedonia with the
towns of Kastoria, Florina, Vodena/Edessa, Kozand Verroia, and further east
included the coastal areas of the Halkidiki penmsund the city of Salonika. It was
contiguous with other territories taken by the Graemy including Thessaly, part of
Epirus, and a small part of what became Albaniae Bulgarian zone in the
northeast and southeast of Macedonia includechthad towns of Gorna Djumaia,
Shtip, Strumitsa, Melnik, Nevrokop, Serres, andrbaaand part of the Aegean coast
including the port town of Kavalla. It was contayus to Thrace, much of which was
also conquered by the Bulgarian army in 1912 amnky 4813. Although Salonika
was effectively part of the Greek zone, some Budgetroops were also stationed
there by agreement. Also, mixtures of Bulgariagrp&&n, and Greek troops
coexisted uneasily in a small area, including tvert of Gevgeli, where the three
zones effectively met. The three zones had nodblagal status, and indeed the
informal borders between them remained uncertaintested, and jealously guarded
during the entire period leading to the Second &aN/ar several months later.

* * *
For the diverse Orthodox Christian population ofdel@onia, the First Balkan War in
1912 had seemed to offer hope for a better pdliticare. Orthodox Christian
optimism in 1908 in the wake of the Ottoman constnal revolution had reflected
their embrace of ideals introduced into the Ottompablic political arena at that time:
the French Revolution ideals of liberty, equalftaternity, and justice. Nationalist

ideals had little to do with this optimism. Degp@rthodox Christians’ typical
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familiarity with and even frequent embrace of on@iother national identity
propagated by the neighboring nation-states of &idg Greece, and Serbia, they
enthusiastically placed their hopes in 1908 inrthentinued existence within a
reformed Ottoman state. In the autumn of 1913 ghefted their hopes to the
advancing armies of Bulgaria, Greece, and Serlmaus® these countries claimed to
represent in effect the same governing principié&lly espoused, but apparently
abandoned, by the Ottoman constitutional regime.

But the often aggressive behavior of the incomia¢k8n armies towards
Muslim civilians in 1912 also offered a kind of warg to Orthodox Christians in
Macedonia. These armies were willing to inflicihn@nse suffering upon civilian
populations they perceived to be representing ppsting enemy forces. As the
following chapters will show, groups of Orthodoxr@tian civilians, if perceived by
the newly ruling Balkan state governments to bdileosr disloyal because of their
ethnicity, could become the targets of the Balkatesarmies’ cruelty just as Muslims
had during the First Balkan War. Orthodox Chrissidn Macedonia, as Chapter 3
will reveal, would therefore not welcome the watvien former allies (the Second

Balkan War) that broke out in 1913.
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Chapter 3: The Pressures of Impermanence: Macetionea

Collapsing Balkan Alliance to a Second Balkan \W&112-1913

This chapter examines the brief, but volatile pg¢from the Balkan
Alliance’s victory over the Ottoman Empire in Maoadh at the end of 1912 to their
war amongst themselves during the summer of 19&Bthe territory they had just
liberated. The longstanding tensions between Bislg&reece and Serbia began to
return to the fore at the beginning of this periasitheir governments began to
confront in concrete fashion the question of hoayttvould partition their newly-
won Ottoman territory. As if to lay permanent odgito Macedonian territory, each
of the three would-be successor states rapidlysetixed civilian and military
administrations in the zones they occupied durregautumn of 1912. From the start
they all imposed policies of national assimilatemmthe new multi-ethnic
populations. Greece and Bulgaria also proceed#dimgorporating their new
territories into the state’s central administration

It was nevertheless clear to all, not least Macedemesidents themselves,
that the borders represented by the three occupatioes were fluid and likely to
change. Macedonia’s residents often took canngratdge of these international
political rivalries in pushing for their varied erests, including economic prospects
and control over local institutions. And more tharany other period analyzed here,
many ordinary inhabitants acted as though theyisdhis interim of uncertainty a

window of opportunity to shape their own politickstiny. Local civilians now
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involved themselves directly in various effortsserure an autonomous international
status for Macedonia or later on (as autonomy ptandgikely) to ensure that one or
another favored national government would rule akerr local area.

Yet residents of Macedonia continued, with somealnletexceptions, to stop
short of violence in pursing these efforts. Intjgaitar, local Christians showed little
enthusiasm for the inter-allied war that brokeioutune of 1913, a war which they
correctly judged would spell disaster for their counities. The Balkan armies that
had engaged in brutal violence against primarilyshfa civilians in the first Balkan
War now did so against groups of Christians thegnued hostile to their respective
national causes. The Second Balkan War thus gedesaprecedented numbers of
Christian refugees who hastily fled for their livgken they sensed they would be on
the receiving end of the violence perpetrated leyaitmies and paramilitary forces of
the Balkan states. However, the refugees almakiromly saw the abandonment of
their homes, property, and ancestral lands ad aalad hopefully temporary, resort.
They had little intrinsic interest, as we shall,sagoining their purported “brethren”
in some kind of imagined homogeneous national atopihey much preferred to
return home, even in the face of considerable dange

The Second Balkan War featured brutal combat betwtges whose
majorities all adhered to the same religion of Odibx Christianity. Their excesses
have subsequently been used to demonstrate théehsiyadeep ethnic (not simply
religious) divisions and the endemic nature of le@alence in the Balkans. This
chapter provides an important corrective to thaspmption. It calls attention

instead to the gulf in mass sentiment that exibetd/ieen most of the Orthodox
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Christian population who had until then lived ir tBttoman Empire and their co-
religionists who had been socialized in nationestand fought in the Greek,
Bulgarian, and Serbian armies. Orthodox Christiwabitants of former Ottoman
Macedonia identified to varying degrees with paitac national groups. But they
still considered local security, prosperity, and lifverating political principles they
heard from the Young Turks and then from incomirdkBn armies to be more
important priorities. More violence and war wooldy undermine those priorities.
By contrast, soldiers in the Greek, Bulgarian, Sedbian armies and allied
paramilitary forces were motivated by an exclusigmational ideal. Encouraged by
their military and political leaders, they usualiyderstood that they were obligated
to fight, die, and kill for their nation. The wamie violence that accompanied such
attitudes among army and paramilitary fightersudeld crimes against
noncombatants, primarily Christian in the Secontk&aWar. Yet the sorts of
abuses committed were not uniquely “outrageoustHeir time. They should be
seen instead, as this chapter will also arguef agpece with the kinds of abuses that
occurred in European wars of the nineteenth cerstndyeven those that occurred

during opening campaigns of the First World War.

Advertising Permanence: Establishing Administrasiamthe New Territories

The partial armistice of December 3, 1912, ushereoh unstable period of
eight months in Macedonia during which the hitheded tensions lurking within
the Balkan Alliance eventually overwhelmed the discbetween the Allies and the

Ottoman Empire. The Balkan allies did continudafiigg the Ottoman forces on
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other fronts until the signing of the Treaty of ldom ended the First Balkan War on
May 30, 1913. Greece, having refused to sign Déeeis partial armistice, initially
continued its army’s siege of the city of lanningEpirus. The Bulgarian, Serbian
and Montenegrin armies also resumed hostilitiegnagehe Ottoman military in
eastern Thrace and northern Albania when they abedghe armistice in the wake
of a Young Turk-led coup in Constantinople in [3&®auary, 1913. As of December,
1912, however, Ottoman rule had ended through@ututhextent of geographic
Macedonia. Talks in London among representativéiseobelligerent countries and
the Great Powers dragged on until the treaty’sisggan May 30. Yet the Ottoman
delegate did not try to contest his governments lof Macedonia. The banishment
of Ottoman authority from Macedonia was indeeddhky political change in the
region of which anyone could be certain.

Manifestly uncertain for months was how Macedontatsitory would finally
be apportioned among the successor states — GEBgdgaria and Serbia — each of
whose armies occupied parts of the region. Aschimt€hapter 2, the separate
bilateral alliance agreements reached between €r&etbia, and Bulgaria before the
First Balkan War stopped well short of specifyirggiditively which country would
receive what territory in the event of victory otee Ottoman Empire. The contents
of the most specific agreement, that between Bidgard Serbia, now remained
secret while the ambassadors of the Balkan stattthe Great Powers were
apparently negotiating the future of Macedonia atier Balkan territories in
London. Furthermore, Greek and Bulgarian forceginaed to share the important

port city of Salonika uneasily after their contelsemtry there.
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The very air of uncertainty that hung over the faft&élacedonia spurred the
Bulgarian and Greek governments to demonstrategesmanent and legitimate their
authority was over their respectively occupiediteries. Rather than simply use
their armies to impose a provisional order while was still being waged, the
Balkan states rapidly erected elaborate structiresxed civilian-military
administration, in effect signaling that their respve “new territories” were
extensions of their respective old ones. At thpedbthe hierarchy and in the central
administrative base of the conquered territoryhesministration typically
employed a mix of men imported from within the staibld boundaries. They
allowed local notables to fill only municipal anther positions lower in the
hierarchy.

Thus, the Greek-held part of Macedonia came uriageatthority of a General
Administration of Macedonia based in Salonika. Greek Minister of Justice,
Konstantinos Raktivan, was appointed Governor-Gariegplaced in a few months
by former Prime Minister Stephanos Dragoumis, wias also Governor-General of
Crete.) Greece’s Prince Nicholas became Militaoy&nor of Salonika. The
General Administration of Macedonia was itself sulatéd into prefectures and sub-
prefectures, replicating the regional administswucture of the rest of Greece. In
a deliberately symbolic gesture, Nicholas’s fatkigrg George of Greece reinforced
Greece’s claim to the important port of Salonikadlegiding to reside in the city only
days after the entry of the Greek army in Novemb®t,2. He became a conspicuous

fixture there over the next months, taking a vasjble — some said reckless — daily
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walk through the center and port with practicallyarmed protectioh. The King's
bravado finally cost him his life in March of 1928hen on a clear spring day an
indigent and mentally unstable local Greek assat=ibhim during his stroll near the
city’s famed White Tower.

Military authority played a larger role at the topthe mixed civilian-military
administrative structure in the parts of Macedonigally conquered by the
Bulgarian army, as suggested by the name givemetadministrative structure, the
Macedonian Military Governorship. The Macedoniatitely Governor, General-
Major Mihail Vllkov, resided at the administratigrseat in the town of Serres, while
General-Major Hristofor Hesapchiev was installedh&sRepresentative of the
Bulgarian Army in Salonika. These officials, inmiyanswered to civilians in the
Bulgarian Ministry of Foreign Affairs in Sofia artd the Bulgarian Prime Minister,
Ivan Evstratiev Geshov. The Macedonian Militaryw@&morship was, like the
Bulgarian state itself, subdivided into smallertsmf provinces and districts. As in
the Greek case, local civilian notables were tylidanited to serving in posts lower
down the administrative structufe.

Both Greek and Bulgarian authorities broadcastdibgrinciples of rule by
popular representation to contrast with the Ottonegime that preceded them. In an

interview published in a Salonika Jewish newspa&perweeks after the Greek

! Dispatch from U.S. consul in Salonika, John Ké&hlJ.S. State Department headquarters, Mar. 20,
1913, fromCorrespondence of the American Consulate in Saloh8d2-1913, Consular Post Files,
Records Group 84, National Archives and Records iAtnation (hereafter abbreviated@8CS RG
84, NARA).

2 The Serbian governing structure in its conqueeedtories was similar to that of the Bulgarian ene
mixed civilian-military but more military-heavy #te top. However, locals were appointed less
frequently as officials in lower-level positionSee Petar StojanoMakedonija vo vremeto na
Balkanskite i Prvata svetska vojna (1912-19(SKopje: Institut za nacionalna istorija, 196911

138.
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army’s entry into the city, the new Greek goveronstantinos Raktivan
emphasized these high purposes on his arrival: &uris to bring to an end tyranny
and bad government, which infests this land; wedtihese principles, the treasures
of freedom, completely irrespective of religionas. befits a civilized state.”

Raktivan pointed out that a statement to this etfed already appeared in an earlier
issue of the same newspaper and in greater lengtbmestic (Greek) newspapers,
and then elaborated upon it again:

This is not at all to say that | mean to overtwargthing. The administrative
organization, the judicial, as well as the remajrmnanches of services we want to
continue to work as they did under Turkish ruléeathe changes, that is, established
by the new situation.

Raktivan’s added qualification suggests that he hee anticipated some
apprehension on the part of his audience aboutdherete meaning of his promise
“to bring to an end tyranny and bad governmenttie fiotion of replacing all former
civil servants would not necessarily have comfodethmunities such as Salonika’s
Jews, who, as noted in Chapter 1, had generallyastgd Ottoman authority.
Raktivan’s words notwithstanding, the Greek govesnhpproceeded to
replace most of the city’s top civil servants wigling swiftness. Of the new
functionaries listed in a translation of a Novemb4? Royal Decree issued by King
George announcing a provisional government in Siedomll were Greek citizens
from outside Salonika and even Macedonia, exceyd fwle Muslim listed as the
mayor? Even that mayor, Osman Sait Bey, appears naive tvielded anywhere

near the actual power to be expected from his tftkds typical absence from

% Konstantinos RaktivarEgrafa kai Simeiosis ek tis Protis Ellinikis Didkios tis Makedonias (1912-
1913)(Documents and Notes from the First Greek Admiatgin of Macedonia, 1912-1913),
(Thessaloniki: Eteireia Makedonikon Spoudon), 1983.

“ Dispatch from Kehl to U.S. State Department headeus, Nov. 23, 1912 (CACS, RG 84, NARA).
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correspondence related to the governance of théscany indicatior. Such
thorough transplanting of officials from pre-1912e€ce into municipal posts did not
generally occur in other areas occupied by the KGaemy. The intense attention
devoted to Salonika partly reflected the city’stcalsignificance for Greece’s
ambitions in Macedonia.

The Bulgarian government also claimed that pop@presentation would be
a hallmark of its administration in Macedonia. Boymng lofty rhetoric similar to
that of Raktivan, Bulgarian General Hesapchiestesi in a letter to his Greek
counterpart in Salonika in response to allegatafrSreek complaints that “our
administration ... is established on the basis afrgd tolerance respecting the
sentiments of the population without distinctiomationality and of a perfect
equality of all those we govern.” Hesapchiev engjied further that “a large
number of Greeks have already been named as mayenshers of municipal
councils and members of different commissions’hia tegions of Serres, Drama,
Kavalla, and Xanthi, whose populations he charasdras “in whole or in large part
Greek.® Yet Dimit(r Bozhikov Bilukbashiev, headmastermaBulgarian school in
Demir Hisar, revealed in his memoir what it mighvh meant in practice for a Greek
to be named to a high position in an important tawtine Bulgarian administrative
zone:

For commandant of the town Captain Chomakov (ol&l{uw) was chosen, for
district constable the school inspector A. Madjarfov mayor the Greek, Toma
Maletov — and as deputy mayor, yours truly. Iditgd was the mayor of the town,

® Mark Mazower indeed remarks that Osman Sait Bellitite power even to shield his co-religionists
in the city from adverse treatment. Sadonica, City of Ghosts: Christians, Muslims aedvd(New
York: Alfred A. Knopf, 2005), 317.

® Tsentralen Voenen Arhiv [Central Military Archiv€[sVA), Veliko Tarnovo, Bulgaria, Fond 1647
[Macedonian Military Government] opis 2 a.e. 24 pRgs on Greek Complaints], 4-6 (Letter from
General Hesapchiev to Prince Nicholas, Jan. 273)191
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while they chose Toma Maletov only as a formalithis “mayor” did not even

come regularly to the office and wanted the tovaggespondence to be conducted
also in the Greek language — but of such a thiagetlvas no need because all of the
“Greeks” knew Bulgarian, as they were in realityeGmang.

Indeed, ethnic Greeks appointed as mayors or npalicouncilors could face
beatings and threats of violence from Bulgarianigeohnd military figures stationed
in their area$.

The victorious Balkan states demonstrated theirionis to incorporate the
territories they had won in Macedonia not only tigl the administrative structures
they established but also through their initiakmactions with the new populations
they encountered. They thereby gave inhabitankdaafedonia a taste of what their
transition from imperial subjects to citizens ofioa-states might mean. First of all,
such a transition would entail not only becomingteen of Bulgaria, Greece or
Serbia but displaying one’s ethnic kinship to ths$action of authorities. The most
striking imposition of such a policy occurred ngaast Orthodox Christians, but
against the so-called Pomaks (Bulgarian-speakinglima) living in the areas
occupied by the Bulgarian army. Based on Bulgagifumographic assumptions that
the Pomaks (as distinguished from Turks or otheslivhs) were of the same ethnic
stock as Bulgarian Christians, Orthodox priestei¢éahout along with the occupying

troops and presided over the forced conversiorhtis@anity of approximately

" Darzhaven Arhiv — Blagoevgrad [State Archive —dglavgrad] (DAB), Blagoevgrad, Bulgaria,
Spomeni (Sp.) 225 [Dimitdr Bozhikov Biliukbashie]71; the memoirist refers again to the Greek
“mayor” in quotation marks, 186.

8 See, for example, TsVA, Fond 1647 opis 2 a.e182, 157 (complaint by residents of Kavalla to
Bulgarian Ministry of Foreign Affairs, dated Fel®,1913).
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200,000 Pomaks. The Pomaks were also forced voc&a their names and adopt
other cultural markers of Bulgarian nationhdod.

The Serbian occupying authorities were the mosiefoit early on in applying
such pressures for national assimilation on Ortkd@loristian inhabitants of
Macedonia. In December, 1912, the Serbian bishtepata of Debir-Kichevo
toured districts throughout the Serbian-held paMacedonia, at each stop
summoning the local priests and warning them utitteat of persecution to leave
the Exarchate and join the Serbian church. Alatgpriests, teachers aoketnitsi
(paramilitaries who had nonetheless provided ingaraid to the Serbian army in its
advance) active in the area were considered trenpat agents of Bulgarian
propaganda and became the prime targets of Saabthorities. The Serbs also
began, albeit less systematically, to intimidairary Orthodox Christian
inhabitants, forbidding them to call themselvesdawian or even to speak
Bulgarian®®

Greek and Bulgarian actions toward national asaioih of Orthodox
Christians were less thoroughgoing than thoseeBirbs in the early weeks after
the establishment of their respective administratio Macedonia. They still left
locals with comparable indications of what to expelhe Carnegie Commission

report quotes a letter originating from a villageanKastoria in the Greek zone:

® However, the majority of these Pomaks lived nd¥iacedonia, but in adjacent Thrace, also occupied
by Bulgarian troops. For more on this episode agsnforced conversion, see Velichko Georgiev and
Staiko Trifinov,Pokristvaneto na Bilgarite Mohamedani, 1912-1918kinenti(Sofia:

Academichno lzdatelstvo “Marin Drinov”), 1995 andaly NeuburgerThe Orient Within: Muslim
Minorities and the Negotiation of Nationhood in Mod Bulgaria(lthaca, NY: Cornell University
Press), 2004: 41-42.

19 |van FichevBalkanskata Voina, 1912-1913: Prezhivelitsi, bekézldokumentiSofia: Diirzhavna
Pechatnitsa), 1940: 270-274.
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The first care of the Greek officers and soldiers/img here is to discover if the
population of the said village and its environBiggarian or Greek. If the
population is pure Bulgarian, the officers ordar gleasants to “become Greeks
again, that being the condition of a peacefulife.

In December, 1912, a group of patriarchist resslenthe town of Barakli Djumaia

in the Bulgarian zone complained that during thevimus month “Bulgarians,” led

by the local occupying officer, forced them to giyetheir church against their will
and had been conducting services there ever §intae residents in fact never once
identified themselves by any kind of ethnic laletheir complaint, and a patriarchist
bishop who later wrote on their behalf even empeakthe joy of his flock at their
liberation from the Turkish yoke “with the honorelbod of the Bulgarian army-®
Nevertheless, the Bulgarian official who went teastigate and endorsed in his
report the handing over of the church to the BusgaExarchate clearly felt that the
ethnicity of the petitioners was of utmost relevatw the question:

It became clear that the residents settled indva tspeak only Bulgarian — even
those who pretend that they are Greek do not kn@m ene Greek word. | became
convinced of this personally after | began to speakose people in Greék.

Thus, although the petitioners did not ask to kbejr church “Greek” per se, but
simply to keep their church, for the Bulgarian o the act of transferring the
church from the Patriarchate to the Exarchate measuring crucially that the church
would drop a “Greek” identity and take on a “Buligar’ one. However, such
pressure on local Orthodox Christians to demorestreg correct ethnic identification

was still sporadic in the early days after theenfrthe victorious Balkan armies into

1 Ccarnegie Endowment for International Pedeport of the International Commission to Inquire
into the Causes and Conduct of the Balkan W¥fashington, D.C.: 1914), 56.

2 TsVA, Fond 1647 opis 2 a.e. 24, p.25-26 (petifrom representatives of Barakli Djumaia to the
provincial governor, date of submission Dec. 31,2)9

13 TsVA Fond 1647 opis 2 a.e. 24 p.29-29g (lettemflishop of Melnik Constantine to Serres
provincial governor, Mar. 16, 1913).

1 TsVA, Fond 1647 opis 2 a.e. 24, p.21 (memorandunesponse to resolution of the Governor-
General, undated).
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Macedonia, particularly in the Bulgarian and Gradkninistrative zones. The ethnic
pressures on civilians by officials, army persorarad paramilitaries increased
considerably in frequency and intensity by thergpof 1913, when relations
between Bulgaria and its allies Greece and Sedaiadieteriorated markedly.

Beyond these pressures for national identificatibe Greek and Bulgarian
administrations also moved to extend central statbority to the new territories.
The Bulgarian government instituted military comstton of local Christians,
forming the Serres Brigade in April of 1913 and Brama Brigade in May, as the
threat of a second war approached. These newhogaldes were separate from the
Macedonian-Adrianopolitan Volunteers who were fodnmeBulgaria on the eve of
the First Balkan War and were still serving on Timeacian front against the Ottoman
army. Bulgarian recruiters knowingly included yguocal “Greeks” and
“Grecomans” rather than only youths they consideodok reliable “Macedonian
Bulgarians” in the conscription efforts. This piee caused Bulgarian commanders
to express doubts on the eve of the Second Balkanower whether they would be
able to control the recruits and prevent deserttdns

The Greek Minister of Interior and Minister of Dage also had a
comprehensive military draft in mind. In April, 18, they jointly asked the
Macedonian Governor-General to order a censussitehiitory of all males “of all
religions and ethnicities” born between the ye®62land 1894. The Minister of

Interior underscored the urgency of this priorityhwa deadline of only one month for

® TsVA, Fond 1647 opis 2 a.e. 24, pp.169, 171, I(Tdlggram from Doiran garrison commander
Paskalev to Macedonian Military Governor, May 3813, and memorandum from Strumitsa district
constable to Macedonian Military Governor, May 2913); TsVA Fond 64 opis 2 a.e. 18
(Operational Correspondence of tHtEigade of the ¥ Division, Mar. 26, 1913 — Jun. 6, 1913), p.85
(Col. Ovcharov to Brigade Commander); FichBalkanskata voing435.
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completing the census “under threat of the striiacesiplinary punishment for any
employee of the [General] Administration who migktay.™® Indeed, those living
under Greek administration in Macedonia could raatehfailed to notice Greek
officials’ various initiatives to gather detailedtd on their new territory. The smoke
had scarcely cleared from some of the battlefiefddacedonia when, in early
December 1912 the prefecture of Thessaloniki otlalidocal owners of antiquities
to submit a detailed inventory of their holdinigsln January 1913, prefectural
officials throughout the General Administration bagcompiling statistical tables that
dissected populations of individual villages anare according to “ethnicity,”
language, and religion. They then aggregatedttiestics up to the overall sub-
prefecture and prefecture levéfs.

Yet the impulse to gather data went well beyondavamnation-building
concerns about the ethnic distinctions of differsegments of the population. Ethnic
affiliation was by no means the only question @érast in the vast tables and reports
compiled by the general inspector of schools abaiyt the Greek schools in the
General Administration in June of 1913. In additithese reports contained
exhaustive information on number and gender ofesitg] the birthplace, training,

age, gender, salary, marital status, and previossmys of each teacher; the school’'s

16 |storiko Archeio Makedonias, Geniki Diikisi Makenias (IAM, GDM), Thessaloniki, Greece, file
45, pp. 29-30 (Minister of Interior Emmanuel Repstd Governor-General of Macedonia, Apr. 18,
1913; Governor-General of Macedonia to prefecfShefssaloniki and Western Macedonia, high
administrative commissioner of Kozani, and admratste commissioners of Macedonia, Apr. 19,
1913). Drzaven Arhiv na Republika Makedonija (DARI8kopje, Macedonia, Fond 994 (Archival
Materials on the Macedonians of Aegean Macedontev®m the Two World Wars), Box 1, 58-59
(petition from llias Traikou Giaprakis to the ArnRecruitment Board, Kozani, Jul. 6, 1914); 6012
Mountain Artillery Squadron to the £Recruitment Office, Jul. 10, 1914); and 81-82 (iedte from
mayor of Sorovits Nikolaidis regarding Markos Dirios Roikou, Dec. 11, 1914) refer to the draft
census taken in the area by Greek authorities 13.19

" Dispatch from Kehl to U.S. State Department headgus, Dec. 13, 1912CACS RG 84, NARA).
18 The statistics and analysis produced by such figatins occupy several files in the archive & th
General Administration of Macedonia housed in tligtdfical Archive of Macedonia in Thessaloniki.
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sources of funding; and even pedagogical matemiadisfurniture owned by each
school*® Thus, beyond consolidating national homogenéityugh pressures for
ethno-cultural assimilation, Greece and Bulgahegugh their rapid introduction of
policies in Macedonia such as conscription andressie data collection, were
engaging in wider aspects of state-building. Alllese were elements of what
Charles Maier has called the drive for the “satarabf space inside the frontier” that

characterized the modern nation-stite.

Interbellum Politics and Local Activism

Local Christians in Macedonia were not persuadethé vigorous rival
efforts, both symbolic and substantive, of the Bulgn and Greek administrations to
advertise their authority over the respective teres they conquered in the autumn
of 1912. Though Christian civilians had typicalglcomed incoming allied Balkan
armies and subsequently witnessed the new adnaitists’ policies of territorial
“saturation,?! they were also fully aware of the lack of gentfimendliness between
the “Allies.” Macedonia’s inhabitants understobdttfar-reaching changes awaited
their region, and they acted to exploit opportasitand alleviate suffering occasioned
by those changes and by the still unsettled borders

Naturally, some longstanding local supportersaifamal causes pressed their

advantage when they perceived an opportunity tsodafter the autumn, 1912,

191AM, GDM, file 46.1 [Public education in MacedoniBables of schools in Thessaloniki and
Thessaloniki area], pp. 1-19, 26-32, 36, 50-52.
0 Charles Maier, “Consigning the Twentieth Centuryistory: Alternative Narratives for the
Modern Era,”American Historical Revied05, no. 3 (June 2000): 819.

Ibid.
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liberation. The headmaster-turned-deputy may@erhir Hisar, Biliukbashiev,
describes in his memoir the “cultural work” on winice and other local Bulgarian
notables embarked soon after their town was takeahdBulgarian army. A priest,
Georgi, “took a mosque in the bazaar and turnagdata Bulgarian church,” which
“assumed the name of the former Bulgarian chaptieheighborhood, Sts. Kiril
and Metodi.” Another mosque became a culturalerephitalishtg named after the
Macedonian guerrilla-hero Gotse Delchev. Biliukias recalls that “Turkish
notables ... bore witness that [the two mosques]itndice past been Bulgarian
churches.” Leaving little doubt that the de-Islaation of the two mosques was in
his mind part of a Bulgarian national project, narely a religious one,
Biliukbashiev recounts the naming of Demir Hisatieets as part of the same body
of “cultural work”:

We gave names to the streets — Bulgarian histanexales — while the main street we
named “22 October,” (the day of the town’s libevatby Bulgarian soldiers.) The
street where the Greek bishopric was located wamddSts. Kiril and Metodi,”
which the Greeks of Demir Hisar did not like ong?bi

By converting mosques into “Bulgarian” institutioasd naming streets after
“Bulgarian” historical touchstones, Biliukbashiewdahis colleagues were filling the
symbolic space of Demir Hisar with their preferredional content, a process
occurring in parallel, especially in large townsl aties, across the Bulgarian and
Greek administrative zones of Macedonia.

Inhabitants of Macedonia saw opportunities to ngeqgonal, as well as
public, returns from the new situation createdh®ylbanishment of Ottoman

authority. Biliukbashiev criticized some of hislleagues among the Demir Hisar

22 DAB, Sp. 225 (Memoirs of Dimitdr Bozhikov Biliukishiev), 177-178.
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intelligentsia, members of the rival Sandanski 8ngremist Macedonian
revolutionary factions, for trying to “pursue thewn personal benefit” as they
jockeyed for position within the new political pomatructure®> As detailed in
Chapter 2, in the first days of their liberatiogdb Christians in several areas of
Macedonia indulged in looting of properties abaretbhy Muslim neighbors who

had fled the advance of the Balkan armies. Euphéhatsa saw in the liberation of
her area by the Greek army an opportunity to bepemsated personally for her long
years of struggle for the Greek cause. A nativBalbnika, Piatsa was at twenty-nine
years old already a fifteen-year veteran teachéhaadmistress in Greek schools in
southern Macedonia according to data collecteccbods and teachers by the Greek
administration in 1913* While in the town of Edessa in May, 1913, shdtdcha
petition to the newly formed local Greek prefectdetailing her years of service in
Edessa, Gevgeli, Halkidiki, Doiran and KorytsaatBa emphasized that during all
the years of her teaching she put her “nationakivabove her teaching, at risk to her
life and without regard for her meager salary.oAg¢ point, she was dispatched to a
transhumant village eight hours walk into the h&sgibove Gevgeli “under the
pretext of being a teacher to the Vlach childrehilevmy real aim was national.” For
Piatsa, this daring exploit, and the sacrificeskstre for her nation, made a
compelling closing case in her petition whose natsah unfortunately remains

unknown:

23 DAB, Sp. 225, 182.
4 |AM, GDM, file 53 [Population and education stétis, Vodena, Karadzova, Florina, Gevgeli areas,
1911, 1913, 1915], 47 (Information on Greek gisishools in Edessa).

150



| supplied theandarteswith food, | carried the correspondence in codégie. |
was pelted with stones by the Bulgarians, | wasnged by the bayonet of the
Turkish police. | ask now to be satisfigd.

Nevertheless, while many residents of Macedoniatified opportunities for
their own advancement or that of their communitgrugheir liberation by the Balkan
armies, many others also encountered hardshiprr@rfigim inconvenience to acute
suffering. Residents acted frequently to influetitenew Greek or Bulgarian
administrations that ruled them to redress grieganto change policies they did not
like, or simply to act in their favor in specifiages. Many men and women lodged
complaints about deprivations occasioned by sevditary requisitions and by
simple looting, itself often the result of militanydiscipline. Among them were 28
Muslim “innocent women, left with our children wiht any resources and far from
our husbands who are prisoners of war, killednpred.” According to their
January, 1913, appeal to the German Consul Geofegallonika for assistance, these
refugee women, mostly wives of Ottoman officers ing of a high social standing,
had arranged to have their belongings transpontei@signated train cars as they fled
Serres for Salonika ahead of the Bulgarian armgi@ace in October of 1912.
Rather than receiving their belongings, they ledthat their “valuables, jewels, gold
and silver, carpets, etc.” worth over 6,660 Turkislnhad been spirited away to Sofia
by Bulgarian officers. Their less valuable itenasl Isimply been “sold on the spot for
next to nothing” in Serre€. Similar to the way the group of women emphasthedt
vulnerable position as a result of the wartime o, a Christiarchiflik owner

named Nikola Nashadzhik called attention, whenragskor the return of three mules

%5 GDM, file 53, p.70 (Petition from Euphemia Piathtay 14, 1913.)
%6 TsVA Fond 1647 opis 2 a.e. 32 (Correspondencedegacomplaints of confiscated objects, etc.),
6-6g (Letter from 28 women to German Consul Gerniar8alonika, Jan. 22, 1913).
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requisitioned by the Bulgarian army in additiorctimpensation for dozens of goats
and sheep, to “this uttermost time of need” inrtgyio recover from the recent wr.

Occasionally, Christian natives of Macedonia suckKasmas D. Velios, of
Kastoria, even intervened with authorities in ordecome to the aid of another
beleaguered group. In a letter he addressed lgitedihe King of Greece, Velios in
the spring of 1913 lamented that in and aroundhdmeetown “the Muslim
Communities still have not been given back thely bemples and their philanthropic
and educational institutions, something which retyinjects significant misgiving
and anxiety about the future.” Professing “comiide] that His Royal Highness
would be so good as to agree to order immediateput things right and return” the
properties to the Muslims, Velios then launched mtefense of why the continued
subsistence of the Muslim community in his areatldaecommend itself from the
economic, political and military point of view.” hE local Muslims were “paragons
of honor and industriousness.” Moreover, whilé stipower during the war of the
previous autumn, they had maintained “a sympatlagtitvery tolerant bearing with
respect to odf element.” Indeed, Muslim authorities would haeesed no harm in
the area had it not been for actions against “treekandarteunits [that] committed
rapes, extortions, murders and plunder in MavrMamgatsiko and elsewheré®

As will be shown in the next chapter, this kinddefiberate display of local

cross-group solidarity in Macedonia became morersomatfter the Second Balkan

2" TsVA Fond 1647 opis 2 a.e. 32, pp. 19-21 (petitisom Nikola Nashadzhik to Bulgarian General
Governor in Serres, Jun. 20, 1913).

%8 The word isomogenouswhich refers to the in-group. In the contextauld have either a Christian
(religious) or Greek (ethnic) connotation.

29 |AM, GDM, file 117.2 [Petitions and letters by ineuals and communities, 1902-1937], 3-4
(Letter from Kosmas D. Velios to King Constantidan. 29, 1913).
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War when borders appeared permanent. During thedoeetween the two Balkan
Wars, initiatives such as Velios’ to help a locadup that he explicitly identified as
different from his own were still comparatively earinstead, the presence in the
autumn of 1912 and the spring of 1913 of neighlgp@Gmneek and Bulgarian
administrations with conflicting aspirations oveas&donian territory encouraged
separate local initiatives to take advantage afe@leonflicts and the uncertainty.
Residents of Macedonia during this period often@igd the unsettled borders and
the rivalry they perceived between ostensibly dlbicials of the neighboring
national administrations in order to further tharied interests.

In particular, and already by February of 1913id@sts were submitting
thousands of complaints about conditions in théimiaistrative zones, not directly to
their own governing officials, but indirectly thrgh officials in the neighboring
zone>® A minor criminal case involving a newspaper vendbmitri
Angelou/Angelov, provides an example of how evaimgle individual’s scrape with
the law might occasion an appeal to the rival mati@dministration for help: On
February 11, 1913, Greece’s Military Governor ito8&a Prince Nicholas
interceded with Bulgaria’s representative in Sdtaron behalf of Angelou. Nicholas
claimed that, having been robbed of three Turkishlly other passengers while on a
train traveling in Bulgarian-held Macedonia, Angekiopped off in Serres in order

to file a complaint with Bulgarian authorities. #hat point, however, Angelou was

30 About the extent of residents in the Bulgarianeztmtiging complaints through Greek authorities,
see TsVA Fond 1647 opis 2 a.e. 24, pp.3, 3g (Hésapto Valkov, Feb. 12, 1913); on residents in
the Greek zone lodging complaints through Bulgaaathorities, TsVA Fond 1647 opis 2 a.e. 24, pp.
6, 6g (Hesapchiev to Prince Nicholas, Jan. 27, 1913

31 The information on the case comes entirely frorfgBrian administrative documents, which refer to
him sometimes as “Angelou”, and others as “Angéldwor brevity’s sake, he will be referred to
henceforth as “Angelou.”
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himself arrested, accused of having robbed sonmésafompanions of eight Turkish
lira. On top of that, the Bulgarian authoritieslfdemanded a guarantee of five
hundred leva from Angelou for his reled$eAn earlier decree of the examining
magistrate of the Serres Field Court Martial confirthat Angelou had indeed been
detained in Serres and required to post the fivelred leva guarantee for his release
“in order to bar the possibility for [him] to evageosecution® After ordering an
investigation into the case, the office of the Buign Military Governor in Serres
replied to Prince Nicholas with details of the asaion against Angelou, indirectly
rejecting the validity of the complaifit. It is impossible to deduce from the extant
documents on Angelou’s case which of the two syackhtrasting versions
corresponded to the truth. Perhaps Angelou haskmhtbeen arrested under the
capricious circumstances alleged by Prince Nichaaperhaps he had instead
simply concocted an elaborate story of arbitrargsrin hopes of evading
prosecution for a crime he had committed. In eitase, what is striking and typical
for this period about the incident is that Ange{ouperhaps someone on his behalf)
had appealed to the Greek administration locatedoyeor intervention against the
Bulgarian authorities in what otherwise would haeen nothing more than a
common case of alleged pick-pocketing.

Macedonia’s residents also appealed to autho(digsin, often authorities of

the neighboring national administration) in orderdise issues of more general

32 TsVA, Fond 1647, opis 2 a.e. 24, p.11 (Note froes&pchiev to Vilkov, Feb. 18, 1913).

3 TsVA, Fond 1647 opis 2 a.e. 24, p.8 (Decree Nméhfexamining magistraté®Lieut. Tomov for
measures taken against accused, Jan. 20, 1913).

34 TsVA, Fond 1647, opis 2 a.e. 24, pp. 9, 13 (Mac&toMilitary Governor to Commandant of
Serres, Feb. 21, 1913; office of the Macedoniarntdfif Governor, Serres, to Representative of the
Greek Headquarters, Solun, Mar. 6, 1913).
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community interest. One of the most frequent sttbjef complaint concerned the
struggle in many villages in the Bulgarian and Greenes to hold onto or gain
control of local church properties. This struggks, of course, a direct continuation
of the longstanding tug-of-war between the Exarelagid Patriarchate described in
Chapter 1. Yet, for the first time, each of theeasible state patrons (Bulgaria and
Greece) of those rival branches of Orthodox Clamsty now directly controlled a
section of Macedonia, instead of being limited efofe to indirect influence through
consulates and infiltration of guerilla bands. iUduals and groups on the losing
sides of the new hegemony (patriarchists in thg&igkn zone and exarchists in the
Greek zone) protested, typically about the force&itures of their churches and
schools in actions led by nearby military and oofficials sometimes accompanied
by a number of zealous allies among the civiliapyation. In fact, Bulgarian and
Greek government leaders at first took haltingsteprein in such transfers of church
control, apparently fearing potential destabiliaatof their important military

alliance as they still waged campaigns (in ThrawkEBpirus) against Ottoman forces.
Most significantly, Greek Prime Minister Elefthesi®enizelos and Bulgarian Army
Representative Hesapchiev (under orders from PMimester Geshov) reached an
accord in early February, 1913. It ordered thespective military and civil
authorities in Macedonia to return all church adlo®| jurisdiction to the status quo
that obtained before the start of the WarAdministrative correspondence about

Macedonian residents’ complaints, however, sugdbatdower-level military and

% TsVA, Fond 1647, opis 2 a.e. 24, p.50 (memoranffom Bulgarian Army Representative in Solun
Hesapchiev to Macedonian Military Governor Vilk&eb. 12, 1913).
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civil functionaries on both sides violated the adcwom the start without serious
restraint from their superiors.

In contrast to the conversion of mosques and d¢heslim properties to
Christian uses, the seizures of Christian churemelsschools by the competing
Orthodox factions occurred almost exclusively itteges rather than large towns or
cities during the period between the two Balkan $Varhe rival national
governments (as well as the Western consuls amdgbsts who helped shape
international public opinion of the Balkan govermts) could not readily monitor
such remote locations. Those Christians who opesriyplained about such seizures,
as well as their rivals who justified them, typlgatast themselves as representing the
wishes of the majority, or at least of a substapiation, of their village population.
Yet whichever way they might have leaned inwardigst Orthodox villagers
continued their time-honored pattern, observednduttie preceding Ottoman period,
of outwardly accepting whichever church jurisdiat@ppeared safest. Most of the
villagers of Radovo near Demir Hisar, for examplag switched their allegiance
from the Exarchate to the Patriarchate in 1908 afteand of Gree&ndarteshad
appeared in the area and tortured and harassedetkaechist leaders. With the
arrival of the Bulgarian army in 1912, most switdhmack to the Exarchate. Yet the
Bulgarian district commander of Demir Hisar repdrtke following March that “a

portion of the villagers declared themselves yeirags patriarchists” after a

3 See, for example, TsVA, Fond 1647, opis 2 a.@241-33 (extracts of letters from Prince
Nicholas of Greece to Bulgarian Army RepresentdtivBolun Hesapchiev, Feb. 17, 1913); 35-39
(Serres provincial governor, results of examinatbbonomplaints, Mar. 18, 1913); 177-179 (lettemfro
Prince Nicholas to Hesapchiev, May 17, 1913).
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Patriarchate bishop and priest from Demir Hisare&mRadovo and declared that it
had not yet been decided whether their area woult ulgaria or Greec¥.

An even broader swath of Macedonia’s residentsie@about their uncertain
economic and commercial prospects after the Fiatkdh War than about the
jurisdiction over their local church. Whateverfiesws, the preceding Ottoman rule
over all of Macedonia had provided an integrateglsi market. In the large rural
areas, peasant farmers and pastoralists producps and livestock, which they took
to market in nearby commercial towns and citiesrther afield within this single
market, of course, were the Empire’s vast provineeésnatolia, the Levant and
North Africa. In addition, Macedonian port citissch as Salonika and Kavalla
served by the early twentieth century as dynamitgiowing outlets for the
worldwide export of cash crops (primarily tobaceca @otton) from the entire
surrounding Macedonian and Thracian hinterlande Finst Balkan War brought this
trade to an abrupt halt. In November, 1912, theeAoan consul in Salonika reported
that “since October®] trade with the interior has ceased.” Urban manthon the
coast faced bankruptcy due to the decline in shippsn@nd to the grim fact that credit
customers in the interior were now often dead oinpless®® While minimal
shipments soon resumed, the problems and worriegeafhants only increased, as
for many months there was no certainty of what wWdadcome of the surrounding

territory®® Indeed, the only certainty was that permanent lnesdlers of some kind

3" TsVA, Fond 1647, opis 2 a.e. 24 pp. 35-39 (Sepresincial governor, results of examination of
complaints, Mar. 18, 1913).

38 11/23/12 dispatch from Kehl to State Departmentgearters (CACS, RG 84, NARA).

39 See 12/30/12 dispatch from Kehl to State Departtheadquarters, and 4/26/13 letter from Kehl in
response to a query by the New York-based Tradomp@ation of America (CACS, RG 84, NARA).
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would appear within Macedonia and Thrace where Hagynot existed before. And
borders would most likely entail tariffs that woulektrict the flow of trade.

For broader geographic Macedonia, prospective Gudelof the Aegean
coast at first appeared as the biggest threatrtorerce. Drawing a border just north
of the coast between new Greek and Bulgarian eeyriwvould cut the coastal port
cities off from any of the rural hinterlands thaidhtraditionally supplied them with
products for export and markets for imports. Mermalm# Jewish organizations in
Salonika, representing both large labor and comiaesiasses, expressed precisely
this concern. They initially favored Bulgarianhat than Greek annexation of the
city as a second-best solution if they could nbtiexe their favored outcome of
designating Salonika as an internationally-conglree trade zorf€. Under
Bulgarian rule, their reasoning went, the contiggibinterland deep into the
agricultural heartland of the Balkans would forrmare valuable market area for
Salonika than the narrow coastal strip that Gregkwould have offered, though alas
not as large as the free trade zone promised loytemationalized city. Furthermore,
Greece had several other major ports, includingdeis and Chalkis, to which
Salonika would be an afterthought. The Greeks tritggrefore treat Salonika
primarily as a border city and military bulwark aws the Slavic threat.

Nevertheless, if Greek rule initially seemed disatageous from an

economic point of view, a number of groups in Mam@d soon began to perceive the

% For more on the innovative proposals on Salonika@th by members of the city’s Jewish
community during the period between the two Balkéars, see N. M. Gelber, “An Attempt to
Internationalize SalonikaJewish Social Studie47 no. 2 (1955); Rena Molho, “The Jewish
Community of Salonika and its Incorporation inte Breek State, 1912-19iddle Eastern Studies
24 no. 4 (1988); and Paul Dumont, “La Fédérationi@iste Ouvriére de Salonique a I'Epoque des
Guerres BalkaniquesEast European Quarter)yi4 no. 4 (1980).
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new Bulgarian administration as discouraging eWennbost basic revival of
economic activity and commerce. Villagers livimgthe Bulgarian zone near the
towns of Serres, Pravishta, and Kavalla reportéatigd dire food shortages and were
“sinking into dark misery* They could not import wheat and other basic goods
because Bulgarian authorities had banned the erpaitheat from Kavalla and too
often blocked villagers from traveling between tilkages and the towns in order to
buy and sell. Similarly, many merchants and otlfrens Serres could not conduct
their trading activities in Salonika and elsewheeeause of the Bulgarian
administration’s restrictions on civilian use oil @nd road transport? Bulgarian
authorities, in their investigations of such conni®, actually confirmed that customs
officials in Kavalla had banned the export of whigain that city, a policy endorsed
by the Ministry of Financé&® They also confirmed (even while denying that such
policies hindered civilian travel) that rail trawgés forbidden to civilians between
Serres and Salonika, while road travel by car,dordoot required permission from
the local Bulgarian commandatit.Residents in the Bulgarian zone often relayed
allegations about these and other restrictionsy (@feo included discrimination
against Greek-flagged merchant vessels, high taxatind double taxation) through
officials of the neighboring Greek zone. Greekaidis suggested in turn that

Bulgarian authorities targeted ethnic Greeks witthspolicies®

“1TsVA, Fond 1647, opis 2 a.e. 24 p. 141 (Hesapctu@ailkov, Apr. 14, 1913).

*2TsVA Fond 1647, opis 2 a.e. 24 p.232 (Hesapchiewttikov, May 8, 1913).

“3TsVA Fond 1647, opis 2 a.e. 24 pp.156-157 (Dranoaipce governor T. Dobrev to Vilkov, May
12, 1913).

4 TsVA Fond 1647, opis 2 a.e. 24 p.232 (Hesapchiewikov, May 8, 1913) and pp. 233, 233g, 246
(Valkov to Hesapchiev, May 18, 1913).

% See for example TsVA, Fond 1647, opis 2 a.e..BB{telegram from Bulgarian Prime Minister
Geshov to Vilkov regarding complaint from Greek istier plenipotentiary, Apr. 11, 1913); pp. 222,
2229 (counselor Dimitrov of the Political Divisiafi the Bulgarian Ministry of Foreign Affairs and
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Nonetheless, the perception that Bulgarian offscdisplayed indifference
toward the revival of commerce in Macedonia waslinuted merely to the Greek
community. While the Greek customs authority albovgoods to come into Salonika
duty-free from Serbia and Bulgaria (the former ért#nd), Bulgaria and Serbia
began to charge high tariffs on goods from Saloiikianuary of 191% The
following month, the mostly Jewish Salonika Chamisie€ommerce circulated a
protest to the foreign consuls of the Great Powagesnst the Bulgarian and Serbian
tariffs.*” An American tobacco exporter complained about Bawgaria had
administered the Aegean port city of Kavalla befogng it in the Second Balkan
War:

To sum the matter up, the Bulgarians at no timénduheir occupation showed any
inclination to assist merchants in facilitating th@ning of their businesses; in fact
the reverse was more often the case. Severalatems waited upon them on
various business matters, which, however, werdaeédppreciated nor even
considered by the Officials.

The merchant also complained that the Bulgariahaaiites arbitrarily confiscated
large sums of money from wealthy Jews and Turksed the port often with no
warning and for seemingly arbitrary reasons (somgtthe Greek administration did
not do in Salonika), and imposed various new taxethe tobacco tradé.

Greek and Bulgarian officials in liberated Macedoestablished (at least on
paper) bureaucratic processes whereby they inatstidocals’ claims about
misconduct or neglect by their respective admiaigins. From the start, however,

rather than viewing residents’ complaints as opputies to correct problems and

Religion, note to Bulgarian Army Headquarters reigag complaint from Greek minister
plenipotentiary, Apr. 10, 1913).

“® The Times of Londgdanuary 1, 1913: 5.

472/10/13 dispatch from Kehl to State Departmenthearters CACS RG 84, NARA).
“8.8/14/13 letter from R.J. Wortham to KelIACS RG 84, NARA).
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win over the populations they governed, officidi®n treated such complaints as
manifestations of recalcitrance from potentiallgldyal ethnic groups. Investigations
of criticisms usually resulted in blanket denialgreeir validity, and sometimes in
orders to threaten or punish those who had daredlmit them. Thus, Greece’s
Governor-General of Macedonia reported that sotar Hie Greek army’s entry into
Salonika, in response to Jewish newspaper pubsisktking passions against the
Greeks, | court-martialed one of them and instatiegemptive censorshig® A
week later, Prince Nicholas issued a general “grjreégarding the reporting of news
in the press.” The order prohibited “criticismauftions of commanders and of the
army and the publication of images or represemattbat diminish their prestige.”
Also banned was the publication of items “that ainmegatively influencing the army
and popular morale or which may bring about esearent and antipathy between
the different nations and sections of the popufett8 The next day, the Governor-
General fumed that “the Bulgarian newspapers reftssubmit to any kind of
censorship,™ and on December 13, 1912 his administration susggepublication of
Salonika’s Bulgarian newspap@&ulgarin.>?

Bulgarian officials also suspected ethnic treagthehind complaints about
their own administration in Macedonia, and theyted accordingly. “Our tolerance

towards all non-Bulgarian nations is almost crinhinarote one, insisting that a

“9 Telegram by Konstantinos Raktivan to Prime Mimiatenizelos, Nov. 16, 1912, in Raktivan,
Egrafa kai Simeiosj21.

0 Order from Prince Nicholas in Thessaloniki, No, 2912, in RaktivarEgrafa kai SimeiosjsL01-
102.

51 Memorandum from Raktivan to Venizelos, Nov. 2512.9n RaktivanEgrafa kai Simeiosjs34.
%212/30/12 dispatch from Kehl to State DepartmeatdgeartersGACS RG 84, NARA); 6/21/13
dispatch from Kehl to State Department headquaf@&€S RG 84, NARA) reveals that this
suspension apparently was never lifted — a revisetfom the following spring of newspapers
published in Salonika includes no Bulgarian puhiczs.
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nearby Greek commander’s complaint about Bulgareatment of ethnic Greek
civilians was nothing but a “Greek fantasy."In reacting to a February, 1913 report
that thousands of ethnic Greeks under Bulgarianradiration were lodging
complaints about mistreatment, the Bulgarian arepyesentative did not pause to
reflect upon which Bulgarian policies might be gigirise to such complaints.
Instead, he urged Bulgaria’s Military Governor odéédonia to “issue the necessary
orders to your dependent authorities to pursuecapture the Greek agitators who
disturb the spirits of the inhabitants and inditern to file complaints® Some days
earlier, Bulgaria’s Serres provincial governor diesl his district authorities to
“exercise a tight police surveillance especiallgiothe non-Bulgarian elements” in
those areas where “the majority of the populatgonat Bulgarian, but consists either
of mixed elements or is pure Muslim or pure GreBkYet residents’ complaints of
misconduct or neglect by Greek or Bulgarian adnaigns were not generally
attempts to destabilize those administrations. Whieg complaints, residents never
questioned the authority of the new administratiihvag governed them. On the
contrary, they arguably reinforced their rulergitanacy by asking them to use their
power to rectify problems. Even when local restdemlisted Western consuls or
officials of the rival neighboring administrativeree to transmit their grievances as
extra leverage, their express purpose was alwaysrguade those who governed

them to address various concerns about propeitystigecurity, corruption,

3 TsVA, Fond 1647, opis 2 a.e. 24 p. 129 (telegranmfSecond Lieutenant Kalev, chief of Kavalla
garrison, to Vllkov, Apr. 28, 1913).

** TsVA, Fond 1647, opis 2 a.e. 24 p. 3, 3g (Hesapctu Vilkov, Feb. 12, 1913).

5 TsVA, Fond 1647, opis 2 a.e. 16 p. 54 (confidémtiamorandum from Serres province governor
Ivan Hamandjiev to district chiefs in the provinéeb. 1, 1913).
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restrictions on economic activity, and indeed e¢snes potentially related to ethnic
questions such as church jurisdiction.

Yet, as months passed without a clear signal reggamhat would become of
Macedonian territories in a final settlement amtregvictorious allies of the ongoing
Balkan War, some of Macedonia’s residents did baging to influence the
outcome themselves. Local calls within Macedoaratle by a specific Balkan
government (Bulgaria, Greece or Serbia) were, hewelow to appear. Instead, a
growing and surprisingly diverse array of localidests became attracted to the
notion of establishing some form of autonomstaus for Macedonia, rather than
partition by the Balkan states. Of course, autonfon Macedonia was the ideal long
advocated by many activists of VMRO. Their hopesexcrushed as they came to
realize, during the course of the Balkan Wars, ihatedonia’s “liberation” would
mean its partition. Upon the outbreak of war in4.9ne of its members, Todor Pop
Antov, had volunteered with his wife Poliksena Musia as medical orderlies in the
Bulgarian army’s Macedonian-Adrianopolitan Volurteanit. Yet Antov’s support
of Bulgaria’s war effort was wrapped up with hispirassion that Bulgaria supported
an autonomous status for Macedonia. While senAmgpv and his comrades
became dismayed when during the course of the Llondgotiations it was revealed
that Bulgaria (along with its Balkan allies) hadact embarked on the war against
the Ottoman Empire with the intention of partitiogiMacedonian territory.

For the Macedonian volunteer it was a sad thirgntertain the notion that his
fatherland, for which countless sacrifices had bgiean in the epic revolutionary
struggles to realize the ideal of freedom for Mared in its geographic entirety,
now, with the Balkan War, was being torn into pget®be distributed like spoils to
the Balkan Allies. The Bulgarian government, whictly seven years before (during
the European mission in Turkey to implement reformglacedonia) had supported
the idea of an autonomous Macedonia, now discatdgdgrinciple in favor of the
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Serbian principle of partition .... the Macedoniahmuwteer could not understand
this!*®

But many others without connections to the Mac&orevolutionary
movement also began to consider autonomy for Mauadts an attractive practical
solution to overlapping territorial claims, espdgiafter experiencing some doubts
that their “liberators” would treat them betterhthe preceding Ottoman imperial
regime. A friendly sergeant who entered Demir-Hisah the Bulgarian army in
1912 made a lasting impression even on the gepgnaltBulgarian headmaster from
Macedonia, Biliukbashiev, when he predicted thatdhly difference Biliukbashiev
would perceive with his liberation was that hisaftswould now be Bulgaria’s
Ferdinand instead of the Sult3hSoon afterwards, stronger misgivings about the
Bulgarian regime crept into Biliukabashiev’'s mirglaalieutenant in the Bulgarian
army frankly explained to him, “We, Mr. Biliukbag, fight Turkey because we
need territory, because we need the White [i.eeAaySea; the liberation of
Macedonia is only a pretext®

As noted earlier, many of Salonika’s Jews strotigiypred a settlement that
would accord some form of autonomy to their ciifore surprising agitation for
local autonomy during the period between the twik&aWars arose among Greeks
or Greek-speakers living in the Bulgarian zone afckdonia. Traditionally, pro-
Greek activists in Macedonia had not been assatwitth any proposals for the

region’s autonomy. Yet Bulgaria’s Assistant Comuaemin Chief received

%6 Todor Pop AntovSpomen{Skopje: Drzaven Arhiv na Republika Makedonija afazej-Galerija-
Kavadarci, 2002), 179-180. Although this memoisweacently translated from Bulgarian into
Macedonian and published in Skopje, it was oridynatitten by Antov in 1933 in Bulgaria, which
makes its Macedonian-autonomist slant all the memgarkable.

> DAB, Sp. 225, 179.

8 DAB, Sp. 225, 183; Biliukbashiev also states nexglicitly (Ibid., 160) that he came to realizettha
“an autonomous or independent Macedonia” had Hesnght goal.
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disturbing reports by January 1913 that “Greekh@warious towns and villages” of
Bulgaria’s Macedonian Military Governorship werdlecting signatures to petition
the Great Powers at the ongoing London conferemcautonomy, “as they
supposedly are not pleased with the Bulgarian agtration.” Macedonian Military
Governor Vilkov ordered the arrest and exemplanighument under military justice
of those guilty of the agitation for autonortty.

In contrast to the relatively early appeals froanious quarters for
Macedonian autonomy, local public agitation in M@maa in favor of rule by a
particular Balkan government (either Bulgaria, @eger Serbia) took more time to
surface. Certain long-time activists for one @ thther national cause probably
began working behind the scenes in the interefteaf favored national government
from the start of the First Balkan War. A memadiriscalled that a certain Stoian,
who operated the most well-appointed café in thig&@ian-administered town of
Demir Hisar, was reportedly “not only a Grecomaut, & big fanatic.” Around the
start of 1913, Stoian gained the trust of Bulgaoéiters, who enjoyed sitting in his
café and bantering about politics. Occasionallgdnversation they would reveal
Bulgarian troop movements. Unbeknownst to thecef, Greek sympathizers who
sat nearby and “gave off the impression that thesewininterested” were listening
intently and reporting what they heard to GreekSatonika and Serré8. Over time,

the provisional nature of the three Balkan admiat&ins in Macedonia became

% TsVA, Fond 1647, opis 2 a.e. 16 pp. 22-26 (AsaisBommander in Chief General Mihail Savov
telegram to Macedonian Military Governor VilkovnJ24, 1913; confidential memorandum from
Serres province governor lvan Hamandjiev to Primeister Geshov, Jan. 25, 1913; telegram from
Savov to Valkov, Feb. 3, 1913; memorandum/ordemfiéilkov to governors of Drama, Serres, and
Kukush provinces); Bulgaria’s General Fichev alszuasses this appeal by local Greeks for autonomy
in his memoirBalkanskata Voina, 1912-191320.

% DAB, Sp. 225, p.180.
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increasingly obvious. So did the lack of inter@stthe part of the Balkan Allies and
Great Powers alike in any scheme for Macedoniaonaumy. This political situation,
combined with the kinds of disagreeable post-libeneexperiences under new
administrations surveyed above, eventually engeaderore overt agitation for rule
by a favored Balkan government.

The most dramatic — and even violent — instandeaafl agitation in favor of
a national government occurred in June 1913 duhaglays immediately preceding
the commencement of the Second Balkan War in Tikae&rea under Serbian
administration. From January 1913, Serbian auiberhad begun exacting heavy
requisitions from the local population, even agteeerted pressure on Christians to
assimilate. They closed schools and cultural esntequired instruction and church
services to be conducted in Serbian, deportedrapdgoned teachers and priests
deemed pro-Bulgarian, and in a May census forcea IBhristians to declare that
they were Serbs who had been “Bulgarized” undeg&igdn pressure. Apparently in
reaction to this repression, around 250 local icimg took up arms against the Serbian
regime in early June, 1913, in what scholars hakeed the “TikveS Uprising.” The
locals were organized by members of the Bulgarféiliaded Macedonian-
Adrianopolitan Volunteer Corps who had returneditore$ during the previous two
months, and were joined by around 1,000 seasonexillgs of VMRO. The
insurgents managed to seize and proclaim a Bulggoaernment in much of Tikves,
in anticipation of the arrival of Bulgarian troop$fio were now beginning their
offensive against the Serbian and Greek armiesthésilitary momentum in the

Second Balkan War turned against Bulgaria, thei&erdormy regained control of
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TikveS and exacted severe reprisals. All in bk, $erbian reprisals claimed as many
as 1,200 victims, along with up to a thousand hebsened”

Tellingly, such instances of agitation in favoragparticular national
government were most highly concentrated in thosasawhere jurisdiction seemed
most uncertain or disputed. These districts eidnenear the fuzzy provisional
borders of the neighboring administrative zondse(Bulgarian-held Kukush
province) or (like Serbian-held TikveS) had beeecsjed by Serbia and Bulgaria in
their 1912 alliance as areas whose future woulddiermined with the help of
Russian arbitration. The governor of the Bulgaadministration’s Kukush province
remarked upon this geographic pattern of instanteational agitation in March,
1913. A pro-Bulgarian resident from the town ofnf@ndje had informed the
provincial governor that Greek priests, accompabietiGrecoman” town elders
made the rounds in Gumendje among the “Grecomdmabiants, having them sign
a petition proclaiming their desire to remain untther rule of the Greek kingdom.
According to the Bulgarian governor, “Grecoman’idests of the Llgadinsko area
even gathered signatures for a similar petitiomfiduslim villagers. The Muslims
supposedly expressed their preference for Greace &he Christian population
living in the area is exclusively Greek and Grecoraad the Turks would live much
better if they were to be under Greek authorityliislims who might have harbored

reservations about this petition no doubt reckaheg had better sign it, as the local

®1 The estimates of casualties are from Zoran TodkiotTikveshkoto vistanie ot 1913 godina,” in
Sbornik Mezhdunarodna Konferentsiia 90 Godini Batfa Voinaed. Institut po Istoriia pri BAN
NTsMGII pri Ministerstvo na kulturata Regionalemoischeski muzei - Klrdzha({Kdrdzhali,
Bulgaria: SVERA Solutions, 2002), 177; on the Ti&wéprising, see also Petlr Petrov, ed.,
Makedoniia: Istoriia i politicheska sldba (1912-194/al. Il (Sofia: Izdatelstvo ‘Znanie’ OOD,
1998): 30-33; Dimitar Minchev, “Tikveshkoto vistari913 g., Makedonski Pregled5 no.4 (1992):
50-73; and Dimitdr GotseWatsionalno-oxvoboditelnata borba v Makedoniia 19845 (Sofia:
Izdatelstvo na Bilgarskata akademiia na naukit81),916-51.
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pro-Greek Christians who circulated it were “dresgp in military clothes and
accompanied by soldiers and police.” Both sitegrotGreek agitation (Gumendje
and LOgadinsko) at this time lay at the edge ofGheek administrative zone next to
the Bulgarian one. Greece’s control over thenhigtttime was still tenuous and their
political future appeared unclear. However, thégBuan provincial governor
managed to visit Greek-held villages around Sakn¥here he spoke “with both
Bulgarians and Grecomans.” There, no nationagjgaaon was occurring “because

it is reckoned that the area will surely remainem@reek rule *

Descent into the Second Balkan War

As detailed in Chapter 2, Serbian forces duringringt Balkan War had
occupied all of the zone designated for Russiaitration in the secret annex to the
Bulgaro-Serb treaty of March 1912, along with motithe area designated in that
annex to go to Bulgaria outright. But by Janud8/4.3, Austria-Hungary had secured
the Great Powers’ commitment not to permit Serhiatarritorial outlet to the
Adriatic Sea despite the latter's successful cagipai Albania. Claiming that the
1912 Serb-Bulgarian agreement over Macedoniantipartiad been predicated on
the assumption of acquiring such an Adriatic outetrbia now demanded as
compensation a revision of the treaty that wouldrm@wt more territory in

Macedoni&® Bulgaria rejected these demands. Talks betweead® and Bulgaria

2 TsVA, Fond 1647, opis 2 a.e. 16 pp. 33, 33g, 38véBnor of Kukush province Karamanov
memorandum to Macedonian Military Governor VilkMar. 21, 1913).

%3 Serbia marshaled some additional justificatiomstiés revision, while Bulgaria, not surprisingly,
denied their legitimacy. See Samuel R. WilliamsbnAustria-Hungary and the Origins of the First
World War, (New York: St Martin’s Press, 1991), 124-125, 1133, 143-144 and Ernst Helmreich,

168



during the early months of 1913 to delineate a blambetween them in eastern
Macedonia also broke down, as the quarrel ovem@aontinued to frustrate any
overall agreement. Their parallel disputes withgaua spelled an increasingly
apparent convergence of interests between Sertli&erece.

By the spring of 1913, events on the ground dematest to Macedonia’s
local inhabitants the distinct possibility thatsherritorial impass might bring about a
second armed conflict, this time between the Balkdlins themselves. Tension
between the Greek and Bulgarian armies at all $evatl been highly visible in
Salonika from the start. Salonika was the one Max&n locality where significant
numbers of two allied armies (Greek and Bulganaeje continuously stationed by
mutual agreement after the expulsion of the Ottomditary.®* The two armies did
not share the city amicably, as shown by a higidiple fracas reported by tiémes
of London within the first two weeks of the city@nt occupation:

Another incident arose from an attempt of the Gsdelseize the mosque of Saint
Sofia, of which the Bulgarians had taken possedsiander to provide
accommodation for their troops. The Greeks intggaf this as indicating a desire on
the part of their allies to dedicate the mosquia¢oBulgarian Church. The
Bulgarians were forced on two occasions to drieeGneeks troops awdy.

The mutual hostility between the two armies exigteen at the rank and file level.
In December, 1912, Bulgarian troops “threw the @semut bodily” after Greek
soldiers had tried to occupy a telegraph post atbagsalonika-Constantinople line,

otherwise held by the Bulgarians. This occurredekmownst to the Greek and

The Diplomacy of the Balkan Wars, 1912-19C3ambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1938),
353-355, for discussions of this diplomatic disparel its context.

% There was mixed, though trivial, allied troop mmese also in Strumitsa and Doiran (Serbian and
Bulgarian) and in Gevgeli (Serbian, Bulgarian andek). See Petar Stojandakedonija vo
vremeto na Balkanskite i Prvata svetska vojna (199P8)(Skopje: Institut za Nacionalna Istorija,
1969), 141-142.

%5 “Problem of Salonika. Friction Between the Troopshe Allies,” Times(London), November 20,
1912; the “mosque of St. Sophia” was originallyistdrically prominent Byzantine church.
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Bulgarian high commands, who stepped in to reatiutaally face-saving solution to
the confrontatior?® Bulgaria’s 7th Rila Division had only lightly oepied certain
points along its 1912 invasion route against Ottofoaces south towards Salonika.
Much of the division soon moved on eastward toTtheacian front where Ottoman
resistance was fiercest, and Greek units took pip@munity to infiltrate those areas
largely vacated by the Bulgarian forces. As a egngnce, incidents occurred almost
daily between Bulgarian and Greek soldiers, sometisulting in fatalitie’

Such clashes only increased in scale and seriosiswes the winter and
spring of 1913. Bulgaria, Greece, and Serbia wedpp their respective remaining
campaigns against Ottoman forces in Thrace, EpindsAlbania and began
concentrating their troops in Macedonia in ordepress their competing claims
there. One confrontation in March, 1913, betweeset and Bulgarian troops
northeast of Salonika at Nigrita resulted in aste200 death® Large Greek-
Bulgarian clashes followed in April and May as wells noted above, the Bulgarian
military formed two new brigades by conscriptingipg male residents in its
occupied areas of Serres and Kavalla during thegpf 1913. The new Bulgarian
brigades were intended to help guard against Giesigns on eastern Macedonia
while the bulk of Bulgarian forces were still areglyagainst the Ottoman army in
Thrace® There could be no more direct sign than thioeals that the currently

allied Balkan governments were not only attemptmgonsolidate state power in

66 12/13/12 dispatch from Kehl to State DepartmeatgeartersGACS RG 84, NARA).
®7 Fichev,Balkanskata voina270.

®% |bid. 320.

*bid., 323.
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newly occupied territories but also mobilizing fastential military campaigns
against each other.

Following secret talks over the spring of 1913 teeand Greece agreed to a
treaty essentially committing each other to defémadterritory their armies had taken
in Macedonia against Bulgarian claims. They sigimedtreaty on June 1, 1913, just a
day after the Balkan Allies (Greece, Bulgaria, $eemd Montenegro) signed the
Treaty of London ending their war with the Ottontampire. The situation
deteriorated rapidly afterwards. Bulgarian, Serl@aad Greek leaders refused to back
down on their territorial demands in Macedonia.ey were each supported or even
pressured by significant segments of their respegolitical elite to press these
claims by force if necessaf{. Clashes between Greek and Bulgarian soldiers and
between Serbian and Bulgarian soldiers continu@ad.June 30, 1913 — only a month
after the formal end of the First Balkan War — ddauan attack along several points
against Greek and Serbian lines inaugurated then8d8alkan War.

As shown above, many Christians living in Maceddrad become active
during the preceding few months in promoting thett&ial claims of a particular
national government, especially after autonomyttierregion proved an unrealistic
goal. Nevertheless — and perhaps unlike manyedf tounterparts living within the
old borders of the belligerent Balkan states —lalsbe evidence suggests that their

activism generally did not translate into enthusidsr a second war to resolve the

"9 Helmreich,Diplomacy of the Balkan War852-355, 361-362; although intending to call into
guestion the all-consuming extent of bellicosearatlism in Greece, Bulgaria and Serbia in this
period, both L.L. Farrar, “Aggression versus Apafhlge Limits of Nationalism During the Balkan
Wars, 1912-1913,East European Quarter)y37, no. 3 (2003): 257-80, and Victor Roudometoh&T
Social Origins of Balkan Politics: Nationalism, Werdevelopment, and the Nation-State in Greece,
Serbia, and Bulgaria, 1880-192Blediterranean Quarterlyll, no.3 (2000): 144-63 indeed confirm
its importance within influential groups in eachuotry.
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territorial dilemmas. In Demir Hisar, fear of chad infection from soldiers
outweighed otherwise pro-Bulgarian civilians’ pdiehdesire to aid their own
putative side in war preparations. Residents &esitto house soldiers, and civilians
often even administered beatings to “thirsty arettiBulgarian] soldiers who defied
orders not to drink from the public fountains.”

Indeed, the widespread desertion among local mdnlizex into various
“volunteer” or “Macedonian” units, already feareg dbmmanders, occurred even as
war between the former Balkan Allies approachedammenced. By February
1913 the Bulgarian General Staff was strugglingambat demoralization among a
large part of the Macedonian-Adrianopolitan Volant€orps who wanted to return
to their homes in Macedonia and apparently saig kitbnnection between their
fighting in Thrace on Bulgaria’s behalf and theérgonal aspirations for a liberated
Macedonia’? Yet the Volunteer units’ subsequent relocatiockita Bulgarian-held
parts of Macedonia apparently did not satisfy maintheir ranks either. A large
number deserted on the eve of the Second Balkand&fying arrest by Bulgarian
authorities for some time by traveling in armedugs’® Fear of contracting the
cholera then spreading within Bulgarian army ranksienced the decision of some
to desert” Bulgaria’s Chief of Staff Fichev blamed both aideial “spirit of

Grecomanism” and a general “unpreparedness for fwathe particularly high

"L DAB, Sp. 225, p.186.

"2 TsVA, Fond 422, opis 2 a.e. 2 (Account of the tifehe Macedonian-Adrianopolitan Volunteer
Corps after the fall into war with the allies — B)pp. 11-12 (Order No. 15 issued to Macedonian
Volunteers, Feb. 21, 1913, quoted in the quarteienadiary).

3 TsVA Fond 422, opis 3 a.e. 1 (Macedonian-Adrianiogo Volunteer Corps, Kochani
Commandantship, correspondence related to intallig@and desertions), p. 36 (note from police
superintendent in Vinitsa to commandant in Kochann. 14, 1913).

" TsVA Fond 422, opis 3 a.e. 1, p.27 (note from Kastdistrict constable to commandant, Jun. 11,
1913).
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number of desertions from his army’s newly form&atdma” and “Serres” brigades
in the first days of the Second Balkan Warndeed, the young men from Macedonia
drafted into those units had been exempt as Cimstinder Ottoman rule from
military service in return for payment of a specralitary tax. Many of them no
doubt now balked at this onerous and dangerousciésvobligation’®

Anxiety and even panic — not belligerence or aptiton of national
redemption — were the most widespread sentiments@mivilians in Macedonia
when the Second Balkan War actually broke out. Yanal Christians had seen
only months before what Balkan armies had doneuslivh civilians perceived as
enemy populations. They now feared (often withifigation, as it turned out) what
might happen to them at the hands of invading aghihey were perceived as
enemy civilians. Four days before the formal oeglirof war, civilians escaped
across to Bulgarian lines from the villages of Roaitsi and Bogdantsi, reporting acts
of cruelty against them by Serbian and Greek sdido were setting up positions
there’” According to a commissioner of Vodena in Greekiheestern Macedonia,
he and other local Greek officials were powerlesthe opening days of the war to
assuage the panicked flight of roughly 500 civéiam his area when the Bulgarian
army occupied Gevgeli and false rumors circulaled Bulgarian units had come
even closer. Although certain “trained and tedtle$lim former soldiers” requested

arms to resist the expected invasion, militarixperienced Christian Greek

> Fichev,Balkanskata voina435.

" Evidence points to considerable threats of deseeid reluctance to fight their former allies just
before the second Balkan War also among regulagaBiain, Serbian and Greek army units — for
example, TsVA Fond 64, opis 2 a.e. 20 (Operatiopalespondence part IV, Jun. 1913), p.21
(Bulgarian 4' Army commander General-Major Kovachev, order tmomnder of the'8brigade,
Jun. 14, 1913); TsVA Fond 64, opis 2 a.e. 5 (Dirthe 3rd infantry brigade of thd'Rila division
Jun. 14, 1913 — Aug. 18, 1913), Jun. 14 entry fRimmitsa; Ibid., Jun. 16 entry from Strumitsa).
" TsVA Fond 64, opis 2 a.e. 5, Jun. 27 entry fronuiBitsa).
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civilians did not. “The terror of the Muslims anflthe Greeks as well comes from
their having read in the newspapers about the saiesgand atrocities of the
Bulgarians,” the commissioner explained, revealirgeffectiveness of national
propaganda®

Maria Izmirlieva, a Bulgarian teacher from the towfrKukush, recalled her
experience of the Second Balkan War’s onset a®btragedy and trauma from the
start. Entering an abandoned Turkish house wherdsard that wounded Bulgarian
soldiers from the front were being treated, sharfessed a horrible scene.” “Only
one other woman” (Rusha Delcheva, the sister aif 8facedonian guerilla leader
Gotse Delchev) was helping the military doctorge¢heAlthough she heard the
groans of wounded soldiers begging for help, decidrispered to Izmirlieva that
there was no time for the seriously wounded agGiteeks were approaching; she
could only daub light wounds with iodine and semel $oldiers on their way. The
same afternoon, apprentices from her brother'sgatie informed her that she must
go home because her family was getting ready &otfie town. As she left the ward,
one gravely wounded young soldier whom she warttdabkp “burst into desperate
tears. | burst into tears as well, but | was pdegsrto help him.” Later during her
flight, she cried again over the memory of thisdgan “who so hopefully expected my
help.””® Even though she personally (and perhaps someaxaptionally among
civilians in Kukush at that particularly dangerdinse) went out of her way to help
soldiers, Izmirlieva recalled nothing resemblingiah patriotic euphoria locally at the

outbreak of hostilities, but rather apprehensioa laorror.

8 |AM, GDM, file 17.4 (Reports of the commissiondréodena), pp. 86-89 (commissioner of Vodena
to the Governor-General of Macedonia, Jul. 7, 1913)
" DAB, Sp. 33 (Memoirs of Maria Andonova Izmirliey&)11.
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After Bulgaria’s initial June 30 attack along Gresld Serbian lines, it lost
the military momentum immediately. Its armies wpuoshed almost continuously
back towards the old Bulgarian borders by the Skdws the west and by the Greeks
from the souti? Izmirlieva’s flight from Kukush occurred four dawfter the war’s
outbreak, just before the destruction of her hoomentin a fierce battle that would
end in a major victory for Greek over Bulgarianckes. Her family was part of a tide
of refugees who, identifying themselves as Bulgeriar fearing that they would be
identified as such, fled mostly on foot in advan€éhe oncoming Greek and Serbian
armies. Yet records of these refugees’ storiesvdvelmingly suggest they left their
homes with great reluctance, not to reach a ndtmmoanised land, but as a last resort
when their situation appeared physically untenable.

Many of those who fled indeed appear not to hawderstood the imminence
of the threat to their lives for quite some timihey put off their preparations and
departures until the last minute, causing themetavbefully unprepared for the
conditions they would face as refugees. Izmirlig¥amily spent a fearful night
trying to sleep and “wondering what to bring andatvo leave from our full home”
before leaving her town the next morning. Foreat, Izmirlieva ended up that
morning wrapping “one dress and [her] fine suiEaflish fabric tailored in Solun”
in a cloth. Her mother wrapped a few articleshofdren’s clothing in another cloth,
while each of them had to carry a child too youmgvalk. Her brother gathered a

few documents. None of them brought fodd.

8 Richard Hall,The Balkan Wars 1912-1913: Prelude to the First MVoYar, (London: Routledge,
2000), 110-113.
81 DAB, Sp. 33, 10.
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A little girl at the time, Maria Bozhkova rememberthe utter dread and
confusion of the refugees literally running on footth along the Struma River
valley from Kukush. Her mother gripped her tightiyt of fear that the rush of
refugees would separate them, while she carriethfaart in another arm. Like
Izmirlieva’s family they took almost nothing withem. Bozhkova’'s mother had to
strip down to her petticoat at night in order te@oher daughter with her skirt.
Although it had been hot during the day, it becaomecold at night to sleep on the
bare earth, and the refugees opted to press cer thtn sleep. They reached the
town of Gorna Djumaia, a distance of no less theay-®ight miles from Kukush, the
whole group on foot or in wagons having neitheerator slept? The refugees
generally said nothing to each other during tHegzht. Among the few who spoke,
one cried, “God, they will butcher us all.” Anotrgiggested that “we should all be
in a heap at the time we are slaughtered,” apdsrenthat some at the bottom might
have a chance of surviviffd. Another memoirist in this stream of fleeing redeg,

Ivan Tenchev Gelebeshev, remembers how many wonkohaldren became ill
during the journey through the difficult mountaerrain. Refugees “cried and cursed
both the war and liberty” while in mid-flighif. Retreating Bulgarian soldiers, among
them Bozhkova'’s father, soon caught up with thigash of refugees. Heeding his

wife’s stern order, Mr. Bozhkov remained with hasrfily for the remainder of the

82 Because they walked up the Struma River valléperathan in a straight line from Kukush, the
distance was most likely somewhat longer.

83 DAB, Sp. 601 (Memoirs of Maria Bozhkova), 1-2.

8 TsDA, Fond 771k Opis 1 AE 40 (Memoirs of Ivan Tkeee Gelebeshev), 4g.
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journey instead of with his unit. As suggestedvahis was not an unusual choice
for local men drafted by the Bulgarian governmenprieparation for this war.

The Bulgarian refugees’ dismay upon the outbreakasfwas not rooted in
an expectation of the Bulgarian army’s defeat. t®thie contrary, several recall their
mistaken assumption, even while in flight for tHaies, of an eventual Bulgarian
victory. As Bozhkova explains, “the reputationoofr army was at that time great,
having won many victories,” and thus she heard emsations “to the effect that our
troops will make the Greeks pa3f.”In Demir Hisar, the post office master reassured
the school headmaster Biliukbashiev, who had besmied, that two Bulgarian
brigades coming south from Petrich would soon elpirn the tide against the
Greeks. This reassurance indeed played a roldiukBashiev’s negligible
preparation for his own flight from the town. QOretmorning of July 5, he noticed
uneasiness in the streets including Bulgarian soopving in disarray. Even at that
moment he “had a lot of difficulty believing thdwet Bulgarian army could retreat
before the Greek one.” Yet when that same moraingvalry officer told him in no
uncertain terms that he must “run if you are Bulgal he escaped with his four
children after ordering them to dress hastily. iBes the clothes they wore, they took
only a rifle, something Biliukbashiev attributes‘t@mving lost my head completely”
in the panic. Yet Biliukbashiev “still thought thiis flight was temporary, that we
would run to some spot outside the town, and weldvsoon return.®’

This common delusion among the fleeing refugeeisthiey would soon be

able to return home also appears to have been ciauhi® their desperate desire to

8 DAB, Sp. 601 (Memoirs of Maria Bozhkova), 1-2.
86 i

Ibid., 2.
873p. 225, p. 193-195.
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return and disinclination to countenance the pdggithat they might not. The
moment Biliukbashiev heard an unfounded rumor Bhwdgiarian authority was being
reestablished in Demir Hisar and it would be safeeturn, he and his family along
with three other men spun around in mid-flight rder to walk homeward. Several
Bulgarian soldiers they met along the way baclethtb comprehend how Bulgarian
civilians could decide to walk home southward tav@reek lines at this time. They
could not believe they were Bulgarians, crying “€k&— grab them and slaughter
them!” When one soldier came to their defensegmsthesponded “These are Greeks,
or at the very least spies for the Greeks. Thg&ians are running to the north, and
these people are turning souffl.”

The incident points to a fundamental gulf in meatied between long-time
citizens of the Balkan states — socialized foeast a generation to believe that
people naturally wanted above all else to live hikir own kind in a nation-state —
and residents of former Ottoman Macedonia, who trighre identified with an
ethnic or national group but whose attachment eéar incestral home and locality
typically came first. Bulgarian soldiers, boundheir national identity, could only
conceive of this group of civilians returning hoagginst the tide as either Greeks or
traitors®® Despite warnings that it was dangerous from aerfriendly group of
officers, Biliukbashiev continued stubbornly homeevaf only at that point to try to
retrieve some valuables. Only when he reached Didisar and realized that he was

very near the front line did he give up and turnko® escape for his lif&.

88 [|hi
Ibid., 196.
8 Further along the way back to Demir Hisar, Biliakhiev again encountered similar suspicions of
being a “Greek spy” on the part of Bulgarian mijtpersonnel; see ibid., 197.
90 i
Ibid.
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Indeed, there was no quick return home. The eramijes continued to
advance swiftly, generally causing the refugeessttape eventually to cities within
the old borders of Bulgaria, first to Dupnitsa @d@mir where they could board a
train to Sofia further north. The nature of refegieencounters with other
Macedonian Christians along their flight path thgbiMacedonia once again supports
the argument of the previous chapter that therelti@soverarching solidarity — no
larger “imagined community” — between people of shene purported ethnicity
across long distances in Macedonia. Even nowdrgthve circumstances of war the
sense of shared sacrifice and ethnic brotherhatefebod was at best uneven, as
refugees often pointedly revealed in their recolbes. As they stopped in
Macedonian villages and towns along the way, desedor shelter, food, or other
support, their reception by other local Christiearsged from generously sympathetic
(especially when they were lucky enough to finétiges or acquaintances) to
indifferent and even unfriendly. Maria Bozhkové&asily arrived in Gorna Djumaia,
“but there they did not want refugees,” she recallee men had to beg at the
municipal building for a place to stay, and her ilgrwas “crammed like sardines
with many other refugees in a dirty house” that baen abandoned by a Gredk.
Zlata Serafimova, thirteen years old at the timefamily fled, recalled that “in one
village the women pelted us with stones and shotiYed: have left to escape with
your men, while our men have been killed on thédfald.” °> Thus, despite many
pro-Bulgarian civilians’ expectation of Bulgariarctory, none recalled any euphoria

or sense of excitement at the beginning of the a&atpok place for example

1 DAB, Sp. 601, p.2. More instances of cool reaapty local Christians of refugees in flight are
reported in DAB, Sp. 33, p.10; DAB Sp. 595, p.2; B/Ap. 225, p.201.
92TsDA, Fond 771k Opis 2 AE 294 (Memoir of Zlata &enova).

179



throughout Western and Central Europe at the stahte First World War or even
among many Macedonian Christians at the starteofttst Balkan War.

Because the war went quickly against Bulgariantlagority of Christian
refugees were those who fled in advance of therommp Greek and Serbian armies.
Yet streams of refugees also moved in the othection, many under quite different
circumstances from those who fled toward Bulgafme large influx into Greece
was composed of civilians from the vicinities ofushitsa (in Vardar Macedonia) and
Melnik (in Pirin Macedonia.) These districts hamhstituted part of the Bulgarian
administrative zone after the First Balkan War, e taken by the Greek army
during the second war. The civilians left theintes in August 1913 shortly after the
signing of the Treaty of Bucharest, which formadtyded the Second Balkan War and
awarded both Melnik and Strumitsa again to BulgaAatual military combat had
already ended weeks before, but at the time ofithkans’ exodus the Greek army
was still present in the area, preparing to withwdpgacefully to the newly drawn
Greek borders under the terms of the Treaty. Lthsrmonth, the Greek Bureau of
Labor put the number of refugees from those ldealiat no less than 43,000, out of a
total of 133,935 who had fled into the Greek-anmexeeas of Macedoni4. A Greek
expose of abusive Bulgarian conduct during the &aM/ars explained the departure
of these civilians from their homes as follows:

The Greeks and Turks of these regions trembleecaitiba of again coming under the
Bulgarian yoke.... They are so terrified that manyh&m have decided to gather the
remains of their belongings, burn their homes dndahes, and re-establish

%3 Report from American consul in Salonika to U.Sit8tDepartment headquarters on “Violations of
the laws of civilized warfare,” Sep. 18, 1913 (CAGE: 84, NARA). The number 43,000 is
undoubtedly an underestimate, as it included dndgé¢ who arrived in Serres and Demir Hisar.
Carnegie Endowment for International Pedeport of the International Commissjd06-107, for
example, suggests that 8,000 Muslims from the wera camped outside Salonika and another few
hundred Greeks in Kilkis.
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themselves in Greece, and not be martyrs to a yranrty. This clearly shows that
these miserable men have suffered much during alevemths of Bulgarian
occupatiort’

Yet members of the Carnegie Endowment for Inteonati Peace commission
sent to investigate the episode questioned thsameof the refugees’ motivations.
Having interviewed both Muslims and Christians wiaal taken part in this exodus,
the commission reported in 1914 that the Greelktamylj before its departure, had
ordered the Greek and Muslim residents to gathesr belongings and leave for
Greece, after which their houses (in Strumitsaraighboring villages) were
systematically burned. “The Bulgarian quarterStfumitsa “was not burned, since
the object of the Greeks was to circulate the ldgbat the non-Bulgarian inhabitants
had themselves burned their own houses.” The cesiom heard from Muslims for
whom “the future was a blank. They did not wislgtoto Asia, nor did they wish to
settle, they knew not how nor where, in Greektetyi They regretted their
homes...” The Greek military managed to persuadeesainthe Greeks of the
wisdom of their flight, having warned them thatétBulgarians would massacre
them if they remained.” Yet there were “indicagdithat some Greeks from Melnik,
where the houses had not been burned, “will endeaveturn when the pressure is
relaxed.”® This extraordinary explanation of the departufreiwilians from
Strumitsa and Melnik is independently confirmedhia contemporaneous reports
from the American consul in Salonika, dated sevei@hths before the publication of

the Carnegie Commission report. “In conversatiath weveral of these

%% Quoted in American consul in Salonika to U.S. &@epartment headquarters on “Violations of the
laws of civilized warfare,” Sep. 18, 1913 (CACS, BRG NARA).

% Carnegie Endowment for International Pe&eport of the International Commissjdr06-108; see
also pp. 73, 202-206, and 324-325 for more on tm@ission’s assessment of this incident.
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unfortunates,” the consul wrote, “a uniform storgsaold — they had no desire to
abandon their village, after passing through twoswlut were forced to do so by the
Greeks.” An American missionary also reportechitonsulate that “a Strumitsa
Greek was weeping to a friend of mine today. He,s#e did not want to leave our
home and goods, but the soldiers forced us. Tlerlead at least a roof and bread to
eat. Here we have nothing’®

The episode once again illustrates the high pyidhiat civilians in Macedonia
placed on their attachment to ancestral homestreidextreme reluctance to leave
them. This group of civilians left either becatisey were coerced (by an army that
purported to be acting on behalf of their welfavepecause they understood their
lives to be at grave risk if they stayed. Indemddence suggests that many of the
civilians in question in fact did endure signifitauffering under Bulgarian
occupation after the First Balkan War, to give sameglence to the Greek exposé.
Charges were lodged during the Bulgarian admirtistraf threats, “outrages,”
murders, and persecution committed in the Strunaitea against Greek civilians by
Bulgarian paramilitary force¥. The local Bulgarian constable reportedly arrested
two men who had come to complain of abuses, ardezl/and “insulted” the wives
of a murdered and an injured m#&nThe Carnegie commission estimated that

between 700 and 800 Muslim civilians were roundedtortured and executed

% Report from American consul in Salonika to U.Sit8tDepartment headquarters on “Violations of
the laws of civilized warfare,” Sep. 18, 1913 (CAGS5 84, NARA).

97 Carnegie Endowment for International Pedeport of the International Commissjdr08; TsVA,
Fond 1647, opis 2 a.e. 24 p. 102 (Counselor oPtigical Department of the Bulgarian Ministry of
Foreign Affairs and Religion Dimitrov to Macedonibfilitary Governor Vilkov, Feb. 27, 1913).

% The local constable denied some of these chapgesicularly the ones lodged against him
personally, while he commented “that [the local €k nurture hatred against the Bulgarians, this
they do not hide.” TsVA, Fond 1647, opis 2 a.ep2405 (Strumitsa district constable Ivan Kozav t
county governor of Shtip, Mar. 28, 1913).

182



mainly by Bulgarian forces in and around Strumé#ar the Ottoman army withdrew
in the autumn of 191% And yet remarkably, despite these harsh expezenoder
Bulgarian rule, many civilians from the area statgefully that they would have
preferred to stay in their homes under Bulgariaressignty than be forced to
immigrate to Greece by the Greek army, with onlgu&promises of free land and
assistance. A chasm once again appears betweattithdes of Greek officials, who
assumed that Greeks should want to live in Gresuthe statements of supposed
Greeks (adherents of the Patriarchate) from Maadaedorhey showed only sorrow
and trepidation at the prospect of leaving thembs to immigrate to Greece.

A clue to understanding the readiness of civilieneling to their ancestral
home and community even after harsh wartime expege®is provided by statements
attributed to Muslim survivors of the massacrethefautumn of 1912 who were then
forced by the Greek army to move to Greece. “ltug that they had a terrible
experience under the mixed Serbo-Bulgarian rutbenearly weeks of the first war,”
wrote the Carnegie commission. “But this they Ban/ived, and most of them stated
that Bulgarian rule, after this first excess, hadrat least tolerablé® In other
words, the civilians hopefully linked such abusgsbthorities of the Balkan states,
terrible as they were, to abnormal wartime condgioOne local Greek official noted
this assumption among families from a group offfestsuspicious Bulgarian
villages” around the town of Karatzova in southwestMacedonia. During the war
while the Greek army was mobilized in the areaviiagers fled their homes to the

surrounding heights. Now that the fighting hadezhdhe official commented, “the

% Carnegie Endowment for International Pedeport of the International Commissjc#8-74.
199 carnegie Endowment for International Peddee Other Balkan Ward07.
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families want permission to return home as soopoasible and are obeying the
orders of the authorities — having seen the faitirthe Bulgarian effort and owing to
the coming reaping season, the care of the soditteio livelihood beckons

them.”*®* Minorities thus expected the situation to noraelinder peacetime
conditions, especially if they did not challenge tlgitimacy of the new government
and if they showed themselves to be loyal citizedderhaps then they could continue
to live unmolested where they had for generatioftss mentality among minority
inhabitants in Macedonia lingered long after thd ehthe Balkan Wars, as will be

demonstrated.

Violence against Civilians during the Second Balkéar

Many of those civilians who stayed put during tlee@d Balkan War instead
of fleeing from the path of unfriendly armies engllifar greater horrors than those
who became refugees. The grim record of how tHkaBaarmies and paramilitary
forces treated civilians as they traversed Maceddaring the two Balkan Wars
would today undoubtedly qualify as war crimes atiohie cleansing, although the
latter term had not yet come into use at the tiBalkan governments attempting to
cast their rivals’ behavior in a bad light, alonghninterested Western observers,
extensively cataloged and publicized such eveStattered accounts of some of
them also survive in archives. A semi-official B3Greek report on Bulgarian ill-
conduct during the Balkan Wars cited a British falist who estimated the number

of peasants massacred by the Bulgarian army idigiects of Demir Hisar and

1011AM, GDM, file 17.4, p. 84 (commissioner of Vodetmthe Governor-General of Macedonia, Jul.
11, 1913).
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Serres at 50,000. It suggested, according to o#perts from French and Italian
journalists, a total number of 220,000 to 250,0@@ian victims of Bulgarian
“atrocities” in Macedonia and Thrace as a whdfeA Bulgarian report written as a
rebuttal to the Greek one found that “almost aflthee thirty-seven villages in the
district of Gevgeli — home to over 19,000 residdr@®ore the war — “have been
burned” by the Greek army° It cited a British journalist and an American fessor
who put the number of refugees stranded in Buldesia the war in Macedonia at
between 100,000 and 150,080.

Based far outside the Balkans in Washington, Ol@. newly formed
Carnegie Endowment for International Peace undkmoe of its first major
initiatives in 1913 by establishing a commissiostiody the “causes and conduct” of
the Balkan Warg® The commission traveled to Bulgaria, Serbia aneeGe in
order to gather information for its lengthy 191pad. As noted in the Introduction,
the commission’s findings were highly influentialshaping international
understanding at the time of the Balkan Wars amuh @f the Balkans in general.
The commission’s report about both Balkan Warsearty more balanced than any
of the contemporary exposés emanating from Balkamtries — found that all armies
involved committed a large number of abuses agamsicombatant populations,
including executions, torture, arson, and rapelotumented many such abuses in

detail, including how the Greek army put to flighe inhabitants of the town of

192 Atrocités Bulgares en Macedoine (Faits et Docun)eExposé soumis par le recteur des
Universités d’Athénes aux recteurs des UniversitBsirope et d’AmériquéAthens: Hestia, 1913), 7-
8.

193 professeurs de I'Université de SoptR&ponse & la brochure des professeurs des unigersit
d’Athénes, “Atrocités bulgares en Macédoin@ofia: Imprimerie de la cour royale), 1913, 39.
Yprofesseurs de I'Université de SophReponse a la brochur82-94.

195 carnegie Endowment for International Pedeport of the International Commission to Inquire
into the Causes and Conduct of the Balkan W¥fashington: The Endowment, 1914).
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Kukush/Kilkis before burning it completely. The IBarian army did much the same
thing to the town of Serres after Greek paramib@had earlier executed scores of
local Bulgarian civilian inhabitantS® The pre-war population of each of these towns
numbered in the tens of thousands.

Evidence from contemporary writings of Balkan naitif officers reveals
strikingly casual attitudes, particularly amongg@digh up in the chain of command,
regarding the destructive activity of their armieward civilians. They only
mentioned in passing, when they mentioned therfi, &ueh actions as burning
villages, summary executions of civilians, and ticeaof streams of refugees, as
though they were simply a regrettable matter ofs®un war. While the memoirs of
General Hasan Tahsin Pasha — an Ottoman genebha First Balkan War —
exhibited Ottoman patriotism and anguish at the igtgpterritorial losses, they are
striking for the detachment with which they disctiss Muslim refugees who
congregated around Salonika. He matter-of-fadties that the local authorities
“had difficulty with the laborious task of housiagd relief, due to the ceaseless
influx [of refugees].” Although mentioning thateth were forced out by the
Bulgarian army, he did not bother to identify thamMuslims, Albanians, or Turks
with whom he had religious or ethnic kinship, nat de dwell on their plight®”

Greek army corporal Philippos Dragoumis, whosediathas Greece’s Governor-
General of Macedonia, openly justified some Grdsbc#ties as a necessity of war in

a letter to his friend Ronald Burrows, a Britishlpéllene who had offered to help

19¢ carnegie Endowment for International Ped®eport of the International Commissj@8-92, 97-
100.

197 Hasan Tahsin Pasha, trans. Vasileios Nikoltsios\é&silis GounarisApo to Sarantaporo sti
Thessaloniki64.
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him plead Greece’s moral case in front of Britisiblc opinion. “We never
concealed that the Greek Army burnt villages whditary reasons necessitated it
and also admit having killed comitadjis (armed p@#s) on the spot,” Dragoumis

wrote. “But what is equally true is thtite Greek Army never did this as a reprisal to

the Bulgarian atrocities but as a measure of stycamid prudence™®® As we shall

see, a public statement by the Greek King gavéehie Dragoumis’ claim that the
army would not act in reprisal. Dragoumis’ defimit of “comitadijis” as “armed
peasants” is itself revealing. Greeks traditionabed this term to refer to organized
pro-Bulgarian paramilitary groups. “Armed peasanepresented an unusually broad
understanding of the term, suggesting that for Buags, potentially any individual
peasant encountered during military operations agymeared to pose a threat might
be summarily executed.

Balkan military personnel and civil officials undevod atrocities against
civilians they considered unfriendly to their caasdegitimate reprisals. The
perpetrators saw a spate of them as a responsurilar £rimes already committed by
the enemy. Civilians thus served as a currentljisndeadly game of score settling
between armies. King Constantine of Greece hinsgafied out this justification in a
telegram he sent to Greek diplomatic represengatbeoad in the middle of the
Second Balkan War. In direct response to a regoni@ssacre by Bulgarian soldiers
of over a hundred notables in Demir Hisar, Consterrdered his diplomats to

[p]rotest in my name to the representatives ofpibvers and to the whole civilized
world against these abominations, and declaredhaty great regret | shall find
myself obliged to proceed to reprisals, in ordeingpire their authors with a salutary

198 Gennadius Library Archive (GLA), American Schodl@assical Studies, Athens, Greece, Archive
of Philippos Dragoumis, 140.1 (Dratft letter fromilgipos Dragoumis to Ronald Burrows dated Oct.
19, 1914). The underlining is the author’'s own.
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fear, and to cause them to reflect before commgiimilar atrocities. The
Bulgarians have surpassed all the horrors perpetitat their barbarous hordes in the
past, thus proving that they have not the righte@lassed among civilized
peoples?®

With that last sentence, the king made clear thatdmsidered the Bulgarian people
as a whole inclined to commit such crimes and foeeeculpable. Reprisals might be
directed against “[t]he Bulgarians,” as opposeth&rely particular Bulgarian
soldiers who had violated accepted norms of warfare

Similarly, the massacre at Demir Hisar was itsedfwed by Bulgarian army
personnel as a reprisal for earlier acts commliieGreek forces, as the resident
Bulgarian headmaster of the town, Biliukbashieveeded in his memoir. Upon
reaching Demir Hisar in his futile attempt to retwo his house, he was informed by
a Bulgarian sergeant that “in Demir Hisar at themaaot Greek notables were being
captured and slaughtered, and indeed in resporbe gdaughter of Bulgarians by the
Greeks, especially in the town of Serres, our soddalso slaughtered the Greeks in
Demir Hisar.” Perhaps foreshadowing the burnin§eifres that took place three
days afterwards, the sergeant also declared tokB#ishiev that he and his colleagues
in the army “will know what to do if we enter Sesrene more time.” Moments after
the conversation with the sergeant, the train@tataster advised Biliukbashiev and
his comrade against returning home on foot pregisetause “in the town at this
moment our troops were massacring Greeks and Geetgrand it is possible that by

some misunderstanding we might also be affect€d.”

199 The telegram, sent on July 12, 1913, is reprodirc€dench in the semi-official Greek exposé on
Bulgarian ill-conductAtrocités Bulgares en Macedoing and in English in Carnegie Endowment for
International Peac&eport of the International Commissj@00.

HOpAB, Sp. 225, p. 197. This memory of a pro-Buigarcivilian may be compared with the account
presented in Carnegie Endowment for Internatioealce Report of the International Commissjon
92-95, 297-299; here the massacre is presentediescareprisal for earlier massacres by Greeks in
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An intense preoccupation with “honor,” to the exsotun of other concerns,
also motivated the military hierarchies of the Ballstates in directing their armies’
conduct in Macedonia. Military commanders workedhpress upon their ranks the
importance of maintaining the army’s and the nasitmonor and of its corollary,
avoiding “humiliation.” Thus, in the closing dagéthe Second Balkan War
Bulgaria’s King Ferdinand (in his capacity as Comudex in Chief) issued a telegram
to all Bulgarian military personnel as his courfaged catastrophic defeat, reminding
them that “Bulgaria wants us today to exert all effiorts so that we may save her
honor — and this we must d&'* Besides speaking of saving Bulgaria’s honor,
Ferdinand might have attempted to boost the madinaif his fighting forces by
referring also to the masses of Bulgarian Macedvoaialians whose lives and
livelihoods hinged on Bulgaria’s military effortsut typically for a high ranking
military figure he neglected to do so.

Balkan military personnel also understood the idéalpholding honor and
avoiding their own humiliation as being served lyrfliation and dishonor inflicted
on the enemy. When formulated in this zero-surhifas the preoccupation with
honor and dishonor also took on a gendered dimenaaxording to which the
ultimate humiliation for a nation’s men was for ithéo lose the ability to protect and
provide for their women and children. This waastrated vividly four days before
the start of the Second Balkan War in a tense arieobetween Bulgarian and

Serbian troops over a disputed bridge on the Z&aWRiver between the towns of

Demir Hisar (not Serres), and is also mitigatedHgysubsequent Bulgarian official claim that it
occurred in the midst of chaotic street fightingvieen armed opponents — a claim belied by
Biliukbashiev’s interlocutors, who suggested thégatian forces were then in control of the town and
carrying out deliberate massacres of civilians.

H11TsVA Fond 64, opis 2 a.e. 5, Jul. 20 entry frormiBaChuka.
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Shtip and Kochani in Vardar Macedonia. A deputatd Serbian troops requested
that the Bulgarians withdraw from the bridge anehtad the Bulgarian troops with
stories of demoralized and malnourished Bulgareseders crossing to Serbian lines
where they received food and clothing. Upon thsult, the “indignant” Bulgarians
retorted, “in Bulgaria there is so much clothingptivear, and food that, besides us, it
can sate the entire Serb nation together with dgs @nd pigs for three years — soon
our army will bring it with us to your women andildnen.” The Bulgarian soldiers
added that the Serbs would be “made to pay fodisteonors they inflicted in
Macedonia.*'? The Bulgarians’ offer to provide for the Serbiaen’s women and
children was of course not a friendly overture.ainearlier encounter at the bridge
the same Bulgarian unit told the Serbs “we willeal of Macedonia and when we
enter Serbia we will not leave a living sott® The Bulgarian soldier who uttered
this last threat was actually promoted for doindrem private to junior officet'*
Indeed, these accounts of Bulgarian soldiers’ yatbense of Bulgaria’s honor (and
threats to humiliate the Serbs, including by supiita the role of Serb men as
providers to Serb women and children) were meaimdpire. The commander of
Bulgaria’s fourth army had ordered them to be disted and read to all soldiers
under his command.

The mentality of honoring oneself by dishonoring émemy, especially

through demonstrating men’s impotence to protedtm@ovide for their women,

12 T5VA Fond 64 opis 2 a.e. 19 (Operational Corresipaie of the "3 Brigade of the ¥ Division,
Part IV, June 1913), p.111 (Division Commander @olcharov to Brigade Commander, Jun. 26,
1913).

13 TsVA Fond 64 opis 2 a.e. 19, p. 112 (Division Coamah Col. Ovcharov to Brigade Commander,
received Jul. 3, 1913).

14TsVA Fond 64 opis 2 a.e. 19, p. 61" @my Commander Kovachev Order No. 35, Jun. 283191
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helps to explain the many documented instanceaps committed by soldiers and
paramilitaries in the Balkan Wars. Greek and Budgaofficial documents, whether
in the Greek, Bulgarian or French languages okewler the act of rape as

L ENTH

“dishonoring,” “insulting,” or “outraging” of a wolm, although each language had
alternative means of expressing the concept of r&eholars writing about rape in
other violent conflicts of the nineteenth and eantgntieth centuries have also noted
the central emphasis on communal or national honttre respective societies’
understandings of the significance of rape.

As noted in the Introduction, Maria Todorova ankdestscholars have
identified the Balkan Wars of 1912-1913, perhapsentiban any other event, as
giving the Balkans a reputation in the West of usitnherent propensity for brutal
violence against innocent civilians. Furthermainégs genre of Balkan violence was
understood to be fratricidal — in other words, owoly armies, but local communities
were implicated as likely perpetrators of atrociaats against their neighbors in the
name of obscure ethnic hatreds. In the contettioBalkan Wars, the local civilians
of the regions where fighting took place — incligiMacedonia — figured as primary

perpetrators as well as victims in the understapdirthe outside world. Claiming to

have found “the common feature which unites th&k&aihations,” the 1914 report by

15 0n German rapes of Belgian women in World Waeé 3ohn Horne and Alan Kram&he

German Atrocities of 1914: A History of Den{@lew Haven: Yale University Press, 2001), 196-200;
on rapes in World War | era Syria, Elizabeth Thoam€olonial Citizens: Republican Rights,
Paternal Privilege, and Gender in French Syria drabanon(New York: Columbia University Press,
2000); on the Lebanese Civil War, Michael JohngdhtHonourable Men: The Social Origins of War
in Lebanon(London: I.B. Tauris Publishers, 2001); John Kn&ell’'sHonour, Family and
Patronage: A Study of Institutions and Moral Valirea Greek Mountain Communif{lew York:
Oxford University Press, 1964), about communitidsabiting a region adjacent to Macedonia,
suggests the importance of the notions of honorsiiaghe in their culture. Although not about rape,
Jovana Knezevj “Prostitutes as a Threat to National Honor in stalrg-Occupied Serbia during the
Great War,”Journal of the History of Sexuali®0, no. 2 (May 2011): 312-335 also emphasizes the
way in which nationalist discourse in Serbia conegavomen’s sexuality with national honor during
the First World War.
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the Carnegie commission expressed this kind oforahinate indictment of the
civilian populations of the embattled regions:

The local population is divided into as many fragiaey parts as it contains
nationalities, and these fight together, each bdegirous to substitute itself for the
others. This is why these wars are so sanguinai/e.have repeatedly been able to
show that the worst atrocities were not due taetteesses of the regular soldiery, nor
can they always be laid to the charge of the velers, thédashi-bazouk The
populations mutually slaughtered and pursued widracity heightened by mutual
knowledge and the old hatreds and resentmentstierjshed

And yet the authors in their own report were ndiict “repeatedly... able to
show” what they claimed. Analysis of who generaliynmitted the violence against
civilians in Macedonia — even in the text of theri&gie commission report itself —
belies the notion that local civilians themselvemmitted “the worst atrocities” or
even took part as perpetrators in significant nusb&he perpetrators were, as in the
examples given above, overwhelmingly members oBilkan armed forces or
seasoned paramilitary bands. The latter, as not€tapter 1, themselves usually
arrived from outside the local communities whemytbommitted violence or from
outside Macedonia altogether. That is not to baypolitical frictions did not exist
between groups of civilians in Macedonia. To thetrary, as shown earlier, the
volatile geopolitical atmosphere that characterittedperiod between the two Balkan
Wars heightened pre-existing local frictions. Téwesions that came to the fore now
more than at any other time during the years sparthie Balkan Wars and First
World War were those connected with national idgntGroups of civilians
frequently took advantage of the unsettled situadiod used new configurations of

state power to gain the upper hand in local dispater control of religious buildings

¢ carnegie Endowment for International Pedeport of the International Commissjd8. In a
footnote the report makes clear thatdaghi-bazoulit does not merely mean Muslim irregulars, but
irregulars in general.
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and schools. Some advocated energetically fosdkereignty of their favored
Balkan state over their particular corner of Maagdo Yet local civilians continued
in general to stop short of committing violenceiagitheir neighbors who took the
other side in disputes over such issues.

The international infamy that the Balkans gaineadfithe Balkan Wars
related not only to the question discussed abowvehofcommitted violence, but also
to thekind of violence committed. As the Carnegie commisgionit:

The moralist who seeks to understand the brutityhich these pages bear witness,
must reflect that all the Balkan races have groyamid Turkish models of warfare.
Folk-songs, history and oral tradition in the Bal&ainiformly speak of war as a
process which includes rape and pillage, devastaiial massacre.... The extreme

barbarity of some episodes was a local circumstainieh has its root in Balkan

history*’

Yet comparison with other wars also shows thatéigellar Balkan armies, which
indeed committed a large amount of executionsteytrapes, and arson against the
civilian populations of Macedonia, did not therebghibit uniquely “Balkan” modes
of warfare for their time. Such behavior towardslians was common enough in
European and Western armies of the nineteenth ahgteventieth centuries. John
Horne and Alan Kramer have documented in detaiettiensive acts of summary
execution, torture, beatings, extortion, arson rape that German soldiers committed
against noncombatant civilians in Belgium and nemthFrance during the opening
months of the First World War. As in Macedoniaidgrthe Balkan Wars, hundreds
of thousands of civilians fled their homes in ortkeescape those acts by German
soldiers. Nor were those particular German actanaberration among Western or

Central European armies, as noted in the IntrodnctAuthors have shown that

17 carnegie Endowment for International Peddeport of the International Commissjdr08.
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similar acts against civilians were carried outyesr the same war by the Austro-
Hungarian army in northwestern Serbia, by the Garareny against French civilians
in 1870, by the Union army in the American Civil ¥WWand by the French and
Russian armies during the Napoleonic Wafs.

* * *

The establishment of internationally recognizecilbos in Macedonia
between Greece, Bulgaria, and Serbia and the stterval of peace inaugurated by
the August 1913 Treaty of Bucharest that endedtdwond Balkan War would put
whatever unique features might be attributed tdk&aviolence” into clearer relief
in Macedonia. As argued above, these unique festtuad little if anything to do
with any sort of abnormal thirst for the blood béir neighbors among local civilians
in Macedonia. Rather, they reflected the weakoéfise state’s monopoly of the
means of violence. This was a structural limitatioe Balkan states inherited from
Ottoman rule over the area that allowed paramidisaand corrupt low-level officials
to continue to present themselves as alternatimerigtors of coercive force. The
presence of new internationally recognized bordeMacedonia would also dampen
local inhabitants’ inclination (seen at a peak dgithe period of the Balkan Wars) to
raise locally destabilizing issues such as agitdioo rule by a different Balkan state.
Instead, local civilians — both ethnic majoritieglaninorities — sought to

accommodate themselves to novel experiences afrifier a nation-state, and to try

8 Horne and KramefGerman Atrocities of 19148-86, 420, 422-423; Karma NabulSiaditions of
War: Occupation, Resistance, and the L@xford: Oxford University Press, 1999), 22-37urher
Rothenberg, “The Age of Napoleon,” in Howard, Armpseulos, and Shulman, ed§he Laws of War
97; Michael HowardThe Franco-Prussian War: the German Invasion ofrfes, 1870-187{New
York: The Macmillan Company, 1962), 378-381; andffey Wawro,The Franco-Prussian War:
the German Conquest of France in 1870-18Zambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press, 2003),
279-280.
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to maintain social stability in their local commties. State authorities remained
suspicious of ethnic minorities, however. As tieatrtwo chapters will demonstrate,
they began exploring new methods of dealing witharties as a perceived threat.
These new methods made use of the bureaucratatigea of the military and
civilian administrations and thus introduced a \exra order in contrast to the

chaotic, crude and sometimes terroristic methodd@yad during the Balkan Wars.
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Chapter 4. Macedonia’s “Construction of Life” aftevo

Balkan Wars

Nikola Zografov reflected in 1927 on the disastbeg had befallen his
Bulgarian compatriots and other inhabitants of feri@ttoman Macedonia.
Zografov was himself a veteran of both the Supreams Internal factions of the
militant Macedonian revolutionary movements and Wwacdked closely with the
assassinated revolutionary Gotse Delchev. Yetmewegretted passionately the
militant path he had chosen in his younger days:

[H]ow weak in culture are the Bulgarians who usdence, who hurled the people
into a terrible mutual destruction, where old andng Bulgarians lost life by the
thousands.... The time has finally come for all wise torce to voluntarily refrain
fromit...*

Zografov repeatedly exhorted his readers to deglite@mselves to what he termed
the “construction of life” through peaceful pursofteconomic and educational
progress. The Bulgarian majority in Bulgaria shibpilirsue this “construction of
life” in harmony with other ethnic groups, whosdtaral uniqueness should be
respected and even promoted by the state.

This chapter examines the short peacetime intemgegographic Macedonia
that began in August 1913, with the signing of Tineaty of Bucharest, and ended in
September 1915, when the First World War againeithe region into a theatre of
military operations. The Treaty of Bucharest dideast confer international

legitimacy on the new borders drawn across formesrtan Macedonia between

! Nikola Zografov,Stroezha na zhivot@onstruction of Life), (Sofia: Pechatnitsa P. Glkisv, 1927),
125.
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Greece, Bulgaria and Serbia. Uncertainty abouteb®n’s political status, a central
cause of local instability during the period beftre Second Balkan War detailed in
Chapter 3, now looked as though it had been redol@hristians living in the newly
annexed Greek and Bulgarian territories in form#to®@an Macedonia adjusted
pragmatically to this new, calmer, internationdlifezal environment by acting in
ways that anticipated Zografov’s “constructionité.I When interacting with their
new citizens, however, the governing Balkan states failed to act in the same
spirit.

With borders apparently settled, Christian inhatigaf the newly annexed
Greek and Bulgarian territories in Macedonia nosuf®ed on making the best of
their lives under new ruling governments. Thewnéar away from agitating for an
autonomous Macedonia or for rule by a rival Balkkmmant to the territory as some
of them had during the unstable period of the BaM#ars. Many proved willing to
endure significant hardships in order to make allisistment. Recent refugees
crossed the new borders to return home and retlegttoyed homes and workplaces.
When ethnic minorities were confronted with harssimilatory measures, most fell
into line rather than defy the state’s authoriBy showing themselves to be obedient
citizens, they tried to negotiate a legitimate gpfac themselves within the political
frameworks of nation-states that advertised thevesas liberal and modern, while
continuing to live in their ancestral communitié3riorities such as economic well-
being, education, a strong say in local affairhwéspect to the central government,
and local political stability were more importah&ih asserting or defending national

identity.
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Again contrary to stereotypes about the endemigreatif Balkan violence
that emerged from international observation ofBlatkkan Wars, long-time residents
of the annexed former Ottoman territories continteeefrain from fratricidal ethnic
violence. Instead, the short period of peace @uar this chapter reaffirms what
was in fact unique about Balkan violence. The Balgovernments’ inability to
monopolize the use of force allowed paramilitaaad corrupt low-level state
functionaries to continue to prey upon local popates, as they had during Ottoman
times. Local residents generally responded t@gparent consolidation of new
borders and national sovereignty as though the famighting had finally passed.
Many went out of their way to consolidate socialxity within their local
communities. They tried to preserve it in casesnelthey perceived state authorities
or others from outside the locality acting in walyat exacerbated potential tensions.

On the other hand, administrators of incoming Balgavernments were still
obsessed with the ethnic characteristics of thelladipns living in the newly
annexed territories. Force was now newly legitedi# serving to consolidate the
nation-state. Authorities acted all too quicklyamy suspicion that heterogeneous
elements might prove disloyal. But in place of tkatively chaotic, terroristic acts
that characterized the Balkan War operations of thditary and paramilitary forces
against civilians perceived as unfriendly, admnaitrs in peacetime began to

introduce more bureaucratic abuses: deportatioreaihel
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Local Priorities in Peacetime

The war was over. Whether on the Greek or Bulgagide of the new border,
Orthodox Christian residents saw the rule of awseg-long Muslim-led empire
replaced by Christian-majority Balkan states. ENeheir armies had committed
abuses against non-combatants during the anomaabmevitably cruel
circumstances of war, these nation-states had foeeded as constitutional
monarchies and advertised themselves as bearBrg@bean civilization and
liberation from tyranny. It was time to rebuildcamake the best of the future — to
engage in Zografov’s “construction of life.” Typicof this mindset was Ivan Hristov
Gramatikov’s and his father’s reaction after thedwel Balkan War when they
returned to their native village of MarikostinovoBulgaria’s newly annexed
territory to find it completely burned down by Gkderces. As Gramatikov
recounted in this memoir, they wasted no time buileing and restarting their mill,
which had processed wheat and cleaned cottonnaleed even enlisted the aid of
Greek soldiers to initiate small-scale trade actbesew border with Greece. That
they had already rebuilt the mill less than a yesdore, after it had been burnt by
Ottoman forces in the First Balkan War, gives thierheasure of the father’s and
son’s determinatiof.

Gorna Djumaia, the largest town in Bulgaria’s newitory of Pirin
Macedonia, became a magnet for refugees from thie pbMacedonia annexed by
Greece and Serbia. Economic migrants from BulgavWlacedonian territory and

even from within Bulgaria’s old borders also entketlee town at this time. Many of

2 TsDA, Fond 771k opis 2 [Collection of the natiofiberation movement of the Bulgarians in
Macedonia, 1806-1985] a.e. 165 (Autobiography ahitiristov Gramatikov), 46, 65-68.
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those who fled the town of Kukush during the SecBatkan War just before it was
destroyed and then annexed by the Greek army cgaigek in Gorna Djumaia,
causing it to become “the largest ‘Kukush-ian’ towrBulgaria” after Sofid. Krum
Hristov’s family, coming with this tide of refugeasoved to Gorna Djumaia in 1914
in search of work after having first failed to fiady in Sofia or elsewhere. “The
motley population quickly breathed new life inte ttown,” which had “withered”
after the 1912 flight of many of the Muslim formehabitants. “Already by 1914
every kind of activity was in full swing,” Hristorecalled. There was an incessant
buzz of conversation “in the homes and in the &fesamong the new neighbors.
Together they took interest in “all that was newtigpondered “how to organize and
arrange this new, yet difficult and complicateduggfe life so that it might not be
quite so ‘refugee-like.” Nevertheless, Hristovddmis fellow refugees could not push
the homes and communities they had left out of timénds:

The anguish over the town of our birth was stilystrong. Wherever two people
from Kukush might run into each other, inevitaliterte followed conversation about
fellow-acquaintances from the town. At home Kukasld people from Kukush were
constantly talked about. Thanks to this, unfoedg#d memories have piled up in my
mind of names and individuals, of customs, eventsaccurrences, and all of these
have left a sharp, indelible interest in the lifatmse years, in the fate of those who
have a personal or family connection to Kukdsh.

As we shall see, this yearning for the old home rgnefugees was also powerful
enough to entice many to return to locations they fled under dangerous
circumstances and try to rebuild their lives there.

The previous chapter described how the Greek alhghBan governments

introduced pressures for ethnic assimilation imfer Ottoman Macedonia, if

3 DAB, Fond 382 opis 5 [Memoirs of gymnasium alursent in connection with the 100 year jubilee],
a.e. 29 (memoir of Krum Hristov), 7; the quotedgs® is “nai-golemiiat ‘kukushki’ grad v Bdlgariia.”
4 .

Ibid., 4-7.
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haltingly, even as the Balkan Wars of 1912-1913=vetitl being waged. The
apparent stability afforded by new, internationaégognized borders in Macedonia
codified by the 1913 Treaty of Bucharest gave thék&n states the opportunity to
intensify such drives for assimilation through gedus conversion, education and
propaganda. Pressures for assimilation took varioims, from mortal threats and
violence to more subtle, long term incentives tm g@onomic or social advancement
by embracing the dominant national culture. Ystdents of Macedonia in this
period quite deliberately put their rights to lpeoductively in their ancestral
communities and to participate in the new politsgdtems under which they found
themselves first, over their rights to nationaf-gseisertion. In order to safeguard
these higher priorities, potential ethnic minostmoved willing (if unhappy) to
sacrifice their ethnic affiliation by quickly fafig into line with measures for
assimilation. They did not resist them. Also, hnhabitants resented assimilatory
state policies during this period, they did nowihe attendant hardships primarily
as a process of “denationalization,” but rathepas of a more general experience of
imposition and personal humiliation on the parthef state.

Followers of the Bulgarian Orthodox Exarchate wbiorfd themselves on the
Greek side of the border after the Second Balkandeckly understood that their
lives would become difficult if they did not traesftheir allegiance to the Greek
Orthodox Church and its Patriarchate. A Bulganewspaper reported in March
1914 that in Salonika local Greek authorities were

continually busy compelling the small number of garian families as soon as
possible to submit declarations that they accefiehism and pass under the bosom
of the true Christian church — the Patriarchate, that they will send their children
to Greek schools. In groups police and other ageram around the [Salonika]
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neighborhoods of Pirgi, Transvaal and Kukushkiiisgueadlines for Hellenization,
imprisoning, and threatening, “become Greeks ordemithin 24 hours?

Bulgarian consular reports from the period sugtestsuch Greek actions, rather
than being systematically directed from the centaried depending on the initiative
of authorities and militia in each locality. Dig@anization and lack of sympathy for
minority interests on the part of more central Graethorities such as the General
Administration of Macedonia encouraged the abusatsonly indirectly?

Yet well before those Bulgarian reports, a varmtgontemporaneous Greek
sources celebrated the “spontaneity” and rapiditia which the vast majority of
former followers of the Exarchate “returned to Mether Church.” Thus Stephanos
Grammenopoulos, resident of the village of Zelemt&reek western Macedonia and
a longtime local supporter of the Greek cause, giyoreported how his “Bulgarian”
co-villagers converted after the arrival of the €&rarmy:

Afterwards they spontaneously gathered the Bulgd@oks of the church and
delivered them to the head of the detachment... ,neportedly took them to His
Holiness Bishop loakim of Kastoria. [The Bulgashwho followed along were
accepted into the embrace of the Mother Greek @ak&@hurch, forgiven for their
error which resulted either from fear or from corsgon. ’

Although Grammenopoulos was a local villager, Grgekernment officials often
remarked on the same phenomenon of willing andrigpeeous” conversion.

According to Stephanos Dragoumis, the Governor-&oé Macedonia,

i V4 Makedoniia”, Priaporets March 28, 1914: 2-3.

® TsDA, Fond 334k [Records of the Bulgarian consulatSalonika] opis 1 a.e. 380, 1-10, 11-12,15-
17, 21-34, 37-41 (reports from the Bulgarian comsBalonika to the Bulgarian Ministry of Foreign
Affairs, dated Oct. 28 and Nov. 17, 1914 and JanApr. 12, Apr. 22, and Jun. 19, 1915); TsDA,
Fond 334k opis 1 a.e. 380, 35 (memorandum fronBtligarian ambassador in Athens to the
Bulgarian prime minister, dated Apr. 23, 1915).

" Gennadius Library Archive (GLA), American Schoél@lassical Studies, Athens, Greece, Archive
of Stephanos Dragoumis, 118.1.1 (Letter from Stepk&Grammenopoulos dated Jul. 13, 1913); on
Grammenopoulos’ longstanding loyalty to the Grealse, see Oecumenical Patriarch@féicial
Documents Concerning the Deplorable Condition ¢éifg in MacedonigConstantinople: printing
press of the Patriarchate, 1906), 18.
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... in the countryside and the small centers in gadnetthe numbers of schismatics
are disappearing as the Exarchists have turneith motiltitudes along with the
[Exarchist] priests, spontaneously declaring regiece, delivering over churches,
schools and Slavic liturgical books and acceptiaglpns and blessings from the
Orthodox Bishops and from the Patriarchéte.

Yet later in the same letter, Dragoumis suggestatistate coercion remained an
option to encourage those inhabitants whose colmvensight not be so
“spontaneous.” He reported that “in the urban eeninajorities have returned in
every way to the Greek traditions to which they@ameistakably inclined.” But a
minority had failed to do so “only out of timiditgs they await to be convinced that
the violence of the dismantled Bulgarian organ@atvould not again bring about an
alteration of the existing situation.” Dragoumieposed that this timid minority
would be quickly reassured “if we remand in custtuyse who subscribe to the
wiles of externally lurking politics of interventid®® The vague language Dragoumis
used to denote those who ought to be arrested dpkeavay for such a policy to be
implemented in an indiscriminate and arbitrary fash

The Greek military personnel, police, and churctables, who openly
welcomed the conversion of former followers of Eharchate to the Patriarchate,
also provided the presence capable of making gadtethreat of repression for
those who appeared suspicious. This combinatidacbérs sent a strong signal to
the local inhabitants. Thus, their conversiongrew rapid, could hardly qualify in
general as “spontaneous,” despite this triumphstigtion in contemporary Greek
sources on the episode. Rather, followers of tteedhate quickly got the message

that their relationships with those in power woptdceed much more smoothly if

8 GLA, Archive of Stephanos Dragoumis, 118.1.1 (&eftom Stephanos Dragoumis dated Sep. 28,
1913).
% Ibid.
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they made a show of “returning to the embrace efMlother Church” — the
Patriarchate. Even if not a genuinely spontan@tesmiomenon, the fact remains that
the vast majority of former followers of the Exaatd did rapidly switch to the
Patriarchate, instead of holding out to test thee®rauthorities’ tolerance. Their
choice demonstrated their priorities. Having teg&nt” for the “error” of
longstanding attendance at their family parish chand exchange a Slavonic liturgy
close to their spoken language for the Greek htwvguld have been painful
experiences for many of these inhabitants. Yettrobthem rapidly made this
sacrifice with a view towards avoiding trouble witteir new rulers.

The remaining Greek Orthodox churches in Bulgaree likewise closed
soon after the signing of the Treaty of Buchat®stheir experience mirrored the
fate of the Bulgarian Orthodox Exarchate churcheSrieek Macedonia. After the
reluctant and semi-forced exodus of patriarchists@hers from locations such as
Strumitsa and Melnik described in the previous tégpirtually no former followers
of the Patriarchate remained in the portion of Miacga annexed by Bulgaria.
Theodora Dragostinova, however, has found thatastern Thrace, another former
Ottoman territory annexed by Bulgaria in the 1918afy of Bucharest, many Greeks
did remain. A number — especially those of lowass background — promptly
began to attend Bulgarian Exarchate churches b#iesewould have been forced to
do so by the closure of their former Patriarchéuerches:* Again, these inhabitants

displayed a clear willingness to sacrifice impottautural traditions for the higher

¥ Theodora DragostinovBetween Two Motherlands: Nationality and Emigrateonong the Greeks
of Bulgaria, 1900-194%Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press, 2011), 802-9
" Ibid., 96-98.
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priority of remaining in their ancestral homes dochlities and building their future
there.

This commitment to the native home was so poweiiatl refugees who had
fled for their lives from the Greek army during thecond Balkan War quite
commonly resolved to return to their homes, nosirek territory, after the Treaty
of Bucharest. Many of Krum Hristov’'s compatriotiavhad fled the Kukush area in
terror were now petitioning the Greek embassy ifiaSJor permission to return, as
Greece’s assistant commissioner of Kilkis (the &m@me for Kukush) noted at the
start of 1915. The Greek assistant commissionmiteetl that “Bulgarian-speakers”
had fled to Bulgaria “likely out of fear of reprisdrom sections of our army” in
1913. But he surmised that they were now “reld§ivappy” with the current Greek
authorities, whose behavior he contrasted withatieged harshness of Bulgarian
authorities towards the same population during thight months’ control of the area
in 1912 and 191%

Ivan Tenchev Gelebeshev was among a group of refugbo had fled before
the Greek army but who decided as early as Octt®iE3 to return to their village of
Machukovo, now on Greek territory. Gelebesheviaat suggests that the Greek
assistant commissioner’s cheerful assessmentuwhess’ experiences was over-
optimistic. Machukovo'’s residents’ first brush wiGreek authority came during the
Second Balkan War, and it could hardly have beges deispicious. In apparent
reprisal for Bulgarian paramilitary executions ae@k army prisoners of war taken

in Machukovo, the Greek army burned most of thiagéd's houses and executed the

12|AM, GDM, file 14.1 [Reports on the political, ezomic and ethnological situation of the
population of Kilkis, Dec. 1914], 32-33 (Assistammissioner of Kilkis to prefect of Thesssaloniki,
Jan. 6, 1915).

205



few remaining elderly inhabitants who had been imtbflee in advancE® Why,
then, did Gelebeshev and his fellow-villagers dec¢areturn to Machukovo in
October, 19137

... under the guarantee of the Russian consulatetwened by train through Serbia
... they told us that all is past, there is no darigen anything, we would return to
our villages to repair our homes and look aftergnaperties, no one would take
them from us™

In other words, what drew the villagers back wasapparent assurance that they
would be safe, and that they would be able to tdlibeir homes and revive their
former livelihoods. For Gelebeshev, at the tirhe, iecent cruel behavior of Greek
military forces towards civilians in the area apeeaas though it might be an
anomaly — a by-product of wartime, even instigdigdvar crimes committed in the
area against Greek soldiers. Among the reasogavefor the return of the residents
of Machukovo — the assurance of safety, the oppaytto rebuild ancestral homes
and tend property — Gelebeshev did not mentiomatipnal goals such as
Macedonian autonomy or a revision of borders thatldaward the village to
Bulgaria. On the contrary, Gelebeshev’s familyenstbod full well upon their return
that “with the apportionment of the border betw&enbia and Greece our village
Machukovo was left in Greek territory.”

Nonetheless, Greek authorities treated the retarwdl contempt and even
suspicion, as though they harbored erroneous or pentially traitorous affinities
with Bulgaria. Gelebeshev’s family rebuilt themdse which had been “burned to the

foundations.” The returning villagers were “re@dwery coolly” by the Greeks and

13TsDA, Fond 771k opis 1 [Collection of the natiofiaeration movement of the Bulgarians in
Macedonia, 1878-1980] a.e. 40 (Memoirs of Ivan hewcGelebeshev), 7.
14 i

Ibid., 9.
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subjected immediately to measures that amountéatd¢ed cultural assimilation. In
his memoir, Gelebeshev did not describe these mesmsging terms such as
assimilation or denationalization, but complainearendirectly and bitterly about
them as cruel and humiliating. Not only were c@ldrequired to learn Greek in
school: “on the teacher’s desk there was alwaysdwpepper, and if a child began
to speak in Bulgarian they would put red peppédnsnmouth.” Gelebeshev even
remembered, in broken Greek which he spelled oBuigarian Cyrillic letters, the
warning these wayward children would receive: “piogilaii vulgarika kokino biberi
isto stoma.*® Authorities forced residents to speak only Graslen in the home”
and “in the shops in the village center.” Poliegnkept a strict surveillance over
adults and “arrested them when they heard thenkspeBulgarian.” Even if they
might have considered themselves as ethnicallyd@isg, residents of Machukovo
clearly did not return to their native village irder to struggle for Bulgarian national
liberation. The repression of villagers for speakihe only language they knew thus
came as a shock to them and stuck in Gelebeshéntsimparticular. As
Gelebeshev summed up the Greek authorities’ irtigatment of his fellow villagers
after their return home, “they greatly tormented eaviled us.” Gelebeshev clearly
resented not only the repression but also the isigdat Greek authorities showed
them: “they lectured us to the effect that heleaid once been Greek, and that they
were cultured while Bulgarians were lowly immigmniThey uttered every epithet

possible against the Bulgarians.”

5 Ibid. “Whoever speaks Bulgarian — red peppehirmouth.”
16 i
Ibid.
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A 1913 report from the Greek assistant commissiohéne Edessa district in
the western part of Greek Macedonia clearly bear$Gelebeshev’s understanding of
Greek authorities’ attitudes and motivations inrthlealings with new Christian
minority populations. The assistant commissioregyan his report by frankly
admitting that “[t]he first work of the Greek Adnistration was the placement of
Greek teachers in the one-time Bulgarian commugtiGreek teachers were so
minimal as to be able to count them on one’s fiagemhe assistant commissioner
complained that even if the current local Greekheas might know Greek grammar
and were “honorable breadwinners,” they were rmongfly enough imbued with
Hellenism — they did not “carry the holy missiont’'would be better to send “the
best teachers from Old Greece,” the assistant cesiomer reasoned:

[They] will have the added advantage of not knowtimg Bulgaro-Macedonian
language, and will be equipped with the necessaajifications of knowing how to
act as Greeks[linoprepeid, of dominance, and of power of assimilation. ags
teachers are also excellent in their consciendeoteat all assimilative and
completely incapable of the full Hellenization bétsoul, of the firm Hellenization of
conviction, and of the Hellenization of the mindshe shabby Macedonian youth.
Bulgarian-speaking Greek Macedonia does not haed akhonorable breadwinners,
taking shelter in their secluded settlements ireotd win their bread. The supreme
national need is for apostles of the Greek ideajsaf Greek beauty, pioneers of
Greek thought and especially laborers of the Glamfjuage to be sent’

For the assistant commissioner of Edessa, wholglead a low opinion of the state
of “Macedonian youth” under his jurisdiction, a mgrassive acceptance of Greek
education by “honorable breadwinners” was not ehouthere were local teachers
whose loyalty was beyond reproach and who coulddishteach Greek. But the
mere fact that they could also speak the “Bulgaaeétionian” language was a

liability. The assistant commissioner clearly wbabt have been satisfied with the

7 |1AM, GDM, file 17.3 [documents relating to Pellaopince], 54-57 (report by assistant
commissioner of Edessa district on education, 1913)
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mentality of families such as Gelebeshev’'s. Evehd latter showed “excellent
conscience” and dutifully sent their children theal to acquire a Greek education,
their priority was indeed essentially to “tak[e#lr in their secluded settlements in
order to win their bread” honorably — something dlssistant commissioner felt was
not what “Bulgarian-speaking Greek Macedonia”’ neledéis not hard to imagine
this civil servant endorsing the demeaning “hotpegdper” punishment employed by
the Greek teachers in Machukovo.

Although residents in particular did not complairabstract terms of their
“denationalization,” they certainly did resent bgsingled out and humiliated by
Greek authorities for being “Slavic-speakers,” Bulgarians.” That a Greek
garrison commander and gendarmerie officer in thage of Zirnovo near Drama
“went around the houses with swords drawn and bbra@ompelled the female
population to visit the night school opened thex@s clearly viewed as an assault
upon local masculine honor in particut&rAdult residents did not view such night
schools, which in fact were not only for females thar the men, the women and the
elderly to learn the Greek languadé &s benign educational opportunities, but as
forms of humiliation in the context of the contennpis attitudes of Greek authorities
that Gelebeshev perceiv&d Nikola Ivan Shopov thus told the Bulgarian corisul

Salonika that “he could not bear the Greeks insglkis compatriots and neighbors”

18 TsDA, Fond 334k opis 1 a.e. 380, 37 (report byAtrov in Bulgarian general consulate in Solun,
dated Apr. 22, 1915).

Y TsDA, Fond 334k opis 1 a.e. 380, 38-39 (repomifiBulgarian general consulate in Solun sent to
Ministry of Foreign Affairs on Jun. 27, 1915).

%0 Anastasia Karakasidou, “Women of the Family, Worokthe Nation: National Enculturation
Among Slavic Speakers in Northwestern Greeé¢gimen’s Studies International Forufl (January-
April 1996): 105 mentions such compulsory nightasak as a way in which the Greek government
targeted women in Greek Macedonia as agents okiprationalization in Greek Macedonia during
the decades after World War I. The Bulgarian arghsources | discuss here indicate that this mmct
began immediately after Greece annexed the artbe iBalkan Wars.
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in his village of Starchishta near DraftaThe insults included not only compulsory
night school for adults and especially women, lbsth &eatings meted out to
residents. In 1915, members of the Greek garssationed in Starchista beat
villagers for leaving the village to go shoppinge town of Serres without first
obtaining permission, for refusing to commandepeighbor’s livestock to transport
sand for military use, for allowing sons to avoitk€k army conscription, or
apparently even “without any reason,” as when Gesddtiers searched houses and
stole valuable objects from theth.

Bulgarian state representatives such as the conSallonika worried in
particular over the “national depersonalizationh& Bulgarian element” that such
repressive Greek policies portend@dAffected local residents, on the other hand,
complained in more concrete terms that reflected thwn priorities of wanting to
sustain their economic livelihoods and dignityheit ancestral lands under the new
ruling regime. Some were driven to consider entiggabecause, economically and
physically, “life in the village of their birth hasecome unbearable.” Authorities
confiscated basic goods such as wood for burnimgkens and eggs without giving
compensatiorf* In Starchishta, after many of the livestock falesdied off due to a
disease outbreak, “... the military authorities beggatake the only livestock
available for subsistence: horses and donkeys... uffetunate villagers as a result

of this were not able to seed their fields, becaheee was nothing with which to take

*! bid.

*2 |bid.

2 TsDA, Fond 334k opis 1 a.e. 380, 1-10 (memoranttom Bulgarian general consul in Solun to
Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Nov. 10, 1914); alsesDA, Fond 334k opis 1 a.e. 380, 21-34
(memorandum from Bulgarian general consul in Sedullinistry of Foreign Affairs, Apr. 25, 1915).
4 TsDA, Fond 334k opis 1 a.e. 380, 37 (report byPatrov in Bulgarian general consulate in Solun,
dated May 5, 1915).
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the seeds to the field$> Many residents were “forced to abandon their simak
village and depart for Bulgaria,” not because tloeyged to live in their national
motherland and refused to live under a foreign gavent, but because Greek
authorities “embolden and cooperate with [Greek]jgees in the seizure of
Bulgarian properties.” In the village of Mezhdurskear Salonika in particular,
residents finally left because refugees were ilestah their houses without
compensation. This was apparently a common contglaat the Bulgarian consul in
Salonika was receiving “from everywhere where Gnesugees have settled®”
While ethnic minority groups in particular resenteng targeted for
assimilatory measures and humiliated, inhabitahkMaxedonia of all ethnic origins
struggled with the impositions into their lives dinvlinoods introduced by central
governments ambitious to extend their reach intelyannexed territories.
Hardships were widely felt in the new territoriessaaresult of central government
policies affecting both education and commercel9ih4, the Greek government
promulgated detailed decrees extending compulsumyapy education to its New
Territories and began to enforce them aggressiVelyach local area was obliged to
form one or more three-member school committees, hadies” preferred as
members of the committees for girls’ schools. diswhe job of the committees to aid

in the implementation of state directives and twuse local funds for a long list of

%5 TsDA, Fond 334k opis 1 a.e. 380, 38-39 (repomifiulgarian general consulate in Solun sent to
Ministry of Foreign Affairs on Jun. 27, 1915).

%6 TsDA, Fond 334k opis 1 a.e. 380, 21-34 (memoranttom Bulgarian general consul in Solun to
Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Apr. 25, 1915).

2" |AM, GDM, file 50 [Public education in Nea Zichdistrict, 1914-1915], 193-194 (reprint from
government gazette of legislative decree Concerthiagersonnel of elementary and middle schools
of the New Territories, etc., Sep. 2, 1914), andrfrint from government gazette of Law 452
Concerning the establishment of school committeelssahool funds, Dec. 22, 1914). The rest of
Greece had only recently enacted compulsory urav@rémary education in its 1911 constitutional
revision.
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expenditures: heating, cleaning, school propefpgirs, purchase or rental of a school
yard, required furniture, teaching equipment, liptaooks, and aid to needy students
for books, writing materials, footwear and clothinghe state also centralized and
standardized teachers’ ranks, introducing threndiscareer levels based on criteria
such as prior experience and educational background

In the wake of those decrees, the Greek Governoefaeof Macedonia
Themistoklis Sofoulis ordered all the prefectsjstaat commissioners and police
authorities in Greek Macedonia to compile repantsaang the detailed breakdown of
all funding sources for every school community urttieir watch’® Reports
submitted to the assistant commissioner of Ziceneal that many communities were
unable or unwilling to shoulder the burden of thesgiirements because they were
too poor, devastated by the recent wars, inundaitdrefugee children, or recently
deprived of traditional sources of fundiffgThe last reason is particularly ironic.
Many communities had once apparently received anhbat funding from the Greek
central government through local Greek consulateitevetill under Ottoman rul&,
Now that they fell under Greek sovereignty, thedBreonsulates disappeared. The

Greek state in any case lacked the same incemtiftentl schools through them in

28 |JAM, GDM, file 50, 190-191 (Governor General of Maionia Sofoulis to the Prefects, Assistant
Commissioners and Police Authorities of Macedo@iet. 26, 1914).

29 A few examples are IAM, GDM, file 50, 282 (Zichdiistrict school inspector to General
Administration of Macedonia Department of Educatidumn. 14, 1914), 274 (telegram from Assistant
Commissioner of Zichni to Prefect of Serres, Feld5), 275 (Prefect of Dedousi to Assistant
Commissioner of Zichni, Mar. 5, 1915), 106-1091ade Committee of Lakkovikia to Assistant
Commissioner of Zichni, Feb. 3, 1915), 142-143l&dgé Committee of Sfelino to Assistant
Commissioner of Zichni, Feb. 3, 1915). IAM, GDMgefb0, 138 (Governor General of Macedonia
Sofoulis to the Prefects and Assistant Commiss®oéMacedonia and to the General Inspectors of
Kozani and Serres, Dec. 15, 1914) makes cleastlt problems in funding schools were prevalent
throughout Greek Macedonia, and not only in thénZidistrict.

30 For example, IAM, GDM, file 50, 256-257 (School fBmittee of Alistrati to Assistant
Commissioner of Zichni, Dec. 7, 1914), 151 (Schoommittee of Egri Dere to Assistant
Commissioner of Zichni, Dec. 4, 1914), 132 (Schoommittee of Gesilovo to Assistant
Commissioner of Zichni, Dec. 26, 1914).
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order to compete with Bulgarian and Serbian natian@itions. Communities also
often reported crippling reductions in contribusdor education traditionally
provided by local church inconfe.

Central and regional Greek authorities did not l&wklly on local school
committees in the new territories when they ex@diwhy they could not pay
teachers their full salaries or meet other edunatiexpenses. The assistant
commissioner of Zichni district, for example, isdwecircular warning school
committees of all localities within his jurisdictidhat if they failed to submit
required reports or to pay their teachers what thene owed, their members would
be “considered as incompetent to implement theedwntrusted to them and
consequently unfit to remain as School Committeenbegs to the detriment of
School interests® Soon afterwards, he warned the school commitemimers of
the village of Gornitsa specifically that if thegdhtinue[d] to refuse to comply with
the orders” to pay their teachers the requiredisaldthe lawful compulsory
measures [would] be taken” towards th&niThis warning followed an initial report
from the school committee detailing what residdvatd already paid the village
teachers from individual contributions but pleadamginability to secure more

funding due to lack of church revenue and los®oher government financial aid.

31 Examples are IAM, GDM, file 50, 148 (School Corteit of Provista to Assistant Commissioner of
Zichni, Dec. 22, 1914), 258-259 (School Committé¥itasti to Assistant Commissioner of Zichni,
Dec. 11, 1914), 152 (School Committee of RodolédvAssistant Commissioner of Zichni, Dec. 18,
1914).

321AM, GDM, file 50, 154 (Assistant Commissioner Zithni to the School Committees of the towns
and villages in Zichni District, Dec. 15, 1914).

33 |AM, GDM, file 50, 76 (Assistant Commissioner oitBni to the School Committee members of the
village of Gornitsa, Mar. 2, 1915).

341AM, GDM, file 50, 80 (school committee members@drnitsa to Prefect [sic] of Zichni, Dec. 25,
1914); other stern government warnings to schowimitees in the area appear in IAM, GDM, file
50, 24 (Assistant Commissioner of Zichni to repnéatve of Banitsa, Jan. 9, 1915), and 144
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It is tempting to see the failure of many commustin Greek Macedonia to
fulfill the educational mandates of the Greek spatmarily as a subtle form of
“passive resistance” to the assimilation pressuntesrent in required Greek
education. However, a large number of the newlingaent school communities
who failed to meet the funding requirements werestian refugee communities
who had fled to Greece from persecution elsewheo@mmunities that had long
supported Greek schools with the help of finandiog a nearby Greek consulate or
from the Greek Orthodox Church. It is unlikelythi@ese groups were strongly
motivated by a desire to resist assimilation inte€k culture. Especially after a
destructive war and disruption in traditional fumglsources, the blanket
requirements to finance school infrastructure aaahing were heavy burdens for a
large number of communities, as well as unprecedeobes. The number of schools
expanded greatly during the last decades of then@ih Empire and came under
increasing regulation by the state. Yet schodtiad never been made universal or
mandatory”> Modern nation-states operating on the principlewitoriality and
“saturation of space inside the frontiet’’especially states such as Greece and
Bulgaria that claimed to be bearers of civilizataond modernity to formerly
“backward” Turkish-ruled lands, could not be sezbitook exceptions on education.
Everychild in everycorner of the governed territory would have to neeeschooling

(even if the quality of education might have beaesiionable in practice.)

(Assistant Commissioner of Zichni to School Come@tmembers of Egri-Dere, Kioup-Kioi, Provista,
and Karlikovo, Jan. 30, 1915).

% Selguk Akin Somel,The Modernization of Public Education in the Ottontzmpire, 1839-1908:
Islamization, Autocracy and Discipliné_eiden: Brill), 2001. The Regulation of Pubkducation
document of 1869 theoretically made elementary atilme compulsory for Muslim children, yet its
implementation remained far from complete; see.jdifi9-11, 243, 253.

3 Maier, “Consigning the Twentieth Century to Histér
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The national governments of Bulgaria and Greece\sdtued education to a
significant degree because of its potential fopsiga culturally homogeneous
nation. We see this motivation in the aforemer@topinion of the Greek assistant
commissioner of Edessa district. He had little fasenere “honorable breadwinners”
and clearly viewed “Hellenization” of the local ywas the primary purpose of
education in “Bulgarian-speaking Greek Macedonidy contrast, as demonstrated
below, residents of former Ottoman Macedonia prema@nd welcomed education
primarily as the key to economic, social and caltadvancement for their children
and their communities as a whole. For them the gfostrengthening (or even
resisting) national acculturation was at most aertifought. Despite the postwar
hardships that caused shortages in school funltingl communities themselves
acted in ways that suggested education was ameirgothin highest priorities. The
above reports relating to the Greek district ofhaicreveal that many rural village
communities voluntarily derived a significant pertage of their school funding from
sources other than government aid or church rewesueh as household
contributions and proceeds from sales of the tabaoap.

Not surprisingly, the local commitment to proviade €ducational needs was
stronger in wealthier communities and in larger oamities with a critical mass of
well-off residents whose resources could undervetbecation for the community as
a whole. In December 1913, scores of residenta froand around the market town
of Razlog in the Bulgarian-annexed part of Macedal@clared their support for the
reestablishment of the locethitalishte(literally “reading room,” or “cultural

institute,” as the Razlog residents alternativeljed it.) Their declaration recounted
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a version of the recent history of tblitalishteand its rationale not in terms of
national struggle (although such a rationale wasetho draw on in Bulgarian
history), but in terms of its role in bringing aule and education to the town. Indeed,
instead of casting the stillborn 1909 foundinghad ¢hitalishteas an act of national
struggle against Ottoman rule, the declarationarpt that thehitalishtehad been
forced to close because of the “draconian cengorshithe Ottoman state, which
incorrectly harbored “strong suspicions of the foers of ill intentions toward the
state.” In other words, authorities suspecteddabeders of intending to undermine
the Ottoman state (perhaps of struggling for nafitiberation), but they were
apparently mistaken in those suspicions. The veribéthe declaration described the
“noble goal” of reestablishing thahitalishtesimply as “the cultural and educational
elevation of the townspeople.” They noted thahwitt the institution “an emptiness
is felt in the life of the town.” In fact, variabf the words “Bulgarian” or “nation”
(narod or natsiia) appear nowhere in the declaratitn.

Indeed, a year later, the president of Razlog’sitoauncil registered the
apparent indifference of the local residents towthedconcept of the nation, as he
suggested to his fellow-council members that adbemaken to encourage residents
to show more enthusiasm for a patriotic celebration

It is well-known to you that the ¥Iof October has already been established as a
holiday for our town, on the occasion of the liliena of the town of Mehomiia
[Razlog]. In order to create a larger significafarethis great holiday for our town in
the eyes of the local residents, who up until newehhardly paid any attention to its
significance, and in order to encourage whatevad kif festivities to be celebrated
with more heart in the future by the townspeogleiduld be good to set up at least
one modest reception of the townspeople and thealf.

3" DAB, Fond 103k opis 1Ghitalishte“Zora”, village of Belitsa, Razlog area], a.e. B\(kation and
list of villagers and townspeople for foundingtlatalishte Dec. 20, 1913), 1-2.
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To make this reception more attractive, the couymrakident proposed that guests
should be entertained by musicians and plied wéaltkum(Turkish delight) and
cognac, while those coming from the surroundinagés should also be fed lunch.
Yet, even after detailing his plan for food, drieukd festivities, the council president
still apparently doubted that it would all be enbug entice the local residents to
show more enthusiasm for the patriotic holidaylliigly, he felt the council ought
to appeal also to the residents’ stronger conaarthE community’s educational
well-being:

In order for these festivities to be celebratedwiteater enthusiasm by the
population and by the students, it would be vempane if a certain amount of aid
were to be released by the municipality also fonse@haritable purposes such as for
the local towrchitalishte for needy students, efé.

As already noted, residents of Razlog and its sumdngs attached great importance
to theirchitalishteas a local, not necessarily nationastitution that promised
“cultural and educational elevation of the towng@ded The Bulgarian state elites in
charge of the municipality were chagrined at thgaaent local indifference to a
holiday of national significance. Only by linkinige national holiday to the
important local priority of education, through Vika financial contributions to the
chitalishteand to needy students, could they hope to drawtaiteto it.

While celebrating the nation and consolidatingaret! identity were not
among the local Christian population’s top pri@sti a distinction should still be
made between such priorities and the desire tasela benefits of representation

within the structure of the nation-state. Residaritformer Ottoman Macedonia

% DAB, Fond 31k [Razlog town municipal governmer14-1949], opis 1 a.e. 1 (minutes-book of the
town council, 1914-1915), 55-56 (meeting on Oct.Z214). The council members unanimously
approved the council president’s proposal in itsrety.
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clearly valued the latter priority, which went tolger with a desire to preserve a
robust level of local autonomy as a counterweigtdentral government power. The
town council of Razlog thus found itself in a siglegwith the central government in
1915 over reasserting traditional local prerogatitceexploit the forests around their
town. In preparing to draft a petition to the Bardign parliament on the matter, the
council president noted that the “townspeople amgoverished” not only because of
plunder by Greek and Turkish soldiers during tleené wars. Their petition bluntly
stated that “our town was burned upon the enttheBulgarian army.” As it could
not expect to collect taxes in the near future ftbenimpoverished inhabitants, the
municipality would not be able to function unlessauld regain its traditional control
over the proceeds from the local forests. “SimeeTurkish time,” the council
president asserted, “the municipality made uséefarests, which are now taken by
the state authorities. Other than the income fiteerforests the municipality cannot
have any other income, because they are the ontgesof natural wealth®® The
Razlog council president’s words strongly suggesall disquiet over the reduced
local autonomy that accompanied the residentsntddeeration from “Turkish” rule.
A similar local-central power struggle over foressources occurred on the
Greek side of the border in a dispute involvingthkage of Emporion near Kailaria
in southwestern Macedonia. Emporion’s residentisigeed their district assistant
commissioner for permission to appoint a man frbeirtvillage as the local forest
ranger. The forest surrounding the village was\aafe one, the residents claimed,
and they therefore needed a forest ranger to guailthe state authorities, however,

did not recognize the villagers’ claim to jurisdact over the forest. As the district’s

39 DAB, Fond 31k opis 1 a.e. 1, 70-71 (Razlog towarmil, minutes of meeting on Mar. 3, 1915).
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chief forester advised the assistant commissidherforests in question were
“neither private, nor indeed community owned.” Re@l police authorities were in
charge of patrolling the forests and the thus géls could not appoint their own
forest rangef?

The above request on the part of villagers in Giaskexed Macedonian
territory to appoint one of their own as forestganinvolved an (unsuccessful)
challenge to state jurisdiction over a valuablalaesource by the local community.
On the other hand, petitions from local communiteesentral authorities to appoint
men whom they elected as rural constables — oethdgen to replace those they did
not want — were routine occurrences in Greek Maeredo the months following the
Treaty of Bucharest: Such requests were usually approved, and on hiséevthey
did not reflect an oppositional relationship pebséveen the locality and the center.
On the contrary, they represented initiatives engart of residents of former
Ottoman Macedonia to integrate themselves intdrimaework of the new ruling
state in order to have maximum say in decisiorescéffg their own communities.
Residents also viewed their central governmenftential sources of funding for

local priorities. Communities on both sides of Bidgarian-Greek border tried to

0 Drzaven Arhiv na Republika Makedonija [State Akehof the Republic of Macedonia] (DARM),
Skopje, Macedonia, Fond 994 [Archival Materialstibe Macedonians of Aegean Macedonia Between
the Two World Wars] kutija 1, 36 (petition from thesidents of Emporion to Kailaria district asgista
commissioner, Nov. 18, 1914) and 37 (memorandum f@ilaria district chief forester to assistant
commissioner, Nov. 29, 1914.)

“1 Typical cases are DARM, Fond 994 Box 1, 12-14i(joetfrom Dimitris Nikolaou, Tzafer Ahmet
and Rakio to Kailaria district assistant commiseiofor removal of Konstantinos Athanasiou as
constable in Demvri, Jun. 19, 1914; Kailaria didtgolice chief to assistant commissioner, Jul. 5,
1914); 21 (petition from residents of FrakgotsKiailaria district assistant commissioner to appoint
Anastasios Dimitriou Karatsas as constable, Sepl2D4); and 40 (petition from residents of
Emporion to Kailaria district assistant commissiotgeappoint Konstantinos Georgiou, Simeon
Matsigar and Paschalis Panagiotou as constables 3D&914.)
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enlist the aid of their respective education mirestin procuring state financial
support for their local schoofs.

Beyond even education, economic revival and pregussally ranked as the
most important priority for residents of former @ttan Macedonia after the Balkan
Wars. This has already been suggested in thendieggtion of inhabitants, refugees,
and returnees to rebuild homes and workplaces fodi and foremost “honorable
breadwinners” to the frustration of at least onedgrcivil servant, and to maintain
control over valuable local resources. Discussairtswn and village council
meetings typically resembled the one that occumdbe town of Bansko in
Bulgarian Macedonia on April 28, 1914. Items d&srd included the question of
raising revenue for the municipality given the inmposhment of most of the
inhabitants, the installation of streetlights ie thost frequented areas, raising
revenue to pay rural constables to guard localdi@ind meadows, and setting aside
property for school us¥.

The hard tasks of economic rebuilding understanydafgloccupied residents
of areas that suffered extensive material damagye the wars. A number of
merchant and craft associations in Serres, mugrhwh was destroyed by fire
during the Second Balkan War, made a concertedt éff@onvince the Greek
government to decree temporary limits on rentsgddhby departed Muslim
property-owners to residents whose own homes weseal/ed. They also attempted

to extend to five years a moratorium on commeiagddt repayment for businesses in

42 DAB, Fond 31k opis 1 a.e. 1, 24-26 (Razlog towarmil, minutes of meeting on Jul. 27, 1914);
IAM, GDM, file 50, 252 (Representative and schoomittee chair of village of Anastasia to
assistant commissioner of Zichni district, Dec. 1814).

“3DAB, Fond 26k [Bansko municipal government, 19824], opis 1 a.e. 12 (minutes-book of the
town council), 20-22 (meeting on Apr. 28, 1914).
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their town. The petitioners first noted that Seinad once been “a thoroughfare in
Macedonia for her prosperity and the acme of herraerce.” They then warned that
creditors’ aggressive attempts to collect on debferres would result in “our full
extermination and our economic death.” They alswh pointed comparison
between their town’s post-war situation and th&®alionika, where their creditors “in
their entirety” were based. Whereas Serres metslisaififered “the general
catastrophe of their houses” and the “depredatinohaason of their commercial

shops,” “not one” of Salonika’s commercial housgst‘a taste of the calamity of
war.” On the contrary, the petitioners arguedp8i&a’s commerce had “multiplied”
due to the influx to that “large capital of the oty of Macedonia” of military and
others from Old Greece who increased the local denfar commercial servicéd.

Although local inhabitants often tried to enlisé tbentral government in
furthering their economic recovery, the processtafe-building — in particular, the
imposition and policing of new political borderwidiing what had once been a large,
integrated economic region — also posed serioutedgas to the residents’ priority
of reviving economic activity. During the courdietioe Balkan Wars, as seen in
Chapter 3, residents had complained about howddevied by the Bulgarian and
Serbian governments had discouraged trade witts aneale the Greek-occupied part
of former Ottoman Macedonia. Now, the new intdoratl borders established by

the Treaty of Bucharest threatened to permanergtypt long-established networks

and even lifestyles that relied on the previousigivided economic space.

1AM, GDM, file 18 [Province of Serres and Sintik§}1-93 (Political Society of Serres and
presidents of thirty-four guilds to Greek Prime Mier Eleftherios Venizelos, Sep., 1914) and 100-
103 (Merchants of Serres to General AdministratibiMacedonia “concerning the extension of debt
payments exclusively for the town of Serres,” Q&, 1914).
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Many residents of Macedonia had a hard time adjgst these new limits,
and some tried to circumvent them. Three hundredh/speaking pastoralist
families who wintered on the Greek side of the oid the villages of Lapovo and
Siatrovo appealed to the General AdministratioMatedonia in March 1914 when
initially denied permission by prefectural authiestto make the annual journey
along with their roughly 44,000 sheep and 1,00@&®to their summer pastures in
the Pirin mountains, now in Bulgafta. Their elders explained that “throughout the
Turkish rule and consistently until now” their fdies and livestock traveled annually
between the same summer and winter pastures. otlilegs discussed above, they
attempted to shame their new governments intorablyareferring to the relative
permissiveness of previous Ottoman authoritiese Sitepherds emphasized that
“[flor this yearly movement ... the Turkish Adminiation of the time afforded us
without question the pertinent permission.” Thadhef the local Greek army corps
in charge of policing the new border with Bulgam@wv advised against granting
permission, “for reasons of security,” to the shepls to migrate to their summer
pasture$® The prefect of Serres also expressed his unesasivieh allowing this
cross-border seasonal migration, for both natishalnd economic reasons:

Having in mind that the shepherds in question &ed toughly three hundred
accompanying families during the period of the Tehlland Bulgarian occupation of
these places were among the first to renounce nlagion pthnismoi— as recently

as two years ago, abiding in Lapovo and Siatrdwvey iccepted a Romanophile
priest and teacher — there is thus a dangerritgting to Bulgaria they would
Bulgarize and stay for good in Bulgarian territotyis to be wished that we manage
to find summer pasturage for them inside Greeltdeyr in order that local
stockbreeding does not suffer damage.

“>|AM, GDM, file 18, 78 (telegram from General Adnistration of Macedonia to Prefect of Serres,
received on Apr. 14, 1914); 81 (Petition from ctib&pherds who come from Melenikon and spend
the winter in the vicinity of Serres province t@threfect of Serres, March 1914).

“6 1AM, GDM, file 18, 76 (Fourth Army Corps, Kavallt&g Governor-General of Macedonia, Apr. 25,
1914).
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The prefect made this last pronouncement despitegpaimself acknowledged that
“in Greek territory in this vicinity there does natist adequate pasture for
maintenance of their flocks, that which existsadiehaving been occupied by other
shepherd chiefs* The Greek official thus worried about what hereotly saw as
the relative national indifference of these shegliamilies, whose clear goal was
literally to cross national borders in order todide to maintain their traditional
lifestyle and livelihood. Ironically, it took trehepherds’ enlistment on their behalf
of none other than the Romanian Consulate in Seddmally to induce the
Governor-General to order permission to be givertfe Vlachs to cross the border
to their summer pasturé$.

Residents involved in commerce on both sides obtrder did have some
limited success in their efforts to pressure th@ gevernments to help revive long-
established trade networks that were now threatbpekde new border. Ivan Hristov
Gramatikov’s flour and cotton mill had been burtgdGreek forces in 1913 and its
location now fell on the Bulgarian side of the bemdYet later that very same year,
“after the situation had normalized,” he contadBrdek soldiers patrolling on the
other side and managed to gain permission to erigageall-scale trade across the
border in order to supplement his income from thie M ciftlik (large agricultural
estate) owner on the Greek side needed a largeityuaincharcoal, and

Gramatikov’s area on the Bulgarian side was thepést source for it. And

“"1AM, GDM, file 18, 80 (Prefect of Serres to Gerlekdministration of Macedonia, Apr. 2, 1914).
8 |AM, GDM, file 18, 74 (General Administration of Atedonia Director of Internal Affairs t§'4
Army Corps, Apr. 30, 1914). Romania had long eakigd claims of ethnic kinship with Vlach-
speakers and thus prerogatives to act as theeqioot Its government had no serious pretensimns t
Macedonian territory, but it used such claims tmgafluence in the region.
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customers in Gramatikov’s area wanted manufactgoedis such as cigarette paper
and clothes from Greece. Quite simply, as Graroatgut it, “[tlhere they were
cheaper; here they were expensite This basic market incentive was strong enough
to drive people who had recently suffered so gresipfrom the wartime abuses of
Greek soldiers to enlist Greek soldiers’ help establishing trade networks across
the new border. And here at least, new tariffmegg and customs officials did not
intervene.

Indeed, for the Pirin region of former Ottoman M@aeia now annexed by
Bulgaria, long established trade routes still pednnostly southward toward what
was now Greek Macedonia, rather than northward ridwee territory of pre-1912
Bulgaria. Producers of silk cocoons around thenRawn of Strumitsa thus had
difficulty finding merchants elsewhere in Bulgattabuy their products because of
“the remoteness of the town of Strumitsa from themercial centers of thEsarstvo
[i.e. Bulgaria] and because of the lack of rapichomunication links to them.” As a
result, the provincial governor of Strumitsa pustteziBulgarian central government
to initiate contacts with merchants in Salonika aiith Greek authorities in order to
revive silk cocoon exports to Greek Macedonia, Whiad better connections to
Strumitsa®® Demand for the revival of this trade also caroerfithe Greek side of
the border. Merchants in Salonika inquired abbatgossibility of importing opium

from Bulgaria in order to re-export it to Westermar&pe, where demand for the

“9TsDA, Fond 771k opis 2 a.e. 165, 67-68.
0 TsDA, Fond 334k a.e. 363, 30 (Minister Plenipdtmtof Bulgarian Ministry of Foreign Affairs
and Religion Consular Department to Bulgarian Gain@onsulate in Solun, Jun. 30, 1915).
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product was outstripping Salonika’s current expagacity’> The response to that
specific query does not survive in the archivabregbut at around the same time
Bulgaria’s foreign ministry did convey to its cohestie in Salonika a request from the
Bulgarian Ministry of Trade, Industry, and Labor foformation about foreign
importers who might be interested in Bulgarian @gtirral product$? Economic
considerations trumped national rivalry with Buigaagain in the proposal
(unsuccessful, as it happened) by the SalonikechrahThe American-Hellenic
Army and Navy Contracting Agency “to supply a certguantity of uniforms, fabric,

etc., for the Bulgarian army>

Balkan Violence and the Weak State

Although Balkan armies and paramilitary groupssealimmense destruction
and often acted with brutality towards noncombapmpulations during the Balkan
Wars of 1912-1913, this record had not, as arguéthapter 3, set the Balkans apart
from the Western world. What was, however, unigeut “Balkan violence” in this
era does become clearer when analyzing the pefimdeonational peace following

the Treaty of Bucharest. The relative weaknestai€s in the region allowed armed

*1 TsDA, Fond 334k a.e. 384, 2 (Bulgarian generakobim Solun to Bulgarian Ministry of Foreign
Affairs and Religion, Feb. 2, 1915).

2 TsDA, Fond 334k a.e. 384, 4 (Bulgarian MinistryFafreign Affairs and Religion to Bulgarian
General Consulates and Consulates abroad, Mayl5).19

3 TsDA, Fond 334k a.e. 363, 27 (Bulgarian generababin Solun T. Nedkov to Bulgarian Ministry
of Foreign Affairs and Religion, May 11, 1915) &l (Minister Plenipotentiary of Bulgarian Ministry
of Foreign Affairs and Religion Consular Departm&nBulgarian General Consulate in Solun, May
16, 1915).
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men or groups, not fully under government consometimes to supplant
governments’ authority to wield coercive force vinttheir sovereign borders.

The paramilitary groups that sowed terror amongcombatants during the
Balkan Wars simply continued to do so, albeit ameller scale, after wartime
military operations ceased. And they typically dadin communities from which
they did not themselves originate. Yet the impdrtale of corrupt low-level state
employees also becomes apparent when we examsiatiilude between the
Balkan Wars and the First World War. In Novemb@t3, assistant commissioner
Kyriazis of the freshly annexed Greek province afi$aban (near the city of
Kavalla) complained openly to his superior thatitmilin and around the village of
Moutzinos were “wreaking havoc and terrorizing”dbmhabitants by abusing a
government order to disarm the population. Thetimhccused residents (mainly
Muslims) of hiding weapons and threatened to refann to a regional tribunal in
Kavalla. In the next breath the militia offere@ tinhabitants immunity if they paid a
certain amount of Ottoman lira. Kryiazis noted therious” coincidence that those
who came under this suspicion of harboring arms&gdshappened to be the
wealthiest residents, calling it a “paradox” tHastall somehow happened right under

the eyes of police and tlemdartisKapetan Antonis and his méh.

** Max Weber's classic conception of the state as ftlim of human community that (successfully)
lays claim to thenonopoly of legitimate physical violeneghin a particular territory” provides a
useful gauge of state strength or weakness hexe . Max Weber, “Politics as a Vocation, The
Vocation Lecturesed. David Owen and Tracy B. Strong, trans. Rodrieiyngstone
(Indianapolis/Cambridge: Hackett Publishing Comp&904), 33. John S. Koliopoulddrigands
with a Cause: Brigandage and Irredentism in Mod&meece 1821-191¢0xford: Clarendon Press
,1987) provides an extended analysis of this aggfesntmed force in the early history of the modern
Greek state.

%5 |AM, GDM, file 78.1 [Reports on weekly events thetAgricultural Department of Macedonia], 3
(Report of assistant commissioner D. Ch. Kyriagithe prefect of Drama, dated Nov. 25, 1913).
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During 1914, the first full year of peace aftee Balkan Wars, the Greek
High Command of the Macedonian Gendarmerie compeekly reports
summarizing all crimes reported in Greece’s newliyexed territory in Macedonr4.
The large majority of incidents appear to have bmmventional crimes (theft,
trespassing, fires started through negligence.)ogrthe violent incidents, ethnic
conflicts do not stand out, as far as is possikelt from names and other recorded
information. The majority of violent incidents agced between members of the
same ethno-religious group, or else placed mendjatsferent ethno-religious
groups on the same side as either perpetratoiistons. In other words, an
inhabitant of Greek Macedonia in 1914 would hawe fa& more reason to be
concerned about getting robbed by a common théf Hbout being targeted
violently because of his or her ethnicity. Evenoaig crimes with apparent political
cause, other factors besides ethnicity were oftemtost important. When two
tobacco workers (one Greek, one Muslim) beat abded a Muslim co-worker who
refused to join a strike, socio-economic, not athténsions predominatéd.When a
Christian man murdered his wife reportedly “forgeas of honor,” the motive was
apparently gender-bas&d.

What does stand out among the recorded crimes isttikingly common
incidence (among violent events) of aggravated eopbmurder, rape, and other

violence committed by low-ranking Greek state erjpés, such as soldiers,

*6 See IAM, GDM, file 78.2 [Reports of the High Commaof the Macedonian Gendarmerie to the
Governor-General of Macedonia).

" |AM, GDM, file 78.2, 11 (High Command of the Maadan Gendarmerie, report on the past
week’s events, Apr. 22, 1914).

%8 |JAM, GDM, file 78.2, 30 (High Command of the Maaedan Gendarmerie, report on the past
week’s events, Jun. 12, 1914).
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gendarmes and constables. In one unexceptiondl weeine, 1914, for example,
crimes allegedly committed by state employees ee&Macedonia accounted for
over 14 percent of total crimes reported. Amorgent crimes, the percentage was
higher: soldiers and gendarmes allegedly perpettatee (a sexual assault of a
twelve-year-old girl and two aggravated robbertag)of the twelve reported. The
actual percentage of these crimes committed bg staployees might in fact have
been higher, since suspects were not identifiedlfaeported crimes’ While ethnic
motives might have been involved in some of thesees committed by state
functionaries, being considered a Greek certaiidyndt necessarily shield one from
such assaults. For instance, the twelve-yearddidvgo was assaulted by the Greek
gendarme was a Christian refugee, thus likely wtded to be an ethnic Greek. The
peacetime abuses carried out by state employeesenduties were ostensibly to
protect inhabitants of the newly incorporated terres, did not reflect any deliberate
central state policy to terrorize certain segmefthat population. Instead, this was
a weak state that had trouble in limiting its pggréid employees’ frequent abuses of
armed power. Hence the large number of reporthdygentral command of the
gendarmerie in Greek Macedonia that regularly @edthe crimes committed by its
own members as well as by Greek soldiers, only same succeeding in
apprehending and punishing the offenders.

Remarkably, the Bulgarian ambassador in Athensrgs&asarov, made the
same point a year later in a memorandum writteesponse to a report on Greek

state abuses of ethnic Bulgarians by the Bulgararsul in Salonika. Pasarov

%9 |AM, GDM, file 78.2, 31-34 (High Command of the ®edonian Gendarmerie, report on the past
week’s events, Jun. 17, 1914).
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asserted that the situation in Greek Macedoniahisatolleague in Salonika had
described “cannot be attributed exclusively to sé&amd of special regime set up by
the central state government in Athens in their peavince, because even within the
confines of Old Greece the same kind of brigandagkpillage occurs, due to the
disorder of the Greek state and deeper causesdadlathe Greek national way of
life.” Pasarov condescendingly compared the baottmess of Greek state “control
over security and lawfulness” to that which obtdime Bulgaria just after its
liberation in 1878. He also predicted that, duthtoravages of the recent warr, it
would take years for normal life to resume in tbgion, “regardless of the regime in
place.® To prove his point, Pasarov subsequently subthitteeport of abuses
committed contemporaneously by soldiers and genelagainst residents of
Greece’s capital, Ather?s.

Contrary to Pasarov’s optimistic assumptions alBulgaria, his own state
apparently had serious problems reigning in thmastof its low-level army and
police, and not just paramilitaries. The 1914 ®mgendarmerie reports discussed
above mention eleven incidents of either Bulgasaldiers or paramilitaries
(“komitadzidhesin the Greek parlance that specifically desigdd&algarian
paramilitary members) crossing the border into Geesnd committing violence or
theft, often of livestock. Of those eleven incitterat least seven of them were

committed against Muslims who lived on the Greele sif the borde??

%9 TsDA, Fond 334k, opis 1 [Records of the Bulgagansulate in Salonika], a.e. 380 (reports to the
Ministry of Foreign Affairs and letters from the Barian Legation in Athens), 35 (memorandum from
the Bulgarian ambassador in Athens to the Bulggsiane minister, May 6, 1915).

1 TsDA, Fond 334k, opis 1, a.e. 380, 36 (memoranffom the Bulgarian ambassador in Athens to
the Bulgarian Ministry of Foreign Affairs, May 22915).

%2 |AM, GDM, file 78.2: 22, 27, 33, 37, 41, 46, 48,-92, 116, 142.
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Antagonizing Muslim minorities in Greece would higrdave furthered the official
Bulgarian interests in reclaiming some of Greek &tlimia. In a couple of cases,
Bulgarian authorities managed to apprehend theestspr return livestock, further
suggesting that the cross-border pillage was pighadi policy but instead an
indication of the Bulgarian government’s “lack a@mntrol over security and
lawfulness,” to reuse the words of the its ambawssadAthens. Further illustrating
the tenuousness of Bulgarian state control weremtigeing factional struggles
among VMRO paramilitaries within the confines ofl@aria’s new Pirin Macedonian
territory. These resulted in the April 1915 assa®n of Jane Sandanski, leader of
the movement’s leftist factiof.

Yet even civilians’ harrowing experiences in th@tdalkan Wars failed, as
we saw in Chapter 3, to polarize most inhabitahtsrmer Ottoman Macedonia
enough to cause them to begin taking ethnicallyivated violence into their own
hands or against their own neighbors. Contempdoast sources reveal that
residents of Macedonia typically continued to stbprt of resorting to violence in
resolving local political tensions. When it apphthat state borders had been fixed
after the signing of the Treaty of Bucharest, mimaals now took measures to
preserve stability in their communities where tpeyceived the new state authorities

or other non-local agents acting in ways that eststed potential tensions.

%3 Historians have yet to reach full concensus orctheses of this assassination. As James Frusetta,
“Bulgaria’s Macedonia,” 157 notes, communist-erack#gonian and Bulgarian historians had both
been inclined to find a clandestine link to the gaurlan government behind it. If the government
indeed had a hand in the assassination, the inadsertheless illustrates the Bulgarian state’s
concern with the challenge to its authority posgdhe continued existence of irregular armed groups
in its territory.
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The actions of Stephanos Grammenopoulos, the aéorieomed pro-Greek
villager from Zelenits, provide an example. Aftee cessation of hostilities from the
Second Balkan War, Grammenopoulos wrote a lettdrdd@sreek Governor-General
of Macedonia to report that “during the entire pdrof the war the Bulgarians of our
village did not engage in plunder or pillage.” éedl, Grammenopoulos added, all
residents displayed their utmost willingness tgliae Greek forces. He implored
the Governor-General in advance to order his aiiib®not to arrest anyone in his
village. “If any arrests should occur they wilMeaoccurred unjustly,” he insist&d.
Not long afterwards, Grammenopoulos traveled tor8kh and tried to meet with the
Governor-General. Unable to secure a meeting,rbeeviim a letter from his hotel
to ask the release from prison of a group of memfhis neighboring village,
Aetozion. Grammenopoulos began by reminding thee@wr-General of his
family’s long service in the struggle for Helleni§mOn this basis of trust he
presumed to establish with the Governor-Generahsisted that he could tell quite
well who the “bad Bulgarians” in his area were. tk# sixteen residents of Aetozion
arrested as “suspect Bulgarians” by Greek autlesrttiree months before (including
a priest named Papa llias), Grammenopoulos asdededight had been detained
completely in error. They had been “Greeks alhglpindeed the father of one of
them “was hacked to pieces long ago by a Bulgatiammittee Komitatoy,” while

the others had also long suffered from abuses lhyaBan armed bands.

% GLA, Archive of Stephanos Dragoumis, 118.1.1 (&eftom Stephanos Grammenopoulos dated Jul.
13, 1913))

%5 Grammenopoulos’ assertion of his family’s recof@oeek patriotism and persecution by pro-
Bulgarian groups can be independently confirmeegle Secumenical Patriarcha@fficial Documents
Concerning the Deplorable Condition of Affairs iraé&donia(Constantinople: printing press of the
Patriarchate, 1906), 18.
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Grammenopoulos pleaded for the eight “Greeks” toeheased, but he then went a
step further: “The others remaining had always d&@garians, but now the entire
village [including those formerly adhering to thal@arian Exarchate] has come
around and the Holy bishop of Kastoria celebratediturgy and blessed them and
forgave them,” he noted. He named only the Exdecpaest, Papa llias, as “worthy
of the gallows; he is the one who has committethallcrimes and was the key to
Bulgarianism in Aetozion®

Once the danger of Bulgarian rule appeared vangdiafter the Second
Balkan War, longstanding Hellenic patriot Grammemdps risked his own
reputation to protect all the Bulgarians in hidage as well as all but one of the
Bulgarians imprisoned from a neighboring villageo explain this kind of post-war
overture toward putative ethnic rivals, it is netassary to invoke unrealistic notions
of a lack of national identity or extreme localidatity. Instead, as has been argued
above, economic and cultural development were m@mtost important priorities for
residents of the towns and villages of former OdarMacedonia. Local residents —
including those who actively supported the newarati government
(Grammenopoulos was a Greek teacher) — therefara ls&rong interest in
maintaining the social stability of their commuesgi Widespread acts of violent
retribution would generally serve to undermine ssi@bility. By fingering only the
Exarchate priest as “the key to Bulgarianism inozein,” Grammenopoulos would
eliminate the one person he saw as the most imgatgent of past instability - and

potential cause of future instability — in his lbagea.

% GLA, Archive of Stephanos Dragoumis, 118.1.1 (&eftom Stephanos Grammenopoulos dated
Aug. 21, 1913))
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Petitions submitted for permission to appoint cofficials in villages in the
Kailaria district of Greek Macedonia also suggéfres among local notables to
reinforce social stability across ethno-religiomgs$ within their localities. In these
petitions, groups of signatories were in genefahielly mixed. When more than
one position was to be filled, the proposed apeestvere also typically of different
ethno-religious backgrounds. It was not unusual for groups of petitioners ttavel
explicit attention to their diversity, as in thejuest by “the undersigned Christian and
Ottoman residents of the community of Devri” to ajo Dimitrios Lazarou,
Kostantinos Efthimiou, and Anastas loannou (Crarstiames) and Demirali Isein
and Souleman Osman (Muslim names) as local coesibBuch instances reinforce
the impression that village notables had made aaous effort to ensure
representation across ethno-religious lines in naktiese decisions. Three Christian
and Muslim rural constables of the village of Desollaborated on a petition to have
a fourth constable, Konstantinos Athanasiou, rerddk@m his position because of
abuses he allegedly committed against the locallptipn which were causing some
of them to leave the village. The petitioners ddteat they themselves were from

Devri, and emphasized that the residents of Deadlillved in that location “from old

7 See DARM, Fond 994 Box 1, 6-8 (petition from tlsidents of Trepisti to Kailaria district assistant
commissioner to appoint Kosmas Christou and AhiteiSwan as rural constables, Feb. 26, 1914); 21
(petition from residents of Fragkotsi to Kailarigtdct assistant commissioner to appoint Anastsio
Dimitriou Karatas as rural constable, Sep. 20, 1924 (petition from residents of Almakoi to Kailar
district assistant commissioner, Oct. 1, 1914)(@atocol of assembly of the Greek and Ottoman
residents of Palaiochorion electing Georgios Dtdies, Markos V. Chaitas, and Mehmet Zenin as
rural constables, Nov. 14, 1914); 38-39 (petitigirdsidents of Devri to Kailaria district assistant
commissioner, Nov. 27, 1914); 40 (petition by resis of Emporion to Kailaria district assistant
commissioner to appoint Paschalis Panagiotou a$ canstable, Dec. 1, 1914).

°® DARM, Fond 994 Box 1, 38-39.
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times.® The petitioners — Muslim and Christian — cledely collectively that their
own and their co-villagers’ longstanding rootshattcommunity, whose stability

they saw to be under threat because of the aabioine abusive state employee, gave
them particular legitimacy in their request to resadim. The regional authorities,
for their part, approved the request. The appragain suggests that the violence
perpetrated by low-level armed state employeesnwathe result of a deliberate state
policy, but on the contrary a reflection of theuens control that regional and state
institutions had over the use of armed force iir ttegritory.

A telling exception to the general lack of violerasaong residents of former
Ottoman Macedonia after the Balkan Wars of 19123184s its frequency between
newly arrived refugees and residents of long stanah the region. Scholars have
already noted the sharp distinction that resideh@Greek Macedonia began to make,
and even today continue, between “refugepsigfige$ and “locals” flopioi) as
waves of refugees settled in the region betwee2 29t 1925° As we saw in
Chapter 3, over 100,000 mostly Greek Orthodox @harigefugees from the two
Balkan Wars initially settled in the portion of Maionia annexed by Greece before
the end of 1913. Both Greek and Bulgarian arclsealrces contain numerous
reports about violence between refugees and lnbabitants. In the large majority

of these cases, refugees were attacking IdtaBoth the Bulgarian consul in

%9 DARM, Fond 994 Box 1, 12-14 (petition from DimirNikolaou, Tzafer Ahmet and Rakio to
Kailaria district assistant commissioner for rermafeKonstantinos Athanasiou as constable in
Demvri, Jun. 19, 1914; Kailaria district police ehto assistant commissioner, Jul. 5, 1914)

" The local/refugee distinction is explored in Kasilou,Fields of WheatMackridge and
Yannakakis (eds.Purselves and Otherand George Th. Mavrogordat@&jllborn Republic: Social
Coalitions and Party Strategies in Greece, 19226] 9Berkeley, CA: University of California Press),
1983.

L A few examples are IAM, GDM, file 78.1, 3; IAM, G file 78.2, 13 (High Command of the
Macedonian Gendarmerie, report on the past weedests, Apr. 29, 1914); IAM, GDM, file 87.2,
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Salonika and a Greek administrative official, faample, lamented (unbeknownst to
each other) a pattern of attacks by refugees thatoausing Bulgarian or Bulgarian-
speaking residents from the Kukush/Kilkis arealdaralon their homes and emigrate
in fear of their lives? The frequency of such aggressive behavior opaneof
refugees of course reflected in part their oftespéeate situation, needing housing,
land and other resources to survive. Nonethetesampanying this economic
motive was a clear political antagonism toward biteants of Greek Macedonia
whom refugees considered non-Greek, including Wsknd former members of
Bulgarian Exarchate churches. Most, though noa#tihcks by refugees on local
inhabitants targeted members of these two majarax0

A reciprocal pattern could also be seen on therdtige of the Greek-
Bulgarian border. As Theodora Dragostinova natfsigees from Greek Macedonia
and Ottoman Thrace often settled in areas of Bidgeith Greek-speaking
populations. The refugees often assaulted ther|attizing their houses and inducing
many to migrate to Greed@.Social distinctions between refugees and locatew

also apparent in Bulgaria for decades afterwahMsanwhile, Bulgarians who had

125-127 (High Command of the Macedonian Gendarmegort on the past week’s events, Nov. 29,
1914); TsDA, Fond 334k, opis 1, a.e. 380, 1-10dqrefrom the Bulgarian consul in Salonika to the
Bulgarian Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Nov. 10, 18} TsDA, Fond 334k opis 1, a.e. 380, 21-34
(report from the Bulgarian consul in Salonika te Bulgarian Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Apr. 25,
1915).

"2 TsDA, Fond 334k, opis 1, a.e. 379 (reports toNtistry of Foreign Affairs, etc., regarding
immigration to Bulgaria of Bulgarian residents a@liovo, Selovo, Strezovo and Kodzha-Kaddr), 1
(memorandum from Bulgarian consul in Salonika, N®dkto the Ministry of Foreign Affairs and
Religion, Sep. 16, 1914); IAM, GDM, file 14.1, 3Z-BAdministrative representative of Kato-
Thodoraki to assistant commissioner of Kilkis, D2¢, 1914).

3 The ethno-religious aspect of such refugee/lamadibns should not be overdrawn at the expense of
the socio-economic. As documented by Isa BllReinstating the Ottomans: Alternative Balkan
Modernities, 1800-1914New York: Palgrave Macmillan, 2011), 101, viaterbroke out in 1878
between mostly Muslim refugees desparate for regsusind mostly Muslim local inhabitants of the
Ottomanvilayetof Kosovo where the refugees initially settleceathey were expelled from Serbia
and Bosnia-Herzegovina.

" DragostinovaBetween Two Motherlang86, 103, 144, 148-152, 157-160.
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long lived as neighbors with the same Greek-spgaimmunities were more likely
than the newly arrived refugees to refrain from axen protect their neighbors
against such violencel' he exceptional phenomenon of frequent violencees
between refugees and locals in former Ottoman Maeadn the period following
the conclusion of the Balkan Wars of 1912-1913H{w&fugees usually the
aggressors) only serves to highlight the lack chsuolitically charged violence
among the diverse, longtime residents of the reglarthe preceding years, local
cleavages along ethno-religious lines did oftenrgmeas external governments had
openly competed for influence and eventual sovatgigver Ottoman Macedonia.
Even then it was rare for such cleavages to ewdiinght violence between members
of local communities. Now that the question of@@ignty appeared resolved for
better or for worse, long-time residents focusedjoals such as economic recovery
and education, which required basic local stabditgd not a resort to violence. They
even took measures to consolidate stability agpotantial fault lines. The
appearance of outsiders (refugees, paramilitartgs places as far away as Crete,

and armed state agents) indeed threatened thditgtab

New Forms of Political Violence: International Agreents and Administrative

Deportations

Authorities in the Balkan states that conqueredédaacia in 1912 and 1913
often did not trust this tendency within local coomities to let bygones be bygones.
During the Balkan Wars, the new authorities impne or assaulted dignitaries of

minority ethnic groups such as clergy and teacaedsintimidated inhabitants lest
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they fail to declare themselves members of theecbmation. Now, between the
Balkan Wars and the First World War, the Balkanagaments also contemplated
new, distinctly bureaucratic ways of preventing tineat they perceived from newly
incorporated minorities. The attacks during thé&Ba \Wars by armies against
civilians had generated large waves of fearfulgets who fled spontaneously to
countries they hoped would provide safety. Govemisinow saw the apparent
benefits of those population movements, increafiegethnic homogeneity of their
respective nations, and looked for ways to conflmfacts on the ground by law. At
the end of 1913 the Ottoman and Bulgarian govertsrggned a landmark
convention on exchange of populations and progertitather than directing new
emigration, however, this convention effectivelylifi@d the movement of Muslims
to Ottoman territory and of Christians to Bulgartarritory that had already taken
place. Following this precedent, the Ottoman areet governments in 1914 began
talks that envisioned a voluntary exchange of Gsesld Muslims between the two
states. These talks, however, took place everttasn@n paramilitary forces
terrorized Orthodox populations in Thrace and Alatecausing many to flee to
Greece. As Yannis Mourelos has argued, it isYikieat the real goal of the talks was
not an orderly exchange of populations: rathequgh them the Ottoman
government sought a way to confirm retroactivelwi@cts on the ground. The
Greek government, meanwhile, was stalling for timerder to stop further

persecution and to avoid the burden of housingnawave of refugee§. The

S Yannis G. Mourelos, “The 1914 Persecutions and-tist Attempt at an Exchange of Minorities
between Greece and TurkeRalkan Studie®6: 2 (1985): 389-431. On this and the Bulgarian-
Ottoman agreement of 1913, see also Stephen Ps|HuaExchange of Minorities: Bulgaria, Greece
and Turkey(New York: The Macmillan Company, 1932): 20-23.
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discussions broke down in any event at the en®@d4 Without any agreement being
concluded.

After having observed their armed forces massa@mpputting to flight
masses of terrorized non-combatants, Balkan statibnaries clearly began to
contemplate a more radical possibility: the preapkd, comprehensive and
compulsory removal of an entire ethnic group ongtidentity from a defined
territory. Such ideas, without exception, occudatuments concerned about enemy
designs, rather than in actual plans or ordersittfaaities, and so caution must be
taken in the conclusions to be drawn from themnéedoeless, those documents
indicate at the very least that fears of delibeaaig systematic “extermination” and
“annihilation” of one’s ethnic own group were irrailation. Thus, on the eve of the
Second Balkan War the Greek legation in Sofia lddgeéisturbing complaint with
the Bulgarian government, still formally its allgrfthe moment:

The Deputy Mayor of Kavalla declared to a promin@reek notable that a Greek
village was destroyed at Pravi because its inhatsifaave helped the Greeks during
the Greco-Bulgarian incident of Pravi and at thghs&st movement of the Greeks of
Kavalla the same fate was reserved for them. Ulpisrthreat, a commission
composed of four notables and of His Eminence th&dpolitan came to the
Military Governor Doucoff and the latter declaréatthe threat of the deputy mayor
on the extermination of the Greek element was 8syisince the Greek element of
Kavalla was planning some movement. As the metitappoprotested, saying that
the Greek element was unjustly suspected, theamyilgovernor replied: “you know,
and this is regrettable, that Kavalla is partidipgin its own extermination’®

The previous month another Greek official in thenity of Kavalla and Pravi
charged that Bulgarian irregular units togethehw&gular soldiers “have decided to

annihilate” the “Greek element” in all the “Greekns.”’

S TsVA, Fond 1647 opis 2, a.e. 24, 213, 220 (Ndtioen Greek Legation in Sofia to Bulgarian
Ministry of Foreign Affairs, May, 1913).

""TsVA, Fond 1647 opis 2 a.e. 24, 124 (Statemethe®fGreek Military Governor in Rodolivo, Apr.
22,1913).
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The following year, the Bulgarian consul in Salaikputed analogous
designs of “extermination” to Greek authoritieghe part of geographic Macedonia
annexed by Greece after the Treaty of Bucharestredorted that “[t]he Greek
government, supported by the terrorist committeddacedonia, are waging a
systematic struggle for the decisive depersonadizaif the Bulgarian population
here” and were “leading this struggle for Bulgaretermination... to bring about
the exit of the last Bulgarians in this aré&.While the preceding communications
were internal government and inter-governmentaspatleast one charge of designs
for ethnic “extermination” was made publically. dsthy after the Second Balkan
War, a group of Bulgarian professors at the Unitesf Sofia published their own
catalog of Greek and Serb atrocities to refute ipubteek charges of Bulgarian
atrocities. In it they charged that both the Gseahd the Serbs separately had a
“plan for the extermination of the Bulgarian pogida” in their occupation zon€s.
Nevertheless, despite the inferences drawn by sbate functionaries and political
elites occasioned by the grim events of the Balkéams, there is no direct evidence
of any overarching plan on the part of a Balkanggoment or state institution to
remove an entire ethnic group from a territory @12 or 1913.

During and after the Balkan Wars governing autiegihonetheless began to
act concretely on their suspicions and deportesttsd minority inhabitants, either

across the new border or to a distant internattiocaway from the Macedonian

8 TsDA, Fond 334k opis 1 a.e. 380, 1-10 (Bulgariansul general in Salonika to Ministry of Foreign
Affairs and Religion, Nov. 10, 1914).

9 Professeurs de I'Université de SoptR&ponse a la brochure des professeurs des unéersit
d’Athénes, “Atrocités bulgares en Macédoin®esponse to the Brochure of the Professors of the
Universities of Athens, “Bulgarian Atrocities in Medonia”), (Sofia: Imprimerie de la cour royale),
1913: 11-12, 22, 72-74.
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borderland. During the period between the two Balkars, Bulgarian officials
initially targeted prominent individuals whom thegnsidered to be subverting
authority within their occupation zone in Macedonfcomplaint by the Greek
Bishop in Doiran alleging abuses committed by Budgamilitary authorities sparked
a Bulgarian general’s decision “to exile him fromifan to the interior of the
Kingdom — Vratsa or Dobrich.” The Bulgarian genawaspected the bishop of acting
as a spy for the Greeks, and being “in secret comtdh Greek military and civil
authorities outside of the lands occupied by oldiscs.” In fact, the contact was no
secret, since the bishop had filed his complaietggally with Greece’s Prince
Nicholas, who brought the allegations of abusd&odattention of Bulgarian
officials .2

Greece initially made more frequent use in Maceaofiideportations of
ethnic minority individuals to protect “the natidraterest of the state’”
Deportation in Greece dates back to the state&bkstment in the 1830s, though the
practice was limited for several decades to pungimdividuals suspected of
brigandage and sometimes their famiffesHowever, a law promulgated in
December 1913 broadened the scope of possibleng&mo*administrative
deportation” to include political criterfd. This occurred, of course, just after Greece
had incorporated a sizable territory with an etalhycdiverse population. Deportees

from Greek Macedonia deemed “dangers to publicrggtwere sometimes expelled

80 TsVA, Fond 1647 opis 2 a.e. 24, 192-193 (Commandiajor-general of the®Infantry Division

to commander of® Army, Jun. 14, 1913; Prince Nicholas of Greec&émeral Hessaptchieff, May 6,
1913).

81 1AM, GDM, file 79, 1-3 (Case of Aggelos Pavlov, Mal914).

82 Koliopoulos,Brigands with a Causel13-114.

8 Polymeris VoglisBecoming a Subject: Political Prisoners during theeek Civil War(New York:
Berghahn Books, 2002): 33-34. Voglis renders tbedwektopisisas “banishment,” but its more
straightforward meaning is “deportation.”
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from the country, and other times sent to intelosations away from the
Macedonian borderland, such as Crete and Latfssa.

In some cases, Greek officials in Macedonia orddegzbrtations out of the
country for violent criminals such as Spase Aggelod llias Stephanou, two
convicted murderers who would otherwise have belrased from prison as part of
an amnesty ordér. But the stated grounds for deportation could Bsoemarkably
flimsy. Aggelos Pavlov found himself deported essdly for being a Bulgarian who
had once worked at a Bulgarian-owned hotel andneas“an unemployed vagabond
who wanders the streets.” These circumstancesampasufficed to convince
officials that Pavlov was “indisputably working behalf of the Bulgarians®
Authorities decided to deport loannis Velits aBalgarian dangerous to public
security” because of an article he submitted toflaSiewspaper that criticized
abuses of ethnic Bulgarians in Greek Macedonigeréstingly, the Greek authorities
deliberating internally on the case did not evée taains to deny the accusations
Velits made in his articl&’

The confounding case of Haralambi Georgi Tudjarghlights how easily a
single native of former Ottoman Macedonia couldger heightened ethnic the
suspicions of both Greek and Bulgarian authoritisdjarov, a native of Strumitsa, a

town annexed by Bulgaria under the Treaty of Buesiahad been living recently in

8 1AM, GDM, file 79, 48 (summary regarding deportatiof Asan Karampazakis, Apr. 20, 1914);
IAM, GDM, file 79, 1-3.

8 1AM, GDM, file 79, 31 (magistrate of Serres to Berprefecture, Mar. 12, 1914).

% 1AM, GDM, file 79, 1-3.

871AM, GDM, file 79, 44 (Prefect of Thessaloniki @overnor-General of Macedonia, Apr. 21, 1914);
45 (Prefect of Thessaloniki to district attorneyrAl6, 1914).
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Switzerland with his wife and daught®r.As his elderly father was living in poverty
in Salonika and Tudjarov himself had recently spgené in Salonika and carried a
Greek passport, it is likely that the family hadbeamong the wave of Strumitsa
residents whom the Greek army had goaded into almamgltheir homes and coming
to Greece in 1913 before Bulgarian authorities ndawgsee Chapter 3.) In 1914,
Tudjarov boarded a ship bound for Constantinopteusted with four young girls,
fellow-natives of Strumitsa, to accompany them bactheir home town. Upon
arriving in Bulgaria, Tudjarov declared, he hagmded to find employment and then
bring his wife and daughter from Switzerland. ¥etthe voyage to Constantinople
two of the girls’ passports and a large sum of nyamere stolen during the ship’s
stopover in Greece. At Constantinople the Bulgacansul issued new Bulgarian
passports to Tudjarov and the four girls. Tudjdedgr admitted that he had
neglected to inform the consul that he still hasldwn Greek passport, resulting in
his possessing two different passports. Afterydgl&udjarov arrived in Bulgaria and
sent the girls home to Strumitsa while he stayeSiafia to find employment. As
Tudjarov waited one day in a park with all of hesglgage for an acquaintance who
had agreed to help him find work, a policeman dyied“with suspicion” and

ordered him to what Tudjarov called a “secret glitaina politsiig station®®

There, agents questioned him harshly and beatdépeatedly. Fixing on the fact that

8 The information on the case comes from the folfmuBulgarian archival documents: TsDA, Fond
334k a.e. 360a, 1 (Bulgarian consul-general int8loto Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Sep. 14, 1914)
2-5 (petition from Haralambi Georgi Tudjarov to Baflian Consulate in Salonika, Sep. 19, 1914); 6
(Bulgarian consul-general in Salonika Nedkov to isliry of Foreign Affairs, Sep. 29, 1914); 10-11
(petition from Haralambi Georgi Tudjarov to BulgamiConsulate in Salonika, Nov. 1914); 12
(Bulgarian consul-general in Salonika Nedkov to igtiry of Foreign Affairs, Nov. 7, 1914); 9
(Legation counselor of the Political Departmentha Bulgarian Ministry of Foreign Affairs and
Religion to Bulgarian General Consulate in Salonitav. 19, 1914).

8 TsDA, Fond 334k a.e. 360a, 2-5.
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he carried both Greek and Bulgarian passports (‘fé/bee your 300 passports?”),
they accused him of being “an agent, probablyHer@reeks” and “a spy, a thief, a
pimp.” After more questioning, accusations of sigyand beatings, the Bulgarian
agents deported Tudjarov across the Serbian baftkrconfiscating all of his
money and most of his belongings. In Serbia hatspere days in prison, before
managing to make his way to Salonika (in Greeddjere, Tudjarov noted ironically
in his petition to the Bulgarian consulate, “aféeshort questioning [the Greek
authorities] released me like | was already a Helfedespite his not knowing the
Greek language well. Yet after his initially posst reception in Greece, while
Tudjarov waited in vain to be compensated for bssés, he encountered further
troubles in Salonika. He and his father were drigat of their home and could not
find employment; they had no money, and nothingab In a second petition,
Tudjarov complained that the Bulgarian consulatdigaored his first petition and
again “accused me of being a Greek spy.” Yet n@nGreek authorities suspected
him of the opposite.

The Greeks don’'t want me because | am Bulgarihayé supposedly come as a spy
— the Bulgarians the same. And what will happen,ieho will accept me? And to
whom should | go? .... | won't be getting any morenayp. Whatever | had | sold

for us to eat. Now look me up and down. | amIsumespy. Just come and see what
kind of situation | am ir{°

Perhaps Tudjarov’s sardonic emphasis on his abjerttion in Greece eased the
Bulgarian authorities’ suspicions of his being &€k spy. In the end, the Bulgarian
authorities allowed Tudjarov to return to Strumjtisat only for a period of two

months, “in order for him to settle some of hisaaff at home® It seems that

% TsDA, Fond 334k a.e. 360a, 10-11.
1 TsDA, Fond 334k a.e. 3603, 9.
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Tudjarov’s lack of enough vigilance in displaying@nsistent national affiliation
rendered him a candidate for deportation by botly&ian and Greek authorities,
who each suspected him as a spy of the other gouiitrdjarov’s experience
epitomizes the gulf in mentalities between two guhe inhabitants of former
Ottoman Macedonia who sought to revive their livetds but had trouble adjusting
to the new order of nation-building and state-bndg and on the other hand Balkan
state functionaries who were quick to see suctviddals as subversive ethnic
minorities to be targeted for surveillance and digtimn.

In the short period of peace following the Balkaar$y deportations of
ethnically suspect residents of former Ottoman Maoé& still typically occurred on
an individual, case-by-case basis — not on a ntds.sIn Greece, which practiced
deportation more frequently than did Bulgaria & #tage, individual
recommendations for deportation traveled high @pbtlreaucratic chain of command
for approval, sometimes by the Minister of Intetiimself®? Still, such initiatives —
including the halting exploration of agreementgxchange populations between the
Ottoman Empire and Bulgaria and Greece respectivaigicate that the idea of
using bureaucratically planned coercion to scuiptdontours of population groups
had at least occurred to Balkan government offdmfore the outbreak of the First

World War.

As this chapter has argued, such ideas and pobtie®Iding the population

through bureaucratic coercion should not be consttimmeasured responses to

%2 See IAM, GDM, file 79, 34 (telegram from Greek Miter of Interior Repoulis to General
Administration of Macedonia Interior Department,rAp, 1914).
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justifiable fears of subversion by significant atdatly disloyal elements, but rather
overanxious reactions. Rather than hatch pladgstabilize the new authorities or
even attempt to resist pressures for national dssgiom, the vast majority of
Orthodox Christian inhabitants of former Ottomandgdonia focused on their own
“construction of life” in peacetime. Their priags were to stay in or even return to
the lands of their ancestors if physically possitderebuild and grow economically,
to educate their children, and to negotiate a measiuocal autonomy over their own
affairs while also reaping what benefits could b&en from the central government.
Rather than come to blows with their neighbors @tkno-religious disputes which
would undermine those priorities, residents madlatsfto consolidate local stability
— especially now that the issue of the decades-Ibtagedonian struggle” appeared
settled by military fiat. Challenges to that commity stability were posed by what
we might consider to be truly unique about “Balkésience” in this period: the high
incidence of abuse from low-level state employpasamilitaries and refugees, all
armed, who could take advantage of local resideiitsrelative impunity due to the
weak grasp of central state institutions. Yeta@gied in the next chapter, the
imminent onset of the First World War would cut ghesidents’ “construction of
life.” Balkan governments (along with other Eurapeggovernments) would make
further innovations in dealing with unwanted ordemsome populations. The
bureaucratically directed deportations and detestintroduced in the period after
the Balkan Wars would occur on a mass scale, ome olosely approaching the pre-
planned, forced removal of entire groups that sBail&an political elites had only

begun to imagine before 1914.
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Chapter 5. Macedonia’s Civilians and the “Europ@r,”

1915-1918

The First World War thrust the population of geqdria Macedonia into a
new and different set of wartime difficulties barel year after the Second Balkan
War ended in 1913. The Vardar region of Macedamagexed by Serbia in 1913,
initially became a Serbian “home front” as earlyl844 as tens of thousands of
males were mobilized and sent north to help rdpeAustro-Hungarian invasion.

But Macedonia itself soon became a battle frontragBulgaria, Germany, and
Austria-Hungary invaded Serbian Macedonia in 19b8enBritish and French troops
tried to come to Serbia’s defense by landing ine&r@egean) Macedonia and trying
to push north from there. Bulgarian troops alseeaded well into Greek Macedonia
in 1916 against the Entente forces there. By I8ly7, Greece had officially joined
the Entente.

In military or diplomatic terms, the First World \Wean be considered a
sequel to the two Balkan Wars in the region of Mimtea. Bulgaria went to war
against Serbia and Greece again to regain théotees it had lost to them in the
Second Balkan War. Yet the First World War introgld the civilian population in
Macedonia to strikingly different conditions. TBalkan Wars of 1912-1913 were
short wars featuring rapidly moving fronts. ThesEM/orld War in Macedonia, as on
the Western Front, settled into immobile front §rend trench warfare for long

periods of time. As was the case elsewhere infggyrihese conditions of stalemate
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produced a war of attrition and economic mobili@atbehind the lines and indeed
between both rear areas of the same fixed froat IMilitary authorities and
governments came to treat everything in Macedoagaieultural land and crops,
minerals, and the local population itself — astetya& resources to be assessed and
exploited for their ability to contribute to thedger war effort. The resulting
requisitions and economic restrictions led to seveaterial deprivation. These
burdens were generally far more protracted andowusefior the civilian population
than in the preceding wars.

The prolonged conditions of stalemate also chatigedort of war crimes and
abuses suffered by civilians in Macedonia. As sedbhapters 2 and 3, armies and
paramilitary groups during the Balkan Wars hadrofised tactics of terror against
civilians perceived to be unfriendly to their casis®uring World War |, armed
forces operating in Macedonia adopted a new, mgseatic approach to dealing
with ostensibly untrustworthy or burdensome popaiet, one that came to mark
broader European wartime violence in the twentetfitury. The limited
deportations of local residents discussed in tegipus chapter now took place on a
mass scale. Greece and its ally, France, contitauedrry out internments and
deportations on a case-by-case basis, but theiarite suspicion became so broad
that thousands were eventually swept up in themlgdia and its allies organized
mass deportations for entire categories of civdiamose national loyalties were
deemed suspect, as well as large-scale evacuatienslians from frontline areas.
A large number of deportees were sent to labor canipere they faced harsh living

conditions and suffered high mortality rates.
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Such policies also caused economic disruption aed enass starvation in
Macedonia, disproportionately affecting the fenfadpulation. State authorities were
less likely to consider women as political actard aence political threats. Thus
they often avoided targeting women for deportatigvhen males in a family were
deported or fled their homes, wives usually stgyatd They assumed the role of
maintaining the family’s stake in the househol@xpectation that the husband would
come back once circumstances allowed. Yet comditior women and others who
stayed home were as arduous as those for depoitéasien struggled to cope with
conditions of wartime scarcity and requisitionsa@rbated by the absence of the
male “pair of hands” and his experience in culimatand selling produce. Such
wartime conditions in many cases made survivabatdhuntenable. Some women as
a last resort eventually tried to follow their hasls to exile.

Contemporary Bulgarian sources evocatively refetoetthe First World War
as “the General European War” or simply “the Eussp®&/ar,” which implied a
distinction from the “Balkan War” (by which they et the First Balkan War).

And indeed, the new presence of Western and Cderalpean (primarily German,
French, and British) military personnel seemed asife to locals and had far-
reaching effects on them. The armies of the GPeaters requisitioned supplies from
civilian populations, committed atrocities agaitistm, and exercised various forms
of surveillance and control over them. Germanqansl in Vardar Macedonia

engaged locals in ambitious economic developmeméegts of agricultural

! This terminology is most pervasive in Bulgariamses of the period, but also appears at times in
contemporary Greek sources. See for example Gambitbrary Archive (GLA), American School
of Classical Studies, Athens, Greece, Archive alifios Dragoumis, 140.1 (Letter from Philippos
Dragoumis to an unnamed friend, Jan. 5, 1916).
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modernization, while at least some French persoroadidered their presence in
Macedonia as part of their “civilizing” role in tlveorld. French and German military
personnel were, however, intimately involved in plodicies of civilian internment on
each side, a fact that was reflected in accourdsamplaints of affected civilians.

Residents throughout Macedonia, whose “construdfdifie” was cut short
by the events of the First World War, generallyarelgd its onset not with the
patriotic euphoria famously observed in much ofrést of Europe. They displayed
instead reluctance and trepidation informed byhwelships occasioned by the recent
Balkan Wars. War weariness only increased amongehftania’s inhabitants as the
war progressed and as fresh hardships accumulBigtddocals continued to refrain
from violence against each other. Nor did theyendy resist occupying forces even
from a different ethnic group. Indeed, quite a favgaged with the presumed ethnic
enemy occupier in a manner that would later conteetoharacterized pejoratively as
“collaboration.” Such behavior is better seerhét time as a continuation of the
inhabitants’ previous inclinations to secure tmeast important priorities: economic
well-being and local stability, rather than strugglfor national ideals.

While the mobilization for a wider war and suppiooim one Great Power
alliance against the other seem to suggest a sivemgg in the Balkan states’
monopoly over the means of violence, the picturacisially mixed. As was the case
before, state-building ambitions were not alwaydized. Most factions of the
paramilitary Internal Macedonian Revolutionary Qrgation (VMRO) were
integrated more deeply into Bulgaria’s militaryustiure. But this integration also

gave the organization a greater ability to contestcentral state’s control over the

249



use of force. Meanwhile, a portion of the Greekligns stationed in central and
western Macedonia, mostly from southern Greecesagér to join the Entente,
staged a mutiny in 1916 against their (still ndyicantral government in Athens. By
the end of the war, the Bulgarian army faced widesgp mutinies and the military
command lost control over a large portion of itkl®rs, many of them from

Macedonia.

War Weariness from the Outset

The outbreak of war in the summer of 1914 hadhvanediate impact on
inhabitants of Vardar Macedonia — the area annbyeBerbia under the 1913 Treaty
of Bucharest. The Serbian army had already béydraft males from its newly
won Macedonian territory in April of 1914, befokeetcrisis precipitated by the
assassination of Archduke Franz Ferdinand. Duhegnitial defense of Serbia in
1914 and 1915, the number of men mobilized fronbi@arMacedonia reached
roughly 53,000. About 45,000 of these were Ortlxo@bristian but generally not
Serb, the rest mostly Muslim. Although these potypically possessed the least
military experience among the otherwise fairly lzattardened Serbian army, they
were often placed in the first line of defense anthwestern Serbia where they bore
the brunt of Austro-Hungarian attacks. They inedrhigh casualties, while many

others wound up as prisoners in Austria-Hundary.

2 Petar Stojanowlakedonija vo vremeto na Balkanskite i Prvata sueimjna (1912-1918)Skopje:
Institut za nacionalna istorija, 1969), 237-23&nma Najdovska, edQtpretani svedostva: Voji
pisma od golemata vojna: 1914-19@®kopje: Fondacija Institut Otvoreno OpStestvoakigdonija,

2008), 25-28. These two works give almost the sanmeber of soldiers from Vardar Macedonia

mobilized into the Serbian army in 1914 and 19&bugh citing apparently different sources.
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Desertions plagued several European armies latbeiwar. Yet according to
recent scholarship in the Republic of Macedoniabi@a army soldiers from Vardar
Macedonia deserted at a remarkably high rate —stl@®000 of the 53,000
conscripts — over the first year of the war. Muaisthese deserters escaped across
borders to Greece or Bulgaria, both of which hadyebentered the wat. Others
gave themselves up easily to Austro-Hungarian &tc&/hen Bulgaria entered the
war on the side of the Central Powers in 1915p0pess in Austria-Hungary who
originated from Vardar Macedonia were assumed torbeBulgarian and transferred
to be mobilized into the Bulgarian army. But th@ldgarian army itself then
proceeded to suffer from a high number of desefters geographic Macedonia.
Serbian military authorities attributed the higteraf desertion among the conscripts
from their Macedonian territory primarily to treaszbus pro-Bulgarian loyalties
among this population, to which they referred e by the epithdtugarashi®
This impression among Serbian authorities was pstetngthened by a very public
prewar incident in the Serbian city of KragujevacApril 14, 1914, when up to
1,000 conscripts from Macedonia publically refusethke an oath of loyalty to
Serbia’s King Peter on the grounds that they warg&ian® Believing that even

more would desert to the enemy once Bulgaria jothedvar against Serbia, the

3 Ramiz Sabanovj “Ugestvoto na Makedoncite vo Prvata svetska vojnaostasot na srpskata
vojska” (unpublished Masters thesis, Philosophyltgcand Institute for History, 1993), 233, 308,
cited in Najdovska, edQtpretani svedoSty&8. An earlier study by Bulgarian historian DiamiG.
Gotsev,Natsionalno-osvoboditelnata borba v Makedoniia 29925 (Sofia: Izdatelstvo na
Bllgarskata Akademiia na Naukite, 1981), 151-1%h discusses these incidents of desertion,
focusing mostly on the desertions to Bulgaria amus@ering it primarily a phenomenon of Bulgarian
patriotism. He puts the number of deserters, “ating to unspecified data,” at roughly 30,000.

“ Ibid. See also Stojanolakedonija vo vremet@38.

® Sabanow, “Ugestvoto”, 308, 393, cited in Najdovska, gdtpretani svedosty28, 31.

® Dimitdr G. GotsevNatsionalno-osvoboditelnata borba v Makedoniia 19925(Sofia: Izdatelstvo
na Bllgarskata Akademiia na Naukite, 1981), 138-140
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Serbian command began in 1915 to assign recrwits fheir Macedonian territories
to the northern front against Germany and Autsnisndary, rather than assigning
them to fight closer to their homes against thegBu&n army that was invading from
the easf.

But the lack of enthusiasm early in the First Woifldr among conscripts
from Vardar Macedonia may be attributed more diyecta reluctance to perform
military service in general, rather than to loydtiyBulgaria or Greece. This
continues the pattern, seen in Chapter 3, of dessrbefore and during the Second
Balkan War of soldiers from geographic Macedoniditimed into Bulgarian and
Greek army units. These official impositions wstié a novel and unwelcome
phenomenon especially to Christian residents, vatbldeen exempt in practice from
military duties when under Ottoman rule. Put siynptilitary conscription imposed
a heavy economic burden and, in war time, it wasydeous. These were in fact the
concerns voiced from Vardar Macedonia by both copiscand their family
members.

Lazar Mitrovich, a conscript from Vardar Macedosiationed with the
Serbian army but writing in Bulgarian, complainechis relative in September 1914
that he and his comrades were living in an “ovedatigsty” where “in one house
there are 2,000 people one on top of the othenim@unding the rough conditions
were shortages in clothing and food. Finally, @ fog were causing all the men to
become ill. Mitrovich told his relative not to et to write anytime soon, because
“we already hear clearly how those cannons rumiaed-it is said that after 5 days

they will attack us from the north!"” As an indiaan of the impact that his

" Sabanow, “Ugestvoto”, 308, 393, cited in Najdovska, edtpretani svedosty28, 31.
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conscription was having back home, Mitrovich wrdt@mu asked about grandpa, his
eyes had been well, but from the constant cryirey ove [before leaving for the
front] ... his eyes got terribly much wors®.”

Alekso Martulkov — originally a teacher in Bulgariahurch schools — proved
willing to be retrained as a Serbian teacher dfiehometown of Veles was annexed
by Serbia in 1918. In 1914 a couple of wounded soldiers from hisrtawho did not
want to face returning to the front approached tanhelp to escape across the
Bulgarian border. He organized an underground otthat helped 2,500 deserters
from Vardar Macedonia escape to Bulgaria by theari®14'° As Martulkov
assessed the attitude of his compatriots from &eflidiacedonia toward combat
service, “[m]aybe the war was popular and legiterfar the Serbian people, but for
our people it was a burden. For foreign interessvere becoming meat for the
Austrian guns.* Indeed, residents of Vardar Macedonia seemedtegitito take up
arms for any national cause, whether pro- or aetb@&n. Martulkov and some
fellow former members of VMRO at this point consigltrying to organize an
armed struggle of the deserters against the Seabihorities, but thought better of it.
The underground escape channel was “supportedrgnbive people” precisely
because they were “vitally interested in savindrttozed ones.” By extension,
Martulkov judged that “support of the people waslatful in an armed struggle, due

to the great risks to them®”

8 TsDA, Fond 771k opis 1 a.e. 128, 1-5 (letter fiomzar Mitrovich to Dimit(r Yanev, Sep. 1914.
® Alekso Martulkov,Moeto westvo vo revolucionernite borbi na Makedor(kopje: Institut za
Nacionalna Istorija, 1954), 283-284.

1%bid., 291-298.

" bid., 291.

12 bid., 293-294.
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A collection of over two hundred letters and posisawritten back and forth
between conscripts in both the Serbian and Bulgaweies and members of their
families from the region of Kratovo in the northiae part of Serbian Macedonia
provides a revealing picture of the attitudes afsmwipts and their family members
towards the wartime military service. Copies @& tlandwritten originals appear
along with typed transcriptions in a 2008 volumélmined by the Foundation Open
Society Institute Macedonia. As the volume’s editaghtly note, many of the letters
and postcards were written using a mixture of Budgaand Serbian Cyrillic letters
in a distinctive local dialect that more closelgembles the later standardized
Macedonian language than either Serbian or Bulgatid etters and postcards
overwhelmingly confirm the sense that residentSerbian Macedonia had little
enthusiasm for their participation in the war ohdléof either Serbia or Bulgaria.
Not a single patriotic statement for their respectrmies’ national cause or war
effort can be found in the correspondence, althauijtary censors would
presumably have had no reason to censor such stiat®mEven one woman’s letter
to her husband serving with the Serbian army tsfars to the German or Austrian
troops who had taken his relative prisoner as “Sdistwas no more than the
established Serbian word for Vojvodina Germ&hs.

Instead, the letters and postcards dwelled onftea difficult material
consequences of the conscription. Women repeai@@lpred their husbands in the

army to request leave to come home in order to Wwélpthe harvest or other chores

13 Najdovska, ed Qtpretani svedostyal 7.
4 Najdovska, ed Qtpretani svedosty&6, D.P. 260, letter from Mladetcovi¢ to Bico Traichew,
dated Jun. 30, 1915.
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with which they were struggling alorie.“We have no kind of life,” wrote Tasika
Miialkovi¢: “until now work has been torture and from nowlaannot look after it,
alone | cannot work® Yet many women like Miialkovihad little choice but to
attempt to take on the work previously done byrth@le relatives, in addition to the
duties they already had. For some, this entaildiffiault learning process.
Magdalena Miialkou informed her husband in the army that she walarptocess

of reaping the harvest with the help of a Mrs. Beddut she needed advice. “There
still remain barley and oats to harvest, so tehow to do it, should we hire
someone? But the daily rate is expensive, 15 pshand we don't have the
money... you tell us to beg at the municipality heve,went and asked for the mayor
and they did not receive u§’”laninka Ignatie\d wanted directions from her husband
in the army about what to do now that their crog haeen harvested. “We want to
sell it, but we wonder what to do, there is no tmeell it — and about the ox, should
we sell the black ox... what should we do, shouldselit, write me.” Ignatiewi

also closed her letter, as did so many other wivgsirging her husband to ask his
commander for leave to visit hortfe.For their part, men at the front almost
invariably inquired intently in their letters babkme as to details about the health of

their crops and livestock, in addition to that it loved ones®

15 See for example Najdovska, e@tpretani svedos$tya 61, D.P. 164, letter from Tasika Miialkévi
to Miialko (Krstev), Jul. 19, 1915; 60, D.P. 53téx from laninka Ignatie¢ito Ignat S. Nikok, dated
Jul. 26, 1915; 112, D.P. 259, letter from Magdalktialkovi¢ to Miialko Mitevi¢, dated Aug., 1915;
61, D.P. 229, letter from laninka Ignatiéto Ignat S. Nikok, dated Aug. 16, 1915.

'8 Najdovska, ed Qtpretani svedostya 61, D.P. 164.

" Najdovska, ed Qtpretani svedostyal 12, D.P. 259.

18 Najdovska, ed Qtpretani svedosty#1, D.P. 229.

19 For example, Najdovska, e@fpretani svedosty#3, D.P. 205, letter from Ignat Lazaréto his
uncle Mito, Apr. 20, 1915; 146-147, D.K. 110, pesttfrom Ignat D. Spasev (taken prisoner in
Austria-Hunary) to Vasil Bidikov, Jun. 25, 1916;-53, D.K. 113, postcard from Vikenti Hari
Miladinov to Vasil Bidikov, Aug. 8, 1917.
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In 1914 and early 1915, the governments of bottEtitente and the Central
Powers each attempted to woo still-neutral GreedeBailgaria to join their
respective alliances in the war, or at the vergtiéamaintain a policy of benevolent
neutrality. Both Bulgaria and Greece were thdhrsitovering from military and
material exhaustion from the preceding Balkan Wafst the new war also presented
each with tempting possibilities for expansion intweted territories if they could
enter on the side of the eventual victor. Bulgaright finally achieve a longstanding
goal that had eluded her in 1912 and 1913: theaanibn of all of geographic
Macedonia with Bulgaria, including the territorjest annexed by Serbia and Greece.
Greece eyed irredenta in Northern Epirus (soutAdlsania) and Asia Minor. The
combination of these territorial ambitions with thievious risks of entering another
war unprepared induced both Greek and Bulgariaitigadlleaders to sit on the
sidelines in 1914, rather than plunge into the wamediately. Leaders weighed their
options and (especially Bulgaria) played the Ertemtd the Central Powers against
each other as each alliance offered territorialarels in exchange for cooperation.
Also contributing to the hesitation of Greece andgaria were serious internal
divisions within each country, as different facedeaned towards cooperation with
the Entente or with the Central Powéts.

Although war thus came later to the Bulgarian amele® parts of geographic
Macedonia than to Serbia, residents of these atsasegarded the prospect of

another war with unease. John Reed, the noted idamegjournalist later drawn into

20 For details on Bulgarian and Greek national pedifis they related to the onset of the First World
War, see Richard C. HaBulgaria’s Road to the First World Wé¢Boulder: East European
Monographs, 1996) and Alexandre S. Mitrakeance in Greece during World War I: A Study in the
Politics of Power(New York: Columbia University Press, 1982).
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the Bolshevik Revolution, interviewed people inddeka (in Greek Macedonia) early
in 1915 before war came to that area. The resdefrfalonika already followed
Greek national politics closely enough to have mpis on the deep split developing
between the followers of Prime Minister Eleftheriésnizelos, who favored entering
the war on the side of the Entente, and King Coniste, who wanted to preserve
Greek neutrality. Constantine Chakiris, a Salomiéf® owner’'s son who had come
back from America in 1912 to fight in the Balkan M/atold Reed he did not want to
extend his time in the army. He and his compatnegre already through with war:

“Do you want Greece to go to war?” we [Reed andAmerican companion] asked.
“No.” He shook his head. “Macedonia dorstd] want war; we want peace in
Greece.”

“What do you think of Venezelos?”

He laughed: “Venezelos wants war. If | was for Vazles, | would be killed now.
We love Venezelos; he made us free. But we domitwwar. The King? Oh, we
don't mind him, he is nothing.... In America | amfjligke brothers with all my
friends; here there is no life for a man — he canne money.” He paused for a
momeg;[. “We are Macedonians,” he finished; “wedcrédren of Alexander the
Great.’

While Chakiris’ banter flitted from subject to sabj, it expressed the typical
priorities and outlook of Christian residents obgeaphic Macedonia after the
Balkan Wars. His praise of Venizelos for “makirgyftee” suggests he approved of
the initial goal of overthrowing Ottoman rule besaut had become repressive by
1912. Chakiris also clearly presented his viewsepsesenting those of Macedonians
in particular. While it is far from clear that heeant this in an ethnic sense (Reed in
particular understood him to be ethnically Greéle) certainly claimed that
Macedonians (in contrast to those Greeks who stggdfenizelos’ policies) now

wanted peace and not war. Finally, after the BaM&rs ended, locals were

1 John ReedThe War in Eastern Europe, described by John Reietlre by Boardman Robinson
(New York: C. Scribner's Sons, 1916), 12-14.
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preoccupied with economic matters; because Chdhkuisd he could “win no
money” in Greece, he was planning to go back to Aeae

Reed and his companion found the same sentimersgseven carpenters
they interviewed in Salonika, six of whom were geas from the Balkan Wars:

“Do you want Greece to go to war?” we asked.

“No!” cried some; others moodily shook their heads.

“It is like this,” the English-speaking Greek saidwly: “This war has driven

us from our homes and our work. Now there is nokWor a carpenter. War is

a tearing down and not a building up. A carpergdor building up —” He

translated to the silent audience, and they groafgaause.

“But how about Constantinople?”

“Constantinople for Greece! Greek Constantinopgfiduted two of the

carpenters. But the others broke into violent arepirff
The English-speaking Greek carpenter’s contrastdxat his profession, which was
for “building up” and war, which was a “tearing doy closely resembled Nikola
Zografov's advocacy a decade later, noted in Chaptef the “construction of life”
instead of war and violence. Although a minorityhe carpenters was aroused
enough to trumpet the Greekness of Constantinaplee apparently would have
wanted to risk another war to achieve that ide@xpfansionist Greek nationalism.

Despite John Reed'’s clear anti-war inclinatioresdid not avoid giving
people with pro-war sentiments in Salonika they. sS&/hen he queried a pair of
soldiers about the prospect of war, they answered

“Sure we want Greece to go to war! We conquer Gaortisiople. Our King —

he is named Constantine, and once Constantinogeé3reek! You

remember? We will go back to Constantinople witm&antine. Fight! Sure

we like to fight — fight Serbia, Bulgaria, Rumanitly — all!”

“Where are you from?”
“We are from Sparta?®

2 Reed;The War in Eastern Europ@l.
23 Reed;The War in Eastern Europé4.
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Tellingly, these two soldiers were neither refugeesnatives of Greek Macedonia,
but hailed from Sparta, in the southern part of{#&2 Greece. They had
presumably been socialized into the prevailing espmist ideology of the Greek
nation-state since childhood. While they mighintiselves have seen combat in the
Balkan Wars, their homes in Sparta were otherwnsdfected by war. These
circumstances may account for the contrast in nigasabetween them and the other
respondents, whose life under a nation-state wasand whose homes and
livelihoods had suffered directly from the receiikn Wars.

Bulgaria finally cast its lot with the Central Pawen September 1915. It
assisted Germany and Austria-Hungary in the Iattinird (and successful) attempt to
overrun Serbia. Bulgaria was promised territagavards in Macedonia, part of
Thrace belonging to the Ottoman Empire, and the &woam-ruled region of
Dobrudja if Romania entered the war on the sid@@fEntenté’ The annals of the
secondary schootgalno uchilisht¢in Razlog (in Bulgarian Macedonia) record a
scene on September 23, 1915 that appears to tleegdbpular outbursts of patriotism
observed at the start of the war in Germany, Aadtingary, France and Britain. “A
general military mobilization is declared and tfitei@oon activities are cut short, as
the students have demonstrated around the towgingipatriotic songs,” it read$’
Yet other entries in the annals suggest that seafodstrations (in any case
infrequent) and the attendant interruptions ofiastruction, far from being
spontaneous, were largely organized by the autéeriRoughly two months later, on

news of the Bulgaro-German conquest of Bitolieo@@rt in geographic Macedonia

%4 Hall, Bulgaria’s Roag 305-306.
5 DAB, Fond 134k [Brothers Pet(r and Ivan Kanazi®econdary School, Razlog, 1912-1944] opis 1
a.e. 1 (annals book, 1913-1930), 12.
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belonging to Serbia since 1913), the chronicle megothat “students were brought to
a Te Deum to mark the occasion of the liberatioBitdlia and the unification of the
Bulgarian people?® When the Central Powers captured Bucharest tathslend

of 1916, the regional school inspector decreedaftatnoon classes again be
cancelled so that “appropriate speeches” couldeieested to the students by school
principles and teachers on the Bulgarian heritadedbrudja, the region Bulgaria
expected to annex from Romania.

Despite authorities’ prodding to demonstrate asigh to patriotic speeches,
civilians in Bulgarian (Pirin) Macedonia did nopigally regard Bulgaria’s entry into
another war as an event to celebrate. For Krurstbiriand his neighbors in the town
of Gorna Djumaia, a new war meant a devastatiregrimption of their attempts to
“create a healthy foundation for their new lifeatlcame just as the “wounds...
began to heal” from the Balkan Wars.

Unfortunately, this period [of healing] did nottdsr long. For most of those
already settled in the town and for refugees regogdrom the blow [of war], it
continued for one and a half to two years. Bubgarintervention in the First World
War came at a moment when they still had not gditerk up on their feebghte ne
biaha stapili zdravo na krakata]siThe men were mobilized, so only the aged,
women, and children remained at home. Without ffles] the town and the
unproductive surrounding region for obvious reaseere left poor economically,
and we were brought to a terrible scarcity. Theas not enough of anything. We
didn't have bread, we didn’t have salt, we resottedsing wood kindling to provide
light. On top of everything malaria ran rife. thre little town as far as | remember
there was only one doctor and in the first yeatg one pharmacy ... there was no
quinine, and the mothers were giving the childrg@otion of wormwood?

Hristov’s account of the period makes no mentioerthusiasm among the residents
for the war, even at Bulgaria’s initial victorie$he men are not said to have

volunteered or even to have answered the call gf-dthey simply “were

5 DAB, Fond 134k opis 1 a.e. 1, 13.
2" DAB, Fond 134k opis 1 a.e. 1, 17.
8 DAB, Fond 382 opis 5, a.e. 29, 10.
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mobilized,” a fact that Hristov connects only withgative consequences. Hristov’s
family in particular was among the refugees who thedifrom Greek Macedonia
during the Second Balkan War. Yet he does notlalto any kind of hope on their
part for the prospect of the reunification of dligeographic Macedonia under
Bulgarian rule. Like women in Serbian Macedoniaos#grmen were mobilized into
combat service in 1914, women in Bulgarian Macea@aso struggled to take on
added burdens under the most adverse conditions:

Under these circumstances lasting memories weresited of indescribable poverty,
of hungry days, of cold winters — when we, the worard children, denuded the
woods on the hillocks surrounding the town in orekeep warm. And if there was
anything that still sustained life and helped tdena living, this was the admirable
courage of the wives, mothers, and sisters andtbsburcefulness in the struggle
with hunger, disease, and poverty and the contirazaliness of people to help each
other, which brought together people who had notmeach other until then in the
general efforts to withstand the miséty.

As the Bulgarian, German and Austro-Hungarian asroierran Serbia in the
autumn of 1915, France and Britain diverted troiopsh their failing expedition at
Gallipoli to Greek Macedonia in order to move naréind and come to the aid of the
beleaguered Serbian army. These troops arrivethtedo make a difference in the
Serbian campaign. They retreated back into Grerltere they established
encampments in and around Salonika and soon ther@aivestern Greek
Macedonia around the town of Floriffa All of this occurred over the formal public
protest of the Greek government, whose King Conisiamoped to preserve Greece’s
neutrality in the war. The political split in Gieebetween the supporters of King

Constantine and those of Prime Minister Venizelds) favored joining the Entente,

29 [hi

Ibid.
%0 Richard Hall,Balkan Breakthrough: The Battle of Dobro Pole 1gB&omington: Indiana
University Press, 2010), 48-50; Mitraké@sance in Greece40; Andrej Mitrovi, Serbia’s Great War
1914-1918West Lafayette, IN: Purdue University Press, 20084.
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now intensified. As the king continued to insistreeutrality, Venizelos resigned in
protest’

Wanting to tread carefully in order to avoid prowakGreece into joining the
Entente, Germany initially restrained its army #mat of its Bulgarian ally from
crossing the Greek border in pursuit of the Entémt@ps who had retreated behind it.
However, Bulgaria’s leaders had not given up oir da@bitions for Greece’s portion
of Macedonia. They also worried about the thredulgaria’s security of a growing
Anglo-French military presence directly to theiugn®* Over the summer of 19186,
Bulgaria’s government persuaded its German alfgitoit in putting military
pressure on the Entente forces across the GredktfdrOn August 17 they attacked
Greek western Macedonia around Florina — effegtieehtrolled by the French and
only nominally under Greek sovereignty at this poifihey were soon repulsed and
lost ground to the French and reorganized Serliane$ there. The Central Powers
meanwhile obtained tacit permission from GreeceagkConstantine to occupy the
eastern part of Greek Macedonia, until then stiler effective Greek government
control, while they assured Greece of its continiaechal sovereignty over the ar&a.
The vast majority of Greek troops then stationedastern Macedonia duly
surrendered without resistance to the Bulgarian@G@anan forces who entered.
Constantine considered the permission he gavetfieal extension of his neutrality

policy — after all, he had effectively allowed tBatente to occupy central and

31 Thanos Veremis and Helen Gardikas-Katsiadakiyté®onist in Politics, 1912-1920,” in
Eleftherios Venizelos: The Trials of Statesmansttp Paschalis M. Kitromilides (Edinburgh:
Edinburgh University Press, 2006), 121.

32 Hall, Balkan Breakthrough50-52.

33 Hall, Balkan Breakthrough59-71.

34 Hall, Balkan Breakthrough53-54, 59, 65, 69; Mitrako§rance in Greece80-81.
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western Greek Macedonia a year earfiel et to some, Constantine’s policy
amounted to a capitulation to Bulgaria, Greece&/alri The king’s concession
prompted Venizelos, who had resigned as prime beinig/ice since the beginning of
the war in protest at the king’s refusal, to ade set up a breakaway government
based in central and western Greek Macedonia uhdesponsorship of the Entente
forces stationed ther8.

Both of these incursions by the Central Powerswestern and eastern Greek
Macedonia coincided with a rash of further attentgytsnen hailing from geographic
Macedonia to escape conscription into the Bulgaaramy or to desert, continuing the
pattern observed earlier for the Serbian army. Geenan foreign ministry official
felt that the demoralization within the Bulgarianfiantry accounted for the Central
Powers’ setback against French forces in westeeelGMacedonia in November
1916. He singled out “almost an entire Bulgaro-dtiamian brigade” as the worst
offender, as it “just defected to the enemy indttack.®’ In January 1917, the
Bulgarian commander in chief wondered what to doualbhe growing problem of
deserters who “pretend that they are Greek citizeShould they be prosecuted?
The most recent case, 29 deserters from arountdwhreof Nevrokop in Bulgarian

Macedonia, prompted him to raise the question.clByning that they were Greek

35 Mitrakos, France in Greece61-62.

% Veremis and Gardikas-Katsiadakis, “Protagonigtafitics,” in Kitromilides, ed.Fleftherios
Venizelos119-125.

3" Document No. 116, telegram from Captain Baron @oiinau, German Foreign Ministry
representative at Supreme Headquarters in PléSsrtoan Foreign Ministry, Berlin, Nov. 24, 1916, in
Tsvetana Georgieva Todorova, ed. and traidgariia v Plrvata svetovna voina: Germanski
diplomaticheski dokumenti 1913-1918g.: Sbornik dodmti T. 2. 1916-1918§Sofia: Glavno
upravlenie na arhivite pri Ministerski svet, 200590. A contemporary French army source, Jacques
Ancel, Les Travaux et les Jours de I'’Armée d’'Orient 19988 (Paris: Editions Bossard, 1921), 106,
also remarks upon the high number of desertionsxgrvtacedonians serving in the Bulgarian army
during the same engagement.
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citizens, the deserters hoped they could be ex&optBulgarian army conscription.
Their hopes, for the time being, were well-founddthe Greek government had
already lodged protests on behalf of some of tffem/anting Greece to stay neutral
rather than join the war against them, the Bulgagavernment decided for the
moment to halt the punishment of anyone refusimgscoption on these grounds.
An Ottoman officer was sent the following April ttee part of Greek eastern
Macedonia occupied by his Bulgarian allies to redacal Muslims into the Ottoman
army. To his dismay, he found that “many” of thesims also “refused to serve on
the grounds that they are Greek citizens,” a faat the local Bulgarian commander
relayed back to Bulgarian headquartéfsBulgaria’s military leadership again felt
powerless to force the issue lest they provoke €&edts headquarters in Kiustendil
ordered that “only willing Turks are to be senstvice in the Turkish army® As
direct Greek involvement in the war looked incraghi likely, draft evasion from
Greek Macedonia also became a problem for the Greek. The Greek prefect of
Kozani in western Greek Macedonia reported in Fatyr@916 in a coded letter to
the Foreign Ministry in Athens that 930 new constrifrom his area had paid men
(likely workers) in the Athenian port of Piraeushtelp them escape by ship to

America®?

38 TsVA Fond 1545 opis 2 a.e. 1, 94-94g (BulgariampuiCommander in Chief General Zhekov to the
Commander of the"2 Army, Jan. 29, 1917).

39 TsVA Fond 1545 opis 2 a.e. 1, 93 (Order by Chfe$taff of Bulgarian 2 Army, Jan. 30, 1917).

0 TsVA Fond 1545 opis 2 a.e. 1, 70 (Bulgarian Cbigbrama Regional Military Inspectorate
General-Major Tanev to Army Headquarters in Kiudiepr. 10, 1917).

“1 TsVA Fond 1545 opis 2 a.e. 1, 69 (Bulgarian Heatfgus Field Office Chief Colonel

Chervenianov to Chief of Drama Regional Militargpectorate General-Major Tanev, Apr. 12, 1917).
2 Drzaven Arhiv na Republika Makedonija [State Akehof the Republic of Macedonia] (DARM),
Skopje, Macedonia, Fond 994 [Archival Materialstba Macedonians of Aegean Macedonia Between
the Two World Wars] kutija 1, 175 (coded lettermfrprefect of Kozani to Foreign Ministry, Feb. 2,
1916).
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A Different Kind of War

As already noted, the First World War in Macedanislved lengthy periods
of static warfare similar to those seen on the AfesEront’® Also in contrast to the
Balkan Wars, Western and Central European troopsni@ns on the Bulgarian side
and French and British on the Greek and Serbias) siffiected locals’ everyday
experiences at least as markedly as did the Balga8erbian and Greek military
forces. For civilians in the vicinity of the fighg, their experiences resembled those
on other European fronts in important ways. Timgtle of the conflict and the
prolonged preparations on each side for a decisiwakthrough encouraged a war of
attrition that mobilized all resources behind times. Military forces and their
governments viewed the local infrastructure andcatjural or mineral production, as
well as the local population itself, as resourceld controlled and harnessed as
much as possible for the war effort. Characteristithe armies’ imposition of
control not only over the area of the immediateflines but also the vast hinterlands
around them was an order given by Bulgaria’s conteaim chief, General Nikola
Zhekov soon after his country’s 1915 invasion alb&e Macedonia: “the entire
territory of the state [i.e., Bulgaria], togethetiwthe newly-occupied lands, is
considered a theater of war and military activiti&s A civil servant installed by

Bulgaria in newly-conquered Serbian Macedonianttey understood the

3 Richard Hall Balkan Breakthrough: The Battle of Dobro Pole 1gB&omington: Indiana
University Press, 2010), 57.

4 TsVA Fond 1546 (Macedonian Military Inspection Reg opis 2 a.e. 24 (correspondence on the
deportation and return of exiles in Moravsko and Bililgaria), 73 (Order of Bulgarian Army
Commander in Chief General Zhekov, Nov. 30, 1915).
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responsibility entrusted to him as “order, peaas ewerything focused on one goal:
to win the war.*®

The armies’ determination to mobilize local res@sr;n Macedonia imposed
itself on the civilian population there in sevenalys. Locals’ efforts to advance
education, discussed in the previous chapter, disrapted as military units often
commandeered school buildings in the vicinity & ffont. Outside of the large
towns of geographic Macedonia, school buildingsensdten the only sizable or
modern buildings — again, a reflection of the hpgiority accorded to them
historically in local public investment. This matihem the natural locations of local
headquarters, soldiers’ quarters, and occasiopaipns. Interruptions and
sometimes cancellations of the school year ensndubth sides of the front linéS.

Local civilians were also frequently pressed irtiodr in the service of the
occupying armies. According to a man from Kavallaastern Greek Macedonia,
“the forced labor began immediately” after the CalnPowers occupied his city in
1916. “Every day they indiscriminately roundedaularge number of men,” he
recalled in 1918, “and they forced them to carrapans and materials which were
used to fortify various parts of Kavall&”” One group of villagers from around the

town of Doxato in the same occupied region, signiregr names in Greek, asked

5 Pop Antov,Spomeni187-188.

“6 Examples of Central Powers commandeering schoplepty are recorded in DAB, Fond 134k opis
1l a.e. 1, 12g (entry dated Oct. 2-3, 1915) andliA R\rchive of Konstantinos Karavidas, 1,
(Narratives of Prisoners from the Balkan War 19h8)rative of a child 17 years of age, which redate
how the occupying army converted the gymnasiumraifa into a prison. On the other side of the
front, the Greek school inspector for the Floriegion reported in the spring of 1918 that the nigjor

of the schools in his inspection region had beenmandeered by Allied Serbian, French, Russian, or
Greek troops. See Genika Archeia tou Kratous, diechomou Florinas (ANF), Florina, Greece,
A.V.E. 112, A.E.E. 29 (School Inspection Repor®18-1923), 1-21 (Report of inspector of schools in
Florina region, loannidis, to supervisory coundiFtorina school inspection region, Apr. 20, 1918).

4T GLA, Archive of Konstantinos Karavidas, file 1 (iatives of Prisoners from the Balkan War
1918), second narrative.
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Bulgarian military authorities to intervene agaiabtises by “Turkish” (Ottoman)
soldiers stationed nearby. They complained thattioman soldiers were making
them perform forced labor, which they should notentp do “since we are already
performing labor for the Bulgarian arm§?” According to an old man from the
village Kioup Kioi, the Central Powers occupyingdes considered the males a
political threat because of their Greek identitg &mus deported most of them to the
interior of Bulgaria. But they also took the opjmity to use the remaining residents
— old men, women, and girls — for forced labbr.

Great Power and Balkan governments also took clomittocal agricultural
production in Macedonia. They viewed the locapsrand livestock as crucial for
the large armies they had to sustain on the Madaddront and as useful for
alleviating food and other shortages at home. ifitial orders issued by the
Bulgarian army command for its 1916 advance (wémpssion of then-neutral
Greece) into Greek eastern Macedonia specifieddbat products needed by the
troops “must be bought with cash; nothing shoulddugiisitioned.*® However, the
Bulgarian command later contrived partially to aimvent this restraint by decreeing

the depreciated Bulgarian lev to be equal in vaduthe stronger Greek drachma.

“8 TsDA Fond 176k opis 4a (Ministry of Foreign Affaiand Religion, 1912-1918), a.e. 27, 304-305
(petition from villagers in Doxato vicinity to Budgian military command, Jan. 3, 1917).

49 GLA, Archive of Konstantinos Karavidas, file 1 (iatives of Prisoners from the Balkan War
1918), narrative of Nikolaos Nikolaidis.

%0 TsVA Fond 64, opis 2 a.e. 33 (Diary of militarytigities of the 3rd infantry brigade of th& Rila
division Nov. 24, 1915 — May 9, 1917), 1419 (fromirg on Aug. 17, 1916).

*1 The Bulgarian lev and the Greek drachma had bgeal én value to the French franc and other
European currencies through their membership il gtie Monetary Union. However, the monetary
union fell apart at the outbreak of World War Ibeligerent countries effectively abandoned
convertibility with precious metals. Bulgaria haldeady abandoned convertibility in 1912 and during
World War | its currency was among the most depaited. The Greek drachma on the other hand
remained stronger than most European currenciagimg the franc through the beginning of 1917.
See Luca EinaudMoney and Politics: European Monetary Unificatiomdathe International Gold
Standard (1865-18730xford: Oxford University Press, 2001), 117-11@ld juben Berov, “The
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Purchases by the military were to follow this negulation, and all those (including
civilians) who violated it were subject to indictmend trial for “enemy activities:®
As suggested by the specific threat of punishnteattwent along with the decree,
this policy amounted in practice to a forced overaton of Bulgarian currency to
facilitate requisitioning. Five days after the de®'s issuance, the Bulgarian
authorities dismissed members of a village commifitem their positions for
attempting to defy it and duly put them on trial fenemy activities.” The
committee members, who had refused to take Bulg#elza from army purchasers,
reportedly threw the leva back in their faces ameld; “not even corn can we eat with
such money>® Meanwhile, the German military representativ&afia criticized the
Bulgarian Central Committee for Social Welfare itsrrestraint in procuring
resources from the population in occupied areagngr‘radical measures” and
hinting that generals in the field were alreadyibeing to ignore such restraints.
Another German military representative welcomedd@nge, two months later,
when that civilian-led committee was replaced Wir@ctorate of Social and
Economic Welfare under the Ministry of War becaiisémore military character”
would allow it to take more decisive action anddaese it was empowered to set
prices for goods needed by the military. He dikhaevledge, however, that this

rationing and the envisioned export of grain to@wsantral Powers would strike the

Bulgarian Economy during World War 1,” iBast Central European Society in World Waed. Béla

K. Kirdly and Nandor F. Dreisziger (Boulder: Socsdience Monographs, 1985), 172, 180-181.

2 TsVA Fond 1545 opis 1 a.e. 1 (Order book of tharBe Regional Military Inspectorate), 18g (order
from Jan. 30, 1917).

%3 TsVA Fond 1545 opis 1 a.e. 1, 19g, 20 (Drama Regitlilitary Inspectorate order from Feb. 4,
1917).

** Document No. 153, report from German Imperial tailj representative in Sofia, Colonel Edward
von Masow, to Supreme General Headquarters, Ffebs 25, 1917, in Ts. Todorova, ed. and trans.,
Bdlgariia v Plrvata svetovna voina46.
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population (in Bulgaria-proper as well as the oced@mreas) as unjust. He warned
that the head of the new Directorate would neathiogate carefully “to steer clear
of this dangerous reef” of potential popular digeoin®

Although the impact of food rationing and requa@s caused hardship
throughout Bulgaria, it struck the civilian popudet of the newly-occupied regions
earlier and more severely. Only seven months &fésitral Powers forces occupied
eastern Greek Macedonia with the permission okithg of Greece, Bulgaria’'s
commander in chief received reports that the pdamulan that region, “especially the
Greek [population] in Kavalla, is dying of hungefThe cause of this starvation,
according to the reports, was the refusal of thig&ian commander in the area,
General Burnov, to allow the distribution of foarthe hungry populatior.

The French military authorities occupying centradl avestern Greek
Macedonia appear to have been more scrupuloughbkarCentral Powers
counterparts in seeking to compensate local resdeanetarily for requisitioned
products. In 1917, the French commander in théePuge of Kozani provided to the
provisional Greek authority there a list of villagghose mayors should present
themselves as soon as possible in order to acoegiaensation for animals taken
from their municipalities for use by the militaty.A month later, the French

commander followed up with a second such list, agars of some towns and

%5 Document No. 172, report from representative efRoyal Prussian Ministry of War to Bulgarian
Ministry of War in Sofia, von Beller, to German Eayn Ministry, Apr. 15, 1917, in Ts. Todorova, ed.
and trans.Bdlgariia v Plrvata svetovna voina70.

6 TsVA, Fond 1545 opis 2 a.e. 1, 68 (Army Chief tdfSGeneral Nikola Zhekov to Chief of Drama
Regional Inspectorate, May 9, 1917).

" DARM, Fond 994, kutija 1, 191 (French Commanddrtazani, Simon, to Prefect of Kozani, May
2, 1917).
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villages whose livestock had been requisitionedyedo come forward® The
French army’s intentions to pay residents for reijoned livestock were thus
apparently sincere. Nonetheless, the extent afiséopns and the preemptive
manner in which they were carried out (with compios promised rather than
delivered at the time) would have disrupted affécti@ilian livelihoods significantly.
The French army, according to its own count, stfed compensation to residents of
the prefecture for over 12,000 requisitioned cond lauffalo, 2,200 horses and
mules, and 2,700 sheep. Residents in the villdganporion (a little over 1,000
residents) awaited compensation for over 1,700 aovimiffalo. The French owed
compensation for almost 3,900 cows or buffalo takem Kailaria, a small town of
around 4,000 resident$. Promising reimbursement for requisitions, evermh
payments belatedly were made, could not provide@ate compensation for the
losses. If enough of a stockbreeder’s animals taken, he would have trouble
replenishing his stock and thus continuing his@raBarmers also depended on
animals to plow and fertilize their fields. Sunfcash provided as compensation, in
an economy of scarcity, would be inflationary. ®oofthese problems were
registered in a Greek government complaint at titead the war about the effects of
Bulgarian requisitioning activitie®.

The armies’ involvement with local agriculture inded not only widespread

requisitioning of crops, but also efforts to cohtie choice of crops and even to

8 DARM, Fond 994, kutija 1, 192-193 (French Commanids Kozani to Prefect of Kozani, Jun. 5,

1917).

> bid.

%9 TsDA, Fond 176k opis 22 (Ministry of Foreign Affai- materials of the Political Directorate) a.e.
31 (French inquiry into damages from requisitiofieglstock), 14, 14g (Greek Governor-General of
Thessaloniki, Adossidis, to Commander of Army af @rient General Franchet D’Espérey, Dec. 3,
1918).
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modernize their cultivation in order to make agitieke more productive. Some
apparently idealistic German and French officiaivismg on the Macedonian front
fancied themselves agents of modernization andlzzation, though their immediate
mission was to extract agricultural produce forwae effort. One of these figures
was German Captain L. Engelhardt. In June 191§eBardt sent back to the
Prussian Ministry of Agriculture, State Propertyldforestry a sweeping assessment
of agriculture and prospects for its modernizatiothe part of Macedonia his army
jointly occupied with the Bulgarians. On the oramdi, he praised the recent Ottoman
legacy of largegiftlik landholdings there, which “bear comparison withr@am noble
estates.” He pointed out that these had encouragdygladoption of industrial
agricultural machinery, continuing with large puaisks from England made on the
eve of the outbreak of the Balkan Wars. By conguaw; the decentralized land
distribution of the pre-1912 Bulgarian state haatered its agricultural development
from the time of its autonomy from the Ottoman Eraph 1878 Because large
Muslim landowners had fled in the wake of the Balkdars, however, “this land,
which undoubtedly belongs to the most fertile indpe, lies today absolutely
devastated.”

Nevertheless, due to its more progressive recgatieof agricultural
development, Engelhardt had “come to believe thatédonias the land from which

to start my current task. First and foremost Macea must be opened for modern

®1 Document No. 26, report from Captain L. Engelhaodhe Agricultural Information Service for
Military Industry in the Royal Prussian Ministry AfQriculture, State Property, and Forestry, Jun. 6,
1916, in Ts. Todorova, ed. and trari&l)gariia v Plrvata svetovna voin81-82. This aspect of
Captain Engelhardt’s analysis — namely, that podéjpendence Balkan states’ agricultural
productivity stagnated compared to productivity emthe Ottoman Empire — echoes the economic
analysis of Michael Palairet ithe Balkan Economies c. 1800-1914: Evolution witlevelopment
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1997).
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agricultural machinery and for rational care angleitation of the land.” From
there, he believed, “a purely Bulgaripropaganda for increasing agricultural
production could spread to the rest of the coufgnygarial.” Again because of the
apparently more promising history of openness teifim technology in Macedonia,
Engelhardt believed that such “purely Bulgariangaganda” could take root if
“Germans, working in the background,” could harrtbesleadership of local
organizations such as the “Macedonian Committe¢hiopurpose. Such a strategy
would work to win over the “suspicious nature” obsh residents of pre-1912
Bulgaria, who distrusted improvements introduceddrgigners’?

The German and Bulgarian governments began tol@omeats of
Engelhardt’s vision into practice almost immedigateThe Prussian Ministry of
Agriculture sponsored an Agricultural Society inrBewhose goal was “the
development of uncultivated lands in our alliesdauila and Turkey.” This
organization worked in turn through a subsidiamystablished in Bulgaria called the
Bulgarian Joint Stock Company for Agricultural Désgment in the Kingdom of
Bulgaria. Working “in agreement with the Bulgarigovernment,” the joint stock
company had the “task to lease large areas mair§aicedonia and to sow them
with cereals, barley and oilseed crops,” with awteward generating the eventual

capacity to export. By October, 1916, 3,000 hestam different locations within

%2 Document No. 26, report from Captain L. Engelhaodhe Agricultural Information Service for
Military Industry in the Royal Prussian Ministry Agriculture, State Property and Forestry, Jun. 6,
1916, in Ts. Todorova, ed. and trarm&l)gariia v Plrvata svetovna voin85-86; emphasis in the
original.
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Macedonia were under lease and cultivation thrabghscheme, “which should
create a basis for all subsequent wdrk.”

Yet Engelhardt revealed that he also had postwam&e interests at heart in
opening Macedonia’s land to “rational care and exafion.” He acknowledged the
objection of a local agronomist that it would b#idult to implement such sweeping
changes while “the true leaders of agriculture pgult men] are at the front.”
Nevertheless, Engelhardt explained to his superiBerlin, it was “worth taking the
preparatory steps” now before the war ended. ‘§T]bhness and potential of the
Macedonian soil is known throughout the world and @rrent enemies surely are
only awaiting the moment” when they could re-emired exploit this potential
themselves, he warned. The ltalians and Belglamppinted out, “had erected large
facilities a little before the war in order to egjplthe rich fishing resources in the
Macedonian lakes.” Germany thus needed to semtiment for herself. “Today
only we are in the country... and [we are] withouteswr@my in the press, as at the
moment the strict newspaper censorship summarndgresses any criticism against
us; this, however, will not remain so forever!” dethardt’s sanguine embrace of the
opportunity provided by censorship policies hintieat there indeed existed some
incipient opposition in Vardar Macedonia to the @an domination of Macedonia’'s
resources he clearly envision¥dAs noted earlier, another German official also

believed that the local population would objecthite export of grain to Germany

% Document No. 93, letter from government advisorsfam and H.P. Newman, members of the
Supervisory Board of Agricultural Enterprise forlkéiry Industry in the Royal Prussian Ministry of
Agriculture, State Property, and Forestry to GerfRareign Ministry, Oct. 6, 1916, in Ts. Todorova,
6e4d. and transBUlgariia v POrvata svetovna voina67.

Ibid.
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while it was strictly rationed at honfe.Wartime censorship would also have
suppressed public expressions of such disconiutthe German minister
plenipotentiary in Sofia did register explicit otj®ns on the part of Macedonians
serving in the Bulgarian administration to the platht German takeover of mines
located in western Bulgaria. “At the last momdrd Macedonians suddenly
protested” the transfer of the mines to Germanrodnihey warned that the
agreement between the Bulgarian and German govetsrtetransfer the mines
“would be seen among wide sections of the peopé&efesudulent transaction and as
economic exploitation,” according to the Germarioif.*®

A French representative based in Salonika saw titenEe presence in the
region of Macedonia in broadly analogous termss pdéimphlet of 1918 entitled
L’ceuvre civilisatrice de I'armée francaise en Maoix (The Civilizing Work of the
French Army in Macedonia) nonetheless made theceggm of Macedonia with a
potentially colonial territory more explicit:

A few years ago, the impression of all traveler®whntured into the interior of
Macedonia — almost as little known in the Westamses African regions — could be
summed up in one word: insecurity. Insecurityhaf person and insecurity of
property. A system of ownership that resultechimumerable vexations, that dried
up any activity on the part of the worker, thatcexled in making a country which
had been and will again become very rich one ofitbst desolate of Eurog@.

%5 Document No. 172, report from representative efRoyal Prussian Ministry of War to Bulgarian
Ministry of War in Sofia, von Beller, to German Ean Ministry, Apr. 15, 1917, in Ts. Todorova, ed.
and trans.Bdlgariia v Plrvata svetovna voina70.

% Document No. 119, coded telegram from German reinjgenipotentiary in Sofia, Graf Alfred von
Obendorf, to German Foreign Ministry, Dec. 3, 19h6Ts. Todorova, ed. and tranBijlgariia v
Pdrvata svetovna voind 94.

%7 E. Thomasl|.'ceuvre civilisatrice de I'armée francaise en Magci#@ (Thessaloniki: L'Indépendant,
1918), 4. Jacob Mikanowski, “Dr Hirszfeld's Wamopical Medicine and the Invention of Sero-
Anthropology on the Macedonian Frongbcial History of Medicin@5, no. 1 (February 2012): 103-
121 argues that members of the British and Frentitea serving on the Macedonian front, including
members of medical corps who had previous expegiéntheir countries’ colonies, viewed
Macedonia as another “colonial space” becausesofdimditions they encountered.
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And although war inevitably brought “harsh necessitand “terrible scourges,” it
also could be a force of creativity and renewal nvpkaced “in the hands of some
peoples” (namely, the French). As evidence offteanch army’s civilizing work in
Macedonia, the writer discussed the extensive maldling project undertaken by
the Allies. The road network built under the Fieaad British, he reported, totaled
1,300 kilometers and would finally “permit the colete exploitation of [the region’s]
resources® Similarly, he proudly described projects thatdagically increased the
supply of potable drinking water (canals and amremtqueduct were built), increased
the productivity of local salt and lignite mineingnated malarial mosquitoes and
swamps, and increased agricultural production edonefit of producers in addition
to the armies whom they supplied.

Mark Mazower, in his study of Salonika, has alsteddhe sense among the
French and British stationed in and around thetbigy they were engaged in a
project of “civilizing Macedonia.®® Many of its residents did indeed profit from the
increased business generated by the large inflgoldiers who used the city and its
environs as their base. But Salonika and its imatedurroundings were
exceptional. Mazower does not mention the heayaken on many other civilians
elsewhere by the armies’ interventions. Whateleir toeneficial or “civilizing”
side-effects, after all, the primary purpose offsinterventions was the successful
prosecution of the war. Local residents on batlesiof the Entente-Central Powers
front resented the heavy requisitions and resbnstimposed on them by the armies

in particular. Roughly six months after CentralM@es forces entered Serbian

® ThomasL'ceuvre civilisatrice 7, 8.
% Mazower,Salonica 295-297.
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Macedonia, the commander of a combined Bulgariami@e division stationed in
the district of Gevgeli issued a set of regulatitorghe area “in order for strict
control to be exercised over the inhabitants ofréggon at the disposal of the
soldiers.” The first of the orders required thewéry resident who wants to go from
one place to another must, before he departs,mrbsaself to the local command in
order to be given a permit, which permit he musspnt as certification to the
command at the point where he is going; if themigommand there, then to the
mayor of the village.” The next rule required tagho wanted to go to work in their
fields to pick up another kind of permit at fouclwck each morning from the local
commander or mayor and return it at eight in thenevg. Permission to travel to the
nearby market town of Strumitsa was only given amnhiiays, and only if
accompanied by a person trusted by the comrffardstricter follow-up regulation
forbade residents outright from circulating outdikeir villages after eight in the
evening, and forbade all travel outside a certegian (including to Strumitsa) unless
a special application was delivered to and apprdyetihe reserve corps stationed
there™ The hardships these particular regulations cawsed registered not even
two weeks later in an urgently worded complaintreiited by several residents of the
village of Bogdantsi:

The situation in which we have been placed is béyeplorable. In the last twenty
days or so, without distinction we here the Bulgasi, whom the Germans regard
equally with the Grecoman families, are not allow@do to Strumitsa or to other
villages in the area. As a consequence, we artolsfistain our lives only with corn
flour, which is issued to us by the district contat of public foresightikoliiskiia

O TsVA Fond 1546 opis 2 a.e. 24, 24 (Order from €bfeStaff of the Combined Division,
Lieutenant-Colonel Mustafov, Jun. 25, 1916).

"L TsVA Fond 1546 opis 2 a.e. 24, 25 (Order from c@nder of the 4th Pleven Infantry Regiment,
Jun. 30, 1916).
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komitet na obshtestvenata predvidlif&sin Smokvitsa, on which alone and with
nothing else it is not possible to live. We aragly starving at present. If, going
forward, the Germans do not permit us to go torSiraa and elsewhere, we will no
doubt simply have to starve and die.... To what shed attribute this arresting of
us, letting us circulate only in the village andhe field?! Our sons, brothers, and
fathers are soldiers in our Army, and they awaibfrus suitable financial help. For
now, we are beyond even slaves! The state forgeits its release of aid to the
military families; the local authorities — the comnd in the village — do not give us
travel permits for Strumitsa or elsewhere; thenmoisa thing in the village to be
eaten, other than bitter corn bread; thus it remfinus to die. If Divine Providence
has ordained it thus and our state does not look ug as its children and as a part of
the whole, then that’s another question. As we laee born Bulgarians and as such
we die for the interestéteresitd of the Kingdom of Bulgaria, we beg your
intercession, Commander Sir, for us to be permittegb to the centers where we can
supply ourselves with food and produdfs.

In typical fashion, these local civilians did neaar a meaningful distinction between
the “Central European” and “Balkan” causes of tne#ltreatment. They implicated
both Germans (through their enforcement of oppvessieasures) and Bulgarians
(through the state’s callous neglect). Their egpians of Bulgarian identity served
primarily to shame the Bulgarian “state.” They mgsed no hostility toward the
“Grecoman” families in their community, but refedre® them merely in order to
point out that their own Bulgarian loyalty did reeem to count for much. They
expressed their bond to the Bulgarian state nahasquestioning devotion, but as a
kind of bargain that the state was violating. Theyld die for what they rather
cynically called the “interests” of the state, mdaed their male relatives at the front

were doing, but the state must also meet its dldiga towards its people.

"2 This may refer to district requisition commissiamsnposed of civil officials that were set up under
Bulgarian-German military supervision, or possitdya wartime Bulgarian law establishing the
Tsentralen komitet na stopanski grizhi i obshtesveredvidlivostwhich historian Richard Crampton
renders less literally but more smoothly as thet@&Committee for Economic and Social Welfare in
R.J. CramptonA Short History of Modern Bulgarig@Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1987),
68. For details on the related 1915-1917 lawsthail convoluted coexistence with requisitioning
commissions, see Ljuben Berov, “The Bulgarian Ecoyduring World War I,” inEast Central
European Society in World Wardd. Béla K. Kiraly and Nandor F. Dreisziger (Bdet: Social
Science Monographs, 1985), 172-174.

3 TsVA Fond 1546 opis 2 a.e. 24, 26-27 (Petitiomfr@sidents of Bogdantsi, Jul. 6, 1916).
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Though dramatically worded, the fears expressehbarvillagers’ petition
were not unfounded. Their district governor senbte in support of the petitioners,
reporting that farm work had “come to a standstl§ farmers had to wait until nine
or ten o’clock each morning to get the daily pesmit go to their fields. Worse still,
“rarely does one find a family that at lunch orroin can put enough food on the
table.” Because of the monotonous diet of corrdyr&aortality, most of all among
the children, is increasing by the dd{."Correspondence higher up the military
bureaucracy indicated that the matter remainedsotwed over a month after the
initial orders were issue@. The threat of hunger also appeared on the ottiers
the front, controlled by Entente forces. A 1916rah-language telegram from the
Greek mayor of Kastoria to the Greek prefect of éo{the chief Greek liaison with
French forces in that area) expressed “pure andfékkahanks” on behalf of the
population in his town and its environs for “besmyed from death forced by
famine” and “relieved of pain” by a delivery of qlgs. The mayor flattered the
Greek prefect by “recogniz[ing] you as [the popialials] savior and protector in
imploring you not to cease caring for if* But the area had been under continuous
Entente control led by the French, of course rgiine question of why its population
had been in danger of “death forced by faminehmfirst place.

As before, this new set of trying wartime condigayenerally did not induce
ordinary residents of geographic Macedonia to camwialence, either against

authorities or against their own neighbors of défe ethnicities. Doing so would

" TsVA Fond 1546 opis 2 a.e. 24, 29-30 (County gowepf Gevgeli to county governor of
Kavadartsi, Jul. 6, 1916).

S TsVA Fond 1546 opis 2 a.e. 24, 33 (Chief of Heaudtars of the Macedonian Military Inspection
Region to procurement officer at Army Headquart@dpnel Stanchev, Jul. 31, 1916).

" DARM, Fond 994, kutija 1, 181 (Mayor of Kastor@Rrefect of Kozani, lliakis, Nov. 14, 1916).

278



have further jeopardized their priorities of comrauand economic stability, which
were already threatened by the war. To the eti@ttresidents dared resist
authorities, the mostly passive defiance was uggalhfined to their efforts,
discussed above, to evade military conscriptionthod avoid risk to their lives.
Also acting to preserve their lives and livelihoddghe extent possible, ethnic
Greeks living in eastern Greek Macedonia quickllyifeo line after the Bulgarian
army once again occupied their localities in thestRiVorld War.

When the Bulgarian army entered eastern Greek Maada the autumn of
1916 along with troops in lesser numbers fromlitssaamong the Central Powers, it
did so with permission from the then-neutral Grgekkernment. The Central Powers
guaranteed Greece’s continued formal sovereigngy the area. They claimed
temporary control only because of the military needontain the threat posed by the
Entente in central and western Greek Macedoniaastern Greek Macedonia, the
Bulgarian military leadership set up an authorajled the Drama Regional Military
Inspectorate, “which consists of the territoryhie friendly Greek state to the east of
the River Struma occupied by our army and thossuofllies.”” The regulations
establishing the Inspectorate specified that itsf@dministrator would be a
Bulgarian general. Two assistants, a German offind a Greek government civil
servant respectively, were to serve as “advisorges” Local Greek police were
ordered to continue to perform their duties alodgshe Bulgarian military police,
but were made subordinate to the latter. In &though local Greek civil authorities

would “continue to function,” they were to be “submate to the head of the

" TsVA Fond 1545 opis 1 a.e. 1, 5-6 (Drama Regidfifitary Inspectorate order from Oct. 26,
1916). Drama was an important urban settlemetttdiregion and was designated as the seat of the
Inspectorate.
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Inspectorate in every respect. He has the righdparopriate, to dismiss officials and
to appoint others in their place.” The civil semtsawere obligated to implement all
orders in support of the occupying army’s provigignand activities. Finally, they
did “not have the right to communicate with othee€k authorities, which are
outside of the area of the Inspectorate. In casased, this will occur through the
head of the Inspectoraté® The Bulgarian army and its allies thus estabtishe
collaborationist local officialdom whose role wasgly to carry out the orders of the
occupying authority in eastern Greek Macedonianylacal Greeks in fact proved
willing to fill positions in the civil service threghout the duration of the occupation
under these restrictive conditioffs This remained the case even after Greece ended
its neutrality and declared war on Bulgaria andrédst of the Central Powers in July
1917. Nevertheless, as Germany'’s foreign secretasgrved, Bulgarian leaders now
resolved more systematically to “replace Greekcadfs in Eastern Macedonia with
Bulgarian ones®

While many of these Greek civil servants probalolgsidered themselves
lucky simply to keep their jobs and continue tonesalaries under the circumstances,

at least some attempted to use their circumscribled to alleviate the impact of the

"% Ibid.

" |AM, GDM, file 82.1 [Reports of the Chief of ther@k Military mission to Sofia to the General
Administration of Macedonia, 1918-1919], 29-37 (Bey Col. Mazarakis-Ainian, Chief of Greek
Military mission to Sofia, Nov. 23, 1918, pp. 35}36sVA Fond 1545 opis 1 a.e. 1, 30 (Drama
Regional Military Inspectorate order from Mar. 3B17); TsVA Fond 1545 opis 1 a.e. 1, 31 (Drama
Regional Military Inspectorate order from Apr. 1B17); TsVA Fond 1545 opis 1 a.e. 1, 49-50
(Drama Regional Military Inspectorate order fronh &) 1917); TsVA Fond 1545 opis 1 a.e. 1, 115-
116 (Drama Regional Military Inspectorate ordenfrdun. 2, 1918); TsDA Fond 176k opis 4a a.e. 27,
310 (Mayor of Drama Nikolaos Bakopoulos to DramgiBeal Military Inspectorate, Apr. 18, 1917).
8 Document No. 192, telegram from German Foreignedary A. Zimmerman to German foreign
ministry representative at Supreme General HeatiepsaCaptain Baron von Grinau, Jul. 4, 1917, in
Ts. Todorova, ed. and tranB{lgariia v Plrvata svetovna voinal2.
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occupation on other local residefitsSuch efforts were more likely to succeed in
cases that implicated non-Bulgarian military persgnn abuses, as when the Greek
Mayor of Drama interceded successfully with thepbtworate on behalf of a Greek
monastery whose abbot complained of harassmenttoyn@n soldier§? Nor did
other, more ordinary, ethnic Greek civilians tryésist the Bulgarian-led Central
Powers occupying regime at risk to their livesieglihoods. As with the case of the
monastery, when a group of petitioning villagersoweigned their names in Greek
begged Bulgarian authorities to put a stop to abbygeMuslim irregulars, they sought
on the contrary to come to better terms with theupging forces. Here they asked
for Bulgarian units to be stationed near theirag#s in order to provide security.
Ethnic Greek merchants and craftsmen in Drama alsrequite willing to do
business with the incoming Central Powers foragduding the Bulgarian army.
Soon after the establishment of the Inspectoraie,Greek firm even sold
commemorative portraits of the Bulgarian Tsar anthBrian and German generals
to the occupying forces, along with glasses ont@lvthey were to be afixed. A
partnership between a Bulgarian and a Greek alsoBdgarian, German, and

Austro-Hungarian flag&*

81 See again IAM, GDM, file 82.1, 35-36.

82 TsDA Fond 176k opis 4a a.e. 27, 310 (Mayor of Daavikolaos Bakopoulos to Drama Regional
Military Inspectorate, Apr. 18, 1917).

8 TsDA Fond 176k opis 4a a.e. 27, 302-303 (petifiom villagers in Dramsko to Drama Regional
Military Inspectorate, Dec. 25, 1916).

84 TsVA Fond 1545 opis 1 a.e. 1, 10g-12 (Drama Regjidfilitary Inspectorate order from Dec. 23,
1916).
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The Bureaucratic Turn in Wartime Violence

The conditions of prolonged, static warfare thasaron the Macedonian
Front (better known as the Salonika Front) resulieshe other major difference in
local experiences from the Balkan Wars and fromitexlude of peace that
followed. Just as the belligerent governmentsanues harnessed local production
and infrastructure, they also came to treat theufadion in the vicinity of the
hostilities as assets (and often liabilities) tanwmaged in support of their war effort
and possibly their post-war aims. The previougtdrashowed how, during the
period between the Balkan Wars and the First Wdféd, Balkan state leaders began
to contemplate a bureaucratic framework for theddrdeportation en masse of
ethnic groups they viewed as potentially disloyghey did not carry out such
schemes at that time, but they did begin to interdeport selected individuals whose
loyalty they considered questionable. The Great &llawed this bureaucratic
violence directed at noncombatants to go aheadmara comprehensive basis in the
vicinity of the Macedonian front lines (and, aslveg noted later, in other European
theaters as well.) These measures proceededaldspaforementioned lack of
civilian resistance against the occupation autlesriéven if they represented a rival
ethnic group.

The turning point came with the transition shodfter the onset of hostilities
from a war of mobility to one of static frontlineasd a war of attrition. An episode
recalled by Ivan Tenchev Gelebeshev illustrate®mant in this transition between
the earlier, terroristic sort of violence and therensystematic, bureaucratically

administered kind. It also illustrates the fa@ttiWestern and Central European
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forces readily practiced both kinds of violencengiside their Balkan counterparts.
In March 1916, Gelebeshev’s village found itselfimen the front lines of opposing
French and Bulgarian forces and was taking arillerachine gun, and rifle fire from
both sides. One day two French cavalrymen feltddraside the village — an event
Gelebeshev implies was the result of military fivet from the villagers. At two the
next morning a large group of French troops entéredrillage and began to burn the
houses. Those villagers who were able to escapleiding Gelebeshev, went north
to a village just behind Central Powers lines. Fhench fired on the fleeing
villagers, wounding several of them. When Gelebesind his fellow villagers
arrived behind the Central Powers lines, Germatiies apprehended them and
immediately tried to confiscate the livestock thegught with them. Only the timely
intervention of a nearby Bulgarian officer stoppleem. As Gelebeshev later found
out, the French took those villagers who couldesmape behind their own lines to
the south. They court-marshaled three of his dotpreces and sent them to exile in
Morocco. One died in Morocco from hunger and tetuThe other two eventually
returned, but not until 192,

Also recalling the actions of Balkan armies frora Balkan Wars, British and
French forces put to flight tens of thousands o&lanhabitants in the autumn of
1915 through on-the-spot violence and intimidatdmle the frontlines were still
mobile. They pushed north into Serbian (Vardarré&tbonia from their new base in
Greece in attempting to help the Serbian army rq@eBulgarian-German-Austro-
Hungarian invasion. After Bulgarian forces quickdgained the ground they had

temporarily lost to the Entente and the front dizdul, these refugees streamed back

8 TsDA, Fond 771k opis 1 a.e. 40 (memoirs of lvancfev Gelebeshev), 5.
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into their now-devastated home villages and towHsey lacked clothes, shelter, and
food supplies. This created a serious dilemmaskemeral Todorov, the Bulgarian
commander in the area. He observed that the didittons of the population were
“[g]ood soil for the spread of diseases.” It woblkl “impossible to prevent contact
between this population and the army units. Theesin order to save the army, will
be forced to supply the starving population witbdpbut this is almost impossible
under the current conditions,” the general warneadiquarters. “This is why it
would be good to consider whether it would not lreradvantageous, more useful,
and more practical for all of this population tod@cuated temporarily to the
interior,” he suggested. There it could be federeasily and “would not pose a
constant hazard to the arny.”Bulgaria’s Army Chief of Staff, General Zhostov,
endorsed General Todorov’'s recommendation. Heredd8eneral Todorov to send
the “[flamilies who lack food supplies” to Velest@avn located further away from
the front, where they could be supplied with f§6dzhostov did not specify how
many of the families he imagined “lack[ed] food pligs.” General Todorov had
made it clear, however, that they amounted to “steme of thousands” of peopie.
Yet the Army Chief of Staff was weighing more tHasw to provide for this
hapless population. Simultaneously he envisagadthey could be put to use for

the war effort. “The men from these families wie eapable of work are to be

8 TsVA Fond 1546 opis 2 a.e. 24, 69 (Telegram froem&al-Lieutenant Todorov to Bulgarian Army
Headquarters, Jan. 8, 1916).

87 TsVA Fond 1546 opis 2 a.e. 24, 70 (Telegram framfgBrian Army Chief of Staff Major-General
Zhostov to General-Lieutenant Todorov, Jan. 116)91

8 TsVA Fond 1546 opis 2 a.e. 24, 69.
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organized in commands and sent to work on the Stuiovish road,” he orderé&d.
As later correspondence makes clear, the ordecara®d out, but the civilians could
not be supported in Veles, even with their adulbmerking on the Shtip-Radovish
road. They were then sent on to Skopje, whichaaol support them either. They
were moved en masse yet again to Sofia, wherevires put to work in factories.
Yet Army Headquarters in Bulgaria did not want this@re and raised the possibility
of returning them back to Vardar Macedonia (Bulgafoccupied Serbian
Macedonia). The chief Bulgarian official in Skojmeisted that there was no way to
support them there eith&t. Again, this episode relatively soon after therfation of
the Macedonian Front of the First World War illasés a transition to a more
bureaucratic approach by armies in dealing witlllgovilians. In practice, as in the
above case, this approach could produce its owrofchaos and violence. But the
decisions were discussed, made, and implementéddfbyent levels of the military
bureaucracy. By this bureaucratization of violerthe Bulgarian army officials
purposefully planned (and clearly mishandled) tlessremoval of tens of thousands
of people from their local communities.

In the aforementioned case, concern about civiliaasonal identities played
no role in General Todorov's idea to remove thal@opulation in question. He
viewed them simply as a burden that would hampeetfectiveness of his army’s
campaign. This more benign motivation for “evaaudtof populations near

frontline areas was not uncommon, especially orptreof the Central Powers forces

89 TsVA Fond 1546 opis 2 a.e. 24, 70. The stripaofl connecting the towns of Stip and Radovis is at
least twenty miles from Veles, which suggests thase men were to live at the site of their labor
rather than with their families.

0 TsVA Fond 1546 opis 2 a.e. 24, 81 (Telegram froem@al-Lieutenant Petrov, Chief of the
Macedonian Military Inspection Region, Skopje, tinMtry of War, Sofia, Feb., 1916).
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on the Macedonian Front. Nevertheless, bureagatbtiorganized mass removals of
noncombatants from their homes even on this maetipal basis often caused harsh
consequences for the affected groups to whichutteoaties were not especially
sensitive. Resentment could be seen in a petii@uthorities by residents of the
frontline town of Gevgeli who were evacuated tothkege of Smokvitsa (as noted
above, a place where even the local residents faegg acute hardships):

Deported to the village Smokvitsa by the militangherities, without any kind of
work, we spent the summer making do with that fataith was given to us by the
Committee of Public Foresight with the hope thatrsawve would return to our homes
— however, we remained deceived in our hagmfhe ostanahme izllgani v
nadezhdatai]. After a short time the autumn will set in tivits cold spells, and we
with our children will have to put up with its rigpamong the corridors and haylofts
of the village houses. In this situation with g#fertage of food that we have, lacking
the possibility to improve it as we do not have &img of income, we will be fated

to suffer and be invaded by various disedSes.

The petitioners, town dwellers who were in any gasteaccustomed to village life,
requested to be allowed to move to the town of fgkamere they hoped to find
employment. They went straight to the point, dietgithe sufferings they were
forced to endure by the war and “the military auities.” Nowhere in the petition
did they attempt to flatter those authorities dydihg to the nobility of the cause for
which their well-being was being sacrificed.

Noncombatant residents evacuated from front lieasby the Bulgarian
military were generally given little reason for éolence in the attentiveness of
Bulgarian authorities or of their Central Powereallto meeting their daily needs.
Time and again the evacuees faced similar condittddimnadequate food and shelter,

disease, repeated forced relocation, and lack pf@ment in the locations to which

1 TsVA Fond 1546 opis 2 a.e. 24, 189 (petition framroup of residents of Gevgeli deported to the
village Smokvitsa, Aug. 1, 1916).
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they were moved® Meanwhile, Bulgarian and German forces that pet u
encampments in and around the evacuated home pailitieis frequently scavenged
properties there for army needs. They dismanttessés and other buildings for
material to use in defensive works, plundered tivels and furniture, and denuded
trees and vineyards. One Bulgarian district governor asked in vaimés the head
of the military occupation authority to stop Gernfarces from using evacuated
houses “because the villagers will find only asiasn they return®

But reasons of expediency were not the only fagtwrgvating the Central
Powers and Entente forces in their behavior towasitians in geographic
Macedonia. The largely unjustified suspicionslompart of Balkan state authorities
that large segments of the population in Macedamige potentially disloyal,
discussed in Chapter 4, intensified during the widre European allies on each side

shared in these suspicions. When Bulgaria enteeed/iar against Serbia, soldiers in

92 Further examples are documented in TsDA, Fond Bpik1 a.e. 40 (memoirs of lvan Tenchev
Gelebeshev), 5; TsVA Fond 1546 opis 2 a.e. 24,(p&8tion from 32 families of the village of
Bogoroditsa to head of Macedonian Military InspectRegion in Skopje, Jun. 3, 1916); TsVA Fond
1546 opis 2 a.e. 24, 29-30 (County governor of ®8vg county governor of Kavadartsi, Jul. 6,
1916), which reports that people evacuated to iflege of Bogdantsi were suffering even more than
the locals there; TsVA Fond 1546 opis 2 a.e. 241@9 (petition from villagers of Gornichet to
commander of Veles, May 8, 1916); and TsVA Fond6lédis 2 a.e. 24, 4 (telegram from secretary of
military inspection region to county governor ofwgaartsi, Aug. 10, 1916).

% |AM, GDM, file 82.1, 3-4 (petition from residents village Lehovo to General Administration of
Thessaloniki, Pella, Dec. 25, 1918) presents awhasee all of this occurred in one place. Dimitar
Bozhikov Biliukbashiev recalls a similar fate fdslvillage of Savek in Dlrzhaven Arhiv —
Blagoevgrad [State Archive — Blagoevgrad] (DAB)agbevgrad, Bulgaria, Spomeni (Sp.) 225
[Dimitar Bozhikov Biliukbashiev], 212-213. GLA, &hive of Konstantinos Karavidas, file 1
(Narratives of Prisoners from the Balkan War 19%8%0nd narrative reports the occupying armies’
use of Catholic and Jewish tombstones in fortifyifayalla. Entente forces on the other side of the
front also frequently stripped materials from fasesnd from buildings, including schools, as seen i
ANF, AV.E. 112, A.E.E. 29, 1-21 (Report from inspa& of schools in Florina region, loannidis, to
supervisory council of Florina school inspectiogios, Apr. 20, 1918) and 22-36 (Report from
loannidis to supervisory council of Florina schowpection region, May 1, 1918).

% TsVA Fond 1546 opis 2 a.e. 24, 83 (telegram frastridt governor of Kavadartsi to head of
Macedonian Military Inspection Region, Apr. 18, 891TsVA Fond 1546 opis 2 a.e. 24, 84 (telegram
from Macedonian Military Inspection Region to distigovernor of Kavadartsi, Apr. 20, 1916)
contains the head of the Inspection Region’s disivesreply.
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still-neutral Greece reportedly rounded up eightilfarian” men from two villages in
Greek Macedonia and took them to the town of Draitia the apparent intention of
killing them, according to a relative of two of tbaptives. The relative attributed the
incident to “the general persecution which the Graethorities have visited on the
defenseless Bulgarian population in Greek Macedsinige mobilization was
declared in Bulgaria.*® The French army controlling western Greek Macélom
March 1917 ordered the disarmament of the localfadipn®® French army
investigations revealed the following August thatfumber of individuals in the
region are still keeping weapons.” The local Frealief of security issued a new
order. After a three-day deadline for residentitn over any weapons they still
held, “any person found in possession of weap@ugrdless of whether or not he is
the owner, [would] immediately be executed by frsgquad.” The French official
also ordered the Greek prefect in the region toidige the statement widely “so that
no one can now plead ignorance of the regulatiofigrce.” His statement also
emphasized that “extremely stringent sanctions haes taken recently against gun
owners.®” These new, stricter French orders were issued Gfteece had abandoned
its neutrality and officially become France’s ally.

French commanders feared subversion by local stgagasf the Greek king
who had favored continued neutrality and reserftecEintente presence on Greek

soil. The French naval attaché and chief of Frentgiligence in Greece,

% TsDA Fond 334k opis 1 a.e. 399, 23 (memorandum fRolitical Department of the Bulgarian
Ministry of Foreign Affairs and Religion to Bulgan General Consulate in Salonika, Oct. 8, 1915).
% DARM, Fond 994, kutija 1, 188 (deputy governoGrevena to governing committee of Kozani-
Florina, Mar. 15, 1917).

%" DARM, Fond 994, kutija 1, 218 (statement by Frenhtef of territorial security in Kozani, Aug. 30,
1917); DARM, Fond 994, kutija 1, 217 (French cloéferritorial security to Greek prefect of Kozani,
Aug. 30, 1917).
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Commandant Maximilien Henri de Roquefeuil, suspethe existence of a network
of Greek spies and wanted them arrested and imtemman island® But acts of
outright sabotage were rare. Instead, somethisggde as a local complaint about
the Entente presence could trigger suspicions @paint of the French. A French
general ordered the abbot of a Greek monasteryisoned for complaining that
French forces had allegedly stolen livestock bsb &r expressing views in favor of
the king and critical of the pro-Entente politiciafenizelos”® On the other side of
the front lines, where in August 1916 Central P@iferces occupied eastern Greek
Macedonia, they anticipated sabotage from the Ipopulation and authorities
despite proceeding with the permission of the Gggslernment. The initial orders
accompanying the operation commanded troops “twdanovement of people
around our location as well as any kind of corresiemce from the local authorities
and population [and] to take measures to proteginagspies**® When the Central
Powers forces suffered a defeat at Monastir ahéimels of French, Serbian, and
Russian forces later that year, a German genetiaéatcene blamed Bulgarian
military leadership for “occupying itself primarilyith accusing Greek nationals of
espionage and arresting them instead of directinggdops.***

This climate of pervasive distrust, along with thgh wartime stakes,
encouraged both Central Powers and Entente fonoegpand to a mass scale the

deportations of civilians suspected of question&blalty begun by Greece and

% Mitrakos,France in Greecg90.

% DARM, Fond 994, kutija 1, 196 (governor of Vertiachief executive of interior for the prefecture
of Thessaloniki, May 7, 1917)

190 TsVA Fond 64, opis 2 a.e. 33 (Diary of militarytigities of the 3rd infantry brigade of th& Rila
division Nov. 24, 1915 — May 9, 1917), 1419 (fromirg on Aug. 17, 1916).

191 Document No. 116, telegram from Captain Baron @otinau, German Foreign Ministry
representative at Supreme Headquarters in PléSsrtoan Foreign Ministry, Berlin, Nov. 24, 1916, in
Ts. Todorova, ed. and tranB{lgariia v Plrvata svetovna voina90.
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Bulgaria during the interlude after the Balkan Wa@reek deportations of suspect
civilians continued to occur on an individual basi$owever, wartime encouraged
the broadening of criteria for suspicion and sawenicequent deportations. By the
end of 1918, Greece’s Minister of Interior was ¢gegghing orders for the transfer
from Crete to the island of Skopelos of 8,500 imées from Greek Macedori&.

The French military now joined Greek authoritiesMacedonia and initiated its own
share of internments and exiles of suspect lowdlans both before and after
Greece’s entrance into the war on the Entente sSithese affected criticized such
French activities in contemporary complaints arfssequent memoir$> A group of
concentration camp inmates in France from Greekedagia emphasized not only
the perceived injustice of their deportation bgbats apparently extra-legal nature in
their complaint to the French ministry of interior:

We have been deported from Macedonia, exiled franrmative land, far away from
our homes by order of the Commanding General ofAthaies of the East as
dangerous to the safety of these armies. Our gueastle us leave our country for
reasons more or less trivial.... None us of has gaier during the course of [the
war’s] existence a conviction of any kind, no o ppeared before a court martial
despite the accusation that hung ovel’ls.

The French commander of all of the Entente armmethe Macedonian front, General
Maurice Sarrail, described the central role he gidbipn the deportations in his

memoir. He also revealed how he contrived to dabdgecomplications arising from

192pARM, Fond 994, kutija 1, 330-331 (Telegram oreimiees from Greek Minister of Interior
Raktivan to the Governor-General of Macedonia,ditec. 31, 1918).

193 DARM, Fond 994, kutija 1, 196 (memo from deputgfect of Verroia to prefect of Thessaloniki,
May 20, 1917); and TsDA, Fond 771k [Collection ofmmirs, photos, etc. of Macedonian figures in
the Macedonian revolutionary movement] opis 1 40e(memoirs of lvan Tenchev Gelebeshev), 5.
104 etter from Greek internees in Sarthe concentnat&mp to French Ministry of Interior, Apr. 30,
1917, cited in Jean-Claude Fartgs camps de concentration francais de la prengéerre mondiale
(1914-1920)Paris: Anthropos, 1995), 47.
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what he considered to be overly legalistic crititssof the internments similar to the
ones expressed in the complaint cited above:

Since operations began [in Macedonia] | had seRtaoce a series of suspects,
convicts, and undesirables. Greeks from Atheosy fBalonika, and from France
sought to have them return to Greece without woggbout their past, arguing
sometimes about the illegality of the arrests, gones about the facts of the alleged
crime, etc. | could not remain helpless beforehquoceedings, before the appeals to
all the nationalities, before all the laws... witketherilous conditions in which the
army found itself, it was not possible to let myggl to these discussions from a
bygone era. | could not monitor the individualeathat were raised in Paris. | did
not want the coercive methods so dear to the Gr@ekks, or Germans; still less did
| want executions for offenses not legally provédecided therefore upon the
creation in Mytilene of a concentration camp toethinmates would be sent by
administrative action’®

Bulgaria and her German allies no longer confirmeaiselves to operating on
a case-by-case basis when deporting civilians @reece formally entered the war
on the Entente side. They began to intern largeb®us of people at once based on
their membership in a suspect ethnic categoryl9ltd, an Inter-Allied Commission
composed of representatives of victorious Enteatmties surveyed the eastern
section of Greek Macedonia that Central Powersfohad occupied. It concluded
that Bulgarian authorities had deported no less #2000 civilian inhabitants from
their homes in eastern Greek Macedonia to exilarous locations within the old
borders of Bulgaria®® The commission reported that 12,000 out of thH25600
perished in exile, indicating a death rate of betwa quarter and a third. Relief

workers of the American Red Cross independentiynaséd the same high death rate

195 sarrail, Général Maurice P.Blon commandement en Orient (1916-19(E8ris: Ernest
Flammarion, 1920), 234-235. Mytilene is a Greedridl in the northern Aegean Sea.

196 commission InteralliéeRapports et enquétes de la Commission Interalliédes violations du
droit des gens, commises en Macédoine orientalégsarmeés BulgareqParis: 1919), 20. Because
the commission was only able to travel to 339 dut92l towns and villages in the region, the
implication was that the total figure for Greekteas Macedonia was significantly higher.
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among deportees, although they estimated much hadfselute numbers of roughly
200,000 total deporteé?’

The summary of a typical deportation process giaghe 1919 Inter-Allied
Commission report reads like an eerie harbingabofes in the Second World War.
Deportees were assembled at train stations anthtfoesl in groups of fifty or sixty
into cattle or merchandise wagons” to be taken firshe town of Shumen in
northeastern Bulgaria. The train journey lasted fo six days in an “asphyxiating
atmosphere.” At Shumen, deportees were takeri{'tager’, a concentration camp”
outside the town. There they were made to labehsvto fifteen hours a day laying
railroad track. At night, the deportees were “cnaed into huts hollowed out from
mud,” and “slept on the beaten earth without tlstidit of bedding.” The huts
flooded when it rained?®

German supervisors often staffed these forced ledimps alongside their
Bulgarian comrades in arms. Internees did not meéuly distinguish local Balkan
brutality from German brutality in their recollemtis. As one resident of Kavalla,
Athanasios Kairezis, summed it up, “Because wendicknow the language the boss,
German or Bulgarian, made his demands more omigeone simple message: do
the work this way or the other — if you could notmprehend immediately, kicking

and beating followed'®® Another internee even remarked that more than the

197 Horace Oakley et aRelief Work in Eastern Macedoniathens: The American Red Cross, 1919),
37; G.C. BarryRelief Work among the Villages of Mount Pangag&thens: The American Red
Cross, 1919), 30-31.

198 commission InteralliéeRapports et enquéte$6-17.

19 GLA, Archive of Konstantinos Karavidas, 1 (Narvas of Prisoners from the Balkan War 1918),
narrative of Athanasios Kairezis.
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Bulgarians and Turks, “the German officers mostlb§howed unimaginable
cruelty.”™°

That Western and Central European military persionweee involved in mass
deportations in the Balkans should come as no iserpr light of the similar actions
they undertook in other theaters once the frortiltad. The pattern could be
observed first in German army actions in Belgiuis Larry Zuckerman has shown,
once the Western front became a stalemate in tioenauof 1914, most of Belgium
became an occupation zone whose inhabitants Gexathorities perceived both as
untrustworthy potential resistors and as a valupbtd of labor for a lengthy war of
attrition. German authorities forcibly deportedsef thousands of Belgians by train
to prison and forced labor camps inside Germaiyn fivhich many did not return
alive™! The French army’s deportations of civilians frdme Macedonian front
likewise formed only a part of a wider wartime Fekrpolicy identified by Jean-
Claude Farcy of interning civilians broadly consate“undesirables,” “suspects,”
and in particular “suspects on the national lev&.The latter category referred to
people who came under suspicion because of theanadity or presumed national
identity. Concentration camps set up in Franagdfitoused not only enemy aliens
but also nationals of neutral and allied countaied even at times French citizens.
More scholarship has begun to consider the Firsid\War as a watershed event in

Europe for the use of bureaucratically conductetevice targeting entire categories

of noncombatants (in addition to the traditionah@eption of the conflict as a modern

HOGLA, Archive of Konstantinos Karavidas, 1, (Naives of Prisoners from the Balkan War 1918),
narrative of a child 17 years of age.

M1 arry ZuckermanThe Rape of Belgium: The Untold Story of World Watew York: New York
University Press, 2004).

12 Farcy,Les Camps de concentration frangais
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total war that mobilized civilians on a large scgfé War-torn Macedonia was
simultaneously involved in that landmark shift arrhs of violence that would mark
the rest of the twentieth century.

As seen in Chapter 1, women in prewar Ottoman Mawedyenerally
avoided the suspicions of authorities becauseedf gfresumed political inactivity.
This circumscribed understanding of women'’s rol@eag authorities persisted
through the First World War. A Bulgarian officersaction to the efforts by Elli
Adosidou (wife of Greece’s governor-general in 8#da) to call attention to the dire
conditions of returning internees at the end ofvilae was typical. In his report to
Bulgaria’s army headquarters, the officer dismis&ddsidou’s complaints as
“nothing more or less than a female commotiedra zhenska alarrifaand “female
ruckus ghenski giuriultil.”*** On the other hand, the assumption among officiils
female political passivity also meant that depatet of women on the basis of their
suspected disloyalty were rare. An important ekoepvas Bulgaria’s wartime
policy of deporting or interning those considereémy aliens (citizens of pre-1912

Serbia and of Romania) living in Vardar Macedomibich generally included

113 See Norman M. Naimarkires of Hatred: Ethnic Cleansing in Twentieth-QaytEurope
(Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 2001)cHmwohr, Nationalizing the Russian Empire: The
Campaign against Enemy Aliens during World W& ambridge, MA: Harvard University Press,
2003); Annette Beckefubliés de la Grande Guerre : humanitaire et cudtdie guerre 1914-1948.
Populations occupées, déportés civils, prisonnierguerre(Paris: Hachette Littératures, 1998);
Jonathan E. GumZhe Resurrection and Collapse of Empire in Habssedoia, 1914-1918
(Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press, 2089y Matthew Stibbe, “The Internment of
Civilians by Belligerent States during the First MdoWar and the Response of the International
Committee of the Red Crossldurnal of Contemporary Historyl:1 (2006), 5-19.

14 TsDA Fond 176k opis 22 a.e. 44, 13-14 (reportiefitenant-Colonel Petrov to Army
Headquarters, Nov. 23, 1918). CorrespondenceeckttatAdosidou’s initiative is preserved in both
Bulgarian and Greek archives. See also TsDA Faitd dbpis 22 a.e. 44, 5 (Assistant Chief of Staff of
the Army at the Bulgarian Ministry of War to Bulgam Ministry of Foreign Affairs and Religion,

Nov. 28, 1918) and IAM, GDM, file 82.1, 49 (lettieom Zoe D. Konstantinou to Mrs. Adosidou, Nov.
9, 1918).
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members of both sexé¥. Still, women generally found it easy to stayhirit homes
if they petitioned the authorities and had not dppadly been found to be engaging in
suspicious activities. In one such petition, éb&er woman highlighted her
harmlessness in “beg[ging] ... from the lips of mytiitle children” to be allowed
to stay in Skopje. Upon the Bulgarian invasiod®15 she and her children had
initially escaped to her home town of Mitrovica twef returning to Skopje. Her
husband, a Serbian civil servant, had gone southEntente forces and not
returned:'® Despite the woman'’s earlier flight and her husbgposition on the
other side of the front lines, the Chief of StdfBulgaria’s Macedonian Military
Inspection Region gave his permission for the womrashher children to stay in
Skopje!*’

Nonetheless, the mass deportations of adult male®itk camps also brought
misery to the portion of the civilian populatiorcaled to stay in their homes,
disproportionately women and children. Their hlaips generally surpassed even
those of people in Vardar and Pirin Macedonia, ehet@lier, whose male relatives
had been conscripted into the Serbian and Bulgarimées. In the summer of 1917,

Bulgarian Chief of General Staff Zhekov franticatisdered his subordinate in the

115 Reference to a Bulgarian regulation ordering tie¢ufn” of Serbian nationals to their places of
origin in Serbia is made in TsVA Fond 1546 opis@ 24, 134-135 (petition on behalf of Avram
Albala and two of his employees to Governor ofMecedonian Military Inspection Region, Feb. 1,
1916). For official correspondence showing theesysitic internment of Romanian nationals after
Romania’s entry into the war, TsVA Fond 1546 opd. 12 (correspondence on ensuring order in the
occupied areas; prisoners of war and internees,-Dlee., 1916), 9 (order from Chief of Staff of the
Macedonian Military Inspection Region to prefect©dirid, Bitolia, and Kavadartsi, Nov. 11, 1916);
13 (order from Chief of Staff of the Macedonian ikity Inspection Region to prefects of Ohrid,
Bitolia, and Kavadartsi, Nov. 14, 1916); 12 (prefetKavadartsi to Chief of Staff of the Macedonian
Military Inspection Region, Nov. 17, 1916); 22-28légram from prefect of Bitolia to Chief of Staff,
Dec. 20, 1916).

e TsVA Fond 1546 opis 2 a.e. 24, 124 (petition flomposava Jakimogito Chief of Staff of the
Macedonian Military Inspection Region, Feb. 5, 1916

17 TsVA Fond 1546 opis 2 a.e. 24, 126 (Chief of Stdfthe Macedonian Military Inspection Region,
Colonel Morfov, to the mayor of Skopje, Jun. 5, 6p1
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Drama region to “rein in the internments to a digant degree, so that the male
population is no longer sent to Bulgaria indiscriately.” The mass internments
were compounding the problem of food shortagebkerarea, as “many families have
been left without working hands or support becafdbe internment of the male
population.” Zhekov now wanted “an account to heg of the untrustworthiness of
the person [to be deported] and his pa&t.Nonetheless, deportations continued on a
mass scale, at times if only ostensibly to remoygufations from areas near the
combat zones. In May, 1918, the Bulgarian Chiebtafff ordered all of the 11,658
residents of the town of Serres to be “moved” el in occupied eastern
Macedonia, as the town was being shelled by enetitiery.**® As his subordinate

in charge of carrying out the order complained,ftw that the populations both in
Serres and in the areas designated to receiveritaiees were already starving
spelled terrible consequences for the operdfidn.

In a limited number of cases in 1918, women helaattheir male relatives
were actually faring better in their exile in Bulga A few of the men appear to have
avoided assignment to one of the harsh concentraimps and wrote gratefully
about being allowed to live relatively comfortalatyBulgarian cities. One internee
wrote about working in a German factory in Plevad asked the Bulgarian foreign

ministry to allow his wife and children to join hifrom their home in Kavalla,

18 TsVA, Fond 1545 opis 2 a.e. 1, 50 (Army Chief tdfS§Zhekov to the Commander of th&' 2
Army, Aug. 18, 1917).

H9TsVA, Fond 1545 opis 2 a.e. 1, 16 (Commander"dAPmy General Lukov relaying order of
Army Chief of Staff to Chief of Drama Provincial Mary Inspectorate, May 23, 1918).

120T5vA, Fond 1545 opis 2 a.e. 1, 13 (Chief of DraPnavincial Military Inspectorate to
headquarters, May 28, 1918). Commission IntemlR&apports et enquéte433, indicates that 5,000
residents of Serres (almost half of the populativede deported in 1918.
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“where they have no one to take care of théth.Female relatives of such men also
petitioned the Bulgarian authorities to join thidim in Bulgaria in order to save their
own lives. Bulgarian authorities assiduously asslethcorrespondence related to
these clearly exceptional cases later on and unddrpassages especially flattering
to them in red pencil, perhaps in order to furrdstevidence to mitigate Entente
charges of maltreatment of internees in Bulg&fiaAt the same time, the
correspondence revealed the desperate situatiomiledins remaining in Bulgarian-
occupied eastern Macedonia. In a typical petittowoman from the Aegean
Macedonian city of Drama requested permissionitoher husband in exile in the
northern Bulgarian city of Ruse. “[A]t first we weeable to support ourselves with
what we had left,” she explained, “but now it hiswn out and all we have is misery

and hunger?®

The Persisting Weakness of Balkan States

Their increasingly bureaucratic measures to repyesslocate noncombatants
during the First World War might seem to suggeat the Balkan armies and states
had overcome their previously weak control overrtigans of violence. In the case
of the Bulgarian state, that impression appeabetsupported at first glance by the

fact that paramilitaries of VMRO were now formailhgegrated into both the ranks

121 TsDA Fond 176k opis 4a a.e. 27, 277 (petition fi@eorgi Pandremenos to Bulgarian Ministry of
Foreign Affairs, Mar. 5, 1918).

122 The 2002 archival finding aid to the opis in whtbiis correspondence is located, TsDA Fond 176k
opis 4a, notes that it consists of documents tleaewollected by the decision of a commission iB519
“because of their extremely valuable historical aational importance.”

122 TsDA Fond 176k opis 4a a.e. 27, 293 (petition fwoman in Drama to Bulgarian Ministry of
Foreign Affairs, Apr. 19, 1918).
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and officer corps of the Bulgarian army during Fiest World War** The loosely
organized “partisan detachments” and even the Matgad-Adrianopolitan
Volunteer Corps that had been formed during thé&@&aWars of 1912-1913 as
extensions of Bulgaria’'s regular army structureengone. In their place was now
simply another Bulgarian army division, theé"Macedonian-Adrianopolitan Infantry
Division, one of several divisions recruited ac@ogdo region and trained and
organized in a uniform manner. Macedonian revohary leaders such as Todor
Aleksandrov and Aleksand(r Protogerov served aga#ian generals, the latter
eventually named as head of Bulgaria’s Central Cateenon Economic Welfare and
Public Foresight. Still, Germany’s naval attach&ofia, Captain Hans-Jirgen von
Arnim, remained unconvinced of the seamlessne$swhich formerly unruly
paramilitaries had been integrated into the legitenfunctions of the Bulgarian state.
He found a meeting of VMRO luminaries now servingtie 11" Infantry Division
with Kaiser Wilhelm in the Bulgarian-occupied Senbicity of NiS particularly
incongruous:

The somewhat adventurous nature of this kind ofyanomposed primarily of
bandits panditi], quite naturally aroused the interest of His Méajehe Kaiser and
caused him to conduct a conversation with its leaded individuals; a truly bizarre
event in this war so rich with paradoxes — to eeGerman Kaiser in amicable
conversation with people like Aleksandrov and Pgetov, whose patriotism as
Macedonians really stands beyond doubt, but whoeasof action and propaganda
have not refrained either in this war, still leisghe previous wars, from actions that
European sensibilities have generally avoitfed.

124 For an overview, see James Frusetta, “Bulgariasédonia: Nation-Building and State-Building,
Centralization and Autonomy in Pirin Macedonia, 394®52” (Ph.D. diss., University of Maryland,
2006), 154-157.

125 Document No. 4, report from German naval attaoh®dfia, Captain Hans-Jiirgen von Arnim, to
secretary of state of the German Imperial Navaic®@fAdmiral Alfred von Tirpitz, Berlin, Jan. 23,
1916, in Ts. Todorova, ed. and tra&l)gariia v Plrvata svetovna voin&0. The Bulgarian

translator of this document advises that the teamditi should be understood to megimetnitsj which
conveys the more straightforward sense of irredidaters. The context, however, suggests that von
Arnim intended also the more pejorative connotatiohthe word bandits.
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Von Arnim’s skepticism was justified. The fullertegration of men with
paramilitary background into Bulgarian state stuoes did not translate overall into
stronger state control over their actions. In maaspects, the opposite was the case,
as the increased formal role now accorded to fotesters of VMRO gave them
greater institutional power to undermine the cdrstt@e’s direct control when it
suited their purposes. A frustrated Bulgarian gorneent police inspector, for
example, complained in the spring of 1916 aboutithéctostranglehold the
“organization” (VMRO) and its allies in parts ofetlBulgarian military had on the
administration in Vardar Macedonia. The inspectmsidered this a particular
problem “because whatever crimes may be committedt, discovery and
punishment, which is the job of the state’s judipalice organs, is frustrated by the
bosses in the area and the influence of AleksanainovProtogerov among the
military authorities, for whom their word is lawUnder those conditions murders
were occurring, the inspector complained, of whoaendkie “organization” wanted to
clean out, but under the false pretext that thermgweresidrbomaniand in order to
intimidate the rest of the populatidff.

A veteran of VMRO, Todor Pop Antov, agreed thatier members of his
paramilitary organization wielded enormous influemt the 1915-1918 Bulgarian
administration of Vardar Macedonia: “Such offigmlsitions, like mine, in many
towns in Macedonia were given to former revolutignactivists, such as Argir

Manasiev in Gevgelija, Petar Acev in Prilep, arteos,” he explained. Antov

126 TsDA, Fond 313k opis 1 a.e. 2193, 10-11 (repopiadice inspector L. Svinarov to Ministry of
Interior and National Health, dated May 13, 1918kd in Velichko Georgiev and Staiko Trifonov,
Istoriia na Bllgarite 1878-1944 v dokume(thiofia: Izdatelstvo “Prosveta”, 1996), 490-491.
Sdarbomanis the Bulgarian pejorative term for Bulgarianshifidlse Serbian consciousness.
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revealed that his own installation as district €aied chairman of the district
requisition commission in the town of Kavadarci eaat the “invitation of
representatives of the VMRO emigration.” His imf@d VMRO network, rather than
the Bulgarian official state hierarchy, was resjiolesfor his appointmen’ A
German officer in Sofia similarly observed thajdftay, almost all employees in
Macedonia have been appointed in accordance watpribposals of the
[Macedonian] organization, and only the governat district prefects are chosen by
the government from the ranks of officialdom in @®dlgaria.™?®

As had long been the case, central state autteslts® typically continued to
lack sufficient power to rein in the corrupt actyvof more conventional low-level
armed functionaries. Ordinary soldiers, no dobhbtriselves dealing with meager
supplies at the front, added to civilians’ alreddavy burden of formal requisitioning
by engaging in opportunistic plunder. In what Antalled “a typical case of
requisitioning, or better to say robbery,” thredd2wian soldiers took livestock from
an illiterate peasant from the village of Galishéar Kavadarci and handed him a
piece of paper, presumably a receipt. Antov, tloallrequisitioning official,
discovered that the paper, missing any legible nangate, simply contained the
hastily scribbled words “I took two oxeh?

Far from consolidating state power, then, the palitensions and economic

scarcity unleashed by the First World War only exbated the tenuousness of

127 pop Antov,Spomeni187.

128 Document No. 26, report from Captain L. EngelhaSdifia, to the Agricultural Information Service
for Military Industry in the Royal Prussian Minigtof Agriculture, State Property, and Forestry,.Jun
6, 1916, in Ts. Todorova, ed. and traBdllgariia v P(rvata svetovna voin81-82.

122 pop Antov,Spomeni202-203, and 204-205, where Antov recalls simélamples of theft
masquerading as requisitioning.
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Balkan states’ monopoly over the means of legitenddlence in a region where

such control had traditionally been weak. Both@reek state and Entente forces felt
insecure throughout the war about their monopobr@rmed force in Greek

territory. As noted earlier, the French commangarticular registered acute concern
about the failure of residents of western and sautlcreek Macedonia to relinquish
weapons when ordered to do so in 1917. ThrougBoegce, the bitter rift (known as
the “national schism”) between King Constantine tr@lLiberal politician

Eleftherios Venizelos over whether Greece shouwy seutral or enter on the side of
the Entente led to the effective division of thetstbetween October 1916 and June
1917 into two entities. Venizelos led a ProvisidBavernment from Salonika, while
the king remained in power in Athens until forcechbdicate by the Entente,
allowing Venizelos once again to become prime rtémisf the whole countr?®
Venizelos’s 1916 revolt was initiated by a mutimgang elements of the Greek army
stationed in Salonika who had become disgustetidoking’s refusal to join the war
against Bulgarid® Jacques Ancel, who served in French army heatysan
Salonika, observed that the roughly 1,400 Greek wiemjoined the mutiny and
volunteered to fight for the Entente were overwhegty not from the area; they

were instead either refugees from Asia Minor, Balk#ars veterans from pre-1912
Greece, or gendarmes from Cr&te.When Venizelos took control in Salonika with
the sponsorship of the Entente, his supporter @Bmmanuel Zymbrakakis
undertook to recruit more soldiers locally to figthbngside the Entente, but found his

new quasi-state authority challenged as well. Aieach commander of Entente

130 5ee MitrakosFrance in Greece during World War |
131 H
Ibid., 88.
132 Ancel, Les Travaux et les Jours de I'Armée d'OrieB@-90.
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forces, General Sarrail, took note of Zymbrakakmited success. “One must not
hope too much,” he wrote. “The mobilization is doight unpopular. | quote one of
my telegrams on the district of Soubotsko, wheren@®d out of 1,439 responded to
the call.” Sarrail noted that “royalist propagahdas strong among Greek officers
in the area and “obstruct[ed] any mobilization ayien.”** Many local Greek and
Jewish young men from Salonika attempted to fleectty on boats rather than be
subject to the draft, although they were apprehehife

The general breakdown of Bulgarian military auttyoon the other side of the
Macedonian front became even more acute towardsrnti@f the war. As noted
earlier, lack of enthusiasm about the war and aattempts to evade military service
were common among inhabitants throughout geograghitedonia from the start of
the war. Increasingly, this war weariness affes@diers from throughout
Bulgarial®® Inadequate food and clothing, compounded by avesseof even more
serious shortages affecting families at home, agsldiers’ discontent. Awareness
of the Russian upheaval in 1917 also served tecaéde soldiers. A Bulgarian army
commander in occupied eastern Greek Macedoniatespior July of that year that
“certain extremist groups are arriving or have adrearrived in order to promote
among the soldiers the idea of forming soldiershoattees in the units similar to
those in Russia with the goal of sooner imposimgdbnclusion of peace.” The

commander ordered the arrest of any such agitdiatslso ordered other

133 3arrail, Mon commandement en Orie@87.

134|s. Amery,My Political Life, Volume Two: War and Peace 19829 (London: Hutchinson,
1953), 84.

135 See Hall Balkan Breakthroughl00-119; Boyan KasteloB(lgariya — ot VVoina kiim Vstanie:
Antivoenno Dvizhenie v Stranata i na Fronta i Vsitkioto Vistanie 1914-19180ofia: Voenno
Izdatelstvo, 1988); Stojanolakedonija vo vremet@19-338.
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commanders under him to raise their soldiers’ neofldrough speeches, lectures,
and all means that can reinforce the feeling ambagoldiers of duty to the
fatherland and prevent them from deviating fromabeect path >3

Such efforts to reinstate authority in the army littleé effect. By August
1918, the German general commanding the mostlyaBialg-staffed 1 German
Army and £ Bulgarian Army in Vardar Macedonia reported tHaldses are
increasing where soldiers — partly with weaponsereh in groups led by sergeants
— desert to the rear.” In two days, fifty soldibesd deserted from a single regiment,
the general noted by way of example. “I cannotagey from the impression that
the officers are not in control,” the general coeld™®’ The flood of mutinies and
armed desertions as the Bulgarian army suffereithasdefeat in September 1918
culminated in a full-scale soldiers’ rebellion lleg Agrarian and other leftist political
leaders. The government only managed to quelighellion, known as the Radomir
Uprising, just before its participants reacheddapital and at the expense of King
Ferdinand’s flight and abdication in favor of hans Boris 111132

* * *

For residents throughout geographic Macedoniak-ttst World War was

thus a disastrous experience. Unlike in much efrést of Europe, where the public

initially regarded the prospect of war with entlassn, the catastrophic nature of the

war had actually been broadly anticipated by Maoes residents, who had so

136 TsVA Fond 1545 opis 2 a.e. 1, 55 (Drama fieldasffcommander, Colonel Cherveniakov, circular
telegram to commanders in the Drama InspectiondRedul. 9, 1917).

137 Document No. 429, letter from Commander in Chighe allied armies of the South Balkan Front,
General Friedrich von Scholtz, to Bulgarian armyr@mander in Chief Lieutenant General Nikola
Zhekov, Aug. 11, 1918, in Ts. Todorova, ed. anddrddlgariia v Plrvata svetovna voiné24.

138 John D. BellPeasants in Power: Alexander Stamboliski and thgd&ian Agrarian National

Union, 1899-1923Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1977),-130Q.
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recently felt the harsh consequences of the Balars of 1912-1913. They thus
displayed little enthusiasm for the war at its etitand even less by its close.
Whereas desertions and mutinies began to plagueson most fronts of the war by
its end, these were common from the beginning amoery throughout the region of
Macedonia when Balkan governments attempted taitedbem into their armies.

The desertions reflected the persistent tendenaoyost inhabitants of Macedonia to
prioritize economic well-being and security ovetioiaal objectives. The First World
War also exposed the continuing limitations in dbdity of Balkan governments to
monopolize the means of violence in their terréeras a Weberian credential for a
modern state, while otherwise legitimizing violemealefense of the modern nation.
The tighter integration of veterans of paramilitarganizations into conventional
state structures, especially into the Bulgarianyaand administration where former
paramilitary chiefs took on prominent leadershilesponly gave them greater know-
how and means to contest central state controlis Bhmajor consequence of the war
for the civilian population of geographic Macedowias to weaken rather than
strengthen their confidence in the capacity to g®Vocal security of any state
claiming to serve their national identity.

Because of recent experiences from the Balkan W&l noncombatants
now understood that governments of the Balkan staéze prepared to plan and
organize their mass removal from their ancestrairoanities if such a course of
action seemed expedient for military or politicabts. Upon the stabilization of the
Macedonian front, Balkan armies in conjunction wtikir European allies proceeded

to do just that through their military and admirasive bureaucracies, after an initial
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period of comparatively spontaneous violence thatteneclosely resembled that of the
Balkan Wars. This shift occurred in parallel wéiimilar developments elsewhere in
Europe, which also turned on the stabilizatiorhef front and the transition from the
expectation of a mobile, short-lived conflict toeoof attrition involving the strategic
management of material resources and human pomsatiLocals’ often intimate
interactions with Central and Western Europeantanyipersonnel during the First
World War, though in some cases prompting bensfith as the draining of malarial
swamps, usually only added palpably to their treablThey saw few differences
between villages burned by Balkan or other Eurogesres, between administrative
deportations ordered by Balkan or other Europedmoaities, or between beatings

administered by Balkan or other European labor cgogyds.
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Conclusion: Postwar Case Studies and Wider Corsegs

The Balkan Peninsula is well known for its ethdiicersity. But as this
primarily social history of the war years of 191218 has argued, ethnic diversity
and even local disagreements over national idetitélexisted in the embattled
Balkan region of Macedonia did not result in freitfal violence there. Rather than
turn on one another, geographic Macedonia’s inhatstconcerned themselves
primarily with priorities that they considered mangportant than their national
identities. And this was the case even during @fsears that seemed to be driven
by national rivalries. The large amount of brutalence that occurred, much of
which targeted civilian populations, was insteadésy the work of national armies
and paramilitary forces closely associated witlmthéNor were the changing forms
of abuses carried out by Balkan armed forces fitwarBlalkan Wars of 1912-1913
through the First World War phenomena that cansgellzed uniquely to the Balkans.
They were on the contrary practices that Balkaredrforces shared with their
contemporaries in Western and Central Europe aed practiced in concert with
them during the warfare of 1915 to 1918 on the Maoén front. These violent
wartime measures bequeathed immediate and longeretansequences on those
who had lived between the frequently shifting rarijt lines and national borders in
geographic Macedonia. These consequences ardpiilidtrated in the postwar

dilemmas faced by inhabitants of the two villageBanitsa and Dutli seen below.
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Macedonia in Miniature: Banitsa and Dutli, 1919

In January 1919, inhabitants of two Bulgarian-sjpregkillages in Greek
Macedonia, Banitsa and Dutli, sent an impassiomitign to the Greek government
which they prepared with the aid of a Greek lawylerit they protested an order for
them to “abandon our hearths and depart for Budgagcause in 1913 we supposedly
abandoned our land and therefore are dangerousot@ gecurity.” Their petition
presents a vivid example of how Orthodox Christidmeughout the region of
Macedonia had responded to the travails of livimgdathe shifting front lines during
the wars of the previous six years. The villageesl to make the case that the Greek
order for their deportation fundamentally misrelagiitintentions. “Whoever wanted
to detect an inherent danger to the security ofStia¢e in the fact that we speak under
the sky of our Fatherland a foreign language [Brudgd,” the petitioners insisted,

“we could only be permitted to describe him as gt of the history of nations and
as detrimental to this very security and this stdt€reece.” The order for the
villagers’ deportation would place in question thest boast” that Greece’s rulers
were at that moment making to the peace confer@naris “that the Greek race is
the torchbearer of civilization in the east.” Tpetitioners conceded that they had
temporarily left their homes during the wars and kimce returned — a common
phenomenon, as the preceding chapters have shBuirthey objected to the Greek
authorities’ claim that they represented any kihdanger to Greece. “We have
returned to our homeland not as spies or troublensakr bandits,” but “to work and
to live by our honest perspiration.” “Clear pradfthis,” they wrote, “is that all of us

have by our industriousness acquired and kept$ldcuit trees, vineyards, beasts for
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plowing and transportation and other agricultuiches and we think of these as
factors in the economic prosperity of our Prefeetur

The villagers’ petition also reveals their awarerimt their peaceful, law-
abiding intentions simply stated would not by thelwss convince the authorities to
let them stay in their homes. As far as the Getate was concerned, the inhabitants
of Banitsa and Dutli had much to account for. Mastspicuously, they spoke
primarily Bulgarian, not Greek, and they had in 3%ft Greece and lived in
Bulgaria. The villagers’ petition was punctuateithveub-headings designed to
explain these facts: “Why we speak Bulgarian”; “Wiigt we abandon our villages?”;
“Why did we return to our homes?”; “Are we danges®u Their explanations, some
of them implausible, expressed two things cledaHg:desperate desire of the
villagers to remain in their homes and their wiliress to do whatever it took to
convince the authorities that, despite their gasty were in fact authentic Greeks and
would be loyal members of the Greek nation.

The petitioners indeed embraced an ethnic conaepfithe Greek nation that
stressed its primordial, enduring, and immutablenea

We cannot but declare with all of the strengthwflongs that we are Hellenes both
by descent and nationality. We have Greek conseiand proclaim that we do not
descend from the barbarian hordes of the Volgaalmiborn of Greek ancestors
dwelling in these villages of ours from ages immeaia.. Our churches, our
tombs, our fountains, and their inscribed marblgezh stones are as authentic
witnesses, and the ruins from them were adornedlfftime by the art of Pheidias
and the language of Pericles and the Olympic Gods.

! Gennadius Library Archive (GLA), American SchooélGlassical Studies, Athens, Greece, Archive
of Philippos Dragoumis, 11.3 (petition from theidesits of Banitsa and Dutli, Serres region, to the
Governor-General of Eastern Macedonia at the Minist Interior and the Military Governor and
Divisional Commander of Serres, Jan. 25, 1919)e Jdrcalled Proto-Bulgars who established the
Medieval First Bulgarian Empire came originallyrftahe area around the Volga River. See R.J.
CramptonA Short History of Modern BulgarigCambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press, 1987),
2.
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Having implicitly cast the Bulgarian nation as dasding from “barbarian hordes,”
the petitioners then offered a patently far-fetchedount of why they spoke
Bulgarian:

It is known to all how the Bulgarian Propagandargcin Macedonia to Bulgarianize
it from 1851 and afterward with the schism of thehate, the handbook of the
Komitadzidesand other means succeeded through fire and biowdtill the voice of
Krum in the lands of our fatherfs.Yet the historical background of this and of the
annals of those black pages written of Macedoniglnthe Volumes of a Library
cannot suffice to contain escape the narrow cosfiriehe present petition; we
confine ourselves merely to say that if we lost mather language [Greek], the
rulers of the old regime in Greece are at faulvab as the paralyzing Turkish
domination and all others responsible for protertin

“Bulgarian Propaganda” notwithstanding, the notioat the villagers “lost” their
mother language in the space of a few decades arelfarced to speak Bulgarian,
all the while living under Ottoman rule, was famitif But in fact this story replicated
commonly circulating Greek and Serb nationalistiaxations of the existence of so
many Bulgarian-speakers in Macedonia, which inlzaitét of Macedonia frequently
heard from Greek and Serbian officers who triefbtoe locals to stop speaking
Bulgarian when they occupied the region after tinst Balkan War. By repeating
this dubious historical explanation in their peitj the inhabitants of Banitsa and
Dutli signaled their fluency with Greek nationaéalogy and their willingness to

conform to it

2 Khan Krum of the First Bulgarian Empire ruled ahgrithe ninth century and successfully fought off a
Byzantine invasion, killing Byzantine Emperor Nitepus in the process. See again Crambiort
History of Modern Bulgaria?2.

% See for example Carnegie Endowment for Internati®eaceReport of the International
Commission to Inquire into the Causes and CondiitieoBalkan WargWashington, D.C.: 1914),
50-56.

* Theodora Dragostinov8etween Two Motherlands: Nationality and Emigrationong the Greeks
of Bulgaria, 1900-194%Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press, 2011) cdilne phrase “speaking
national” to describe the way in which Greek comities in Bulgaria similarly gained fluency in the
language of Bulgarian nationalism and used it ialidgs with the Bulgarian state to signify their
loyalty to the Bulgarian nation.
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The petitioners also suppressed or altered aspetitsir recent past that
would not have reflected well upon their Greek oraai credentials. For example,
they did not mention their longstanding status asivers of the Bulgarian-oriented
Exarchate church in an area where other villagdsfaed populations of exarchists
and patriarchists, a fact that is confirmed bottBlajgarian consular sources from the
late Ottoman period and by Greek administrativeeidating from after the Balkan
Wars? Banitsa also had the distinction of being thetimmn where Gotse Delchev,
founder of VMRO, was temporarily taking shelter wh@ttoman troops surrounded
him and his armed band soon before the llinderriastion in 1903. Two days
before Delchev had picked up a gun and a uniforingtehidden in Dutli. Ottoman
forces set fire to Banitsa after finding and kifjihim theré® The past presence of
this prominent paramilitary figure of VMRO with iBulgarian ties would have been
viewed by the Greek government as marks againgivheillages. But it is likely
that the armed bands active in the area exertedidation more than winning
acceptance among the villagér&he residents of Banitsa and Dutli in any casdena
no mention of Delchev in their 1919 petition, bighiighted their suffering and

enduring “under the bloodthirsty sword of Taska &athdanski,” two other

® TsDA, Fond 332k [Records of the Bulgarian comnaragency in Serres] opis 1 a.e. 19, 53-59 (List
compiled by Bulgarian commercial agency in Serfeglimages and municipalities who support priests
and teachers from village expenditures, 1906); TsB#nd 176k opis 4a [Ministry of Foreign Affairs
and Religion, 1912-1918] a.e. 27, 312-313 (reppiGbeek deputy governor of Serres Prefecture on
Bulgarian-speaking villages in the region, Jul. 2815, captured by Bulgarian army); Istoriko Arahei
Makedonias, Geniki Dioikisi Makedonias (IAM, GDMJhessaloniki, Greece, file 55 (Statistics on
education in the Serres-Nigrita area, 1913-1916)38 (Serres province school inspector, reports on
Banitsa and Dutli for school year 1913-1914).

® Mercia MacDermottFreedom or Death: The Life of Gotse Delclfiegndon: Journeyman Press,
1978), 359-362.

" A close VMRO associate of Delchev's and well-knoBuigarian poet, among others, indeed
suggested that local villagers believed that ondeif own had tipped off Ottoman authorities to
Delchev’s presence. See Peio Kracholov lavo&igrani slchineniia v pet toma: T.2: Gotse
Delchev; Haidushki kopneniiggofia: Bllgarski pisatel, 1977), 69.
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prominent VMRO leader.Although the Greek army most likely drove thdagkers
to flee for their lives to Bulgaria during or aftéwe Balkan Wars as it had done with
so many others in that area, the petitioners t@tbey calculated to appease the
Greek governmert. In explaining “[w]hy ... we abandoned our villaggsfhe
petitioners claimed that during the war “the Bulgararmy violently carried us away
to Nevrokopion.” Then, in an account now famifiemm others described in the
preceding chapters, they complained of the sugpitiey encountered on both sides
when they attempted to return to their homes:

Just as the Bulgarian authorities did, so did theets [authorities] forbid our
repatriation, and those of us who attempted tametither were killed at the border
posts or were arrested and characterized as spiéatarned and imprisoned. It is
not true that we consented to stay far from ourdmrour hearths, our former
properties and the tombs of our ancestors or thtlea life of tramps and beggars in
the tents of the homeless.

The petitioners also charged the Bulgarian armia istunder[ing] and despoil[ing]”
their properties both in their villages and in tity of Serres during the World War |
occupation’ Indeed, the Bulgarian commanding general in tea,dn a 1918 report
to his war ministry, had acknowledged having reedigomplaints from inhabitants
of Dutli of looting carried out by his forcés. In highlighting these facts, the villagers
tried to put further distance between themselveisaary perceived allegiance to

Bulgaria.

8 GLA, Archive of Philippos Dragoumis, 11.3 (petitirom the residents of Banitsa and Dutli, Serres
region, to the Governor-General of Eastern Macedanthe Ministry of Interior and the Military
Governor and Divisional Commander of Serres, Jan1919).

° A Greek administrative report from soon after 8&zond Balkan War indeed notes laconically that
Banitsa and Dutli “were burned and the inhabitdratee left”; IAM, GDM, file 55, 36, 38 (Serres
province school inspector, reports on Banitsa aatli Bbr school year 1913-1914).

19 GLA, Archive of Philippos Dragoumis, 11.3 (petitirom the residents of Banitsa and Dutli, Serres
region, to the Governor-General of Eastern Macedanthe Ministry of Interior and the Military
Governor and Divisional Commander of Serres, Jan1919).

1 TsDA, Fond 176k opis 22 (Ministry of Foreign Affai- materials of the Political Directorate) a.e.
31 (French inquiry into damages from requisitiofieeistock), 5 (Commander of'8Tundja Division
Major-General Bogdanov to Ministry of War at Armgé&tiquarters, Dec. 22, 1918).

311



Finally, the inhabitants of Banitsa and Dutli deeththeir willingness to pay
the ultimate price in order to be given the chancstay in their homes. “Let us be
tried,” they implored:

If it is found that we fell into error, we would@giesce to be tried and give word
before the authorities of our Country.... No crintiaets, nor political offenses nor
racial conflicts can be charged to any of us... lvendf this were true it would not
justify the displacement of all with their familigaasmuch as this decision would
resemble the arbitrary order to uproot the vinesliadhe land because some
drunkards are to be found in our society. We firimiplore, if you render an unjust
guilty verdict against us we bow our head and prééath or our expatriation to
Bulgaria, but do not execute our children, do restdme guilty of the deaths of
innocent beings before God because we would forgivebut God judges the works
of each and the History of our Country will alwagsnember onto the ages this
injustice against us and this Nation.

Placing their fate in the hands of Greek courtsy tihamed a prospective verdict
against them as an injustice to the Greek nafidre petitioners hoped to reach a
kind of bargain with the state that so many othiersughout Macedonia had
attempted to achieve since 1913 when the natidasstd Serbia, Bulgaria, and
Greece replaced Ottoman rule. In order to contiivirgy in their ancestral homes,
the inhabitants of Banitsa and Dutli accepted #@essity of signaling their complete
identification with the Greek nation, even if irctahey had affiliated themselves
with Bulgarian institutions in the past. After g fled their homes (or having been
kidnapped by the Bulgarian army as they claimdwy thad returned “as patriotic
Greeks to give our children to Greece, to the Gteakher, to the Greek Army, and
in order to die by the graves of our ancestorssanthat we can be memorialized by
priests of our Orthodox Church whose holy bookthi® day we never stopped caring
for and reading even under the harshest persesutiathe [BulgarianKomitadjis

nor did we stop venerating the icons and inscmygiim our churches with their Greek
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inscriptions and their Greek words and lettersylhach a simple visit to our churches
can bear witness.”

No record survives to indicate whether the villaggot the day in court that
they asked for. Although the specific reasonsuatenown, the inhabitants of Banitsa
all subsequently left for Bulgaria, while most bbse in Dutli remainetf The
villagers of Banitsa and Dutli appeared to haveitaited some of their past in hopes
of appeasing the Greek authorities, but the pyiaifttheir native village and their
lack of sympathy for paramilitary and state-ledierxe in the region seemed
genuine. It represented in miniature the outlobiklbabitants of geographic

Macedonia as war engulfed their region from 19123b8.

Wider Consequences of Living between the Lines

Anastasia Karakasidou has argued that a natioe'starsistent repression of
ethnic minority culture in the Macedonian terriewiit incorporated between 1912-
1918 helped, however harshly, to forge “passagesationhood” for its polyglot
Orthodox Christian inhabitants. The preceding study of wartime Macedonia
partially confirms her model of national encultumat but only by a war-weary,
roundabout route. Inhabitants of former Ottomarcétkonia, whether they ended up
in Bulgaria, Greece, or Serbia, generally provelingi to travel along such state-led
“passages to nationhood” precisely because clingiragny national identity they may

have developed before the Balkan Wars was for tééwer priority in comparison

2 Tasos Kostopouloolemos kai ethnokatharsi:i xechasmeni plevra rdil@etous ethnikis
exormisis (1912-1924Athens: Vivliorama, 2007), 87.

13 Anastasia KarakasidoBjelds of Wheat, Hills of Blood: Passages to Natiood in Greek
Macedonia, 1870-199@Chicago: The University of Chicago Press, 1997).
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to remaining and prospering in their ancestralllcoenmunities. Furthermore, they
were generally keen to avoid violent confrontatiaih either their neighbors or
state authorities despite the brutal but changangné of violence they encountered
during the Balkan Wars of 1912-1913 and the Firstld/\War.

Although it is of course perilous to generalize attibie priorities of whole
societies, certain common tendencies do emergefahis study of Orthodox
Christians in wartime Macedonia. Communities inceldonia typically exhibited a
strong desire to maintain and if possible imprdwarteconomic standards of living
through the political changes portended by the waitsey sought to protect and
expand their holdings of land and property, tovevts productivity when damaged
by war, and to look for new economic opportunitesasioned by the results of the
wars. In connection with these priorities, comntiesitypically saw the education of
their children as a crucial vehicle for the improment of their economic and social
status. This motivation led communities to embmaatside financial support for
local education. The outside funders in questienewisually nationalist
organizations or nationalizing governments who @dwducation in large part as a
way to instill national allegiance in the youngengrations. But these outsiders were
often frustrated by the indifference of pupils dhelir families to the national goals of
the education that they furnished.

Although inhabitants of Macedonia faced rapid dodt@iating changes in
which government ruled them between 1912 and 1i&&y,were drawn politically to
promises that these governments made of endingrtyrgroviding security, and

upholding ideals such as liberty and equality. rENenany of them possessed
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limited specific understanding of those idealsytheped for the best in a series of
governments that all advertised their governing@ples using optimistic language.
More concretely, diverse groups of Orthodox Chaussi, whatever imperial or
national polity ruled them, typically aimed to thpe balance of political power in
favor of their locality or region over the centgavernment?

On the most basic level, inhabitants of MacedoRrrateted remarkably
strong attachments to their homes and local platesgin, attachments that were
put to the most severe tests between 1912 and IBh& and again this conclusion
is confirmed in the behavior and statements of [@efspm the region. Emigration to
join supposed ethnic kin under a united natioratesin which they had never set foot
usually appeared as the worst possible optionfmbe taken only in desperation or
by force!® When civilians fled during wars in fear for théires from conquering
armed forces who considered them ethnic enemieasy atéempted to return and
rebuild burned and looted properties, hoping teptession would cease along with
formal wartime hostilities. When repression ofrettminorities continued during
peacetime in the form of harsh pressures to asgimihto the dominant national
community, residents of newly conquered territotisgally proved willing to do

what it took to assimilate. This could includerldag new languages, switching

14 James Frusetta’s study, “Bulgaria’s MacedoniaidtaBuilding and State-Building, Centralization
and Autonomy in Pirin Macedonia, 1903-1952" (Phdi3s., University of Maryland, 2006), highlights
this typical preference for decentralized governniehe Pirin region of Macedonia that was
permanently incorporated into Bulgaria after theddel Balkan War.

15 This kind of strong attachment to the homeland extceme reluctance to leave it is also seen in the
cases of Greek Orthodox populations of pre-1912&is and post-World War | Greco-Turkish
population exchanges. The point is made forcefallpragostinovaBetween Two Motherlandand

in Bruce Clark,Twice a Stranger: The Mass Expulsions that Forgedi®n Greece and Turkey
(Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 2006).
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church affiliation, temporarily splitting the fangibs other members were forcibly
deported, even refuting accusations of treasooumtcin order to stay in their homes.
But staying in one’s home was simply not an optmmmany inhabitants of
Macedonia even after hostilities had come to aeclokhe practice of deporting large
numbers of people because of their status as @htoinorities did not stop with the
First World War’s end in 1918, either in Macedoareelsewhere. Instead, such
activities only gained momentum and increased mattgonal acceptance as a
legitimate and even relatively humane alternatovpdtential future national
conflicts, especially if transfers could be carread according to an agreement
between governments to carry out a “population arge.” Hence the 1919
Convention for Voluntary Emigration of Minoritiegyaed by Greece and Bulgaria
and the 1923 Convention Concerning the Exchang&eék and Turkish Populations
signed by Greece and Turkey, both sponsored byghgue of Nations, were hailed
as models by political leaders and diplomats inBhakans and in the West, their
considerable human costs all but ignotedhe 1919 petition from the villagers of
Banitsa and Dutli to the Greek government testiéie@sjuently to local inhabitants’
implicit rejection of the logic of international sgements facilitating population
exchange even after six years of forced populatiomements. What mattered most
to inhabitants of the region of Macedonia duringtim@e thus puts the question of
national identity in qualified proportion. Althohgeople had come to identify in

varying degrees with national communities and somes viewed national ideologies

6 On the context of the Bulgarian-Greek agreemedti@ncontext, see Dragostino\Between Two
Motherlands 117-156. On the Greco-Turkish agreement, seéé&elirschon, edCrossing the
Aegean: An Appraisal of the 1923 Compulsory PopataExchange between Greece and Turkey
(New York: Berghahn Books, 2003).

316



with indifference, they were in any case typicatigre preoccupied with their higher
priorities of economic well-being, education, ardditical representation in the
communities where they had always lived.

Even as various armies fought wars in Macedonigedrin large part by the
competing national claims of Greece, Bulgaria, 8atbia over the territory, residents
of Macedonia themselves typically refrained fromlence against their neighbors,
despite local disputes that existed among themth®wontrary, the violence of
incoming national armies, paramilitary groups, aatlonal administrations
threatened to destabilize ethnically diverse lacahmunities by targeting unwanted
minorities. Members of those communities coul@fbe seen making pragmatic
efforts to preserve stability and trust and at Sraeen challenging the locally
destabilizing policies. The region’s various greu Orthodox Christians did
generally look with hope in 1912 at the Christiaajonity armies of Bulgaria,
Greece, and Serbia, who promised them liberatimm the Ottoman rule that at the
time appeared increasingly undesirable for Otto@lanstians. But afterwards, war-
weary residents of what had once been Ottoman Magaevinced little if any
enthusiasm upon the subsequent outbreak of then8&alkan War in 1913 or
during the First World War.

Like their Muslim counterparts before them, manyh©dox Christian
residents of geographic Macedonia now became ttieng of war crimes. Who,
after all, committed all those acts of extortiartare, murder, rape, arson,
internment, and forced expulsion seen in the piagechapters? As this study has

shown, the most active perpetrators were membdiseairmed forces from the
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belligerent states of Bulgaria, Greece, Serbia,thadttoman Empire, joined in
World War | by Central and West European armiesstrpoominently from France
and Germany. Culprits included not only memberarofies but also especially
during intermittent periods of international pedmser-level state authorities, the
gendarmerie and police forces of the Balkan coesitri

Also prominent in committing wartime abuses weregular fighters.
Although these paramilitary organizations reliedcgally on funding, arms,
leadership, and men from Bulgaria, Greece, or 8etbey also recruited inhabitants
of Macedonia itself into their memberships overdin©One group in particular,
VMRO, even based its ethos upon organizing “intdyrighat is within Macedonia,
though it too relied on crucial support in leadgrsimen, and material from émigrés
and others living in Bulgaria. Men from all of 8eeparamilitary organizations took
part in operations alongside the national armieBuifjaria, Greece, and Serbia and
in abuses against noncombatants. To the exteirethidents of Macedonia
participated in the wartime violence as membernsap&military groups, their
involvement stemmed from a combination of stimdlhe paramilitaries’ typically
higher-than-average levels of education and urxperéence worked to alienate
them socially from the peasant communities wheeg tisually committed their
crimes (rarely if ever their own native localitlesSuch a social profile also facilitated
their exchange of ideas with nationalist voluntdeys the neighboring Ottoman
successor states, whose own socialization hadhéed to accept as given the
necessity of violent “struggle” and even sacritidehe innocent for a greater national

ideal.
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This dissertation has focused on the social dinoeissof the fateful war years
in Macedonia, while bearing in mind the militarydadiplomatic background. Its
findings suggest that the First World War in Maagidovas indeed not merely a
sequel to the Balkan Wars of 1912-1913. The BalWans, with their rapidly
shifting front lines, had witnessed relatively sfgreous tactics of terror against
civilians perceived to be unfriendly. Individuallitary and paramilitary units made
snap decisions to burn houses, murder, and rafibough no statistics are available
on the incidence of rape during the Balkan Warspants of them in contemporary
sources are common enough, even if not ubiquitdlesdirect testimony has
surfaced from the perpetrators that gives an adanfutheir motives in raping women
during these conflicts. But the indirect evideadeluced in Chapter 3 suggests that,
as in other cases when rapes occurred as a fowartime violence, perpetrators
perceived rape as a way of humiliating the othaée 8y highlighting the inability of
enemy societies’ men to protect their female memb&he general understanding of
women as politically passive objects undoubtedhticbuted to their victimization in
rapes during the Balkan Wars of 1912-1913. Thetenducing methods that armed
forces used against civilians during the Balkan 3\dr1912-1913 resembled those of
nineteenth century wars in the area, but they wetexclusively Balkan. As noted
earlier, they also occurred elsewhere in Europe fitee Napoleonic Wars to the early
campaigns of the First World War, which were alssrked by mobile front lines.

By contrast with the Balkan Wars of 1912-1913, tarly abuses in Macedonia
during the course of the First World War shiftediaods a novel, more distinctly

bureaucratic, method of dealing with burdensomestensibly untrustworthy

319



populations that came to mark broader Europearimantiolence in the twentieth
century. Alongside taking control of agricultupmbduce and raw materials,
governments began to treat groups of people asgp@sssources or as potential
liabilities whose strategic management would beiafuo the successful prosecution
of the war. Authorities operating in Macedoniact anly Balkan but also German
and French — organized mass deportations of caésguir civilians deemed suspect,
as well as large-scale evacuations of civiliansiffoontline areas. Tens of thousands
of deportees were sent to forced labor camps whesefaced harsh living conditions
and high mortality rates. Testimonies and memaiifgeople who endured these
policies quite rightly did not distinguish in anyeaningful way between the Balkan,
Western, or Central European origins or styleheirtmistreatment. Women’s
exclusion from the sphere of politics actually l&lghem to some extent in avoiding
deportations and mass internments. Deportatiodsra@rnments driven by ethno-
political agenda almost always exempted women dutirs period, apparently
because to authorities women were not potentialiqadlactors and by extension
were unlikely to pose a political problem everhiéy were ethnic minoritie¥.

The Balkans were therefore matching the moderndafwiolence practiced
in the rest of Europe as they evolved. Armies fthroughout the Continent
committed violence against civilians. They alsogyally underwent the same kind

of transformation during the First World War. Tteses of German abuses in

17 A loose parallel can be seen in the differentistment accorded to German women and men in
Britain during World War I. Whereas the enemymlieen were typically interned in camps, women
were exempt but sometimes “repatriated” by forcespmably via neutral countries. See Panikos
Panayi, “An Intolerant Act by an Intolerant Societye Internment of Germans in Britain During the
First World War,” inThe Internment of Aliens in Twentieth Century Bmitad. David Cesarani and
Tony Kushner (London: Frank Cass, 1993), 57-60.
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Belgium and Austro-Hungarian abuses in Serbia againide examples by way of
comparison. The beginning of the war in both césatired spontaneous acts of
violence against civilians perceived to be unfrignitiat among other things sent
many of them fleeing in terror from the armiesijtaagion not unlike that seen in
Macedonia during the Balkan Wars of 1912-1913 amthd the initial days of the
First World War campaigns in Macedonia. But aé@rmany and Austria-Hungary
established more stable occupation zones in Belgiutnin Serbia respectively, they
began also to organize deportations of tens ofséeds of civilians they deemed
suspect to camps in the interior of their countréeshappened after the stabilization
of the Macedonian frorlf Despite such parallels, most authors commentinipe
novelty in Europe of First World War forms of vialee against civilians have not
noted that the important shift generally occurrechstime into the course of the war
and not immediately at its outset. They have thissed identifying a central cause
of that shift, namely the transformation from a wamobility to a war of long-term
attrition'® The rapidly changing forms of military abuse hespa dark side to the
modern integration of the Balkans with the resEofope, while also calling into

question persistent notions of a uniquely “Balkarénd of violence.

8 On German actions in Belgium, see Larry Zuckerriféie, Rape of Belgium: The Untold Story of
World War I(New York: New York University Press, 2004). Ong¥ro-Hungarian actions in Serbia,
see GumzResurrection and Collapse of EmpirBragan Zivojinou, “Serbia and Montenegro: the
Home Front, 1914-1918,” iRast Central European Society in World Waed. Béla K. Kiraly and
Nandor F. Dreisziger (Boulder: Social Science Maapds, 1985), 252, cites a total of 180,000 Serb
civilians interned in Austria-Hungary, Germany, @wlgaria during the war.

19 Gumz,Resurrection and Collapse of Empi&9-104, does at least implicitly recognize thng shift
to mass internment of civilians in Habsburg-occd@erbia occurred well after the start of the war
once the Austro-Hungarian forces could implement@upation regime. He explains the policies
primarily as flowing from the “bureaucratic-absadtit outlook of the Habsburg army leadership, but
in doing so seems to downplay the importance ohtbee general situation, faced by several other
armies during World War I, of occupying a territdrghind immobile front lines during a war of
attrition in encouraging the formulation of thos#iges.
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If there was anything about wartime violence ingraphic Macedonia that
marked it out as distinctly “Balkan,” it was theopminence of paramilitary forces that
flourished in chronically weak states, rather ttt@forms of abuses committed by
either regular or irregular forces. As the pefioitbwing the Balkan Wars of 1912-
1913 showed, this problem continued when simileudyak successor states replaced
Ottoman rule in Macedonia and paramilitary forces w-level state employees
continued to prey upon civilians. The First Wollr did witness the tighter
integration of men who had been members of irreqaimed organizations, VMRO
and the Supreme Committee, into the regular Budgeairmy. This development,
along with the more bureaucratic regulation of aaungons towards civilians and the
know-how introduced into the region by close cadiation with more advanced
states such as France, Britain, and Germany midimstglance appear to have
augured greater consolidation of authority by Balkantral governments. On the
contrary, these developments exacerbated thedtessinability to monopolize
violence, as men from paramilitary backgrounds aedumnore formal training,
experience in military leadership and in local goveent, and thus ability to contest
the central government’s control.

Inhabitants on all sides of the redrawn internatidiorders between Greece,
Bulgaria, and Serbia within geographic Macedonia9@9 thus entered what became
known as the interwar decades with profound ambénae regarding the capabilities
of any nation-state with centralizing pretensioitisez to exercise a monopoly of the
use of force or to serve the needs of its citizéitse end of the First World War and

Bulgaria’s defeat brought renewed calls by formembers of VMRO and the
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Supreme Committee for the autonomy of geographicedania, rather than its
partition or incorporation into Greece, Bulgariattwe newly formed Kingdom of the
Serbs, Croats, and Slovenes. These included medeend even unsuccessful
attempts to secure separate Macedonian represengitine Paris Peace Conference
and later the League of Nations. For its partGheek government at the time
continued to view calls for autonomy as a facaderizewhich lay the revisionist
agenda of the Bulgarian governméhtHistorians from today’s Republic of
Macedonia and from Bulgaria have tended to seethpgeals as straightforwardly
Macedonian or Bulgarian national manifestatiohs.

Yet the autonomist demands after 1918 also unddlybteflected broader
popular sentiments across geographic Macedon@angstanding distrust of
centralized national authority, a distrust inteiesifoy the fact that harsh military
occupations had constituted their most direct eégpees of that authority. Not long
before the Bulgarian army was forced to withdraenfrSerbian (Vardar) Macedonia
in 1918, for example, a Bulgarian officer of Mace@m background, Angel Petrov,
faced a court martial by his military command. Tineestigation found that he had
“agitated among the population in the towns of Kdarési and Negotin in Vardar for
them to enter the ranks of the existing Macedopgaty which has as its goal to

detach Macedonia from Bulgaria and make Macedosgparate, autonomous state.

20 |AM, GDM, file 82.1, 54-56 (Memorandum from Col.adarakis-Ainian, Chief of Greek Military
mission to Sofia, to President of the Greek MinmisteCouncil and Ministries of Defense and Foreign
Affairs, Army General Headquarters, and General€Boment of Macedonia, Dec. 23, 1918).

2L A Macedonian example is Petar Stojarfdakedonija vo vremeto na Balkanskite i Prvata swets
vojna (1912-1918fSkopje: Institut za nacionalna istorija, 1969)3410. A Bulgarian one is DimitQr
Tiulekov, Obrecheno rodoliubie: VMRO v Pirinsko 1919-19®84agoevgrad: Universitetsko
izdatelstvo “Neofit Rilski”, 2001); the Bulgariarogernment did endorse some of these appeals as a
second-best option for the unification of the “Mdorian Bulgarians,” having understood that their
defeat in the war would preclude the possibilityanhexing all of Macedonia.
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The investigator reported that Petrov had indeedeseded in “turning the local
population against the Bulgarian officers and saklby telling them that Bulgarian
officers were robbing and torturing them and thgtds a Macedonian, was the only
defender of the population from Bulgarian officarsl soldiers.” Petrov was
convicted and imprisoned for his actidfis.

On the Greek side of the border, the state alstreeed to undermine the
fragile trust of its new citizens after the war adiested by llias Vasiliadis, a teacher
from pre-1912 Greece working in the village of Zatgani near Kastoria. Vasiliadis
reported in January 1919 to his superior in thecation ministry that the internment
of seven villagers “as suspicious for the secwftgur country” was completely
unfounded. The seven men had had the misfortuhemg in Bulgaria, the Ottoman
Empire, and Romania before the outbreak of thedalWars and were mobilized
into the Bulgarian army against their will. Vaadis warned that “as a teacher
preparing future generations, if the truth is oledwand instead injustice triumphs, it
will make my work here very difficult?® Such heightened distrust between states
and their newly incorporated citizens in geograplécedonia strongly suggests that
citizens traveling along any “passages to natiodhas identified by Karakasidou
were not making a straightforward journey. Ondbetrary, the Balkan Wars of
1912-1913 and the First World War created detondsewven setbacks, deepening the

population’s wariness of national projects defibbgccentral governments even as

22 TsDA, Fond 1k opis 3 (records of the Union of Macedonian-Adrianopolitan volunteer
associations, 1912-1952) a.e. 39, 1 (Decreeeofighd investigator for the'8brigade of the "3

Balkan Division on the indictment of Angel Petrtvead of security at the rear of thé"&kmy, for
agitating people in Kavadartsi and Negotin in fagbautonomy of Macedonia, May 30, 1918).

23 Drzaven Arhiv na Republika Makedonija [State Awehof the Republic of Macedonia] (DARM),
Skopje, Macedonia, Fond 994 [Archival Materialstba Macedonians of Aegean Macedonia Between
the Two World Wars] kutija 1, 243-244 (llias Vasailis, teacher in Zagoritsani, to school inspeictor
Kastoria, Jan. 13, 1919).
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they tried to find a practical accommodation whiem. This legacy of the wars helps
to put into context subsequent events in geogradhaiwedonia in which the reach of
the central state was challenged. The VMRO redoret itself during the interwar
period to cause problems for the Yugoslav statenamie serious ones for the
Bulgarian state. In Pirin Macedonia, its Bulgar@aganization became a law unto

itself 24

Greek Macedonia later became the scene of Greaust persistent conflict
and breakdown of central state authority duringatwntry’s Civil War from 1946 to
1949%°

The Balkan Wars of 1912-1913 and the First World Weare of course far
from the last time that Macedonia and the widerae@f the Balkans became the
scene of mass violence. Although the wars of 12428 would not have qualified as
civil wars, at least some of the subsequent Batiarilicts undoubtedly wouléf. In
showing that inhabitants of geographic Macedoniary large refrained from taking
part in nationally motivated violence against otimrembers of their local
communities even in the midst of wars with distinational significance, this study
also raises a further question. To what extentvemgldid neighbor then turn against

neighbor with more frequency in subsequent corsflsctch as the Second World Warr,

the Greek Civil War, and the wars surrounding Yiexa's dissolution? Perhaps

24 On interwar Yugoslavia, see Vladan Jovanpdugoslovenska drzava i Juzna Srbija 1918-1929.
Makedonija, SandZak, Kosovo i Metohija u KraljessiiS(Belgrade: Institut za noviju istoriju Srbije,
2002). On the Pirin Macedonia region of Bulgasiee Frusetta, “Bulgaria’s Macedonia.”

%5 See John S. KoliopouloBJundered Loyalties: World War Il and Civil War Greek West
Macedonia(New York: New York University Press, 1999).

%6 Stanley G. Payn&ivil War in Europe, 1905-194@ambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press,
2011) provides a useful analysis of the phenomefiomodern civil wars, as distinct from “foreign
war between two different polities.” He justifiglidmits the Balkan Wars of 1912-1913 and the First
World War from his discussions of cases of civirw&ee ibid., 1, 23-24.

2" A recent survey by Mark Biondicfihe Balkans: Revolution, War, and Political Violersince
1878(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2011) examines guestion of political violence and suggests
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in the intervening years national governments nmadee progress in convincing the
inhabitants of their Macedonian territories of fugpreme importance of the nation
and of the threat posed by rival nations. Thokabitants might then have become
more willing to accept the necessity of fratricigallence. But during the second
decade of the twentieth century, Macedonia’s iniaalé, whether nationally

affiliated or nationally indifferent, generally act as though they had more important

priorities when they found themselves caught betvibe shifting military lines.

that intimate violence between members of local momities did occur with more frequency in the
later conflicts, but was still far from an overwinéhg phenomenon.
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