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PREFACE

DEFINITION of Macedonia in William Smith’s Dictionary of

Greek and Roman Geography contains the observation that

“it was a small country with a peculiar population.” The

reference is to the Macedonia of antiquity the population of which,

according to Pliny, was made up of “no less than one hundred and

fifty nations.” Pomponius Mela was also impressed by the number of
nations seated within Macedonia, *“ as many as there were cities.”

The modern Macedonians have this much in common with those
of antiquity—they too have affinities with many, if different, nations.
But it was not until the beginning of the nineteenth century that the
modern ethnographic diversity of the Macedonian population aroused
any widespread interest. When that interest did mature, fostered by
political considerations, a conflict of opinion on the ethnographic
affinities of the Macedonians developed which became the classic
controversy of its kind in the world. Political geographers have much
to learn from that remarkable controversy. The many ideas on the
ethnographic structure of Macedonia which sprang from it are recorded
in a variety of ethnographic maps. These maps are valuable sources
for the study of the formative phase in the modern political geography
of Macedonia and its adjoining territories. They are historical docu-
ments which lend themselves readily to geographical analysis, and they
incorporate vital evidence about the origins and growth of the ethno-
graphic dispute which has always been at the heart of the Macedonian
problem.

In this book, the author has investigated the evidence recorded in
these maps with two aims in view. The first has been to demonstrate -
the origins and development of the Macedonian problem by arranging

v



vi PREFACE

and presenting the evidence to the best possible advantage with the
aid of cartographic devices. The second has been to use the Mace-
donian maps to exemplify the characteristics of ethnographic maps
in general, the merits and the limitations of which do not appear to be
generally appreciated.

The author has been well aware, because of the delicate political
issues involved, of the necessity to observe at all times a strict
impartiality of outlook. He has never entertained any idea of justi-
fying any one of the variety of claims put forward by the many rival
parties which have contested this region in the past, or which may
have interests there at present. Nor has there been in the author’s
mind any question of urging boundary revisions in the Macedonian
region.

The illustrations in the text are based on original ethnographic maps.
They are, however, interpretations rather than facsimile reproductions
of such maps. In order to facilitate comparison, it has been necessary
to reduce all maps to a similar scale, and to standardize methods of
representation.

For the purpose of easy identification and reference, the name of each
author, his professed nationality, and the date of publication are given
in the case of each ethnographic map. Where the author is unknown
some simplified reference has been used instead, e.g., League of Nations’
Map, 1926. For the sake of clarity, and because it is not difficult to
fix places by reference to coastlines, lakes and towns, graticules have
been omitted from the maps. Unless otherwise indicated, north
points are understood to be at the top of each map in the conventional
manner.

The sources of all maps are fully acknowledged in the bibliography.
This takes the form of a list of the original titles of maps to which
reference is made in the text, or which the author has at some time
consulted. The list is arranged in chronological order according to
date of publication. Sizes of maps and scales are given where available.

The place-names in this book are based as closely as possible on the
spellings in use in the country where the places are situated. A note
on the source of these spellings has been incorporated elsewhere.
Place-name policy is, however, only as rigid as common sense dictates.
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It would be manifestly absurd, for example, to dispense with the
familiar anglicized form of the place-name, Macedonia, and to replace
it by Makedonia (Serbian), or Makedhonia (Greek).

In the spelling of ethnographic names, anglicized forms are preferred
wherever possible, e.g., Albanian rather than Shquiptar, Greek rather
than Hellene. The name ‘ Bulgar ’ is not used to describe the modern
Bulgarian because of the historically, non-Slav connotation attached
toit. The original Bulgars were not Slavs whereas the modern
Bulgarians are. The name ‘Serb’ is retained but those Serbs
living within the political boundaries of Serbia are referred
to as ‘Serbians” The name Macedo-Slav is italicized throughout
because of its association with J. Cvijié. It is a better descriptive term
than * Macedonian * which is often used to refer to all nationals of the
Jugoslav Republic of Macedonia, including Slav, Albanian and
Turkish elements. ‘
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A NOTE ON PLACE-NAMES -

Jugoslavia

The recognition by the Government of Jugoslavia of an increased
number of official languages in 1945 has correspondingly increased
the variety of current forms of place-names in southern Jugoslavia.
Macedonian is now the official language of the Jugoslav Republic of
Macedonia, and Albanian of the Autonomous Region of Kosovo-
Metohja, but so far no revised topographical maps have been issued
incorporating Macedonian and Albanian place-names. The difference
between Serbo-Croat and Macedonian forms is not always great, e.g.
in the case of Skoplje (Skopje), but it is often of sufficient magnitude
to render inconsistent the employment of Serbo-Croat forms. In the
absence of data referring to the modification of place-names as a result
of political re-organization, however, the principle laid down in the
P.C.G.N. policy based on the pre-war official Jugoslav languages,
has had to be accepted for the purpose of this book. In practice this
means the spelling of place-names in the Serbo-Croat form as they
appear on the G.S.G.S. 1: 100,000 map-series covering Jugoslav
Macedonia.

Exceptions, however, have been made in this usage :

(a) No attempt has been made to modify spellings of names already
familiar to English readers, e.g., Old Serbia, Macedonia, etc.

(b) In the case of lakes and rivers, and other land features geo-
graphical terms have been translated, e.g., Lake Ohrid (Ohridsko

Jezero).
() In historical contexts it has been necessary occasionally to employ

historical forms, e.g., the Vilayet of Uskub (Skoplje).

Greece

The principle adopted by the P.C.G.N. in 1941 for Greek nomen-
clature has been followed. Nearly all the place-names employed are
to be found in A Gazetteer of Greece (Londpon, 1942). Unfortunately
the use of latinized forms, widespread in western Europe, renders
many important places scarcely recognizable in their Greek forms
and consequently concessions have been made to convention in certain
cases, e.g., Macedonia itself (Makedhon{a), and Salonika (Thessaloniki).

Xv



xvi A NOTE ON PLACE-NAMES

It has been necessary also to resort to convention in two other
instances—for the sake of historical accuracy, and in order to avoid a
plurality of forms for places common to two or more countries. In
the latter case one form has been retained throughout, e.g., Bulgarian,
Rodopi mountaths (Greek form, Rodhépi), Bulgarian, Mesta river
(Greek form, Néstos).

As a guide to the pronunciation of Greek names, in words of more
than one syllable primary stress has been shown by an acute accent
on the last vowcl—ﬁatter of the stress syllable, unless it happens to be a
capital letter.

Other countries

As far as possible P.C.G.N. policy has been employed in the case of
Turkey, Albania and Bulgaria, with the same reservations as those
stated above for Jugoslavia and Greece. It has been thought advisable
to keep to convention in the case of such well-known general place-
names as the Balkans, Thrace, Anatolia, the Danube and the Aegean
sea.



CHAPTER [
INTRODUCTORY

MACEDONIA defies definition for a number of reasons. Hardly two
authorities can be found to agree on its exact delineation, although
many agree on its general location. The name itself is the Latin form
of an ancient Greek place-name, one of many which has persisted right
down to our own day, for describing this part of Europe. This
persistence has largely been due to the effects of the Turkish conquest.
Ignorance of Balkan languages, difficulties of transliteration, lack of
topographical survey, all combined to restrict the use of contemporary
place-names so that the opening of the nineteenth century still found
western European scholars thinking of Balkan geography in terms of
Ptolemy and Strabo. Macedonia to them meant the Roman province,
framed by a natural boundary of mountains marching with geometrical
precision on all sides—the Pindhus, the Scardus, the Rhodope These
somewhat oversimplified interpretations may be the root-cause of the
modern tendency to define Macedonia as a ‘natural region,’” a
tendency apparent in the works not only of Bulgarian, but of British,
American, French, Italian and German geographers.?

1 For good examples of the persistence of this concept see (1) H. Dufour,
Atlas Universel (Paris, 1860), (2) Philip’s Classical Atlas (n.d.).

2 See such views expressed in (1) * The Balkan States,” Peace Handbook, Vol. IV,
Historical section of the Foreign Office (1920), (2) D. M. Brancoff, La Macédoine
et sa population chrétienne (Paris, 1905), (3) D. Jaranoff, Carte de la Macédoine dans
ses limites géographiques, & Uéchelle de 1:3,000,000 (Sofia, 1933), (4) Vaughan
Cornish, Borderlands of Language in Europe (London, 1936), (s) H. N. Brailsford,
Macedonia : its races and their future (London, 1906), (6) Leon Dominian, The
Frontiers of Language and Nationality in Europe (New York, 1917), (7) E. Driault,
Histoire Diplomatique de la Gréce (Paris, 1926), (8) L. Schultze-Jena, Makedonien,
Landschafts-und Kulturbilder (Jena, 1927).

B I
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8]

The use of the terms ‘ natural’ boundaries and ‘ natural’ region
in connection with these definitions is highly misleading in view of the
diversity of structure, relief and climate found within the prescribed
region, as well as the debatable nature of the so-called limits. On
examination of a detailed orographical map the natural framework is
found to consist of complicated systems of mountain ranges which
achieve only here and there a lineal form, and within which prevails
a diversity of land-forms and a complex drainage system. Of
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Fic. 1. SoME DEFINITIONS OF MACEDONIA

The references in the key are as follows: 1. Greek, C. Nicolaides, 1899 ;
2. Anonymous, Carte des Ecoles Chrétiennes de la Macédoine, 1905 ; 3. A Greek
definition given by D. M. Brancoff, 1905.

all the attempts to define Macedonia, that which makes its appeal to
physical geography is the least profitable, and also the easiest to refute.

Perhaps equally facile are the attempts to define Macedonia, histori-
cally, by invoking its past political boundaries. V. Colocotronis, the
Greek historian, for example, devoted four hundred pages and a score
of facsimile maps to demonstrate, inconclusively, that the northern
boundary of classical Macedonia roughly approximated to that of
modern Greece.! Heis not the least offender. But historians less con-
cerned with the propagandist value of their researches have revealed

1 La Macédoine et L’'Hellenismé : Etude historique et ethnographique (Paris, 1919).
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the traditional, ephemeral character of Macedonian political boundaries.
From being reduced to the confines of Salonika at certain periods of
its classical history, Macedonia has at other times reached the Adriatic,
the Haemus and the Danube. No useful purpose therefore is achieved
by insisting on the hypothetical stability of the historical boundaries of
Macedonia. It is noteworthy that the Osmanli Turks, who inherited
so much from their Byzantine precursors, never recognized any

Macedonian administrative unit. It is not unreasonable to conclude

that history no more sets its seal upon the boundarics of Macedonia
than does physical geography.

Some of the conflicting views on the extent of Macedonia have been
summarized in Figs. 1 & 2. There is a lack of agreement manifest in the
definitiofis given in these sketch-maps and therefore to avoid confusion
it is important to intimate the definition of Macedonia that has been
adopted in this monograph. The name is used throughout the text as a
convenient means of referring to the region which lies between the Sar
mountains in the north, the Aegean sea in the south, the lower Mesta
river and the Rodopi mountains in the east, and the Albanian highlands
in the west (Fig. 3). This region is distinctive not on account of any
physical unity or common political experiences but rather on account
of the complexity of the ethnic structure of its population. It is a zone
where the Albanian, Greek, Bulgarian and Serbian linguistic provinces
meet and overlap, and where in addition exclaves of Romanian and
Turkish speech are found ; it is a region where the concept of national
sentiment, associated with language, exists side by side with the
perhaps older concept of community based on religious affinity ; it is
a region where many influences, economic, cultural and political,
emanating from different parts of Europe, Asia and Africa, meet and
mingle but where the process of fusion has not always taken place.
The traditional incapacity of this region to absorb and to transform
might be correlated with its physical diversity and with its function as a
through-route between the new world north of the Alps and the old
world of the eastern Mediterranean and the Near East.

Its role as a routeway is the second characteristic feature of
Macedonia. This role partly explains its ethnic complexity but it has
had other consequences also in that it has made Macedonia a name



4 INTRODUCTORY

_synonymous with strategy. It was from here that Alexander the
Great led his armies into Persia and as far afield as the plains of India.
It was by clinging to Macedonia that the Byzantine Emperors contrived
to maintain their influence in the Balkan peninsula. It was on
Macedonia that the mediaeval empires of Bulgaria, Wallachia and
Serbia were successively based. It was the conquest of Macedonia
that paved the way for the expansion of the power of the Osmanli
Turks to eastern Europe on the one side, and to Africa and the Near
East on the other. Thus the strategic function of Macedonia is derived

2]
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Fic. 2. SoME FURTHER DEFINITIONS OF MACEDONIA

The references in the key are as follows : 1. Bulgarian, V. Kinéev, 1900;
2. Austrian, F. Meinbard, 1899; 3. Bulgarian, D. M. Brancoff, 1905 ;
4. Serbian, S. GopCevié, 1889 (northern limit) ; 8. Italian, Enciclopedia Italiana,
1930 ; 6. German, L. Schultze-Jena, 1927 (¢f. Figs. 58 & 77).
from its command of the great corridor-route which leads from
central Europe to the Mediterranean along the Vardar and Morava
valleys, a route which has witnessed the passage of countless armies,
Greek, Roman, Slav and Turkish.

In the nineteenth century Macedonia’s strategic function was no
less important than it had been in previous years but interest in it
mounted higher because of the patent decline of Turkey, the armies
of which had for so long dominated its routeways. The governments
of the four great empires of Austria-Hungary, Russia, Turkey and
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Great Britain were alike conscious of maintaining or acquiring, as the
case might be, control of the whole or part of Macedonia, which they
rightly regarded to be the key to the Near East. Furthermore, after
the rise of the national states during the course of the century, the
possession of Macedonia was hotly contested by Greece, Bulgaria,
Serbia, Romania, and, later, by Albania. Italy, too, was interested in
its possibilities. In addition to the great strategic benefits accruing
from its possession Macedonia also controlled important economic

Fic. 3. DI1AGRAM OF THE ETHNOGRAPHIC DIVERSITY OF MACEDONIA AND ITS
ADJOINING TERRITORIES

An hierarchy of complexity of local ethnographic structure may be distin-
guished in the south-western Balkan peninsula. The arrows indicate affinities of
local populations with neighbouring politico-ethnographic groups. Macedonia
has relations with six, Thrace with three, and Northern Albania, Northern
Ipiros (Epirus) and the Ni¥ region, each with two such groups, respectively.

outlets. The Drin valley routes leading to the Adriatic were best
approached from Macedonia and its Aegean ports possessed a potential
hinterland which transcended the Sar and the Rodopi mountains.
The two distinguishing characteristics of Macedonia which have
been emphasized, the complexity of its ethnic structure and the impor-
tance of its routeways, are related because accessibility often gives
rise to a heterogeneous population. But they are related in another way,
and this latter relationship provides the key to the understanding of the
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political geography of Macedonia. During the course of the nine-
teenth century the ethnic structure of local populations became
increasingly influential in deciding their political affinities. Where
that structure was obscure, as in the case of Macedonia, the onus of
establishing the affinities of its population fell upon parties interested
in its strategic and economic possibilities rather than in its people.
All powers, both great and small, imperialistic and nationalistic,
discerned the importance of putting exactly that interpretation on the
ethnography of Macedonia which might best extend their influence
in the area and so prepare the way for the establishment of local
hegemony, or Near Eastern ascendency, as the case might be. It is
for these reasons that a detailed study of ethnographic maps of
Macedonia forms a fruitful approach to its political geography.

At the same time, the exploration of this cartographic source-
material serves another useful purpose. It throws light on the nature
of ethnographic maps themselves, on the development of a special
type of cartography, on methods of representation, compilation and
production. The validity of criteria may be examined, palpable
misrepresentations and inaccuracies determined, and something of
the uses and misuses, the merits and the limitations of such maps, be
demonstrated.

This monograph, therefore, is concerned with a survey and analysis
of some two hundred ethnographic maps of Macedonia. They include
some of the first and some of the latest of such maps to be compiled.
Most of them are products of the nationalist fervour of the nineteenth
and twentieth centuries. Few were published before 1840. The
-maps selected incorporate all possible points of view. Some are more
detailed than others. Scales vary but often a small sketch-map is as

. illuminating as a large plan. Many of them deal specifically with
Macedonia, or part of Macedonia and its adjoining territories, others
refer to Macedonia only as part of the Balkan peninsula, or as part of
Turkey-in-Europe, or even as part of Europe as a whole.

The maps are treated in chronological order because so many of
them are derivative, and each may be properly studied only in its
historical context. A comparative method of approach has also been
attempted which has necessitated a policy of standardization and simpli-
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fication of maps, and the adoption of a common formula of analysis
for the contents of each. A survey of the ethnic classifications used
by various authorities since 1821 reveals more than one hundred and
fifty diverse groups (see Summary). Whilst it has been necessary to
describe this variety, which is in itself a significant pointer to the
difficulties and limitations of ethnographic mapping, it has been found
practicable to do so under the following selected headings : 1. Turks ;
2. Greeks ; 3. Slavs; 4. Vlachs; 5. Albanians. Only occasionally has
it been necessary to modify this plan of description. In the accom-
panying maps, where possible, a standard pattern of representation for
the distribution of each of these main groups has been applied, each
map being reduced to a comparable scale. Except for the illustrations
in the summary chapter it was not found practicable to use a common
base-map.



CHAPTER 1]
TURKS, GREEKS AND ILLYRIANS, 1730-1843
Eurora PoLyGLOTTA, 1730

ONE of the first attempts to show the distribution of the vernacular
languages of modern Europe was made in a small map, published in
Nuremberg in 1730 (Fig. 4). The anonymous author distinguished
Scottish, Irish, Welsh and Anglo-Saxon in the British Isles, Moorish
and Catalan in Spain, and showed other indications of being relatively
well informed on the distribution of the major linguistic groups of
western, central and northern Europe. It is reasonable to assume,
therefore, that the author’s interpretation of the distribution of spoken
languages in south-eastern Europe would accord with the best informed
opinion of his time. In the Balkans, south of the Danube, he recognized
only three linguistic groups—Turkish, Greek and another which he
described as Hliri-co-Sclavonica.

Distribution of the Turkish Language
The author marked on his map the whole of the eastern half of the
peninsula, from the lower Danube to the borders of Thessalia, including
the greater part of Macedonia, as part of the Turkish linguistic province.
Evidently the belief that the Turkish language and culture were well
established over the greater part of the Balkans was widely held in
Europe in 1730. It was unlikely that a devout Christian such as the
author (witness the sentiment expressed on the map) would willingly
have over-estimated the strength of the Turks.
8
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Distribution of the Greek Language

The author limited the district, in which Greek was spoken, to
the Greek archipelago proper, and he did not show any extensions of
the Greek tongue into either Macedonia or Thrace. A lengthy time
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Fic. 4. Eurora POLYGLOTTA, 1730

Only a part of the original map is portrayed above. The distribution of
languages is indicated by the opening phrases of the Lord’s Prayer written in
the vernacular over the territory where each language is spoken.

was to elapse before the idea matured which credited the Greeks with
any considerable territory on the mainland.

The Illiri~co-Sclavonica
The third linguistic group distinguished by the author which may
be termed Ilyro-Slav was the largest, since it was not limited to the
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Balkans but stretched from the Adriatic, in a north-easterly direction,
as far as Poland and Russia. It was divided into two by a wedge of
Hungarian. The southern part extended from the Sar mountains to
Carinthia and Styria and it is to be inferred from the map that here
both Ilyrian and Slav were spoken. But neither the Albanians, as
such, nor the Serbs, nor the Bulgarians, nor yet the Romanians, were
specifically referred to on the map.

Conclusion :

So in 1730, when the major linguistic affinities of the rest of Europe
were already fairly well established, the principal groups of the Balkans,
as they are known to-day, had not even been envisaged by European
scholars. The existence in European Turkey of ethnic groups, the
origins of which often pre-dated the Osmanli conquests, remained
almost entirely unsuspected. No one fully appreciated the fact that
the Turkish possessions constituted one great preserve, wherein diverse
cultures, languages, religions and traditional economies had maintained
their respective individualities for over three hundred years. Nearly
seventy years more were to elapse before travellers began to bring
back tales of the Christian subjects of the Sultan, and to report that
they not only outnumbered the Turks in Macedonia, Thrace and
Bulgaria, but that they even took an active part in the commerce and
administration of the Turkish Empire.

In the opening decades of the nineteenth century, a host of itinerant
scholars and adventurers began to inform an incredulous western
public that the Turks had not succeeded in colonizing even a tenth of
their European domain, nor yet had thej had much success in imposing
their language and religion upon the peoples whom they had con-
quered. It transpired that the fanatical fury with which the Osmanli
Turks had swept through the Balkans to the very gates of Vienna had
dwindled, after the first flush of conquest, to a mild toleration which
even if it derived from a policy of dividere et imperare was none the less
remarkable. F. C. L. H. Pouqueville, D. Urquhart, H. Ubsicini and
other early nineteenth-century travellers confirmed in their reports
the overwhelming numerical superiority in the Balkans of the Christian
subjects of the Sultan, and the ethnographic maps of the second decade
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of the century recorded the revolution in ideas which had taken placc
consequent upon these revelations.

F. A. O’ErzeL’'s MAP OF 1821

F. A. O’Etzel was a cavalry captain and a member of the General
Staff of the Prussian Army. He was a geographer of some repute, with
a particular interest in ethnographic cartography. Using language
as his criterion, he compiled an ethnographic map of Europe which
was produced by the Technical Bureau of Berlin in 1821. This map
clearly summarized the ideas he held concerning ethnographic group-
ings and distributions in the Balkans at the beginning of the century.
Altogether O’Etzel distinguished six groups (Fig. ).

The Turks

He indicated the Turks only as a minority within the peninsula,
giving no details of their distribution because his method of showing
minorities was very inadequate : it consisted of inscribing the name
of the minority concerned, in small Roman letters over their habitat.
Capital letters were used to depict majority populations and some
attempt was made to show their extent by means of a dotted outline.
But even using this crude method, O’Etzel managed to convey the
fact that he did not believe that the Turks formed the bulk of the
population of the Balkans. It is of interest to note that he marked
separately the Yiiruks in Macedonia. They were nomadic pastoralists
of Turkoman extraction, who later were usually classed with, or as,
Turks.

The Greeks

Instead of the Turks, O’Etzel depicted the Greeks as the predominant
ethnic group in the Balkans. He marked them in southern Macedonia
as far north as Lake Ohrid, in Thrace, and along the coast of the
Black sea. O’Etzel evidently believed that if the inhabitants of most
of southern Macedonia and Thrace were not Turks, they must be
Greeks. The reasons for this changed view-point will be examined
later.
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Pure Illyrians
The Illyrians were, according to O’Etzel, the chief inhabitants of

the territory to the north of the Greeks but his intelligence concerning
them was but little in advance of that of the Nuremberg map of 1730.
His general thesis was that the Illyrians formed the indigenous popula-
tion of the Balkans. They were still to be found in a pure state amongst
the Clementini of the Albanian Alps and the Montenegrins of Monte-
negro. Most of the Illyrians, however, he believed had been romanized

or slavized.

Romanized Illyrians

O’Etzel was of the opinion that during the prolonged period of the
Roman occupation of the Balkans, a group of the Illyrians had come
under the influence of Roman culture and language. This group, he
referred to as Wallachian (Vlach), found both north and south of
the Danube. A peculiar feature of O’Etzel’s map was the extraordinary
extent of territory he ascribed to those Vlachs south of the Danube.
It included northern Macedonia, the upper Struma valley, the Rodopi
mountains and the whole of the upper valley of the Maritsa, including
Edirne (Adrianople). It is quite true that the Vlachs, during the
middle ages, were much more numerous than they are to-day. The
knowledge of this fact, coupled with travellers’ vague reports of the
presence of Vlachs in these areas, probably influenced O’ and
gave rise to this piece of cartographical fantasy.

Slavized Illyrians
O’Etzel maintained that another group of the Illyrians had resisted,

to some extent, the Roman culture, only to succumb to that of the
Slavs. The slavized Illyrians were, as one might expect, an extremely
varied group. They included the following branches :

(i) the Albanians who occupied the Adriatic coast between the Drin
river and the Gulf of Arta and extended as far inland as Lake
Ohrid (O’Etzel evidently believed that they had become Slavs) ;

(i) the Bulgarians, who were confined on the map to a small area
between the Danube and the Balkan crest-line—a significant
underestimation of their distribution which helped to give rise
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Only a part of the original, which is in colour, is portrayed above.
Ethnographic groups which have a relative majority are indicated in capitals,
and minorities in lower case.
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to the misconception that the Bulgarians formed only a minority
of the Balkan peoples ;

(iii) the Morlachs and Uskoks of Dalmatia and Croatia who were
later to be regarded as slavized Romanians.

The Slavs

Finally, O’Etzel distinguished the ‘pure Slavs’ showing them as
occupying the land between the coastal ranges of the Adriatic and
the Danube above Vidin. He included in this category the Serbs, the

Bosnians and the Croats.

The Significance of O’Etzel’s Map

O’Etzel’s map was widely accepted in Europe in 1821. M. A.
Denaix, the French geographer, based the ethnographic map of Europe
in his Atlas Physique, Politique et Historique de I’ Europe, 1829, on that of
O’Etzel. The second edition of this atlas, in 1855, retained the map
with only slight modifications. Unlike O’Etzel, however, Denaix
believed that the process of slavization amongst the Illyrians had pro-
ceeded to the stage when all Illyrians might well be regarded as Slavs
even although they were still known by their old names as, for example,
the Morlachs. ’

The chief difference between the 1730 map and O’Etzel’s map was
that on the former the Turks had been regarded as all important,
whilst on the latter the Greeks assumed the role of the major
group of the southern Balkans. The change in ideas had immense
significance for the future political geography of the peninsula. There
was a number of reasons why, towards the end of the eighteenth
century, the belief in the Greek character of the Balkans became
widespread, and why, at the beginning of the nineteenth century this
belief reached its zenith. These reasons may be grouped under four
separate headings.

(1) The Greek National Movement. Towards the end of the
eighteenth century, the Greck national movement, in the form of a
literary renascence, was already under way, led by such men as Rhegas
(1753-98), author of Greek revolutionary songs and the organizer of
fiercely patriotic secret societies, and Adhaméndios Korais (1748-1833),
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who -edited the Greek classics and helped to reform and purify the
Greek literary language.! As the movement grew, it aimed at the
liberation of Hellas, the homeland of the ancient Greeks, based on the
archipelago. There, throughout the period of Turkish rule, the
Greeks had managed to retain a fair amount of administrative freedom,
particularly in Pelopénnisos (Morea), which had remained virtually
an autonomous state, although still under Turkish suzerainty. Turkish
control of the difficult country in the archipelago had never been
effective. Osmanli influence there had been countered, not only by
the Greeks themselves, but also by the power of the Italian republics,
particularly by Venice. In the archipelago furthermore, the Greek
fighting spirit had been maintained by the armatoli and the klephts,
whose stirring adventures form the subject of many Greek folksongs.
The armatoli were Greek militiamen enrolled for the purpose of
policing the autonomous Greek districts. The klephts, on the other
hand, were brigands loth to acknowledge Turkish suzerainty, patriots,
outlaws and adventurers.

The Greeks in the islands of the Aegean and Ionian seas were also
ripe for emancipation. The Turks had never been a seafaring people ;
the Greeks naturally manned the Turkish navy, and, what was more
important, assumed almost complete control of the commerce of the
Empire. Under the Turkish flag (and after 1783, under the Russian
flag, in the Black sea), the Greek mercantile marine had grown
extraordinarily rich and powerful. It was able to exploit to the full
the advantages arising out of Turkish control of the Straits of
Dardanelles and the Bosporus, and of the coasts of the eastern
Mediterranean. The Greek mariners had, by 1821, become a highly
privileged and wealthy body of men. Their voyages often took them
out of the Mediterranean, and their presence abroad brought to the
notice of the rest of the world the importance of the Greek element
within the Turkish possessions.

In 1821, the year in which O’Etzel's map appeared, the national

1 The *purification’ (katharévouas) of the language ultimately restricted its
political influence and had unfavourable repercussions on the development of
the ‘ Grand Idea’ (see p. 118). Of incidental interest is the fact that Rhegas was

a Vlach.
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movement in the archipelago passed from the preparatory to the
active stage, and the insurrection in Pelopénnisos against the Turks
marked the first phase in the political emancipation of the modern
Greeks.

(2) The Revival of Byzantine Greece. Greek political activity
within the Turkish Empire was not, however, confined to the
archipelago, which had been acknowledged as Greek even on the
map of 1730. There was yet another centre of Hellenism in the Balkans,
in Constantinople itself, for the Greeks were not only heirs to Hellas,
but also to Byzantium. The other aspect of the Greek revival was
due to the survival of Byzantine influences. The Byzantine Empire
was not destroyed by the Osmanli conquest. A. A. Pallis pointed out
in a recent publication that the Turks after their victory modified but
little the machinery of the Byzantine state : “‘ The Sultans took the
place of the Greek Emperors on the throne of the Caesars, the cere-
monial of the old Seraglio continued that of the Sacred Palace, the
Turkish beys or pashas stepped into the shoes of the Byzantine or
Frankish nobles or owners of the great landed estates.”* But although
the Turks had inherited the administrative machinery of the Byzantine
Empire, they had to depend upon the Greeks to keep it functioning.
At different times Greeks had held various key posts in the Sultan’s
administration and they were, for example, invariably elected to the
‘ Hospodarships* of the Danubian principalities. By the end of
the eighteenth century the Turkish administrative system, from
the lowest to the highest grades, had become permeated with Greek
officials.

Even more important than the administrative power wielded by
the Greeks, was the fact that the spiritual welfare of nearly all the
non-Moslem inhabitants of the Balkans was in the hands of the Greek
Patriarch and his Greek prelates. The Turks, from the very beginning
of their rule in Europe, had allowed the Orthodox Church to occupy
a privileged position in their Empire, partly in order to offset the
influence of the Roman Catholic Church in their dominions. So
whilst the Moslem faith took the place of Christianity as the state
religion, the Greek Orthodox Church continued to flourish ; even its

1 Greece’s Anatolian Venture—and After (London, 1937).
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estates were left untouched, and the Greek ecclesiastical courts con-
tinued to function side by side with the Moslem religious tribunals.
The Turks had realized from the beginning that the secret of successful
control of the whole of the Near East, including the Balkans, lay in
indirect rule through the media of the various Churches within their
domain. In the whole of this vast area, languages were not nearly
such powerful bonds as religions.  There were a great many
languages but only a few religions, if one ignored sectarianism ;
religious belief formed a convenient criterion for distinguishing the
various nationalities under the power of the Sultan. Hence the official
recognition by the Turks of milleti, or national-religious communities,
which were represented at the Porte by the heads of the Churches
concerned (sec p. 42). Thus the Turkish Sultans assembled in
Constantinople an imposing array of ecclesiastical rulers of whom
by far the most important, and most influential, was the Greek
Patriarch. In the provinces the Greek metropolitans were as well
established as the Moslem cadis, and the old ecclesiastical dioceses,
with their Byzantine names, were still maintained. It is true that for a
time the Christian populations of the Balkans were represented at
the Porte by both Slav and Greek Patriarchs, but the latter had
gradually assumed control of the Orthodox Slavs as well as of the
Greeks. In the eighteenth century both the Serbian Patriarchate of Peé
and the Bulgarian Patriarchate of Ohrid had been abolished. With them
had vanished the vestiges of Slav cultural and spiritual independence
in this part of Europe. Later, all Orthodox Christian subjects of the
Sultan were regarded for all official purposes as Greek, insomuch as
they formed part of the Greek or Rumi millet. Official Turkish
statistics at this time, for example, recognized only two ‘ nationalities ’
in the Balkans—Turkish and Greek.

Control of the Church also gave to the Greeks a monopoly of educa-
tional and cultural institutions. Greek became the language, not only
of the Church but also of the schools, and therefore of the educated
classes, no matter what the local vernacular happened to be. Greek
was the only written language of the Balkans until well into the
nineteenth century. The following lines written in Greek by a Viach
priest in 1802 and translated by A. J. B. Wace and M. S. Thompson

Cc
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in 1914, summarize the sentiment prevailing at the beginning of the
nineteenth century before the Romantic Movement developed (see
p- 28)1:

Albanians, Bulgars, Vlachs and all who now do speak

An alien tongue rejoice, prepare to make you Greek,

Change -your barbaric tongue, your rude ways forgo,

So that as bygone myths your children may them know.

In the opinion of another well-known historian : “* South-eastern
Europe was ruled by the Turks ; but [ . . . ] its religion, education,
commerce and finance were in the hands of the Greeks.” These words
of Sir Charles Eliot sum up admirably the role of the Greeks
in the Turkish Empire in the late eighteenth century.?

The fight for Greek emancipation thus assumed a dual aspect. It
took the form, on the one side, of a narrow national movement
largely centred in the Greek archipelago, which looked to ancient
Greece for its inspiration, to Athens for its capital, and to Attic Greek
for its literary language. On the other side, it took the form of a
wider movement towards the revival of the Byzantine Empire, a
movement which had its headquarters in the Phanar quarter of
Constantinople, a movement which looked to the glory of Byzantium
for its inspiration, and to Constantinople for its capital. This diver-
gence of view was to become a characteristic feature of Greek history.
It split the Greeks ultimately into two hostile camps and had a tragic
aftermath.

(3) Russia and the Greeks. The first of the Great Powers to recognize
the spiritual and commercial importance of the Greeks in the Balkans,
and to work for Greek independence in that theatre, was Russia. The
eighteenth century had witnessed the enormous expansion of Muscovy,
to the Baltic sea in the north and to the Black sea in the south.
Russian foreign policy ever envisaged the ultimate control of
Constantinople : the common bond of the Greek Orthodox faith
between the Russians and the Greeks of Constantinople was the means
whereby successive Russian foreign ministers worked towards the

1 1} J. B. Wace and M. S. Thompson, The Nomads of the Balkans (London,
1914).

® Turkey in Europe (London, 1900).
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achievement of this end. As early as 1782, the Tsarina Catherine II
of Russia had proposed a complete reconstruction of the political map
of the Balkan peninsula. With the help of the Habsburg Emperor she
had hoped to expel the Turks from Europe, and resurrect the Greek
Empire. Her whole scheme turned upon the revival of Byzantine
Greece. The Slav nationalities did not even figure in her plans.
Catherine’s second grandson, Constantine, was to have been the new
Greek Emperor. He received instruction in Greek, the tongue of his
future subjects. Catherine’s scheme forcibly illustrated the blossom-
ing of the idea that the Balkans constituted a Greek province and
that Greek nationals formed its chief inhabitants.

On many subsequent occasions Russia found a means of champion-
ing the Greek Church within the Turkish domain and thereby
furthering the cause of ‘Pan-orthodoxy.” It was, for example,
on Russian soil that the most famous of the Greek revolutionary
secret societies was founded—the Philike Hetairciae—by the Greek
merchants of Odessa in 1814. The Russians, of course, did proffer
help to the Serbs and Montenegrins in the late eighteenth and early
nineteenth centuries but the fact remains that bonds of religion were
more important and useful than linguistic affinities in 1782, and even
as late as 1821 the future of the Balkans scemed to lie with the Grecks
rather than with the Slavs.

(4) Philhellenism. In central and western Europe the tendency to
regard the population of the southern Balkans as Greek was partly
due also to the new enthusiasm for the achievements of the ancient
Greeks, which was particularly strong in the British Isles in the second
decade of the century. The philhellenists included not only classical
scholars and romanticists, but liberals also. The intensity of their pro-
Grecek feeling reached a peak on the occasion of the Greek insurrection
of 1821. “ The mere name of the Hellenes, heard once more upon
the lips of men after centuries of complete oblivion, thrilled the hearts
of those who owed to Greek philosophy, Greek art and Greek literature
a debt larger than they could acknowledge or repay.”* The neo-
classicists assumed, rightly or wrongly, a continuity of culture and
race between the ancient and the modern Greeks. Among the ardent

1]. A. R. Marriott, The Eastern Question (Oxford, 1917).
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supporters of their cause was Lord Byron and his friend J. C. Hobhouse,
who did all in their power to foster Philhellenism.

It is not surprising, all things considered, that at the beginning of
the nineteenth century pro-Greek sentiment was in the ascendency.
The power and influence of the Greeks themselves, the practice of
regarding religion as the chief measure of national sentiment, and the
readiness of western Europe to look for a Greek revival in the Near
East were all factors operative in creating the dangerous illusion that
the Balkan peninsula was to all intents and purposes part of the Greek

world.

W. MuULLER’S MAP OF 1842

J. P. Fallmerayer’s Thesis, 1830

The philhellenists and neo-classicists were rudely shaken by the
work of Fallmerayer which appeared in 1830.! He maintained that the
classical Greeks had been completely wiped out during the period of
barbarian invasions, and that the modern Greeks were not the descen-
dants of the Hellenes. His ideas were not always sound and were
later disproved, but they influenced European thought considerably
at the time and stimulated interest in the application of racial affinity
to ethnographic distributions in the Balkans. Fallmerayer’s influence
was to be discerned in Miiller’s portentous work on ethno-geography,
published in both Paris and Leipzig in 1842. According to his repre-
sentations there were five important ethnographic groups to be
considered in the Balkans (Fig. 6).

The Turks
Miiller did not even mark the Turks as a minority within the

peninsula. From being reckoned the dominant group in 1730, they
had now disappeared from the map altogether.

The Pelasgians and the Hellenes
The termY’ Pelasgian’ was resurrected by Miiller to refer to the
inhabitants of southern Macedonia and Thrace. The term had been

1 Geschichte der Halbinsel Morea wéhrend des Mittelalters (Stuttgart und
Tiibingen, 1830-36). .
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formerly used by the ancient Greeks and by classical scholars to refer
to the plebeian population of the ancient Hellenic Empire. Miiller’s
purpose in re-introducing the Pelasgians into the ethnographic map of
south-eastern Europe, was to emphasize that these peoples were not
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Only a part of the original, which is in colour, is portrayed above.

the descendants of the ancient Greeks of classical renown and that
they were to be distinguished from ‘ the Hellenes proper,” whom he
confined to Pelopénnisos and to the adjacent islands. '

The Illyrians
North of the Pelasgians, Miiller depicted another major group, the
Hlyrians. But unlike O’Etzel, he used the term Ilyrian to mean Slav.
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Thus he included the Bosnians, the Serbs and the Bulgarians in his
Illyrian classification.

The Vlachs

Miiller referred to the Vlach as Zinzares. The superfluity of ‘2z’
sounds in their speech had given rise to this somewhat derisive nick-
name. He gave them a much more limited distribution than O’Etzel,
but he still marked them as the dominant population of northern

Macedonia.

The Albanians and the Gypsies

On Miiller’s map the Albanians ranged from Lake Shkodrs (Skadar)
in the north, to the Gulf of Corinth in the south. Inland they extended
into western Macedonia. He distinguished the three most important
branches of the Albanians—the Geuges (Gegs), the Toxides (Tosks)
and the Mirdites. He believed that the Jagys and the Chumis of Ipiros
(Epirus) were also Albanians. According to his interpretation there-
fore, the Albanians formed the majority of the inhabitants of the
Greek archipelago. Finally, Miiller separately distinguished on his map
the Zigeuner or gypsics in the basin of the upper Maritsa, around

Plovdiv.

Conclusion
It is reasonable to assume from the evidence offered by Miiller’s

map that the fashion of depicting most of the Balkans as ethnically
Greek was already on the decline by 1842. The fact that Miiller had
used the term ‘ Pelasgian,” the fact that he had distinguished so many
Albanians, Zinzares and Zigenner, where O’Etzel had marked only
Greeks, was further proof of a trend in ideas away from the con-
ception of an Hellenistic Balkans. = These new ideas were fostered
by the interest manifested by many scholars in the racial affinities of
European peoples. Even in the eighteenth century Linnaeus and later
Blumenbach had attempted to classify man by his physical appearance.
Supposed genealogical connections between peoples of the classical
world and the modern inhabitants of the Balkans became the subject
of speculation towards the middle of the nineteenth century. Abouit
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this time Darwin had already begun his researches into natural selec-
tion. J. C. Prichard’s Natural History of Man appeared in 1843. It was
only to be expected that anthropologists would apply the criterion of
common descent to ethnic groupings. Hence the emphasis given in
some of the ethnographic maps of this period to such pseudo racial-
cultural groups as the ‘Illyrians’ and °Pelasgians.” The inconse-
quential confusion of somatic and cultural data used to classify and
delimit ethnic groupings reached its height about mid-century with
the publication of R. Knox’s Races of Man, in which was preached the
infallibility of hereditary traits.

G. KoMBsT’s MAP OF 1843

Influenced by these new ideas on ethnic affinities was G. Kombst’s
interpretation of the ethnography of Europe (Fig. 7). He was a
German anthropologist commissioned to produce a map in A. K.
Johnston’s atlas (1843 edition). The author of an Ethnographical
Map of Europe in the earliest times illustrative of Dr. Prichard’s Natural
History of Man, etc. referred to Kombst’s map in 1843 as the most
authoritative and up-to-date ethnographic map of Europe. That
Kombst’s map should appear in Johnston’s atlas was in itself an indica-
tion of his popularity.

The Turks

On Kombst’s map the Turks reappeared once more in southern
Macedonia, in the whole of Thrace, and in eastern Bulgaria. The
success of the Russians in the Near East, as exemplified by the Treaty
of Unkiar Skelessi (1833), had disconcerted the Great Powers of
Europe and there was a natural reaction in favour of Turkey as a
stabilizing power in the easten Mediterranean. Palmerston had
declared in 1839, ““ All that we hear about the decay of the Turkish
Empire and it being a dead body or a sapless trunk, and so forth, is
pure and unadulterated nonsense.” Palmerston’s foreign policy was
based on the survival of the Turkish Empire. Thus it is interesting
to note that the twin bastions of British Mediterranean policy in the
nineteenth century—the support of Hellenism and the maintenance of
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Turkish control of the Straits, were both related closely to contem-
porary ethnographic ideas.

The Pelasgo-Greeks

Kombst utilized the term ‘ Pelasgo-Greek ’ to refer to the inhabi-
tants of the Greek archipelago. He showed the Pelasgians neither in
Macedonia nor in Thrace, where Miiller had shown them.

The Illyrians

Another major group on his map comprised the ‘Illyrians,’” south
of the Danube, a term he used to denote all the Southern Slavs. They
extended south to reach the sea near Salonika and were sub-divided
into the Bulgars (in a narrow zone south of the Danube), the Serbians,
the Morlachs, the Croats, the Montenegrins and the Dalmatians.

The Albanians and the Suliotes

Kombst marked the Albanians in Ipiros, together with the Suliotes,
who apparently were neither Albanians nor Pelasgo-Greeks. Their
identity remained in doubt for some considerable time. As late as
1869, H. F. Tozer noted that the Suliotes were generally believed to
be Greek but were in actual fact Albanians.!

THE TREND OF ETHNOGRAPHIC IDEAS BETWEEN 1730 AND 1843

It may be noted that all thesefmaps so far discussed were con-
cerned with Europe as a whole, rather than with the Balkans. They
were all on a small scale and little attempt had been made to delineate
accurately the limits of the various ethnic groups in Turkey-in-
Europe. The political significance of the ethnographic frontier had yet
to become a vital issue. Both terminology and classification were
confused and often misleading. ‘Illyrian,’ for example, was used
both in contradistinction to, and synonymous with, the term ‘ Slav.’
The word ‘ Pelasgian’ was used in a racial, and a cultural sense.
Linguistic, religious and racial criteria were hopelessly mixed. In
spite of their obvious deficiencies, however, these maps do provide a

1 Researches in the Highlands of Tugkey, vol. 2 (London, 1869.)
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valuable commentary on changes in ethnographic ideas taking place
over the course of a hundred years. In 1730 the Turks were believed to
have settled extensively in Macedonia and Thrace. By 1821 the opinion
was widely entertained that there were only a very few Turks in
Europe, but by 1843 opinion was once again swinging in favour of the
Turks. In 1730 the Greeks had been shown only within their archi-
pelago. By 1821, a school of thought in Europe believed that they
inhabited nearly the whole of the Balkan peninsula, but twenty years
afterwards this belief was already on the wane. In 1730 theidea that the
Slavs and Illyrians populated parts of the northern Balkans was fashion-
able. As late as 1821, Slavs and Illyrians were still separately distin-
guished, but by 1840 the terms, ‘ Illyrian > and ‘ Slav,” had become syno-
nymous. Opinion on the dispositions of the Albanians varied enorm-
ously during this period. The Vlachs were as late as 1821 believed to
inhabit the greater part of the Rodopi mountains as well as the Maritsa
valley but they did not even appear on Kombst’s map of 1843.

It had already become apparent by 1843 that ethnographic distribu-
tions in the Balkans varied according to the nature and iccuracy of
the criteria adopted to classify the population. Language gave one
picture, ‘race’ gave another, religion yet a third, whilst by using
various combinations of criteria numerous interpretations. might
emerge. Thus even before the term ‘ethnographic’ had become
politically significant, there appeared to be no general agreement
between anthropologists, ethnographers and geographers as to its
exact definition.



CHAPTER III
THE SLAVS, 1842-1869
INTRODUCTION

Towarps the middle of the nineteenth century there were signs
throughout the whole of Europe of a new spirit of inquiry abroad ; a
thousand and one scientific societies were springing up, ranging
from small local institutions to great national academies. The com-
paratively new studies of philology, ethnology and archaeology,
together with geography, commenced to assemble an encyclopaedic
body of knowledge covering every aspect of human activity. This
genuine interest in the pursuit of knowledge was enhanced by the
rapid accumulation of material wealth which directly and indirectly
provided facilities and leisure for research. Improved methods of
communication and expanding markets brought home to scholars the
significance of the ever-increasing interdependence and inter-relation-
ships of the different parts of the world. The publication of Petermann’s
Mittheilungen began in 1855, and at the same time La Société de la
Géographie de la France began to issue their famous Bulletin. In 1857,
Die Kaiserliche und Konigliche Geographische Gesellschaft in Wien was
established ; indeed the proceedings of the learned academies of most
of the cities of castern Europe date back to this period. The
members had the whole world as their field of study, but naturally,
interest was focussed more particularly on the Balkans. In spite of the
geographical proximity of the peninsula to the highly organized parts
of Europe, much of it remained as mysterious and unknown as the
interior of darkest Africa. As E. Réclus pointed out in his introduction
to the geography of the Balkans (1875), as late as 1870 the erroneous

27
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belief in the existence of a single central mountain chain traversing the
whole peninsula from east to west, was still widespread.! Knowledge
of topography was poor ; details were unknown and such survey as
had been carried out was based on false astronomical data. The
abysmal lack of information on the physical and human geography of
south-eastern Europe was gradually dispelled, consequent upon the
explorations and investigations of A. Boué, G. Lejean, F. Kanitz,
H. Mathieu, H. Barth, R. Cyprien and of the English ladies, Miss
G. Mackenzie and Miss A. P. Irby, to mention a few of the scholars
whose combined efforts had begun to throw some light on conditions
there between 1840 and 1870. Animated by the °geographic’
spirit so conspicuously lacking in most studies of Turkey before 1840,
their approach to the problems of the population of the Turkish
Empire in Europe ultimately revealed ethnographic distributions com-
pletely different from those to be inferred from earlier maps. Their
* discoveries,” coming at a time when national sentiment was growing
in the Balkans, had a profound political significance.

The Romantic Movement

The new interest in ethnographic distributions was not in the first
place purely political. It was inspired by the Romantic Movement
which was sweeping the whole of Europe and promoting the study of
folklore, folksongs and vernaculars. The works of Hans Christian
Anderson (1805-1875) and J. L. C. Grimm (1785-1863) had become
very popular and served to emphasize the importance of the linguistic
traditions, spoken or written, of the peoples of Europe. The doctrine
that every language had some contribution to make to the common-
weal of literature invested its speakers, however humble, with a new
self-respect and with the means of asserting their individuality. Partly
due to the new interest in language, ethnographers tended to dispense
with religion as the chief criterion of ‘community’ and in its
stead to apply more and more the test of spoken language.

The phenomenon of national sentiment based on linguistic affinity
may be said to be peculiar in origin to western and central Europe.

1 Géographie Universelle, Tom I (1875). This fallacy, according to J. Cviji¢,
was due to the deference paid to the map of Ptolemy !
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It is 2 phenomenon associated with well-developed literary traditions
and with high standards of universal education. It penetrated into
the Balkan peninsula but slowly, gradually dispelling the power of
religion as a force drawing men together into some form of political
cohesion but never entirely supplanting religious allegiances. Indeed,
many of the national problems of the Balkan peninsula become easier to
understand when the region is conceived as the meeting-place of two
fundamentally opposed ideas on political allegiance. The one, emanat-
ing from western Europe, maintained that linguistic unity was the sine
qua non of the modern state whilst the other, the older idea still charac-
teristic of the Middle East, regarded the state as a religious community.

The growing impotence of religion as a unifying force was amply
demonstrated as early as 1821, when the Romanians, although Greek
Orthodox in faith, failed to flock to the banner of Hypsilanti, their
Greek Hospodar, when he raised his banner in a revolt against the
Turks. From that time onwards more and more emphasis began to be
put on language as a test of nationality, and less and less on religion.
This tendency was already apparent in 1828, when A. Balbi published
his famous ethnographic atlas of the world and put forward in his classi-
fication the idea that the Illyrians were ‘ Southern Slavs.’* Under the
heading Slavonne, Servienne, Serbe ou Illyrien he grouped the Serbians,
Montenegrins, Bosnians and Bulgarians. Of the Bulgarians, he wrote
that they were the descendants of the famous Bulgars, but that they
had forgotten their language; that they spoke Slav with a slight
admixture of Turkish words and that their language was characterized
by the use of an article after the noun. The growing accent on linguistic
criteria gave credence to the idea that the Slavs were more important,
numerically, than had been thought in 1821. But it was not until
later in the century that this idea received general recognition.

The Slav Renascence in the Turkish Empire

The Slav renascence in the Turkish Empire was led by the Serbs,
who, from their stronghold on the Danube, on the very margins of
the Osmanli possessions, were able to engage in national activities with

1 Atlas Ethnographique du Globe ou classification des Peuples Anciens et Modernes
d’aprés leurs langues. Par Adrian Balbi (Paris, 1828).
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less fear of the consequences than the Slavs further south, in Bulgaria
and Macedonia. They also could look for inspiration to the Croats
and the Slovenes as well as to the westernized Czechs of central Europe.
Moreover, the Serbs had a base of operations outside Turkey, in
Hungary, because there were many Serb communities living north of
the Danube. It was one of these ‘Hungarian Serbs,” Dositije
Obradovié (1739-1811), who together with Vuk Karad?i¢ (1787-1864),
standardized the Serbian literary language and brought it into con-
formity with the vernacular. Hand in hand with the literary renascence,
Serbian revolts developed against the local Turks, which the Porte
found more and more difficult to quell. The insurgents could take
shelter in the rocky limestone fastnesses of Montenegro or simply
flee into Hungary until the Turkish forces dispersed. From 1804 to
1813 these spasmodic revolts were led by Kara George, and from
1815-17 by Milos Obrenovié. Finally, in 1817, Turkey was compelled
to recognize the Sumadija region as an autonomous Serbian princi-
pality. The Treaty of Adrianople, which ended the Russo-Turkish
War of 1828-29, established the new Serbian principality on a firm
basis. Turkey had to cede more territory to Serbia and to grant
ecclesiastical independence, in the form of a Serbian Metropolitan in
Belgrade. Since 1766, when the old Serbian Patriarchate of Peé had
been abolished, the Greek prelates had had complete control of Serbian
churches. The restoration of ecclesiastical independence emancipated
the Serbs not only from Turkish but also from Greek influence and
allowed a freer development of vernacular schools.

The success of the Serbs had repercussions in Bulgaria. In 1824,
the first book in the Bulgarian vernacular was printed, and after 1835,
the Bulgarians began to set up their own printing presses. Their
tentative attempts at national self-expression found considerable
stimulus in the presence of Russian troops in the Balkans during the
first decades of the century.

Pan-slavism

A marked feature of the period under review was the growth of the
idea of Pan-slavism, first developed by the Hungarian Slovak, J.
Kollar, in 1824. The spread of the idea into the Balkans, that all the
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Slavs of Eurasia were racially and culturally akin, profoundly in-
fluenced the development of Slav nationalism and affected, also, the
foreign policy of the Great Powers in this theatre. So little was known
about Slav society at this time, that it was a common practice to
invest all the various groups of Slavs with a common cultural inheri-
tance. As the idea spread, every Slav felt himself to belong to a
common brotherhood, a community split asunder by the misfortunes
of history, but destined to coalesce eventually into a mighty political
federation. Pan-slavism stirred Bulgarian and Serb alike to common
action against the Turk and undermined the authority of the Porte.
This fellow-feeling between the Slavs of the Balkans, inspired
by Pan-slavism, made the ethnographers’ task, between 1830 and
1870 relatively simple, insomuch as Slav did not dispute with Slav
as to the validity of inter-Slav ethnographic divides. The distinction
then, between Serb and Bulgarian was less important than that between
Slav and Greek, or that between Greek and Turk. Hence, nearly all
the ethnographers of this period reached a measure of agreement on
the position of the Bulgaro-Serbian ethnographic frontier. The relations
between the two groups of Slavs became so close after 1840, that the
Turks initiated the policy of planting Tatar and Circassian (Cherkesi)
colonies in the district of the Sar Mountains in order to seal off Serb
from Bulgarian.!

Pan-slavism also exercised a directing influence on Muscovite policy
in the Balkans. The Tsar, not unnaturally, assumed the role of
champion of the Pan-slav movement, since Russia was the only
independent Slav nation which was, at the same time, a Great Power.
As early as 1812, when Russia had concluded the Treaty of Bucarest
with Turkey, the liberties of the Serbians had been made the subject
of treaty obligations between Russia and Turkey. Russian agents
had then begun an active campaign of Pan-slav propaganda in the
Balkans, with the object of uniting all the ‘ Southern Slavs” (includ-
ing both Serbs and Bulgarians) against the Porte. Russianized Slavonic

1 G. Muir Mackenzie and A. P. Irby, Travels in the Slavonic Provinces of Turkey-
in-Europe, 2nd Edition (London, 1877). In a map compiled by E. G. Ravensteirh
for the Universal Geography, these Circassians are marked in the vicinity of Old
Serbia and the Ni$-Vranje area.
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was introduced into many parts of the Balkans as a common literary
language, and the Russians even went so far as to prevent the publica-
tion of Serbian manuscripts, so that the fallacy of a common Slavonic
literary language might be preserved as long as possible. The cultiva-
tion of the Slav nationalities of the Balkans by Russia rendered the
Tsar’s old relationship with the Greek Patriarch difficult to maintain,
and his former association with the Greek national movement rapidly
waned ; in fact Russia gradually drew away from Greece, until a
point was reached, when the Tsar opposed any further extension of
the Greek political boundaries in the Balkans. The Russian attitude was
determined, less by the greater possibilities of Pan-slavism, as compared
with those of ¢ Pan-orthodoxy,’ than by the entry into eastern Med-
iterranean power politics of Great Britain in 1821, as the staunch
upholder of Hellenism.

The New Interest in Ethnographic Maps, 1840-1870

With all these heterogeneous forces at work, the new interest in
folklore, the revival of geographical research in the Balkans, the Slav
national movements, the Pan-slav idea, Russia’s lively interest in
the ‘ Southern Slavs,” it was not surprising that towards the middle
of the century a series of ethnographic maps appeared, very different
from those already discussed in the last chapter. First, the maps were
concerned more specifically with the Balkans and in particular with
Turkey-in-Europe. Hence their scales were generally larger, and
distributions were more accurately portrayed. Second, viewpoints
were no longer confined to those of French and German scholars, but
Russians, Serbs, Czechs and English also ventured into the field of
cartographical ethnography. Third, the new maps were based on the
reality of personal observation, and the ideas they incorporated
were not obscured by considerations of genealogy or by pre-
conceived notions emanating from classical history. The *Illyrians,’
‘ Thracians * and * Pelasgians* who had for so long figured promi-
nently on ethnographic maps, were excluded and the major ethnic
groups of the Balkans, as we know them today, were distinguished in
their stead.
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P. G. SAFARIK’'S MAP OF 1842

It was significant that a Czech, P. G. Safafik, was the author of the
first of these modern ethnographic maps based on linguistic affinity.
The Czechs had for a time assumed the intellectual leadership of
European Slavs and championed the cause of their unfortunate brethren
in the Balkans, who were in the ** pitiable position of hardly knowing
their own origins.” Safafik’s map which appeared in 1842 was the
result of twenty years’ careful study of Slav antiquities. Although he
himself did not travel as widely in the Balkans as later scholars, he was
at least in close contact with Balkan affairs, having spent the greater
part of his academic career at Novi-Sad, at that time in Hungary,
where he came into contact with many Serbs. The town had long had
close association with the Serb resistance movement, since being in
Hungarian territory it was beyond the reach of the Turks.! Here
Safafik was well placed to receive intelligence of ethnic dispositions
from all types of Slavs fleeing across the Danube to seek refuge in
Hungary. He had an intimate knowledge of Slav languages and early
Slav history. He was thus well fitted for his role as the pioneer of
Slav studies in the Balkans. He was the first ethnographer to recognize
the six major groups of the Balkans—Turks, Greeks, Serbo-Croats,
Bulgarians, Romanians and Albanians (Fig. 8).

The Turks

Safafik attempted to plot the distribution of the Turks in
Europe more accuratelyshan hitherto.- Kombst's map had favoured
the idea that the Turks continuously occupied a large part of the
southern Balkans. Safafik repudiated this belief and showed on his
map that their settlement was scattered, confined for the most part to
the official quarters of large towns and to strategic routeways.

The Slavs
The most revolutionary aspect of Safafik’s map was the depiction

1 There is a saying in Serbia that Montenegro saved the Serbians from despair
during the Turkish regime and the Vojvodina saved them from ignorance.

D
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of Slavs over great areas of the Balkans, regarded at the time as
populated by Greeks or Turks. Furthermore, his radical reclassification
of the Balkan Slavs gave coherence and form to their groupings. He
recognized only two main groups of Slavs in the peninsula—the
Bulgarians and the Serbo-Croats. Montenegrins, Illyrians, Bosnians,
Rascians, Winds, Uskoks and Morlachs, he classified as Serbo-
Croats. The Bulgarians he showed to inhabit a huge area stretching
from the Dobrudja in the east to the Macedonian lakes in the west,
and from the Sar mountains in the north, to a line running from
Salonika to Edirne in the south.

The Albanians
Safafik eliminated many misconceptions regarding the host of
cognate tribes known as the Albanians. He was the first scholar
to attempt a clarification of the boundary between the Albanians
. and Slavs. With the exception of a few exclaves of Albanians in Old
Serbia, he defined the Albano-Slav frontier as the Bojani river,
Lake Shkodrs, the Prokletije mountains and thence as a line running
southwards to Prizren and the western shores of Lake Ohrid. It is
of interest to note that the present political boundary of Albania
roughly coincides with this line, except that it excludes the Cmi
Drim valley, which Safafik regarded as Albanian.

Conclusion

Safafik’s map suffered from many defects. It was later demenstrated,
for example, that the Atbamans occupied a iiluch greater area than
that which he allowed to them ; that he had greatly over-estimated
the territory occupied by the Greeks in Thrace, and that he had not
realized the existence of important Romanian minorities. All things
considered, however, he succeeded admirably in delineating the
major ethno-linguistic groups. His map was probably never meant
to be a final summary. His intention was obviously to give the Slavs
their proper place in the ethnographic mosaic. In so doing, he virtually
revolutionized the prevailing ideas on the distribution and character
of the peoples of south-eastern Europe. For the next fifty years his
map set the fashion for nearly all ethnographic maps of this area.
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A. Bour’s MAP OF 1847

Only five years after the appearance of Safafik’s map, Ami Boué’s
ethnographic map of Turkey-in-Europe was published in Berghaus’s
atls (Fig. 9). From a purely cartographical point of view it was
considerably in advance of Safafik’s work—an improvement only to
be expected since Boué was a professional geographer. Boué had
many qualifications which fitted him for the task of improving upon
the ethnographic map of Turkey-in-Europe. In the first place, he
was the foremost authority in Europe on the region: His four volume
magnum opus on Turkey-in-Europe, which had appeared in 1840, was
based on knowledge derived from extensive travel and personal
observation.! It remains even today a primary source of information
for geographer, historian and ethnographer alike. Unfortunately,
copies of his work are rare, and little is known of Boué by British
geographers. Although his map was not made public until 1847, we
can infer from the text of Boué’s writings, that he had already per-
fected his picture of ethnographic distributions even before Safafik’s
map appeared. There is no record of whether the two men exchanged
information or whether they both arrived independently at the same
major conclusions. ’

The Turks
Boué was of the opinion that the Turks in Europe nowhere fornied
any considerable element in the population. He did emphasize, how-
ever, two aspects of their distribution. Tl fiess was the tendency of
the Turks to settle in thc vowns, and the second was the existence of
“small Turkish enclaves of rural population in particularly well-favoured
areas. These rural Turks Boué marked on his map. He showed the
urban Turks by means of a symbol instead of in colour, so that the
Turks appear to be very much under-represented on his map. He also
stressed the importance of Turkish influence in Bosnia.

1 Ami Boué, La Turquie d’Europe, ou observations sur la géographie, la géologie,
P’histoire naturelle, la statistique, les moeurs[ . . . ] histoire et I'état politique de cet Empire
[...] avec une carte nouvelle de la Turquie d’Europe, 4 tom. (Paris, 1840).
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The Greeks

Boué did not show as much Greek territory as Safafik had done.
He perceived that a devotion to the Greek Orthodox faith did not
necessarily imply a sense of Greek nationality, and that there were
many Christians of the Greek Orthodox Church who regarded them-
selves not as Greeks, but as Albanians, Slavs or Romanians. Neverthe-
less, he was not ungenerous in his Greek dispositions. As early as
1840, he had recorded that the Greeks inhabited all the southern plain
of Thrace and the neighbouring coastal plain of the Black sea ; that
they were to be found in the Tekir Dag region of eastern Thrace, on
the banks of the Maritsa, in and below Edirne, and in Plovdiv. He
noted that, mixed with Bulgarians and Asiatics, they also made up the
population of the area south of the Rodopi mountains and of the
whole of Khalkidhiki. The Greeks were to be found also in south-
western Macedonia, where they were mixed with Zinzares (Vlachs)
and Bulgarians. In this area, they formed the bulk of the population to
the south of Kastorfa and Siatista. Thessalia was eminently Greek except
for a few Turks in Lirisa and in the towns ; the only other inhabitants of
Thessalia were the Zinzares, who lived, stated Boué, on friendly terms
with the Greeks and belonged to the Greek Church. Greeks were also
found, mixed with Albanians, in Ipiros, in an area which stretched
from the Greek boundary (of 1821) to Kénitsa. Here, whilst many of
the villages were pure Greek in character, the towns were exception-

ally mixed.

The Slavs ,

Boué was of the opinion that the Bulgarians occupied Bulgaria
(meaning the district between the Balkans and the Danube) and
‘Lower Moesia’ as well as the greater part of ‘ Upper Moesia’
(Moesia was a Roman province stretching from the Drin river to
the Dobrudja). Furthermore, they formed the major part of the
population of Macedonia, with the exception of the district south-
west of Kastorfa and the lower Néstos valley. He maintained that
the mountains between the basins of Flérina and Kastoria were an
effective language divide between Bulgarian and Greek, and that the
mountains between Konia and Siatista, between Lake Vegorritis and
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Véroia and between Edhessa and Niousa, served a like purpose. The
Bulgarians were also to be found, both dispersed and in villages, all
over Thrace as far east as the Tekir Dag (Bulgarskori).

Boué’s distribution of Bulgarians was later put to good use by the
Bulgarian ‘ revisionists.” His map was incorporated, for example,
in P. Milioukov’s pro-Bulgarian work on ethnographic maps published
in 1900, and it formed part of D. Rizov’s atlas produced in Berlin in
1917. Indeed, Boué’s map put the Bulgarian case in such a favourable
light that in 1918 A. Beli¢, the distinguished professor of Slavonic
languages at Belgrade, was forced to make Boué’s map the subject of a
special article, in which he endeavoured to explain away the pro-
Bulgarian views adopted by the latter. He maintained, but without
conviction, that Boué’s text could be reconciled with the Serbian view,
that the Slavs of Macedonia, although they had Bulgarian affinities,
were more nearly Serbs than Bulgarians (¢f. Fig. 43).

Boué classified all the miscellaneous Slav peoples between the Sar
mountains and Slovenia as Serbo-Croats, in the same manner as did
Safafik. He, too, dispensed altogether with the term °Illyrian.’
His map contained little evidence to support the cause of the Serbs in
Macedonia, although they were later to emerge as one of the principal
claimants to_ this region. He did, it is true, recognize small Serb
exclaves in Macedonia, north and east of Lake Ohrid, but he confined
the bulk of the Serbs to an area well to the north of the Sar moun-
tains and west of the Timok river. Hence he virtually excluded them
from Macedonia, agreeing in this respect with Safafik. It is an interest-
ing point that contemporary Serbian maps agreed in the main with
these conclusions, - For.exaimple, D. Davidovi¢’s map published in
Belgrade in 1848, a year after the appearance of Boué’s map, did not
recognize the existence of any Serbs in Macedonia, or for that matter
in Old Serbia (Fig. 10). Neither did the limits set by G. Desjardins in
his map of 1853 differ appreciably from those set by Boué, in his
depiction of the districts in which the Serb language was spoken
(Fig. 10). Later, Serbian scholars, particularly S. Gopéevié and J.
Cviji¢, maintained that Boué was not sufficiently conversant with the
Slavonic languages to be able to distinguish Serbian from Bulgarian.
Their criticisms were made, however, at a time when the political
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situation in the Balkans had changed and at a time when Serbian
expansionist aspirations had been canalized towards the south by
Austria’s hardening hold on the Adriatic coastlands (see p. 146).

The Vlachs

The Vlachs, friends of the Greeks, as Boué described them, were
plotted on his map, not as a compact, but as a scattered community.
The pre-Safafik maps had shown various distributions of Vlachs in
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‘ Eastern Roumelia.” Boue shattered the iclief ihat the Vlachs were
in some way still closely related to Roumelia, but perhaps he went too
far in stressing their association with the Greeks. He stated that the
Zinzares or Vlachs were sometimes difficult to distinguish from the
Greeks. They had been established for a long time in Turkey, dis-
persed and living like the Greeks as isolated families in Turkish
districts and towns, and again like the Greeks, they displayed proof of
commercial aptitude. Finally, he declared that statisticians in putting
the Vlachs at 600,000 had over-estimated their numbers by nearly a

half.
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The Albanians

Boué was inclined to favour a widespread distribution of Albanians
and, although not quite so liberal as Miiller had been in 1842, marked
as Albanian all the territory between Lake Shkodrs and the Gulf of
Corinth and between the Adriatic and the Drin river. He depicted
Albanians en masse, not only in Ipiros, but also in western Thessalia.
Boué suggested the estimate given by the statisticians of 1,600,000
Skipetars (Albanians) might err on the side of moderation when it was
considered that they extended from “ Epirus to the castern part of
Upper Moesia.”” They intermingled with the Serbs in the plain
between Prizren and Peé, and between Vranje and Mitrovica. They
also inhabited the country round the sources of the Lepenac, the
environs of Suva Reki and the south-eastern fringe of the plain of
Pristina (Kosovo). Also they were found in Kratovo, Kurdumlija,
Prokuplje and Metohia. He stated that along the entire length of the
Macedonian frontier east of the Crni Drim valley, the Albanians
mixed very little with the Bulgarians, but to the south of Lake Ohrid
they intermingled with the Vlachs and to a greater degree with the
Greeks. Indeed so much fusion in the form of intermarriage had taken
place in the area, that it was difficult, he maintained, to distinguish
Greek from Albanian.

The Influence of Boué’s Map

Boué’s map and his works on Turkey, appearing at a time when
the Balkans were assuming international importance, exerted a tre-
mendous influence both culturally and pelitically. His conclusions
drew attention to the possibility of Slav political hegemony in the
Balkans and to the idea of a South Slavonic confederation. Being of
French origin and credited with academic integrity and an impartial
approach, Boué, as a prophet, created a more profound impression
than did Safatik. His work did much to stimulate Bulgarian national
activity and it was not long afterwards that, aided by Russia, the
Bulgarians began their campaign for a national Church, independent
of Greek control (see pp. 58-61). Boué’s findings, incidentally, lent
moral support to Russian designs in the Near East. It was perhaps an
unfortunate combination of circumstances that led to the unhappy



42 THE SLAVS, 1842-1869

association of the Bulgarian national cause with the scheme for Russian
imperialistic expansion. The important role which the Bulgarians
might assume in the future history of the Balkans was not appreciated
by the Governments in power in western Europe at the time (1847).
An earlier appreciation of these new ethnographic ideas on the part of
Great Britain, for example, might have gone a long way to avoid the
tragic events which followed in later years.

G. LEJEAN’s MAP OF 1861

To lend weight to Boué’s interpretation came G. Lejean’s influential
work on the ethnography of Turkey-in-Europe, produced as a supple-
ment to Petermann’s Mittheilungen in 1861 (Fig. 11). Lejean had
journeyed to Turkey-in-Europe in 1857-58 at the request of the French
Government, which, in common with the governments of the other
Great Powers at this period, was vitally interested in assembling all
intelligence possible concerning the situation in south-eastern Europe.
He had at his disposal the maps of P. G. Safafik and of A. Boué, and
K. Czoernig’s masterly treatment of the ethnography of the Austro-
Hungarian Empire provided him with a method of approach which he
applied to the study of the ethnography of the Osmanli possessions in
Europe.! Lejean’s sources also included the works of F. C. L. H.
Pouqueville, of W. M. Leake and of W. Jochmus. In addition, he used
the lists of Moslems and Rajas provided by the Turkish Government ;
but these statistics merely consisted of an incomplete listing of
Turkish and Christian households and did not form a very reliable
source.? Above all, Lejean was an historian. He pointed out in his
comments that many of the deficiencies in the earlier maps had
been due to too great a dependence on language as a criterion.

1 Ethnographische Karte der dsterreichisch-Ungarischen Monarchie [770 x §70 mm.]
Von Carl Freiherrn von Czoernig, Direktor des Osterreichischen Statistischen

Instituts (Wien, 1855s).

2 At this time, only the Rumi (or Greek) Millet and the Islami Millet, were
officially recognized by the Turks. A Millet in the words of Sir John Hope
Simpson was *“‘ a minority corporation recognized by the government and the
law of Turkey, which enjoyed extensive ecclesiastical, scholastic and judicial
autonomy.” The Bulgari (Bulgarian) millet was not recognized until 1872.
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He advocated an historical approach in order to deepen perspective
in these matters.

The Turks

He first demonstrated that both Boué and Safafik had under-
estimated the strength and extent of the Turkish enclaves in the
Balkans ; but on the other hand, his own reliance on Turkish figures V
led him to swing the scale too far in the opposite direction. His map,
for example, marked a solid phalanx of Turks in north-eastern Bulgaria.
He pointed out many interesting aspects of the Turkish settlement of .
the Balkans. He drew attention to the Vardariotes, pre-Osmanli
Turks, who had become Christianized, had settled in the Vardar
valley and then had been assimilated by the Slavs. (F. Meinhard
distinguished a similar group in south-western Macedonia but referred
to them as Bardariotes. See p. 127). The Uzes were another group of
pre-Osmanli Turks who had settled near Lake Ohrid in the eleventh '
century and had also lost their identity to the Slavs. The Konariote
Turks, called after the town of Konia in south-western Macedonia,
had also been very early arrivals, probably associated with the nomadic
herders who had composed the first wave of the Turkish onslaught.
They had eventually settled down to become a peasant community
and had managed to preserve their Turkish character. This group
Lejean marked on his map. Also grouped with the Turks were the
Yiiruks, referred to in 1821 by O’Etzel (see p. 11). The name in Turkish
signifies nomad. Lejean claimed that they were of pure Turkoman
stock and that they dwelt in the plain of Sérrai with extensions as far
as Drima on the one side, .4 the mountains north-cast of Salonika
on the other. These also he marked on his map.

The Greeks

Lejean held that Greek territory in Thrace and on the Aegean
coast was not nearly so extensive as was universally believed in his
day. He reduced their distributions mainly to the advantage of the
Turks and Bulgarians. The idea that the Grecks were preponderant
on the mainland had been steadily losing ground between 1821 and
1861. The fact that Miiller had preferred the term ‘ Pelasgian’ in
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1842 had been a significant indication of the trend of opinion.
Fallmerayer’s thesis, that nothing remained in this part of Europe of
the original Hellenic type, had dealt a shattering blow at the idea of a
Greek Balkans. Towards the middle of the century constant rumours
of the venality of the Greek clergy had engendered a feeling of con-
tempt on the part of the West for the Greek Church, a feeling which
steadily grew until the term Phanariote connoting, amongst others,
a high dignitary of the Greek Church, came to have a distinctly un-
savoury nuance. Lejean depicted Thessalia and Khalkidhiki as the real
strongholds of the Greeks outside the archipelago. He showed them
also along the coast of the Aegean and along the coast of the Black
sea from Salonika to Burgas, but he stressed that here they were, for
the most part, mariners and fishermen with no vital interest in the
interior. The Greeks were at this time (1861), still confined politically
to their Archipelago, and they did not dispute Lejean’s findings, but
at a later date, when the full implication of his thesis was apparent,
they subjected him to heavy criticism. In 1919, V. Colocotronis, for
example, accused him of religious prejudice and even went so far as
to maintain that Lejean carried an incidental commission from the
Bulgarians interested in the formation of the Exarchate.?

The Slavs

Lejean believed with Safafik and Boué, that the Bulgarians prevailed
over the greater part of the Balkans including four-fifths of Macedonia-
and that the geographical limits of the Bulgarians comprised the
Danube as far west as the river Timok, Ni§, Prizren, Ohrid, Kastoria,
Niousa, Salonika, Edirne and Sizeboli, the Black sea coast as far north
as Burgas, Sliven and Razgrad. Outside these limits there were also
groups of Bulgarians to be found amongst the Albanians, amongst
the Romanians and amongst the Greeks ; they were represented also
in Bessarabia, in the Dobrudja and even in Asia. Lejean apparently
knew more of the origins and history of the Bulgarians than did his

1¢Pelasgian ’ was the name used by nineteenth~century classical historians
to refer to the inhabitants of the Greek mainland, in contradistinction to the term
¢ Hellenes ’ used of the population of the archipelago (see p. 20).

V. Colocotronis, La Macédoine et L’Hellénisme (Paris, 1919).
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predecessors in the ethnographic field. He pointed out that the
Bulgars were of Ugtian origin, that they had been mentioned in
Armenia 600 years before their arrival on the banks of the Danube in
484 A.D. For a time they had occupied Moldavia and Wallachia
before crossing the Danube and raiding as far as Constantinople. They
formed their trans-Danubian Empire in 679 and remained a power
until suppressed by the Byzantines in 1019. Thereafter they united
with the Vlachs to form another Empire in the twelfth century. Two
hundred years later, they were finally overwhelmed by the Turks
at Kosovo. (The Serb historians were later to claim Kosovo as the
last great battle fought by the Serbs. Kosovo figures in many Serb
traditional ballads. It is very probable that the army confronting the
Turks at Kosovo included all types of Slavs, as well as many alien
mercenaries).! In spite of their origins, remarked Lejean, the Bulgarians
were essentially Slavonic from a cultural point of view. They had
spoken Slav since the ninth century when they had been Christianized
and their leaders had been made boiards (dukes).

Lejean differed little from Boué and Safafik on the all-important
question of the existence of Serbs in Macedonia. He followed Boué in
showing small Serb exclaves around Lake Ohrid and Lake Prespa
but these were isolated by Bulgarian territory from the main mass of
Serbs, north of the Sar mountains. Lejean envisaged the entry of the
two great Slav branches, the Serbs and the Croats, into ‘Illyria’

~about the seventh century ; probably the Serbs were derived from the
Soraben (Sorbs) of Lausitz, whilst the Croats who came a little later
were originally known as the Horvat. They were associated with
other tribes such as the Zachlumi from Chelm (Za-chlum). The latter
became known later as the Hercegovinians. Nearly all Slav tribes
were initially named after their geographical locality, for example, the
Narentari after the name of the river, the Diocleaten after Dioclea in
Montenegro. The Serbs, according to Lejean, actually pushed as
far south as Durrés before being driven back by the Skipetars (the
Albanians) ; Lejean then advanced the interesting theory that the
Serb exclaves around Lakes Ohrid and Prespa, and in northern
Albania, dated back to the ninth century and that they marked the

1H. W. V. Temperley, History of Serbia (London, 1917).
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southern limits of Serb expansion. Alternatively, he suggested,
these isolated Serbs could be the remnants of the Zupani or colonies
of Serb officials, established as outposts of the mediaeval Serb
Empire. The fact that Lejean did recognize these Serb elements
in the population of Macedonia is both interesting and important.
When the Serbians began to claim a sphere of interest in Macedonia,
they stressed the evidence of their historical colonization of much of
Albania and Macedonia. Lejean, however, regarded the Serb
remnants as purely of academic, and not of political interest.

Lejean believed in the close affinities of the Slavs of Turkey,
north of the Sar mountains, and agreed that they formed a compo-
site * Serbo-Croat’ group which included five divisions.

(1) The Serbs.

(2) The Bosnians of Turkish Croatia, who differed considerably
from the Serbs on several counts. Whereas the Serbs constituted a
free society, Bosnian society was essentially feudal. The Christian
peasants laboured under an oppressive Moslem aristocracy which was
intensely conservative. Travellers in Bosnia often mistook upper-
class Bosnians for Turks.

(3) The Rascians of Novi Pazar.

(4) The Hercegovinians.

(s) The Montenegrins who had preserved their independence
since 1504 under their bishop princes. Their small population con-
tained numerous Serbs, who, having fled from the Turk, found refuge
in this lofty mountain kingdom.

All five branches were closely related. Their differences of language
were negligible and although drawn from varied stocks, such as
the Avars and the Illyrians, the process of ‘slavization * had been very
effective. Even the Morlachs of the northern Adriatic coast had been
slavized. They were the remnants of the pre-Slav inhabitants and
Lejean thought they may have been latinized Illyrians.

The Vlachs

Lejean referred to the Vlachs as Zinzares and speculated on their
origins. They themselves, wrote Lejean, claimed to be the descendants
of Roman soldiers, who had conquered Macedonia. He thought this
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was hardly likely as their language was not pure Latin but rather was
derived from ‘latinized Dacian’ (i.e. Romanian). They probably
represented descendants of Dacians transferred from Moesia. Their
language was understood by the Romanians, from whose language
however it differed. Of every eight Vlach words, only three were
derived from Latin, two were imported Moslem words—Greek,
Turk, etc.—and three belonged to an unknown basic stock similar to
Albanian. Lejean increased the distribution of the Vlachs in south-
western Macedonia largely at the expense of the Greeks.

The Albanians

In his distribution of Albanians Lejean made a substantial departure
from Boué’s map. He ascribed a great extent of territory to the
Albanians in Old Serbia and in northern Macedonia. This departure
was partly due to the influences of the researches of J. G. von Hahn, an
Austrian railway engineer who maintained, as a result of personal
surveys made in 1858, that a greater part of the population of the
region between the Drin and the Vardar, hitherto regarded as Serb
and Bulgarian, was in fact Albanian. Hahn’s thesis was that a great
wedge of Albanian territory stretched from the bend of the Drin
valley to the valley of the Morava and more or less effectively separated
the Serbs from the Bulgarians over a considerable zone. Lejean,
whilst his map was influenced, as indeed were most subsequent maps
prior to 1913, by von Hahn's discoveries, did not accept all von Hahn's
claims for the Albanians. Large tracts of the Morava valley were,
however, acknowledged by Lejean as Albanian, and he justified this
innovation by reference to that large-scale replacement of Serbs
by Albanians which had, in 1861, been in operation for over 200 years.
This process had been encouraged by the Turks themselves for obvious
reasons, since the Albanians co-operated with them, whilst the
Serbians were a constant source of annoyance. The northward and
eastward migration of Albanians had reached such proportions that
Lejean was able to record outpost villages of Albanians at Novo Crdo
near Vranje and at Armaut-Koi near Tirané (Arnaut was the Turkish

name for Albanian).
Like Boué, Lejean emphasized the religious differences between the
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Albanians but he did not, as Boué had done, show religious distribu-
tions on his map. He depicted Orthodox, Catholic and Moslem
Albanians as one ethnic group, at the same time stressing that they
were by no means united. They were organized on a tribal basis and,
furthermore, were divided by the river Shkumbin into two major
groups—the Guegues (Gegs) in the north and the Toskes (Tosks) in the
south. They all called themselves Skipetars (a word which signifies
mountaineer in Albanian). They were, Lejean believed, the remnants
of the hellenized Illyrians, who, in the classical era, had occupied all
the southern Balkans (cf. Weigand’s view on their origins, Appendix A).

Jews and Gypsies

Lejean, in his notes on the ethnography of this region, made many
references to minorities which, although not numerous enough to
warrant depiction on the map, nevertheless deserved some mention.
The Mammins or Moslemized Jews of Salonika constituted such a
group.! Together with the Orthodox Jews, they formed the bulk
of the population of the port. Most of the Jews of Salonika were the
descendants of refugees from the Inquisition, expelled from Spain
during the reign of Isabella, and later of Philip I. They still spoke
Espaniol or Ladino. The Gypsies he also distinguished as a separate
group ; they were known variously as Bohemians, Gitanos, Zigeuner,
Tsiganes, Tsigani or Tchinghench ; Lejean described them as Hindus
ejected from India by the Mongols in the fifteenth century, although
the Sigynnes mentioned by the ancient Greek geographers, Steabo and
Herodotus, appeared to be the same people. They still led a nomadic
life, but numbers of them had settled as skilled iron workers. Lejean
made a reference to gypsies in the High Maritsa.  Miiller had also
made a special point of representing the Zigeuner in this area in 1842

(Fig. 6).

Conclusion

A. Petermann praised Lejean’s map as ‘ epoch-making,’ although in
actual fact it did not differ in its broad classifications from the maps
of Boué and Safafik. What Lejean did do was to cement together

1 Sometimes referred to as Domnes.
E
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MACKENZIE AND IRBY, 1867 SI

the mosaic loosely assembled by his predecessors, and modify some
distributions, especially those of the Turks and Albanians. He went
into the question of origins and made fuller use of place-name evidence
and historical references. It is difficult to find any contemporary
criticisms of his work. One senses a feeling in the literature of the
period that Lejean’s study had, to all intents and purposes, settled the
vexed question of ethnographic distributions in Turkey-in-Europe.
Safafik had put forward the idea of the Balkans being essentially
Slavonic, Boué had corroborated his thesis by personal observation,
and then Lejean had substantiated the idea with a wealth of historical
evidence.

THE MApr orF Miss G. M. MACKENZIE AND
Miss A. P. IrBy, 1867

Strangely enough, it was due to the efforts of two ladies, Miss G. M.
Mackenzie and Miss A. P. Irby, who had travelled ‘unescorted’ through
the Balkans, that the essentially Slavonic nature of the peninsula was
made known to the British public. Their map—the first English
ethnographic map of the Balkans—was published in 1867 (Fig. 12).
It was based largely on Lejean’s map but incorporated minor modifica-
tions arising partly out of their own personal observations and partly
from the criticisms of an Austrian railway engineer (who may have
been von Hahn). A reference to the rather delightful account of
their journey leaves no doubt that these two ladies were extremely
well informed of conditions in the Balkans. Their work impressed
Gladstone who wrote :

I do not mean to disparage the labours and services of others when

I say that, in my opinion, no diplomatist, no consul, no traveller,

among our countrymen, has made such a valuable contribution to

our means of knowledge of this important matter [the question
of the Ottoman Empire], as was made by Miss Mackenzie and Miss

Irby, when they published in 1867, their travels in some of the

Slavonian Provinces of European Turkey.!

1 op. cit. (Preface to 2nd edition, 1877).
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The Turks and Greeks
Miss Mackenzie and Miss Irby first emphasized that the Turks
formed a very small minority in the Balkans, a necessary prelude to
any discourse on Turkey-in-Europe in 1867 since A. K. Johnston’s
atlas, as late as the edition of 1856, was still utilizing G. Kombst’s map
showing the greater part of Thrace and southern Macedonia as
Turkish territory (see p. 25). Secondly, they emphasized that
throughout Turkey the name Greek was used to denote a Christian
of the Eastern Church, and pointed out that the idea that the population
of Turkey was Greek by ‘ race ” had lately been dissipated by persons
careful to insist on the antipathy that really divided Slav from Hellene.
According to their text :
The line of the Roman “ via Egnetia” was roughly the boundary
between the Bulgarians and Greeks, in that part of it which runs
between Salonica and Ochrida [ . . . ] though it leaves some Bulgarian
country to the South and some Greek settlements to the North.
It would be more difficult to draw a S.E. boundary from the coast
of the Black Sea to the Gulf of Salonica for the Slavs do not at any
point touch the Bosphorous or the sea of Marmora. In Thrace,
Adrianople may be taken as a boundary city for the Bulgarians
[and Greeks].

The Slavs, Vlachs and Albanians

Miss Mackenzie and Miss Irby were convinced of the preponderance
of the Slavs over all other groups, and of the fact that Macedonia was,
in the main, Bulgarian territory (the Bulga:ians they regarded as a
branch of the ‘ Yugo-Slavi’). They did not attempt to show the
distribution of Macedonian Vlachs on their map and they believed
that they were Greek in sympathy. They wrote of the Greeks in
Bitolj, for instance, as being represented by the crafty ‘ Tzintzars’
(Vlachs). Their distribution of Albanians was much the same as that
of Lejean.

Conclusion
It might have been expected that the work of Miss Mackenzie and
Miss Irby would directly influence public opinion in the British Isles.
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But the British belief in the Hellenic character of the Balkans was not
so easily shaken. Perhaps it was that ethnographic opinion tended
to be very conservative. If so the British public was not the only
offender in this respect. In 1855, the second edition of M. A. Denaix’s
atlas still carried an ethnographic map of the Balkans showing the
Grecks as a majority, and in 1873 there appeared in Paris F. L. Passard’s
map which actually favoured the Greeks with an ethnographic frontier
on the crest of the Balkans. As late as 1877, E. Stanford published a
map in the British Isles likewise depicting an extensive distribution
of Greeks (see p. 70).

Two Siav Maps, 1867-8

M. E. Mirkovi¢’s Map of 1867

Russia’s assiduous cultivation of the idea of a great Slav brotherhood
began to bear fruit about the same time as the work of Miss Mackenzie
and Miss Irby appeared. It took the form of a great Pan-slav Con-
ference in Moscow in 1867. M. F. Mirkovi€’s map, showing the
ethnographic distribution of Slavs in Europe, was one of the chief
exhibits. The conference was intended to draw attention to the
political significance of the recent researches which had so profoundly
modified the ethnographic map of eastern Europe.

Mirkovié¢ based his Balkan distributions mainly on those of G..
Lejean. He differed from Lejean in two important respects. First
of all, he broke up Lejean’s solid Turkish groups in north-eastern
Bulgaria into mixed Bulgaro-Turkish exclaves. Secondly, he extended
Bulgarian territory in Thrace well to the south of Edirne, depicting
many Bulgarians where Lejean had indicated only Greeks and Turks.
Otherwise his map was very similar to that of Lejean, more especially
in the western Balkans. The Serbo-Bulgarian frontier remained
unchanged and the Albanian distributions in Old Serbia were not
disputed. - That these distributions should pass unchallenged in 1867,
at a Slav conference, was a tribute to Lejean’s work, and at the same
time an indication of the fact that all the Slavs, including Serbs and
Bulgarians alike, were in agreement with the conclusions embodied
in Mirkovié’s map. It is true that much later, in 1906, J. Cviji¢ under-
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took to criticize Mirkovié’s map, but he failed to draw attention to the
fact that he was referring to the third edition (1877) of a map, which,
when it was first published, contained a fair reproduction of the views
held at the time by all Slavs, including the Serbs.

_] Erben’s Map of 1868

J. Erben’s ethnographic map of 1868 was on rather a small scale.
It was important only in so much as it represents the Czech opinion of
the period. Erben cited Safafik, Czeornig, Boekh, Lejean, Koeppen
and Mirkovi¢ as his sources. He followed Mirkovi¢’s distributions in
the Balkans. His only major modification was a reduction of the
Albanian element in Old Serbia to the advantage of the Serbs.

A. PETERMANN'S MAP OF 1869

~ In1869, A. Petermann compiled a composite map which was intended
to be a summary of the latest researches into the ethnographic distri-
bution of the Slavs in the Balkans (Fig. 13). A. Petermann was the
editor of the German geographical periodical, Petermann’s Geographische
Mittheilungen which, during the period of his control, acquired a world-
wide reputation. There was hardly a geographer of repute of any
nationality whom Petermann did not know personally. Ethnographic
maps interested him and in 1861 he had made Lejean’s map the occasion
of one of his famous supplements. '

The theme of Petermann’s map and of the article which- accompamed
it, was the importance of the ‘new ;dea of Balkan ethnography.
F. Bradatka, a Croatian professor responsible for the article, pointed
out that ideas on the nature of the population of Turkey-in-Europe
had been revolutionized in the thirty years between 1840 and 1869.
Initial over-estimates of Turks and Greeks had been due to lack of
Slav studies and also to the fact that Moslem Slavs and Albanians had
been wrongly declared Turks He pointed out that the Slavs, prac-
tising agriculture, were passive and inarticulate whilst the Greeks,
engaged in commerce with the outside world, overshadowed them,
and that the maritime connections of the Greeks gave them control
' 1]. Cvijié, The Ethnography of the Macedo-Slavs (London, 1906).



56 THE SLAVS, 1842-1869

of the coast and created the impression that their hold on the interior
was equally secure ; the Greeks were also the heroes of neo-classical
sentiment and above all they controlled the schools and the churches
of the Slavs. Finally, he noted that it had been the deliberate policy
of the Turks to make concessions to the Greeks and to the Albanians,
who were given a free hand to suppress the Slav elements of the
population. Al these factors had been instrumental in blinding
observers and scholars to the fact that the Slavs and not the Greeks,
formed the majority of the inhabitants of Turkey-in-Europe.!

The Slavs _

The change in ethnographic ideas in favour of the Slavs, which had
been initiated by P. G. Safafik and had been confirmed by the views
of A. Boué and Lejean, considerably impressed Petermann. He
realized that the Pan-slav movement, which had been a great force
in central Europe, had now taken on an ominous significance in the
Balkans. What impressed him was, not the differences which might
exist between the Slavs in this region, but the similarities—the fact that
their alleged affinity might indicate a common political future. It is
true, he distinguished Serb from Bulgarian on his map by a line from the
Sar mountains to the Timok river, through Prokoplje, thus including
Vidin, Ni§ and Leskovac within Bulgarian territory: he also indicated
an isolated Serb exclave on the banks of Lake Prespa. But he marked
all the Slavs, both Bulgarian and Serb, in the same colour, in order to
present their hegemony in south-eastern Europe with greater force.

The preoccupation of Petermann with the political significance
of the Slav groupings was symptomatic of a foreboding universally
held at this time. This was the fear that all the Slavs would ultimately
unite into one political unit—an idea based to a large extent on the
postulate that only superficial cultural and linguistic differences existed
between their various branches. In particular, there was a definite
tendency to regard the relationships between ‘ Southern Slavs,’
including Serbs and Bulgarians,? to be so close as to warrant a common

8; l; Bradaska, ““ Die Slaven in der Turkei,” Petermann’s Mittheilungen (Gotha,
1869).

2 ‘ Southern Slav’ was used later to denote the Serbs, Croats and Slovenes,
and excluded the Bulgarians.
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political fate. Petermann had coloured them as one to illustrate
this idea. Miss Mackenzie and Miss Irby had referred to Serbs and
Bulgarians as the ‘ Yugo-Slavi” Indeed, the supposition that a
common political fate was in store for both Serbs and Bulgarians
was one of the principal reasons why the Serbo-Bulgarian ethno-
graphic boundary was not regarded as a crucial issue before 1870.
Before that date the Serbo-Bulgarian frontier was purely an academic
question. Until then Serbs and Bulgarians were members of the
‘Southern Slav’ family fighting for freedom and recognition.
It mattered not whether the inhabitants of Macedonia were regarded
as Serbs or Bulgarians. The important thing was that they were
regarded as Slav.

The Albanians

Petermann was not primarily concerned with the non-Slav groups,
but the distribution of the Albanians of western Macedonia may be
inferred from his map. He was of the opinion that here they formed a
considerable minority, west of a line from Skoplje to Kastorfa, through
Veles and Bitolj. H. Kiepert later incorporated this distribution of
Albanians in his map of 1876 (see p. 66).



Cuarrrr IV
BULGARIANS AND GREEKS, 1870-1878
THE BULGARIAN EXARCHATE

IN 1870 an event of far-reaching importance occurred—the Turks
established the autonomy of the Bulgarian Church by appointing a
Bulgarian Exarch. The Bulgarian national revival had necessarily been
slower and later than that of the Serbs or Greeks. The fact that the
Bulgarians were in closer physical proximity to Constantinople was
one reason why they were not able to express themselves so freely.
South of a line drawn from the Danube through Vidin, Ni§ and Prizren
lay the real core of the Turkish Empire in Europe. In this area Turkish
settlement was closer than it was farther north. Here the Turkish begs
were established in their cifliki or large farms on which the Slav
rajas laboured. In this region Turkish reaction to any separatist
movement was strong and immediately effective. In Bulgaria and
Macedonia, Turkish power was thus more firmly established than it
was in the Serbian provinces farther north, or than it was in the
Greek archipelago.  For this reason the marginal zones of the Turkish
Empire—Pelopénnisos, Serbia, Wallachia—witnessed scenes of national
revival, whilst the Bulgarians still lay inert under the weight of Turkish
administrative tyranny. But in spite of greater opposition the
Bulgarian national movement had been slowly progressing. The
first work printed in the vernacular had appeared in 1824 and the first
Bulgarian school had been founded in Gabrovo in 1835. In the
1840’s many schools were formed and Bulgarian literature blossomed
forth, while the wealthier Bulgarians began to send their sons to
be educated in Russia, Bohemia and France rather than in Constan-
tinople as formerly. Bulgarians, who even until late in life had
58
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written the Greek language, persisted in learning to write their own.
It was the obstacle presented to such efforts of natural self-expression
by the hierarchy of the Greek Church that finally brought the
Bulgarians to the resolution of freeing their Church from the control
of Phanar (the district in Constantinople where the Greek bishops
were quartered).

After 1840 the Bulgarian movement began to meet ever-stiffening
opposition from the Greek Patriarch and the Greek prelates. Any
national awakening on the part of the Bulgarians militated as much
against the privileged spiritual position of the Greek Church in south-
eastern Europe, as it did against the temporal power of the Turk.:
The Greek clergy not unnaturally used all their enormous influence to-
~restrain Bulgarian nationalism, in order to retain the monopoly of
* ecclesiastical offices which had been theirs since the abolition of
~both the Old Serbian Patriarchate of Peé and the former Bulgarian.

Patriarchate of Ohrid in the eighteenth century. Ecclesiastical libera--

tion was therefore the first step towards the development of Bulgarian’

nationalism and since 1854 the Bulgarians had been pressing for a

restoration of ecclesiastical independence. In 1860 they had even
" negotiated with Rome for the establishment of a Bulgarian Uniate:
.. Church which while preserving Orthodox ritual would have been.
" Roman in allegiance. Between 1860 and 1870 Bulgarian oppo-.
" sition to the Greek clergy had precipitated open insurrection on more
than one occasion. In 1862, “ A series of scandals took place through-
out the provinces. Churches were closed in order that the Greek
_ liturgy might not be read therein. When the Greek bishops returned
from their revenue-gathering progresses they found their palaces
locked and were conducted beyond the city walls. If they entered a
church to officiate, no Bulgarian priest would take part in the service :
when they departed the floor was ostentatiously swept, as if to remove
traces of impurity. In Sofia, when a new bishop was expected, men,
women and children filled the palace and blocked it up, till, unarmed
as they were, they had to be expelled by Turkish soldiers.”* The
sympathetic attitude of the Russians towards the Bulgarians and their’

1G. Muir Mackenzie and A. P. Itby, op. cit.
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grievances encouraged them to an open boycott of the Greek bishops.
Russian influence in Constantinople was finally instrumental in obtain-
ing a concession in favour of the Bulgarian point of view, and the
establishment of the Bulgarian Exarchate between 1870 and 1872
guaranteed ecclesiastical independence and, at the same time, marked
a new phase in the development of the Bulgarian national revival.

The creation of the Exarchate was an immensely important political
concession. The bestowal of spiritual benefits upon the Bulgarians
was one of its lesser functions. The Church played a part in the worldly
affairs of eastern Europe which often transcended matters of mere
spiritual significance. The newly-independent Church of Bulgaria,
whilst it stood for religious freedom and maintained Bulgarian cultural
traditions, was pre-eminently a political force. Its chief objectives
were to combat the process of hellenization at work in Bulgarian
territory and to prepare the populace for political independence. Its
members were at once spiritual and political adherents of the Bulgarian
cause. Its inauguration marked the end of that unholy alliance between
the Sultan and the Greek bishops, which had jointly controlled for so
long the destinies of the Slavs in the Balkans.

The most significant feature of the Exarchate was its extraordinary
extent. Its limits were established as a result of a plebiscite organized
by the Turks in 1872. According to the Bulgarian geographer, J.
Ivanov (whose work appeared in 1917 and 1918), the extent of the
Exarchate corresponded approximately to the distribution of
Bulgarians on Lejean’s map (Fig. 14). It included Vidin, N& and
Leskovac (which were ceded to Serbia in 1878), Macedonia and
Thrace. The Exarch’s influence was apparently not so strong in the
south because he was there represented only by vicars, and not by
bishops. The relative weakness of the Exarchate over much ot
southern Macedonia and Thrace would seem to suggest that the Slavs
of these regions did not desire to be emancipated from Greek control
at this time. The fact that large numbers of Slavs preferred the Greek
to the new Bulgarian Church led eventually to the Greek hypothesis
of the existence of Slavophones or Bulgarophones (i.e. Slav-speaking
Greek natiomals. See page 71). One further point needs stressing :
according to the Serbians there were large numbers of Slavs in the
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Skoplje, Ni§ and Vidin areas who embraced the Bulgarian Church,
not because they were Bulgarians, but because the new Church offered
a respite from Graeco-Turkish oppression.

The significance of the establishment of the Exarchate was not lost
upon the Great Powers of Europe, nor upon the Balkan national
states already in existence. The Great Powers, of course, believed
that the concession had been wrung from the Porte by Russian pressure.
The Greeks and Serbians excitedly remarked that a Bulgarian colossus
had been born overnight and that Bulgaria would undoubtedly become
the paramount power in the Balkans, if the domain of the Bulgarian
Exarchate was any indication of the ultimate political extent of
Bulgaria. It was from this date that the Serbians began to have
certain misgivings about their Bulgarian brethren and the Greeks felt
cheated of their rightful legacy, the mantle of the Byzantine Empire,
so boldly lifted from their shoulders by the upstart Slav. The
unanimity of opinion on the Serbo-Bulgarian ethnographic frontier,
so remarkable a feature of all the maps so far considered, was to be
shattered by this new approach, with its accent on the dissimilarities
between the Slav groups, rather than on the qualities they had in
~common. The immediate effect of the creation of the Exarchate,
however, was to emancipate the Bulgarians from Greek control.

THE CONFERENCE OF CONSTANTINOPLE, 1876

In 1876 a Conference of the Great Powers took place at Constanti-
nople with the objective of formulating a programme of reform in
the Balkans and of forcing the Sultan to implement such reforms as
he had already promised. The revolt of the Bosnians and
Hercegovinians in 1875, and of the Bulgarians in 1876, had lifted the
veil on the deplorable conditions still to be found in the Turkish
Empire. The massacre of Bulgarians which followed the insurrection
drew attention to their cause in the British Isles and invoked Gladstone’s
thunderous indictment. At the Conference, the universal dissatisfac-
tion with Turkish maladministration was unquestioned. The problem
was—who was to replace the Turk in Europe? The Conference
revealed a clash of ideas regarding the nature and extent of the new
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political formations necessary to supplant the Turk in his European
domain.

Ethnographic maps were about to play an important role in the re-
assessment of the political situation. Major ethnic groupings were
suggested at the Conference as a useful basis for the political reorganiza-
tion of the Balkans. It would be wrong to imply, however, that any
of the participants at the Conference were inspired by the principle
of self-determination. Russia, at the time, was engaged in the
systematic decimation of her nomadic minorities in the Ukraine ;
Great Britain was adamant in her refusal to recognize Irish nationalism;
whilst Germany had recently added tens of thousands of Frenchmen
to her population. The suggested use of the ethno-political boundary
was largely a Russian idea which, had it been utilized, would have
resulted in Slav hegemony in the Balkans. It was Ignatyev, the
Russian Ambassador, who suggested the creation—"“of an autonomous
big Bulgaria stretching from Bourgas [ . . . ] to_Dedeagatch [. . .]
then to the Lake of Ochrida [ . . . ] Albania[ . . . ] Nish
[ ... ]Vidin and the Danube.”* He produced a map showing
such a state based on his own ethnographic data, and its boundaries
coincided roughly with the Bulgarian ethnographic frontier asdrawn on
Lejean’s map and also with the limits of the Bulgarian Exarchate
(Fig. 90). Petermann’s Mittheilungen reported that St. J. Verkovi¢’s
ethnographic data was also made use of at the Conference. He was a
Serb but his conclusions on ethnographic distribution favoured the
Bulgarians in Macedonia.? This was incidentally a further indication
that the Serbo-Bulgarian ethnographic quarrel had ot then developed.

Great Britain and Austria, however, were opposed to the idea of a
great Slav state. The prospect of a political Pan-slavonia stretching
from Prague to Moscow was still a dreadful possibility to the Great
Powers of peninsular Europe. The fact that Russia had played the
leading role in promoting Bulgarian national consciousness was taken
to mean that the new state would merely represent an enlarged sphere

1 M. D. Stojanovié, The Great Powers and the Balkans, 1875-1878 (Cambridge,
1939). :

2 *“ Statistisch-ethnographische Daten des Sandschaks Seres, gesammelt von
St. J. Verkovié,” mitgetheilt von Fr. Bradaska. Petermann’s Mittheilungen, Bd. 24
(Gotha, 1878).



64 BULGARIANS AND GREEKS, 1870-1878

of Russian influence and thus the coincidence of Russian aims and
Bulgarian national aspirations prevented either the Austrians or the
British from taking a sympathetic view of Bulgarian plans. Ignatyev’s
proposals were therefore opposed by “[ . . . ] both Britain and
Austria[ . . . ]in accordance with their traditional policies. The
British proposed a division into two parts with the southern boundary
moved much farther north to the Adrianople-Monastir line.”

The Conference achieved no concrete results. The Turks were
allowed to remain in possession of Bulgaria and Macedonia, provided
that they put into execution the much needed reforms. Their failure
to do so led two years later, in 1878, to the Turko-Russian war. But if
the Conference achieved nothing else, it did create an interest in
ethnographic maps because it became clear that through the medium
of ethnographic ideas the Bulgarians had gained a moral ascendency
over all the other peoples of the Balkans. This may have been due in
part to the widespread sympathy felt for the most oppressed of the
Sultan’s subjects, but even more so was it due to the simple fact that
for thirty years the greater part of the territory between the Danube
and the Aegean, between the Macedonian lakes and the Black sea, had
been coloured as Bulgarian on scores of ethnographic maps. The terms
Balkan and Bulgarian had become practically synonymous and this had
been achieved solely by that subtle emotional appeal which emanated
from ethnographic maps. The Greeks realized too late the magic of
such maps. In the simple flat colours were to be seen the hopes and
aspirations of a nation. The trend of events was already pointing to
the maxim that if a people were to lay political claim to a territory,
they must first establish their ethnic rights. The ambassadorial meeting
at Constantinople brought home the principle of the ethnographic
frontier to the peoples of Europe with all the force of a thunderbolt.
It dramatized its significance and invested it with a propagandist
value which the Balkan peoples were not slow to grasp.

The very idea of using ethnographic distributions to plot political
boundaries was so revolutionary in its conceptionthat the Greeks were
horrified by the trend of events and made all haste to improve their

1 Stojanovié, op. cit. Cf. also Turkey, Blue Book No. 13 (1878), which includes
a map of the proposed Bulgarian provinces.
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moral position by a re-statement of their ethnographic claims. The
British also, the French, the Austrians, even the Turks were startled
by the grim possibilities of this primitive application of the principle
of self-determination to a solution of the Balkan problem. All nations
began to take an avid interest in ethnographic distributions and a spate
of ethnographic maps appeared in the next year or so.

H. KieperT's MAP OF 1876

The most famous map of this period was compiled by the foremost
geographer of his day—H. Kiepert, professor of geography in the
University of Berlin (Fig. 15). Kiepert had always had a very strong
regional interest in the Balkans, more especially in Greece. He was
well acquainted with the history of the Balkan region and moreover
was an able cartographer. His sources included such maps as had
already appeared, in particular those of G. Lejean, M. F. Mirkovié¢
and A. Petermann. His ethnographic map incorporated into a compo-
site whole what he thought were the better points of each map. In
addition, he introduced several innovations, based very largely
on the writings of a Greek historian, P. Aravantinos, whose studies
had been published in Athens in 1856-7. He also spent some time in
Constantinople enquiring into official sources. Altogether he recog-
nized six nationalities—Turks, Greeks, Serbs, Bulgarians, Romanians
and Albanians.

The Turks

As a result of his use of Turkish statistics, his map re-emphasized the
Turks in Thrace at the expense of the Greeks. The tendency to re-
assess the numbers of Turks in the Balkans had begun with Lejean’s
map of 1861. A special map by Petermann of the Turks in Europe,
produced early in 1876, had greatly underestimated their importance.
Kiepert literally put them back on the map. In so doing he probably
included a number of Moslem Bulgarians in his Turkish classification.
The difficulty of distinguishing Moslem Slav from Turk had always
been great, especially when, as was sometimes the case, the Slavs had
lost their language.

F
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The Greeks

If he reduced Hellenic territory in Thrace, he increased it con-
siderably on his map in south-western Macedonia and Ipiros. He
believed that the Greeks stretched as far north as Edhessa, or Vodena as
the Slavs called it. This was the town which Miss Mackenzie had
referred to in 1867 as “‘the Bulgarian City of the Waters.” His justifica-
tion for classifying the inhabitants of most of southern Ipiros as Greek
rather than as Albanian, was that the process of hellenization had
proceeded to such an extent amongst the Tosks of southern Albania,
that in many cases it was impossible to distinguish Greeks from
Albanians, particularly from those Albanians belonging to the Greek
Orthodox Church. It is of interest to note that he produced a map of

Ipiros later, in 1878 (Fig. 19).

The Slays
The distribution of Slavs on Kiepert’s map had been taken from

Petermann’s map of 1869 and so the Bulgarians were shown as inhab-
iting most of Macedonia but not so widely distributed as they had been
on the maps of Lejean and Boué. No Serbs were shown south of the
Sar mountains. Kiepert removed the Serb minority round Lake
Ohrid which had been a feature of some of the earlier maps.

The Vlachs and the Albanians

In Kiepert’s view the Vlachs were so sparsely distributed throughout
southern Macedonia as scarcely to justify recognition except in the
Pindhos region, and he grouped the smaller enclaves with the Greeks.
He believed that the Albanian element in Ipiros had been over-
estimated in the past, but he still showed the Albanians in strong force
in both western Macedonia and in Old Serbia.

Conclusion
Kiepert’s map had a great vogue. His work was known to the Tsar

who was very impressed by his scholarship, and to Bismarck who
expressed himself thus:
La situation ethnographique de la Bulgarie, comme je le sais de
source authentique et comme il résulte de la meilleure carte que nous
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connaissons, celle de Kiepert, est celleci: les limites de la nationalité
- [Bulgarian] descendent 2 I'ouest 2 peu prés sans mélange jusquau

dela de Salonique et vont A I'est, avec un peu de mélange d’clements
Turcs, jusqu’a la Mer Noire, tandis que la Conférence de Constan-
tinople, comme on peut le voir par ses délibérations, s’est arrétée
dans la Bulgarie orientale, un peu au nord des limites de la nationalité,
est en revanche, a peut-€tre 3 I'ouest, rattaché i la Bulgarie un peu
plus qui le territoire habité par un population exclusivement
bulgare.?

Kiepert’s map was used by the delegates at the Congress of Berlin.
Its popularity was largely due to the fact that Germany appeared at that
time (1878) to be the only Great Power not directly interested in the
issue of the Balkan dispute and Kiepert’s map was regarded as part of
Bismarck’s ‘honest brokerage.” Maps based on Kiepert appeared in
Markham’s Geographical Magazine for October, 1876, in E. G. Raven-
stein’s Universal Geography of 1877, in the second edition of the travels
of Miss Mackenzie and Miss Irby (1877), and it was resurrected by
Kiepert’s son in 1898 and re-issued in 1910. Rizov incorporated it in
his atlas of 1917 and J. D. Bourchier, the famous pro-Bulgarian cor-
respondent of The Times, reintroduced H. Kiepert’s map to the
British public in 1921. '

ENGLISH MAPS OF 1876 AND 1877

Wyld’s Map of 1876

The year 1876 marked the climax of the pro-Bulgarian ethno-
graphic fashion, and the supremacy of the Bulgarians throughout the
whole of the southern Balkans, including Bulgaria, Macedonia and
Thrace, was universally accepted. The fashion was challenged neither by
the Greeks nor by the Serbians. England, which was the home of
the Greek cause, welcomed the appearance at this time of three ethno-
graphic maps, all of which adhered to the pro-Bulgarian fashion and
which indicated that even in England the trend of public opinion had
gone against the Greeks. The first of these maps—Wyld’s map of 1876—
was rather an interesting combination of the maps of Boué and

1 A. d&’Avril, Les Négotiations relatives au traité de Berlin (Paris, 1886).
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Petermann. The distribution of the Bulgarians was based on Petermann;
the division of the Albanians into their religious sects, and the location
of the Vlachs, were derived from Boué. Wyld’s map did make a few
concessions to the Greeks, representing, for example, all Turkish
exclaves of southern Macedonia and Thrace as Greek. The Byronic
tradition died hard.

The Maps of Bacon and Miss Muir Mackenzie

Bacon’s map which appeared in 1877 was no more than Lejean’s map
simplified. However, it did not separately distinguish Serbs and Bul-
garians but marked both as ‘Southern Slav.” The third map was that of
Miss Muir Mackenzie and Miss A. P. Irby, which was re-issued in 1877.
The 1877 map differed from that of 1867 in so much as the western part
of the map was modified in accordance with Kiepert’s views. Thus it
showed more Albanians and Greeks, but the Slavs, particularly the
Bulgarians, were still given a most liberal distribution, and more
Serbs were shown in the Peé district. The edition of 1877 contained a
preface penned by none other than W. E. Gladstone, whose speeches,
directed against the Ottoman Empire in Europe, had done so much to
popularize the Slav cause.

Pro-GRreek Maps, 1877-8

The Greeks were well aware that the views popularized by P. G.
Safafik and A. Boué, by G. Lejean and H. Kiepert, had become
fashionable in all parts of Europe. The idea that the vast majority of
the Sultan’s subjects were Greek had been dispelled, and in its place the
idea that they were Bulgarians had been established. Moreover the
re-emergence of a Bulgarian national Church had deprived the Greeks
of a valuable instrument of hellenization. The growth of Bulgarian
nationalism had not only crippled the spiritual supremacy of the
Greeks in the Balkans but it threatened also their commercial and
administrative control and so reduced the possibility of a revival of the
Byzantine Empire under the auspices of the modern Greeks. That the
pro-Bulgarian ethnographic map was being widely published even in
the British Isles was an indication of the bleakness of Greek prospects.
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The new ethnographic ideas had been instrumental in completely
undermining their moral position.

E. Stanford’s Map of 1877

Under the circumstances the Greek reaction, so long delayed, was
violent but unavailing. In 1877 three maps appeared in rapid succession
disputing the validity of H. Kiepert’s map and incorporating the
Greek ideas of Balkan ethnography. Of these the best known was
Stanford’s map, derived from Greek sources and published both in
Greek and in English (Fig. 16). On this map, the whole of the peninsula
between the crest of the Balkans and the Aegean, including central and
southern Albania, was coloured as Greek territory. The anonymous
Greek author dismissed language as an unreliable criterion on which to
base an ethnographic map. He maintained, however, that the Greek
language was widely understood by all the peoples of the Balkans,
that the Vlachs were Greek nationals, and that large numbers of the
so-called Slavs were in fact Bulgarophone Greeks (i.e. Greek nationals
who happened to speak Bulgarian). Above all, the Balkans, he argued,
were culturally and historically an unalienable part of the Hellenic
world. These views, elaborated and recast, formed the core later of the
theses of C. Nicolaides in 1899, of N. Kasasis in 1903, of S. P. Phocas
Cosmetatos and V. Colocotronis in 1919 and those of a host of other
Greek scholars who continued to labour for the next fifty years in a
desperate effort to revitalize the old idea, that the Balkans constituted
an Hellenic province.! g

F. Bianconi’s Map of 1877

The second of the pro-Greek series to appear in 1877 was F. Bianconi’s
map. Bianconi was a Frenchman who had been at one time the chief
engineer and architect of the Ottoman Railways. His map was based on
Turkish statistics. Such statistics were derived from rough surveys

1V. Colocotronis, La Macédoine et L’Hellénisme, op. cit., contains the following :
“ Mais il existe aussi dans certains districts Macédoniens de telles populations
Slavophones, qui, en outre ont conservé une conscience nationale purement
grec.” C. Nlcolaldes, Makedonien (Berlin, 1899). S. P. Phocas Cosmetatos, La
Macédoine : son passé et son présent (Lausanne, 1919). N. Kasasis, L’ Héllenisme et la
Macédoine (Paris, 1903).
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made for tax assessment purposes; they were not uniform from one
place to another, nor were they complete. ‘Heads of houscholds’ only
were counted; women and children were disregarded. Only Turks and
non-Moslems were separately distinguished and non-Moslems were
often referred to as Greeks (see p. 42). In consequence Bianconi’s map
portrayed the whole of ‘Roumelia,” Macedonia and southern Albania
as Greek. It may be regarded, in company with Stanford’s map,
as part of the reaction to the idea of the Slav domination of the
Balkans.

A. Synvet's Map of 1877

The Greek reaction was further reinforced by Synvet’s map of 1877
(Fig. 17). Synvet was a Greek schoolmaster from Constantinople and he
adopted a novel method of belittling the Slav claims. Only in Serbia
proper, in Romania and in a small part of Bulgaria did Synvet dis-
tinguish any compact ethnic groups. Elsewhere, over the whole of the
Balkans, his distributions were drawn to stress the heterogeneous
character of the population.

The Turks. All the Moslems on his map were shown as Turks, an
interpretation which incurred the wrath of later Slav scholars, but
which in 1877 might have been justified because the Moslem religion
did have political significance. A great many Bosnians, Serbs, Albanians
and Bulgarians (Pomaks) had adopted the Moslem faith and were
closely allied to the Turkish cause. These Moslems often had a great
deal more in common with the Turks than they had with their com-
patriots. They enjoyed privileged positions which were regarded as
vested interests and often they themselves formed the very bands of
bashi-bazouks whose savage reprisals put an end to many a national
demonstration against the Turk. Synvet’s map was a vivid reminder
that the Moslems were still a factor to be reckoned with in the Balkan
political situation.

The Greeks. By recognizing the Bulgarophone Greeks in Macedonia
and Roumelia and by classifying the Vlachs as Greeks, Synvet con-
siderably extended the Hellenic ethnographic frontier but he did not
make the extravagant claims for the Greeks, put forward in the
maps of Stanford and Bianconi. His was rather a reaffirmation
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of the Graeco-Turkish viewpoint. It was welcomed by the
Greeks in 1877.1

Outside Great Britain the three pro-Greek maps had a very poor
reception®. The Slavonic character of the Balkan peninsula had been
impressed upon the mind of Europe so thoroughly by the Lejean
school, that any radical re-interpretation enjoyed no immediate vogue.
Nevertheless, the Bulgarian ethnic hegemony had been challenged. The
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- Fic. 18. H. KiePErRT’S ETHNOCRATIC MAP OF 1878

British welcomed the representation of the Greek claims, which
lent some support to British foreign policy in the eastern Mediterranean.

H. Kiepert's ‘Ethnocratic Map of 1878

The Greek case was strengthened by the appearance of another of
Kiepert’s maps in 1878. This was not an ethnograp&ic map, but it was
based partly on ethnographic data (Fig. 18). The point that cultural

1 This map, although welcomed by the Greeks in 1877, was rejected by them in
1919. Colocotronis (op. cit.) went so far as to accuse Synvet of prejudice. He
alleged that Synvet used as his base map, ‘“La Bulgarie d’aprés {le Prince
Tcherkasky,” traced by a Bulgarian professor from diplomatic reports.

2 Karl Sax for example described Stanford’s map as unworthy of consideration.
Mittheilungen Geographischen Gesellschaft, Bd. XXI (Wien, 1878).
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groups did not necessarily have common political aspirations, and that
ethnographic frontiers were not suitable political boundaries was
evidently appreciated by Kiepert. He therefore produced this new
map, at the request of the Greeks, to offset the political significance
which events had given to his ethnographic map of 1876 (see p. 65).
It was entitled Tableau ethnocratique des Pays du Sud-Est de I' Europe. In the
explanation accompanying the map Kiepert outlined the difficulties
inherent in the production of an ethnographic map and he maintained
that the use of such maps for drawing up political boundaries was a
malpractice which no geographer ought to countenance. He therefore
attempted to produce a composite map, embodying all the factors
which he believed should be taken into account in the framing of
political boundaries. His criteria included race, language, religion and
historical associations; and he added the proviso that such boundaries
should be drawn in accordance with the realities of physical geography.
As a result of all these considerations Kiepert’s ethnocratic map was very
different from his ethnographic map. He depicted on the former the
Balkan crest-line as a suitable northern boundary for an enlarged Greek
state, which was also to include southern Macedonia and southern
Albania. Bulgaria, he confined to the lands between the Danube and
the Balkan range but including northern Macedonia, the Dobrudja and
the Ni§ district. Serbia he extended to include Bosnia, Hercegovina
and Montenegro and he made allowance for an independent Albania
which incorporated Old Serbia. Later, in 1919, V. Coloctronis
claimed that Kiepert’s later map invalidated his carlier cne, but the two
were meant of course to be complementary.! C. Nicolaides in 1899
went so far as to base his ethnographic map on Kiepert’s ethnocratic
map (see p. 122).

- K. Sax’s Mar oF 1878

The Greeks and the British were not alone in the campaign, which
aimed at destroying the idea of Slav supremacy in the Balkans. Austria

1V. Colocotronis, op. cit. (p. 484), states : * Or, ce méme H. Kiepert lorsqu'’il
fut chargé d’Athénes de publier une nouvelle carte ethnographique de Balkans
w’hésita pas un instant a désigner comme frontiére de Hellénisme la créte méme
de 'Hemus. Décidément Kiepert ne voulait mécontenter personne.”
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had always had a vital interest in Balkan affairs. Since her defeat at the
hands of Prussia, Austria’s hope of achieving the leadership of a
Germanic central Europe had van-
ished. Austria was left with her Slav
possessions and the possibility of
expansion in the Balkans. She had
no desire to see Slav national aspir-
ations successful anywhere in Europe.
Serbia, the one Slav state of conse-
quence in the Balkans, was a constant
source of annoyance to the Habsburgs.

The triumph of the idea of the

H. KIEPERT
le78

Albanians E Greeks

Serbo-Croat group, which had become
A - Albanion B - Bugarion V- Viach .
G-Greeh  T-Twsh a feature of all ethnographic maps

S5O MILES

since the time of Safafik in 1842,

Fi6. 19. H. KIEPERT'S MAP
OF IrirOSs, 1878

Abbreviations of towns
are as follows: G. Gjino-
kastér ; Kon. Konitsa ; To.
Ioannina. The distribution
of Albanian, Bulgarian, Vlach,
Greek and Turkish villages
in south-western Macedonia

spelled danger for an Empire which
relied on Slav loyalty to German
rule. Moreover the existence of Serbia
set up a pole of attraction for all the
Slavs of the western Balkans, not only
for those Slavs already within the
Habsburg domain, but perhaps even

more important, for those Slavs in the
very regions where Austria wished to
consolidate her political power, namely
in Bosnia, Hercegovina, Old Serbia and Macedonia.

In the light of Austria’s attitude, the map compiled by an Austrian
official, Karl Sax, which appeared in 1877, is worth consideration
(Fig. 20). For many years Sax had served the Austrian Empire as a
consul in Adrianople. He was well acquainted with Balkan affairs and
had evidently cultivated an intellectual interest in ethnography, both
as a pastime and as part of his official business. His sources were reputable
for he was acquainted with the maps of Lejean, Kiepert and Synvet and
with the travel works of Blau, Kanitz, Hahn, Roskiewicz, Thommel,
Hochstetter and Boué. He was also able to make use of a Bulgarian
estimate of the population of Thrace and of the official reports of

is depicted by the letters
given in the key above.
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Austrian officials in Shkodér (Scutari), Prizren, Skoplje, Bitolj,
Salonika and of other smaller towns. It must be remembered that
the Austrians, by virtue of their geographical position and their
immense experience in dealing with diverse nationalities, commanded
sources of information not available to the French or British or even
to the Russians.

Sax adopted a different set of criteria from that used hitherto for
compiling ethnographic maps and as a result the picture he obtained
differed considerably from that of Kiepert. He argued that since the
time of Safafik and Lejean too much emphasis had been placed on
linguistic, and not enough on religious data which in the Balkans were
extremely important. Furthermore, everybody had ignored what Sax
called ‘group consciousness’; he did not mean mere folklore, or racial
similarity or any of the more obvious and facile cultural traits; he meant
a deep-seated feeling of community which often united peoples of
diverse culture. He called it das eigene nationale Bewusstsein.! Sax went
on to point out that reliance on linguistic criteria had given to the
ethnographic map a simplicity which in real life did not exist. Many
of the Slavs, for example the Bosnians and the Serbs, could be repre-
sented linguistically as one group, whereas in actual fact religious
differences in their case were of a higher order than language. Thus the
Bosnians, he declared, were invested with an entirely separate sense of
nationality from that of the Serbians.?

The Turks

As a result of the application of new criteria, Sax produced a very
complex ethnographic map of the Balkans. He was much more
liberal in his Turkish distribution than Kiepert. He recognized
a considerable minority of Turks in central Macedonia, particularly in

1In the original : *“Ich spreche gar nicht von der V&lkergeschichte, vom
physischen Typus, von den Gebriuchen und derartigen selbstverstindlichen,
aber ferner liegenden Merkmalen.”

2“Dije bosnischen Mohammedaner, deren Muttersprache die serbische ist
haben sich niemals Serben nennen lassen, sondern ‘‘ Tiirken,” sie sind doch wohl
kein Tiirken, aber sie diirfen auch nicht einfach unter die Serben gerechnet
werden, weil sie sich zu dieser letzteren Nation selbst nicht rechnen und sogar
in den schnoffsten Gegensatz stellen.”
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the valleys of the Vardar and Struma, and in the regions intervening.
The zone bounded by Skoplje, Veles, Dojran, Sérrai, Melnik and the
Osogovska mountains, he depicted as half-Turkish.

The Greeks
He was kinder to the Greeks than Kiepert and he showed strong

Greek minorities extending as far north as Bitolj, Devdelija on the
Vardar, Melnik and the Rodopi mountains; in addition, he showed a
strong Greek minority in the valley of the Maritsa as far north as
Edirne. The Greeks he pictured in Thrace, as at least equal in import-
ance to the Turks and Bulgarians.

The Slavs

The Slav groupings on Sax’s map were neither so simple nor so
widespread as they had been on previous maps. He distinguished not
two, but nine branches of the Slavs in Turkey-in-Europe. They in-
cluded the following ‘national groups’: Greek Orthodox Serbs,
Catholic Serbo-Croats, Moslem Serbo-Croats, Serbo-Bulgarians (a
mixed group), Exarchate Bulgarians, Hellenized Bulgarians of Greek
Orthodox faith, Uniate Bulgarians (a very small group), Catholic
Bulgarians (likewise a small group) and finally Pomaks or Moslem
Bulgarians.! In this manner he endeavoured to annihilate the idea of
both Serbo-Croat and of Bulgarian solidarity. How well he did so
may be appreciated merely by a glance at his map. The Serbs proper,
for example, he depicted as extending south to Novi Pazar and
Pristina with very small minorities around Peé and Prizren. South of the
Ibar and west of the Lin rivers, the Serbs gave way to Moslem Serbo-
Croats. Thus the all-important Novi Pazar corridor between Monte-
negro and Albania on the south-west, and Serbia on the north-east, he

1 (1) Serbische Stamme, griech-orthodoxer Religion (Serben, Cernagorcen,
herzegovinische und bosnische Serben). (2) Serbokroaten, Katholischer Religion,
oder bosnische und herzegovinische Lateiner. (3) Serbo-Kroaten moham-
medanischer Religion oder bosnische Turken. (4) Serbo-Bulgaren oder mit
Serben vermischte Bulgaren griechisch-orthodoxer Religion. (5) Bulgaren
griechisch-orthodoxer Religion der  schismatisch-bulgarischen  Kirche.
(6) Graeco-Bulgaren oder halb hellenisirte Bulgaren der griechisch-orthodoxer
Kirche. (7) Griechisch-Katholische oder unirte Bulgaren. (8) Latein Katholische
Bulgaren. (9) Pomaken.
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represented to be populated by Slavs of a nationality alien to that of the
Serbs. A significant innovation was the portrayal of the region
immediately north of Ni§ as Serbo-Bulgarian.! He did not quarrel with
the basic distribution of Bulgarians as represented on Kiepert’s map. In
fact, he showed them to be more numerous in Thrace than had hither-
to been accepted, except by Mirkovié on his Russian map. Bulgarians,
he marked as far west as Ni§, Leskovac, Vranje, the Sar mountains and
the Drin valley and as far south as Flérina, Konia, Véroia, Salonika,
Sérrai and Drima. But he robbed the Bulgarians of their former clear-
cut majority in Macedonia by the recognition of numerous minorities,
not only Turk, Albanian and Greek, but also Pomak, which Sax did
not regard to be of Bulgarian nationality. The Pomaks he marked in
the upper Struma valley, in the Edhessa district and in the whole of
the Mesta valley eastwards as far as Komotini.

The Vlachs _
Sax took care to distinguish the Vlachs from the Greeks. He not

only marked them in the Pindhos but also in eastern Thessalia, in the
valleys of the Semen and Devoll of southern Albania, in south-western
Macedonia around Kastorfa and Flérina, and west of Bitolj.

The Albanians

Sax divided the Albanians into their religious groups. The Moslem
Albanians, however, he indicated as the predominant group, extending
from Lake Shkodrs (Skadar) to as far east as the Morava river in the
vicinity of Prokuplje; he believed they formed the majority of the
inhabitants of Old Serbia. He also indicated Moslem Albanians as a
minority in western Macedonia, as far east as Skoplje, Prilep and
Bitolj. South of the Shkumbin river, he indicated them as a minority in
Northern Ipiros, particularly in the coastal region of the Kérkira
Channel, and also in the Kénitsa and Kastoria areas. He also separately
distinguished Greek Orthodox Albanians south of the Shkumbin
river. They formed a compact group only in the Libohové district;
elsewhere, they were found in conjunction with the Moslem Albanians.
His separate recognition of Greek Orthodox Albanians was a useful

1 Shown as Bulgarian on most contemporary maps.
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distinction as Greek claims in southern Albania were based largely on
the assumption that these Greek Orthodox Albanians adhered to the
Greek way of life, and were in process of becoming Greek nationals.

Conclusion

Summing up Sax’s contribution, it might be said that he presented
a good case for both Austrian and Greek intervention in Balkan affairs,
in so much as he demonstrated that the idea of the existence of two
major Slav groups, comprising Serbo-Croats and Bulgarians was
a fallacy. He claimed that there were twenty-eight different nation-
alities in Turkey-in-Europe and so involved was their distribution that
no possibility existed of granting political independence to each group.
Macedonia in particular had a very heterogeneous population, and on
this account there was no real reason why it should be linked with
Bulgaria. The method of diagrammatic representation of minorities
adopted by Sax accentuated the confusion of nationalities and em-
phasized the point he wished to make, that Lejean and Kiepert and
their school of linguistic ethnographers had grievously erred in stressing
the predominance and unity of the Slav groups in the Balkans (¢f. Fig. 11).
Karl Sax’s map undoubtedly was related to Austrian policy in the
Balkans in so much as it attempted to belittle the political significance
of ethnic groupings, but a review in Pefermann’s Mittheilungen declared
that Sax’s map gave the truest picture until then of ethnographic
conditions in the Balkans. W. Z. Ripley, who had a wide knowledge

F1G. 20

The references in the key are as follows : 1. Serbo-Croats, including Greek
Orthodox, Moslem and Roman Catholic (these sub-groups were separately
distinguished in the original) ; 2. Albanians, including Greek Orthodox, Moslem
and Roman Catholic (also separately distinguished in the original); 3.
Romanians—Pindus Vlachs and Moldo-Vlachs ; 4. Bulgarian Pomaks;
8. Greeks, including Orthodox and Moslem (separately distinguished in the
original) ; 6. Exarch Bulgarians ; 7. Circassians, Tatars, Turks and Turco-
mans (each separately distinguished in the original) ; 8. Graeco-Vlachs
(separately distinguished in the original and classified as Romanians) ; 9.
Serbo-Bulgarians (separately distinguished in the original but classified as
Bulgarians) ; 10. Graeco-Bulgarians (separately distinguished in the original
but classified as Bulgarians) ; 11. Graeco-Albanians (separately distinguished
in the original but classified as Greeks).

G
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of European ethnography, incorporated Sax’s map into his well-
known work of reference, The Races of Europe, published in 1900.

THE MaP oF Nic. DensusiaNU AND F. DaME, 1877

It is necessary to point out here that even in 1877 ethnic controversy
was not limited to a discussion of the relative merits of Bulgarian and
Greek claims in Macedonia. The existence of 2 Romanian speaking ele-
ment in the population of various parts of Macedonia, Ipiros, southern
Albania and Thessalia had, by that time, excited the close attention of
the Romanians proper who had already achieved a measure of inde-
pendence north of the Danube. However remote the relationship
between the ‘ Macedo-Roumains’ and themselves might be, they
discerned it was real enough to be turned to advantage. Historical
research even then had revealed the important role played by the
Vlachs or Blachi in the political life of mediaeval Macedonia. By
recalling the past and by drawing attention to the presence of the
Vlachs in the south-western Balkans, interested Romanians sought to
establish a case for political recognition of the Vlachs which might take
the form of the revival of Great Wallachia or ‘Megalo-Vlachie’ as
Densusianu called his proposed Vlach state. In the campaign for the
emancipation of the Vlachs the education of public opinion concerning
their history, culture and distribution was a primary necessity. The
book on the ‘Macedo-Roumains’ written by N. Densusianu and F.
Dami¢ was dedicated to this end. The map it included was based on
sources which gave emphasis to the distribution of the Vlachs; the
works of F. C. L. H. Pouqueville, M. E. Picot, J. Thunmann and
W. M. Leake were the most important of these.! The method used
was to colour the map according, it would seem, to descriptions
afforded by these authors. The results were interesting (Fig. 21).

The Turks
Not much Turkish territory was shown on this map. Apart from
some districts in the Rodopi mountains the Turks were confined to the

1 The titles were respectively : Voyage en Gréce (Paris, 1826). Les Roumains
de Macédoine (Paris, 1875). Untersuchungen -iiber die Geschichte der ostlichen
europdischen Vlker (Leipzig, 1774). Travels in northern Greece (London, 183 5).
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area immediately north of Lakes Korénia and Vélvi, stretching thence
along the coast to Kévalla.

The Greeks

The Greeks were given a very meagre distribution in complete
contrast to that favoured by Greek cartographers and much less than
that suggested by G. Lejean and H. Kiepert. Only a small portion of
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Macedonia proper was shown as Greek and the Greeks were even
excluded from the greater part of Thessalfa.

The Slavs

The interesting classification adopted by N. Densusianu and F.
Damé did not distinguish between Serbs and Bulgarians. All the Slavs
were shown in one colour in complete contrast to Sax’s map, an
indication of the fact that at this time, at least in the Romanian view,
the distinction between Bulgarians and Serbs was not important.
Bulgaria, of course, had not yet been established as an independent
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state. The distribution of the Slavs consisted of enclaves in Old Serbia
and a concentration in central Macedonia which, however, did not
reach the Aegean.

The Vlachs

The Vlachs, or ‘Macedo-Roumains’ and ‘Zinzares’ as they were
referred to in the text, were given a very wide and solid distribution
(in contradistinction to the scattered distributions favoured by G.
Lejean and H. Kiepert) which covered part of southern Albania, the
greater part of south-western Macedonia and Thessalfa. In addition
three exclaves of Vlachs were shown outside this area.

There were four main branches of the Vlachs referred to in the
text, the Perhebiens, the Brouzi, the Massarets or Dassarets and the
Boui or Boviens. Their combined strength, according to the authors,
totalled 1,200,000, of whom 450,000 were to be found in Mace-
donia, 200,000 in Thessalia, 350,000 in Ipiros and Albania, and
200,000 in Thrace. These estimates were something like four times as
great as those given by G. Lejean and A. Boué. The Vlachs were, in the
words of F. C. L. H. Pouqueville, reiterated by N. Densusianu, “the
second most important nation after the ‘Pelasgians’ in Macedonia”.

The Albanians

The Albanians were divided into two groups, one of which was
found in southern Ipiros and the other, the larger of the two, to the
north of the Shkumbin river extending into western Macedonia and
Old Serbia as far, indeed, as the Morava river.

Tue TREATIES OF SAN STEFANO AND BERLIN, 1878

The Provisions of San Stefano

Between 1876 and 1878, the appearance of the pro-Greek maps, of
the Austrian map, and of the Romanian map, all suggested that opinion
on Macedonian ethnographic distributions was changing, and was being
changed, largely at the expense of the Bulgarians. Two schools of
thought were particularly in evidence during 1878 amongst the
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delegates at the important Peace Congresses held in that year. The one,
the Lejean school, maintained that Macedonia was in the main Slav, by
which was understood Bulgarian; the other emphasized the diversity
of the Macedonian population. This conflict of opinion was to be given
fuller expression in the events which followed the Russo-Turkish
War.

After the breakdown of the Conference of Constantinople in 1876,
war between Turkey and Russia could only have been prevented by
close agreement between Russia and Great Britain, and when this was
not forthcoming it needed only the excuse of a new Slav uprising to
set the Russian armies on the move.! This came in June 1877, when
Montenegro recommenced hostilities against the Turks and Russia
declared war. Serbia and Romania joined the Tsar. The short cam-
paign which followed enabled Russia to impose upon Turkey the
armistice of San Stefano. The terms of the Treaty associated with the
armistice, although they were not carried out, had enormous conse-
quences for the political geography of thé Balkans. The Russians had
entertained grandiose schemes for the partition of the Balkans as far
back as the reign of Catherine the Great (see p. 19). Then, in 1782,
partition of the Balkans had been dependent only upon the co-operation
of Austria. By 1878, however, any scheme for the partition of Turkey-
in-Europe depended not only on Austrian but also on British co-
operation. Since the time when Napoleon had threatened India by
gaining a grip on Egypt, Britain had been interested in the develop-
ment of events in the eastern Mediterranean. The purchase of shares in
the Suez Canal in 1875 added to British commitments in this theatre.
Any settlement in the Balkans therefore depended on granting satisfac-
tion, both to Austria in the west and to Britain in the south. The Tsar
obviously had such considerations in mind when he presented his
peace terms to the Sultan. Those terms left Austria with a free hand in
Bosnia and Hercegovina, in the Novi Pazar corridor and in Albania.
Such a concession dealt a death blow to the old Pan-slav idea of a
union of all the ‘Southern Slavs.” Serbia was compensated by the gift
of some ‘Bulgarian’ territory in the Ni§ and Leskovac area. The Tsar’s
decision broke the Serbo-Bulgarian accord and the result of his action

1W. N. Medlicott, The Congress of Berlin and After (London, 1938).
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was to have far-reaching repercussions. In order to pacify Britain, he
left Thessalia and Khalkidhiki in Turkish hands, a move which, in
practice, left those territories open to Greek penetration. Thrace was
also left to the Turks—a proof, which the Tsar hoped would be
accepted, that the Russians had no designs on Constantinople.

Apart from these concessions, the main provision of the Treaty
was the creation of an independent ‘Greater Bulgaria® similar in
extent to that suggested by Ignatyev in 1876 (Fig. 22). The creation of
a Greater Bulgaria was, from the Russian point of view, a step in the
right direction. Even if, as a temporary measure, many Serbo-Croats
had to be thrown to the Austrian wolves, Russia had achieved her
immediate objective—a Slav corridor into the heart of the Balkans.
From another point of view, it invested Bulgaria with mythical
frontiers to which the Bulgarians have continued to cling right down
to the present day. The boundaries of the proposed Greater Bulgaria
coincided closely with the ethnographic frontier laid down for the
Bulgarians by H. Kiepert. They included some Albanians in the west
and some Greeks in the south-west. On the other hand, many
Bulgarians were left in Turkish Thrace and others were sacrlﬁced to
Serbia in the Ni§ salient.

Austrian and British Proposals for Revision

The Treaty of San Stefano was never enforced. Both Great Britain
and Austria protested and threatened war unless new terms were
reached which would be acceptable to all parties concerned. From an
examination of Andrassy’s proposals for a revision of the provisions of
San Stefano, the real cause of friction between Austria and Russia may
be deduced. His main proposals were: (1) that Austria should occupy
Bosnia and Hercegovina as well as the territory between Serbia and
Montenegro, after informing the Porte; (2) that the boundary of
Montenegro should follow the line of the Konito, as far as the junction
of the rivers Pipa and Tara, then to Belapolje (Bijelo Polje), crossing the
river Lem (Lim) near Berani (Berane) and then to the Lake of Scutari.
Austria was to annex the territory between the river Bojano, the lake
and the sea. Montenegro would be guaranteed the liberty of navigation
on both river and lake; (3) that Serbia should receive no aggrandizement
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in the west ; but as compensation she would be given Vranje and
Tm (Tren) in the east. That she should undertake to, or let Austria,
construct a railway line through her territory and maintain the same
tariffs as in Austria; (4) that Russia’s right to Bessarabia should be
recognized; (s) that the eastern frontier of Bulgaria between Kirk
Kellessi (Kirklareli) and Constantinople should take the line proposed
by the Conference of 1876, thus leaving Lule-Bourgas (Luleburgaz)
and the Black Sea to Turkey; her western frontier should be drawn from
the Gulf of Orfano (Strimén) to Vranje; the district remaining beyond this
limit should be given administrative autonomy independent of the Bulgarian
Principality under the name of Macedonia, Salonika would be part of the
new Province.

Andrassy pointed out that his demands were intended to secure the
railway line through Mitrovica to Salonika and free access to the
Aegean sea for Austria.! It is very apparent from a reading of Andrassy’s
“proposals that Macedonia was the real bone of contention between the
two Emperors. It was here that Russian and Austrian interests came
into conflict. Macedonia emerged as the key to the strategic control
of south-eastern Europe.

British opposition to the Treaty of San Stefano was partly due to the
fact that the Tsar had tried to settle the Eastern Question on his own.
Lord Beaconsfield stated, “that the Treaty abolishes the dominion of
the Ottoman Empire in Europe; it creates a large State which, under
the name of Bulgaria, is inhabited by many races not Bulgarian]| . . . ]
all the European dominions of the Ottoman Porte are [. . .] put under
the administration of Russia”.2 The reference to the varied ‘racial’
composition of western Bulgaria was an indication of the influence
of the ethnographic ideas incorporated in such maps as those of A.
Synvet and K. Sax.

The Provisions of the Treaty of Berlin

The Treaty of Berlin, concluded in the same year, finally settled the
issue of the Russo-Turkish war (Fig. 23). Salisbury declared at this
Conference that “Turkey should be freed from Russia’s domination

1 Stojanovié, op. cit. (p. 239).
3], A. R. Marriott, The Eastern Question, p. 339 (Oxford, }917).
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[. . .] This could be achieved by driving back the Slav State to the
Balkans and substituting a Greek Province”’.! Wyld produced a second
edition of his map in 1878 which showed the boundaries of the pro-
posed ‘ New Helenic (sic) State.” It was to have included western
Thrace (Dhitiki Thriki) and a considerable part of Macedonia and
Ipiros. The final provisions of the Treaty of Berlin constituted a com-
promise between the Austrian, British and Russian viewpoints. The
thorny problem of Macedonia was left unsolved as the region remained
to Turkey. Serbia and Montenegro received some of the districts
promised to them at San Stefano. Bulgaria was reduced, however, to
the territory between the Danube and the Balkan range. Bulgarian
territory to the south of the Balkan range was formed into the new
province of Eastern Roumelia and handed back for administration to
the Sultan. Thessalia, Thrace and Albania were also restored to the
Turkish Empire. Bosnia and Hercegovina were handed over in-
definitely to Austria, and Austrian troops were allowed to garrison
Novi Pazar.?

Consequences of the Treaty of Berlin

The Treaty of Berlin denied Macedonia to the Bulgarians. Its
other provisions concerning the Balkans lasted for hardly more than a
few years. Thessalia joined the Greek kingdom in 1881 and Eastern
Roumelia merged with Bulgaria in 1885. So the pattern which the
Tsar had laid down at San Stefano re-emerged with the exception of
the fateful Macedonia. That  province’ was destined to become a
kind of no man’s land in both a literal and a metaphorical sense. None
of the Balkan peoples themselves was satisfied with the outcome of the
negotiations of 1878. Serbia remained effectively divided from
Montenegro and with her route to the Adriatic in the hands of Austria.
The Serbo-Croats in Bosnia and Hercegovina had been saved from the
Turks only to be given to the Austrians. The Serbians had been com-
pelled to evacuate Prizren, which they had claimed as the ancient capital
of Old Serbia. Blocked in the north and west, Serbia began to turn south
to seek an outlet for her land-locked territory—an outlet which would

1 Stojanovié, op. cit. (p. 244).

2For a discussion of the problem of the Vranje-Pirot salient, see B. H.
Sumner, Russia and the Balkans, 1870-80, p. 653 (Oxford, 1937).
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only be gained at the expense of what was then believed to be Albanian
and Bulgarian territory. Serbia’s interest in the southern Balkans
dated from this period. The Greeks, too, were disillusioned for in the
end Beaconsfield had put his faith in Turkey rather than in Greece.
Bulgaria gained independence only to have many Bulgarians
left outside the boundaries of the new state. Nevertheless the consti-
tution of an independent Bulgaria did mean that, with the exception of
Albania, all the major ethnic groups of the Balkans had received some
form of territorial recognition by 1878. From their several nuclei
they now looked forward to expansion into those regions still re-
maining to the Turk. If they were prevented by the force or persuasion
of the Great Powers, or by the vestiges of power still left to the Sultan
himself, from extending their political boundaries, they found them-
selves free in the interim, at least to establish their moral claims to
specific territories and to build up spheres of influence ; and of all the
territories left to the Turk, none was desired so carnestly by so many
powers, great and small, as Macedonia. And how might the smaller
powers better establish their moral rights than through the medium
of the ethnographic map ? The Treaty of Berlin had neatly delimited
the areas where ethnographic speculation might continue and Sax
had ably demonstrated that nowhere in these areas was the ethno-
graphic issue so much in doubt as in Macedonia, and that it was
possible to evolve new ethnographic mosaics by the adoption of fresh
criteria.



CHAPTER V
THE SERBS, 1868-1891
THE SERBO-BULGARIAN SCHISM

AT a time when the great majority of scholars were indulging in the
fanciful illusion that the Slavs were one great happy family, closely
bound by ties of culture, language and history, C. Delamarre, a French
professor, presented an ethnographic map to the Geographical Society
of Paris in 1868. The map and its legend stressed the fact that Pan-
slavism from a linguistic and literary point of view was a myth and ,
that there was no such thing as a single Slav language or a single Slav
culture. Delamarre argued that there was a Polish, a Czech, a Serbian,
a Bulgarian and a Russian language, but to regard each of these
languages as so closely related as to be mutually intelligible was a
fallacy which had unfortunately gained widespread acceptance. It
had led, for example, to the establishment of the chair of Slavonic
language at Le Collége de France. Delamarre pressed for its abolition
since there was no one Slav language, but on the contrary, a plurality
of Slav languages. He adopted the motto ““Un Pluriel pour un
Singulier et le Pan-Slavisme est détruit dans son principe.” He in-
ferred that the political fragmentation of ‘Pan-slavonia’ was more
likely on this account than any eventual unification. However, his
point of view was not immediately appreciated. Delamarre was
rather before the times in his ideas. But the differences existing
between Slav and Slav were destined to become increasingly apparent
in the next decade, and ethnographic ideas were to be considerably
modified in the light of the recognition of those differences.

092
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M. S. Milojevid’s Claims of 1873

In 1873, five years after C. Delamarre had pointed out the crucial
differences between the various Slav languages, and two years after the
creation of the Exarchate, the Serbian Royal Academy was thrown
into confusion by the contents of a paper read by M. S. Milojevié. Its
theme was that the Serb language and culture extended much further
south than had hitherto generally been believed. Milojevié argued in
fact that Macedonia was Serb and not Bulgarian territory and he
produced a map to support his contentions. It was a Serbian, Stoyan
Novakovi¢, a distinguished member of the Academy, who exposed
the shallowness of his argument. In fact a great deal of the evidence
submitted was proved to be forged. Milojevi¢ emerged as a cheap, mis-
chievous chauvinist, ignominiously condemned by his fellow country-
men for having committed an unfriendly act against a good neighbour.
But his advent was significant, if premature, for it meant that at least
one Serbian had realized the political significance of the Bulgarian
Exarchate. He was to be joined by many others as the mystic concep-
tion of Pan-slavism gave way to the intransigent nationalism of the
component Slav groups. However, the clash between the Serbians
and the Bulgarians in Macedonia was not to develop until Serbian
expansionists, diverted by the march of events, turned their faces from
the Adriatic towards the Aegean.

The Growth of Bulgaria

The provisions of the Treaty of Berlin had severed the Bulgarians
north of the Balkans from those to the south of them, but this rather
artificial division did not last long (Fig. 23). Unionist movements
sprang up immediately in both Bulgarian provinces. In 1885 the
Bulgarians of Eastern Roumelia expelled their Turkish Governor-
General and later in the same year effected a union with Bulgaria
proper. The union of the two Bulgarias was ratified by the Turks in
1886. In the short time between 1878 and 1885 the Bulgarians had
found themselves: they now controlled all the eastern Balkans
between the Danube and the Rodopi mountains and, thanks to the
active encouragement of Russian agents within its territory, the new
state could already muster a formidable army from the ranks of the
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Bulgarian nationalistic sokols (athletic clubs). Even the British at this
time were inclined to favour a strong Bulgaria “ which might screen
the sick man (Turkey) from the fury of the northern blast.” Every-
thing in 1885 pointed to the fact that Bulgaria was destined to
play a leading role in the future political geography of the Balkan
peninsula.

The Austro-Serbian Secret Treaty of 1881
Meanwhile Serbia had watched the expansion of both Bulgaria
and Greece, which had acquired Thessalia in 1881, with some alarm,
for the Serbians even before 1885 had begun to covet the Macedonian
territory of Turkey and it soon became evident that the interests not
only of Austria, Greece and Bulgaria respectively, but of Serbia also,
converged in Macedonia. The date when the Serbians first began to take
an active, as apart from a friendly interest, in the Vardar valley may be
fixed as the year 1881—the date of the secret treaty between Austria
and Serbia, whereby Serbia renounced her claims in Bosnia,
Hercegovina and Novi Pazar. Article I of that treaty read as follows :
Serbia will not tolerate political, religious, or other intrigues,
which, taking her territory as a point of departure, might be directed
against the Austro-Hungarian Monarchy, including therein Bosnia,
Hercegovina, and the Sanjak of Novi Pazar.
Austria-Hungary assumes the same obligation with regard to
Serbia and her dynasty, the maintenance and strengthening of
which she will support with all her influence.
Under the terms of the Treaty of Berlin (1878) Austria had taken over
the administration of Bosnia and Hercegovina and had been allowed
to garrison the Novi Pazar corridor. The strengthening of Austro-
Hungarian influence in these areas put an end, for the time being, to
any possibility of a union of the Serbo-Croats, and Serbian expansion
was canalized from a westerly into a southerly direction. Article VII
of the secret treaty made this clear :
If, as a result of a combination of circumstances whose development
is not to be foreseen at present, Serbia were in a position to make

! Dr. Alfred Francis Pribram, The Secret Treaties of Austria-Hungary, 1879-1914,
Vol. I, Translation (Cambridge, 1920).
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territorial ‘acquisitions in the direction of her southern frontiers
(with the exception of the Sanjak of Novi-Pazar), Austria-Hungary
will not oppose herself thereto, and will use her influence with the
other powers for the purpose of winning them over to an attitude
favourable to Serbia.l

When this Treaty of 1881 was prolonged in- 1889, the following

additional article was incorporated into the Prolongation :
If the circumstances foreseen by Article VII of the Treaty of June 23,
1881, should chance to occur while this treaty remains in force and
while Serbia has faithfully observed its stipulations, it is understood
that Austria-Hungary will recognize, and support with other
Powers, the recognition in favour of the Kingdom of Serbia of the
territorial extension foreseen by Article VII above-mentioned,
which extension may be carried out in the direction of the valley
of the Vardar as far as circumstances will permit.?

The provisions of the secret treaty outlined above played an important

part in encouraging Serbian aspirations in Macedonia and in promoting

disagreement between Serbia and the newly-formed Bulgarian state.

The Serbo-Bulgarian War of 1885

The freshly directed Serbian territorial interests were bound to bring
Serbia into conflict with Bulgaria. But even before 1881 the relations
between the two principal Slav groups of the Balkans had taken a
turn for the worse. In spite of C. Delamarre’s warning about the
fallacy of Pan-slavism, the Serbs and the Bulgarians had remained
bound closely together until 1878, in the belief that they were racially
and culturally brothers and the fellow-feeling between them had been
sustained by Russian propaganda. The formation of the Bulgarian
Exarchate in 1870 had presaged the formation of a * Greater Bulgaria’
but even then the Serbians had not been prepared to challenge that
possibility. Nothing had illustrated the solidarity of the Serbo-Bulgarian
accord better than the humiliation of M. S. Milojevi¢ in 1873. Butin
1878 the Serbians had been alarmed by the Treaty of San Stefano, in
spite of the fact that they had gained some territory. Until that time
they had felt themselves to be the real nucleus of Slavdom in the

- 1 Ibid. (p. 55). 2 Ibid. (p. 137).
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Balkans. The Tsar’s pre-occupation with the Bulgarians, and his
willingness to sacrifice the Serbo-Croats of Bosnia and Hercegovina
to Austria, had aroused their suspicions. Even when the Treaty of
Berlin superseded that of San Stefano, Serbia’s confidence in Pan-
slavism was not restored, particularly as she had to evacuate Prizren,
in order that Austria might retain a corridor to Macedonia. Friction
which occurred over the boundaries between the newly-constituted
Bulgaria and the enlarged Serbia of 1878, was the first indication of a
growing hostility between the two Slav nations.! Therefore when
the union of Bulgaria and Eastern Roumelia was achieved in 188, the
Serbians declared war against Bulgaria, in what would appear to be a
premature attempt to establish themselves in Macedonia before the Bul-
garians extended their influence there also. The cheers for Milan, “ King
of Serbia and Macedonia,” with which the Serbians bade farewell to
their monarch at the head of his armies in 1885, held a significant ring
for the future.?  The cry of the Serbian expansionists in 1885, sure of
the support of Austria and behind Austria, of Germany, was ‘ to the
Aegean,” whereas before that date it had been ‘to the Adriatic.’
Inevitably, the reorientation of Serbian expansionist policy com-
pletely broke the accord between the Slavs of the Balkans, and the
Serbo-Bulgarian rupture was clearly reflected in the ethnographic
maps of the period that followed.

S. Goecevic’s Map oF 1889

The ecthnographic maps of two Serbians—]. Dragalevié and
M. Veselinovié—were amongst the first of a series which the Serbians
began to produce in and after 1885. They purported to embody some
of the results of historical and philological researches in Old Serbia and
Macedonia upon which the Serbians were then engaged. In these terri-
tories, claimed the two Serbian cartographers, the numbers of the
Serbs in the population had previously been sadly underestimated and
many Slavs hitherto regarded as Bulgarians were actually Serbs. They
showed, on their maps, great extensions of Serb territory south

1 G. P. Gooch, History of Modern Europe, 1878-1919 (London, 1928).
2]. A. R. Marriott, op. cit.
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of the Sar mountains, where earlier maps had indicated only
Albanians, Bulgarians and occasional isolated groups of Vlachs.!

The first Serbian professor of geography in the University of
Belgrade, Vladimer Karié, included an ethnographic map of Serbia
and Macedonia in his text-book on Serbian geography which appeared
in 1887. This also portrayed the greater part of Macedonia as Serb
but showed Bulgarians in the south and south-west from Kastorfa to
Melnik. Kari¢’s map had some influence later on one of his pupils,
J. Cviji¢, whose maps were to become well-known in western Europe.

It was S. Gopcevié’s map of 1889 (the date of the prolongation of
the Austro-Serbian Treaty of 1881), however, that really brought
the new Serbian ethnographic ideas to the notice of the rest of Europe
(Fig. 24). S. Goptevié was a professional diplomat and a scholar of
some repute. He had already produced, before 1889, several learned
works on Balkan geography, although he had not previously concerned
himself with Macedonia. His map was the first large scale ethno-
graphic map of Old Serbia and Macedonia (1:300,000). It appeared
in the original under the auspices of the Militir.-Geographisches Institut
k.und k. in Wien (Vienna), an institution responsible for the detailed
Austrian topographical survey of the Balkans. In the same year
Petermann’s Mittheilungen published the map on a reduced scale
(1:750,000). Thus it received widespread publicity in two reputable
journals. From a purely cartographical point of view Gopéevi¢’s
map was far in advance of any publications of a similar nature. He had
access to the latest Austrian surveys and for the first time an ethno-
graphic map of this area was produced on a fairly reliable base-map.
H. Kiepert’s base-map, for example, had been so poor that members
of the boundary commission of 1878, compelled to use it, had found
it almost useless for the practical purpose of drawing boundaries.
Gopéevié himself corrected the Austrian maps on many details of a
topographical nature. He made, in fact, no less than 2,000 corrections
to the Austrian 1:300,000 series. Secondly, the scale of the map
allowed great accuracy and clarity.  Thirdly, Gop&evié’s methods of
depicting ethnographic distributions were an improvement on methods
18181.) Dragaievié, Carte cthnographique de la presqu’ile des Balkans (Belgrade,

5).
H
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used up to that time. As Sax did, he made an attempt to indicate
religious differences, and he introduced a useful method of showing
the ethnographic character of the larger towns (where the population
was always mixed) by means of symbols. Altogether, he distinguished
no less than twelve groups in Old Serbia and Macedonia—Christian
Serbs, Moslem Serbs, Christian Bulgarians, Moslem Bulgarians,
Albanians, Christian Albanians of Serb extraction, Moslem Albanians
of Serb extraction, Turks (including Tatars and Circassians), Greeks,
Vlachs, Gypsies and Jews.

ZAa
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SERBIAN s. GOPCEVIC 1889

Fic. 24
The references in the key. are as follows: 1. Christiari and Moslem Serbs
(latter differentiated by an S) ; 2. Albanians including Christians and Moslems
of Serb descent ; 3. Moslem Bulgarians (Pomaks) ; 4. Vlachs; 5. Greeks;
6. Christian Bulgarians ; 7. Turks and Tatars.
In the original, ethnographic elements in the towns are indicated by symbols.

The territorial growth of Greece and Bulgaria between 1878 and
1886 had considerably limited Turkish territory in Europe. After
1886 ethnographers were no longer interested in producing maps of
the whole of the Balkans but concentrated mainly on the part still
remaining to the Turk ; it was into this territory that Austria, Serbia,
Bulgaria and Greece hoped to expand. Turkish possessions in 1886
officially included Bosnia, Hercegovina and Novi Pazar, but as these
regions were administered or garrisoned by Austria, and as Serbia
had renounced her interests in them, they were usually precluded from
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the ethnographer’s field of investigation until a later date. Research
therefore was centred in the remaining Turkish territory—Albania,
Old Serbia, Macedonia and Thrace. Goptevié limited his map
exclusively to Old Serbia and Macedonia, and he made an attempt to
define the boundary between the two. It may be seen from Figs. 1 and
2 that his definition of Macedonia was very limited. According to his
interpretation, its northern frontier lay south of Bitolj and Strumica
and the middle Vardar valley was part of Old Serbia. This was a
radical departure from the more limited concept of Old Serbia
favoured by Miss Mackenzie and Miss Irby in 1867, and even from
the Serbian interpretation of 1878 (Fig. 89). In fact, before 1878
nearly all scholars had set the northern boundary of *Turkish’
Macedonia on the Sar mountains and the ‘ Kara Dag’ (Crna hills).

The Turks

Gopéevi¢ depicted the distribution of the Turks in more detail than
anyone had hitherto done. He showed them in all the main towns,
in the Koniar district between Lake Vegorritis (Ostrovon) and the
Aliskmon river, in the Vardar valley, in the Lake Dojran depression
and in the region between the lower valleys of the Mesta and Vardar
rivers.

The Greeks

Gopéevi¢ did not agree that the Grecks were as widespread in
southern Macedonia as Sax had represented them to be in 1877. He
believed that even Kiepert had shown too many Greeks. He drew
their linguistic frontier from the Pindhos mountains along a line
north of Siitista to the upper Alidkmon river and thence to Véroia
and the delta of the Vardar. Elsewhere in Macedonia he portrayed
them as a rural population—in Khalkidhiki and around Lake Akhinod.
Sérrai, Kastoria and Edhessa were situated according to his map in
Serb country.

The Slavs

- Goptevi¢ was responsible for giving academic support to the novel
idea that the whole of Old Serbia and most of Macedonia were
inhabited by Serbs, or to put it in another way, that all the Slavs in
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this territory, who had hitherto been regarded as Bulgarian, proved
to be Serbian on closer inspection. He was accompanied by a
Bulgarian servant on his Macedonian journey and he wrote that to
their mutual surprise they had discovered that the majority of the
Slavs of Macedonia belonged to the Serbian rather than to the
Bulgarian stem.!  But this was not all that Gopéevi¢ claimed on
behalf of the Serbs. Hitherto nearly all maps had shown large
numbers of Albanians in Old Serbia, and northern and western
Macedonia, but Gopéevi¢ ignored older interpretations by marking
these territories as Serb—either as populated by Moslemized
Serbs, by Christian Albanians of Serb extraction or by Moslem
Albanians of Serb extraction.  The result of such a vigorous and
revolutionary re-classification of old-established groupings resulted
in an extension of the Serbian ethnographic frontier as far south as
Nevrokop, Sérrai, Salonika, Véroia, the Grimmos Mountains and
Kénitsa, and as far west as to include the whole of the Crni Drim and
the western banks of the Drin-i-xy. Gopéevié¢ had proclaimed the
Serbian cause in Old Serbia and Macedonia with a vengeance.

He substantiated these claims by reference to linguistic data, to
the evidence of folklore and folk songs, and to historical evidence.
The core of his argument was based on the linguistic factor because he
declared that of all the travellers who had visited and described
Macedonia hitherto, not one had been sufficiently qualified by his
knowledge of Serbian and Bulgarian to pronounce on the nature of
the language spoken by the inhabitants.  Kiepert, Sax, Boué, Barth,
Hahn, Kanitz, none of these scholars, argued Gopéevié, had been
acquainted closely enough with Slavonic languages to make a final
decision on the Macedonian dialect. He then listed 2 number of
similarities between the Serbian language and the Macedonian dialect.
Because of their ignorance of the local languages, many ethno-
graphers had jumped to the conclusion that because the Macedonian
Slavs spoke bugarske and called themselves Bugari that they were
Bulgarians. But the word Bugari, maintained Goplevié, merely
meant peasant or raja, and had nothing to do with the word Bolgari

1“Die ethnographischen Verhiltnisse Makedoniens und Altserbiens,”
Petermann’s Mittheilungen (1889).
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meaning Bulgarian. In this manner travellers had been misled and
confused by the similarity between the two words.

According to Gopéevi€'s representations, the Bulgarians occupied
-only a small part of Macedonia. He confined them in fact to the
Mesta valley, the inhabitants of which he showed to be mostly
Pomaks, but with some Christian Serbs and Bulgarians. Nor did he
believe that the Pomaks were of Bulgarian nationality. He showed
other groups of Pomaks in the Moglenitsas and Vardar valleys.

The Vlachs »
Gopéevié distinguished Vlachs in nearly all the towns of Macedonia.

He also indicated them in the Pindhos and Grimmos mountains, in the
Maloviste hills, on the south-western banks of Lake Ohrid and in the

Kozuf hills.

The Albanians
Very few Albanians were, according to Goptevié, to be found

cither in Macedonia or in Old Serbia. They were found as a majority
population only well to the west of the Drin valley. Ethno-
graphers had erred in the past by depicting Old Serbia and part of
western Macedonia as Albanian territory, he declared, because these
areas were occupied not by Albanians but by albanianized Serbs.

Conclusion A
Gopcevi¢ reckoned that the total population of Old Serbia and

Macedonia was 2,849,050. Included in this total were the ethnic groups
given in the table on the following page.

The national groups to his mind did not correspond to the ethnic
groups given below. This was because 26,000 Albanians were adherents
of the Greek Church and were Greek nationals. Another 10,000
Bulgarians had also become hellenized; 83,000 Vlachs could be regarded
as Greek nationals, and the Pomaks were to all intents and purposes
Turkish. Of the total Serb population, about 1,400,000 could be
regarded as Serbs from a political point of view. The remainder had
become Albanians, Turks or Bulgarians. This made up the non-Serb
totals to 327,000 Greeks, 940,750 Turks and 82,000 Bulgarians.
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Until the appearance of Gopéevié’s map, the controversy over the
political affinity of the Christian population in Macedonia had involved
only the Bulgarians, the Greeks and to a lesser extent the Romanians.
Goplevié succeeded in introducing yet another element—the Serbs.
Nobody before 1885, except for a few discredited Serbian chauvinists,
such as M. S. Milojevié, had believed that the Serbs were really an
important minority south of the Sar mountains. Boué and Lejean had

Population of Old Serbia and Macedonia after Goplevié

Major Grougs Totals Included Minorities
Serbs .. .. ..| 1,830,100 | 418,500 Moslems
Turks .. .. .. 269,000 6,200 Circassians

1,000 Tartars

Albanians .. .. 189,250 | 138,150 Moslems
Bulgarians .. .. ; 176,200 | 104,000 Pomaks
Greeks .. .. .. 171,200 4,000 Moslems
Vlachs .. .. .. 100,600 7,606 Moslems
Jews .. .. .. 72,000 5,000 Moslems
Gypsies .. .. 34,000 —
Others .. .. .. 6,000 —

shown a few small exclaves in a sea of Bulgarians. Kiepert had shown
no Serbs in Macedonia at all. Gopéevié¢ admitted that he had himself
been convinced, earlier in his career, that the Serbs could be guilty only
of gross chauvinism in laying claim to Macedonia and he had even
expressed such an opinion in writing before he embarked on his
Macedonian travels.

His map immediately aroused a storm of criticism. A. Nehring in
Petermann’s Mittheilungen condemned the obvious political flavour of
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the map and the reviewer in Deutsche Rundschau was even more

outspoken in his disapproval :
This large and very clearly drawn map surprised us, not so much
on account of its repudiation of all the well-known ethnographic
maps of this region, as by its extremely detailed presentation of an
uncommonly complicated ethnographic situation. When it is
known by what devious ways Czoernig or Le Monier arrived at
an understanding of the ethnographic map of Austria-Hungary, it
might be concluded, that a short and hurried journey could not
possibly provide the material for such a map.! Gopéevié¢’s methods
are those of a dilettante rather than a professional ethnographer.2

These two shots, chosen at random from the barrage of criticism
directed at Gopéevié’s work, indicated that the academic circles of
Europe were not ready to accept the Serbian thesis at this stage. It
is a firm axiom of the propagandist, however, that an initial failure
may be turned into an ultimate success by the simple process of re-
iteration. Gopéevié at least provided the Serbs with their initial
failure. - Many Serbian ethnographers were to follow in his footsteps,
although perhaps they displayed more caution in the presentation of
Serbian claims. In time, their insistence on the presence of Serbs in
Macedonia wore down the opposition and paved the way for
Serbian political expansion southwards. To this extent Goplevié
might well be called the father of Serbian political ethnography.

N. S. ZARYANKO'S MAP OF 1890

The Ni$-Leskovac Region

The Serbians, although not initially successful in establishing their
major claims, did exert some influence on European thought. An
interesting example of their influence is to be found in the two editions
of a Russian ethnographic map compiled by N. S. Zaryanko and
published by V.. V. Komarov in St. Petersburg in 1890. The first

! Czoernig, op. cit. F. Le Monier, Sprachenkarte von dsterreichisch-ungarischen
Monarchie (Wien, 1888).

? Literatur-Berichte, Nr. 2464 in Peternann’s Mittheilungen. Deutsche Rundschau
fiir Geographie und Statistik, XII (1890). K. Oestreich also severely criticized

Gopcevié’s distributions in “‘ Die Bevolkerung von Makedonien,” Geographische
Zeitschrift, X1 (Leipzig, 1905).
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edition purported to incorporate the latest researches on the distribu-
tion of the Slavs in Europe (Fig. 25). The region formed by the Ni§
and Leskovac districts was coloured as Serbian. Hitherto this region
“had been universally regarded as exclusively Bulgarian, and earlier
Russian maps had stressed its Bulgarian character. The new inter-
pretation which indicated the population to be wholly Serbian could
mean either that the Slavs in the region had never been Bulgarians, or
that the Bulgarians had lost their national traits within twelve years
of incorporation into Serbia. Nevertheless, most ethnographic maps
published after this date followed Gopéevi¢ and Zaryanko in recog-
nizing Serbian territory in the Ni§ region. This concession in
favour of the Serbs had important repercussions on the formation of
the Serbian hypothesis of the amorphous character of the Macedonian

Slavs (see p. 149).

Macedonia

In the first edition of the Russian map, Zaryanko also favoured the
Setbs by reducing the Albanians in the area west of the Andrijevica-
Prizren line. But he still countenanced some Bulgarians in Macedonia,
going so far as to show strong Bulgarian minorities in the Vijosé
valley of southern Albania and larger groups of Bulgarians in the
Drin-i-xy valley and in the coastal districts of Kavélla and Dhitik{
Thriki. The recognition by Zaryanko of the Bulgarian affinities of
the Macedonian Slavs incurred the displeasure of the Serbians who pro-
tested to St. Petersburg that the Macedonian Slav population had been
incorrectly classified as Bulgarian.! They had the satisfaction of
seeing the Macedonian Slavs left uncoloured in the second edition of
the map. If the Serbian ethnographers had not succeeded in establish-
ing their claims in Macedonia, they had at least thrown doubt on the
Bulgarian affinities of the Slav inhabitants of that territory.

But the Serbians were far from content with these limited moral
successes. Western Europe was still sceptical. It was generally known
that Russia had every reason for wishing to pacify Serbia. Now that the
Slav family was growing up so quickly its members exhibited all the

1D. Rizoff, Die Bulgaren in ihren historischen, ethnographischen und politischen
Grenzen (Berlin, 1917).
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recalcitrance of adolescence. It was possible to read into the conces-
sion made in favour of the Serbs, nothing more than the Tsar’s earnest
desire to reconcile his allies in the western Balkans.  So the Serbians
pressed on with their research, eager to establish their case to the satis-

faction of the rest of Europe.
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Tue SerBIAN HIGH ScHOOL MAP OF 1891

A Serbian ethnographic map was produced in 1891 by the scholars
of the High School at Belgrade (Fig. 26).! This map was printed in
both Serbian and French and was designed therefore for western

1 It was reproduced also in 1903, edited by Prof. M. Andonovié (Antonovitch).
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European circulation. The anonymous authors of the map marked
OId Serbia as extending from Novi Pazar to Prilep.  Macedonia was
given a narrow interpretation, being limited to the area south of
Bitolj and Strumica.

The Turks

On this map, only the Konariote Turks were marked as a solid
Turkish minority. Elsewhere, the Turks were depicted as a mixed
population living principally in the hill country between the lower
Struma and the lower Vardar valleys, in the lower Mesta valley, and in
the region around the headwaters of the Arda river.

The Greeks

In eastern Macedonia the Greeks were given a more extensive -
distribution than on Gop&evi¢’s map, the Greek ethnographic frontier
being placed on the peaks of the central Rodopi. Thus the Greeks
gained, at the expense of the Bulgarians. Where the Greeks had a
common boundary with the Serbs, however, the ethnographic frontier
was depicted as on S. Gop&evi¢’s map.

The Slavs

The Serbian authors of this map made even more striking claims
for the Serbs than did Gopéevi¢. Their map showed an enormous
extent of Serbs over the whole of the western Balkans, from Shkodér
down the Drin valley to Kénitsa in the west, to Kastoria, Véroia,
Salonika and Dréma in the south, and in the east, as far as a line through
Drima, north to the Danube, including Sofia. There were no
important minorities within their alleged Serbian territory, except for a
few Albanians in the Drin valley and some Bulgarians in the valleys
of the Mesta and Isker (Eskeje). Although it might be inferred from
the legend that folklore and language had been taken into account in
arriving at the limits of the Serbs, it is obvious that the distribution
was based largely on historical criteria.  In 1878, Spruner-Mencke’s
newly revised historical atlas! had incorporated a small map of
the mediaeval Serbian empire of Duan, an indication of the influence

1 Spruncr-Mencke’s Hand-Atlas fiir die Geschichte des Mittelalters und der neuen
Zeit (Gotha, 1871-8).
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of the research of Serbian historians who had begun to take an interest
in the origin and extent of pre-Turkish Serbian empires (Fig. 27).
The Serbian High School map was little more than an attempt to invest
Dusan’s empire with an ethnographic significance which was extremely
questionable. Thus the map was based on an inconsequential confusion
of historical and ethnographic criteria. Its importance lies in the fact
that it throws light on the psychology of its authors and is a measure
of the desperation which prompted the Serbians in their attempts to
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Fic. 27. MEDIAEVAL POLITICAL BOUNDARIES IN MACEDONIA

The references in the key are as follows : i. Extent of the first Bulgarian
Empire, ¢. 900 A.D., based on S. Runciman, A History of the First Bulgarian
Empire (1930) ; ii. Southern and eastern limits of the Serbian Empire in 1335—
at the time of the death of Stefan Dufan, based on S. Stanojevié, Istoriski Atlas
(1934) ; iii. Northern limit of the Byzantine Empire in the 14th century, based
on Spruner-Mencke, Historischer Handatlas ; iv. Limits of territory controlled
by Skanderbeg, the Albanian, c. 1450, based on the Enciclopedia Italiana (1930).

secure a modification of the ideas on the ethnography of the western

Balkans in their favour.

As for the Bulgarians, on this map they were practically excluded
from Macedonia except for a minority indicated in the upper Mesta
valley. Pomaks were not separately distinguished.

The Vlachs and Albanians
The Pindhos mountains, the Grdmmos and the districts intervening,
were marked as Graeco-Vlach on this map. No other Vlach minorities
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were shown. The Drin valley and the plain of Kosovo were depicted
as mixed Albano-Serb territory. Pure Albanian territory was limited
to the region between the Mat valley in the north and a line between
Korcé and the bay of Vloné in the south. Northern Ipiros was shown
as mixed Graeco-Albanian.

Conclusion
The impressions which these Serbian views had upon the British
may best be appreciated by a reference to the work of Sir C. Eliot :1
The history of the last fifty years in S.E. Europe is to a great
extent the history of the disentanglement of the Slavonic Races from-
the Greeks and Turks, and to this is now succeeding the disentangle-
ment of the Slavonic Races from one another. In the early part of
this century all Christians in Ottoman Europe were called Greeks,
and as late as 1878, the accurate and talented authoress of the “ People
of Turkey " no doubt faithfully reflecting local opinion, considers’
that the inhabitants of Veria, Doiran, Vodena and Strumnitsa are
Greek rather than Slavonic. Ten years later, the progress made by
Bulgarian schools and the Bulgarian Church persuaded most people
who were interested in the question, without being prejudiced, that
the whole of the Ottoman part of the Balkan Peninsula, west of
Prishtina and of Ochrida, were for practical purposes Bulgarian.
This view had hardly time to become commonplace before
politicians put forward another idea, not without the supgort of
scientific men, namely, that the districts in question are indeed Slav,
but Servian—not Bulgarian. Those who knew Macedonia were
astonished to hear that Servian consuls were appointed at Vodena
and Seres to protect the interest of Servian Communities in those
parts. Associations in Sofia and Belgrade did all that arguments and
subscription lists could do to prove that the whole of Macedonia
belonged to the nation which they represented, and the result of the
Turko-Greek war of 1897 discredited still further the already weak
Hellenic Cause and disposed those Slavs, who were officially called
Grecks, because they belonged to the * Patriarchal Church of
Constantinople,” to call themselves Serbians.

1 Turkey in Europe (London, 1900).
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The above quotation illustrates the bewilderment which changes in
ethnographic ideas were producing at this time, even on those members
of the British public with a fair knowledge of the Balkans. There was
certainly no suggestion that “the Serbian view of Macedonian
ethnography was accepted. There was in fact a tendency to ridicule
their claims. The entry of the Serbians into the Macedonian arena
resulted in a general intensification of Bulgarian and Greek propaganda
in the Turkish provinces. The fate of Old Serbia and Macedonia had
now become a crucial issue. The Bulgarians realized that they could
not rest on their laurels, and that something more than G. Lejean’s
map was necessary to sustain their claims. The hostility of Serbia,
and the possibility that the Serbians and Greeks might come to terms on
spheres of influence in Macedonia, had placed Bulgaria’s former secure
position in Macedonia in jeopardy. The Greeks perceived that the
Serbo-Bulgarian schism might be utilized to the advantage of the
Hellenic cause, and they welcomed the opportunity of increasing the
discomfiture of the Bulgarians in Macedonia by any means in their
power, even by a rapprochement with Serbia. The flames of
dissension were fanned by constant rumours of an impending
Turkish collapse. Discontent with the Sultan’s rule had become
widespread even in Turkey proper. Turkish activities in Europe
were restricted by guerilla operations to such an extent that
the Turks had control only of main routes and big towns. In the
capitais- of Europe there were whispers of international action which
would end once and for all Turkish rule in south-eastern Europe.

It was hardly surprising, therefore, that the interested parties
redoubled their efforts to promote their respective national causes in
the Macedonian theatre. The priest and the bishop, the school-
teacher, the scholar and the brigand, all played their part in the struggle
which now ensued. The battle was joined with all the fervour of a
religious crusade and with all the ferocity of a blood feud. For the next
thirty years in Macedonia the bandolier and the rifle were more often
in a man’s hand than the tools of his trade or the handles of his plough.
Henceforth the ethnographic map assumed a much more complex
character. Not only were ideas changing due to a re-examination of
criteria but enforced proselytism, the persecution of minorities,
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abductions and educational coercion also began to have their effects in
the modifying of ethnographic distributions. Greeks, Bulgarians,
Romanians and Serbians did all in their power to strengthen their own
respective elements and to weaken those of their rivals. The Great
Powers, including Turkey itself, were not averse to exploiting the
situation to their own respective advantages. Macedonia had become
the problem area of Europe. The solution of the enigmatic character
of the political affinity of its population constituted a challenge alike
to the inventiveness of politicians and to the resources of scholarship.
Interested and disinterested persons, scholars, diplomats and journalists,
found increasing difficulty in resisting attempts at fresh interpretations
of the ethnography of Macedonia.



CHarTER VI
THE END OF THE CENTURY
G. WEIGAND’s MAP OF 1895

GusTAF WEIGAND's classical work, Die Aromunen, which clarified
ideas on the ethnographic situation in south-western Macedonia in a
remarkable manner, appeared in 1895. Since 1876, purely objective
and dispassionate rescarch into ethnographic distributions had been
exceedingly rare, but Weigand as professor of Balkan languages at
Leipzig enjoyed a reputation for impartiality and was well qualified
to undertake ethnographic research, having had historical and philo-
logical training. He was a keen student of folklore and the author of
Albanian and Bulgarian grammars and dictionaries.! His book
included a map which was both attractive and useful, as its limited area
and large scale (1:750,000) enabled distributions to be plotted with
tolerable accuracy. Weigand attempted to re-define the ethnographic
fronriers between Albanians, Greeks and Slavs, and at the same time
to indicate chose zones where the Vlachs or, as he preferred to call
them, the Aromunes, predominated (Fig. 28).

The Turks

In the plains north of Salonika, Weigand indicated on his map large
numbers of Turks, whose existence had hitherto been unacknowledged
except on the maps of A. Synvet (1877) and K. Sax (1878). The
particularly important routeway through the Lake Dojran locality
was marked as Turkish. He also fixed the limits of the Konariote
Turkish peasantry as Lake Vegorritis in the north, and the Alidkmon
river and the town of Kozani in the south.

1 See Appendix A.
I12
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The Greeks

Whilst he recognized Hellenic territory in Ipiros as far north as
Delviné and Kénitsa, thus accepting H. Kiepert’s interpretation in
favour of the Greeks, Weigand considerably reduced the Greek
territory, shown on Kiepert’s map in the Edhessa region. He depicted
the Greek ethnic frontier here, as a line running south from the
Grimmos mountains to the Valachades (Vlakh highlands), thence

GERMAN G. WEIGAND 1895
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In the original, towns with a Vlach element in their population are indicated.
to Kozini and the Alidkmon river, with7an extension nortk o fnclude
Niousa and Véroia. His Graeco-Slav frontier was almost the same as
that of S. Goplevié’s map with the notable difference that the Slavs
were portrayed as Bulgarians and not as Serbs. He also agreed with
Gopevié that the Albanian, Greek and Slav worlds met just west of
Kastorfa. Weigand’s definition of the northern limits of the Greek
ethnographic frontier in this region enjoyed widespread favour until the
Graeco-Turkish population exchanges rendered it invalid ; it was,
of course, rejected by the Greeks themselves.

The Bulgarians
The Bulgarians on Weigand’s map were excluded from the Drin
valley, except where that river enters Lake Ohrid. The northern
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banks of the Lake were indicated as Bulgarian. To the south the
Bulgarian frontier was shown as joining the southern extremities
of Lakes Ohrid, Prespa and Ventnok ; thence it ran south to the
Valachades, to include as Bulgarian the region around Lake Kastorfa.
From here it ran to Lake Vegorritis and to the Gulf of Salonika,
north of the mouth of the Alidkmon river. Salonika and the
surrounding countryside were marked as Bulgarian. Weigand thus
took an extraordinarily favourable view of the Bulgarian claims in
Macedonia. He made no reference at all to the existence of any
Serb exclaves around the Macedonian lakes. As his map did not
include much territory north of Krufevo and Prilep there is no indica-
tion of where he set the northern limits of the Bulgarians.

The Vlachs

In his study of south-western Macedonia, Weigand had been
concerned mainly with the delimitation of Vlach territory. Since the
time when G. Lejean, and later K. Sax, had made bold attempts to
map their distribution, the Vlachs had received scant attention from
ethnographers, most of whom had decided that their distribution was
too vague to warrant detailed treatment. The problem of mapping
them had always presented numerous difficulties. Only a small per-
centage could be said to have a permanent domicile. The vast majority
practised a nomadic mode of life, which led them from the lofty
~summnucr pastures of the Pindhos and the Rodopi mountains to the
security of the Aegean and Iénian coastal plains in winter. Large
numbers were itinerant traders and yet others constituted a merchant
class, with representatives in all the main towns of the peninsula.
Weigand was concerned with identifying those localities which had
become the headquarters of the Vlachs—the regions where they fore-
gathered in summer, where they accumulated their belongings, and
where they had their more permanent habitations and regions, there-
fore, which had come to be regarded as exclusively Vlach territory,
characterized by Vlach place-names. Apart from its economy, the
most characteristic feature of the Vlach group was its language.
It was upon this criterion that Weigand, as a philologist, built up his
picture of the Vlachs as a distinctive group. Hitherto, although
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separately distinguished on many maps, the Vlachs had always been

associated in an indeterminate fashion either with the Bulgarians or

with the Greeks. Indeed many believed that their relation to the Greek
people was analogous to that of the Albanian Tosks of Ipiros. The

Vlachs, too, were for the most part Greek Orthodox in faith, although

a small number had turned to the Moslem faith.

Weigand fixed about a dozen areas on his map where the Vlachs
formed the bulk of the population. The more important of the Vlach
elements are indicated below.

(1) The Vlachs of the Pindhos, who had been sufficiently important
to figure on the maps of Boué, Lejean and Kiepert. Weigand
stated that both historical evidence and the existence of place-
names pointed to a more widespread distribution of the Vlachs
in this region. Those on the flanks of the Pindhos were in process
of being hellenized.

(2) The Vlachs of the Grimmos mountains. Here there was a
tendency for the Vlachs to become albanianized.

(3) The Vlachs of the western slopes of the Olimbos mountains.

(4) The Vlachs of the mountains immediately west of NAousa and
Véroia.

(5) The Vlachs of the Klisotira region and the mountains immediately
to the south.

(6) The Vlachs of the Flérina hills.

(7) The Vlachs of the hill country west of Bitolj.

In addition to these groups, he recognized many smaller exclaves

throughout the Bitolj and Lake Ohrid region and also a strong minority

of Vlachs in the plain of the lower Semen valley of Albania, between

Berat and the coast. He also gave indications of areas once obviously

Vlach (by virtue of place-name evidence) which, by 1895, had lost

their Vlach character.

Weigand’s work on the Vlachs promoted an interest in this extra-
ordinary people who had so obviously at one time occupied a much
greater area of the south-western Balkans. The Vlachs were
apparently in process of being absorbed by the people amongst whom
they lived ; this was especially so where they were in close association
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with the Greeks. One of the consequences of Weigand’s work was
to invest the Vlach cause with fresh political significance. Not that
Weigand himself had this aim in mind when he set about his work,
but the advantages of a Vlach political movement in Macedonia had
always been manifest to the Romanians, who seized upon Weigand’s
work to further their own scheme of promoting Romania irredenta in
Macedonia (see p. 179 and Fig. 86).

The Albanians

Weigand limited the Albanians in the south, to a line from Sinta
Quaranta on the coast of Ipiros, to Kénitsa, thence to the western fringes
of the Grimmos mountains. Thus in Ipiros, he indicated the Albanians
only as scattered minorities in the coastal districts, but in the east he
showed them in the whole of the Devoll valley almost as far as Kastorfa,
in the greater part of the Drin valley, and in the Bitolj district where
they formed scattered minorities.

The Meglenites

Weigand drew attention to a group of people hitherto unrecognized
on any ethnographic map. He called them the Meglenites and they
lived in the hill country west of the lower Vardar river and the plain
of Mogléna (Karij Ova). Apparently they had many peculiarities,
which distinguished them from both the Greeks and the Bulgarians.
They appeared to be the remnants of the Petchenegs (Patzinaks),
who had swept into Macedonia from Asia long before the Osmanli
Turks arrived. Apparently they spoke the Vlach language but by
what mysterious process they had become Vlachs, Weigand was not
able satisfactorily to explain.

Conclusion

Weigand’s map was well received except by the Serbians and the
Greeks. The great German geographer, A. Phillipson, welcomed his
contribution and declared that it was all the more valuable as it was
based on extensive personal experience of conditions in Macedonia,
Albania and Thessalia. Reports in Petermann’s Mittheilungen acclaimed
his work as an example of painstaking research and as a real contribution
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to an understanding of the region and its nationalities.! Weigand’s
distributions were partially utilized later by J. Cviji¢, by J. Ivanov
and by many other authorities.

THE MAPs oF R. voN MACH, 1899

The Greeks, however, were in no mood to subscribe to such senti-
ments about Weigand’s map. The expansion of Bulgaria into Eastern
Roumelia in 1885 had precipitated a domestic crisis in Greece and
interest both in Crete and on the mainland had reached fever pitch.
In 1894, a society popularly known as the Ethnike Hetaireia was formed
with the object of furthering Greek claims in Macedonia, because with
each move that the Slavs made on the mainland, the possibility of a
restoration of the Empire of Constantinople was growing ever more
remote. Gone for ever was the prospect of an Hellenic boundary on
the Balkan peaks, but the possibility of accessions in Macedonia, Thrace
and Asia Minor—scenes of ancient Greek glory—still remained. The
possession of southern Macedonia was not only desirable in itself but
it was the necessary prelude to any further Hellenic expansion on the
mainland, as it was the link between Thessalia and Thrace. Nor with-
out Macedonia was there any possibility of the Greeks aspiring to
Constantinople.

The ¢ Thirty Days War’ with Turkey in 1897 destroyed Greece’s
hope of attaining her objective by force and, somewhat chastened, the
Greeks began to reflect on the attitude of the Great Powers whose
policy of inaction during the brief conflict had substantially contributed
to their failure. Greece could never hope to gain the sympathy either
of Austria or of Russia; she appeared to have lost that also of the
western Powers, who had failed at that time to support the Hellenic
cause. In order to cultivate sympathy for their Macedonian aspirations,
the Greeks turned towards the possibility of modifying opinion in
their favour.  They were fully aware of the need for a restatement
of the Greek case. Weigand’s map, since it imposed severe limits on
Greek territory in Macedonia, was in the nature of a challenge which

could not be ignored.

! Hettner’s Geogr. Zeitschrift (1896). Literatur-Bericht Nr. 139, Petermann’s
Mittheilungen, XLV Band (1899).
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The Language Dilemma

Since the production of E. Stanford’s Greek map of 1877 (see p. 70),
the Greeks had made no further attempts to modify prevailing
ethnic ideas by the production of more pro-Greek maps.
Their main difficulty arose out of the deference accorded to the
criterion of language by the ethnographers of the day. Unfortunately
for the Greeks, the idea had gained universal acceptance that Slav,
Romanian and Turkish were together spoken more widely in
Macedonia, than Greek. Since the linguistic factor still loomed large
in any consideration of ethnographic distributions likely to impress
western Europe, the Greeks had to consider carefully ways and means
of re-emphasizing the importance of the Greek language in Macedonia.

G. Weigand had noted that before the advent of the Slavs in the
sixth and seventh centuries A.D. the Greek linguistic frontier had
corresponded roughly with the peaks of the Balkan mountains. The
Slavs, after they had overrun most of the territory between the
Danube and the Aegean, had been strongly influenced by Hellenic
culture, but they had managed to retain their own language, until the
Christianization of the Balkans gave to the Slav vernaculars an alphabet,
and thereby the means of preserving and evolving their distinctive
written languages. The Slav written languages were deeply rooted
in the vernacular but the political importance of this healthy relation-
ship between the spoken and the written word only became apparent
towards the end of the ninetecenth century. The Greek language,
howevet; was never able to rid itself of its dammnosa hereditas, the Attic
tradition. The divergence between written Greek and the popular
tongue (Romaic) has been a characteristic feature of the history of
the language from ancient down to modern times.? It must explain
in part the failure of the Greek language to maintain its hold over
a much wider area of the peninsula than it did. The Greek poet,
Solomés (1789-1856), was well aware of the danger of using for
a national tongue “a language which nobody speaks, nor has
spoken nor will ever speak,” but in spite of his protests, traditions of a
dead language rather than living Greek were preferred in 1832 as the
basis of the Rook (official) language of Greece, and Korais’ Katharévouas

1R. Byron, The Byzantine Achievement (London, 1929).
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or expurgated Greek persisted until 1917 in spite of the opposition of
many eminent men of letters such as Ionnis Psicharis (1854-1929).
The recognition of modern Greek on its own merits as the national
language came too late to help the Greek cause in Macedonia. Even
although the Greeks realized the political importance of language
after 1876, their efforts to popularize Greek in Macedonia were not
successful in spite of all the machinery of culture and education at
their disposal. P. M. Chassiotis, in 1891, in his work L’Instruction
Publique chez les Grecs, revealed in an interesting map that the expendi-
ture on Greek public education in the so-called unredeemed territories
was higher in proportion to the population than that within the
Greek political boundaries. Greek schools manned by Greek teachers
were to be found all over the southern Balkans. But their influence
was negligible, as not only had the teachers to contend with Slav and
Romanian rivals but all they had to offer in opposition to a living
language was an abstract conception which nobody understood.

Educational Spheres of Influence

The areas of Macedonia over which the rival educationalists had
deployed their forces in 1899, was plotted by the German, von
Mach, in a series of maps showing the extent of Greek, Bulgarian,
Serbian and Romanian schools. The four maps gave useful
indications of the respective spheres of influence of the contending
parties. If the number of schools functioning in this region at the end
of the century had been an indication of cultural progress, then surely
Macedonia must have been a region of enlightenment and scholarship
without parallel in eastern Europe.

In southern Macedonia, the Greek schools were extraordinarily
strong and, compared with the numbers of the Greek speakers in
these territories, the Greek concentration was higher than that of the
Bulgarians. The Greeks had established numerous schools as far north
as Bitolj, Ohrid, Strumica and Nevrokop (Fig. 88). In southern
Albania, a network of Greek schools spread Hellenic culture as far as
the Semen river. The Bulgarians had an average of over twenty
schools per district (caza) over the whole of the traditional Bulgarian
zone between the Sar mountains and the Kastorfa-Salonika-Sérrai line
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(Fig. 90). The Serbian schools were limited more particularly to the
vicinity of Pristina and Prizren but there was an average of over five
schools per district in the Tetovo, Skoplje, Kumanovo and Veles
areas (Fig. 89). Finally there was a considerable number of Romanian
schools in south-western Macedonia. Albanian schools were not
separately distinguished, but von Mach’s map showed many districts
in the western Balkans where no Christian schools had been established,
particularly in the highlands of eastern Albania.

It is apparent that throughout Macedonia, at this time, there was a
considerable overlap of culture spheres of influence, so that children
found themselves the objects of keen competition on the part of rival
scholastic institutions. ~Schoolmasters were more often than not
political agents, carefully trained for their task, and more than one
LM.R.O. leader subsequently hailed from their ranks (see p. 151).
Competition indeed was so keen that a school would be maintained
for only two or three scholars; conversely, village children would
sometimes tramp twenty miles to attend a school of their national
preference, whilst the village school remained empty. The art of
enticing the young was assiduously practised, so that the peculiar
situation would sometimes arise of ‘Bulgarian’ parents finding
themselves in possession of * Greek ’ children or vice versa.

C. NicorLADES’ MAP OF 1899

The aspirations of the Greeks in Macedonia were made clear by
Nicolaides’ book on Macedonia, the German translation of which was
published in Berlin in 1899. It contained an ethnographic map, one of
the first of its kind specifically limited to Macedonia (Fig. 29).
Professor Nicolaides of the University of Athens was primarily an
historian but he did not hesitate to supplement his views on the histori-
cal role of the Greeks in Macedonia with ethnographic evidence.
His map provided just one more example of how ethnographic data
might be manipulated in order to create an impression of conditions
favourable to a particular thesis, and his criteria and methods arc
worth examination for this reason. It has been seen how the Greek case
had been weakened by emphasis on linguistic criteria. Nevertheless
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Nicolaides elected to base his map primarily on language but on
‘ commercial language’ not ‘ mother tongue.” He maintained that,
although Turkish might be a common medium over the Balkans
generally, Greek, Slav and Albanian were the languages used in
everyday relations in Macedonia. The Vlach language and the Turkish
language were used only in small villages.  Areas using the latter
languages were therefore indicated on the map by means of symbols.
His primary divisions, represented by flat colourings, were :

(1) territory where the Greek language was employed ;

(2) territory where the Slav languages were employed ;

(3) territory where both Slav and Albanian were employed.

Before examining the interesting distributions which Nicolaides
obtained it might be as well to consider his definition of Macedonia.
The definition of the frontiers between Albania, Old Serbia, Greece,
and Thrace on the one hand and Macedonia on the other had by this
time become an important issue. The political boundary of Serbia
(1878), that of Bulgaria (1885), and the coastline in the south were the
only definite limits to Macedonia. As the eastern limit Nicolaides
adopted the administrative boundary between the Vilayets of
Adrianople and Salonika, which utilized the lower Mesta river and
then ran due north to incorporate most of the Rodopi mountain
territory into Macedonia. In the north, he fixed the limits of
Macedonia as the Sar mountains and the Crna hills. Thus he did not
accept S. Gopéevié’s view, that Old Serbia extended south over the
Sar mountains and, that the boundaries of Macedonia.lay much
farther south (Figs. 1 & 2). He adopted a very Yileral view of Macedonia
in the west, and included the great basin of Korcé and Lake Malik
within the ‘ province.” He used the 1881 boundary of Greece as the
southern limit of Macedonia. It is important to bear these limits in
mind because both the Serbians and Bulgarians defined Macedonia
rather differently and the Greeks themselves modified their conception
of Macedonia at a later date (see p. 137).

The Turks
Nicolaides depicted the distribution of the Turks in such a way that he
reduced their importance in south-western Macedonia and the Aegean
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coastal districts but increased it in the Mesta valley and the Rodopi
mountains. He obviously regarded Pomaks as Turks, as a com-
parison with K. Sax’s map will indicate, and he marked strong concen-
trations of Turks in the Struma valley north of Sérrai, in the Lake
Dojran depression and around Stip, Krufevo and Bitolj. All these
localities, he stated, were inhabited by a rural population composed of
Moslem Turks. His evidence supported the idea that numerous
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In the" original, the major linguistic zones of Macedonia are indicated as
follows : 1. Albano-Slav; 2. Slav; 3. Greek. The Slav zone is sub-divided
into Serb and Bulgarian (as abive). Superimposed upon the main groupings are
two other categories— ¢ Turko-Moslem rural population’ and * Vlachs with
a fixed domicile '—both of which are represented diagrammatically above.

Turkish settlements in Macedonia had been ignored by ethno-
graphers of an earlier period too intent on rediscovering the Slavs.

The Greeks

Applying his criterion of Greek ¢ commercial language,” Nicolaides
boldly portrayed the whole of southern Macedonia as Greek linguistic
territory, pushing the frontier as far north as the Devoll river,
the Galicia mountains between Lakes Ohrid and Prespa, and Strumica
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and Nevrokop. Within this frontier was included all that area which
had been shown on von Mach’s map to be covered by Greek schools.
It bore no relationship at all to Weigand’s Greek ethnographic frontier
which had been much farther south. As Gopéevié did in the case of the
Serbs, Nicolaides staked all on a categorical affirmation of what the
Greeks desired, rather than on what actually existed. His map defined
the Greek sphere of cultural and commercial influence rather than Greek
ethnic territory. Within his ‘ Greek territory’ there were, he
maintained, $94,500 Greeks, 324,000 Turks, 126,000 Slavs, 79,400
Jews, and 37,000 Koutzo-Vlachs. The non-Greeks in this zone, he
declared, were minorities in a world where Greek language and
culture prevailed.

The Slavs

In northern Macedonia, Nicolaides made a distinction between
(1) the Albano-Slav area, which included.the Drin valley, the Tetovo
and the Skoplje districts, and (2) the pure Slav area. In the pure
Slav area the Greeks numbered only 57,000 compared with 268,200
Slavs and 182,000 Turks and Albanians. The frontier between Serbs
and Bulgarians was drawn as a line from Strumica to Kriva Palanka.
West of this line the Slavs were mostly Serbs and east of it mostly
Bulgarians. This was by far the greatest concession to the Serbian
thesis yet made by a non-Serbian. The Greeks had become aware that
the Bulgaro-Serbian schism gave them a decided advantage in
Macedonia and that the Bulgarian supremacy c~uld be broken by
insisting on the Serb character of its Slav population. Nicolaides, by
splitting the Slavs into Serbs, Bulgarians and Slavs—tmder—Greek-mﬂuence,
deprived any one of the Slav groups of a majority.

The Albanians

The Albanians hardly figured at all on Nicolaides’ map. In south-
western Macedonia they were simply ignored, in spite of the fact that
Nicolaides had pushed the limits of Macedonia well into territory
which both the Turks and the western Europeans generally regarded
as part of Albania in 1899. He did acknowledge the existence of
73,500 Albanians in the Albano-Slav zone but he insisted that in this
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case the Slavs were nearly as numerous as the Albanians. This
idea, again, was typical of the views of Gopéevié. Nicolaides’ map
thus initiated a period of close understanding between the Greeks and
the Serbians as to their respective spheres of influence in Macedonia
and his map may be regarded less as an ethnographic map than as a
definition of the new territorial aims of the Greeks in Macedonia ;
these aims were much more restricted than had been the case in
Stanford’s day but more realistic insomuch as they took into account
the growth of Serbian and Bulgarian nationalism. The areas claimed
by Nicolaides as Greek territory in 1899 were precisely those
areas occupied by the Greeks thirteen years later, during the period
of the Balkan wars. It would seem from an analysis of this map,
therefore, that its composition was prompted by three considerations :
it was an attempt

(1) to gain moral support for Greek aims on the mainland by
identifying Hellenic territory in those regions where expansion was
desirable ;

(2) to cultivate Serbian support for Greek claims by a modest
recognition of Serbian claims in Old Serbia and northern Macedonia ;

(3) to restrict Bulgarian expansion to north-eastern Macedonia.
However fantastic Nicolaides’ ethnographic claims may have appeared
to contemporary orthodox ethnographers, the fact remains that in
many ways he anticipated ethnographic ideas commonly held twenty
years later, and his ethnographic frontiers in Macedonia were almost
identical with the later political boundaries which they ante-dated
by over a dozen years.

Conclusion

After the appearance of Nicolaides’ Greek map, it was obvious that the
ethnographic situation was becoming more obscure with every new
map that appeared. Weigand’s map, it is true, had cast a shaft of light
in one dark corner, but even reasoned analyses were soon obscured
by the fog of propaganda produced by the rival schools. The claims of
the Serbians in the north and the Greeks in the south had complicated
the issue to such a degree that a proposal was put forward by O. Baldacci
and K. Hassert, during the International Orientalist Congress in Rome
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in 1899, for an international enquiry into the ethnography of the
Balkans, with the object of producing an ethnographic map on a
scale of one in a million. Unfortunately the proposal came to nothing.

F. MEINHARD'S MAP OF 1899

’

In the same year (1899), an effort was made by the Austrian,
F. Meinhard, to reconcile the divergent points of view, in the form of
a new ethnographic map of Macedonia (Fig. 30). Meinhard had spent
a great deal of his life in Sofia as Director of the Bulgarian Railways
and had therefore some knowledge of the Balkan peoples. Moreover,
he was in close touch with both Bulgarian and Serbian sources of
information. He was well acquainted with Weigand’s work and he
appears to have had a close knowledge of the older ethnographic
maps of Turkey-in-Europe. His methods of representation were
clearer than many of those adopted hitherto, because he did not use a
relief map as a base but preferred to indicate the more important
relief features by name—thus the colours on his map were not
obscured by hachures.  As Nicolaides had done, he confined his map
to Macedonia and it is of interest to note the limits which he imposed
upon the region. His definition was different again from that of
Gopeevié and differed slightly from that of Nicolaides. In the south-
west, it excluded the Kénitsa and Korcé basins which Meinhard
regarded as part of traditional Albania. In the south, it excluded the
districts between the Kamvotinia and Piéria mountains and the 1881
Greek boundary, which he understood to be part of Thessaha. In the
east, it excluded the hill country on the far side of the Rodopi water-
shed and in the north adhered rigidly to the limits provided by the Sar
mountains and Crna hills, thus excluding the Katanik district.
Meinhard’s definition was more restricted than Nicolaides’. It was
more favourable to the Bulgarian view insomuch as it excluded a
Greek district in the south and a Serb district in the north (Fig. 1).

Meinhard believed that the religious subdivisions of linguistic
groupings were significant, and thus his chief criteria included both
language and religion, and he believed that history also should
be taken into account. For example, he distinguished pure
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Albanians from ° Albanians of Serb extraction.” Altogether he
recognized seventeen different groups in Macedonia ; the Austrian
ethnographic picture was extraordinarily complex. Sax’s map had
shown similar complexity. There was no doubt that Austrian
interpretations were closely related to political circumstances.
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The reférences in the key are as follows : 1. Christian Serbs ; 2. Moslem
Serbs ; 3. Moslem Albanians of Serb descent ; 4. Christian Albanians ;
8. Moslem Albanians; 6. Christian Vlachs; 7. Moslem Vlachs; 8.
Christian Bulgarians ; 9. Moslem Bulgarians ; 10. Bulgarians and Serbs,
mixed ; 11. Christian Greeks; 12. Moslem Greeks; 13. Christian
Turks ; 14. Moslem Turks; 15. Yiirucks; 16. Bardariotes ; 17. Spanish
Jews.

The Turks

A feature of Meinhard’s map was the re-emergence of the Turks
around the Gulf of Kavélla and in the vicinity of the great transverse
routes across Macedonia—the Dojran depression, Strumica and Stip.
K. Sax and G. Weigand had already indicated the presence of Turks
in these regions. Meinhard defined their distribution in detail and his
views were accepted later by both V. Kinéev and J. Cvijié, the respec-
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tive classical exponents of the Bulgarian and Serbian views on
Macedonian ethnography. One interesting detail on the map was a
reference to the Christian Turks on the borders on Lake Akhinoti—a
description which in 1840 would have been regarded as a contradiction
in terms. Meinhard believed that the Yiiruks of the hill country
around Piikon still exhibited ethnic individuality. They had last
figured on the maps of F. A. O’Etzel and M. A. Denaix (see p. 11),
and G. Lejean had also mentioned them. The Bardariotes living in
small groups south of Kastoria were also depicted on Meinhard’s map.
They had generally been classified as Turks. The reference to these
small isolated remnants was a vivid reminder of the historical
incapacity of Macedonia to absorb completely the many diverse
groups which had converged upon this territory at different times.

The Greeks

Meinhard’s map marked a low ebb for the Greek frontier
on the mainland because, although he retained Weigand’s Graeco-
Slav frontier, he limited the Greeks in the west to the line of the
Pindhos mountains. The Greek frontier had receded slightly farther
south, on each of the non-Greek maps published in the second half
of the century, until the Greek population now appeared as small
enclaves where before it had covered a broad band of coast. Little
wonder that the Greeks were indulging in rather hectic attempts to
strengthen their ethnic position. Meinhard’s recognition of a group
of Moslemized Greeks in the upper Alifkmon vallcy was an interesting
detail.

The Slavs

In dealing with the distribution and character of the Macedonian
Slavs, Meinhard effected a compromise between Serbian and
Bulgarian ideas. He recognized a strong Serb minority in north-
western Macedonia which extended, mixed with Bulgarians and
Albanians of Serb extraction, as far as the Vardar river in the east and
the Lepenac river in the south. The Tetovo and Debar areas, he
represented to be purely Serb. Thus it may be seen that the work
of the Serbian ethnographers, combined with their educational crusade
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in north Macedonia, was beginning to influence opinion by 1899.
Meinhard also considered that east of a line formed by the Péinja, the
Vardar, and the Crna rivers, mixed Serbo-Bulgarian territory gave
place to purely Bulgarian territory. The Slavs around Lakes
Ohrid, Prespa and Kastoria, he also depicted as Bulgarian. The
Bulgarians, according to Meinhard’s interpretation, still formed the
largest single element in Macedonia, but they did not outnumber
all the other ethnic groups put together. His recognition of so many
Turks and Serbs had been at the expense of the Bulgarians. Although
the Bulgarians were not yet depicted as a minority, the map indicated
in a striking manner the decline of the idea that the Bulgarians formed
the majority of the inhabitants of Macedonia.

The Vlachs ,

Meinhard adopted Weigand’s distribution of Christian and Moslem
Vlachs. He referred to them as Kutzo-Vlachs, a name not acceptable
to the Vlachs themselves as Kutzo signified lame or halting and was
said to have been derived from the halting mode of speech which the

Vhachs adopted amongst strangers.

The Albanians

According to Meinhard the Albanians had been over-estimated in
Macedonia. He showed fewer ‘pure’ Albanians in northern
Macedonia_because he elected to distinguish as separate groups the
Moslem Serbs of the Drin valley and the Moslem Albanians of Serb
extraction, who inhabited all the highlands of northern Macedonia. He
also indicated a group of Christian Albanians in the Drin valley. He
was more favourable to the Albanians in the south where he marked
the Moslem Albanian fronticr east of the Grimmos mountains.

Conclusion

Meinhard’s map was generally regarded as providing a fair summary
of the ethnographic situation in 1899. It was praised by Hassert as
a useful contribution which gave shape to the ethnographic map of
Macedonia.! The map bore many traces of the influence of S.

1 Literatur-Bericht Nr. 396, Petcrinann’s Mittheilungen, XLVI (Gotha, 1900).
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Gopéevié, K. Sax, and G. Weigand. Its complexity was an indication
that ideas on the ethnography of Macedonia were beginning to swing
away from pro-Bulgarian conceptions, to the view that the ethno-
graphy of Macedonia was altogether more complicated that G. Lejean
or H. Kiepert had pictured, and that the strength of the Secbs had been
underestimated in the past.

V. KANCEV'Ss MAP OF 1900

Meanwhile the Bulgarians had not been unmindful of the changes
in ethnographic ideas exhibited in recent maps of Macedonia. They
were particularly concerned at the success attending Serbian propa-
ganda, which had already resulted in the moral alienation of territory
once regarded as Bulgarian. The Bulgarian position was all the more
difficult since not only the influence of Serbia and Austria in the north,
but also that of Greece in the south, had to be combated. So far
the Bulgarians had not produced an ethnographic map of their own;
they had relied on those of A. Boué, G. Lejean, and H. Kiepert, but
consequent upon the appearance of the maps of S. Goptevi¢ and C.
Nicolaides, a statement from Bulgarian sources appearcd imperative, all
the more so since responsible quarters might interpret F. Meinhard’s
map as being the official Bulgarian view. Therefore, in 1900, in
response to this need for a Bulgarian statement, appeared Kincev's
book on the ethnography of Macedonia. It contained an ethnograghic-
map which for many years constituted the official Bulgarian inter-
pretation (Fig. 31). KinZev was a Bulgarian inspector of schools. His
duties had interested him in the ethnographic situation in Macedonia
where, as we have already seen, education and nationality were closely
linked. He had access to Bulgarian statistics, which he was able to
verify by personal observation. He was familiar too with most of the
ethnographic maps produced in the years before 1900. The agents of
the Bulgarian Exarchate were carrying out an ethnographic survey
at this time and Kin&ev was probably aware of their findings. Signifi-
cantly, he ignored religious criteria and thereby was able to reduce
his major ethnic groups to six. ~ The simplification of groupings

on the basis of language was bound to favour the Bulgarian element
K
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particularly when the Pomaks in Macedonia were included as Bulgarians.

His definition of Macedonia was the same as that of Meinhard,
except in the west, where he excluded the Radomir district of the
Drin-i-xy valley and the Bilishta district of the Upper Devoll valley.
These areas he regarded as part of Albania.

Turks, Greeks and Slavs
Kindev’s distributions of Turks and Greeks were very similar to
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The abbreviation S is for Salonika.

those on Meinhard’s map. It may have been that both had access to
the same Bulgarian source ; they may have consulted each other’s
maps. His distribution of Slavs was also similar but they were all
Bulgarians according to his representation, and he maintained that the
regrettable tendency to acknowledge Serbs in northern Macedonia,
either as Moslem Serbs, as Serbs mixed with Bulgarians, or as pure
Serb minorities, dated back to the chauvinistic work of Gopéevié in
1899. Such claims, declared Kinéev, were exaggerated or false and
he insisted that the pre-1899 ethnographic maps bore ample testimony
to the truth of his contention.
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Vlachs and Albanians

Kin&ev had nothing to add to Weigand’s view of the Vlachs, the
distribution of which he took from Weigand’s map. He included
both Christian and Moslem tribes in his Albanian group. He was not
interested in Meinhard’s  ‘ Albanians of Serb extraction.” The
Albanians according to Kinfev were an important minority and he
depicted them in eastern and northern Macedonia in much more
detail than hitherto—as in the occupation of all the higher land in
north-western Macedonia, the Sar mountains, the Crna hills and the
Golesnica mountains, the hilly country between Krufevo and Kastorfa
and the uplands between Gostivar and Kicevo.

Conclusion

Kin¥ev’s map was reproduced in P. Miliukov’s atlas in 1900 and
later in the Carnegie Report, Inquiry into the Causes of the Balkan
Wars (1914). In both cases it represented the official Bulgarian view
of ethnic conditions in Macedonia. In the first place it re-emphasized
Bulgaria’s traditional rights in Macedonia, and secondly it gave
weight to the idea that the Albanians were the most important minority
in the north and west.

THE BULGARIAN EXARCHATE MAP OF 1901

The agents of the Bulgarian Exarchate were also busy at this time
vindicating the Bulgarian claims. They produced a map in 1901
on a large scale (1:200,000), covering the territory in dispute.
Drawn up at the Bulgarian Institute of Cartography at Sofia, this
map endeavoured to show the ethnic composition of the population
by a new method, utilizing coloured symbols instead of flat colours
and thus giving a better idea of the mixture of population which
occurred in Macedonia. It exhibited a fair amount of agreement with
Kingev’s map, as might be expected. The Bulgarians were still fairly
confident about their superiority. In the words of the Bulgarian
Exarch : “ The Bulgarians need not be afraid of racial competition.”
According to his calculation there were over a million Bulgarians in
the Roumelian provinces, of whom 800,000 were Exarchists and



132 THE END OF THE CENTURY

300,000 Patriarchists. The Greeks numbered from 3-400,000 mostly
in the southern Provinces, the Serbians, 200,000 mostly in Kosovo
Vilayhet, the Koutzo-Wallachs (Vlachs), 60,000, and the Turks from
§-600,000.1

As the new century opened and events moved towards a climax
the Bulgarians could congratulate themselves upon the success with
which they had countered Serbian and Greek propaganda. Here
and there some ground had been lost, but the greater part of
Macedonia in the eyes of most of Europe still remained incon-
testibly Bulgarian. The standard atlases then in use in France, Germany
and Great Britain, still subscribed to the view that Macedonia was
Bulgarian territory. For example H. Berghaus’s atlas (1892 edition),
the Times Atlas (1900 edition), Niox’s Atlas de Géographie Géneral
(1899), the Vidal Lablache atlas, all contained pro-Bulgarian ethno-
graphic maps of the Balkans.

1G. P. Gooch and Harold Temperley, British Documents on the Origins of the
War, 1898-1914, vol. V, p. 103 (London, 1928).



CHarTER VII
THE MACEDO-SLAVS, 1903-1910
K. PEUCKER’'S MAP OF 1903

THE events which took place in Macedonia in 1903 were of so violent
a nature as to compel the attention of all Europe. Sporadic insurrec-
tions had been taking place ever since the Treaty of Berlin restored
the region to Turkish maladministration and, after 1890, these distur-
bances, fomented by the intervention of Bulgarian, Greek and Serbian
nationalists, grew in intensity. By 1903, the whole of Macedonia and
most of Thrace were in a state of open rebellion which culminated
in the Salonika outrages during which the Ottoman Bank was blown
up by insurgents. The savage Turkish reprisals which followed these
demonstrations aroused widespread sympathy for the rebels.

In the British Isles, a correspondence over Macedonia opened in
The Times and it was never really closed until the intervention of the
Great War in 1914. Sir Oliver Lodge made Macedonia the subject of
an inaugural lecture at Birmingham. Bishops condemned the Turkish
policy in Macedonia from their pulpits. The newspapers were full of
the Turkish atrocities, perpetrated on the Christian subjects of the
Porte. For the first time the British public became familiar with the
name of Macedonia, as indeed did the general public of all Europe.
Everywhere the question was heard—who are the Macedonians ?
Whilst interest in the welfare of the peoples of Macedonia was still
white hot, numerous ethnographic maps made their appearance ; all
of them tried to answer that question. Serbian, Greek, Bulgarian,
Italian and British views were amongst those expounded. The answer

133
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was not as simple as in 1876. The complete failure of the rival
schools of thought, as represented by S. Gopéevié, C. Nicolaides and
V. Kin&ev, to reach any agreement on the ethnographic distributions
was taken to be an indication of a complexity which might never be
resolved into order. The French, with a stroke of culinary genius,
utilized the term ‘ macédoine ’ as the name for a dish in which various
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ingredients, although mixed together, contrived to retain each its
individual flavour.

The Macedonians

In 1903, Dr. K. Peucker of Vienna produced a map of Old Serbia,
Albania and Macedonia, together with some relevant information of
an historical, ethnographic and statistical nature bearing on the problem
of Macedonia. He endeavoured to summarize the ethnographic
situation by means of a small inset map showing zones of linguistic
influence and zones of culture (Fig. 32). His information was derived

avar
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from R. von Mach’s map of 1899 and from the researches of J. Cviji¢,
a brilliant young Serbian geographer, who was ultimately to formu-
late revolutionary ideas about the ethnography of Macedonia. ~ Briefly,
Peucker’s aim was to show that the admixture of Serbs, Albanians,
Turks, Greeks and Bulgarians occurred in its most extreme form in
Macedonia, that in fact Macedonia might almost be defined as an area
of ethnic overlap. One might even infer from his map that
Macedonia had an individuality of its own, which arose solely from the
composite character of its population. Peucker also publicized Cviji€’s
view that the culture of Macedonia was Byzantine diluted by large,
patriarchal communities of Serbian origin—a point of view which
favoured both Greeks and Serbs at the expense of the Bulgarians.
Peucker’s map was important because it contained the germ of anew
idea, later elaborated by J. Cvijié, that Macedonians might well be
distinguished from Bulgarians, Serbs and Greeks alike.  This idea was
all the more remarkable because only ten years earlier Peucker had
published a typically pro-Bulgarian ethnographic map. His
changed viewpoint was an indication of the efficacy of Serbian and
Greek propaganda in the interim.

GRreEegk MAPs, 1903 AND I90S

The Greeks continued to concentrate on the production of ecclesiasti-
cal and school maps which gave emphasis to the Hellenic spiitual and
cultural role in the Balkans. M. Callacos produced a map in 1903
which marked the political and ecclesiastical divisions of Turkey and
indicated, by means of statistical tables, the number of adherents to
the Greek Church in each division. In 1905, an anonymous map
appeared in Paris which substantiated with a wealth of detail the pre-
ponderance of Greek schools in southern Macedonia. Lavishly pro-
duced, it claimed to show the distribution of Bulgarian, Serbian and
Greek schools in Macedonia as well as the distribution of Greek
Orthodox churches. Both maps indicated that Greck propagandists,
after the disappointing ceception of Nicolaides’ map, were content to
place their faith in the criteria which would reflect most credit on
their case—on religion and education,rather than on language.
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D. M. BranNcov's MAPS OF 1905

To give publicity to the Bulgarian viewpoint, the Exarchate map of
1901 was republished in Paris in 1905, and V. Kinéev’s map reappeared
in F. F. Voinov’s work on Macedonia in 1905. The Bulgarians were
still fairly confident of their ethnic superiority, the main challenge
to which, they believed, came from the Greeks. The Serbian
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claims they regarded as inconsequential, although they viewed the
possibility of a Serbo-Greek understanding with some alarm. Inso-
much as they represented the Bulgarian response to the Greek educa-
tional and religious propaganda, D. M. Brancov’s maps are worthy of
consideration. The name of Brancov (Brankoff) was a pseudonym
adopted by the Bulgarian Exarchate’s Secretary, D. Mischev. The maps
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were therefore semi-official in charficter (Figs. 33 & 34). The
information they portrayed must have been derived from the
Exarchate Survey of 1901. Brancov adopted a novel method of
depicting ethnographic distributions. He used rectangular symbels
to represent the proportional elements of Bulgarian, Greek and Vlach
population in each of the districts of Macedonia, and in this manner
indicated that only in the extreme south of Macedonia, in the districts
of Greven4, Neipolis, Elassén, Kozini, Sérvia, Katerini, Véroia,
Thessaloniki (a bare majority), Polfyiros, Kavilla and Pangaion
(Pravitchta) did the Greeks outnumber the Bulgarians. Everywhere
else the Bulgarians were in the majority. The Vlachs formed only a
minority in each district ; since they were sometimes associated with
the Greeks, it was Brancov’s intention to draw attention to their
relative unimportance.

His second map indicated, by the same method, the number of
children attending Serbian, Bulgarian, Vlach and Greek schools in
Macedonia. On comparison of the two maps some interesting points
emerge. In the Tetovo district, for example, there were over 40,000
Bulgarians, but nearly all of them sent their children to Greek schools
and also in Sérrai and in Dréma, the Bulgarians were in the majority,
but most of their children went to Greek schools. Brancov thus
emphasized the fact that the boasted superiority of Greek cultural
establishments in Macedonia did not necessarily infer numerical
superiority. A Bulgarian, although he might not belong to the
Exarchate Church and although he might have been educated in a Greck
school, was still a2 Bulgarian in his national sentiment.

The Limits of Macedonia

Brancov’s maps made clear the interesting division of opinion
between Greeks and Bulgarians on the concept of Macedonia. It may
be remembered that the Greeks excluded the Skoplje district but
included the Korcé basin in their concept of Macedonia. The
Bulgarians, stated Brancov, regarded Macedonia as a geographical
unit and as such it should include Skoplje and exclude Korcé. This
distinction between the Greek *historical” Macedonia and the
Bulgarian ‘ geographical > Macedonia was important for two reasons.
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Firstly, the Bulgarians were interested in the acquisition of the whole
and not part of Macedonia. For them, partition of Macedonia meant
that the all important Salonika area might go to the Greeks or Skoplje
to the Serbians. Secondly, the Bulgarians were anxious not to allow
the growth of a Graeco-Serbian understanding which might even-
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tually eliminate Bulgarian interests. Already the Serbians had laid claim
to northern Macedonia, which they had announced to be part of Old
Serbia (see p. 100). Therefore the Greeks and Serbians had both
acquired well defined spheres of influence which covered the whole of
the region between the Sar mountains and the Aegean sea and bade fair
to oust the Bulgarian interests. That is why Brancov was anxious
to stress the geographical unity of Macedonia, a unity which, if res-
pected politically, left the Bulgarians in a strong position with 514
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per cent of the population Bulgarian, and left the Serbs and Greeks
only as minorities. It is worthwhile noting that Brancov’s ideas
considerably influenced those of the American geographer, L.
Dominian (see p. 208). .

H. N. BrAILSFORD’S MAP OF 1906

H. N. Brailsford’s work on Macedonia published in 1906 made
a valuable contribution to the understanding of Macedonian ethno-
graphy. It remains to this day one of the few books in English specifi-
cally devoted to the problem. Sometimes Brailsford is accused of
pro-Bulgarian sympathy. In actual fact his views were widespread
in the rest of Europe in 1906. He was, however, a firm believer in the
Bulgarian cause in Macedonia and he maintained, then, that a Greater
Bulgaria would exert a stabilizing effect on Balkan politics. He was
one of the select band of students of Balkan affairs who, at the
beginning of the century, grasped the significance of the future role
of the Slav states in the Balkans. These men necessarily found them-
selves supporting either the Serbians or the Bulgarians and for a long
time the Bulgarian cause was the more popular. In fact it was not until
1915 that hopes of a mutual understanding between Bulgaria and
Great Britain were dashed to the ground by the Bulgarian entry into
the War of 1914-18, on the side of the Central Powers.

The Turks

Brailsford did not attempt to delineate Macedonia on his map
(Fig. 35) but one might infer from his text that he accepted the
Bulgarian definition. He pointed out that the word Turk had no real
ethnological significance and that there were very few genuine Osmanlis
in Europe. Circassians, Levantines, Arabs and even Negroes passed
under the name of Turk. He believed that the Moslem population
for the most part consisted of renegade Slavs or Muhadjirs who had
fled for some reason from the Slav states in the north. A great many
Albanians, Gypsies and Jews were also Turkish in allegiance.
Brailsford on his map depicted the Kailar (or Konariote) Turks and
the Turkish enclaves between Sérrai and Drima. He also indicated
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Turks as a2 minority, usually composed of officials, in the towns of the
Vardar valley. Nevertheless, he greatly reduced the widespread
distribution of Turks shown on the maps of F. Meinhard and V.

Kindev.

The Greeks
He did not believe there was any evidence that the interior of
Macedonia had ever been settled by a Greek rural population, and he
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thought such a population must in any case have been completely
uprooted during the period of barbarian invasions. Macedonia as
Hellas Irredempta was a myth which had been advanced by Lord
Salisbury at Berlin in 1878. The Greek cause in Macedonia had
no ethnic basis. Except along the coast of the Aegean, in Khalkidhiki,
and in the extreme south-west of Macedonia near the Thessalian
boundary, there were practically no villages in European Turkey where
the mother tongue was Greek. He mentioned Kastorfa as the frontier
town between the Greeks and the Bulgarians in this area.
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The Slavs

Brailsford did recognize some Serbs in Macedonia, but, only as a
minority mixed with Albanians. He marked them north-west of
the Vardar river between Skoplje and Kumanovo. The Slavs of
Macedonia, he maintained, were Bulgarian and his map showed
Macedonia as predominantly Bulgarian. He admitted, however, that
the Slavs of Macedonia were of mixed blood. Bulgarian and Serbian
conquests, Tartar (Tatar), Petcheneg (Patzinak) and Kuman (Cuman)
raids had left their mark.  He even allowed that these Slavs had no
strong conception of nationality and that any strong Slavonic power
might be able to impose itself upon them. But, he declared, it was
not the Serbians, it was the Bulgarians who had managed to do this
successfully. In Kosovo and north-west of Kosovo, the Slavs were
definitely Serb ; in the region of Ohrid they were just as definitely
Bulgarian. The nationality of the rest of the Slavs had been decided
on political grounds and the victory had gone to the Bulgarians.
“ The Macedonians are Bulgarian today,” wrote Brailsford, *“ because
a freec and progressive Bulgaria has known how to attract them.
Serbia’s cause is an artificial movement. As things are today the
Serbian consuls are about as likely to win the Macedonians for Serbia
as the American missionaries are to convert them to Protestantism.”
These words were written when the Bulgarian cause in Macedonia
appeared irresistible—that is before the Balkan Wars. Only a few
years later the Serbians were employing the logic of Brailsford’s argu-
ment to prove that the Macedonians were Serbs ! The distribution of
Bulgarians shown on Brailsford’s map accorded roughly with that of
V. Kinlev, except that Brailsford depicted much of eastern and
southern Macedonia as Pomak, where Kintev, himself a Bulgarian,
had recognized only Turks.

There always had been a great deal of controversy about the
Pomaks—those Bulgarian Moslems, often more fanatical than the
genuine Osmanli Turks. It would be a most difficult task to attempt
to define the national allegiance of the Pomaks at various stages
throughout the development of Bulgarian nationalism. There
were Pomaks who spoke both Turkish and Bulgarian, others who
spoke only Bulgarian and others who were mainly Turkish-speaking
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but who retained a Bulgarian mode of life. Thus there were Pomaks
to all intents and purposes Turkish and others just as definitely Bul-
garian. Moreover, Pomak allegiance itself was very elastic. It vacillated
between the Bulgarians and Turks but tended towards the Bulgarians,
particularly after Bulgaria had acquired Eastern Roumelia in 1885.1
Thus Brailsford, to a certain extent, was justified in his representa-
tion. He showed the Pomaks also in small groups in central Macedonia.

The Vlachs

Brailsford had little to say about the Vlachs. He estimated that
they did not number many more than 200,000 souls, mostly living
in the Pindhos region.

The Albanians

He regarded the Albanians as the most important minority in
Macedonia, after the Bulgarians. He agreed with Barbarich that the
whole of the territory between the Gulf of the Arta and Lake Shkodrs
(Skadar) was the home of this ‘unconquered race’ (see p. 144).
According to his representations, the population of the greater
part of Ipiros, including the towns of Iodnnina, Kénitsa and Elbasen,
was Albanian. From here their territory stretched as far east as Lake
Ohrid and the hilly region on whose fringes lie the towns of Debar,
Prizren, Pe¢ and Shkodér. With the exception of small communities
of Serbs in the towns, a few Jews and Greeks in Iodnnina, and some
scattered Vlach settlements, the population within these limits was,
in his opinion, the most homogeneous that could be found anywhere
in the Balkans: it was pure Albanian. Nor were the Albanians
confined to this region ; under the favourable circumstances afforded
by the Turkish regime, they had expanded over the Pindhos into
Thessalia, over the Drin valley into Macedonia, and through the hills
and passes of the north-east into Old Serbia, which was, according to
Brailsford in 1906, two-thirds Albanian, whilst whole districts around

1 Interesting details of how, during their occupation of parts of Thrace in 1913,
the Bulgarians carried out forcible conversion of Pomaks, are given in Enquéte
dans les Balkans (p. 139).  Evidently some Pomaks did not regard themselves as
Bulgarians at that time.



E. BARBARICH'S MAP, 190§ 143

Bitolj and Skoplje were dotted with Albanian settlements (Brailsford’s
idea of Old Serbia was the same as that defined in the Introduction).

Conclusion

Brailsford’s book appeared at a time when the name Macedonia
was on everybody’s lips and when sympathy for the Bulgarian cause
was widespread and sincere. It suffered from the defects of its period
insomuch as it over-estimated the influence of the Bulgarians in the
southern Balkans. Its value is that it reflected fairly faithfully contem-
porary opinion. The British, for so long pro-Greek and pro-Turk,
for a variety of reasons, had swung towards a sympathetic toleration
of the Bulgarian cause.

E. BARBARICH'S MAP OF 1905

Of all the major ethnic groups of the Balkans at the beginning of
the century, only the Albanians had no part of their territory politically.
independent. They had at one time achieved a certain measure of
unity under the renowned Skanderbeg (Fig. 27) during the fifteenth
century but had made no further move towards political emancipation
since that time. The reasons for this were not far to seek. They
occw,;-od some of the most mountainous and infertile territory in
Europe. Knowing only tribal organization, they had never experienced
the cultural renascence which had been the initial feature of Slav and
Greek national movements. They had no s-hools of their own, no
national Church, no storehouse of traditional literature, and so lacked
the means of defending their cultural identity. Nor were they provoked
into any desperate political activity by Turkish tyranny, for the Turks,
having little to gain by a conquest of the Albanian mountains, had at a
very early date entered into a free and easy relationship with the
Albanians. Few Turkish (Osmanli) officials were to be found in
Albania ; not only were the Albanians left to their own devices in the
mountains but also their way of life was encouraged in the plains. The
Albanians, in fact, had little to gain by political independence.
Boundaries would have cut them off from the means of gaining a
livelihood outside their own mean habitat.
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Since the Albanians had not exhibited any desire to become a free
and independent nation, they had not produced any ethnographic
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maps of their own. But although
they were politically inarticulate they
did exhibit pride of ancestry and local
patriotism and certain tribes were
attached to certain districts. Their
interests had hitherto been cared for
by the Bulgarians, who looked to
the Albanians for support against the
Graeco-Serbian  threat.! In 1905,
however, the Albanian cause was
championed from another quarter.
An Italian, E. Barbarich, published a
book about the Albanians which con-
tained an interesting ethnographic map
(Fig. 36). It was, of course, 2 map of
Albania rather than of Macedonia, but
Barbarich interpreted Albania in a very
liberal manner to include the whole of
Ipiros, the whole of the Drin valley
and part of Oid Serbia. He followed
Marenin very closely in plotting the
distribution of the Albanians, whom
he represented as forming the majority
of the inhabitants of Ipiros, western
Macedonia and Old Serbia, and he took
care to distinguish their variousreligious
groups, because he believed that they
had a particular significance. There
had been no hesitation on the part of
G. Lejean to include the Greek Ortho-
dox Albanians with the Moslems in one

! An ethnographic map showing the distribution of the Albanians was produced
by the Bulgarian, Dr. Marenin, in 1902.
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ethnic group. But on later maps Albanian territory had been
shrinking rapidly in the south because of the tendency to regard Greek
Orthodox Albanians, particularly the Tosks, as Greek nationals,
because they were highly susceptible to Greek influence. Both H.
Kiepert and G. Weigand had agreed on the Hellenic character of a
great many inhabitants of Ipiros formerly regarded as Albanian.
One might even say that although the Albanians were admittedly an
integral part of the Greek nation throughout the whole of the Greek
archipelago, their inclusion within Greek territory in the Ipiros region
had been a relatively recent phenomenon dating back only to the
appearance of H. Kiepert’s map in 1876.

A glance at a map of the Adriatic will immediately reveal the
reasons for Italian interest in this part of Albania. The Ipiros region
commands the Straits of Otranto, where the Italian and Balkan
peninsulas approach to within fifty miles of each other. Both Greece
and Italy were expanding too rapidly in the eastern Mediterranean to
avoid conflict. Barbarich’s work was a manifestation of Italian interest
in the opposite shores of the Adriatic which was to involve Italy in
an invasion of the Balkans on more than one subsequent occasion.

In the north, Barbarich pressed the Albanian claims in Old Serbia.
Here the Albanians were represented principally by the Moslem Gegs.
These Albanians had been particularly favoured under the Turkish
regime, when they had been able to migrate from the highlands of
Albania into the plains and basins of Old Serbia and Macedoniz. As
the Turkish power declined, however, the Albanians, having little
sense of nationality, began to meet increasing opposition on the part
of the Serbs. Their Moslem religion which might have given them
a semblance of national feeling, meant very little because a great many
Serbs were also Moslems. Moreover, S. Gop&evi¢ and his disciples
had succeeded to a certain extent in modifying the idea that most of
the inhabitants of Old Serbia were Albanians, by insisting on the
Serb origins of the Old Serbian population. Barbarich repudiated
this idea and re-emphasized the existence of at least a two-third majority
of Albanians in Old Serbia. '

Due to its limited circulation, Barbarich’s map did not exert much
influence on European ethnographic thought, but his distributions

L
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were used later by A. Dardano in preparing ethnographic maps for
the Agostini Geographical Institute. The Italian and Bulgarian
interest in Albania was not without its effects on the development of
Albanian nationalism. Only a few years later, in 1908, a linguistic
congress held in Bitolj evolved a suitable Roman alphabet for the
Albanian language. Hitherto Italian, Cyrillic, and even Arabic
alphabets had been in use.  In this way one of the oldest of the Indo-
European languages was safeguarded from further assimilation and
dilution. It was not, however, until 1924 that Albanian or ‘ Shqip ’
began to be taught in schools. Whilst the Italians cultivated Albanian
aspirations, there were exceptions: G. Amadori-Virgilj, for example,
in 1908, ignored the existence of Albanians altogether on his map

(see p. 159).

J. Cvyic’s Maps, 1906-7

Jovan Cviji¢ has already been referred to as the Serbian geographer
whose views had so much impressed Peuker in 1903. Before he began
to edit the series of monographs on the ethnography of the Serb lands—
Hacna Cpuckrx Zematsa (Naselja Srpskh Zemalje)—the first volume
of which appeared in 1902, Cviji¢ had already acquired a reputation
amongst European scholars as a geologist, physical geographer and
cartographer. He was to become even more renowned as a human
geographer. As head of the Department of Geography in the
University of Belgrade, he was well placed to carry out intensive
rescarch in the Dalkans. Almost inevitably his work was affected by
his country’s political situation. Serbia was in a difficult position both
from a strategic and from an economic point of view. Austria’s hold
on this small Slav inland kingdom had been tightening between 1903
and 1906. Serbia had suffered greatly from the °Pig-war’—an
economic trial of strength with Austria which had demonstrated only
too well, that expansion to the sea would alone permit the existence
of an independent Serbia.

His First Ethnographic Map, 1906
Cviji¢ had made his first public statement on Macedonia in 1903,
in the Viennese Zeif, at the time when the ‘ Miirzsteg Programme’
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had been undertaken by the Great Powers.! At that time he had been
content to make a few remarks about the existence of Serb cultural traits
amongst the population of Macedonia. In his Outline of the Geography
and Geology of Macedonia, in Serbian, published three years later, Cvijié
madefurther reference to the ethnography of Macedonia and Old Serbia.
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In this work his first ethnographic map appeared, on a scale of
1:4,000,000 (Fig. 37). Compared with the detail which Cviji¢ produced
in his later maps, the distributions he fixed on this map were only
tentative (cf. Figs. 40 and 42). These distributions are examined more
fully later. For the moment it is sufficient to draw attention to his

!In which Austria and Russia undertook responsibility for the policing of
Macedonia, and the Sultan was forced to promise reforms, which were to be im-
plemented with the aid of agents appointed by the Powers.
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portrayal of extensive Albanian territory in northern Macedonia,
and to the fact that he did not attempt to fix an ethnographic frontier
between the Serbs and Bulgarians. He classified the Slavs of Old Serbia
and Macedonia together in one group—Serbs and Bulgarians. The
Moslem Slavs, who had generally been classed as Pomaks, he referred
to as Moslem Serbs and Bulgarians, thus inferring the presence of Serbs
in central Macedonia.

The Macedo-Slavs :

Cviji¢ was more explicit about the character of the Slavs of
Macedonia in a pamphlet summarizing his views, which appeared
in 1906 and 1907. Significantly, it was translated and published in
Great Britain, France and Russia. It was obvious from the wide-
spread publicity given to these views that the Serbians considered them
to have some political importance. Indeed Cviji¢ had set himself the
task of publicizing the Serb cause and making known the Serbian
point of view where it was most likely to be appreciated. Russia
could always be called upon for some support. Great Britain and
France might be relied upon to support Serbia’s aspirations also, since
Serbia was the best fitted of the Balkan countries, by virtue of her
gcographical position, to offer resistance to Austrian and German
expansion. Great Britain and France had been watching with appre-
hension the activities of the Germans in the Balkans. Wilhelm II
made no secret of his designs on the Near East, the direct
road to which iraversed Serbia. 1906, therefore, was a propitious time
for Cviji¢ to repudiate, in the eyes of the western world, Bulgarian
claims to Macedonia, and to prepare the way with western aid for
Serbian expansion southwards. In his pamphlet, Remarks on the
Ethnography of the Macedo-Slavs (1906), he was introduced to his
English readers in the preface as, “ one of those individuals too rare,
especially in the Balkans, who are able to subordinate their patriotism
to the cause of scientific exactitude.” Of his thesis it was remarked,
“ His treatise on the Macedonian Slavs is unique of its kind ; it gives
a clear and unbiased estimate of ethnographic conditions in Macedonia.”
The rather strange belief that Cvijié was above patriotic fervour still
prevails even to-day in the British Isles. It was a tribute to Cviji¢’s
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ingenuity that, in presenting the Serbian thesis, he avoided with con-
summate skill any hint of propaganda. His sources were impeccable
and his conclusions always appeared to be modest. He pointed out
in 1906 that Serbian research had been able to fix the limits of Old
Serbia with accuracy. The view that the Sar Mountains and the Crna
hills formed the southern limits of Serb territory was false. ~ Skoplje
and Tetovo had always been an unalienable part of ‘ Old Serbia.’
He fixed the boundary between Macedonia and Old Serbia on the
Baba mountains, the Babuna mountains and the Platkovica mountains
(Fig. 105). North of this line the Slavs were Serbs, but south of this
line the Slav population had no sense of national feeling either Serb
or Bulgarian. They exhibited cultural traits common to both Serb
and Bulgarian. The fact that they called themselves Bulgarians had no
political significance because the word Bugari was synonymous with
raja and meant nothing more than a peasant. He declared that all
previous ethnographic maps had been influenced by this fundamental
misconception, and that all statistics produced to show the composition
of the population of Macedonia were false because no census had ever
been taken. An examination of the figures of V. Kin&ev, C. N 1colaxdes
K. Oestreich! and S. Goptevié, revealed such startling discrepancies
as to render all their figures invalid. Cviji¢ came to the conclusion
that there was an element of truth, however, in all their claims because
the Slavs of Macedonia were so mixed that, until their national feeling
had been fixed by political adherence to one or another of the Balkan
nations, they would remain in an amorphous state. If, declared
Cviji¢, the Macedonian Slavs were to be incorporated into the Serbian
state, they would very soon become Serbian in nationality—a prophecy
which was never fulfilled. Cvijié no doubt was thinking of the Slavs
of the Ni¥ and Leskovac areas who, before 1878, had been regarded
as Bulgarians but who, after those districts became part of Serbia, had
become good Serbians (see pp. 103—s).

The peculiar significance of Cviji¢’s conception of the Macedo-Slavs
was that it neatly robbed the Bulgarians of their strongest claim to
Macedonia—the claim that its inhabitants were mostly Bulgarians.
Cvijié envisaged the Macedo-Slavs as politically neutral ; they might

1 “ Die Bevolkerung von Makedonien,” Geog. Zeitschrift, XI (1905).
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become either Serbs or Bulgarians. He did not agree with H. N.
Brailsford that a quarter of a century of Bulgarian nationalistic propa-
ganda in Macedonia had already had the effect of inducing Bulgarian
national feeling amongst the Macedonian Slavs. He was anxious to
promote the view that the Macedo-Slavs were potential Serbs even if
they were at the same time potential Bulgarians. If this could be
established then Serbia’s claim to Macedonia would be on a par with
that of Bulgaria. The beauty of Cviji¢’s conception was that on the
surface it appeared to be a compromise between extreme Serbian and
extreme Bulgarian ideas. The very fact that he criticized Gopéevié’s
claims as extravagant lent substance to such a conclusion. Thus by
its very moderation it commended itself to public opinion as impartial.
It fitted in with the picture of overlapping ethnic groups in Macedonia
as portrayed by Peuker in 1903.

Origin of the Idea of the Macedo-Slavs

The idea that Macedonia might have a future independent of the
Bulgarians had already arisen as far back as 1876, when schemes for a
 Macedonian Province’ had been promoted at the Conference of
Constantinople, but the idea had not been associated then with
any differences between Macedonian Slavs and Bulgarians (see pp.
62-4). At that time the Bulgarian character of the Slavs of Macedonia
went unchallenged. It was not until after 1885, when strained relations
between Bulgaria and Serbia developed, that the Serbian claims in
Macedonia gave rise to the speculation that the Slavs of Macedonia
might be different from those of Bulgaria. In 1887, P. D. Draganov
tentatively put forward this idea in Les Nouvelles Slaves (1887-8).

N. S. Zaryanko, the Russian cartographer, by omitting to colour
the Slavs of Macedonia in the second edition of his ethnographic map
of the Balkans (1890), likewise implied that those Slavs might be
either Serbs or Bulgarians (see p. 105).1 A powerful factor in promoting
separatist tendencies had been the very interest which the Balkan nations
and the Great Powers had themselves evinced in Macedonia.

1Zaryanko’s revised ideas are reflected in a map compiled by T. Fischer for his
Lénderkunde der drei Siideuropdischen Halbinseln (Wien, 1893), entitled ¢ Skizze

der ethnographischen Verhiltnisse der Siidosthalbinsel” (n.s., 100 X 100 mm.)
in which the Slavs of Macedonia are referred to as ‘Serbs and Macedonians.’
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Numerous secret societies began to flourish after 1890. Some were
Serbian inspired, others were inspired by Greeks and Bulgarians, but
at least one—the Internal Macedonian Revolutionary Organization
(LM.R.O.), established in 1893, with its headquarters in Salonika, was
indigenous to Macedonia.! It aimed solely at achieving the political
independence of Macedonia.2 Although the chief enemy was regarded
to be the Turk, LM.R.O. resented interference in Macedonian affairs on
the part of the Greeks, Serbians and even of the Bulgarians. It came into
conflict on this account with the purely Bulgarian Macedo-Adrianople
Organization. In the end LM.R.O. did become more closely associated
with the Bulgarians, but this only happened when it became increas-
ingly clear that the danger to Macedonian independence came not
from Turkey but from Serbia. The Bulgarians themselves were partly
responsible for supporting LM.R.O. and the idea of an independent
Macedonia, because they believed that such a province would ulti-
matcly become part of Bulgaria, precisely in the same manner as
Eastern Roumelia had become part of Bulgaria. The Macedo-
Adrianople Committee, in 1895, addressed a memorial to the Powers in
favour of an “ autonomous Macedonia, with its capital at Salonika, to
be placed under a Governor-General of the predominant nationality.”
The Graeco-Turkish war of 1897 fomented anti-Turkish strife in
Macedonia and subsequently LM.R.O. staged an abortive revolution
at Salonika in 1903. In the same year Missinko, who described him-
self as a Macedonian, postulated, in an article published in Sofia, the
existence of a Macedonian nation.3 Possibly, Bulgaria was behind
the Macedonian independence movement, which could be used
to counter Greek and Serbian pretensions. Unfortunately for
the Bulgarians, Cvijié seized upon the idea of the ‘ Macedonians’
and gave to what had originally been a political tag, an ethnic signifi-
cance. A Macedonia which was ethnically as well as politically
divorced from Bulgaria, and which was a field for Serbian expansion,

18. Khristov, Heroes and Assassins (Gollanz, 1935).

2 A history of the movement has recently been published in America—Ivan
Mihailoff (one-time leader of LM.R.O.), Macedonia: A Switzerland of the
Balkans, translated from the Bulgarian (St. Louis, 1950). See also K. Anastasov,
The Tragic Peninsula. A history of the Macedonian movement since 1878 (St. Louis,
1938).

® Des Affaires Macédoniennes (Sofia, 1903).
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was not in keeping with the Bulgarian idea of a Macedonia in the
shape of a ‘ Bulgarian Province.’

The Reception of the Idea of the Macedo-Slavs

In 1908, A. Kirkov, a Bulgarian geographer, demolished many of
Cviji¢’s arguments in a pamphlet, published in France as a reply to
Cviji¢’s statement.! He pointed out that the Macedonian Slavs had
on numerous occasions associated themselves with the Bulgarians in
nationalist uprisings against the Turks and that before 1878 the most
fiercely nationalist of the Bulgarians had been those of Macedonia.?
He also drew attention to the fact that Cviji¢ had entirely neglected
the evidence of older ethnographic maps.

These criticisms were justified. There were many other weaknesses
in Cviji¢’s argument. For example he compared the figures of Kinéev,
Nicolaides and Gopéevié but, since each had a different definition of
Macedonia, no valid comparison was possible. Nor did he allow that
Kindev’s work was widely accepted, whereas that of Gopéevié and
Nicolaides had been widely rejected. He was not justified in excluding
the Slavs of Tetovo and Skoplje from his Macedo-Slav group because
their national feeling was as much in dispute as, for example, that of
the Slavs of the Lake Ohrid region, and he classed the Slavs of Skoplje
as Serbs largely on historical grounds. Finally his claim that the
Macedo-Slays were amorphous from a national point of view entirely
neglected to take into account the success which had attended Bulgarian
propaganda since 1876. _

The time was not yet ripe for the widespread acceptance of the idea
of the Macedo-Slavs. Cviji¢ had not actually depicted them on a map.
His suggested Macedo-Slay classification was tentative and it had yet
to be taken seriously. He had addressed his views primarily to Great
Britain, France and Russia in the hope that they would espouse the
Serbian cause. His ideas no doubt impressed the Great Powers but
the claims of the Bulgarians and the Greeks could not lightly be

3 Les Slaves de Macédoine. Résponse a M. Cviji¢ (Paris, 1908).

2 A Bulgarian, Matei Gheroff, included an interesting map in an article on
Macedonia in the French Revue Hebdomadaire (Paris, 191s); it showed the
distribution of Bulgarian uprisings against the Turks, and most of these insur-
rections had occurred in Macedonia.
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dismissed at this time. The domestic affairs of Austria-Hungary also
played their part in prejudicing Cviji¢’s thesis. The * Trialists’ were
still powerful in 1906. Their policy was to bring the Slavs into the
Austro-Hungarian Federation on equal terms with the Germans and
Magyars, and if their policy were to prevail in Vienna then Serbia
might range herself alongside Austria-Hungary. Whilst that possibility
remained, the Great Powers did not wish to commit themselves too
deeply in Serbia.

So Cviji¢’s initial venture into the realm of ethnographic polemics
did not immediately revolutionize ethnographic ideas. He succeeded
in impressing upon western Europe and Russia that the Serbs had a
case in Macedonia and that the Slavs of the Skoplje and Tetovo
regions were Serbs, but his idea of the Macedo-Slavs was not accepted.
These conclusions may be justified by a reference to contemporary
Slav maps.

RussiaAN AND CzecH MAPS, 1907-10

T. D. Florinski’s Maps, 1907

These maps were the work of an eminent Slav scholar. T.D. Florinski
was an authority on both Serb and Bulgarian history. It was
mainly due to his efforts that manuscript evidence about the great
Serb Empire of Dufan had been unearthed, and published at Kiev in
1888. He had also published details in 1899 of the Empire of the
Bulgarian, Samuel (Fig. 27). These works dealt with the mediaeval Slav
states of the Balkans and they had done much to stimulate both Serbian
and Bulgarian nationalism. His greatest work, published in Kievin 1907,
was a study of the whole Slav family of nations. It was accompanied
by two maps ; one marked the extent of the Slavs in the ninth century
and the other showed the modern distribution of the Slavs over
Eurasia. On the latter map Macedonia was clearly shown as Bulgarian,
with a Serb element in the Tetovo and Skoplje areas.

L. Niederle’s Maps, 1910-11

L. Niederle’s enquiries into the origins of the Slavs were scarcely
less consequential than those of Florinski. Niederle’s famous work
on the Slavs was translated into French in 1911, and his discoveries
were also recorded in the Smithsonian Report of 1910. The map of
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the modern distribution of the Slavs which he produced was on too
small a scale to be of practical use, but he followed Florinski in
acknowledging the Macedonian Slavs as Bulgarians, except for a
small Serb minority in the north.

But in addition to his map showing contemporary distributions
Niederle produced a larger map in 1910, in which he endeavoured to
reconstruct the ethnography of the Balkans in the seventh and eighth
centuries, that is, before the Turkish invasions but after the arrival of
the Slavs (Fig. 38). He believed that there were then eight main
groups in the Balkans—Slovanié, Romani, Rekové, Turkotatafi, Sarmaté,
Germani, Illyrové or Albanci, and Thrakové. (Slavs, Romanians,
Greeks, Turko-tatars, Sarmatians, Germans, Illyrians or Albanians,
and Thracians). A notc on their distribution helps to give perspective
to modern ethnographic studies.

The Turko-tatars. They were marked on Niederle’s map in north-
castern Bulgaria and in the Dobrudja. Obviously they derived from
the northern steppe and had entered the Balkans from the north.
Some had penetrated along the Danube but they nowhere formed
a compact mass. :

The Greeks. The Greeks were shown along the coasts of Albania,
in Ipiros and southern Thessalia, in Khalkidhiki and south of a line,
roughly from Solun (Salonika) to Sozopolis (Sozopol) and finally in
Asia Minor.

The Slavs. The Slavs were all shown in one colour  They occupied,
according to Niederle, the whole of the Balkans including the greater
part of Macedonia and much of the Greek archipelago ; they formed
a very important minority indeed in the Pelop6nnisos, and were to be
found also scattered throughout Albania. In Macedonia, Niederle
distinguished the Slav tribes of the Brsjaci, Strumenci and Smoléné, the
Bulharové (Bulgars proper) he confined to north-eastern Bulgaria and

Fic. 38. THE BALKAN PENINSULA IN THE SEVENTH AND EI1GHTH CENTURIES A.D.

The references in the key are as follows: 1. Dlyrians (Albanians); 2.
Thracians; 3. Germans; 4. Romanians (Vlachs); 5. Greeks; 6. Slavs; 7.
Turko-Tatars ; 8. Southern limit of the Sto dialect ; 9. Limit of Greek and
Latin provinces ; 10. Western limit of the East-Bulgarian dialect.
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the Srbové (Serbs) to the basin of the Drina around Rai. He also
marked on his map two very significant boundaries : (1) The limit
of the Sto dialect which later became the basis of the written Serbian
language. It ran roughly from Antivari to Prizren and Pristina and
ended on the Timok river; (2) The limit of ‘Old-Bulgarian’
(Vychodniho) which ran, roughly, from Salonika north-eastwards to
the Danube at Hunnove.

The Vlachs. Niederle distinguished the northern Romanians,
Romani, from those south of the Danube, whom he referred to as the
Vlasi (Vlachs). He gave the Viasi a more widespread distribution
than they had on modern maps. The Pindhos was the nucleus of their
settlement but they were also found at this period in Ipiros, Thessalfa,
western Macedonia, Old Serbia, and in the Ni§-Leskovac region.

The Albanians. Niederle believed the Albanians to be the direct
descendants of the Illyrians and that in the seventh and eighth centuries
they occupied the Albanian mountains between Peé in the north and
Iodnnina in the south. There were few in Old Serbia or in western
Macedonia.

Sarmatians, Germans and Thracians. The Sarmatians he marked north
of the Danube ; the Germans also, but small German groups were
apparently to be found in the eastern Balkans. However, they consti-
tuted only a minor part of the population. More numerous and of
greater interest were the Thracians, remnants of whom were still to
be found at s time, according to Niederle, in the mountains of the
Balkan range and the Rodopi.

Conclusion. Niederle’s reconstruction was based on an examination
of manuscript evidence and on available Serbian, Greek, Bulgarian
and Romanian sources. He made an attempt to sift the works of all
the great Slav philologists and historians of the nineteenth century—
Safafik, Belié, Vondrik, Novakovié, Jiretek, Jagié, Zupanié, Kinev,
Ivanov, Drinov, Zlatarski and many others figured in his bibliography.
His synthesis was a most valuable contribution since he was neither
Serbian nor Bulgarian but Czech. His ideas gave rise to the interesting
speculation that a wedge of Romanian territory had once intervened
between the Serb and Bulgarian lands. Neither of Niederle’s maps
gave much support to Serbian claims in Macedonia.
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G. AMADORI-VIRGIL)’'S MAP, 1908

Nor did Italian geographers at this time accept Cvijié’s views.
G. Amadori-Virgilj, for example, made little reference to the Serbian
point of view in his work on the ethnography of the  Rumelian’
provinces. Amadori-Virgilj’s work was unusal insomuch as he was
pro-Greek although an Italian. A diplomat by profession, he had
spent a considerable time in Macedonia. His book included an ethno-
graphic map of the Vilayets of Jannina, Monastir (Bitolj), Salonika,
Adrianople and parts of the Vilayet of Constantinople. He based his
map largely on religious criteria and he insisted on the importance
of religion as an index of nationality. The resultant distributions were
very different from those produced, either by the Bulgarians on the
basis of language, or by the Serbians on the basis of culture. He recog-
nized the following elements in the population of Turkey-in-Europe :
(1) Orthodox Greeks, (2) Exarchist Bulgarians, (3) romanized Vlachs,
(4) Slavs under the influence of Serbian propaganda, (5) Musulmans,
(6) Gypsies, (7) Armenians, (8) Jews. Of these the Vlachs, Gypsies,
Armenians and Jews did not occupy any considerable territory (Fig.

39).

The Musulmans (Moslems)

He believed that all Moslems formed one national group. Thus
his Moslem group included not only genuine Osmanli Turks but
some 350,000 Albanians of the Vilayets of Tannina and Monastir and
some 185,000 Pomaks aud Mobhadjers. The latter were, as H. N.
Brailsford had pointed out (p. 139), Moslem Slavs from the north who
had migrated into the Turkish provinces. The distribution of the
Moslems was very extensive. Particularly striking was the portrayal
of the population of a large part of Dhitiki Thriki and eastern
Macedonia as Moslem ; in these areas they were mostly Pomaks.
In thus excluding them from the Bulgarian national group Amadori-
Virgilj favoured the Greeks because the main threat to the execution
of the Grand Idea came, not from the Turks, but from the Bulgarians.
If the Pomaks of these areas were classed as Bulgarians, a wedge of
Bulgarian territory interposed between the Greeks of Macedonia and
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those of Thrace. Also striking was his portrayal of the territory
between Berat, Vloné, Korcé and Gjinokastér as Moslem or Turkish,
particularly as Barbarich, also an Italian, had been eager to demonstrate
its Albanian character.

The Greeks

On this map, Amadori-Virgilj portrayed as Greeks all members of
the Greek Orthodox Church who were still faithful to the Patriarch.
This meant the inclusion of a large element of Greek Orthodox
Albanians, Vlachs and Slavs in his Greek national group. Hence the
Jjustification (1) for depicting the lower valleys of the Vijosé and
Semen, in Albania, as Greek, (2) for extending the Greek ethnographic
frontier into the Slav territory north of Bitolj, and (3) for ignoring
practically all Vlach enclaves.

The Slavs

Nearly all the Slavs that Amadori-Virgilj marked on his map
were classed as Exarchist Bulgarians, but he did recognize partisans of
the Serbian party around Kigevo. He did not incorporate the districts
of Debar, Prizren or Skoplje in his map, but his recognition of Serbs as
far south as Kicevo seemed to indicate an agreement with Cviji¢’s
claims made for the Serbs in 1907, even although Amadori-Virgilj
did not recognize any Macedo-Slavs.
Albanians and Vlachs

Amadori-Virgilj marked no territory on his map as exclusively
Viach, but he did indicate what he called romanized Vlachs in the
larger towns, the population of which he portrayed by means of
symbols. He did not believe the Albanians to constitute a nationality.
They simply did not figure on his map at all. The population of
parts of Ipiros, often referred to as Albanian on other maps, he classed
as either Turkish (Moslem) or Greek.

Conclusion
Amado ri-Virgilj’s map was accompanied by a number of ecclesias-
tical maps, in which he attempted to show the distribution of Greek
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Orthodox, Exarchate, Serbian national and Romanian Churches.
These maps bore a striking resemblance to the pro-Greek ecclesiastical
map that had appeared in Paris in 1905 (see p. 135) and must have
emanated from the same source.

His statistics were evidently Turkish inspired and appeared to have
been based on Turkish estimates of the numbers of peoples in the
respective millets. These, at this time, comprised the Rumi or Greeks,
the Bulgari or Exarchists, and the Islami (Moslems). Hence his
figures for the area covered by his map were : Turks (Musulmans),
1,823,500 ; Greeks, 1,613,000; Bulgarians, 455,000; romanized
Vlachs, 13,750 and Serb partisans, 16,550. It is interesting to note
that Amadori-Virgilj’s map was not altogether without influence
on Cviji¢’s map of 1909, in which Cviji¢ was careful to insist
on the influence of Hellenism in Ipiros and Macedonia (Fig. 40).



Cuarter VIII

PRO-SERB MAPS AND THE BALKAN WARS
1909-1913

J. Cviic’s Map oF 1909

IN 1908 Austria dramatically annexed Bosnia and Hercegovina.
This move abruptly terminated any possibility of the entry of the
Serbo-Croats into the Austro-Hungarian Empire on a federal basis.
[t meant that the Austrians had deliberately eschewed Slav co-operation
and had set out to isolate Serbia. The Serbians until then had hoped
that they might be granted an outlet to the Adriatic through those
provinces, but they now found themselves compelled to look elsewhere
for their ‘ open door.” There still existed three possible routes to the
sea, but unfortunately all ran through territory not generally acknow-
ledged to be Serb. The routes were :

(1) via the Drin valley to Shéngjin (San Giovanni di Medua)—
this was the route of a projected Adriatic-Danube railway
which was to have passed through Ni¥ and Prizrer: ;

(2) via northern Macedonia and central Albr::a to Durrés
(Durazzo)—the latter port had greater possibilities than Shéng-
jin since it was possible to reach Durrés either via the Drin
valley from Prizren, through Debar and Elbasen, or via Veles
and Elbasen ;

(3) via the Vardar valley to Salonika—Salonika was a better port
than any to be found on the Adriatic coast ; the route was
much longer but easier.

From henceforth the whole of Serbian foreign policy was directed

towards gaining control of one or more of these routes. In order to

carry out their programme the Serbians looked for support to Great

Britain and France, and to Russia, although in the latter case, the Tsar’s
M 161
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refusal to accept the Austrian challenge on the issue of Bosnia and
Hercegovina incurred Serbian mistrust and increased Serbian
dependence upon the Western Powers.

For their part Britain and France were not unwilling to help Serbia
in her quest for an ‘ open door.” The German Emperor had made no
secret of his support for the Austrian drive to Salonika and only
Serbia stood in the way of the Germanic Powers. Not only did the
Serbians command the vital strategic routes to the Aegean but they
were the nucleus of a potential Serbo-Croat state, the formation of
which might have a disintegrating effect upon the Austro-Hungarian
Empire.?

The mutual interests of Serbia and Great Britain in 1909 were
reflected in the publication of J. Cviji¢’s statement on Bosnia,
Herzegovina and the Serb problem, which contained another of Cvijié’s
maps, much more detailed than the one which had appeared in 1906.
In this map Cviji¢ not only recognized Turks, Greeks, Vlachs and
Albanians but he divided the Slavs into three groups, one of which
had hitherto not appeared on any ethnographic map—the Macedo-Slavs

(Fig. 40).

The Turks and Greeks

On Cviji¢’s map, the distribution of the Turks was similar to that
already given by F. Meinhard and V. Kinéev and need not be further
discussed. The distribution of the Greeks in Macedonia was based
on Meinhard’s map and, in the case of Ipiros, on Weigand’s map.
That is to say, the Greek ethnographic frontier ran west-east from Sinta
Quaranta to Kénitsa, Kozini and Véroia and the Greeks on his map
predominated in Thessalfa, in Khalkidhiki and in the plain of Lake
Akhinot, with a small group on the coast, south of Kavalla. This
distribution was considerably less extensive than the Greeks claimed
but Cvijié overcame the difficulty of acknowledging the Greek
claims by marking some Albanian and Macedo-Slav territory as
under Greek influence. So territory under Greek influence stretched
from Vloné, in Albania, to Sérrai and Drima in southern Macedonia,
including Bitolj and the Lake Dojran area ; it corresponded almost

1See R. G. D. Laffan, The Guardians of the Gate (Oxford, 1918).
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exactly with the claims put forward by C. Nicolaides in 1899. Thus
the map reduced both Albanian claims in Ipiros and Bulgarian claims
in Macedonia.

The Slavs
The map exhibited revolutionary ideas on the distribution of the
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The references in the key are as follows : 1. Serbo-Croats ; 2. Albanians ;
3. Macedo-Slavs ; 4. Greeks; 5. Bulgarians; 6. Turks; 7. Moslem
Greeks ; 8. Moslem Bulgarians ; 9. Vlachs and Romanians ; It). Vlachs
under Greek influence ; 11. Albanians under Greek influence ; 12.
Macedo-Slavs under Greek influence ; 13. Albanian Serbs ; 14. Moslem
Macedo-Slavs.

Slavs in the western Balkans. The Serbs for example were depicted
as far south as Peé, Mitrovica and Pirot, with a further extension south
from Leskovac, to Vranje, Skoplje and Brod. The area north of and
including Debar, Gostivar, Tetovo and the Crna hills, to the borders
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of Montenegro, to Peé¢ and to Mitrovica, was represented as Albano-
Serb territory. This mixed territory extended almost as far west as
the Drin valley. Thus the Serbs were depicted in the majority north
of a line through the GoleSnica and Osogovska mountains. Apart
from a few Serbians, only C. Nicolaides had marked such generous
distributions of Serbs before this map appeared. F. Meinhard, although
he had conceded a great deal of territory to the Serbs, had not shown
them at all in the Kriva Palanka area, which he had judged to be
Bulgarian.

The Bulgarians on this map were limited to Bulgaria proper, to
Eastern Roumelia, and to a small extent of Macedonian territory in
the upper Struma valley and the Nevrokop district. Only a limited
number of Moslem Slavs were acknowledged as Bulgarian—those
in the Mesta valley and the Rodopi mountains and a small group in
the Struma valley. Thus both Moslem and Christian Bulgarians in
Macedonia were shown as having a very limited distribution. In fact,
the Bulgarians were all but excluded from Macedonia.

This novel and strikingly significant interpretation of Macedonian
ethnography was accomplished by the simple expedient of distinguish-
ing a third Slav grouping—that of the Macedo-Slavs. This was the
first time that an attempt had been made to map their distribution,
although Cviji¢ had postulated their existence in 1906. All territory
between the Greek, Bulgarian and Serb ethnographic frontiers
already mentioned, including the Crni Drim valley, was marked as
Macedo-Slav. Thus classified as Macedo-Slav, were such strongly pro-
Bulgarian Slavs as those of the Strumitsa valley and those around
Ohrid.

The political significance of the idea of the Macedo-Slays became
manifest once their distribution had been plotted on a map. According
to Cviji¢ the area between the Sar mountains and Salonika fell into two
parts—the northern part was an extension of ‘ Old Serbia,” inhabited
by Serbs, and the southern was largely inhabited by Macedo-Slavs.
The Macedo-Slavs themselves were not homogeneous. Half of them
in the south were under Greek influence and the remainder, from a
casual glance at the map, appeared to have closer relations with the
Serbian version of ‘ Old Serbia’ dominated by Skoplje than they did
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with Bulgaria on the far side of the Rodopi ranges. Anyone not well
acquainted with previous ethnographic maps might well suppose
after examining the Serbian map that, ethnically, the Serbs were in a
dominant position in Old Serbia, and further, that those Macedo-Slavs
who were not hellenized were a potential branch of the Serbo-
Croats. Others more perfectly acquainted with the trend of ethno-
graphic thought might conclude :

(1) that the large number of Serbs in northern Albania and
Macedonia south of the Sar mountains was purely a Serbian
interpretation based largely on the historical concept of the
extended limits of ¢ Old Serbia,” and that it was more than a
coincidence that Serb territory had been extended to cover the
route to Shéngjin ;

(2) that the acknowledgement of the extent of Hellenic influence
in southern Macedonia was an indication of Serbian willingness
to reach agreement with the Greeks in the south.

It is important to note the limits of the Serbs, Bulgarians and Macedo-
Slavs given on this map because in his later maps Cviji¢ varied the
distribution of these Slav groups to suit expanding Serbian territorial
ambition in Macedonia.

The Vlachs and Albanians

The Vlachs of the Pindhos, Grimmos and Klisodra districts were
marked on Cviji¢’s map. The distribution of the Albanians showed
interesting modifications. Their ethnographic frontier in the south was
drawn to include Kénitsa but all the Albanians in the Korcg, Kénitsa,
Gjinokastér and Vloné areas were marked as under Greek influence.
In the north, purely Albanian territory was limited practically to
the region south of the Drin. The whole of the area from the Drin
valley to the Serbian political boundary of 1878 was referred to as a
mixed zone containing three clements— Serb, Albanian and
Albanian Serb. No Albanians were shown north of Peé and Mitrovica,
so that the whole of the vital Novi Pazar corridor between Montenegro
and Serbia was depicted purely as Serb. The distribution of Albanians
in the north was thus a reiteration, in a modified form, of the ideas
first promulgated by S. Goplevié. The Serb ethnic group was
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strengthened by the inclusion of Albanian Serbs who were, as Gopéevié
had maintained, Albanians of Serb extraction. Needless to say this
interpretation was of doubtful validity. By the use of this device, the
Albanian majority of two-thirds in the mixed areas of Old Serbia,
and in the zone between the Montenegrin boundary of 1878 and the
Drin valley, was turned into a minority, although Albanian speakers
formed by far the most numerous element in the population. The
mixed area included Shkodér and the mouth of the Drin, hitherto
almost exclusively regarded as Albanian territory. This was the very
area which had become so vital to Serbia as a possible outlet, since the
Austrians had closed Bosnia and Hercegovina to Serbian penetration.

Cviji¢’s map of 1909 was reproduced in an unacknowledged form
in a book compiled by A. Stead (one-time editor of Review of Reviews)
and called Serbia by the Serbians. The appearance of the book was a
reflection of the new interest being taken in Serbia by the British at
this time and conversely of Serbian anxiety to propagate their claims
amongst potential allies. There is very little evidence to suggest,
however, that Cviji€’s map wrought any appreciable change on
English opinion at this juncture.

R. W. SETON-WATSON’S MAP OF 1911

- R. W. Seton-Watson may be regarded in many ways as one of the
architects of the Jugoslav State. His opinions on the ethnography of
Macedonia are therefore of considerable interest, more especially as
they varied considerably between 1911 and 1917. His book on the
Southern Slavs appeared in 1911 and it contained a map which showed
the distribution of the Serbo-Croats, drawn up with the help of Dr. J.
Smodlaka, who represented Dalmatia in the Austrian Parliament
(Fig. 81). According to the map the southern frontier of the Serbs
ran from the Bulgarian boundary near Kyustendil, through the
GoleSnica mountains to Kilevo, then due north along the Bistra
mountains, thus excluding the whole of the Drin-i-xy valley, then it
curved westwards to include Prizren and Dakovica. The Albanians
in Old Serbia were marked as a minority. R. W. Seton-Watson’s
summary of the ethnographic situation in Old Serbia and Macedonia
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is worth quoting in full. It may be noted that he was, at this time, in
agreement with H. N. Brailsford concerning the success of Bulgarian
propaganda in Macedonia.

In dealing with the Serb population, we are confronted by the
complete absence of reliable statistics. The Kamidian régime did
not trouble about censuses and such estimates as exist are almost
avowedly based upon the wishes of their compilers, Greek,
Serb or Bulgar as the case might be, rather than on the actual
facts of the case. The Macedonian practice of forcible conversion
of villages by the rival bands has still further complicated the
problem, until it is by no means easy to form any definite judge-
ment, even upon seemingly first-hand evidence as to the true
nationality of many districts. Roughly speaking, the territory
inhabited by Serbs comprises the whole Sanjak of Novi Pazar
(which separates Servia from Montenegro and was from 1878 to
1908 garrisoned by Austrian troops), the district of Ipek, Jakova
and Prisrend, from the Sanjak as far south as the river Drin : and
the plain of Kossovo, from Mitrovica on the north extending
through Pristina and Uskub to Istib on the south. South and
East of this point there may be isolated Serb colonies, but if so
they are doomed to rapid absorption by the Bulgar clement.
Even in the neighbourhood of Prisrend the Serbs are steadily
losing ground at the expense of the Albanians. Since the acces-
sion of King Peter, Serbia had made more desperate efforts than
ever to arrest the fatal process in Macedonia, which is destined
some day to decide the struggle of races between Bulgar and
Albanian and against Serb and Greek. But the efforts of the
Serbian bands have not as a rule been successful. - Whilst the
Serbs talk and sentimentalize, the Bulgars act and shoot. . . . If
the total population of Macedonia be reckoned at 2,500,000, the
most liberal allowance cannot assign more than 400,000 of these
(including 100,000 Moslems) to the Serb element.

R. W. Seton-Watson did not make any reference to the Macedo-
Slays and this seemed to indicate that at this time he did not take
seriously the concept of the Macedo-Slavs recently put forward by
J. Cvijic.
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THE LIBERATION OF MACEDONIA

The Formation of the Balkan League, 1912

Meanwhile events in the Balkans had been moving towards a
climax. Only the clash of interests in Macedonia had so far prevented
the Serbians, Bulgarians and Greeks from rising together against their
common enemy, the Turk. The Turk himself, however, with a
singular lack of foresight, eventually forced the Balkan nations to
act in concert. The annexation of Bosnia and Hercegovina in
1908 had precipitated a crisis in the domestic affairs of Turkey. The
younger and more ‘ progressive’ elements amongst the Turks had
become extremely dissatisfied with the methods of administration and
with the weak and vacillating foreign policy of the Porte. The
revolution which followed significantly originated in Macedonia,
and resulted eventually in the ‘ Young Turks’ coming into power
in Constantinople. The policy which the Turks had for so long
successfully practised—that of sowing seeds of discord amongst the
Balkan nationalities in order to maintain a delicate balance of power
in their own hands—was cast aside. In its place ‘ Turkification’
was inaugurated, particularly in Macedonia. Forced Moslemization and
butchery of Christian subjects were carried out as part of a programme
designed to restore the ‘prestige’ of the Turk in his European
possessions and to create a Turkish national province in Macedonia.

This display of Turkish nationalism came as a shock to the non-
Christian population, which had expected the new Turkish regime to
inaugurate much needed reforms. The Young Turks even aimed at
the economic isolation of Macedonia and went so far as to prevent
the Greeks from engaging in commerce along the Aegean littoral ;
they refused, too, permission for the construction of a Greek railway
from Thessalfa into Macedonia. This policy eventually drove Serbia,
Greece and Bulgaria to take common action, and in 1912 a number of
Treaties between the various Balkan States was concluded. In March,
1912, Serbia and Bulgaria sank their differences sufficiently to sign a
pact aimed against Turkey. In April, Bulgaria concluded a treaty with
Montenegro and in May an alliance was drawn up between Bulgaria
and Greece.
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Territorial Agreements Affecting Macedonia

These treaties and the negotiations which led up to them provide
interesting evidence on the concessions which the rival parties in
Macedonia were prepared to make to each other in 1912. No
reference was made in the Graeco-Bulgarian Treaty itself, to the
respective spheres of influence of Greece and Bulgaria in Macedonia,
but according to D. M. Brancov, the Greeks at this time were willing
to concede to Bulgaria the whole of Dhitiki Thréki and also the
Turkish cazas of eastern Macedonia, provided that Greek claims in
Crete were supported by the Bulgarians.! The Greeks themselves
referred to the treaty as an ‘impossible alliance > which could only
have been brought about by unusual circumstances (Fig. 90).

The Serbo-Bulgarian Treaty differed from the Graeco-Bulgarian,
because the Serbians and Bulgarians made a definite attempt to reconcile
their differences in Macedonia by adopting a compromise solution in
the form of a partition. The question of the partition of Macedonia
had been broached by the Serbian Prime Minister during preliminary
meetings with the Bulgarian Prime Minister before the Serbo-Bulgarian
pact was concluded. At first, Skoplje and Kumanovo had been
mentioned as the Serbian share. Public opinion in Bulgaria, however,
was so strongly against any scheme of partition that the matter was
dropped on that occasion. The Bulgarians preferred an autonomous
Macedonia rather than partition. Finally the problem was half solved
by the incorporation into the Serbo-Bulgarian Treaty of a-Secret
Annex defining the possible partition of Macedonia in the event of
its successful conquest from the Turks. As neither party could agree
on a line, the maximum claims of each party were marked on-a map ;
the overlapping area between these claims—the contested zone—
was to be referred to the Tsar for final arbitration (Fig. 44). The Tsar
apparently decided in favour of the Serbian line, after he had had a
personal interview with J. Cvijié.

The Serbian line of partition was based upon J. Cviji€’s latest ethno-
graphic researches. By 1912 he had expanded Serbian claims
in Macedonia far beyond the limits he had suggested in 1906-7 and
beyond the limits laid down by his map of 1909. In his own words :

1D. M. Brancoff, op. cit.
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The frontier of Old Servia or the boundary which divides the
Servian and Bulgarian spheres of influence starts from -the
Bulgarian frontier at Kustendil, with the dividing line between
Petchine and Krilje, so that Kriva Palanka and Kratovo remain in
the Bulgarian sphere, Uskub (Skoplje) and Kumanovo in the
Servian. The southern frontier lies through Ovce Polje with the
dividing line between Breganitsa and Ptchinje and it crosses the
Vardar river north of Velles. From here it follows the offshoots
of the mountains of Yakubitsa and by a further dividing line on
the mountain of Baba, to the Lake of Ochrida, so that Prilep,
Krushevo and Ochrida are in the Bulgarian sphere and Struga,
Debar and Tchova in the Servian. A narrow strip of Old Servia
opens on to the Adriatic sea near Scutari and Alessio. Thus
we see that a territorial and ethnographical understanding has
been arrived at between Serbs and Bulgars.!

This Serbo-Bulgarian divide as given by Cviji¢, was identical
with the limits of Serbian claims laid down in the Secret Annex.
The terms of the Treaty had not then been published and Cviji¢’s
statement was the first indication of the fact that the Serbians and
Bulgarians had effected a compromise. Cviji¢ made no mention of
his Macedo-Slay group at this time. The new limit he set for
the Serbs in the Drin valley was an advance upon that suggested by
him in his maps of 1909 and 1911. The inclusion of Debar and Struga
in Serb territory prepared the way for a Serbian outflanking of the
whole of northern and central Albania. The difficulties of railway con-
struction in the mountains of northern Albania and Montenegro had
become apparent in 1912 and the Serbians were eager to find new routes
via central Albania. Serbia’s need for Durrés as well as the port of
Shéngjin had also become obvious to her economists. Hence the
desire to gain control of the whole of the Drin valley—the gateway to
Elbasen and Durrés. Cvijié himself made the Serbian aims on the
Albanian coast quite clear in an article written for Petermann’s
Mittheilungen in 1912, in which he surveyed the possible railway routes
from Serbia to the Adriatic.2 The routes which he favoured in 1912

1 Review of Reviews, vol. 46 (London, 1912).
3 “ Der Zugang Serbiens zur Adria,” Petermann’s Mittheilungen (Gotha, 1912).
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were farther south than those he had suggested in 1909 and this fact
apparently influenced his distributions (Fig. 41).1
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FiG. 41. SERBIAN ASPIRATIONS ON THE ADRIATIC COAST IN 1912 (AFTER

J. Cvic)

The references in the key are as follows :  i. Territory occupied but not required
by Serbia in 1912 ; ii. Territory occupied and permanently required by Serbia
for the purpose of railway construction; iii. Projected rail-routes to the
Adriatic ports; iv. Southern limit of ‘Old Serbia’; v. Eastern limit of
Adriatic trade influences ; vi. Boundary of Serbia in 1912 (before the Balkan

campaign).
The Balkan Wars, 1912-13
The rash policy inaugurated by the Young Turks provoked even
the Albanians into revolt. They achieved a great deal of success in
northern Macedonia and their insurrection may be regarded as opening
the Balkan Wars. The Porte was still occupied in 1912 with a war
1 Cviji¢ first traced possible routes to the Adriatic in 1909 as follows: (1)

through Hercegovina via ViSegrad, Fofa Nevesinje, Plana, Bile¢a and Trebinje
to Dubrovnik ; (2) through Albania via Shkodér to Bar. :
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against Italy, and it appeared at one time that the Albanians, operating
with the aid of renegade Turks, might obtain control of northern and
western Macedonia. They even demanded the secession of Bitolj and
Skoplje from the Turkish Empire as part of an independent Albania.
Their success was an indication of Albanian numerical strength in these
areas.

The Albanian movement was soon overshadowed by a declaration
of war against Turkey by Montenegro. Soon after, Greece joined
Montenegro and Serbia and Bulgaria presented the Turks with an
ultimatum : by October 18th, 1912, the whole of the Balkan League
was engaged in successfully driving the Turks from the Balkans.

The dispositions of the forces of the Balkan League consequent
upon the defeat of the Turks were of some importance. The
Bulgarians had been compelled to engage the bulk of the Turkish
forces in Thrace, so that Greece and Serbia between them occupied
the greater portion of Macedonia and stood fast. The Greeks even
managed to occupy Salonika a few hours before the Bulgarians arrived.
They also occupied southern Macedonia and southern Albania. The
Serbians occupied Skoplje, Bitolj, the greater part of northern Albania,
Old Serbia and Novi Pazar. The whole of the western Balkans was
thus dominated by the armies of Serbia and Greece which were
reluctant to evacuate any territory for the sake of their old mutual
enemy, Bulgaria (Figs. 88, 89, 90).

J. Cvijic’s Mar oOF 1913

Whilst the Serbians were in possession of most of Macedonia and
before the Treaty of Bucarest had finally settled the new boundaries,
J. Cviji¢’s third complete ethnographic map of the Balkans appeared
in 1913 (Fig. 42). It was published simultaneously in the Proceedings
of the Royal Serbian Geographical Society and in Petermann’s
Mittheilungen where it was sure of a wide circulation. This map re-
appeared with modifications in 1918. Subsequently, it formed the basis
of practically all post-war ethnographic maps of the Balkans. Its
influence on ideas of Balkan ethnography has been probably greater
than that of any other single map.
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The map was not confined to Macedonia ; it dealt with the whole
of the Balkans. Cviji¢ was perfectly well acquainted with all previous
ethnographic maps of south-eastern Europe. The method he adopted
was to extract data from earlier maps and thus to build up a composite
picture of Balkan ethnography with the additional aid of recent
Serbian research. In particular the maps of Meinhard, Weigand and
Gopcevi¢ influenced his Macedonian distributions. He recognized
seven major groups—Turks, Greeks, Serbo-Croats, Bulgarians,
Macedo-Slavs, Vlachs and Albanians. Each group, however, he
divided into a number of sub-groups, generally on the basis of religion.

The Turks

Grouped with the Turks were Tatars and Gagauzi (Christian Turks).
Their distribution in Macedonia was strikingly similar to that on the
maps of Meinhard and Kinev. The Greck Orthodox Turks shown
on Meinhard’s map around Lake Akhinod also appeared on Cviji¢’s
map. Cviji¢’s distribution of Turks was, however, more broken than
that of Meinhard.

The Greeks

Two sub-groups of the Greeks were recognized by Cvijié—Greeks
proper and Moslem Greeks. The latter had appeared for the first
time on Meinhard’s map but Cviji¢ showed a more extensive distri-
bution of this group in the upper Alidkmon valley. It is interesting
to note that these Moslem Greeks were later classed as Turks under
the Graeco-Turkish population-exchange scheme of 1923. Cviji¢
marked his distributions of Greeks in south-western Macedonia, after
Weigand, and in southern Macedonia, after Meinhard. He departed
from his map of 1909 in disregarding elements under Greek influence,
such as the Bulgarophone Greeks. Cviji¢ in 1913, therefore,
supported the view that the Greeks formed only a minor element
in the population of Macedonia. The only large groups of
Grecks on his map were to be found in the Alidkmon valley, in
Khalkidhiki and in the Struma-Angitis valley. The total territory
controlled by the Greeks according to this interpretation amounted
to a small fraction of Macedonia—less than 15 per cent of the total area.
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The rapprochement between the Serbians and Bulgarians brought
about by the Serbo-Bulgarian treaty was the reason for Cviji¢’s rejec-
tion of Hellenism. In 1903 he had referred to nearly the whole of
Macedonian culture as  Byzantine ’, and in 1909 he had made a point
of recognizing Greek cultural influence in southern Macedonia. He
modified his views because the recognition of the Bulgarian sphere of
influence in southern Macedonia appeared to be a corollary of the
Secret Annex. Whilst the Serbo-Bulgarian treaty stood, Cvijié
rejected Greek claims (¢f. Figs. 40 & 42).

The Slavs .
Cviji¢ distinguished three branches of the Slavs in Macedonia and

Old Serbia—Serbo-Croats, Macedo-Slavs and Bulgarians. He further
sub-divided the Serbo-Croats into five—Orthodox, Catholic, Moslem,
albanianized Serbs or Arnauts and Orthodox Serbs of Albanian
speech.  The last two categories of Serbo-Croats differed from all the
other sub-groups insomuch as they were not based on religious
differences. The albanianized Serbs had appeared on his map of 1909.
-The term was originally used by Gotpevié. Their inclusion as
Serbo-Croats enabled Cviji¢ to depict half of northern Albania, as
well as a great deal of Old Serbia, as  Serbo-Croat.” The albanianized
Serbs were, however, linguistically Albanians, and all other maps
except Serbian maps had classified them as such. The Orthodox
Serbs of Albanian speech formed an entirely new sub-group originated
by Cviji¢ himself. This group was represented in the mountains
of north-western Macedonia, hitherto regarded as Albanian territory.

Fic. 42

It is to be noted that in the original : (a) The Serbo-Croat group comprises
the following sub-groups which are not shown here for the sake of clarity—
Orthodox Serbs, Roman Catholic Serbs, Moslem Serbs, Albanianized Moslem
Serbs (Arnauts) and Orthodox Serbs of Albanian speech ; (b) The Albanian
group comprises. both Albanians proper and Serbized Albanians; (c) The
Macedo-Slav group comprises both Orthodox and Moslem Macedo-Slavs ;
(d) The Vlach group comprises Romanians, Vlachs, Moslem Vlachs and
Hellenized Vlachs (the latter differentiated in the accompanying map by a closed
v); (e) Pomaks are classed as a sub-group of the Bulgarians ; (f) The Greek
group comprises both Orthodox and Moslem Greeks ; (g) The Turkish group
comprises Turks, Tatars, Gagauzi and Greek Orthodox Turks (the latter
differentiated on the accompanying map by a white cross).
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Cviji¢’s justification for including these two sub-groups as Serbo-
Croat was that they represented a population which, although some-
times regarded as Albanian, was in reality Serb. It had had no
alternative but to become Albanian under the Turkish regime. By
using this historical criterion, Cviji¢ was guilty of gross inconsistency.
Such a criterion applied logically to his other ethnic groupings in
the Balkans would have reduced all his distributions to absurdity.
For example, by this criterion the Slavs of Ni§ and Leskovac should
have been marked as Bulgarian on Cviji¢’s map. It would appear,
therefore, that Cviji¢’s choice of criteria was motivated by political
considerations. At this time the fate of Albania was being decided
by international action and the Powers, particularly Austria, would
never have allowed Serbia to annex purely Albanian territory
(see p. 182).

Altogether, the Serbo-Croats, according to Cvijié, populated western
Macedonia as far south as the northern shores of Lake Ohrid,
KruSevo and Prilep. They were also found in the Crni Drim valley
south of, and including, Debar. Neither Seton-Watson, nor Cviji¢
in his maps of 1909 and 1911 and in his own definition of 1912, had
made such extensive ethnic claims for the Serbs in Macedonia. Only
in the discredited Serbian maps of Gop&evi¢ and Andonovié had such
claims before been made. In practically all earlier ethnographic maps
the Crni Drim valley had been marked as Albanian or Bulgarian.
However, the ethnographic frontier between the Albanians and the Serbs
originated, according to Cviji¢, in the small peninsula of Lake Ohrid
and then passed along the watershed between the Shkumbin river and
the Lake. Albanian-speaking Serbs still existed in the Mokra district
of central Albania and there were Serbs even on the coast of
Albania. Place-name evidence pointed to the fact, asserted Cvijié,
that the Serbs once extended as far west as Elbasan. The impression
that Cviji¢ was labouring to invest the Serbian pretensions in the
Drin valley and northern and central Albania with some ethnic validity,
is hard to resist. That the Serbs had a case, however weak, in Old
Serbia, was generally recognized, but that they were ethnically strong
in Albania in view of the overwhelming evidence existing to the
contrary, was an idea difficult to assimilate.
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The second group of Slavs to be depicted on Cviji¢’s map was the
Bulgarian. It included, as on the Serbian map of 1909, both Orthodox
Slavs and Pomaks, but Cviji¢ did not regard all Pomaks as ipso facto
Bulgarians : he also distinguished Macedo-Slay Pomaks and Greek
Pomaks. The Bulgarian frontier on his map ran from Lake
Akhinot to the Dojran depression, and then northwards along the
Vardar-Struma watershed to the Bulgarian political boundary of 1913.
East of this line, he believed the Slavs were all Bulgarians, in spite of
the fact that his map of 1909 had shown many Macedo-Slavs here as
well. This modification was a concession to the Bulgarian point of
view as a result of the Serbo-Bulgarian treaty.

The remainder of the Slavs in Macedonia were classed as Macedo-
Slavs ; they included members of both the Orthodox and Moslem
Churches. Perhaps because the idea of the Macedo-Slavs had not had a
good reception earlier, Cvijié elaborated the idea still further. He
stated that since the days when it was supposed that the Slavs of
Macedonia spoke Bulgarian, research on the part of such celebrated
philologists as A. Beli¢ and V. Jagi¢é—both Serbians—had established
the fact that the Macedo-Slav dialect was transitional between Serb and
Bulgarian. (This argument, incidentally, had been used by Gopéevié.
See p. 100). For example, although the position of the definite
article was a Bulgarian trait, the use of ‘dj’ and ‘tj’ sound was
essentially a Serb trait. He further maintained that the customs
and traditions of the Slavs of Macedonia exhibited Serb as well as
Bulgarian features. The zadruga for instance—the organization of
society into large, closely-knit communities based on family ties—
was common to both Serb and Macedonian society but was not
characteristic of Bulgarian social organization.! The traditional
testival of the Slava was practised in Macedonia and Serbia but not
in Bulgaria. Many of the folksongs of Macedonia had their counter-
part in Serbia. For these reasons, concluded Cviji¢, the Slavs of
Macedonia between Skoplje and Salonika were, from many points of
view, transitionary between the Serbs and Bulgarians. They exhibited
no permanent national consciousness. Such nationality, either Serbian

! This claim has been questioned by Emile Sicard, La Zadruga Sud-Slave dans
Pévolution du groupe domestique (Paris, 1943), in which the author gives evidence
of the zadruga system existing also in Bulgaria.

N
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or Bulgarian, as had been induced amongst them, was purely super-
ficial, and owed its existence to religious or educational propaganda, or
even to terrorization. Sense of nationality was so weak that in the
previous ten years (1903-1913) not only individuals, but whole villages,
had switched their loyalty from the Serbian to the Bulgarian ‘ party ’.
This great mass of Slavs, oscillating between Serbian and Bulgarian
nationality, he therefore proposed to designate in a neutral manner as
Macedo-Slavs. They extended from the Bulgarian ethnographic
frontier, already indicated, to the eastern banks of Lake Ohrid and
inhabited the whole of the Lake Prespa region, Flérina, Kastoria,
Edhessa and Yiannits4 in south-western Macedonia. In southern
Macedonia they occupied the greater part of the plain of Kilkis and
reached the Aegean coast at Salonika. In the north they gave way to
the Serbs in the region of Ohrid, KruSevo, Prilep, Veles and Zletova.
Cviji¢ went on to admit that even north of this line in the districts of
Skoplje, Tetovo and Kratovo the Slavs might also be classed as Macedo-
Slav. He included them with the Serbs because these districts formed
part of the kernel of ‘ Old Serbia.” This being the case it must be
pointed out that Cviji¢’s conception of ‘Old Serbia’ had varied
greatly from time to time.

Although Cviji¢ postulated that until further research was under-
taken the Macedo-Slavs would have to remain neutral, he did suggest
a tentative division of the Macedo-Slavs into Serbs and Bulgarians by
marking the limit of certain Serb characteristics in Macedonia, such
as the use of the loud ‘dj” and ‘tj’ (or ‘g’ and ‘k’) sounds,
the Slava and Serb folk songs and melodies. This limit was
extremely interesting. It indicated a tentative departure from the
rather dogmatic statement issued by Cviji¢ in 1912 insomuch as it
created a new line of partition between Serbs and Bulgarians, much
farther south than the 1912 line or the line agreed upon in the Serbo-
Bulgarian Secret Annex. The new line brought Strumica, Edhessa,
Flérina, Bitolj and Veles within the Serb category and left the
Bulgarians with Lake Dojran, the lower Vardar, Yiannitsi, Kastoria
and the region round Lakes Ohrid and Prespa. There is little doubt
that when the Serbians failed to gain possession of northern Albania,
they asked Bulgaria for compensation in these areas delimited by
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Cvijié (see p. 183). Cviji¢’s division of the Macedo-Slavs might be
interpreted as a preparation for the Serbian claim on the Bitolj gap and
a common frontier with Greece. Another puzzling feature of Cviji¢’s
distribution arose from his inclusion of Kriva Palanka, Kratovo,
Prilep and Krufevo as Serb territory, when in 1912 he had placed
these districts in the ‘ Bulgarian sphere.’

The Vlachs

Cviji¢ divided the Vlachs into three sub-groups :

(1) the Romanians, Aromunes or Kuzowalachen of Orthodox faith ;

(2) Moslem Aromunes ;

(3) hellenized Aromunes.
Besides these groups which comprised for the most part nomadic
shepherds, there were also Vlachs engaged in various crafts, who
were known in"Serbia as Zinzares. Altogether the Vlachs according to
Cviji¢ scarcely numbered more than 150-160,000 although their
numbers had been estimated in the past as high as half a million.

Cviji¢ based his distribution of Vlachs in south-western Macedonia
on Weigand’s map. He modified Weigand’s classification, however,
by referring to many of them as  hellenized * Vlachs. Other groups
of unhellenized Vlachs, not generally marked on ethnographic maps,
were acknowledged by Cviji¢ in the Bitolj-KruSevo area, in the
Platkovica mountains of central Macedonia and in the Rodopi
mountains. Cviji¢’s analysis of the Vlach distributions was of interest
in 1913, because the Romanians themselves produced a number of
ethnographic maps in that year, purporting to show the distribution
of Romanians in Macedonia. Amongst the best known was that of
C. Noé published in Bucarest. It made claims for the Koutso-valagues
out of all proportions to the numbers estimated by Cviji¢. The
maps of Leon Lamouche and A. Rubin also made extensive claims
for the Vlachs (Fig. 86). It would appear that the Romanians were
stressing their claims in Macedonia as part of their anti-Bulgarian
campaign over the issue of the Dobrudja.

The Albanians
Cviji¢s Albanian ethnic group included two elements — the
Albanians proper (Moslem, Orthodox and Catholic) and the serbized
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Albanians. The latter group was very small indeed and was confined
to an insignificant area of southern Montenegro. Cviji¢ felt bound,
no doubt, to distinguish this group as a counterbalance to his
albanianized Serbs. Apparently the process of ‘albanianization’
had been much more widespread than that of * serbization.’

Cviji¢ maintained that (1) there never had been any Albanians in the
Morava valley nor in the Novi Pazar district, although he admitted that
there were occasional groups of Albanians in ‘ Old Serbia’, between
Pristina and Prizren; (2) that the two important plains of ‘ Old
Serbia ’—Metohia and Kosovo—were populated not by Albanians, as
the authors of many earlier maps had erroneously supposed, but by a
mixture of Serbs, albanianized Serbs and Albanians. He did not
allow that the Albanians predominated even in northern Albania.
Nor, according to his views, did they form any constderable part of
the population of western Macedonia, and further, they were unre-
presented in the Crni Drim valley south of Debar. In the south, he put
the Albano-Greek ethnographic frontier along the watershed between
the Devoll river and Lake Kastoria and along the Grimmos mountains.
In Ipiros his boundary was not so clear cut, but south of Gjinokastér
the Albanians on his map existed only as a minority along the coast.
Kénitsa was a mixed area. Cviji¢ emphasized the difficulty of distin-
guishing hellenized Tosks from Greeks in this region. In comparison
with his map of 1909, Albanian territory was considerably
reduced on Cviji¢’s map, particularly in the north (. Figs. 40 & 42).

Conclusion
Cviji¢’s ethnographic map of 1913 was by no means the product of
well balanced and impartial scholarship. Like many of the other
ethnographic maps of the Balkans, its ideas were dictated both by the
march of events and by the patriotic outlook of its author. Cviji¢’s
map was designed to support Serbia’s plan for a re-organization of
the western Balkans, after the Turkish defeat, along the lines of :
(1) a union of Serbia and Montenegro ;
(2) the expansion of Serbia into Old Serbia and Macedonia as far
south as the Gole$nica mountains, and if the possibility were
to arise, as far south as Bitolj ;
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(3) the incorporation of northern Albania into the SerbianTstate,
including Shkodér, Lesh, Tirang€, Durrés, Elbasen and the
whole of the Drin valley and its tributaries.

Nicolas Pa3i¢, the Serbian Premier, had already outlined Serbia’s
territorial aims in the Balkans in 1912 in the following words :
Servia’s minimum request for her national development is
economic independence. [ . . .] and a free and adequate passage
to the Adriatic. Itis essential that Servia should possess about 5o
kilometres from Alessio to Durazzo. This coastline would be
joined to what was formerly Old Servia approximately by the
territory between a line from Durazzo to Ochrida Lake in the
south and one from Alessio to Djakova (Dakovica) in the north.!
Plans were already projected for the construction of a railway from
the Adriatic to the Danube, which would run through Ni to Durrés
During 1913, therefore, Cviji¢ had modified his ethnographic ideas
once again, in order to give support to these grander aims. His idea
of the limits of the Serbian distributions had now changed four
times. On each of the occasions, when he had been called upon to
state the Serbian case—in 1906, in 1909, in 1911, in 1912 and in 1913—
his interpretation of ethnographic facts had varied, but always in
favour of the Serbs. As the authors of Enquéte dans les Balkans put it :
“ Les notions ethnographiques de M. Tsviyets [Cviji¢] varient [ . . . |
avec le développement de prétentions politiques serbes.” Nor were
they any less flattering in their allusions to Cviji€’s idea of a Macedo-
Slav ethnic group, which they referred to as “ euphemisme destiné a
dissimuler I'existence de Bulgares en Macédoine.”’2
It would be very difficult to say exactly how much influence Cvijié’s
map might have had on European ethnographic opinion, had not
the War of 1914-18 intervened and invested his map with an
importance it did not otherwise deserve. Consequent upon the French
translation of Cviji¢’s geographical treatise on the human geography
of the Balkans in 1918, and consequent upon the re-publication of
modified versions of his ethnographic map in French and American

1 Review of Reviews (London, 1912).

2 Enquéte dans les Balkans, Rapport présenté aux Directeurs de la Dotation
Carnegie (Paris, 1914).
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geographical journals in the same Year, the popularity of his ethno-
graphic map knew no bounds. Later, E. Stanford’s map, the Daily
Telegraph maps of A. Gross, the G.S.G.S. maps, the maps of the
French War Office and the maps in Philip’s atlases, in the Oxford
atlases and in a host of others too numerous to mention, were all
influenced by Cviji¢’s version of the ethnography of the Balkans and
in particular by his idea of the Macedo-Slavs. But in 1913 there had
been little to indicate that Cviji¢’s ideas were ever likely to prevail,
any more than, for cxample, those of V. Kinev or F. Meinhard or
C. Nicolaides. The interesting process by which Cviji¢’s ideas of
Macedonian ethnography became fashionable in western Europe must
form the subject of another chapter.

CONSEQUENCES OF THE CREATION OF ALBANIA

The Treaty of London, 1913

The outcome of the Balkan Wars was further complicated by the
intervention of the Great Powers on behalf of Albania. As far back
as 1900, Austria and Italy had come to a secret understanding to
create an autonomous Albania stretching from Io4nnina to Shkodér.
But the Balkan nations by their concerted action early in 1913
threatened to eliminate the Albanians altogether from the political
arena. “In response to this situation, the interested powers decided
to force the issue of an autonomous Albania, even to the extent of
sending an international squadron to take over Shkodér, which had
been captured by Montenegrin troops.

The Treaty of London, signed in May, 1913, laid down the bound-
aries of a new Albanian Principality. Its creation was not the work of
the Albanians, who, although they had shown a few sparks of nation-
alism, were not yet capable of sustained and unified national action
nor yet capable of ruling themselves. The new State owed its existence
principally to Austrian and Italian diplomacy. The establishment of
an autonomous Albania, stretching from the Prokletije mountains and
Lake Shkodrs in the north, to the Grdimmos mountains and the Straits
of Kérkira in the south, headed off the Serbians from their open
door ” and forced the Greeks out of Northern Ipiros (Fig. 44).
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A. Belié’s Map of 1913 and the Second Balkan War

The constitution of an autonomous Albania by international action
sabotaged the Serbian plan for a partition of the western Balkans,
as envisaged by J. Cvijié. As Austrian statesmen had perhaps foreseen,
the miscarriage of Serbian plans in Albania had repercussions on Serbia’s
Macedonian policy. Serbian troops still occupied most of Macedonia,
including Bitolj. If Serbia could consolidate her claim to Macedonia
and thereby retain possession of a common boundary with Greece, her
position as an ‘imprisoned nation’ would not be so desperate. A
map reflecting Serbia’s new designs compiled by A. Belié, a Serbian
philologist, was published in 1913 on the eve of the Second Balkan
War (Fig. 43).

The map showed the dialects of Macedonia. A. Beli¢ was then
professor of Slavonic languages and he maintained that the influence
and extent of the Serbian language in the western Balkans had hitherto
been grossly underestimated®. He gave his support to the idea that
there were two Slav linguistic provinces in Macedonia.‘ Serbo-
Macedonian’ and ‘ Bulgaro-Macedonian.” The former stretched
as far south as Edhessa and divided the Bulgaro-Macedonian province
into two parts, one centred around Debar, Ohrid and Kastoria in the
west and the other around the Struma valley and the lower Vardar
in the cast. The inclusion of Debar and Struga in the Bulgarian
sphere was surprising for Cviji¢ had shown these towns to be in
Serb ethnic territory. In order to drive a wedge thiough the
Bulgarians towards Salonika it would appear that the Serbians were
willing to make concessions here now that Albania was lost.

Bulgaria, however, refused to allow any modifications of the terms
of the Secret Annex of the Serbo-Bulgarian treaty, even when Serbia
protested that Serbian troops had been used to capture Edirne, that
the Bulgarian gains in Thrace were more than adequate compensation
for any adjustment that might take place in Macedonia, that the
formation of an independent Albania had robbed Serbia of a port
and that therefore compensation in Macedonia was in order. But
Bulgaria demurred. The Macedonian settlement was further compli-

1 See evidence in Enguéte dans les Balkans.
2 Dr. Beli¢ is now President of the Serbian Academy of Science.
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cated by the Greck refusal to allow Bulgarian claims in Greek-occupied
Macedonia. Joint Serbo-Bulgarian action might have forced Greece
to yield, but Bulgarian and Serbian claims in Macedonia overlapped to
such an extent that no agreement could be reached. Thus whereas
Bulgarian and Greek claims were in conflict, Serbian and Greek
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F16. 43. DIALECTS OF MACEDONIA IN 1913

The numbers on the map refer to the following dialect-zones : 1. Prizren ;
2. Timok ; 8. Serbo-Macedonian; 4. Sphere of influence of Serb over Bulgarian ;
5. Sphere of influence of Serb over Bulgaro-Macedonian.

claims were complementary and consequently Greece and Serbia
tended to combine against Bulgaria.

The Bulgarian military clique eventually took matters in their own
hands and declared war on Serbia and Greece. The result of the
Second Balkan War or the ‘ War of Partition’ settled the new
political boundaries. Bulgaria was crushed by a combination of powers,
including not only Serbia and Greece but also Romania. The Turks
also seized the opportunity of re-opening the war in Thrace.

THE TREATY OF BUCAREST, 1913

By engaging in the Second Balkan War, Bulgaria lost all prospect
of acquiring territory in central Macedonia and also the chance of a port
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at Kavilla (Fig. 44). The Treaty of Bucarest restricted Bulgaria’s
total gains to the Aegean coastal districts of western Thrace including
Alexandrotpolis (Dedeagatch) and in Macedonia, to the Strumitsa
valley and the districts of Petrich, Melnik and Nevrokop. To Romania,
Bulgaria lost a strip of Dobrudja, and Edirne, occupied in the First
Balkan War, was lost again to Turkey. Serbia emerged from the
wars with immense prestige and considerable territorial gains including
Novi Pazar, Old Serbia and central Macedonia. Montenegro obtained
part of the Novi Pazar corridor and a common boundary with Serbia.
Greece benefited by southern Ipiros and southern Macedonia,
including Salonika and Kavilla.

Consequences of the Treaty

The new boundaries created numerous minorities which played their
part in provoking friction between the Balkan nations for the next
thirty-five years. In spite of their gains in Thrace and eastern Macedonia
the Bulgarians felt cheated of their rights in central and southern
Macedonia. They determined on a revisionist policy, which ultimately
threw them into the camp of the Central Powers. From the time they
occupied the area, the Bulgarians utilized the Petrich district as a
forward base for the re-conquest of Macedonia. A state of undeclared
war existed there until 1915 and again after 1918, whilst between
1915 and 1918 the Bulgarians directed their main war effort in this
theatre. The Serbians, who had hardly figured on ethnographic
maps of Macedonia until after 1885, incorporated into their then
small state the large alien populations of Old Serbia which had always
been regarded by everyone except the Serbians as mainly Albanian, and
of northern and central Macedonia which for so long had been regarded
as Bulgarian. The possession of these territories gave Serbia the chance
of closing all Bulgarian schools and inaugurating a policy of serbization
amongst the Macedo-Slavs, a policy which proved a signal failure.
The presence on Serbian soil of a population which refused to be
absorbed, and which looked across the border for help against
Serbian centralization, poisoned Serbo-Bulgarian relations and was
a perpetual source of embarrassment to the Serbian Government.
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Greece had also accepted the responsibility of a large alien population,
which was even more difficult to administer because it was so mixed.
Even C. Nicolaides had admitted the presence of large minorities
of Turks, Slavs and Vlachs in southern Macedonia. According to all
non-Greek maps the Greeks were poorly represented. Their communi-
ties were scattered and only occasionally did they constitute the
rural population. The mixture of the population in southern
Macedonia was itself an indication of the extraordinary function of the
region as a corridor route from central Europe to the Straits, as a coastal
route from the Adriatic to the Black sea, and as an outlet for the
interior of the Balkans to the Mediterranean. By annexing this
region, Greece, hitherto exclusively an insular and maritime
power, took on the additional role of a continental power. A
great many of the problems which were to confront Greece in the
future arose from this dual function as a land and a sea power, particu-
larly as her ethnic position on the mainland was not as strong as the
Greeks themselves had represented it to be. Her northern boundary
passed through territory populated almost entirely by Macedo-Slavs
with Bulgarian affinities, and by Turks. There appeared to be no
justification for the inclusion of the Mesta valley, Kavilla, Drima
and part of the Rodopi range within the Greek boundary in the east.
There were only a few Greeks in this area and their incorporation
meant robbing Bulgaria of the only reasonable port on this part of the
coast, extending the boundary into hill country controlled by the
Bulgarians and Pomaks, and precluding any possibility of peaceful
relations with a disgruntled Bulgaria.

The boundaries laid down by the Treaty of Bucarest were largely
dictated by Greece and Serbia. The Great Powers, for the first time
since the Eastern Question began to dominate European diplomacy,
had been onlookers instead of active participants in the Balkan drama.
Austria and Germany witnessed Serbia’s success with feelings of
alarm, for Serbia’s common boundary with Montenegro meant that
the Serbians now controlled the gateway to Salonika. The time had
come when Austro-German designs in the Balkans could be realized
only by taking direct action against Serbia with the object of nullifying
the terms of the Treaty of Bucarest.



CuarTER IX
MAPS OF THE WAR YEARS, 1914-1918

ArtHouGH the causes of the outbreak of war in 1914 were extra-
ordinarily complex, the struggle had initially a purely local significance
for the peoples of the Balkans. For them, the conflict was the inevitable
reaction of Austria to the aggrandizement of Serbia under the provi-
sions of the Treaty of Bucarest of 1913. The union of Serbia and
Montenegro, which had been achieved, had dealt a death blow to the
Austrian Drang nach Osten, directed towards Salonika. Moreover the
very success of Serbia had infected the Slavs of the Habsburg-controlled
Slovenia, Croatia, Bosnia, and Hercegovina, with a restless urge for
national freedom which constituted a grave threat to the realization of
Germanic supremacy in the western Balkans.

The war between Austria and Serbia could not remain localized.
The Balkan theatre became but a part of the general world conflagra-
tion. Inevitably the enormous strategic importance of the peninsula
led to the diplomatic and military intervention of the Great Powers
and to the ultimate clash of German, Russian, Turkish, British and
French forces within the region. With the whole of the Balkan
balance of power upset, the temptation to fish in troubled waters even-
tually proved too great for the remaining neutral states. Bulgarian
politicians discerned in the conflict an opening for achieving a settle-
ment of outstanding claims in Macedonia and Thrace. In Greece, the
school of thought which had for so long cultivated the ‘Grand
Idea,” the revival of the Byzantine Empire, saw in the war the means
of implementing its cherished scheme. Moreover the Serbians,
although their country had been overrun, seized the opportunity offered
by their alliance with the West, of working for a ‘ Jugoslavia ’ to be

188
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erected on the basis of a ‘Greater Serbia.’ Italian statesmen also
endeavoured, under cover of the confusion of war, to widen the
Italian sphere of influence in Albania. It is only against this background
of conflicting aspirations, that the ethnographic maps which appeared
between 1914 and 1918 may be fully appreciated. During this period
ethnographic ideas were changing constantly. They varied frequently
with the fortunes of war, and ethnographic distributions put forward
by one authority early in the war, were often as not, modified, if not
repudiated altogether, by the same authority before the fighting was
done.

It would be impossible to discuss every ethnographic map that
appeared during these years, but the general trends of ethnographic
thought may be followed by dealing with representative examples
of ethnographic maps produced both by the Great Powers themselves
and by the Balkan nations. Accordingly, samples of Greek, Bulgarian,
Serbian, Swiss, American, Italian, French and British maps are con-
sidered in turn.

GREEK MaAps

C. Nicolaides Map of 1914

C. Nicolaides, who had already produced an ethnographic map of
Macedonia in 1899, undertook in 1914 to justify the Greek annexation
of southern Macedonia which had taken place the previous year. His
published work, describing the part played by Greece in the Balkan
wars, included an ethnographic map which incorporated several modi-
fications of his earlier work. The map was not confined to Macedonia ;
significantly, it also covered Thrace and part of Asia Minor. An
important modification contained in Nicolaides’ later map con-
cerned the Greek ethnographic frontier in the vicinity of Lakes Ohrid
and Prespa. On his map of 1899 this frontier had been shown along
the Devoll river and thence along the water-shed between the two
lakes. On his map of 1913, however, it was pushed north, to include
the whole of the upper Devoll valley, as well as all the territory between
the lakes which had been occupied by the Greeks during the Balkan
wars. The whole of Thrace, not included in his earlier map, he marked
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as Graeco-Turkish. He estimated the population of the Vilayet of
Adrianople (Edirne), which covered the greater part of Thrace, to be
1,031,123, including 503,311 Turks, 396,963 Greeks but only 94,843
Bulgarians. Northern Ipiros, also included in his map of 1913, was
depicted as Greek. Nicholaides gave his figures for the Vilapet of
Jannina (To4nnina), which incorporated most of Ipiros, as 316,651 Greeks,
154,413, Turks and 759 Vlachs. It must be borne in mind that when
Nicolaides” map appeared, a commission appointed by the London
Ambassadorial Conference was still debating the Graeco-Albanian
boundary in its delimitation from Korcé to the coast of the Adriatic.

As was his earlier map, Nicolaides’ map of 1914 was little more
than a production coloured to suit the mood and purpose of the Greek
expansionists.  Southern Macedonia had been acquired, and thus
a way cleared for the building up of Greek claims in Northern Ipiros
and Thrace. The acquisition of those regions was the logical sequence
to the Greek successes in 1912-13 and the next step in the realization

of the ‘ Grand Idea’ (Fig. 88).

G. Soteriades’ Map of 1918

On the outbreak of war in 1914, the Greeks were divided in their
attitude towards the respective belligerents. As early as December,
1914, the Entente offered southern Albania to Greece, for active
participation in the Allied cause. In the January they increased their
offer by including Smyrna—the important port on the Anatofan coast
largely inhabited by Greeks ; later the whole Vilayet of Aidin was
included in their offers to Greece. The Vilayet incorporated most of
the western coast of Anatolia. But all these promises failed to induce
the Greeks unanimously to enter the war. Allied failure was partly
due to confused diplomacy because compromising offers were also
being made at the same time, of southern Albania to Italy, and of
Thrace to Bulgaria. Moreover, the early successes of the Central Powers
in the northern Balkans, combined with the disastrous end to the
Gallipoli expedition, predisposed one section of the Greeks, the
‘King’s party,” towards co-operation with the Central Powers.
On the other hand, Allied Mediterranean maritime supremacy and the
presence of Allied troops in Salonika, encouraged the hopes of those
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Greeks who looked to the Allies to promote Greek schemes on the
mainland. This party, led by Venizelos, maintained that Greece
could hope for no sympathy from Austria or Turkey and that the
future of Hellenism lay in entry into the war on the side of the Allies.
For a time the government of Greece was actually divided between
Venizelos, in control of Greek Macedonia, and the King, in control
of Athens and the archipelago, but ultimately Venizelos’ party
triumphed, and a Greek army fought with the French and British
in the final Macedonian campaign. Greek views at the end of the
war were well illustrated by Professor G. Soteriades’ map (Fig. 45).
He was a professor of history in the University of Athens and his map
appeared in a pamphlet published by E. Stanford. It was written,
stated the professor, to offset the  inaccuracies” contained in the map
issued in 1918 under the auspices of The Daily Telegraph (see p. 226).
The work was limited to a consideration of ethnographic distributions
in Greece, Ipiros, Bulgaria and Turkey. Serbian Macedonia was
excluded from consideration. Soteriades recognized six nationalities—
Mohomedans (Turks and Pomaks), Greeks, Bulgarians, Macedo-Slavs,
Albanians and Romanians.

The Mohomedans. The most noticeable feature of this Greek map
was the radical departure from the distributions favoured by C.
Nicolaides. Southern Albania, southern Macedonia and Thrace
were not shown as predominantly Greek but Slavs and Turks were
acknowledged to be the chief inhabitants. The Turks in particular
were given a very wide distribution. Their importance was accen-
tuated by the inclusion of Slav Moslems in the Turkish national or
Mohomedan group. The portrayal of the whole of the Mesta valley,
the Rodopi mountains and the upper Maritsa as Mohomedan or Turk,
rather than Bulgarian, gave these regions an overwhelmingly Turkish
character. To this extent the map was reminiscent of that of G.
Amadori-Virgilj.

The Greeks. Soteriades gave the distribution of the Greeks in a
fair amount of detail. He did not depict them as a majority in
Macedonia, except in Khalkidhiki, but he indicated important Greek
exclaves around Korcé, Edhessa, Sérrai and Drima. The three follow-
ing categories he regarded as Greek nationals :
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(1) the Vlachs of Thessalia—because * they expressed a preference
for the Greek nationality ” (only the Koutzo-Vlachs who associated
themselves with the Romanians were coloured separately. They
formed, stated Soteriades, only a very minor element in the population
of Macedonia because most Vlachs looked on themselves as Greek) ;

(2) the Orthodox Slavs, still faithful to the Patriarch—he maintained
that only the Exarchist Slavs looked upon themselves as belonging to
the various Slav national groups ;

(3) the Albanians of Evvoia, Attici, Kérinthos, Argolis and Lakonfa—
because they had always looked upon themselves as Greek.

The Slavs. Soteriades referred to the Slavs west of the Mesta river
as Macedo-Slavs, and he depicted them in three groups as follows,
each group separated by zones of Moslem territory :

(1) north of Kastoria extending to the Jugoslav border ;

(2) north of Edhessa and Salonika to the Jugoslav border ;

(3) north of Sérrai and Drima to the Bulgarian border.

The Bulgarians he limited to Bulgarian territory north of the Rodopi
mountains and to the upper Maritsa, with the exception of a few
exclaves in Thrace.

The Albanians. He confined the Albanians in Northern Ipiros to
the coast of the Kérkira (Corfu) channel. Otherwise, he maintained
they were only to be found north of a line from Vloné to Tepelené
and Korcé (for Greek aspirations in Albania at this time see Fig. 46).

Conclusion. Soteriades’ map may be said to be almost an official
Greek view of Balkan ethnography, put forward at a time when the
war was going well for the Allies (Bulgaria had just asked for an
armistice), and it was intended to support Greek claims in Albania and
Thrace. Unlike the Jugoslavs, the Greeks had not been engaging in
propaganda in European capitals throughout the war, and, until
Greece definitely entered the war in 1917, Greek policy in the Balkans
had been suspect by the Allies. In the interim, the Jugoslav interpre-
tation of the ethnography of Macedonia had become fairly well
established, and so Soteriades had to recognize Macedo-Slavs where
Nicolaides had marked only Greeks.  Viewing the map as a whole
its Graeco-Turkish character was rather remarkable. The impression
is gained from this map that Thrace, the Black sea coast, and the

o
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In addition to the above information, the original incorporated a detailed
representation of Albanian and Greek elements in each town and village. The
representation was by means of symbols but the scale of the map did not allow
of reproduction.

coasts of Marmara and Anatolia were peopled by a mixed population,
predominantly Turkish and Greek. One was obviously expected
to infer that the Greeks were in a position to supersede the Turks as
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rulers of the southern Balkans, were the latter compelled to forfeit
their control of the Straits as the penalty for aiding the Central Powers.

BULGARIAN MaAPS

D. A. ISirkov’s Map of 1915

In 1914 there was a school of thought in Britain—supported by
Lloyd George and Winston Churchill—which believed that Bulgaria
could be won over to the cause of the Entente in the Balkans. The
difficulties met by Allied diplomacy in this theatre arose from the
fact that promises of territorial concessions to Bulgaria could be made
only at the expense of Greece, Serbia or Turkey. Venizelos stated
carly in 1915 that he was ready to sacrifice Kavélla to Bulgaria in
order to arrive at a Graeco-Bulgarian understanding, and in Thrace,
the Allies offered to the Bulgarians the ‘ Enos-Midia line’ (Enez-
Midye) in return for their military aid. Macedonia, however, remained
the crux of the problem, because the Serbians were not ready to make
wholesale concessions there of the territory they had so recently
acquired. Russia urged Pasi¢, the Serbian foreign minister in 1915,
to make over Macedonia to Bulgaria, and furthermore, as a result of
the British mission to Bulgaria in 1915 headed by Noel Buxton, the
Allies themselves brought pressure upon the Serbians, to come to an
understanding with Bulgaria over Macedonia. Turkey’s entry into
the war precipitated the Allied offer of the * 1912 line’ to Buigaria,
an offer approved, when it was too late by the Serbians (for details of the
‘1912 line’ see p. 170). The eclipse of Russia in Galicia in the summer of
1915, and British failures against Turkey in the same year, undermined
Allied influence with King Ferdinand of Bulgaria. Finally, the more
tempting offer of the whole of Serbian Macedonia by the Central
Powers, induced the King of Bulgaria to declare war against Serbia
in September, 1915.

Professor D. A. Iirkov’s map appeared in Petermann’s Mittheilungen
late in 1915, when Bulgaria had already decided on war with Serbia.?
The Macedonian section of the map was prepared by the professor of
geography in the University of Sofia—J. Ivanov. Many other

1 ¢ Ischirkoff ’ is the German transliteration of his name.
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Bulgarian professors, including philologists and historians, were
engaged in the compilation of the map. It purported to show the
extent of Das Bulgarentum, i.c. Bulgarian ethnographic territory, in the
Balkan peninsula in 1912 (Fig. 47). The map was based upon a large-
scale survey in which 1,200,000 plans had been used, and it incorporated
the results of statistical surveys made by the Bulgarians in 1905 and
1910. Other sources to which reference was made, were the manu-~
script evidence of the monk Paissi (see p. 199), and the descriptions of
travellers in the Balkans dating from the fifteenth century and includ-
ing those of Pouqueville, Grisebach, Boué, Wikenty, Makuscheff and
von Hahn. Russian official publications inspired by the Russo-Turkish
wars and the personal surveys of the Russians, Eneholm, Heine and
Obrutscheff, were also utilized. Furthermore, the evidence in the
maps of Boué, Lejean, the Misses Mackenzie and Irtby, Mirkovié and
Petermann was stressed. ISirkov claimed that these maps were particu-
larly valuable because their authors had been completely disinterested
in politics, and no reference was found in their maps to the
Bulgarophones and the Kulturlos Slavs (according to Kirkov,
inventions of the Greeks and Serbians respectively.) He was chiefly con-
cerned in showing the distribution of Bulgarians, but he also recognized
Turks, Greeks, Serbs, Albanians and Kutzo-Vlachs as national groups.

The Turks. When considering the distribution of the Turks it
must be remembered that Turkey was operating with the Central
Powers of which Bulgaria was a potential ally. On Iirkov’s map the
Turks were represented very strongly in Thrace, largely at the expense
of the Greeks. It is interesting to contrast the distribution of Turks
on this map with that on the map of Soteriades. Iirkov classed the
Pomaks as Bulgarian. The Turks were not given such a widespread
distribution in Macedonia as they had been given by the Bulgarian,
Kinéev, in 1900.

The Greeks. ISirkov depicted the Greeks in Thrace as a very
scattered population indeed. Drima, Sérria, Salonika and Kastorfa, he
marked, as the extreme northern limits of the Greeks in Macedonia.

The Slavs. Birkov distinguished neither Serbs nor Macedo-Slays in
Macedonia. He represented the Bulgarians as forming the bulk of
the population, both of the Ni§ region and of Macedonia, including
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the Crni Drim valley and the coast of the Gulf of Salonika. The claims
he made for the Bulgarians had hardly been exceeded on any one map
before ; even the Russian map of 1867 had portrayed the Crni Drim
as Albanian, G. Lejean’s map had acknowledged the existence of
Serbs around Lake Ohrid and H. Kiepert’s map had shown Serbs in
the Ni§ area. Indeed few maps since 1878, not even Russian, had
depicted the Nif area as Bulgarian, although that area had been acknow-
ledged as Bulgarian on earlier maps (see p. 103). However, Professor
B. Zonev, who had co-operated in the production of Kirkov’s map,
insisted that the Torlak dialect, spoken throughout the upper Morava
valley in Ni§, Leskovac, Prisren, Vranje and Pristina, was a branch of
Bulgarian. Seven out of ten of its distinctive features were Bulgarian
and only three were Serb. Bulgarian characteristics included the
use of the post-positive article, the use of certain declensions and forms
ofinfinitive, the lack of quantitatives, etc. Pristina and Prizren, how-
ever, whilst they belonged to the Torlak dialectal province, Birkov
excluded from das Bulgarentum because of the overriding considerations
of physical geography ; he believed the Sar mountains and the Crna
hills ought to be respected as ethno-geographical boundaries.

The Vlachs and the ‘Albanians. ISirkov was not primarily concerned
with depicting the distribution of Vlachs and Albanians, but it is of
interest to note that he acknowledged no Vlach minorities at all in
Bulgaria. Also, he excluded the Albanians from the Crni Drim
valley between Lake Ohrid and Debar, and from the districts
immediately west of Lake Ohrid. But he did show large exclaves
of Albanians in north-western Macedonia.

Conclusion. As in the case of J. Cviji¢ and G. Soteriades, Birkov’s
views on the ethnography of the Balkan peninsula were put forward
not with the idea of ultimately achieving a balanced view of the
situation but with the motive of bolstering the plans entertained by
Bulgarian politicians for the future of their state. The appearance of
Birkov’s map made the gap between Serbian and Bulgarian inter-
pretations wider than ever before. Moreover, the rival map-compilers
were already working, in 1915, in closed academic fields, since Serbian
propaganda was confined to America and western Europe, whilst
Bulgarian ethnographers were working for publication in Germany
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and central Europe. When the time came to apply the principles of
self-determination to the solution of boundary problems, the cleavage
between Serbian, Greek and Bulgarian ideas had grown wider than
ever, and the possibility of solving the controversy correspondingly
more difficult.

J. Ivanov’s Maps
Of the many Bulgarians who interested themselves in ethnic distri-
butions, by far the most prolific in his output was J. Ivanov, professor
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in the University of Sofia, geographer, historian and philologist, and
as indefatigable a worker for the Bulgarian cause as was J. Cviji¢ for
the Serbian. One of his first published works on Macedonia had
appeared in 1906, when the Macedonian problem was uppermost in
everybody’s mind. From that time on he produced about one work
a year on some aspect of Bulgarian philology, history, antiquity or
ethnography. His most celebrated publication was the history of the
Slavs according to the monk Paissi, written in 1762 and disco’rored by
Ivanov himself in one of the monasteries of Mount Athos in 1914.
Paissi’s many references to the Bulgarian character of Macedonia
came too late to have very much influence on the solution of the
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Macedonian problem, as the Balkan Wars had already settled the
boundaries. Ivanov’s major work on the Bulgarians in Macedonia
appeared in Sofia in 1917, but it was not translated into French until
1919. His thesis was elaborately documented and contained an
ethnographic map of Macedonia (Fig. 48).

His definition of Macedonia was purposely left vague but the rough
limits to be inferred from his map were the Sar mountains and the
Crna hills, the Mesta river, the Drin valley and the Lakes Ohrid and -
Prespa. His distributions were the same as those he had used in 1915
for Iirkov’s map, but he further distinguished religious communities
such as the Pomaks and Christian Turks.

D. Rizov’s Atlas, 1917

In 1917, the Bulgarians published an atlas in Berlin, usually referred
to as Rizov’s atlas, although that Bulgarian foreign minister only wrote
the foreword. The atlas contained forty maps illustrating aspects of
Bulgarian history and ethnography, more especially maps of the
various mediaeval kingdoms of Bulgaria and facsimile copies of many
ethnographic maps favourable to the Bulgarian cause. These included
most of the pre-1878 maps, and the later Russian and Bulgarian maps.
In 1917, Bulgaria was in occupation of most of Macedonia and part of
eastern Serbia, and the Allies had not experienced any military success
in that theatre. Rizov’s atlas was part of the preparation made by the
Bulgarians for the resettlement of the Balkans along lines to be dictated
by the Kaiser. Naturally the Bulgarian point of view did not receive
any publicity in the Allied press at this time, but I. Bowman later
drew attention to the claims of the Bulgarian revisionists in The New
World (1921). The contents of the atlas made it clear that Bulgaria
hoped to gain, not only Macedonia, but also the Nif-Leskovac region
from Serbia, and Kavilla and Salonika from Greece, were she success-
ful in the war.

v SERBIAN MaArs

The Map of St. Stanojevi¢ and D. J. Derocco, 1915
From the time that Austria declared war on Serbia, the Serbians
perceived that the future of their State in the Balkans depended not
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only on an Allied victory but on the subsequent formation of a
‘ Greater Serbia ’when the war was won. Hence the Serbians’
anxiety, not only to retain their Macedonian possessions, but if
possible, to achieve unification of all the Serbo-Croat peoples of the
Balkans into a single federation which would be powerful enough to
preserve its independence by virtue of its own strength and extent.
Two Serbians, St. Stanojevié and D. J. Derocco, inspired by this idea,
produced a map showing ‘ I'extension ethnique de la nation Serbo-
Croat-Slovene,” in 1915. A French version was published in Belgrade
and Ni, and it indicated a Serb population in the greater part of
Macedonia, as far south indeed as Yiannitsa, including as Serbs many
Macedonians formerly acknowledged by J. Cviji¢ to have Bulgarian
affinities.

N. Zupanié’s Map of 1915

Consequent upon the occupation of Serbia, propaganda for a
¢ Greater Serbia ’ was carried on by exiled Serbians in the capitals of the
Allied states. The Croats and the Slovenes, of course, were technically
enemies of the Allies at that time, but numbers of them were working
for the downfall of Austria, either in their homeland or with the Allies.
The dissension which marred the relationships of the Serbo-Croat
groups in their homeland was overcome by these exiles, who formed
the ‘Jugoslav Committee’ to work for the union of the Serbs,
Croats and Slovenes. This Committee sponsored a map, compiled by
Zupani¢ and published in London in 1915, and in Paris in 1916. Later
it was incorporated in A. H. E. Taylor’s book The Future of the
Southern Slavs, 1917. The map outlined the extent of Jugoslav territory
in the Balkans. It depicted all . Serbian Macedonia, within its
boundaries of 1913, as inhabited completely by Serbs. Prominently
marked on the map were many places famous for their associations
with the Serbs in the mediaeval period. No reference was made to
any minorities in this region. Taylor explained in a note on the map,
that apart from the omission of the Albanian element in Old Serbia,
and a Macedo-Slav element in the south, the map was ‘ substantially
accurate.”
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J. Cviji€’s Map of 1918

Undoubtedly by far the most important map which the Serbians
produced during the war was J. Cviji¢’s revised ethnographic map in
1918. This map, published originally in Cviji€s La Péninsule
Balkanique : Géographie Humaine, contained significant modifications
of the distributions shown on his map of 1913. These changes were
as follows :

(1) the Vidin area, depicted as Bulgarian in 1913, was indicated as
Serb in 1918 ;

(2) the whole of western Bulgaria from Vratsa to Kyustendil had
been indicated as Bulgarian in 1913, but was shown as mixed Serbo-
Bulgarian in 1918 (Fig. 82) ;

(3) in 1913, the eastern limit of the Macedo-Slav group had been
fixed on the Vardar-Struma watershed, but in 1918 this limit was
moved eastwards to the Struma river itself (Fig. 84).

Civiji¢ never adequately explained these modifications. It would
seem that in 1913 he had regarded the Bulgarian boundary as inviolable,
but by 1918 expansion of Serbia at the cost of Bulgaria had, in his
estimation, become feasible. Cviji¢ himself had always been an
advocate of ethno-political boundaries, so he appears to have modified
his ethnic dispositions, in an endeavour to prepare the way for Serbian
claims on Bulgaria. By such a manoeuvre, the Serbian demands for a
strategic Serbo-Bulgarian boundary and, in particular, for the incor-
poration of the Strumica salient within Serbia, were given support.

By 1918, Cviji¢’s influence in western Europe and the United States
was enormous. His work on the human geography of the Balkans,
closely modelled on the French school of possibilist thought, was
hailed as a masterpiece, and the fact that his ethnographic map formed
part of the classic, lent it an air of infallibility.! It was introduced into
Les Annales de Géographie in 1918, accompanied by an article by
L. Gallois, who reproduced Cviji¢’s views practically verbatim, and it
was also reproduced in the American Geographical Review of the
same year, together with an account of the distribution of the pcoples
of the Balkans written by Cviji¢ himself. Cviji¢’s map must go down

1 There is a critical review of the book, by Miss M. I. Newbigin, in The
Geographical Journal (1919).



SERBIAN MAPS 203

in history as a powerful factor in the emergence, after the war, of a
Serbo-Croat-Slovene national state which included also the greater
part of Macedonia. In 1913, the partition of Macedonia had been
regarded as having been brought about by a four de force, and the
expansion of the Serbians and Greeks had been condemned even in
western Europe as the usurpation of the moral rights of the Bulgarians
in this part of the Balkans. But by 1918 public opinion in western
Europe had been moulded by Cviji¢ to such an extent that the
right of the Serbians to retain Macedonia was taken for granted.
Indeed Cviji¢’s impartiality was hardly questioned inside Allied
circles and even the Greeks, faced with the irrefutability of his thesis,
themselves modified their own ethnic ideas. Compare, for example,
the maps of Nicolaides and Soteriades (Figs. 29 & 45). Cviji¢ was
awarded the Patron’s Gold Medal of the Royal Geographical Society largely
in recognition of his work on the Balkans. A well-known English
political geographer has referred to him recently, in 1945, as *“ the
most learned and enlightened, not only of Serbian, but of all the Balkan
geographical experts.”’! In the words used in another recent article on
Jugoslav geographers : “ He [Cviji¢] played an important part at the
Peace Conference and his wide scientific knowledge was the deter-
mining factor in solving many problems related to state frontiers.”’

Cviji¢’s map influenced practically all the British maps published
in 1918 (see p. 226). Ultimately his concept of the Macedo-Slavs,
repudiated by the Balkan committee of experts in 1914, was almost
universally accepted and became a feature of nearly all ethnographic
maps of the 1914-18 post-war years.

Tue MApr ofF THE UNION OF NATIONALITIES, 1918

The Union of Nationalities was an organization founded by a
Lithuanian, J. Gabrys and a Frenchman, J. Pelissier, in 1911. Its
object was to ventilate national minority grievances and to sccure
by united action the rights of minorities all over Europe. The first

1 A. E. Moodie, The Italo-Jugoslay Boundary (1945).

3¢ The contribution of the Yugoslavs to Geography and Ethnography ” by
Mark Clement, Scottish Geographical Magazine, Vol. 58, No. 3 (1942).
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meetings of the organization were held in Paris but when the war
began in 1914 the headquarters were moved to Lausanne so that
representatives from diverse national groups could continue to meet on
neutral territory. The activities of the organization were suspect both
by the Allies and by the Central Powers. Under the auspices of the
Union of Nationalities a great deal of literature was published con-
cerning the claims of various minority groups throughout Europe.
The Macedonian Bulgarians were amongst minorities represented at
the various conferences held in Switzerland during the war. In 1918
La Librairie Central de Nationalités published an ethnographic map of
Europe ‘compiled by the secretary-general of the Union, J. Gabrys
(Fig. 49). The work was dedicated to President Woodrow Wilson.
The sources used by Gabrys made up a useful bibliography running to
twenty-one pages. He was certainly well informed on European
ethnography.

Gabrys' Distributions

His distribution of Turks was taken from Kirkov’s map, as were
also his distribution of Greeks along the Aegean littoral. In Northern
Ipiros he represented the Greeks as the majority population along the
coasts of the Kérkira (Corfu) channel but he showed few Greeks in the
interior. The Slavs of Macedonia were, according to Gabrys, all
Bulgarians, and in his distribution of Bulgarians he followed Ivanov
and Birkov. The Vlachs, according to his representation, formed an
important element in the population of Thessalia. Both in OIld
Serbia and in Ipiros, Gabrys indicated large tracts of Albanian
territory. For example, the districts of Gjinokastér, Kénitsa and
Io4nnina are all marked on his map as Albanian. On the whole,
therefore, this Swiss map was decidedly pro-Bulgarian. It was largely
based on Bulgarian sources, particularly on the maps of Ivanov and
Kirkov (Figs. 47 & 48). Gabrys recognized none of the Serbian
claims in northern Macedonia nor did he mention the Macedo-Slavs.
All Greek claims were likewise disregarded.

The view may be taken that Gabrys rejected Greek and Serbian
representations because they rested on insecure evidence. On the
other hand his very full bibliography did not even mention Cviji¢’s
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map of 1913. His insistence on Bulgarian sources seemed to point to
the fact that the map was largely Bulgarian inspired.

AMERICAN: LEON DOMINIAN’S MAPS OF 191§ AND IQI7

During the war years, the chief exponent of European ethnography
in the United States was Leon Dominian. Born in Constantinople, he
was a geographer of international repute and one who possessed a
knowledge of most of the languages of eastern Europe and the Near
East. H. W. V. Temperley sought his advice on ethnography when
writing his history of the peace conference. In 1915, the American
Geographical Society published a series of ethnographic maps of Europe
compiled by L. Dominian. These were later reproduced in his
Frontiers of Language and Nationality in Europe, which was published in
1917. This work received very favourable reviews. It was intended
to be an impartial examination of the problem of linguistic frontiers
in Europe, and it was Dominian’s ambition that his researches might
be applied to the settlement of European boundary conflicts. Madison
Grant, in his introduction to Dominian’s book, wrote :

In the Balkan States the difficulty of finding any political
boundaries that in any way correspond to race or language has
hitherto been insuperable, but when the Congress of Nations
convenes every member of it [ . . . ] should be familiar with all
the facts that bear on the case and there exists no book which
covers these questions so fully, so accurately and so impartially
as Mr. Leon Dominian’s * Frontiers of Language and
Nationality.”

Amongst the sources used for the compilation of the map was
Debes’ Handatlas, 1911} Included in Dominian’s very useful biblio-
graphy were the works of J. Cviji¢, D. M. Brancov and A. Boué.
Dominian regarded language as by far the most important criterion of
nationality in Europe : his national groups were very largely linguistic

groups.
According to Dominian, Macedonia comprised the basins of the

1 Sheet 12c. The original map had appeared in the first edition of the Atlas
in 1895 and had purported to show the situation in 1880 !
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Vardar and Struma. It was isolated from the rest of the peninsula
by a practically continuous line of mountains including the Pindhos,
Sar, Osogovska, Rilo and Rodopi. Within these limits, stated
Dominian, the Bulgarian, Serb, Romanian, Albanian and Greek
tongues were heard. Many of the inhabitants spoke two vernaculars
and Turkish was generally understood throughout the region.

The Turks
However, the Turks were not a vitally important element in the

population from the point of view of nationality. Dominian observed,
*“ A tradition flourishes to this day among the Turks that their occupa-
tion of European territory could not be permanent.” For example,
in spite of their four centuries’ long sojourn, they did not collect
furniture in their homes and they expressed unwillingness to be
buried on the European side of the Bosporus or Dardanelles. “ The
state they founded in Europe had a weak head and no heart at all.”
Hence, the exodus of the Turks from Europe was only a matter of time.
After the wars of 1912-13, 125,000 Turks had left the Balkans and a
further 50,000 had left Crete. As a national group the Turks were
important only in south-eastern Thrace. It must be remembered that
these opinions of Dominian were expressed before the great exodus
of Turks from Greece in the years 1923-1926.

The Greeks
Dominian believed that the Greeks of Macedonia were as mixed a

population as could be found anywhere on the surface of the earth.
Racially they included strains of Albanian, Slav and Tatar, and it
was only on approaching Thessalfa that the ‘mediterranean type’
became more pronounced. Dominian drew the Greek ethnographic
frontier along the lower slopes of the eastern Pindhos, along the valley
of the Alidkmon river, across the head of the Khalkidhiki peninsula,
thence discontinuously along the coast of the Aegean, the Bosporus and
the Black sea, but nowhere extending far inland.

He fixed the Greek ethnographic frontier in Ipiros to include Tepe-
lené, Klisoura, Gjinokastér and Himaré, and pointed out that the non-
inclusion of this area within the boundaries of Greece, in 1913, had led
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to the ‘ Epirote insurrection’ of 1914. Before the Conference of
London in 1913, Greece had aimed at securing a line from ‘ Gramala
bay’ to the centre of the western shore of Lake Ohrid. This would
have meant the inclusion of Himaré, Gjinokastér, Premeté and Korcé
in Greece. According to Turkish statistics of 1908, wrote Dominian,
there were 340,000 Greeks and 149,000 Moslems in these districts.
In his opinion the language divide coincided with the upper course of
the Voyussa (Vijos€), and with the road from Delvino (Delving)
to Ostanitza, passing by Doliano (Dholiand). He maintained
that history, legend and myth, as well as language, testified to the
Hellenic character of the Epirote land and added : *““ Every step in
the rugged country raises the dust of Hellenic antiquity.”

The Slavs

Dominian made several rather conflicting statements about the
Macedonian Slavs. He stated first of all that they were transitional
between the Serbs and Bulgarians, but then went on to refute this
idea by demonstrating the essentially Bulgarian character of the
Slavs south of the Sar mountains. He quoted the following figures
for the population of Macedonia, taken from D. M. Brancov :

Christian Population of Macedonia

Total Percentage of total
Christian Population
Bulgarians .. .| 1,172,136 81-5
Greeks .. .. .. 190,047 1322
Romanians .. .| 7 63,805 444
Albanians .. . 12,006 084

Dominian apparently believed that the Serbs were so few as not to
deserve mention, and that the Bulgarians formed a compact mass
containing only a slight admixture of alien elements. He maintained
that although the Macedonian speech might be regarded as transitional
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between Serbian and Bulgarian, its affinity with the latter was close
enough for the two to be mutually intelligible. Serbian was, on the
other hand, not readily intelligible to the natives. There were other
reasons why Dominian classed the Macedonian Slavs as Bulgarians. He
stated that Turkish historians, such as Evlia Tchelebi and Sa ’aeddin,
had constantly referred to them as Bulgarians. It was to the diocese of
Skoplje that the first Bulgarian bishop had been appointed as a result
of the Turkish census of 1872. He believed that the temperament of
the Macedonians was closer to that of the Bulgarians than to that of the
Serbians. He declared that in the districts of Edhessa, Yiannits4 and
Salonika, there had been preserved forms of the old Bulgarian language
which had disappeared even in Bulgaria itself. Bulgarian place-names,
too, abounded in south-western Macedonia. Serbian and Slav
scholars, such as Rajié, Solari¢é and Vuk Karadzi¢, formerly had all
concurred in setting the Serb southern frontiers on the Sar moun-
tains. On Dominian’s evidence therefore, the Bulgarian territory
included Kastoria, Konia, Edhessa, the Drin valley, the coast of
Dhitiki Thréki, the Maritsa valley and the interior of Thrace, but
not Salonika which was a polyglot town. The Serbo-Bulgarian
frontier he placed on the Sar mountains, whilst the Krajste and
Vlasina valleys of eastern Serbia he regarded as a transitional zone
between the two. The region between Pirot and Vranje was another
zone where the Slav dialect departed equally from both Serbian and
Bulgarian. In his sketch-map of 1917, however, Dominian placed
the limit of Serb speech farther south.

The Vlachs

Dominian stressed the importance of the Romanian enclave around
Métsovon in the Pindhos; it had been estimated to include half a
million Kutzo-Vlachs. But there were also other Vlachs in the valleys
of the Semen (Semeni) and Devoll rivers, and jin the Olimbos
(Olympus) mountains—Vlakko-Livadi. The Frasheri, or Vlachs of
southern Albania, numbered many thousands and there were 10,000
around Berat alone ; nearly all the towns of Macedonia and Thessalia
boasted Vlach colonists. There were 14,000 injthe Vardar valley,
and many parts of the coasts of Kérkira also hadjVlach settlements.

P
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The Albanians
Dominian gave some pertinent facts about the Albanians. Etymo-

logical explanations of the word  Albanian,” he pointed out, were
. numerous, but it appeared to be related to the Celtic form alb or alp,
meaning mountain.! Dominian maintained that all the inhabitants
of this part of the peninsula who spoke Skip (Albanian) should be
regarded as Albanian nationals. He declared that the language was
exclusively Aryan in form, but noted that of the 5,140 entries in
G. Meyer’s Etymological Dictionary of Albanian * only four hundred
could be listed as unalloyed Indo-European.” Tatar-Turkish accounted
for 1,180, Romanic for 1,420, Greek for 840 and Slav for 540 words.
He described the Roman Catholic Gheks (Gegs) in the valleys of
the Drin and Mat as largely under Italian influence. The Christian
Tosks of the south were mostly Orthodox but many were Moslems.
The Moslem Albanians were often referred to as Arnauts. In his opinion,
Albanians in 1913 had been totally devoid of national feeling. Only the
rivalry of Italy, Austria, Serbia and Greece, each competing for the use
of Albanian ports, had resulted in independence. Italian influence in
Vloné was maintained through the Roman Catholic Albanians.

Conclusion
Dominian’s views were very influential in the United States, and a

map of the ethnographic distributions of Europe produced later (1919)
by The National Geographic Society adopted similar distributions
to those of Dominian—as far as the Balkans were concerned. In his
opinion, the resuiiiption of hostilities in this part of Europe in 1915
had been due to the pressing need for boundary revision in the light
of ethnographic distributions. He was prepared to see the Bulgarians
remain in possession of the part of Serbian Macedonia which they had
occupied. He advocated a line in Thrace, very favourable to their
claims, which would have included the Maritsa valley in Bulgaria. He
emphasized too the necessity for allowing Bulgaro-Macedonian
territory an outlet through Kavilla and Salonika. America, of course,
had not entered the war when Dominian made these observations.

1¢Albanach’ is still used to-day to refer to certain of the highlands of
Scotland.
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They were thus made by a citizen of a neutral state, and he was better
able, perhaps, to see the Bulgarian point of view. But, on the other
hand, he placed too much reliance on Brancov’s evidence in his final
summing up of the case for the Bulgarians in Macedonia.

ITaLian: A. DARDANO’S MAP OF 1916

Early in the war, L'Istituto Geografico de Agostini of Novara pre-
pared a number of ethnographic maps of Europe. They were first
published in Italy in 1916, and in 1917 a French version of the maps
appeared. The eastern European map in this series was representative
of the Italian view of ethnographic distributions in the Balkans. It
might be remembered that pre-war Italian maps had been compiled
by Amadori-Virgilj and Barbarich. A. Dardano prepared this map
and his ideas were often diametrically opposed to those of the Serbian
ethnographers, nor did he sce eye to eye with the Greeks on the
question of the presence of Greeks in Northern Ipiros (Fig. 5s0). He
was not so favourably inclined towards the Greek cause as Amadori-
Virgilj had been in 1908 (¢f. Fig. 39).

The Distributions

The ethnographic distributions on this Italian map showed quite
a close relationship to those on H. Kiepert’s map of 1877 (cf. Figs.
15 & 50). The distribution of the Turks, for example, was strongly
reminiscent of Kiepert’s map. But whereas more Greeks were shown
along the Aegean coast than had been indicated vy Kiepert, less were
indicated in the vital region of the coastal districts of Northern Ipiros.
Graeco-Italian relations were far from cordial at this time. The Allies
had, by the Secret Treaty of London in 1915, promised Vloné and its
hinterland to Italy. Italy had also been given concessions in the
Greek-speaking Dodecanese Islands. The Greeks, on the other hand,
had occupied most of Northern Ipiros and the Allies were seeking to
bring Greece into the war by the promise of even more of the southern
Albanian territory. Italy, however, was firmly entrenched in the
Albanian ports and was determined to prevent any further advance of
the Greek frontier along the coast.
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Dardano’s Slav distributions were rather interesting as Italy and
Serbia were at this time allied against Bulgaria ; yet the Italian view
favoured the Bulgarians with an ethnographic frontier along the Timok
and Morava rivers, extending as far west, in Macedonia, as Lakes Ohrid
and Kastorfa, thus including Skoplje and Bitolj in the Bulgarian
sphere. In the south, the Bulgarian boundary was set as far south as
Salonika, Sérrai and Xinthi. Only a very small part of northern
Macedonia was designated as Serb, including Tetovo and Kumanovo.
The Vlachs were depicted after J. Cviji¢, but the Albanians were
shown everywhere as solidly inhabiting territory which stretched
well beyond the boundaries offered to them in 1913. Thus Dardano
indicated them as a strong element in the population of southern
Montenegro as far north as Cetinje. He insisted that the whole of
Old Serbia west of a line, Novi Pazar-Mitrovica-Pristina, was
Albanian. Macedonia, north and west of Krufevo, Prilep and Veles,
was also depicted for the most part as Albanian. The fact that the
Serbians were Allies had not modified the Italian ideas in their
favour. In fact, Italian politicians hoped that the war would be the
means of consolidating Italian influence in Albania and they envisaged
a ‘ Greater Albania’ under Italian tutelage.

FreNcH MaAps

Vte. De la Jonquiere’s Map of 1914

Vte. D. la Jonquiere was one of the foremost French orientalists. In
1914 his L’Empire Ottoman was published and it remains a classical
work of reference on Turkey. It included an ethnographic map of
Turkey-in-Europe which would appear to have been based fairly
faithfully on H. Kiepert’s map of 1876. The only concession made to
the Serbian claims was in the Ni$-Lescovac area, where the population
was shown, not as pure Bulgarian as on Kiepert’s map, but as mixed
Serbo-Bulgarian. Thus the Serbian views of Macedonian ethnography
put forward twenty years earlier, and partly conceded by such scholars
as F. Meinhard and T. D. Florinski, were apparently rejected by one
of France’s premier authorities on Turkish affairs.
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Cte. A. D. Arlincourt's Map of 1914

Another authoritative French view, concerned more particularly
with the limits of Hellenism in the Balkans, emanated from the
ethnographer, A. D. Arlincourt. An ethnographic sketch-map of his
appeared in the periodical L’Ethnographie, in 1914. Arlincourt, after
discussing the contributions of René Pinon and Victor Berard, appraised
the population figures given by J. Cviji¢ for Macedonia (those of S.
Goptevié, V. Kindev, C. Nicolaides and K. Oestreich) and came to the
following conclusions : firstly, that the northern limit of Hellenism
might be drawn from Himaré, on the Adriatic, to Ayastafanos on the
Black sea, passing through Gjinokastér, Korcg, Bitolj, Sérrai, Drima
and Edirne (Fig. 80). North of this line lay the domain of
the Slavs, and south of it existed a basic mixture of Turks and Greeks
containing exclaves of Bulgarians. = Secondly, he maintained that
certain localities had a distinctive ethnic character. He distinguished, for
example, a purely Bulgarian district around Lake Ohrid and another
between Kastorfa and Flérina. There was, he asserted, no disputing
the Turkish and Bulgarian character of the peoples living immediately
north of Salonika, and the Pomaks of the Mesta valley were also a
distinctive group. So too were the Greeks of Melnik. Arlincourt
made no mention of any areas which might definitely be called Serb.

The Map cf the French Ministry of War, 1915

This map, compiled by the French Intelligence in 1915, illustrated
the French view of the distribution, more especially, of the Albanians.
It completely ignored J. Cviji¢’s claims for the Serbs in northern
Albania and OIld Serbia but accepted the Serbian conception of the
Macedo-Slavs. 1t also ignored C. Nicolaides’ claims for the Greeks in
southern Albania and went so far as to depict all Ipiros, as far as the
Pindhos, as Albanian (Fig. s1).

Typical of the impartial French attitude at the beginning of the war
was a series of articles published in La Revue Hebdomadaire for 1915.
They dealt with the views of the Greek, Bulgarian and Serbian schools
of thought, and incorporated maps by the Bulgarian, Ivanov, and by
the Italian, Amadori-Virgilj.



FRENCH MAPS

French Views in 1918

21§

By the end of the war, however, French views on the ethnography
of Macedonia had hardened in favour of Serbian interpretations and
the maps of both J. Cvijié and N. Zupanié received widespread

publicity. One of the best known of the
contemporary French geographers, L.
Gallois, supported Cviji¢’s ideasin an article
written for Les Annalesde Géographiein 1918.
Hedismissed the Bulgarian linguistic claims,
maintaining that it was going too far to
classify people by syntax and grammar. As
for ecclesiastical claims, nationality was not
to be confused with religion. In any case Ni§
had been part of the Exarchate, and yet the
inhabitants of that area had not protested at
their inclusion in Serbia in 1870. Itis rather
interesting to note that Gallois then pro-
ceeded to argue that from a ‘geographical’
pointof view Macedonia wasseparated from
Bulgaria by relief features of considerable
altitude. He protested that to install the Bul-
garians in the middle Vardar valley would
be a crime against nature, which would
cut off Serbia’s access to the Mediterranean.

A. Meillet, the French philologist, also
lent his support to the Serbian thesis in his
book, Les Langues dans L’ Europe Nouvelle,
published in 1918. Writing of the Serbian
and Bulgarian affinities of the Macedonian
dialect he wrote : * En réalité ces parlersn’
appartiennent en propre ni 2 'unni l'autre
des deux groupes qui se les disputent ; c’est

FRENCH.

MINISTRY OF WAR. 1915

Greeks
| Macedo-Slavs
Viachs

Turks

Fic. 51

In the original, the follow-
ing religious sub-divisions of
Albanians are shown: 1I.
Roman Catholics—in the
north-west ; 2. Mixed—
between Tirané and Shkodér;
3. Greek Orthodox—as
shown above by stipple ;
4. Moslems—in remaining
areas.

la politique qui décidera de I'avenir linguistique de la Macédoine.”
The use of the future tense here was significant.

Thus French thought on the ethnography of Macedonia inclined
more and more towards Cviji¢’s viewpoint as the war progressed. There
was a startling contrast between the maps being published in France
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in 1914 and those in 1918. Ethnographic thought in the British Isles
developed on a similar pattern and underwent a parallel revolution.

Britisu MAprs

A. J. Toynbee’s Sketch-map of 1915

A typical British view of Balkan ethnography at the beginning of
the war was that held by A. J. Toynbee, the historian. His Nationality
and the War contained a sketch-map of the Balkans, which incorporated
ethnographic distributions and a proposed revision of political bound-
aries. His distributions were reminiscent of H. Kiepert’s map of 1878.
He depicted Macedonia as, in the main, Bulgarian, with the exception
of the north-western districts of Tetovo and Gostivar which he marked
as Serb overlain with Albanian, and the extreme south-west and the
coastal districts which he indicated as Graeco-Turkish (see also Fig. 90).
He stated categorically :

There is no truth in the Serbian contention that the Slavonic
dialect spoken in Central Macedonia is a variety of “ South
Slavonic ” in the narrower sense. It is not even an intermediate
link between South-Slavonic and Bulgar. The two languages are
sharply differentiated from one another, and there can be no
ambiguity in the classification of the Macedonian patois under
one head or the other. Linguistically, the Macedonian Slavs
are as urmistakably Bulgars as the Slavs of Sofia or Plevna, and
the Bulgarian propaganda of the last twenty years has roused in
them a keen sense of national brotherhood with the speakers of
their tongue who live beyond the Bulgarian frontier.

M. I. Newbigin’s Map of 1915

Miss M. I. Newbigin, editor of The Scottish Geographical Magazine,
was one of the few British geographers to write about the Balkan
region. In her book The Geographical Aspects of Balkan Problems, 1915,
she discussed the distribution of the peoples of the peninsula. Amongst
her sources appeared J. Cviji¢’s map of 1913, H. N. Brailsford’s
Macedonia, S. P. Tulié’s The Slav Nations and articles from Questions
Diplomatiques et Coloniales. Her book included a small sketch-map of
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ethnographic distributions in which the Turks and the Greeks were
shown roughly according to Cviji¢’s map. All the Slavs, however,
were indicated in the same fashion—as ‘ South Slavs’—but this
group was sub-divided into Serbs and Bulgarians. Her comments on
their respective distributions were as follows :
In the Sanjak of Novi Pazar the people are partly Orthodox
Serbs, partly Moslem Serbs and partly Albanians. Farther south,
in what was once Old Serbia, but is now New Serbia, the per-
centage of Albanians greatly increases—of this there can be no
doubt. The region has been one of constant ethnographical change,
and while, according to one view, the Albanians have actually
pushed the Serbs back, according to another many of the
inhabitants are ‘“ Albanised Serbs,” i.e. Serbs in race who found
it an advantage under Turkish rule to become Albanians. There
is no doubt that in this region Serbia has difficulties before her in
the future. Still further south, i.e. beyond Uskub (Skoplje) we
come to a region which was recognised by Serbia in her secret
treaty with Bulgaria, of March, 1912, as falling into a Bulgarian
zone, but which is nevertheless now partly Serbian and partly
Greek, Bulgaria receiving in 1913 an insignificant part of what was
once Macedonia. Not unnaturally, Serbian authorities now
find that * Macedonian Slavs ” is a much more appropriate name
for these peoples than ‘‘ Bulgarians,” whilst the Greeks have
suggested that Bulgarian is not a race name at all but merely
means a “‘ countryman ” as contrasted with “town dweller ! ”’
The point, at least, is that from a short distance south of Uskub
to the northern shore of the Gulf of Salonika the land is chiefly
inhabited by persons, who have hitherto been attracted to
Bulgarian propaganda, with whom are mingled many Turks now,
as usual in such circumstances, tending to emigrate, and with not
a few Vlachs.

Miss Newbigin came to some conclusions which are perhaps
worth mention here. She pointed out that Albania had never existed
except on a scrap of paper and was hardly likely to survive the war,
and that Serbia’s outlet to the sea should be gratified at the expense
of Albania. Greece’s occupation of southern Albania could also be
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justified. Satisfaction granted to Serbia in northern Albania, and
to Greece in southern Albania, would encourage those states to
consent to territorial changes in Macedonia in favour of the Bulgarians.
Bulgaria’s situation called for control of the Struma and Maritsa and
she should have had Kavilla as her chief outlet to the south.

The Map of Nevill Forbes, 1915

A map incorporating similar distributions to those in the
maps of Toynbee and Miss Newbigin was included in a book on the
Balkans, written by Nevill Forbes and other well-known historians
and students of eastern Europe. The work was a symposium and
included short histories of Greece, Serbia and Bulgaria. The map was
only a simplified sketch but it serves to illustrate the opinion of the
time (Fig. 52). The views that Nevill Forbes himself expressed are
contained in the following extracts from his work :

It is the Slav population of Macedonia that has engendered
so much heat and caused so much blood to be spilt. The
dispute as to whether it is rather Serb or Bulgar has caused inter-
minable and most bitter controversy. The truth is that it *“ was ”
neither the one nor the other, but that, the ethnological and
linguistic missionaries of Bulgaria having been first in the field,
a majority of the Macedonian Slavs had been so long and so
persistently told that they were Bulgar, that after a few years the
Bulgars could, with some truth, claim that this fact wasso [ . . . |
If the question [of control of Macedonia] were to be settled purely
on ethnical considerations, Bulgaria would acquire the greater
part of the interior of Macedonia, the most numerous of the
dozen nationalities of which is Bulgarian in sentiment if not in
origin.

The depiction of Albanian territory in Forbes’ map was of
interest. The whole of the population living in the region between
the 1913 political boundary of Albania and the Morava valley was
indicated as a mixture of Albanians and Serbs. The population of
Northern Ipiros was composed, he believed, of © Albanian-speaking
Greeks.’

J. A. R. Marriott used Forbes’ map to illustrate his Eastern Question
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which was first published in 1917. In his preface, he warned his readers
not to accept the map as portraying anything but a *“ rough indication
of the distribution of races.”

In the light of the evidence afforded by the maps of A. J. Toynbee,
Miss Newbigin and N. Forbes, British ideas at the beginning of
the war appeared to be extremely conservative. The most these
scholars conceded to the Serbian thesis, was to acknowledge a small
portion of Macedonia, north of Skoplje, as Serb. The Slavs of
Macedonia were generally classed as Bulgarians.

The Map of A. J. B. Wace and M. S. Thompson, 1914

Of a more specific nature, insomuch as it dealt only with the distri-
bution of the Vlachs, was a map produced by two Englishmen—
A. J. B. Wace and M. S. Thompson—whose archaeological duties
had taken them to Greece on many occasions (Fig. 86). They culti-
vated an interest in the Vlachs, learned something of their language
and recorded impressions of their folklore, distribution and numbers,
and finally published their findings in 1914. They maintained that the
numbers and importance of the Vlachs in Albania, Greece and Bulgaria
had been sadly underestimated in the past, cven by G. Weigand.
Wace and Thompson extended Weigand’s distribution to show
considerable enclaves of Vlachs in the valleys of the upper Mesta and
upper Struma, the existence of which had been ignored hitherto except
on Romanian maps. Whereas Cviji¢ had estimated the number of
Vlachs to be not more than 200,000, Wace and Thompson put the
figure as high as 500,000. They stated : ““ Prevailing beliefs that the
numbers are less are due to the reluctance of the Vlachs, in the face of
the policy of the Greeks, to confess their nationality. Weigand’s
estimate of 373,520 was too moderate as it was based on a calculation
of five to a family. The Authors’ experience is that this is far too low.”

The work of Wace and Thompson stimulated interest in this minority
of whom so little was known in the British Isles—an interest which
increased when Romania became an ally.

The G.S.G.S. Map of 1916
After the Bulgarians had decided to give their allegiance to the
Central Powers, and the Jugoslav Committee had been operating for
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many months with success in London and in Paris, British opinion
on the ethnography of the Macedonian region began to undergo just
such a change as had characterized French opinion. The War Office
produced a map in 1916 which attempted to simplify ethnographic
distributions. On this map the distribution of Greeks was extremely
limited. The Graeco~Albanian frontier was made to correspond to the
1913 political boundary. The most noticeable feature of the map was
the depiction of the Macedo-Slavs in an area between Lake Ohrid, the
Struma valley, Kastoria and Skoplje (Fig. 84). The Morava valley
as far south as Kumanovo was marked as Serb. The distribution of
the Bulgarians was limited, because of recognition of the Macedo-Slavs,
to the region east of the Struma, but Sérrai and Drdma were shown as
Bulgarian. The Albanians were depicted in the Debar region as well

as in the Novi Pazar corridor. .

A. H. E. Taylor’s Opinion in 1917

Another well-known student of Balkan affairs, A. H. E. Taylor,
included in his book, The Future of the Southern Slavs, N. Zupanié’s
map of Jugoslav territory which had indicated all Jugoslav
Macedonia as Serb (see p. 201). He stated :

As for the ethnology of the Macedonian Slavs the best opinion
is that it is not unlike what we might expect from this previous
history [which dealt with Serb and Bulgarian Empires in
Macedonia]. The original Slavs must have veen of the same
general stock as their Serb neighbours and the original Slav inhabi-
tants of Bulgaria and that original stock has at different times
received an infiltration of Bulgarians. East of the middle Vardar
valley they may be described as Bulgarians and north of the line
Stip-Gostivar as Serbs, the remainder living in the Slav portions
of the former Vilayet of Monastir are neither pure Serb nor pure

Bulgar.

R. W. Seton-Watson’s Map of 1917
R. W. Seton-Watson’s publication, The Rise of Nationality in the
Balkans (1917), also contained an ethnographic map, one somewhat
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Note.
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unfortunately styled ‘ The Races of the Balkan Peninsula.’ Seton-
Watson was obviously using the term ‘ race’ to mean ‘ ethnic group”’
and not physical type. He had already published one ethnographic
map showing the distribution of the Serbs in 1911 (see p. 166). He
had then been of the opinion that most of the Macedonians were
Bulgarians. His new map was based on that of J. Cviji¢ but he some-
what modified Cviji¢’s distribution of Macedo-Slavs (Fig. 84). He
had therefore changed his views in favour of the Serbian thesis. For
example, he wrote in 1917 : * Peopled by a fluid population of Turks,
Albanians, Jews, Greeks, Bulgars, Serbs and Vlachs, Macedonia has
been the home of ceaseless and varied racial animosities, of rival racial
and ecclesiastical propaganda, each backed as the Christian states of
the Peninsula grew stronger, by its particular racial affinity beyond
the Turkish frontier.”

This picture of Macedonia as ‘ethnically neutral’ territory was
precisely the point of view which Cviji¢ had laboured so assiduously
to establish. The acceptance -of the concept of the Macedo-Slavs by
such an authority as Seton-Watson was, for the Serbians, a triumph
which helped to justify their political control over northern Macedonia.
About this time (1917) an interesting sketch-map appeared in the
March issue of The National Review, suggesting new political boundaries
for Europe on a national basis. It proposed to retain the 1913
boundaries in Macedonia and showed its inhabitants as Macedo-Slavs.
There was no question of boundary revision in Macedonia, such as
had been suggested in A. J. Toynbee’s map of 1915.

Edward Stanford’s Map of rgry

The growing adherence to the views of Cviji¢ began to reach its
height with the issue of Stanford’s A sketch map of the linguistic
areas of Europe in 1917 (Fig. 53). As far as the western Balkans were
concerned, the ecthnic distributions were almost entirely those of
Cvijié. The map was simplified. It ignored Vlach distributions
altogether and showed virtually no Albanians in Old Serbia. The
Macedo-Slavs were depicted as on the version of Cviji¢’s map which
had been published in 1913 (see p. 177).

Q
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The Daily Telegraph Maps of 1918

Under the auspices of The Daily Telegraph, a number of maps of
Europe were issued throughout the period of the war. In 1918 there
were two of these maps published—one a language map of eastern
Europe, the other a map of the ‘ races ’ of eastern Europe. Both were
compiled by Alexander Gross. As far as Macedonia was concerned the
two maps showed identical distributions. Race’was here again
being used to mean ‘ethnic group.” The maps were designed to
provide background information for the public, so that the coming
Peace Conference proceedings might be followed with understanding.
Gross’s distributions of Turks, Greeks and Albanians were based
entirely on those of Cvijié, but he made an interesting attempt to
reconcile Cviji¢’s conflicting Slav distributions. The Macedo-Slavs he
gave according to Cviji¢’s map of 1913, but such mixed Serbo-
Bulgarian districts as appeared on the map he took from Cviji¢’s

map of 1918 (Fig. s54).

The G.S.G.S. Map of 1918

The War Office issued another ethnographic map in 1918, showing
more details of distributions than had been portrayed on the 1916
map (Fig. 55). If the two maps are compared, considerable differences
in the various distributions emerge (Fig. 84). The influence of Cviji¢’s
map was once more apparent. All the detail in eastern Bulgaria and
Thrace had been t2ken from Cviji¢’s map, as had also the distribution
of Greeks and Turks in Macedonia. Cviji¢’s distribution of Macedo-
Slavs for 1913 was adopted but the northern limit of the group was
extended. The Serbs were excluded from the lower Crni Drim
valley around Debar. The distribution of the Vlachs showed differences
from Cviji¢’s map, no doubt due to Wace and Thompson’s findings.
The Albanian distributions had evidently been influenced by Italian
views, for Cviji¢’s claims for the Serbs in Old Serbia and northern
Albania were disallowed. Albanians were also marked around

Debar.

J. S. Barnes’ Map of 1918
A map dealing specifically with the distribution of the Albanians
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appeared in the April issue of The Geographical Journal for 1918 (Fig. 56).
Its author, Captain Barnes, had been engaged in intelligence work
in Albania and held a brief for the Albanians. He supplemented his
experiences by consulting the works of
A. Baldacci and E. Barbarich, and also
the articles of Bouchier, The Times
correspondent. He suggested that the
1913 boundary of Albania should be
considerably modified in favour of the
Albanians. He was adamant on the
Albanian nature of Old Serbia and the
Crni Drim valley below Debar ; also he
maintained that part of Montenegro was
overwhelmingly Albanian in character.
He agreed, however, that the boundary
between Greece and Albania, as fixed in
1913, was a just compromise from an
ethnic point of view. Finally he suggested Boundary according to
that an enlarged Albania should be Treaty of London 1913
constituted and placed under the care |[----- Suggested boundary
of Ialy (Fig. 56). Miss E. Durham, |BRITISH JSBARNES 1918
who might have been regarded, in 1918,
as the foremost British authority on Fic. 56. Skercu-mar or
Albania, agreed with Barnes’ remarks in . The o IALfAN“‘ )

‘ ) i e circles <. w the propor-
a discussion on his paper, and the then tion of Albanians, shaded,
President of The Royal Geographical ~to other nationalities in the

, . . . border towns.
Society, Sir Thomas Holdich, himself a
political geographer, expressed a hope that an Italian protectorate
might bring Albania peace.

There were thus two schools of British thought on the distributions
of the Albanians in 1918. One supported Cviji¢’s ideas and minimized
Albanian superiority in Old Serbia, northern Albania and the
Drin valley. The other supported what might be called the Italian
view—that the Albanians were the most numerous element in the
population of the territory which both Serbia and Greece hoped to
incorporate in their respective states on the conclusion of the war.




CHAPTER X

ETHNOGRAPHIC MAPS AND THE PEACE-MAKING
1919-1923

BuLcariaNn MaArs

THe five years following upon the end of the War of 1914-18
witnessed important changes in the political geography of eastern
Europe. Many traditional boundaries were scrapped and many new
ones created, and such was the expectant atmosphere engendered by
President Woodrow Wilson’s enunciation of the principle of * self-
determination,’ that the irredentist minorities of the whole of Europe
looked forward to the fulfilment of their desires for political indepen-
dence and territorial recognition. Not since 1878, when the Tsar of
Ruussia had formulated ethno-political boundaries for a Greater Bulgaria,
had the principle of drawing up political, to coincide with ethnographic
boundaries, ¢xcited so much attention. Nor was this sense of expec-
tancy confined to the minority populations in the Allied camp. It
animated the hopes also of those minorities to be found amongst
the defeated peoples.

The representatives at the Peace Conference in Paris of the five
Balkan nations, Bulgaria, Albania, Greece, Jugoslavia and Romania,
were all careful to lay stress on the * ethnic rights * of their respective
populations, when asking for rectifications of political boundaries in
Macedonia and the surrounding territories. But of all of them the
Bulgarians placed the greatest reliance on this argument, since as the
one-time ally of the Central Powers, they were desperately short of
other legitimate means of sustaining their claims for revision of
boundaries in their favour.

228
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Bulgarian Claims in 1919

The unofficial memorandum which the Bulgarians laid before the
delegates at the Peace Conference—they had not been asked to submit
one—pleaded Bulgaria’s historic rights in Macedonia and also her need
for an outlet to the Aegean, and emphasized the existence of a million
Bulgarians in the territory annexed by Greece and Serbia in 1913.
The evidence they put forward to-support their contentions seems to
have been assembled by J. Ivanov, to whom reference was made in
the last chapter. The French versions of two books written by Ivanov
and explicitly devoted to a statement of Bulgarian claims, were
published in Berne in 1919. Together they composed a symposium
in which were expressed all the pro-Bulgarian ideas which had been
in circulation since 1847. In addition to these books mentioned above, a
French translation of Ivanov’s book on Macedonia was prepared and
issued in 1920 (see p. 199).

All these works of Ivanov contained ethnographic maps of various
kinds. The view of the distribution of the Bulgarians which had been
expressed in ISirkov’s map of 1915 was reproduced, as also was Ivanov’s
ethnographic map of Macedonia, which had first appeared in 1917,
but with the addition of French place-names. The map purporting
to show the extent of the Bulgarian Exarchate between 1870 and 1912,
from Rizov’s atlas of 1917, was another of the maps to be found in
these books. In his choice of maps Ivanov remained constant to hlS
portrayal of Macedonia as Bulgarian territory.

Two novel maps utilized by Ivanov in his vindication of the
Bulgarian cause summarized in a striking manner the evidence of
certain older ethnographic maps bearing on the western and south-
western limits of Bulgarian territory in the Balkans (Fig. 57). One
map incorporated ideas held previous to 1878 ; on it were traced the
limits imposed by A. Boué, G. Lejean, the Misses Mackenzie and
Irby, and others who had shown the whole of the Ni§-Leskovac area
as well as Macedonia, to be within the Bulgarian sphere. The super-
imposition of these boundaries created an impressive composite
in favour of the Bulgarian claims. The other map treated ideas held
since 1878. The composite effect in this case excluded Ni§ and
Leskovac but still included most of Macedonia. In this instance,
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however, Ivanov’s choice of maps was not a genuine random selection,
for after 1878, as it has been amply demonstrated, ethnographers were
no longer unanimous about the Bulgarian character of Macedonia.

Ivanov’s summing up of the situation in 1919 was as follows :
The western limit of the Bulgarian nation in Macedonia was formed
by the Sar mountains and by the line of the mountains of Jablanica on
the western side of the Crni Drim valley. In the north-west the limit
had formerly been fixed by the valleys of the Timok and Morava
rivers, but since 1878 ‘serbization’ had occurred in these areas and the
boundary was no longer so definite as it had been. In the south the
boundary was an imaginary line drawn from the Grimmos mountains
to Salonika, thence to Sérrai and Drima. In the east, there were mixed
agglomerations of Turks, Greeks and Bulgarians and the frontier
of the Bulgarians was no longer clear-cut, but it touched the Aegean
at Pérto-Légo, Alexandrotpolis and Enez, and thence followed the
river Ergene. Finally it reached the Black sea at Midye.

The Rejection of Bulgarian Claims

But it was in vain that Ivanov produced his maps; nor did his
quotations, often out of context, from the works of L. Niederle, C.
Jire¢ek, V. Oblak, L. Lamouche and a host of other well-known
authorities on Balkan philology, history and ethnography, appear to
have had much effect on the views generally held by the delegates at
the Peace Conference. H. W. V. Temperley, for example, noted’
concerning the Bulgarian claims that, “in no area was the racial
predominance (of the Bulgarians) clear cut and free from arguable
uncertainties.”  Yet it is noteworthy that in the Allied reply to the
Bulgarian memorandum the Bulgarian claims were traversed with the
single exception of their claim in Macedonia, and the reply ended
with the significant remark that “if all the questions raised by the
Bulgarian Delegation had not been answered it was because, after
studying them, the Allied Powers had not deemed it possible to
accede to the requests made.”!

There was a number of reasons why Bulgarian claims in Macedonia
were ignored, or deliberately overlooked, at this time. First, the

1 History of Peace Conference of Paris, vol. II (p. 450).
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Bulgarian army had disintegrated and the Serbians and Greeks had re-
occupied the territory they had seized in 1913. Their armies could
only have been removed by force. Second, in the atmosphere pre-
vailing in 1919 the Allies could not have ignored the guilt
incurred by a defeated power which had broken the line of communica-
tion between Russia and the Allies and had prolonged the war by
linking Turkey and Germany. It was impossible for the Allies to have
accepted the explanation that Bulgaria had entered the war to right
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(Leipzig, 1941).

the wrongs perpetrated against her by Serbia in 1913, and thus to have
regarded Bulgarian relations with the Central Powers as incidental.
(The Bulgarians had undoubtedly concentrated their war effort on the
conquest and occupation of Macedonia and the Morava valley, even
at times to the detriment of the other fronts of the Central Powers ;
indeed, there were indications that the Central Powers had been unable
to receive much help from Bulgaria, apart from that indirectly achieved
by the occupation by Bulgarian troops of the vital Macedonian theatre).
Third, the Allies wished to conserve the Jugoslav and Greek hold
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on the Vardar-Morava route from Central Europe to the Aegean.
In the command of this strategic highway lay the key to the political
control of the whole of the Balkan peninsula. Fourth, in 1919, eastern
Macedonia together with Dhitiki Thraki (Western Thrace) had to
accrue to Greece in order to give that country access to Turkish
Thrace and Anatolia. The vision of a friendly, strong Jugoslav
state dominating the Balkan passes, and of a rejuvenated Greek Empire
in the eastern Mediterranean guarding the exit from the Black sea,
appears to have been far brighter in the minds of influential delegates
at the Peace Conference, than any of the colours on ethnographic maps
produced by Ivanov and his contemporaries. ~ Fifth, President Wilson
himself made it clear, during the course of the Peace Conference,
that his principle of self-determination” applied only to the territory
of the defeated powers and that it was not the business of the Peace
Conference to ‘ inquire into ancient wrongs.”

Nevertheless the delegates of the Allied Powers did consider the
possibility of creating an autonomous Macedonia. The Italian dele-
gate put forward an elaborate scheme for an independent state
similar in extent to that defined by I.M.R.O., the limits of which
were to be settled by the Powers themselves (¢f. Fig. s8).

The British and French delegates opposed the proposition on the
grounds that it impugned Jugoslav sovereignty and that the creation
of an autonomous Macedonia would, in any case, ouly provide
fresh grounds for intrigue and thus increase rather than reduce political
instability in the Balkans.? From the discussions which took place, it
appears that the possibility was strong in the minds of the British
and French delegates that an independent Macedonia would inevitably
gravitate towards Bulgaria.

The Final Settlement

The final settlement in Macedonia modified the Serbo-Bulgarian
boundary in favour not of Bulgaria but of Jugoslavia (Fig. 59). The
Jugoslav memorandum of 1919, which had born every trace of the pen
of J. Cviji¢, had claimed a strip of Bulgarian territory, on ethnic and

1H. W. V. Temperley, op. cit., (p. 433).
2 M. Lorkovié, Das Recht der Makcdonwr auf Minderheitensschutz (Berlin, 1934).
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strategic grounds. These claims were indeed only partially satisfied,
but even so the result was a transfer to Jugoslavia of the passes of
Bosiligrad and of the Strumica salient. Only on such maps as that of
Gopcevi¢, 1889, and on that of Cvijié of 1918 had these areas been
shown as Serb or Macedo-Slav.

In addition to the material changes of boundary effected under
the terms of the Treaty of Neuilly, there were other aspects of the
settlement that deserve mention here. No minority rights were
conceded to the Slavs of Macedonia under the terms of the Treaty,
nor even to the few thousand Bulgarians living in the newly trans-
ferred territory. Since the Macedo-Slavs had been incorporated into
Serbia in 1913 their cultural status was not considered at the Con-
ference. ' This fact, together with the idea which had gained currency
in the west in the latter part of the war, that the Macedo-Slavs were
in any case not Bulgarians, stiffened the Serbians in their resolve to
absorb these Slavs into their own Serbo-Croat group. Ulti-
mately the Slavs of Serbian Macedonia were denied any freedom of
self-expression, and for all practical purposes were held to be Serbians in
culture and in national outlook.

ALBANIAN Maprs

The Albanian state had been created by international action in
1913, but during the years of war which followed its existence had
been academic rather than real. No central Albanian government had
ever contrived to exist and although boundaries had been drawn on
the map, they had been fixed only partially on the ground. The
outbreak of war in 1914 witnessed the occupation of Ipiros by the
Greceks, of northern Albania by the Austro-Hungarian forces, and of
Vloné by the Italians. The status of Albania was obscured still further
in 1915 by the provisions of the Secret Treaty of London, whereby the
Allied Powers agreed to a virtual partition of the state between
Jugoslavia, Italy and Greece, thus vitiating the international agreement
of 1913. Nor did subsequent events clarify the situation. In 1917,
for example, Italy declared Albania to be under her protection and the
French, then in Korcé, proclaimed an independent republic there.
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Towards the end of the war the Albanians themselves had taken
a hand in their own affairs. Fighting broke out in the north between
Albanians and Serbians. In the south, Albanian guerilla action event-
ually forced the Italians to withdraw their  protection,” and the
Albanians also succeeded in re-occupying northern Ipiros as the French
forces withdrew. Under the stimulus of war and occupation, a central
provisional Albanian Government was established which, for the
first time, spoke with some authority for the whole of Albania. Due
to its existence, Albania received semi-official recognition at the
Peace Conference.

The Albanian Claims in 1919

The Provisional Albanian Government, in 1919, presented a mem-
orandum to the Allied Powers in which were proclaimed not only the
right of Albania to the boundaries laid down in 1913, but also the
right to expand beyond those boundaries into so-called Albanian
territory in Old Serbia, Montenegro, Macedonia and Ipiros. The
memorandum put forward proposals for a new boundary based on
ethnic limits. A map showing the proposed boundary has been
published in A History of the Peace Conference of Paris (Fig. 60).1 It
included Bar, Podgarica, Pe¢ and Pristina in the north and extended
within ten miles of Skoplje in the east. The towns of Gostivar, Debar
and Ohrid were also included, and in the south much of the
coast of Ipiros.

In support of these claims, the powerful and wealthy colony of
Albanians in Turkey also produced a detailed ethnographic map of
Albanian territory, which was published in Paris in 1920. This was the
first map which the Albanians had compiled for themselves. Albanian
territory on this map exceeded that claimed by the Provisional Albanian
Govenment, for it included Mitrovica in the north, Skoplje in the
east and the whole of ‘ Tchamuria’ in the south (Fig. 61). This
distribution was reminiscent of those on earlier nineteenth-century
maps—for example that of G. Lejean on which the Albanians were
shown to inhabit the whole of Ipiros and Old Serbia.

1See also, E. P. Stichey, Southern. Albania or Northern Epirus in European
International Affairs, 1912-23 (Standford, Ca., 1926).
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It might be recalled that in H. Kiepert’s maps of 1876 and 1878,
the view had been expressed that much of what had passed for Albanian
in southern Ipiros was really Greek territory. G. Weigand had agreed
with this conclusion in his map of 1895. On the other hand, Kiepert
had increased Albanian territory
in western Macedonia and Old
Serbia ; the Austrian, K. Sax, in
1877, and subsequently Italian
ethnographers, had concurred with
this interpretation. Only in the
Serbian maps, more particularly
those of S. Gopéevié and J. Cviji¢,
had Kiepert’s conclusions about
Albanians in Old Serbia been ) -
refuted. British and French maps,
appearing in the carly part of the
war, had at first favoured the idea
that the Albanians formed the gos0ee
predominant element in both s
Northern Ipiros and in Old Serbia.
The map issued by the French
Ministry of War, in 1915, was
typical of ideas then held (Fig. s1). | *°>*>  Boundaries beforz 1913
As the war had proceeded, how- | New boundaries of (913

Boundary line (ethnographical basis)

ever, Allied opinion had become proposed by Provisional Albanian
Government 919,

50O miles

more and more susceptible -to
Greek and Serbian influences, the |BRITISH HW.TEMPERLEY 1924
more so, as a partition of FiG. 60

Albanian territory would have

solved many of the problems facing the Allies during the war
and during the peace-making. Indeed, even after the Joint Franco-
British-American Memorandum of December, 1919, in which the
northern and eastern Albanian boundaries of 1913 were recognized and
the Albanian claim to Gjinokastér conceded, Clemenceau and Lloyd
George continued to agitate for part of north Albania to be made
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into an autonomous province under Jugoslavia, and for Korcé and
Gjinokastér to go to Greece.

The Settlement in Northern Albania

A proposal for new Albanian boundaries had been expressed by
J- S. Barnes in 1918 (see p. 227). This had been an indication that
informed opinion considered the boundaries of 1913 unsuitable. The
boundary of 1913 with Jugoslavia had been the result of a compromise
between the Serbian desire to control the coast and the Italo-Austrian
desire to prevent such a contingency. It ran through ‘impossible ~
country : Prizren, Debar and other big towns on the Serbian side
were seriously exposed to Albanian tribal raids. Added to this danger
was the possibility of unrest amongst the Albanian tribesmen in
Serbian territory. The Jugoslavs themselves were eager to extend
their control over the whole of northern Albania, and they made
clear this aim in the memorandum they presented to the Peace
Conference in 1919. Clemenceau and Lloyd George were inclined to
compensate Jugoslavia for the loss of Trieste, but President Wilson
himself insisted on the maintenance of the Albanian northern and
eastern boundaries of 1913. The problem was not settled at the Con-
ference and the Jugoslavs never managed to gain more than minor
modifications on the line of 1913, nor, in the face of Jugoslav opposi-
tion, did the Albanian request for a boundary to include Old Serbia
ever receive serious consideration at the Peace Conference.

The Settlement in Southern Albania

The problem in the south was equally as acute as that in the north.
The occupation of part of southern Albania by the Greeks in 1014
had made possible the administration of the territory acquired by
Greece in Ipiros in 1913. So difficult are the passes over the Pindhos
and associated ranges, that communications by land between Ipiros and
Macedonia may only be successfully maintained through Korcé,
which had fallen on the Albanian side of the boundary in 1913.
The Greeks, therefore, wished to retain this town, manifestly Albanian
even according to the views expressed by ethnographers sympathetic
to the Greek claims. They were also eager to incorporate the
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Gjinokastér district into Greece. Gjinokastér in addition to being an
important centre commanding the route from Vloné to Io4nnina,
was alleged to be pro-Greek in sentiment. Moreover, its incorporation
into Greece would have shortened the tortuous Albano-Greek bound-
ary and given Greece complete control of the Straits of Corfu (see
also Fig. 46).

Thus the Greeks were able to
offset any claims which the
Albanians made on Southern Ipiros
by counter-claims on Northern
Ipiros. It has been pointed out in
the last chapter, that ethnographic
ideas in vogue in the west towards
the end of the war tended to
support Greek rather than Alban-
ian claims, but that the Albanians
were not without support even
in Britain. The conflicting claims
were so difficult to assess that the
Peace Conference delegated its
authority to a special commission,
the members of which were 7
instructed to seek further evidence owmee | REAL
and finally to decide on the  [ALBANIAN COLONY 920
course of the Albano-Greek bound-

rOA W -]

ary. The issue remained in doubt Fic. 61

for some years and the modifications The references in the key

of the boundary finally agreed are as follows: 1.Serbs:
ted to little more than 2 ians; 3. Viachs ;

up(?n‘amoun € o‘ ¢ more ) 4. Greeks ; 5. Bulgarians;

variations on the line suggested in 6. Turks.

1913.

Conclusion

The Albanian state thus emerged from the Peace Conference and the
subsequent negotiations with substantally the same boundaries as
those framed in 1913. The two biggest changes were first, the
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reduction in favour of Jugoslavia of the Albanian salient south of
Prizren and second, the rectification in favour of Albania of the
boundary in the neck of land between Lakes Ohrid and Prespa (Fig.
59). That the Albanian boundary did not coincide with the limits of
the Albanians and that it was highly disruptive of the natural economy
of the whole of the western Balkans can hardly be disputed. The
final boundaries bore relation neither to ethnography nor to economy
for the simple reason that they were the result of a number of forces,
each of which was exerting its influence in a different direction. The
solution was different from anything desired by the interested parties
and gave satisfaction to no one. And so the boundary remained, a
distasteful compromise until the equilibrium of forces was once more
upset in 1940.

GREEK MAPS

Although the Greeks had taken possession of southern Macedonia
in 1913, their hold on that territory was never secure during the war.
This insecurity was due first, to the threat of Bulgarian aggression
and second, to the possibility of the re-adjustment of the Serbo-
Greek boundary in favour of Serbia. Control of the whole Macedo-
Slay sphere would have given the Serbs an outlet to the Aegean. The
entry of Greece into the Allied bloc in 1917 had put an end to the latter
possibility, but the Greeks felt constrained to restate their rights in
Greek Macedonia in the face of the claims made by the Serbians,
Bulgarians and . Albanians when the peace was being made. They
were anxious also to support their own claims on the neighbouring
territories of Thrace and northern Ipiros.

An Official Map of Ipiros

An original map showing ethnographic distributions in Ipiros was
published in 1919 by a department of the Greek War Office. The
main criterion on which its distributions were based appears to have
been religion. Language was virtually disregarded. On this map,
therefore, much of southern Albania including the district of Gjini-
kastér was shown by symbols as Greek territory (Fig. 46). Greek



GREEK MAPS 241

territory exceeded that shown on the earlier pro-Greek maps of
G. Weigand and H. Kiepert and was, of course, totally at variance
with that attributed to the Greeks by the Albanians themselves.

V. Colocotronis’'s Book on Macedonia, 1919

The Greek hold on Macedonian territory was justified by the work
of V. Colocotronis published in 1919. He vindicated Hellenism in
Macedonia by reference to both history and ethnography. Although
he included no original ethnographic map in his book he reproduced
those of E. Stanford (1877), H. Kiepert (Carte Ethnocratique, 1878),
F. Bianconi (1877) and G. Amadori-Virgilj (1908), all pro-Greek
maps. In declaring that many ethnograghic maps of a kind unfavour-
able to the Greek cause in Macedonia were prejudiced, he asserted
the maps of G. Lejean, M. F. Mirkovi¢, the Misses G. M. Mackenzie
and A. P. Irby, and J. Erben to have been biased in favour of Bulgaria
because of the sympathy felt by their authors for the members of the
Exarchate.

The principal arguments put forward by Colocotronis were of an
historical nature and only a small part of the book was devoted to
ethnography. Many of his maps, designed to stress the historical
role of the Greeks in Macedonia, were facsimile reproductions from
classical atlases. The theme of his book was the traditional and spiritual
leadership of the Greeks to whom looked for guidance “ les popula-
tions slavophones, qui, en outre, ont conservé une conscience
nationale purement gréc.”

Dhitiki Thraki (Western Thrace)

The Greek interpretation of the ethnography of the lands adjoining
the Aegean undoubtedly exerted a strong influence on the terms of
the Treaty of Neuilly, under which Greece received Dhitiki Thraki
from Bulgaria (Fig. 59). The transfer of this coastal territory was
of considerable significance for the future political geography
of the peninsula. This strip of territory served the dual purpose of
linking Greek Macedonia with Turkish Thrace, and of providing
Bulgaria with an outlet to the Aegean. The change of boundary
therefore had the following consequences : first, it isolated Bulgaria

R
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from the Aegean and on that account gave further cause for resentment ;
second, it burdened Greece with a much extended boundary on the
mainland and one most difficult to defend ; third, it increased the
polyglot population in the northern provinces of Greece ; fourth,
it provided Greece with a land corridor to Turkish Thrace and beyond,
and thereby encouraged Greek designs on Constantinople and Anatolia.

In 1922, all hope of a new Greeck empire based on Thrace and
Anatolia had to be abandoned consequent upon the Smyrna disaster.
But Greece contrived to retain Dhitiki Thriki, in spite of the fact that
the circumstances under which it had passed to Greek control had
materially changed, and retention of the region could at the best be
only a strain on the small Greek state, and a constant source of friction
with Bulgaria.

RoMANIAN Maps

On every occasion when changes of boundary in the Balkans had
been imminent, Romanian interest in the fate of the Romanian-
speaking peoples of Macedonia had revived and maps depicting the
Romanian view of their ethnographic distribution had been produced.
The year 1919 was no exception to the rulc and A. D. Atanasiu, a
Romanian professor, compiled two maps which cmphasized the
importance of the Romanian minorities, in the Timok area and in
Macedonia respectively. The relationship of the Vlachs of Macedonia
to their Romanian cousins north of the Danube has been touched upon
in previous chapters. The Romanians of the Timok area were, of
course, much closer in language and were to be regarded merely as an
outlier of the main body. Those in Macedonia were, however, far
removed from the Danube, and only very loosely connected with
the Romanians proper. During the latter part of the nineteenth
century, the Romanians had provided schools and churches for their
‘ Macedonian cousins * and had otherwise subjected them to political
propaganda designed to stress the relationship between the Vlachs and
themselves, but any possibility of the extension of the Romanian
political boundaries into Macedonia had been precluded by the scattered
nature of Vlach settlement. There may have been considerable truth
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in the theory propounded by L. Niederle and G. Weigand, and
reiterated by Romanian professors, that the whole of the Ni-
Leskovac area had once contained a large Latin-speaking element
in the population, but many centuries had elapsed since this condition
had existed, and the Macedo-Romanians in the interim had become
well isolated from the main body (see p. 156).

A. D. Atanasiv’s Map of 1919

A. D. Atanasiu’s map was published in Paris in 1919. It was des-
cribed as an ethnographic map of the Macedo-Romanians or Kutzo-
Vlachs, but it also showed interesting distributions of Turks, Greeks,
Serbs, Bulgarians and Albanians (Fig. 62). The map was based,
according to Atanasiu, on the work of J. Lejean, H. Kiepert and G.
Weigand and on the work of the Romanians, C. No¢, L. T. Boga
and D. Abeleanu.

Atanasiu credited the Turks with extensive territory in the Alidkmon
valley, in central Macedonia, in the Vardar valley and in eastern
Macedonia. To the Greeks he gave a very limited distribution,
confining them to the coast in the east and to the line of the Alifkmon
valley and the Pindhos in the south. He represented Ipiros as being
Greek only in the south, between Iodnnina and the Gulf of Arta.
The Serbs, he practically excluded from Macedonia altogether except
for an exclave around Skoplje ; indeed, he chowed uiem only as a
minority in Old Serbia. He depicted the Slavs of Macedonia as
Bulgarians, this in spite of the fact that Bulgaria and Romania had
fought as enemies in the war, and that they had a quarrel of long
standing over the southern Dobrudja. He marked the Bulgarian
Moslems or Pomaks, however, as Turks. The Vlachs, he portrayed as
occupying a number of large enclaves in Macedonia and the surround-
ing territory. The particularly big enclave in the Pindhos region, he
suggested should be the nucleus of an independent Vlach state, and he
marked on his map the limits of claims put forward by the Kutzo-
Vlachs concerning the extent of ‘ Pindus,” the proposed independent
state. A very large part of western Macedonia, Old Serbia and Ipiros,
he portrayed as Albanian territory.

All these distributions were radically different from those appearing
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on Serbian and Greek maps, and they differed in a large degree also
from those on Bulgarian maps. These differences stress once again that
kaleidoscopic property of ethnographic distributions of changing in char-
acter and size when viewed from different angles. Although Atanasiu’s
map was supposed to have been based upon that of G. Lejean, G.
Weigand and H. Kiepert, a comparison of the distribution of the
Vlachs, on these three maps with that on Atanasiu’s map reveals
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In the original, numerous references are made to towns which contained a
Vlach element in their populations.

considerable differences. Nor did his map agree with the opinions
recorded by A. J. B. Wace, G. Weigand, and other authorities on the
distribution of the Vlachs. In fact, it is necessary to refer back to
F. O’Etzel’s map of 1821 to find a cartographer, other than Romanian,
so favourably disposed to the importance of the Vlach community
in this region (Fig. 86).

The suggestion put forward by Atanasiu, that the Pindhos area
should be made into an independent state, was an indication of the
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length to which Balkan politicians were prepared to stretch the
principle of ‘self-determination.” It must be remembered that
Romania,. as one of the Allied and Associated Powers, received
enormous transfers of territory partly as a result of the application of
this principle. However, these transfers were made at the expense
of defeated powers. Romanian minorities in Greek and Serbian
Macedonia, since their fate had been determined in 1913, were not
entitled to consideration at the Peace Conference, nor, for the same
reason, were Macedo-Vlachs entitled to any special treatment as
minorities. Even if the estimates of their territory submitted by the
Romanians were accepted, there could have been no question of
political independence, apart from that to be gained within the frame-
work of the states of Jugoslavia and Greece. But as it happened, the
refusal of the Allied Powers to consider a settlement of the Macedonian
problem in its historical perspective deprived the Vlachs of such
protection as they might have received as a legitimate minority, and
without which their communities within Greece and Jugoslavia found
it increasingly difficult in subsequent years to maintain their cultural
identity.

BriTisH MAps AND AMERICAN Maps

E. Stanford’s Map of 1919

The firm of Edward Stanford produced a Peace Conference Atlas in
1919, which contained a map of Jugoslavia showing the distribution of
Serb speech. Its limits were given in the south as an imaginary line
Joining the towns of Ohrid, Krufevo, Prilep and Strumica, and thus
much of Macedonia denoted as Macedo-Slav on J. Cviji€’s map was
marked as Serb on this map (Fig. 81).

H. W. V. Temperley’s Map

H. W. V. Temperley’s work on the Peace Conference of Paris did
not include a map specifically covering Macedonian ethnography.
According to the preface, L. Dominian, the American geographer,
contributed some valuable advice on the ethnographic side. In the
chapter on the New Bulgaria in volume IV there was a map showing
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ethnographic distributions within the new boundaries. The distributions
were not those of Dominian, however, but those of Cviji¢. They
may have been taken from the British G.S.G.S. map of 1918.

A Map in the Times Atlas, 1920

British opinion in 1919, therefore, was still largely influenced by
Serbian maps but not exclusively so. In the edition of 1920 of The
Times Atlas, for example, there was an cthnographic map of the
Balkans, based on G. Gerland’s map, which had appeared in Berghaus’s
atlas in 1892. This map portrayed the Serbs only as a small enclave
in northern Macedonia, and the Bulgarians as the predominant Slav
group in the central and south-western districts. It also favoured the
Greeks in northern Ipiros, to the disadvantage of the Albanians, but
the latter were given a distribution in the east which stretched well
beyond the Drin river, into Macedonia and Old Serbia.

The Views Expressed in the Admiralty Handbook of 1921

The British Naval Intelligence Division had engaged during the
war in the production of a number of Geographical Handbooks.
Although Macedonia was not a political unit, it was regarded as such
for the purpose of this series, and a whole Handbook was devoted
exclusively to its treatment. That the Director of Naval Intelligence
considered Macedonia worthy of individual treatment was in itself a
significant fact. From this decision it might be inferred that the
political future of this territory was doubtful at the time when the
Handbook was undertaken, and that its unique character warranted
treatment apart from the political units of Greece, Serbia and
Bulgaria.

The Handbook on Macedonia referred the reader to the G.S.G.S.
map of 1918 for the details of Macedonian ethnography, but its authors
expressed themselves thus on the Macedonian Slav controversy : *“ For
ethnological purposes it is generally agreed that racially the Macedonian
is somewhat distinct from both Serb and Bulgar. For political purposes
it is agreed that the index of nationality is the inclination of the people
and that this is mainly Bulgarian.” The distinction made here between
ethnological and national group is far from clear. The authors then
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stated : “ The language of the Macedonian Slavs has affinity both to
Serb and Bulgarian : the distinguishing characteristic of the latter, the
use of the definite article at the termination of the noun, prevails in
Macedonia.” Something about the inclination of the Slavs may be
gathered from the report that “ the French forces on the Crna River,
relying on Serbian maps, were surprised to find the villagers eager to
help the Bulgarian invaders.” These statements cannot be regarded
as pro-Bulgarian but they do indicate that in the opinion of the
authors of the book on Macedonia, the term Macedo-Slav was but a
thinly disguised connotation for Bulgarian.

H. A. Gibbons’ Map of 1921

There were also maps published in Britain which favoured the
Greck cause. A symposium on Venizelos, the Greek statesman, to
which H. A. Gibbons, the historian, and other writers contributed,
was published in 1921. It contained an ethnographic map based on that
of G. Amadori-Virgilj. H. A. Gibbons had already written on the
Armenian question and on the problem of nationalities in the Near
East. He supported the aspirations of the Greek expansionists—a
political reunion of all the Greeks in Thrace and Asia Minor. It
might be remembered that religion had been used as a criterion of
nationality by Amadori-Virgilj and he had taken care to indicate
this on his map. On Gibbons’ map, however, all Slavs of the Greek
Orthodox religion were described as Greeks, Albanians of Moslem faith
as Turks, Pomaks as Turks, etc. The resultant ethnographic pattern
was distinctly favourable to the Greeks. No better map could have
been chosen to sustain the policy then being pursued by the Greeks
in Thrace and Asia Minor.

Facsimile Reproductions by Saxon Mills, etc., 1919

Another British publication favoured the Greeks by utilizing
ethnographic maps based not on religion but on language. The
maps, those of Boué, Lejean, etc., were facsimiles drawn directly from
Rizov’s Atlas and incorporated into The Question of Thrace by Saxon
Mills and M. G. Crussachi. These maps, it might be remembered,
has shown considerable Greek territory in Thrace. Because they had
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shown Bulgarians in Macedonia, they had been condemned by V.
Colocotronis as unreliable, but this did not prevent their being used by
Saxon Mills and Crussachi to bolster Greek claims in Thrace.

An American View, 1919

In the United States, the ethnographic problems of Europe were
summarized in map-form in a publication of The National Geographic
Society in 1919. Because of the scale adopted, distributions were not
given in detail, but generally, Greek Macedonia was depicted as
mixed Graeco-Bulgarian, Jugoslav Macedonia as mostly Bulgarian,
Old Serbia as Albanian, and Northern Ipiros as Greek.

GERMAN AND AUSTRIAN MAPS

H. Herzberg’s Map of 1919

Under the editorship of Hermann Haacke a number of maps were
published during and-immediately after the war in the Physikalische
Wandatlas series used for teaching in German schools and universities.
One of these maps, an ethnographic map of Europe, compiled by H.
Herzberg, appeared in 1919. German geographers had had the
opportunity of studying the ethnic situation in Macedonia during the
war, because Germany had been in partial occupation of the territory.!
At the same time, German interest in, and sympathy with, Bulgarian
expansion, might be expected to be reflected in their ethnographic
maps. Hcrzberg’s map, since it was designed as a wall map, was
simplified, but the ideas he held concerning broad distributions are
worth noting. There was nothing extraordinary about his Turkish
distribution, except perhaps the tendency to minimize its importance
in eastern Thrace. Greek territory, he showed as restricted to the coast
in eastern Macedonia and as bounded by the Alidkmon river in the
south-west, but he did favour the Greeks with considerable territory
in Ipiros. He regarded the Bulgarians to be the most important Slav
group in Macedonia. All that area marked on Cviji¢’s map of 1918 as
Macedo-Slav, he marked as Bulgarian. He did make concessions,
however, to the Serbs in the north, crediting them with territory

1 This research had been directed by G. Weigand (see Appendix A).
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in the Drin valley of northern Albania, and with the Skoplje region.
This distribution was very similar to but not so extensive as that
given by Cviji¢ himself. Herzberg followed Weigand’s ideas on the
distribution of the Vlachs. He did not indicate such a widespread
distribution of Albanians, as did Bulgarian and Italian sources.

J. I Kettler’s Map of 1919

Perhaps the most interesting German map appearing in 1919, was
one in the series produced by Karl Fleming. His well-known geo-
graphical institute commenced to prepare ethnographic maps of
Europe and Asia during the war, and it produced, amongst others, an
ethnographic map of the Balkan peninsula accompanied by a statis-
tical abstract dealing with the population. It was compiled by
J. L. Kettler, who appears to have specialized in this branch of carto-
graphy. He approached the problem of distributions historically
but used mainly German sources for his information. It would be
difficult to say how far personal observation influenced his opinions.

His distribution of the Turks was detailed and contrasted greatly
in the region of eastern Thrace with that of Herzberg. The Greeks
fared ill. He depicted them as a minority in Thrace, and as occupying
only small stretches of coast in eastern Macedonia. In the north-west
he confined Greek territory to a zone south of the Alidkmon valley,
and showed only a mixed Greek population on the western side of the
Pindhos. He was very liberal with his Bulgarian dispositions. Not
only did he allow them to be the predominant group in the Ni3-
Leskovac area but he also showed all the Slavs of Macedonia as
Bulgarian, and represented them strongly in Dhitiki Thriki. The
Serbs he excluded from Macedonia altogether and showed them as
forming exclaves only amongst the population of Old Serbia. The
Vlachs he depicted after G. Weigand. The Albanians he credited
with considerable territory beyond the boundaries laid down in 1913.
On few modern maps had so much Albanian territory been shown.
He extended it well into Montenegro, and to Novi Pazar, Mitrovica,
Vranje, Kumanova and Skoplje in Serbia. Northern Ipiros was
shown as Albanian and Southern Ipiros as partially Albanian.
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MAPS OF THE INTER-WAR YEARS, 1924-1938

By 1924, most of the post-war boundary changes had been effected
and the mass-movement of population which took place as a result of
the War of 1914-18 and of the Graeco-Turkish War had subsided.
The year 1939 marked the beginning of a new phase in the Eastern
Question with the opening of the War of 1939-45. The years between
had their quota of ethnographic maps. They varied in character and
significance. Some of them were retrospective. In others an attempt
was made to produce new maps based on the official censuses of
population taken by Greece and Jugoslavia, and to incorporate modi-
fications in distributions arising out of the profound effect of war and

post-war migrations.

L. ScHULTZE-JENA'S MaP, 1927

A most useful account of the geography of Macedonia was published
in Jena in 1927, written by a German geographer, L. Schultze-Jena.
He limited his study to Macedonia proper (Fig. 2). He was primarily
concerned with the evolution of Macedonian landscape and with the
classification of settlement patterns, but his book also included references
to Macedonian ethnography. Schultze-Jena’s bibliography made
mention of A. Boué, J. Cvijié, K. Oestreich, O. Maull, G. Weigand,
J- Ivanov and E. Stanford amongst other authorities, so that he was
well aware of the many diverse points of view existing on ethnographic
distributions in his region. Although the boek contained no complete

250
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ethnographic map, it included a map of the ethnic affinities of
villages and towns in the upper and middle valley of the Vardar,
during the last days of Turkish rule (Fig. 63). No source was acknow-
ledged on the map but it appears to be based on the Bulgarian survey
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of 1901 (see p. 131). On Schultze-Jena’s map the affinity of each
village was indicated by a symbol. This method enabled the inter-
mixture of Turks, Slavs and Albanians to be appreciated at a glance.

The Turks, according to the map, were well established in the
Stip-Veles corridor. Pomaks were separately identified. The Slavs
were represented as Bulgarians, only a few Serb villages being
marked to the north of Skoplje ; in the region of Bogumil, however,
there was a group of ‘serbized ’ villages which had formerly been
Bulgarian. North and south of Skoplje, Albanian villages predomi-
nated, together with a number of a mixed character.

Miss M. M. HasLuck’s MAP OF 1930

A map of a type rather similar to that of L. Schulze-Jena was
used by Miss M. M. Hasluck to illustrate the ethnography of South-
West Macedonia as it was in 1923 (Fig. 64). She was interested in
the ethnographic distributions from a purely anthropological point of
view. One of the Karl Pearson school of Cambridge biometricians,
she had spent some time compiling mass-measurements of Macedonian
population in an effort to establish biometrical differences between
Turks, Greeks, Vlachs and Slavs. She remarked on the fact that
intermarriage seldom occurred between the various ethnographic
groups and that villages retained their identity for long periods. Her
map, also, would seem to have been based on the Bulgarian survey
of 1901. It showed very clearly the concentration of Turks in the
Koniar region, of Greeks in the Alidkmon valley and of Bulgarians in
the districts of Kastorfa, Flérina and Edhessa. These distributions
coincided with those given by the Bulgarians A. Birkov, J. Ivanov
and D. M. Brancov. The map emphasized the stability of the Graeco-
Slav frontier in this region because it followed very closely the limits
prescribed on the original maps of G. Lejean, G. Weigand and J.
Cijic.

One interesting point in connection with this map was made by
Miss Hasluck concerning the size of villages. The average size of
villages differed from one ethnic group to another. Her figures are
summarized in Fig. 64.
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Ethnographic affinities of village-communities are shown. The average number
of inhabitants in each community was given by Miss Hasluck as follows :

Vlach . . . . 1800 Moslem Greek . . . 300
Turkish . . . . 500 Christian Bulgarian . . 280
Moslem Bulgarian . . 350 Greek . . . . 270
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W. R. SHEPHERD’S MAP OF 1930

A map showing the peoples of south-eastern Europe and Asia
Minor in 1913 formed one of the plates in the edition of 1930 of
W. R. Shepherd’s well-known Historical Atlas. The implication of
including such a map was that the ethnic situation in 1913, whatever
it may have been subsequently, was an important factor to be considered
in the development of the political geography of this region. In
Shepherd’s view the distribution of the Turks and Greeks was similar
to that given in J. Cviji€’s map of 1913 but he depicted the Slavs of
Macedonia as Bulgarians. In the NiS-Leskovac region he made
the Serbo-Bulgarian divide coincident with the political boundary.
Thus he conceded the Serbs the NiS-Leskova region but he did not
show any Serb territory in.Macedonia. He must have considered
Vlach minorities of little political consequence in Macedonia for he
showed them only in the Pindhos area and around Mount Olimbos.
The Albanians, on the other hand, he credited with considerable
territory in northern Macedonia and in Old Serbia.  Their limits in
the north extended well into southern Montenegro, almost to Novi
Pazar and Ni§, and in the north-east to Skoplje and Veles. The whole
of the Drin valley, he represented to be Albanian.

It is rather striking that these three retrospective maps emphasized
the Bulgarian character of Macedonia and two of them made extensive
claims also for the Albanians. In the case of Schultze-Jena and Miss
Hasluck the choice of sources appears to be something more than a
coincidence, insomuch as both persons were free to verify their maps

by actual field-work.

THE SERBIAN CENSUS MAPS OF 1924

In 1921, the Serbs carried out a census of the whole of the Kingdom
of the Serbs, Croats and Slovenes and for the first time a reliable count
of the population was made in those parts of Macedonia that had fallen
to the Serbians in 1913 and 1919. The Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats
and Slovenes did not enter into any agreements with Bulgaria or Turkey
for an exchange of populations and no considerable changes in the
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ethnic composition of its southern territories had taken place between
1913 and 19242 The extension of Serbian control to this region had
resulted in an influx of officials in 1913 but this trend was reversed in
1917 when the Bulgarians occupied southern Serbia. After the
Bulgarians had been driven out in 1918, Serbs once more began to enter
Macedonia but not in sufficient numbers to change the composi-
tion of the population. J. Ancel estimated that as late as 1929 barely
15,000 newcomers had settled in Serbian Macedonia.l In view of
the relative stability of ethnographic distributions in this part of

Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats and Slovenes
Nationalities, 1921

Serbo-Croats .. .. .. 8,911,509
Slovenes .. .. .. .. 1,019,997
Czechoslovaks .. .. .. 115,532
Ruthenes, etc. .. .. .. 25,615
Poles .. .. .. .. 14,764
Russians . . .. .. .. 20,568
Magyars .. .. .. .. 467,658
Germans . . .. .. .. 505,790
Albanians .. .. .. 439,657
Turks .. .. .. .. 150,322
Romanians and Vlachs .. 231,068
Italians .. .. .. .. 12,553
French .. .. .. .. 1,163
English .. .. .. .. 453
Others ... .. .. .. 68,262

Macedonia, the results of the census of 1921 were all the more
interesting.

To distinguish nationalities in the census returns the criterion of
) mother-language’ was adopted, in contradistinction to the
criterion of ‘ religion * adopted in connection with the exchange of
populations in Greek Macedonia (see p. 263). The accompanying
table gives the nationalities returned in 1921 for the country as a whole.
No specific reference was made to Bulgarians or Macedo-Slavs. For
Southern Serbia, i.e. Old Serbia and Macedonia, the relative proportions

! La Macedoine (Paris, 1930).
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of various nationalities were summarized as below. Macedo-Slavs
were officially regarded as Serbo-Croats. The explanatory text made
no reference to them. It merely stated : ““ Il est vrai qu’ en Serbie du
Sud la population est des langues serbe (65-4 per cent), mais plus d’un
tiers de la population serbe habite aussi les arrondissements dont la
majorité est de langue albanaise et turque.”  Apart from the failure

Southern Serbia : Relative Strengths of Nationalities, 1921

Nationality Percentage of
" Total Population
Serbo-Croat .. .. .. 59.7
Slovene .. .. .. .. —
Other Slavs .. .. .. 1.0
Romanian .. .. .. 0.6
Ttalian .. .. .. .. —_
Magyar .. .. .. .. —
Albanian .. .. .. 28-4
Others .. .. .. .. 11.2

to give any figures for the Macedo-Slay dialect, the census returns must
be judged in the light of the following quotation.

[ ... ] census figures on ethnic composition are inevitably
weighted in favour of the dominant nationality. Questions are
customarily phrased so as . favour the dominant group and in
their replies many doubtful borderline persons of double language
or mixed nationality find it convenient to identify themselves
with the dominant element. The political and economic ad-
vantages of belonging to the majority group undoubtedly result
in an exaggeration of the percentage of that element in the
reported census distribution, entirely aside from the manipula-
tions of the central statistical offices.

1 Dudley Kirk, Europe’s Population in The Inter-War Years, League of Nations
(1946). See also L. Tesni¢re’s analysis-in Les Langues dans L’Europe nouvelle by
A. Meillet (Paris, 1928).
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The Map of Nationalities

On the basis of the returns of nationalities 2 number of maps was
published in the census reports. There were altogether nine maps
dealing with languages and religions. These maps received widespread
publicity. 1. Bowman made use of them in his political geography,
The New World. They were also published in The Geographical Review
during 1925. The most interesting of these maps depicted the general
distribution of nationalities or linguistic groups within the kingdom

7] serbs
Y] Aibanians
[v] viachs
- Turks

SERBIAN [/
CENSUS
1924

50 MILES

FiG. 65. DISTRIBUTION OF NATIONALITIES IN SOUTHERN JUGOSLAVIA IN 1921

In the original, thc distribution is shown by Communes and a distinction is
made between 50 and 75 per cent majorities.

(Fig. 65). But since the Macedo-Slav dialect was regarded as a branch
of Serbo-Croat, the map lost a great deal of its value.

The Turks. On this map the Turks emerged as relatively much less
important than might have been expected from Cviji¢’s distribution
of 1918. There was no reason to suppose, however, that their strength
had been deliberately misrepresented. The Turks of this part of
Macedonia had never constituted a solidly settled peasantry as they
had done in the Koniar region of Greek Macedonia. The erection of

S
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the boundary in 1913 had led to the voluntary emigration of
large numbers of Turkish officials and Turkish landlords. After 1918,
although the Serbians did not officially press for the transfer of their
Turkish-speaking minority to Turkey, many Turks continued to leave
voluntarily for Anatolia and Thrace. No official figures of this move-
ment have been published but there seems to be no doubt of the fact
that after 1913 the Turkish minority in Jugoslavia languished both in
numbers and in territory.

The Greeks. No Greeks figured on the map. Many of the Greeks
of Serbian Macedonia had crossed the border into Greece between
1913 and 1921 but, in any case, the number of Greek speakers had
never been great. Those cartographers who had portrayed extensive
Greek territory in the Bitolj region had relied on the criterion of
Greek Orthodox religion to justify their claims.

The Slavs. All Slavs were depicted as Serb on the map and this
representation connoted a homogeneity which of course the Bulgarians
disputed. As the Macedo-Slays had no minority rights, the Govern-
ment of the Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats and Slovenes refused to
recognize them as a separate nationality. To have done so would
have been to acknowledge the weakness of the Serbian claims on
Macedonia. The school of thought of which J. Cviji¢ had been such a
vigorous exponent had always described the Macedo-Slavs as incipient
Serbs. To depict them officially as Serbs, ofi the census map, there-
fore, was the logical conclusion to this line of thought. Indeed, it
became the express policy of the Government to absorb these Slavs
into the Serbo-Croat group in the hope that the dangers of
irredentism in Macedonia might thereby be reduced. The Serbians
feared a separatist movement on a large scale were the Macedo-Slavs to
be granted any separate status or any real freedom of cultural
expression. On the occasion of the Jugoslav protest over the Graeco-
Bulgarian Protocol of September, 1924 (which placed the Bulgarian’
minority in Greece under the protection of the League of Nations), the
Jugoslav Foreign Minister, M. Maringovi¢, stated categorically to the
Greek Minister in Belgrade ; “ We do not wish nor can we wish to
rely on arms alone for the defence of Serb Macedonia. For us it is
essential that no third party should be able to dispute the Serb character



THE SERBIAN CENSUS MAPS, 1924 259

of that territory. Therefore, the dogma that the Slav inhabitants of
Macedonia are Serbs is a basic principle of our policy. We cannot
admit that north of the frontier these Slavs are Serbs while beyond that
frontier these same people become Bulgars. To recognize that the
Slavs of Edhessa and Flérina are Bulgar would be to destroy the very
foundations of our policy in regard to Serb Macedonia. That is the
basis of our policy, and should Greece be unwilling to back us up on
this question, then we shall regretfully be compelled to change this
basis and seck an agreement with Bulgaria by dividing up Greek
Macedonia into spheres of influence.”!

The policy of ‘serbization’ which had succeeded in the Nii-
Leskovac area in the years following 1878 had established a precedent,
but events subsequent to 1921 proved the Macedo-Slavs of Serbian
Macedonia more obdurate in their refusal to accept ‘serbization.’
The Macedonian revolutionary society (LM.R.O.) throve on this
policy and a state of komitadji warfare disturbed the peace of southern
Serbia for the next two decades.

The Vlachs and Albanians. Only one very small area was attributed
to the Vlachs on this map. Presumably this was because their com-
munities in Serbian Macedonia were so scattered that their numbers
were concealed amongst those of the Albanians and Slavs. The
widespread distribution of the Albanian minority, however, was
acknowledged. Since ‘ mother-tongue’ was the criterion used, all
Albanian speakers had been counted as of Albanian nationality in
the census returns ; the ‘ albanianized Serbs ’ of J. Cviji¢’s classification
were thus ignored. The map showed a fairly compact distribution of
Albanians over the whole of Old Serbia and much of the eastern part
of Serbian Macedonia. There were a few enclaves of Slavs within
this area, otherwise Albanian speakers predominated, forming over
seventy-five per cent of the population of most of the communes.
The distribution of Albanians was similar to that which had been por-
trayed on the map of J. Gabrys. It fell short, however, of those given
on the maps of Italian cartographers, and on that of J. I. Kettler.

1 Quoted from P. Pinenellis, History of Greek Foreign Policy, 1923-41 (Athens,

1948) by A. A. Pallis in a typescript historical study, * Macedonia and the
Macedonians ** (London, April, 1949).
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The greatest discrepancies in comparison with the latter maps occurred
in the regions of Novi-Pazar and Debar : here the Serbian map
showed Moslem Serbs where pro-Albanian maps indicated only
Albanians.

Conclusion

The distributions given on the Serbian map were accepted subse-
quently by many ethnographers, historians and geographers, because
they emanated from a ‘reliable official source.” S. Rundle reproduced
these distributions in his sketch-maps with minor modifications (Fig.
76). H. M. Chadwick depicted Jugoslav Macedonia as Serb in his
generalized sketch of the nationalities of Europe (Fig. 81). During
the years between 1924 and 1939 no other official map of the ethno-
graphy of Macedonia was reproduced by the Jugoslav authorities.

The policy of centralization and  serbization * brought little peace
or development to Macedonia. Down to 1933, L M.R.O. (see p. 150)
practically usurped the authority of the government in this area.
After the assassination of King Alexander in 1933, and a threat of war,
Jugoslavia and Bulgaria came to some understanding over Macedonia.
The Bulgarian government exiled I.M.R.O. which had hitherto had
its headquarters in Pirin Macedonia and its leaders fled to Cairo and
Vienna. But even after the exclusion of LM.R.O. agents the
Jugoslav hold on Macedonia remained insecure.

THE Maps PuBLisHED BY THE LEAGUE OF NATIONS IN 1926

In very few of the maps so far considered may modifications in
ethnographic distributions be attributed to movements of population
having taken place. Between 1850 and 1912 there was little evidence
to suggest that any movements of population had taken place on a
scale large enough to affect greatly the relative strengths of the respec-
tive ethnic groups in Macedonia and the neighbouring territories.
The many variations and modifications to be found on maps of differing
origins were to be ascribed for the most part to the contrary ideas
held by rival scholars ; the changes in maps from one generation to
another were not due to population changes but to the acceptance of
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new ideas about the character of a relatively immobile population.
In some cases changes of nationality were brought about by nationalist
propaganda. Admittedly, small shifts of population had taken place
before 1912, particularly after the disturbances of 1903, but neither
guerilla warfare nor Turkish oppression sufficed to drive away many
peasants from the soil. Movement of population was in any case
frowned upon by the partisans of the respective ‘ parties’ who did
all they could to prevent a single gap occurring in their ranks.
Conversely, new colonization was difficult, not only because of the
opposition offered by rival komitadjis but because of the general unwill-
ingness of aliens to settle in the difficult Macedonian territory.

Migrations, 1912-26

During and after the events of 1912-13, however, and subsequently
down to 1925, mass-displacements of the Macedonian population took
place, resulting in substantial changes in the ethnic structure. First,
there were many Turkish refugees who fled before the successful
armies of the Balkan League in 1912. Second, when the Balkan
allies fought over the spoils, their respective nationals were forced to
flee from the battle areas. Third, consequent upon the political
partition of Macedonia in 1913, there occurred a semi-voluntary
repatriation of many Bulgarians, Greeks and Turks who had found
themselves on the wrong side of the newly-erected boundaries. Fourth,
fresh flights of refugees once again took place as a result of trecp
movements between 1915 and 1918. Fifth, consequent upon the
modifications in the boundaries of Bulgaria under the terms of the
Treaty of Neuilly, provision was made by means of the Graeco-
Bulgarian Convention of 1919, for the voluntary emigration of Greek
and Bulgarian minorities from both countries. Sixth, after the
Graeco-Turkish war of 1922, great migrations of Turks and Greeks
took place between the two countries.

Changes in Ethnic Structure

The net changes in the ethnic structure of Macedonia produced
by the first five movements of population was not as striking as may be
expected due to the fact that contrary movements cancelled out each
other when a full reckoning was made. The Mixed Commission



262 MAPS OF THE INTER-WAR YEARS, 1924-1938

of the League of Nations published in 1926 the figure of 53,000
Bulgarians emigrating from Greece under the terms of the Graeco-
Bulgarian Convention, and 30,000 as the total complement of Greeks
leaving Bulgaria, all of whom did not, of course, settle in Macedonia.
Considerably fewer Bulgarians took advantage of leaving Greek
Macedonia than had been anticipated. Their transference was opposed
by the revolutionary society, LM.R.O., on the grounds that it would
be tantamount toa betrayal of their sacred rights to Macedonian territory
for the Macedo-Slavs to desert to Bulgaria. Even amidst the frightful
conditions arising from the wars of 1912-13 and 1914-18, and in spite
of insecurity associated with the changes of political boundaries between
1913 and 1919, it is patent that the Macedonian peasantry was not
willing to change its abode. It is apparent also that the accuracy of
any estimates of the net results of such movements as did take place,
was difficult to assess, as many of the migrations were only of a
temporary character.

Of an altogether different magnitude were the net results of the sixth
movement involving Greek and Turkish populations which occurred
after the defeat of the Greek Army in Turkey in 1922. The impulse
towards the re-establishment of the Greek Empire of Constantinople
had gradually gathered strength since the Grand Idea had been first
conceived (see p. 18 ef seqq.). A climax was reached in 1919 when
what had hitherto been but a dream became a practical possibility.
The revival of the Byzantine Empire was within an ace of achievement
when Greece declared war on a Turkey already weakened by war and
revolution.  Then came the phenomenal reconsolidation of the
Turkish forces in Anatolia under Mustafa Kemal. The Greek army
suffered a disastrous defeat and the Turks exacted fearful vengeance on
the Greek community within their power ; many were killed or died
of exposure and disease ; others fled in panic from western Anatolia
and Pontus to Greck territory. When soon after this disaster events
forced the Allied Powers to consign Eastern Thrace to Turkey, Greek
refugees from this territory and from Constantinople swelled the total
numbers fleeing into Greece.!

1 914,300, net, is the estimate given by S. P. Ladas, The Exchange of Minorities,
Bulgaria, Greece and Turkey (New York, 1932).
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During the course of the negotiations which followed the Greek
defeat, both the Greek and Turkish governments decided to take the
opportunity offered by the unsettled conditions to effect a complete
mutual exchange of minorities. This decision, whatever its wisdom,
implied a compulsory exchange of population, for there were still
many Greeks remaining in Turkey and many Turks in Greece, unwill-
ing to quit their homes of their own free will. Under the terms of the
Graeco-Turkish Convention of January, 1923, these reluctant minorities
were forcibly uprooted and despatched to Greece and Turkey respec-
tively. It is estimated that some 356,000 Turks and 190,000 Greeks
were involved in these transfers.

The Graeco-Turkish Convention defined in its first article, the persons
subject to this compulsory exchange as follows : “ Turkish nationals
of Greek Orthodox religion established in Turkish territory and Greek
nationals of Moslem religion established in Greek territory.” * Race’
and language were ignored because of the difficulty of interpretation
of such terms. There were only three general exceptions to this
ruling ; excluded from compulsion were : ‘

(1) the Greek inhabitants of Constantinople ;

(2) the Moslem inhabitants of Dhitiki Thréki ;

(3) Albanian-speaking Moslems.

Thus the criterion of religion was preferred to that of language,
which meant that many Moslems of Greek, Bulgarian and Romanian
speech had to leave Macedonia. It also meant that a large proportion
of the immigrants to Greece spoke no other language than Turkish.

The great exodus of Moslems and the great influx of persons of
Greek Orthodox faith, after 1922, materially changed the ethnic
composition of Macedonia and Dhitiki Thriki. Of the million or
s0 Greeks arriving from Turkey, a fair proportion settled in these
territories. It is difficult, however, to estimate the net changes
occurring in the total Greek population of Macedonia as a result of
the migrations.  According to A. A. Pallis, by the end of 1924 some
700,000 Greeks had settled in Macedonia.*

Raoul Blanchard writing in The Geographical Review in 1925

1 A. A. Pallis, “ Racial Migrations in the Balkans during the years 1912-25,”
The Geographical Journal (1925).
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suggested a figure of 660,000 Greeks settled in Macedonia and Thrace
before the autumn of 1924, but this figure included all manner of
refugees—from Jugoslavia, Bulgaria, the Caucasus and Turkey.
According to the official records of the Mixed Settlement Commission
of the League of Nations, published in 1926, 430,295 individuals were
settled in the rural areas of Macedonia. These figures also included all
manner of refugees but they did not incorporate the number of persons
settled in towns nor the very large number of persons settling in
Macedonia without direction from the Commission, since the number
of individuals concerned in independent settlement was not known. It
becomes obvious that all attempts to estimate the net growth of the
Greek population of Macedonia due to the Turkish debacle were at the
most mere hazards. So fluid was the Macedonian demographic situation
during the years 192224 that it was found impossible to take a census
of refugees from Turkey. But however unreliable the estimates were,
it cannot be denied that first, the mass-population movements
occasioned by the Graeco-Turkish war were far in excess of those
arising out of events between 1912-19, second, that Macedonia and
Dhitiki Thriki were the main zones of settlement for the immigrants,
and third, that the ethnographic character of these territories was
profoundly modified in consequence.

The Ethnographic Map

In an attempt to summarize these changes, the League of Nations
published a report, Greek Refugee Settlement (Geneva, 1926), which
incorporated an ‘ Ethnographical map of Greek Macedonia showing
the proportion of the different ethnographical elements in 1912
(before the Balkan Wars) and in 1926 (after the settlement of
refugees).” A note on the map read as follows : *“ The result of the
settlement in Macedonia of about 500,000 rural and 300,000 urban
refugees, followed by the emigration in 1923 of 348,000 Moslems
under the Treaty of Lausanne for the Exchange of Greek and Turkish
Populations, has been radically to change the ethnical composition of
the population of Greek Macedonia and definitely to hellenize that
province.” The map was compiled by the Refugee Settlement
Commission at Athens (Fig. 66). It purported to be based on the
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Greek census returns of 1913 and 1920, as well as on statistics supplied
by the Greek Ministry of Public Welfare, the Mixed Commission
for the Exchange of Greek and Turkish Populations, the Mixed
Commission for the Voluntary Emigration of Greek and Bulgarian
Populations, and the Refugee Settlement Commission.

The Settlement Commission consisted of four members, two
of whom were Greek. In 1925, one of the serving Greeks-was
A. A. Pallis and the compilation of the map would seem to have been
mainly his work. He was well qualified to pronounce on Macedonian
population problems. He had already served as Relief Officer in
Macedonia in 1913, as Secretary-General of the Refugee Settlement

LEAGUE OF NATIONS
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Fic. 66. ETHNOGRAPHICAL MAP OF GREEK MACEDONIA

The proportions of different ethnographic elements are shown in 1912
(before the Balkan Wars) and in 1926 (after the settlement of the refugees).

Commission in Hellenic Macedonia in 1914-15 and as the Deputy-
Governor-General of Salonika in 1917-18. He had also been associated
with the resettlement of Eastern Thrace in 1919. Some of Pallis’s
ideas on the migrations have already been referred to. It is to be
remarked that the League of Nations’ map was based largely on his
figures, in particular upon the number of Greeks, Moslems and
Bulgarians in Greek Macedonia in 1912, and on estimates partly
prepared by him and issued by the Gouvernement Général de Salonique in
1925 (see p. 267). The League of Nations’ map was, indeed, based on
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these two sets of statistics because the Greek censuses of 1913 and 1920
did not return nationalities and they could only have provided the map-
makers with totals of population. Moreover, as already indicated
above, no reliable statistics of refugees had ever been computed. The
League of Nations’ map, therefore, must be regarded purely as a Greek
interpretation of the ethnographic situation, both in 1912 and in 1926.

The criterion determining the character of an ethnic group adopted
by the Greeks was religion and not language, and therefore only
Orthodox Greeks, Moslems and members of the Schismatic Bulgarian
Church were considered as national communities. No attempt was
made to distinguish Albanians, Vlachs, Pomaks, Serbs or Macedo-
Slavs. Thus Bulgarian, Vlach and other non-Greek speakers of
Orthodox faith were considered to be Greeks, and Pomaks were
considered to be Moslems. A unique method of depicting the ethno-
graphy was adopted, which showed relative strengths but gave no
indication of absolute size of the respective groups. The distri-
bution was shown by departments which were of a size comparable
with English counties. This method renders a comparison with
earlier maps, which were concerned primarily with the delimitation
of ethnic territory, difficult to make.

According to the map, in 1912 the Moslems numbered 475,000 and
formed 39.4 per cent of the total population. They were in the
majority in eleven of the twenty-five departments. In 1926, only
2,000 Moslems remained in Greek-Macedonia ; they were Albanians
exempted from the transfer.

The Greeks in 1912 numbered 513,000, according to the Greek
interpretation, and they had formed 42-6 per cent of the total popula-
tion. They had a majority in twelve of the twenty-five departments.
In 1926, the Greek community, according to the map, had swelled to a
total of 1,341,000 and it accounted for 88-8 per cent of the total popula-
tion. It had a majority in all twenty-five departments.

The Bulgarians were alleged to have numbered 119,000 in 1912
and to have formed only 9.9 per cent of the population. These
figures excluded, of course, those Bulgarian speakers who did not
belong to the Exarchate, and also it excluded Pomaks. In no depart-
ments did the Bulgarians have a majority but they were strongly
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represented in the northern and western departments—Flérina
(35 per cent), Enotia (46 per cent), Sidhirécastron (37 per cent) and
Kilkis (29 per cent). In 1926, the Bulgarian strength, according to the
map, had fallen to 77,000 and their proportion to s-1 per cent of the
total population of Greek Macedonia. In only three departments did
they form any considerable proportion of the population.

On the basis of this map the authors of Greek Refugee Settlement felt
justified in summing up the situation in 1926 thus :

At the present time the Greek Republic is united in race,
language and religion | ... ] including the pro-Bulgarians and
pro-Romanians of Macedonia, the Jews of Salonika, the Alban-
ians of Chamuria and the Turks of Western Thrace, alien
elements do not number 300,000 out of a total population of
six and half millions. The collapse of Hellenism in its wider
sphere in the Eastern Meditterranean and the end of the Grand
Idea was the price paid for this unity.

A similar conclusion was expressed later by Sir John Hope Simpson
in The Refugee Problem, R.LLA., Oxford, 1939. He wrote :

The exchange of population, though at the time it caused
infinite misery was an element of crisis for Greece, at least
resulted in the solution of a difficult political situation. What
Lord Curzon once described as the ‘unmixing of populations’
terminated a period of constant and dangerous international
friction and rendered to the Greek and to the other States of
the Near East a homogeneity of population which could have
been effected in no other way. It unquestionably strengthened
the Greek State by the influx of a stable and hard-working
element, whose ideas and ideals are Greek; moreover the
disappearance of an irritating minority question has made it
possible for Greece to live on good and even friendly terms
with her enemies.

But these conclusions depended upon the validity of the League of
Nations’ map. This map was based on the figures provided by
A. A. Pallis and he in turn depended on those provided by G. Amadori-
Virgilj in 1908. Amadori-Virgilj, in his turn, had gained his informa-
tion from the estimates of Graeco-Turkish origin published in the
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Bulletin d’Orient of 1904. The accuracy of these figures was to be
doubted for many reasons. First, because they were based purely
on religion, other criteria being entirely disregarded : second, Turkish
statistics were notoriously inaccurate and incomplete : third, no
information of note existed whereby such figures could have been
brought up to date.

The accuracy of the League of Nations’ map was also dependent
upon the validity of the estimates of the net growth of the Hellenic
population in Greek Macedonia made in 1926. It has been pointed out
above that such estimates were of necessity purely arbitrary and not

* Agricuturol settiements + Urbon dwellings \ 50 Mmes
o Urbon quorters 7
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F16. 67. THE SETTLEMENT OF R URAL AND URBAN R EFUGEES IN GREECE, 1923-1926

by any means reliable. All kinds of inconsistencies were apparent in even
the official statistics. In the conclusions expressed in Greek Refugee
Settlement, for example, the figure of 700,000 Greeks was mentioned
as the number settling in Macedonia. Yet from the information given
on the map, the net growth of Greck population amounted to 828,000.

Finally, the method of depicting the groups on the map did not
admit of an analysis of their detailed distribution. The departments
were too large for the significant character of frontier districts to be
portrayed and thus important frontier minorities remained concealed.
The significance of the detailed distribution of Greek settlement may,
however, be appreciated by reference to a cognate map also accom-

panying Greek Refugee Settlement.
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The Settlement Map, 1926

This map showed, by means of symbols, the distribution of rural
and urban settlements made under the auspices of the Mixed
Commission (Fig. 67). No indication of the size of settlements was
given, which meant that a visual impression was likely to concede
an equal value to smaller groups in outlying areas and to larger groups
in the plains. A glance at this map shows a concentration of
settlement in Greek Macedonia and Dhitiki Thriki. But there was no
uniformity about the distribution of settlements. They avoided
certain difficult frontier regions and were concentrated in the more
fertile tracts evacuated by the Turks, or in newly-reclaimed marsh-
lands. The outstanding zones of settlement were to be found in the
following areas :

(1) the Alidkmon valley and around Konia ;

(2) the Moglenitsas valley ;

(3) the Strim6n valley and on the hill slopes and terraces to the

west of it ;

(4) the plains of Sérrai and Drima ;

(s) the Néstos Valley ;

(6) the coastal plains of Dhitiki Thraki.

It is to be noted that the Rodépi mountains of Dhitiki Thraki and
castern Macedonia, the Pindhos range, the Grimmos mountains,
the Kaimakchalén range and the Piikon highlands contained hardly
a single settlement. These were the regions where alien Slav
minorities were entrenched. The reasons for the congestion of
Greek settlements within certain limits were not far to seek.

(1) The new settlements had to be made as far as possible in
favoured spots evacuated by the Turks, as little time or capital was
available for the development of new areas. Many settlers expressed
a preference for regions already densely settled by Greeks because of
the resemblance of the terrain to the settlers’ land of origin. Coastal
plains and river valleys were settled in numbers greater than was
considered politic by the Commission and minute holdings were the
consequence.!

1]. H. Schultze, ‘ Greek frontier colonization in Thrace and Macedonia
(Translated), Scottish Geographical Magazine (March, 1937).
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(2) Nearly half of the refugees were artisans, tradespeople and
urban dwellers of various types with no interest in agriculture. They
flocked into the coastal towns, particularly into Salonika and Kavilla.

(3) Even those refugees who were farmers and who had practised
viticulture, tobacco growing, silk-worm rearing, olive growing and
cereal production in parts of Thrace and Anatolia, found themselves
in 1922 in a land far different in its geographical character from that
to which they had been accustomed. Many of these agriculturalists
were skilled gardeners who sought favoured sites for the pursuit of
their rural occupations : they needed a convenient outlet for their
products and therefore avoided difficult and inaccessible country.

|

Fic. 68. CoLONIZATION IN NEW-GREECE (AFTER J. H. ScHULTZE)

The references in the key are as follows : i. Districts with a net population-
growth ; ii. Districts where growth and decline of population may be equated ;
iii. Districts with a net population-decline.

Based on statistics and observations for the years 1913-28 in Eastern Macedonia
and 1920-28 in Western Thrace.

(4) Komitadji operations, and the hostility of alien minorities in
the northern and western districts of Macedonia, prevented isolated
settlement, the more so as the Greek newcomers often lacked male
representatives to defend pioneer groups opening up new territory
and they were unaccustomed to guerilla warfare.

The net result was that in spite of the great influx of Greeks, helleni-
zation of the whole of Macedonia was not achieved. It may be
deduced from the map that an intensification of settlement took place
in areas which had already been occupied by Greeks together with the
hellenization of territory formerly Turkish. It must also be noted
that initial settlement in the mountainous areas often resulted in
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failure. The Greek immigrants were not adapted to the hard environ-
ment and declared their abhorrence of the mountains. J. A. Schultze
travelling in eastern Macedonia and Dhitiki Thraki in 1937 found
many evidences of abandoned settlement, particularly in upland areas
(Fig. 68).

Conclusion

The frontiers of Greek ethnic territory were not by any means
made coincident with the north-western and northern political
boundaries of the state in 1926, but they remained for most of their
length to the west and to the south of the boundary. There were
many dangers inherent in a situation in which a small state had to
defend 800 miles of difficult country, with many of the frontier districts
populated, however scantily, by alien elements with a pronounced
ultramontane outlook. In times of trouble the danger of a rising had
to be faced on the part of these non-Greek peoples, who, prompted by
a spirit of irredentism, were willing to connive with their neighbours
on the far side of the Greek boundary.

There was another aspect of the so-called hellenization of Macedonia,
easily overlooked. The new colonists were very conscious of their
own diversity. They were not ‘ Greeks ’ in the national sense of the
word but persons of Greek Orthodox faith drawn from different
corners of Europe and the Near East. “ Their affections remain true
to their land of origin rather than to the country of their adoption
[ . . . ] Nostalgia for the Pontus, Anatolia or the mountains
of Caucasus, where their ancestors held the land before them tends
to lend enchantment to the old way of life in the old hereditary places.
They are suspicious still of their new country and of their near neigh-
bours. The reality of Greek colonization in these lands will not be
achieved before a new generation has inherited them as ‘ home ’.”?

Under the circumstances the authors of the League map were
perhaps guilty of over-representation of the Greek elements in the
population of Macedonia in 1926. The Greek Government was too
optimistic of the ability of the Greek to absorb the Bulgarian minority
in Macedonia before the recovery of Bulgaria brought with it bitter

1. A. Schultze, op. cit.
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recriminations. No official maps of Macedonian ethnography were
produced by the Greeks in subsequent years. An attempt was made
in the Census of 1928 to count minorities and the figure of 81,844
Macedo-Slavs was returned in the published figures, as well as 16,755
Moslem Bulgarians—presumably living in Dhitiki Thréki (see p. 274 &
286).1 Bulgarian estimates of the number of Bulgarians in these territories
were, of course, much higher. For example, V. Batakliev put the
figure at 330,000, a threefold increase on the Greek estimates.? German
authors, in the main, were critical of Greek figures. Most English
and American authors, however, accepted them and relied on Pallis’s
account of the population exchanges. Sir John Hope Simpson’s
survey of 1939 quoted Pallis’s figures and agreed with the conclusions
arrived at in Greek Refugee Settlement.3

A. HABERLANDT'S MAP OF 1927

A German professor of ethnography, A. Haberlandt, was one of
the principal contributors to the work on the illustrated ethno-
graphy of Europe and its confines, edited by Georg Buschan and
published in Stuttgart in 1926.4 This work, sponsored by the great
ethnographic museums of Hamburg, Berlin and Vienna, remains a
valuable work of reference. Haberlandt compiled a series of maps
for the work including a linguistic map of Europe. This map was
revived and re-issued in 1927 on a scale of 1: 3,000,000 by Freytag und
Berndt of Vienna. It quickly became popular as a wall-map in the
inter-war years and was made use of in most of the universities of
Europe as a most reliable reference to the ethnographic distributions
of the continent. Some idea of Haberlandt’s sources may be gained
from a perusal of the bibliography accompanying the book mentioned

1See also A. A. Pallis, ““ The Greek Census of 1928 " in The Geographical
Journal (June, 1929).

2 “Dje Wanderungen der Bulgaren in den letzen dreissig Jahren,” Zeitschrift
Siir Geopolitik (1941).

S'Sir John Hope Simpson, op. cit., gave the figure of 121,677 Bulgarians
cmigrating from Greece between 1913 and 1939.

* Lllustrierte Vilkerkunde-Europa und seine Randgebiete.

T
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above. It ran into forty-three pages and included references to A.
Boué, J. Cvijié, and A. Birkov. Haberlandt’s map was, of course, not
confined to the Balkan peninsula but he himself had studied the
ethnography of the peninsula in 1917 and 1918 G. Buschan, the
editor, had also written on the Bulgarians.? It might be expected
therefore that the part of the map referring to Macedonia was based
on first-hand knowledge.

It is interesting to observe that the base-map used for the distribu-
tions was a map showing the density of population. This resulted in
certain difficulties in interpretation because as many as five different
shades of the same colour were used to indicate any one ethnic group.
The results of this interesting experiment however were happier than
might have been expected. A further refinement introduced by
Haberlandt was a set of symbols to represent religions, which could
be superimposed upon ethnographic colouring.

A glance at the map shows that Haberlandt had made use of the
Serbian census-map of 1924 and that he had made allowances for the
movements of populations taking place between 1912-25. He was
obviously of the opinion that the Turkish minority in Macedonia had
virtually disappeared even in the Serbian part. He showed only small
lightly populated regions of Turkish territory in the Vardar valley
and in Dhitiki Thriki. The transfers of population induced him to
mark as Greek territory the greater part of Greek Macedonia and
Thrace with the exception of the frontier districts of the north-west.
He also included the Greek Orthodox population of Albania within
the Greek group.

In his classification of the Slavs of Macedonia, Haberlandt departed
from the views held hitherto by Austrian scholars, in that he repre-
sented them to be partially Serb in the north-west, and Macedo-Slay
south of Skoplje. He depicted Macedo-Slavs in the Crni Drim valley
(Debar district), and in the northern part of Greek Macedonia, but not

1(1) “Kulturwissenschaftliche Beitrage zur Volkskunde von Montenegro,
Albanien und Altserbien,” Erginzungband XII zur Zeitschrift fiir Osterreich.
(2) Volkskunde (Wien, 1917).

2 Volkskunde der Balkanlinder (Wien, 1918).
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in south=eastern Bulgaria (Fig. 84). He indicated Bulgarians, only in that
portion of Macedonia under Bulgarian political control, and none in
Serb or Greeck Macedonia. Haberlandt showed only small enclaves
of Vlachs in south-western Macedonia and Thessalia. In his portrayal
of Albanian territory, in the north he accepted the distributions given
in the Serbian census-map of 1924, but he indicated no Albanians in
Greek Ipiros and he marked the Albanian ethnic limits to fall short of
the Graeco-Albanian political boundary. '

Haberlandt’s map was obviously very much influenced by the
ideas on Macedonian ethnography which had been developed during
the war-years. He accepted the concepts of the Macedo-Slays and of the
Orthodox-Greek Albanians. His views on the hellenization of Greek
Macedonia were reasonably in accordance with conclusions to be
drawn from the League of Nations’ map. He did not accept the Serbian
official classification of Macedonian Slavs as Serbo-Croat but he chose
to ignore their affinities with the Bulgarians.

A. MEILLET’S MAP OF 1928

A distinguished French philologist, A. Meillet, had written a survey
of the languages of Europe and their distribution in 1918. He was of
the opinion that language was the principal factor determining national
sentiment in Europe. In 1928, he revised his work and a second
edition was published which contained a sketch-map showing linguistic
distributions, together with a statistical appendix compiled by L.
Tesniére. This gave a criticism of European linguistic censuses and
useful estimates of the numbers of persons speaking the various
languages of Europe.

Unfortunately, the transfers of population between Greece, Turkey
and Bulgaria, were not taken into account when the sketch-map was
drawn so that the distributions shown in Greek Macedonia were out
of date. In spite of this deficiency the map is interesting on account
of its portrayal of the distribution of the Macedo-Slavs in Jugoslav
Macedonia (Fig. 84). Meillet attributed to them a much greater arca
even than J. Cviji¢ himself had done. He pointed out that the Serbian
statistics had erred in referring to the Macedo-Slav dialect as Serbo-
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Croat. He believed it deserved to be separately distinguished, and he
gave estimates of the number of Macedonian speakers concealed in the
Serbo-Croat returns as follows :

The Macedo-Slav Population of Serbian
Macedonia in 1924

No. of
District Macedonian speakers

Kumanovo .. 111,797
Tetovo .. 53,508
Skoplje .. 84,107
Stp .. .. 724801
Ohrid .. .. 48,318
Bitolj .. .. 134,627
Tikves .. 73,160
Total .. 578,318

Based on statistics given by A. Meillet.

Deserving separate recognition also, in his opinion, were the 68,457
Bulgarians in the frontier regions transferred to Jugoslavia in 1919 by
the Treaty of Neuilly. By 1926, he calculated the number of Macedo-
Slavs in Jugoslavia to be 627,897 and the number of Bulgarians,
74,226. He was careful also to draw attention to the linguistic
peculiarities of the dialect spoken in the Ni§-Leskovac area, pointing
out its affinities with both Bulgarian and Serbian. In this region,
however, he believed national sentiment to be Serbo-Croat rather
than Bulgarian.

S. MLADINOV'S MAP OF 1929

Stephan Mladinov is probably the best known of Bulgarian philolo-
gists. He contributed a history of the Bulgarian language to the
series of books on Slav philology and cultural history edited by the
German professors, Reinhold Trautmann and Max. Vasmer. The
book contained a map showing the distribution of the Bulgarian
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language (Fig. 69). It was based on the work of T. D. Florinski,
A. Birkov, L. Niederle and J. Ivanov (whose maps have been referred
to in earlier chapters) and on a map of the dialects of the Bulgarian
language compiled by B. Konev.

It is not clear from the text whether Mladinov had considered the
evacuation of Bulgarians from Greek Macedonia between 1919 and
1923, when drawing up his boundaries. It was not improbable that
he intended the inference to be made that the transfer of population
was not of sufficient magnitude to affect the basic distribution of
Bulgarian speakers in Greek territory. The limits he attributed to
the Bulgarian language were similar to those given by A. Rirkov and
J. Ivanov. He included Vidin, Ni§, Vranje, Tetovo, Prizren, Debar,
Ohrid, Kastoria, Edhessa, Sérrai and Drima within the Bulgarian
sphere. His classification of Bulgarian dialects made an interesting
comparison with those on the linguistic maps prepared by the Serbians.
According to Mladinov the ‘ Timok-Prizren’ region, including the
districts of Ni§, Leskovac, Vranje and Kumanovo, comprised part of
the West-Bulgarian dialectal province. He referred to it as the
New-Bulgarian transitional zone. A. Leskien, the Serbian philologist, had
referred to this zone, in 1914, as of Serb spcech where some Bulgarian
linguistic traits were common! A. Belié had also classified the
Prizren dialect and the Timok dialect as Serb (Fig. 43). Pertinent
also were the views expressed in a French map published in
Géographie Universelle, Tome VII, 1934. It was presnmably drawn up
by Y. Chataigneau (Fig. 70). On this map the Prizren region was
included within the Sto linguistic province, which forms the basis of the
Serb written language. In the Timok region the Sop dialect was
distinguished from both Serb and West-Bulgarian.

According to Mladinov, Macedonia proper formed part of the

1 Grammatik der Serbo-Kroatischen Sprache (Heidelberg, 1914).

Fic. 69. THE DISTRIBUTION OF THE BULGARIAN LANGUAGE

The references in the key are as follows: 1. Political boundaries (no date
given) ; 2. Eastern limit of the New-Bulgarian transitional dialect ; 3. Boundary
between the East-Bulgarian and West-Bulgarian dialects ; 4. Northern limit
of the archaic South-east Bulgarian dialect ; 8. Limits of the Central-Rodopi
dialect ; 6. Limits and distribution of the Bulgarian language.
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West-Bulgarian linguistic province. Leskien had classified Macedo-Slav
as a Serb dialect. Beli¢ had recognized two divisions here, Serbo-
Macedonian and Bulgaro-Macedonian. Chataigneau distinguished
Macedo-Slay as a separate dialect on its own merits.

The limit of the East-Bulgarian dialect given by Mladinov was
identical with that expressed on Niederle’s map (Fig. 38). The more
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Fic. 70. THE DISTRIBUTION OF LANGUAGES IN MACEDONIA AND ADJOINING
TERRITORIES

The Jugoslav category is sub-divided as follows : 1. Je dialect ; 2. E dialect ;

3. Sop dialect ; 4. Macedonian ; 8. West-Bulgarian ; 6. North-east Bulgarian ;
7. South-Bulgarian.

archaic form of the Bulgarian language, which had served as the basis
of Old Church Slavonic, was to be found, stated Mladinov, south and
east of the Burgas-Plovdiv-Salonika line; west and north of this
line occurred the New-Bulgarian dialect, the development of which
had been influenced by the Albanian, Romanian and Turkish languages.
It is interesting to note that A. Beli¢ in his map had dispensed altogether
with the West-Bulgarian dialect by insisting that it was a transitional
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dialect between Serb and Bulgarian. He had virtually limited pure
Bulgarian speech to the region designated by Niederle and Mladinov
as East-Bulgarian.

The character of Mladinov’s map pointed to the fact that the
Bulgarians had not forgotten any of their claims on Greek and
Jugoslav territory. He did not state categorically that Bulgaria had
territorial claims on Greece and Jugoslavia to the extent of the limits
prescribed on his map, or that language and national sentiment were
necessarily coincident. But the map was published at a time when
Jugoslavia was experiencing difficulty with the Macedo-Slav minority.
Patently, the map was meant to express the need for boundary revision.

V. Mikov’s Map, 1936

Another Bulgarian map, compiled by V. Mikov and R. Vasilev, was
published in 1936 (Fig. 71). It was based largely on Bulgarian sources
and on older ethnographic maps such as those of A. Boué, G. Lejean,
K. Sax, and J. G. von Hahn. The map contained a very useful list
of Bulgarian contributions towards the ethnography of the Balkans,
some of which have been already referred to, e.g. the work of V.
Kincev, A. Birkov, J. Ivanov and D. M. Brancov. V. Mikov himself
had published a number of monographs on Bulgarian ethnography
of the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries! A number of Russian
works on the Balkans were also cited.

It is not proposed to deal with this map in detail since its distribu-
tions did not depart greatly from those given by J. Ivanov and A.
Birkov (cf. Figs. 47 & 48). Its most remarkable and significant
feature was that it failed to incorporate any changes in the ethnography
of Macedonia as a result of the population transfers. . The Bulgarians,
in fact, clung to the idea of traditional Bulgarian territory as it was
in 1912-13 and refused to acknowledge the validity of any changes
which had taken place since the Balkan Wars. This is characteristic
of all Bulgarian maps.

Y H. MuBo6b, Haceicnuero wa Typuma u bparcapna Mpeas XVII n XIXB (Cena.
1915-1935). Naselsnieto na Turdiya i B’lgariya prez XVIII i XIX v (Sofia, 1915-35).
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SoME MAPs IN BRiTISH AND FOREIGN ATLASES, 1928-38

J. Halkin’s Atlas

An ethnographic map in the atlas of J. Halkin, one of the
most popular of Belgian atlases, portrayed the ethnography of the
Balkans as late as 1928 exactly according to J. Cviji¢’s map of 1918 and
made no modifications of any kind.

British Atlases A

The two most popular general atlases produced in Great Britain
in the inter-war years were the Oxford Advanced Atlas edited by
John Bartholomew, and the University Atlas edited by G. Philip and
H. C. Darby. The Oxford Atlas contained in the fourth and revised
edition, 1931, an ethnographic map of Europe. It indicated large
Turkish enclaves in the Konariote district of south-western Macedonia
and in other parts of Greeck Macedonia. The Greeks were given a
scattered distribution in Greek Macedonia. No allowances apparently
had been made for the exchange of Greeks and Turks in 1922. The
Bulgarians were represented only in Bulgarian Macedonia, the remain-
ing Slavs were referred to as Macedonian (south of Skoplje, to the
Gulf of Salonika) and Serb (in northern Macedonia). No Vlachs
were shown except in the Pindhos, and Albanians were indicated in
Old Serbia but only as a minority in Ipiros.

In the University Atlas, a map showing the distribution of languages
in eastern and southern Europe was included in the edition of 1937
and subsequent editions. Allowance had been made for the Graeco-
Turkish exchanges and the Turks were represented as only a very small
minority in the Vardar valley and in Dhitiki Thriki. The Greeks
were given a linguistic frontier almost coincident with the political
boundary in the north. Serbs, Bulgarians and Macedo-Slavs were shown
in Macedonia. The Serbs were depicted as far south as Veles;
Bulgarians were indicated in the Strumica salient of Serbian Macedonia.
Bulgarian Pomaks were marked in the northern frontier zone of
Dhitiki Thréki. The Macedonians were given limited territory in
the southern half of Serbian Macedonia and in Greece, immediately
south of the Jugoslav-Greek boundary. The Macedo-Slavs were
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portrayed in such a way as to indicate affinities with the Serbs in the
north and the Greeks in the south. Vlachs were marked as in the
G.S.G.S. map of 1918, and Albanians in Old Serbia according to the
Jugoslav census-map of 1924. Albanians were not given a very
liberal distribution in Ipiros, however, in spite of the fact that the map
purported to show linguistic divisions.

Both British maps were influenced by Cviji¢é and his school of
thought and both reflected the Jugoslav and Greek points of view
rather than the Bulgarian and Albanian. The modifications in the
ethnographic distributions of Turks and Bulgarians were not taken
into account in the map in the Oxford Atlas until a later edition.

The Denoyer-Geppert Atlas

American maps, in contradistinction to British and French maps,
were not influenced so greatly by the Serbian ideas. A map of ““ The
Peoples of Europe ” published as one of the Denoyer-Geppert Social
Science Maps in 1938, showed very small Turkish enclaves in the Vardar
valley and Dhitiki Thréki. It placed the Greek ethnographic frontier
north of the Graeco-Albanian political boundary but south of the
Graeco-Jugoslav and Graeco-Bulgarian boundaries. No Serbs at all
were shown in Macedonia or the Ni$-Leskovac region but they were
given territory in northern Albania. The Macedo-Slavs were ignored
and Bulgarians were given a wide distribution in the Ni§-Leskovac
region, in Macedonia, and in northern Greece. Vlachs were ignored
except in the Pindhos, and Albanians were given a very limited
distribution indeed ; their fronter fell short of the political boundary
both in the north and in the south, and only enclaves of Albanians
were shown in OId Serbia.

Conclusion

There were many other maps to be found in the numerous atlases
appearing in the inter-war years in various countries of the world,
but the examples considered are sufficient to demonstrate the singular
lack of unanimity prevailing in Europe and America concerning the
ethnographic distributions in Macedonia. Some confusion was
occasioned by the failure to take into consideration the effects of the
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Graeco-Turkish war on the ethnic composition of the population of
Greek Macedonia. The chief deficiency, however, of such maps
arose from the assumption that one map would suffice to incorporate
all the ideas held by different authorities at different times about
these distributions. The diversity incorporated in these examples
emphasizes the fact that an ethnographic map out of its historical
context and with its origins unacknowledged serves no useful purpose

and only adds to the difficulty of interpretation,



CHAPTER XII
THE WAR YEARS AND AFTER, 1939-1950
THE Greeg CENSUS, 1940

AN official Greek view of the ethnographic structure of Greek
Macedonia immediately before the invasion by the Axis Powers
is incorporated in the Greek census of 1940, the results of which are
summarized below :

Nationalities and Languages in Greek Macedonia

1928 1940

Mother-Tongue | Mother-Tongue Nationality
Greek 1,165,553 1,487,571 1,602,3811
Slav .. .. 80,789 84,7512 74,751
Jewish (Espagiol) 59,146 48,8743 48,874
Armenian 11,859 8,5714 8,519
Vlach .. 13,475 26,750 6,750
| Gypsy 3,387 5,046 5,045
Russian’ 1,913 2,804 2,804
Albanian 1,119 5,945 1,445

Turkish 71,960 80,310 —
Others 3,276 8,419 8,571
Totals 1,412,477 1,759,130 1,759,130

Based on the Greck census of October 16, 1940 ; these 1940 figures are given
in C. Christides, Le Camouflage Macédonien (Athénes, 1949).

1 This figure includes 80,310 Turkish speakers, 20,000 Vlach speakers, 10,000
Slav speakers, 4,500 Albanian speakers.

% Includes Christian and Pomak dialects both of which, in the Greek view,
approximate closer to Bulgarian than to any other language.

3 In 1949 the number had fallen to 2,000 as a result of Nazi persecution during
the occupation.

¢ The greater number of whom migrated to the Armenian Soviet after 1946.

& Mostly White Russians.

286
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The returns of the 1940 census make interesting comparisons with
those of 1928—comparisons which do not inspire confidence in Greek
census methods. For example, the total number of Vlach speakers
returned in 1940 was twice that of 1928 while the number of Albanians
was more than five times as great. The fact that these figures are
quoted without reference to the bilingual problem suggests an over-
simplification of the language situation because many persons in
Greek Macedonia in 1940 spoke both Slav and Greek languages equally
fluently. The Greek claim, on the basis of these figures, that they
composed over ninety per cent of the pre-war population of Greek
Macedonia cannot be regarded as substantiated. On the other hand
there would seem no reason to doubt the validity of their general
thesis, that in none of the Macedonian eparchies (counties) did the
Slavs constitute a majority.

GERMAN MAPS

A feature of the history of south-eastern Europe between the years
1933 and 1940 was the steady increase there of German influence.
Those Danubian and Balkan states which were drawn within the orbit
of the Reich had to pay the price of sustaining their economy by
forfeiting their national sovereignty. The German Government
inevitably extended their interest to the political structure of south-
eastern Europe, and worked for control of Romania, Greece,
Jugoslavia and Bulgaria. These states not only commanded the great
through-routes to the Mediterranean, the Black sea and beyond, but,
in addition, their agricultural and mineral resources were useful to a
Germany preparing for war. There was a further consideration
prompting German interest in this theatre—the revival of the tradi-
tional expansionist policy of Russia in eastern Europe. A
reflection of German interest in the Balkan peninsula was the prepara-
tion in 1940 of detailed ethnographic maps for the use of the German
General Staff and the German Foreign Office. The compilation of
these maps fell to the lot of specially trained geographers recruited for
state service.
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The German Staff Map of 1940

A map depicting the ethnography of the Danubian lands and the
Balkan peninsula was produced in 1940 by the division of the German
General Staff responsible for war maps and survey. The method used
. was a straightforward representation of majority populations; no
refinements were introduced which might interfere with the map’s
simplicity. No references were given on the map about the sources
used for its compilation but it must be supposed that the Division of
Maps was well supplied with information relevant to the ethno-
graphic situation in Macedonia, especially as there was a possibility
of the German army being committed in this region.

The distributions given on this map showed some concentrations
of Turks in the Maritsa valley of Greece and in the Bulgarian Rodopi
mountains but none at all in Jugoslavia. Greek Macedonia and
Dhitiki Thriki were shown as fairly solidly Greek, and Greek exclaves
indicated in Albania around Gjinokastér and in the Semen valley.
The Slavs of Serbian Macedonia were classified as Bulgarian with the
exception of some small districts in the north where the population
was shown as mixed Serbo-Bulgarian. The region around Pirot in
Serbia was also marked as mixed Serbo-Bulgarian. The northern
frontier zone of Greek Macedonia in the neighbourhood of Kastoria
and Flérina was marked as Bulgarian. Small groups of Vlachs were
depicted in the Pindhos and in the vicinity of Kastorfa and Véroia.
The Albanians were given a distribution which was in accord with
their political boundary in the south and south-east but which, in the
north, stretched over the boundary into Old Serbia as fas as Mitrovica.

Manfred Straka’s Maps, 1940
The Geographical Division of the German General Staff also pro-

duced a number of maps of Jugoslavia compiled by Manfred
Straka of the South-Eastern German Institute at Graz. He was princi-
‘pally concerned in experimenting with method. His main source of
information appears to have been the Jugoslav censuses of 1921 and
1931, plus modifications of his own arising out of the failure of the
Jugoslav figures to distinguish Macedo-Slavs.

On one of his maps he distinguished kernel districts, the ethnic
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character of which was demonstrably homogeneous. Where any
mixed population occurred the map was left blank. The kernel
district of the Serbs was sited, according to his interpretation, well to
the north of Vranje, the kernel district of the Macedo-Slays, in that
part of Macedonia south of Skoplje. The NiS-Leskovac area, the
Novi Pazar corridor and much of northern Serbian Macedonia were
left blank, these areas apparently being transitionary between Bulgarian,
Albanian, Macedo-Slav and Serb areas of characterization. Such
an interpretation might be said to favour the partition of Macedonia.

On another of his maps he showed the ethnic affinities of * majority ’
districts, i.e. small minorities were ignored and whole regions of
Jugoslavia distinguished according to the character of the majority
of their inhabitants. In this scheme Serbian Macedonia emerged
as Macedo-Slav and Old Serbia as Albanian. The Ni$-Leskovac
area was still shown as mixed Serbo-Bulgarian and likewise the
Novi Pazar corridor as mixed Serbo-Albanian. It is worth noting
that few non-Bulgarian authorities, indeed not always the Bulgarians
themselves, had insisted on claiming the Ni§ region as Bulgarian
since 1878.

The German Foreign Office Map, 1940

More interesting, perhaps, than any of the German maps mentioned
so far was that prepared by the Geographical Division of the Foreign
Office late in 1940 (Fig. 72). It may not have been printed until-1y41,
on the eve of the German invasion of Jugoslavia. It dealt with south-
castern Europe and was described not as a map but as a cartogram,
a significant distinction. It was based on the latest available local
official statistics, the Jugoslav census returns of 1921 and 1931, the
Bulgarian returns of 1926, the Albanian returns of 1918 and the Greek
returns of 1928.

A unique and ingenious method of depicting distributions was
adopted in this map. They were shown by the administrative units
used in the various census returns. Each unit was divided into oblique
strips of varying width between one and four millimetres. Each
strip was sub-divided according to the strengths of the ethnographic
elements in each district. Thus it may be seen from Fig. 73 that a

U
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millimetre strip completely shaded represented 25 per cent of the total
population of any particular district and this strip could be sub-divided
to show any smaller percentage, e.g., one fifth of such a strip would be
s per cent of the population and so on. Using this method it was
possible to show the proportional strengths of the various elements,
district by district. The empbhasis given to any element thus corres-
ponded closely to its proportional numerical strength. Of course, the exact
location of minorities within each district could not be shown using
this method but the overall picture obtained was precise and clear.
All minority populations were represented according to their relative
numerical importance and at the same time their general spatial
distribution could be inferred but not density of settlement. Hitherto
a series of maps had been necessary to show such facts, e.g., the
Jugoslav census-maps of 1924.

The Turks. On this map the Turkish territory in Bulgaria was
portrayed in the north-east and in the Rodopi mountains. Dhitiki
Thréki was also marked as predominantly Turkish. Scattered
minorities of Turks were shown throughout southern Jugoslavia,
around Stip, Radovilte and in the plain of Kosovo. The Jugoslav
towns of Skoplje, Gostivar, Prizren, Pristina and Tetovo all had large
Turkish populations, sometimes indeed rising to over half of the
urban population. Included with the Turks were the Gagauzi or
Christian Turks, most of whom were to be found in the Dobrudja.

The Greeks. Few Greeks were marked outside the boundaries of
Greece, the exception being some villages in the vicinity of

Fic. 72

The references in the key are as follows : 1 & 2. Romanians and Vlachs
including summer settlements of the Vlachs in southern Albanian ; 3. Vlachs
(winter settlements) ; 4.Greeks ; 5. Bulgarians; 6. Bulga.nan Pomaks ;
7. Bulgarians (not counted in jugoslav Census recums) ; 8. Gypsies ; 9.
Albanians ; 10, Serbo-Croats (including Bosnians) ; ll Macedonians
with Bulgarian affinities ; 12. Macedonians of doubtful affinity (disputed
between Bulgarians and Serbs) 13. Macedonians with Serbian affinities ;
14. Turks including Gagauzi and Tatars;  15. Exclaves of Macedonian
dialect in Bulgaria ; 16. Administrative boundaries used as units for the con-~
struction of the cartogram.

Note. In the original, more details of the ethnographic structure of towns
are given.
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Gjinokastér and scattered exclaves in eastern Thrace. Nor did the
method adopted show the Greeks in quite the strength in Macedonia
which one had been led to expect from previous maps such as the
League of Nations’ map. In Dhitiki Thriki the Greeks were depicted
virtually as a minority. ’

The Slavs. An elaborate classification of the Slavs was resorted to
for this map, as a means of dealing with the problem of the Macedonian
Slavs. The Serbs, distinguished from the Croats and Bosnians, were
shown extending only as far south as Vranje, the Goljak and the
Prokletije mountains. The Ni region was acknowledged to be Serb.
The Novi Pazar corridor was shown as Bosnian. South of the Sar
mountains the Slav population was classified as Macedo-Slav. Here
the map departed from official Jugoslav statistics on the grounds,
presumably, that they did not give a reliable picture of the situation.
The Macedo-Slavs were not, however, treated as one group but divided
into three categories.

(1) Macedo-Slays proper were marked in Jugoslavia south of a line
from Lake Ohrid through the Gole¥nica mountains and the plain of
Ovie to Kratovo. They were also shown in south-western Bulgaria
in the districts of Gorna Dzhumaya, Razlog, Melnik, Nevrokop and
Petrich, and in northern Greece as minorities, in the districts of Flérina,
Kastoria, Kilkis, Pélla, etc.

(2) Serb Macedonians were restricted to a few small exclaves in Old

- Serbia. This group was meant to represent Macedo-Slays whose
Serbian affinities were freely acknowledged even by the Bulgarians.

(3) Disputed Macedo-Slavs were shown in the neighbourhood of
Skoplje, Kumanovo, Tetovo, Kifevo, Gostivar and Debar. The
affinity of these Slavs was in dispute between Serbians and Bulgarians.
In addition to the three main groups of Macedo-Slavs distinguished
above, a reference was made to Bulgarians with Macedo-Slay cultural
characteristics. The inference here was that the Macedo-Slav culture
was akin to that found in many parts of Bulgaria.

The Bulgarians themselves were grouped into three divisions.

(1) The Bulgarians proper were all those Slavs confined within the
political boundaries of Bulgaria, excepting those to be found in
Bulgarian Macedonia (Pirin).
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(2) The Bosiligrad and Caribrod Bulgarians were marked in those
territories which were transferred from Bulgaria to Serbia in 1919.

(3) The Pomaks or Moslem Bulgarians were given a wide distribu-
tion in the Rodopi mountains and in parts of Dhitiki Thraki.

Finally, for the sake of comparison, and also to emphasize the

GERMAN FOREIGN OFFICE MAP,

METHOD
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difficulties attending the interpretation of Macedonian ethnography,
the limits of the Bulgarians as marked by A. Kirkov, and of the Serbs
and Macedo-Slavs as marked by J. Cvijié, were also included on the
map.

The Vlachs. Only small minorities of Vlachs were recorded on the
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map, the most significant being in the vicinity of Kénitsa and Métsovon
in Greece and KruSevo in Jugoslavia. For Albania, a slightly different
form of depiction was used to show Vlachs. Summer settlements in the
Korcé district were distinguished from winter settlements along the
coastal and river plains. On some maps, notably Romanian, the
practice had been to show territory ogcupied in either summer or
winter as Vlach. This explains, perhaps, the extensive Vlach territory
to be found on A. D. Atanasiu’s map of 1919. The German map-
compilers, aware of the stringency of Greek figures regarding the
Vlachs, also incorporated on to their map the distribution of Vlachs
in Greece according to the views of Th. Capidan. This distribution
accorded with that given by G. Weigand (¢f. Figs. 28 & 62).

The Albanians. 'With minor exceptions the whole of Albania was
shown as Albanian. The Albanians were also marked in OId Serbia
and eastern Macedonia in those areas attributed to them by the
Jugoslav returns of 1921. A sub-group of Albanians was distinguished
also in northern Greece in the vicinity of Iodnnina. Their depiction
was not based on Greek figures and they were described as ¢ Albanians
openly ignored in the Greek census returns.”  Albanians acknowledged
in the Greek census returns were indicated along the coast of the
Kérkira channel.

Jews, Gypsies and Tatars. These peoples were all distinguished as
separate groups. The Jews formed a particularly strong element
in the Macedonian towns, Salonika and Skoplje being outstanding
in this respect. Gypsies and Tatars were for the most part found in
extra~Macedonian territory, in northern Bulgaria and the Dobrudja.

Conclusion. A great deal of care and thought obviously went into
the preparation of this map. It appeared to be a dispassionate attempt
to present the facts by reference to available statistics, but these
statistics were not regarded as infallible and modifications were made
when they appeared to be in error. Cartographically, the methods
of depiction used marked a technical advance in the mapping of
cthnographic statistics. The map provided an interesting contrast with
the General Staff Map discussed above both with regard to distribu-
tions and method. In particular, the treatment of Macedo-Slavs was
unique. The distribution of this group, also, differed from any other
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interpretations although it bore some likeness to that of A. Meillet.
From the evidence given in the text accompanying the map, the
affinity of the Macedo-Slavs was Bulgarian rather than Serb. This
map must have been used in connection with the decisions made by
the German Foreign Office concerning the political re-organization
of the peninsula, and it would seem to have prepared the way for the
partition of Macedonia which took place after the Bulgaro-German
occupation.

W. Krallert's Map of Jugoslavia, 1941

Even more elaborate than the German Foreign Office map was
that prepared by the German geographer, W. Krallert, with the aid of
a staff of other German geographers after the occupation had taken
place ; this map was confined to Jugoslavia. It was on a relatively
large scale, 1 : 200,000, and no less than forty sheets were required to
cover Jugoslavia. It was based on the official Jugoslav censuses of
1921 and 1931, many returns of which had hitherto not been published.
Since the returns of ‘ mother-tongue’ did not differentiate between
the various branches of the Southern Slavs, religious statistics and
‘ declarations of population made locally’ were used. The latter
figures apparently distinguished between Macedo-Slavs, Bulgarians and
Serbs ; the former statistics enabled the Moslem Slavs to be distin-
guished as a separate group, including presumably Moslem Serbs,
Pomaks and Bosnians. Their grouping together was an innovation
from which the inference was to be made that in the German view
religious affinity was stronger than linguistic in this instance.

The method of depiction was also novel. Circles proportionate
in size to the number of inhabitants in each ethnic group were plotted
for each inhabited locality in Jugoslavia, a device facilitated by the use
of a large-scale base-map. Thus it was possible to ascertain at a glance
the strength and location of any specified group in any part of
Jugoslavia. Uninhabited localities functioning as divides between
different communities could also easily be discerned. The revelation
of inter-mixture and overlap as a feature in the ethnic structure was a
further advantage attached to this method. The validity of criteria and
classifications adopted, and the debatable accuracy of statistics were,
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of course, open to criticism, but it may be said of this thap that it was
the most ambitious survey attempted since the Exarchate survey in
190I.

The Turks. It showed the Turks in small communities scattered
over Old Serbia and Jugoslav Macedonia, with concentrations more
particularly in the Radoviste district and along the Stara river. Many
towns were marked as having a strong Turkish element, particularly
Tetovo, Gostivar, Prizren and Skoplje.

The Slavs. Only insignificant groups of Serbs were shown in
Macedonia, and even in Old Serbia they were marked in strength only
in the Mitrovica and Pristina districts. The greater part of the
population of the region focusing on’Pirot, Ni§ and Leskovac was,
however, depicted as Serb; the population of the Caribrod and
Bosiligrad districts was marked as Bulgarian. The Slav population of
Macedonia was, on this map, shown almost entirely as Macedo-Slav.
The ‘ Moslem Slavs * were shown only as relatively small communities
mostly situated in north-western Macedonia and in the Novi
Pazar corridor.

The Vlachs. Only a very few Vlach communities were registered
on this map. The most important of these occurred in the vicinity of
KruSevo and Bitolj. ,

The Albanians. From even a casual inspection of the map, the
_Albanians emerged as substantially the most important element in the
population of Old Serbia and western Jugoslav Macedonia. In Old
Serbia, Peé, Istok, Srbica and Podujevo were included in Albanian
territory, leaving the Bogifevica mountains and the Mokra hills as
fairly effective divides between territory populated by Serbs on the
north, and by Albanians on the south side. The line of towns,
Kumanovo, Skoplje, Tetovo, Gostivar, Kifevo and Struga, marked
roughly the frontier between the Albanians and the Macedo-Slavs.
Thus the Crni Drim, the upper Vardar valley, the Sar mountains,
the Crna hills, the plains of Kosovo and Metohia were depicted, for
the most part, as Albanian. Ulcinj and Gusinje in Montenegro, also,
were shown as Albanian. It is worth noting that all these areas were
incorporated into Albania consequent upon the re-organization of the
political boundaries of Jugoslavia in 1941.
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The Political Re-organization of the Peninsula, 1941

The problem confronting the Axis Powers, after the military
occupation of Jugoslavia and Greece had been effected, concerned the
restoration of political equilibrium in the peninsula. Considerations
of ethnography played some part in the Axis attempt to solve their
problem, for concessions were made to those dissentient minorities
within Jugoslavia and Greece in such a way that Bulgarians, Croats,
and Albanians benefited at the expense of Serbs and Greeks (Fig. 74).
The Axis Powers thus resorted to the policy of dividere et imperare,
so favoured by the Turks in their ascendency and not altogether
ignored by the Allied and Associated Powers in 1919.

The Partition of Jugoslav Macedonia and its Consequences. Croatia
was established as an independent state which embraced a
very large area of the former Jugoslavia, including Bosnia and
Hercegovina. Serbia, with considerably less territory than it had
boasted in 1913, was re-established as a separate state. Montenegro,
likewise, re-appeared but in a mutilated form. Old Serbia was handed
over to Italian-controlled Albania together with part of western
Macedonia. The greater part of Jugoslav Macedonia together with the
districts of Vranje and Pirot was consigned to Bulgaria.!

The Bulgarian Government found itself, for a short time, administer-
ing territory which had for so long figured in Bulgarian revisionist
claims. This was the bait with which German diplomats had tempted
their Bulgarian allies but that they had been ready enough > swaliow
it was only too evident from the vast output of contemporary
Bulgarian revisionary literature—G. P. Ghénov’s Actes et traités
internationaux concernant la Bulgarie avec des notices explicatives et une
carte de la Bulgarie et des pays voisins (Sofia, 1941) ; A. Hajek’s Bulgariens
Befreiung und staatliche Entwicklung unter seinem ersten Fiirsten (Miinchen,
1939) ; H. Bartek’s many articles in Zeitschrift fiir Geopolitik ; Dimitar
Jaranov’s voluminous work on the Macedonians, provide sufficient

1 See. (1) H. Grothe, “Die mazedonische Frage und die Losung durch die
Achsenmachte.” Archiv Wanderungswesen und Auslandskunde, Bd. XIII (1943) ;
(2) J. F. Gellert, Politische Geographie von Mazedonien (unpublished manuscript,

1945).
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indication of Bulgarian sentiment at this time.! It is apparent that not
only did the change of boundaries satisfy the Axis Powers but the mass
of Bulgarians also. Even the Bulgarian Communist Party seems to
have supported the liberation’ of Macedonia.? It was with a crusad-
ing spirit that the Bulgarian Army undertook its mission of occupation.
But events were to prove that a long period of separation had pro-
duced new generations of Macedonians and the passing of the years
‘in exile * had perceptibly weakened the pro-Bulgarian element.

The Bulgarian occupation, short as it was, had two surprising and
important consequences.  First, it reduced Serbian influence and
eliminated the so-called  pure Serbian’ element in the population.
The present government of Jugoslavia has officially recognized these
facts, but they are also supported from other sources. According to
M. Kulischer, some 120,000 Serbs were forced to emigrate from
Macedonia and resettle in Serbia, almost all the Serbs who had entered
Macedonia since 1913.2 T. B. Schlechtman, however, suggests that this
figure was merely a target and that, in fact, only 43,000 Serbs moved
out, according to a count of ex-Serb refugees coming from Macedonia
which was made in Serbia in 1943.4 Even so the number was high,
and it certainly included all the ruling classes. Some 12,000 Jews,
mostly from the towns, in particular Skoplje, were deported to
Poland according to Schlechtman. The Jewish and the ¢ pure Serbian’
_population of Macedonia was reduced to negligible proportions by
these mcasures. In this manner the way was prepared for the acknow-
ledgement of the Sar mountains and the Crna hills as the southern
limits of Serbia in 1945 (Fig. 90).  Some Serbs have since returned
to Macedonia but not in sufficient numbers to have much effect.

The second consequence, and the more unexpected, was the ultimate
reaction of the Macedonians themselves to the Bulgarian occupation.
According to first-hand accounts, gathered from the Macedonians
themselves, the older element amongst the Macedonian population
welcomed the Bulgarians with open arms and even the younger

1D. Jaranov, now in Bulgaria, is a Macedonian by birth.

2 Macedonia ”, The World Today, R.LLA. (April, 1949).

3 The Displacement of Population in Europe, International Labour Office
(Montreal, 1943). )

4 European Population Transfers, R.ILLA. (London, 1946).
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element believed that independence for Macedonia was in sight.
No one was sorry to see the Serbians go. Bulgarians were the liberators
and deserved recognition as such.

But this attitude of mind, especially amongst the younger element,
did not last very long for it soon became apparent that the
autonomy desired by the Macedonian intelligentsia was as far off
asever. Macedonia was incorporated into the Bulgarian war machine ;
conscription was introduced ; requisitioning of food, transport and
buildings followed. The Bulgarians had fallen victim to their own
propaganda in believing and acting as if Macedonia was a part of
Bulgaria. They insisted too closely on the Bulgarian character of the
Macedo-Slavs.  Bulgarian schools were established. Bulgarian
became the official language, and Bulgarian officials stepped into the
shoes of their departed Serbian fraternity. According to the accounts
of the Macedonians themselves, the Bulgarians welcomed as liberators
were no more welcome as masters in 1941, than the Serbians had been
before them. Whereas the union of Macedonia and Bulgaria might
have been possible in 1913, the progress made by the Macedonian
nationalist movement, of which . M.R.O. was one manifestation, was
sufficient to make Bulgarian advances repugnant to the Macedonian
intelligentsia in the years 1941-44. And even the Macedonian
kulaks were not happy with the trend of events. “ We have
experienced enough of both the Serbians and the Bulgarians. Happy
was the day when we wer= rid of both.” Such a sentiment was
expressed by a kulak speaking of hn war experiences in 1949, and
these sentiments appear to have been widespread, at least in northern
Macedonia.

Opposition to the Bulgarian occupation crystallized in the
Macedonian Communist Party in 1941, and was stimulated by Tito’s
successes further north. A new Macedonian Regional Committee
was formed in August 1941 with the object of liberating Macedonia
‘ from the forces of fascism’. The movement, directed by Tito, not
only offered armed resistance to the Bulgarian Army but indulged in
underground political and cultural activity. Macedonia was repre-
sented at the Jugoslav Anti-Fascist National Liberation Council
(A.V.N.O.].) by Dimitar Vlahov, leader of Obedinena, the Macedonian
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Communist group. By August, 1944, Jugoslav Macedonia was already
established as one of the six Republics and the newspaper Nova
Makedonija was being widely circulated. All territory of Jugoslavia
south of the Sar mountains and the Crna hills was acknowledged by
the Serbians to be Macedonian (Fig. 77). The policy of * serbization ’
was completely abandoned.

By these measures the Jugoslav Communist Party succeeded in
keeping Macedonia within the old framework of the state and the
Bulgarian aims for the continued occupation of Macedonian territory
were completely frustrated. Indeed as early as 1944 the Fatherland
Front in Bulgaria was compelled to acknowledge not only the secession
of Jugoslav Macedonia but the possibility of Pirin Macedonia
going the same way. Bulgarian cultivation of LM.R.O. had produced
a harvest which was in danger of being garnered by her old rival.
Paradoxically, the Bulgarian occupation of Macedonia had succeeded
in a few short years in more or less destroying the prospects of any
immediate union of Macedonia and Bulgaria.!

The Macedo-Slays, whatever might have been their origins, had
arrived at a stage in their national development when identification
with either the Serbs or Bulgarians was no longer possible in theory or
in practice.

The Partition of Northern Greece and its Consequences. Because
of its vital sea frontage much of northern Greece remained
undet military occupation, and any rlans which the Axis Powers
might have had for its futurc administration were not carried out.
But the Bulgarians were allowed to annex Dhitiki Thriki and to
garrison Greek eastern Macedonia (Fig. 74). Whilst they were in
possession, the Bulgarians tried all within their means to consolidate
their position by increasing the Bulgarian element in the population
and reducing the Greek. According to E. M. Kulischer, some 80,000
Greeks fled the province before the Bulgarian armies, and another
25,000 were forcibly deported after the occupation. Some 80,000
Bulgarian settlers succeeded them from Bulgaria and elsewhere.

! The conflict between the Jugoslav and Bulgarian communist parties over

Macedonia is dealt with by E. Barker, Macedonia : Its place in Balkan Power
Politics, R.LL.A. (London, 1950).
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T. B. Schlechtman’s estimates are higher. He quotes the Bulletin of
International News as stating that of 700,000 Greeks living in the Aegean
provinces in 1938, only 375,000 were left by the end of 1943. He puts
the number of Bulgarians entering the provinces during these years
at 122,000. He did not give separate figures for Dhitiki Thriki.
During the confused fighting at the time of the Greek Revolution, and
the guerilla activity which followed, the Greek element was reduced
still further. Hence it was not surprising that Greek Government forces
experienced great difficulty in regaining control of Dhitiki Thraki
and eastern Macedonia. During the Peace Conference of 1946,
Bulgaria flatly refused to withdraw the claim to Dhitiki Thraki, an
attitude which received considerable support from the U.S.S.R.

In the remainder of Greek Macedonia, including Salonika, the
Germans remained in occupation, and Bulgarian influence was not so
strong. Had the head of the Gulf of Salonika not been so vitally
important from the strategic angle, most of this part of Macedonia
must also have gone to Bulgaria to round off the new boundary.

The Germano-Bulgarian occupation revealed anti-Greek tendencies
among the Slav-speaking elements of northern Greece. Even Greek
estimates put the figure of collaborators as high as 65 per cent of the
* Slavophones.’  Slavianski Narodnii Osvoboditelen Front (S.N.O.E.),
the Slav Communist Party in northern Greece, declared for the seces-
sion of Macedonia from Greece and its incorporation into the incipient
Macedonian republic. 'When the Communists intensified their partisan
warfare in this territory, the trickle of Greek refugees fleeing south-
wards grew into a stream, so that even before 1945 a steady decline
in the Greek population of German-occupied Macedonia had set in.
During the period of ideological conflict in the Balkan peninsula
the decline continued, and resulted in the depopulation of much of
Greek Macedonia between 1945 and 1949. Greek official estimates
of the number of refugees from the northern provinces quoted figures
approaching a million. Whilst no accurate statistics are available, there
is little doubt that very few Greeks remained, and the total eclipse of
Hellenism established by the colossal colonization of the years between

1 A. A. Pallis, op. cit.



THE WAR YEARS AND AFTER, 1939-I9$0

302

‘sureS ueresy °z ¢ sured uewedmng g ¢ sured

uemeqy °g * uonednooo ueweSmg Iopun 309915 pue BIqIdG JO sME P ¢ IV6I ur parerduajuod sHUEPUNO] UETUE]LY JO

UOISUXY ‘@ *

£¥-1¥61 ‘suoneogrpowr Axepunog °g ¢ g€61 ur souepunog 1

: SMO[JO} St o1e A9 SY3 UI S9OUQIJAI Y],

EP-1761 ‘saONVHD X¥vanNnog Vi -o1g

el

72
&=

[aVRN ot B~ o]

S2|1W0s

00000000000

AIPAO|d o

o

N\
Q

7o

Lu sobung

VigvoiIng

01j05 o

vV I NV WO Y

%
% L
) .w e Q
3 Vi %, 022509 W SIne 2
% )
o :o_:m L Z
_ a
. n
o
©
2(|doyso
Il
w

’ s
YILYOYyD

~ o
oA2(oiog
N




BRITISH MAPS 303

1923 and 1926 was the result. In this way one of the primary
requisites of the Slav communist plan for a Greater Macedonia, the
‘liquidation” of the Greek element in the population, was temporarily
achieved, but only at a fantastic cost. What the permanent conse-
quences of the depopulation will be depends on a number of factors,
but, with the success of the Greek armies against the communists in
1949, resettlement of refugees has already begun afresh.

One other aspect of the Axis occupation of northern Greece remains
to be considered. No changes were effected in the Graeco-Albanian
boundary but changes were contemplated. The Italian Foreign Office
pressed strongly for the extension of the Albanian boundary south-
wards to the Gulf of Arta, so that the whole of Ipiros would have been
included within Albanian territory (Fig. 74). According to Greek
allegations, the Albanian-speaking Moslems or Chams of Greek Ipiros
co-operated with the Italians during the recent war, presumably with
the idea of enlisting Italian support for boundary revision! The
emphasis given by German maps to Albanian distributions in Ipiros
was a factor in favour of revision. The delicate strategic situation,
however, precluded any boundary modification during hostilities.
Here, too, the effect of the occupation once again militated against the
security of Greek settlement and guerilla warfare played its part in
forcing Greek settlers to trek south.

BritisH Mars

At the onset of the war in 1939 there was a revival of interest in
Britain in the affairs of the Balkan peninsula, largely on account of
its strategic importance. The word ‘revival’ is justifiably used
because between 1933 and 1939 British influence and interest in the
Balkans had reached a lamentably low level. The very great influence
exerted by Great Britain and France on the destinies of Balkan nations
immediately after the end of the 1914-18 war had gradually declined,
at first slowly and then with gathering momentum after 1933, when
it was almost completely superseded by German and Italian influence,
more especially the former. This development needs no elaboration

X Report by the Commission of Investigation concerning Greek frontier incidents
to the Security Council (May, 1947).
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here ; it is apparent not only in diplomatic records but also in trade
figures. The decline of British political and economic influence was
accompanied by a dearth of literature published in the British Isles
on Balkan affairs and by a general neglect of Balkan geographical
studies. The study of Balkan languages—Serbo-Croat, Albanian,
Bulgarian and modern Greek—was practically ignored in all British
universities. The close relationship between the West and the Balkan
world which had been promised in the years from 1918 to 1921 was
never fulfilled. It was not surprising therefore that the year 1939
witnessed British intelligence concerning the Balkan peninsula at its
lowest ebb. After 1939 British relations with Jugoslavia and Greece
grew closer and some of the deficiencies in our knowledge of their
affairs were remedied ; but the intimate understanding of the problems
of the political geography of the peninsula, which could only have
been gained by a long-term programme of intelligent interest in
Balkan affairs, was never achieved.

In the realm of ethnography no large-scale detailed maps were
compiled during the war, although the Geographical Section of the
General Staff produced an ethnographic map of Central Europe which
covered part of Jugoslavia. During the war and the crucial period of
settlement that followed only a few sketch-maps were published
interpreting the ethnographic situation in Macedonia.

The P.C.G.N. Map of 1942

One of these sketch-maps was used to illustrate the Gazetteer of
Greece issued by the Permanent Committee on Geographical Names
for British Official Use in 1942. It showed the distribution of the
languages of Greece and the neighbouring countries (Fig. 75). The
method used was a simple shading of linguistic zones, the limits of
which were interesting in so much as they differed considerably from
those given on many British maps since 1915.

The Turks. Turkish-speaking people were, according to this map,
to be found throughout eastern Thrace, in the Maritsa valley and in the
Petrich district of Bulgaria, and in the Veles-Stip districts of Jugoslavia.
No Turks were shown in Dhitiki Thréki and no reference was made to
the Pomaks.

w
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The Greeks. Greek speakers were given a widespread distribution
in Dhitiki Thréki but in Macedonia the Greek linguistic frontier was
placed far to the south of the political boundary. It ran from the Graeco-
Bulgarian boundary east of the Mesta river through Sérrai, Drima,
Salonika, Véroia and Kastoria to the Albanian boundary. North of
this line only exclaves of Greek language were marked, of which the
Lake Dojran area was the most important, together with districts in
the Struma valley and an odd group near Nevrokop in Bulgaria. The
absence of Turks indicated that the transfers of populations had been
considered, otherwise the distribution of Greeks in Macedonia was
reminiscent of some pre-1919 maps. The inference to be made from
the map was that the resettlement of Greek refugees between 1919 and
1926 had not materially altered the distribution of Greek language
in Macedonia. It is improbable that the map compilers were influenced
in their distributions by consideration of the Greek refugee movement
which began in 1941 because Dhitiki Thriki, where this movement
was greatest, was shown as almost purely Greek on the map.

The Slavs. The Slavs of Macedonia, on this map, were depicted
as Bulgarian-speaking. They were shown not only in northern Greek
Macedonia and Jugoslav Macedonia but also in the Ni§ frontier zone.
This distribution was very similar to that claimed by the Bulgarians
themselves (cf. Figs. 47, 48 & 71). It marked a radical departure
from what had almost become the traditional British view—the
depiction of Slav Macedonia as partly Serb and partly Macedo-Slav.
On the P.C.G.N. map no Serbs at all were shown in Macedonia and
only a few exclaves in Old Serbia.

The Vlachs. The distribution of the Vlach speakers would appear
to have been taken from the map of A.J. B. Wace and M. S. Thompson.
They, it might be remembered, had been very liberal in their estimates
of the number of Vlachs in the peninsula (see p. 221) ; also, their
distribution referred to the situation in 1914 which was very different
from that in 1942 when undoubtedly many groups of Vlachs had lost
their identity due first, to a changed economy, and second, to the
process of * hellenization ’ to which they had been subjected.

The Albanians. Albanian speakers were credited with considerable
territory on this map. Northern Ipiros was marked as Albanian, as
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also was most of western Macedonia and Old Serbia. Albanian exclaves
were also shown in Greek Ipiros. This distribution, also, differed
considerably from that of many British maps which had appeared
since 1915, especially with regard to the situation in Northern Ipiros.

N.LD. Maps, 1944

During the war years a new series of Geagraphical Handbooks
were produced by the Intelligence Division of the Admiralty. The
policy of producing such works of reference had been inaugurated in
1915 by the Naval Intelligence Division (N.LD.). The new hand-
books on Jugoslavia and Greece contained many useful sketch-maps
depicting Macedonian ethnography. The maps of A. Birkov, 1915, of
J. Cviji¢, 1913, of the G.S.G.S., 1918, were produced on similar base-
maps in such a way that the conflict of opinion expressed in the maps
was immediately apparent. This kind of approach to the problems of
Macedonian ethnographic distributions was, as far as it went, a much
sounder approach than any hitherto used in British surveys.

The Greek Handbook in addition to these maps also contained a
sketch-map showing the distribution of the languages of Greece
and the adjoining territories. It was a typical ‘ compromise’ map
deriving its data from a number of sources, the Greek Gazetteer map
mentioned above, the G.S.G.S. map of 1918 and the League of Nations’
map of 1926. By an intelligent manipulation of the distributions
given on these maps new limits for the various linguistic groups were
produced, presumably the idea being to use the Greek Gazetteer map
and the League of Nations’ report of transfers of population, to bring
the G.S.G.S. map of 1918 up to date.

The Turkish language was, according to this map, predominant in
the Rodopi mountains of Bulgaria, in the Veles-Stip area of Jugoslavia
and in parts of Dhitiki Thréki. The Greek linguistic frontier exceeded
the Graeco-Albanian political boundary in Albania but fell short of
the Graeco-Jugoslav boundary. The language of the Slavs of
Macedonia was classified as Macedo-Slav and it was shown in Jugoslav
and Greek Macedonia but not in Bulgaria (Fig. 84). The Bulgarian
language was marked as extending into Jugoslav Macedonia in the
Strumica district. The Serb language was excluded from Macedonia

wl
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proper except in the extreme north. Although this purported to be a
linguistic map, Pomaks were separately distinguished and some were
marked in Dhitiki Thriki. The distribution of the Vlachs was taken
from the G.S.G.S. map of 1918. Albanian language was given a
widespread distribution in Old Serbia but not so liberal a distribution
in western Macedonia or Ipiros as that given in the Greek Gazetteer.

Some Other British Maps, 1945-6

In The Nationalities of Europe which appeared in 1945, H. M.
Chadwick, professor of Anglo-Saxon in the University of Cambridge,
dealt at some length with the political significance of linguistic group-
ings in Europe. In a synthesis of the order he attempted, a detailed
examination of Balkan ethnography was not to be expected. Neverthe-
less, it is possible to gain an indication of the author’s ideas on Balkan
linguistic distributions from a small sketch-map incorporated in the
book. On this, the frontiers of Serbo-Croat, Albanian, Greek and
Bulgarian speech roughly coincide with the political boundaries of
1938, a point of view not at all in accordance with the ideas expressed
on any other ethnographic maps, and one from which fallacious deduc-
tions as to the ethnic validity of Balkan political boundaries might
result.

The difficulties facing students of philology in tracing linguistic
distributions in Europe was remarked upon by Stanley Rundle in
his Language as a Social and Political Factor in Europe, which. 2ppeared
in 1946. He expressed some concern on the failure of geographers
to produce reliable linguistic maps. Two of his sketch-maps depicting
Balkan linguistic distributions did indeed reflect his difficulties. These
two maps are depicted in a composite form in Fig. 76. It can be seen
that no allowance had been made for the transfers of population in the
case of the distributions in Greece. In Jugoslavia the Serbian view of
their distribution was accepted with modifications in favour of the
Bulgarians in the frontier zone. There are many other obvious defects
in Rundle’s maps. They are defects of which Rundle himself was
probably well aware, a faithful reflection of the difficulties to be
encountered in any attempt to delimit ethnographic frontiers in
Macedonia.
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THE JucosLav CENSUS, 1948

As aresult of the negotiations between the Serbo-Croat and the
Macedonian communist parties, the Republic of Macedonia came
into existence in 1945, and a provisional inter-republican boundary
with Serbia was established. After the new constitution of Jugo-
slavia had been drawn up in 1946, the inter-republican boundaries
were fixed in detail. The provisional Serbo-Macedonian boundary
was modified slightly, and in its final form it was adjusted to the
watershed of the Sar mountains from whence it ran south, leaving
the Kalanik gorge in Kosmet, then north-west to Mount Gopan,
then east across the Morava and Péinja valleys to traverse the difficult
country formed by the Siroka and Derman mountains, and finally to
Mount Patarica and the Bulgarian border.

Except in the Morava valley, where the boundary-makers made
modifications (¢f Figs. 77 & 90), the final boundary ran through
territory of relatively high alttude and low population density.
Obviously, considerations of economic orientation and accessibility
played some part in the determination of its ultimate direction. It
was claimed that the boundary was an ethnographic divide insomuch
as it separated Serbs and Macedo-Slavs. But at the same time it
ignored Albanian distributions in Macedonia, so that a considerable
number of Albanians south of the Sar mountains was incorporated
into thc-new republic. The new boundary coincided closely with
that advocated for an independent Macedonia by D. Jaranov in 1930,
and with that expressed in the LM.R.O. map of 1934 (Fig. 58).

From the first, all the Slavs in the new republic were referred to by
the Jugoslav Government as Macedonians rather than as Bulgarians.
At the instigation of the Jugoslav Ministry of Public Education, a
Macedonian alphabet, an orthography and a grammar were created
on the basis of the vernacular. Problems of terminology were con-
siderable but with the aid of technical terms borrowed from various
sources, the new language had become the medium even of University
instruction by 1947. The establishment of the new language was a
concession to the Macedonian national feeling. But it might also be
regarded as an attempt by the Jugoslav Government to crystallize such
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differences as did exist between Macedonian and Bulgarian vernaculars
before those differences vanished altogether (Bulgarian had made
considerable headway as the language of instruction in schools between

1941 and 1943).
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Fic. 77. THE REPUBLIC OF MACEDONIA
Based on Federativna Narodna Republika Jugoslavije, Razmer, 1: 750,000.
Reprodukovano u Geografskom instituto Jugoslovenske Armije (Privremeno
idzanje 1947 Godine).

The Bulgarian attitude to the new written language was one of
tolerance in the first instance. Between 1945 and 1947 both Bulgaria
and Jugoslavia were working together for the creation of a Greater
Macedonia which, the Bulgarians believed, would be one of a trio
of Slav states in a future Balkan federation.! Tolerance turned to

1 The Bulgarian attitude is summarized in L. Mojsov, Byrapcrata PaGoTHHYKa

Hapraja (Rowynucru) u Makeloncwoto Haumouaimo Npawame (Ckonje, 1948). Bugarskata
Rabotni¢ka Partije (Komunisti) i Makedonskoto Nacionalno Pradnje (Skopje, 1948).
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alarm when the Jugoslavs began to send their Macedonian emissaries
to Pirin Macedonia to spread the newly-established written language,
and to prepare for a union of Pirin Macedonia with the new Jugoslav
Republic. Of the 250,000 Macedonians calculated by LM.R.O. to
be in Pirin Macedonia, there is little doubt that 150,000 had become
Bulgarians by 1945, both in speech and in national sentiment,
and the secession of Pirin Macedonia for the sake of the few thousand
Macedonians still hoping for independence, was a high price for the
Bulgarian Government to stake in the gamble for a Greater Macedonia.!
Had the plans for federation proceeded as the Bulgarians had hoped,
the gamble may have been worth risking, but the Jugoslav Govern-
ment adopted the view that each of the six new Jugoslav republics
should have equal representation in the federal scheme, with Bulgaria
as the seventh. Instead of a joint Macedo-Bulgarian leadership of a
Balkan federation, the Bulgarians were faced with the prospect of
being but one of seven federal states, and thus virtually relegated to a
minor role in Balkan affairs, and their enthusiasm for the Macedonian
adventure correspondingly declined. The Cominform dispute,
whatever its cause, gave the Bulgarian Government the opportunity
of denouncing the Jugoslav policy in Macedonia as expansionist, and
of renewing their own revisionary policy in this theatre. The natural
outcome of the split between the two Slav states, was the abandon-
ment of their joint plan for a Greater Macedonia. The split between
the two Slav states undoubtedly led to a decline in guerilla activity
in Greek Macedonia which enabled the pacification of the province
to be achieved in 1949. With the rapprochement between the Jugo-
slav and Greek Governments in May, 1950, the pre-war balance of
power in the Macedonian theatre was temporarily re-established—
a fact which makes for the stability of the present political boundaries.
But any change in the relations between the Jugoslav and Bulgarian
Governments could well upset the equilibrium once again.

1 But D. Mitrev, in a recent book on Pirin Macedonia written from the Macedonian
standpoint ; Mupuroxa Maxeionuja 80 -bopa 3a Haumonaino OcaoboAysatbe (Cronje,
1950) ; Pirinska Makedonija vo Borba za Nacionalno Osloboduvanje (Skopje, 1950),
gives the following figures of the ethnic composition of its population : Macedonian,
226,700 ; Turks 6,000 ; others 2,300.
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Meanwhile, the Jugoslavs carried out a detailed census of the
population of the Republic of Macedonia in 1948, the results of which
are given in the table below :

Nationalities in Macedonia, 1948

Nationality Totals

Orthodox Serbs .. .. .. .. 29,335
Orthodox Croats .. .. .. .. 2,680
Slovenes .. .. . .. .. 777
Macedonians .. .. .. .. .. 788,889
Montenegrins .. .. .. .. .. 2,329
Moslem Serbs .. .. .. .. .. 417
Moslem Croats .. .. .. .. .. 24
Moslem, undetermined .. .. .. 1,565
Bulgarians .. e e 890
Other Slavs .. .. .. .. .. 1,331
Albanians .. .. .. .. .| 197,433
Vlachs .. .. .. .. .. .. 9,508
Turks .. .. .. .. .. .. 95,987
Greeks .. .. .. .. .. .. 1,013
Gypsies .. .. .. .. .. .. 19,500
Other nationaliti .. .. .. .. 1,308

Grand Total .. .| 1,152,086

Data based on the census of March 15, 1948, and published with the
permission of the Jugoslav Federal Institute of Statistics.

According to these figures, the Serbs formed only 2.5 per cent of
the population of Macedonia in 1948. The Macedonians formed
68.4 per cent. The largest minority was that of the Albanians—
17.1 per cent. The only other minority of any size was that of the
Turks—8.3 per cent. Gypsies were distinguished as a separate nation-
ality. Both language and religion were taken into account in the
classification of nationalities.



CHAPTER XIII
SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

Tris summary takes the form of a graphical portrayal of the many
ideas held at different times on the distributions of the main ethnic
groups—Turkish, Greek, Serb, Bulgarian, Macedo-Slav, Vlach and
Albanian. The Pomaks have also been considered. These distribu-
tions have already been discussed in previous chapters but here they are
presented in a rather different fashion. The base-map selected covers
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Fic. 78. SuMMARY Base-MAr

The political boundaries are those of 1950. In the maps which follow the
towns given above are marked but not named.

Macedonia proper and incorporates the modern political boundaries
(Fig. 78). The positions of several towns have been marked in order
to facilitate comparison. The maps are selected and arranged in such
a way that they tell their own story of the conflict in Macedonia
from its origins down to the present-day.

314
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The Causes of Diversity

The striking diversity of opinion on ethnographic distributions
in Macedonia which has existed since the first decades of the nine-
teenth century has been demonstrated by the method of depiction
adopted in Figs. 79-87. The reasons for this diversity are many, and they
have already been discussed for individual maps. It is useful, however,
to attempt a brief recapitulation in which the causes of diversity are
examined in increasing order of importance.

(r) Misrepresentation of Facts. Even scientists of the highest
personal integrity were guilty of the practice of misrepresentation,
excusing themselves on the ground that the end justified the means.
In some cases, notably that of J. Cviji¢, an unmerited, perhaps un-
conscious rationalization of false distributions was prompted by the
irresistible spirit of patriotism of the period (Fig. 82).

(2) Ignorance of the Ethnographic Situation. Some of the diversity
was, of course, due primarily to ignorance of Balkan ethnography.
The wild speculations of F. A. O’Etzel, W. Miiller and G. Kombst fall
into this category. Their maps were not based on first-hand knowledge
of the peninsula ; they were, in some part, the product of fertile and
lively imaginations, the possession of which has continued to be part
of the equipment of some authors of ethnographic maps right down to
the present day. But it would not be fair to level this charge against
the majority of map-compilers. Such men as A. Boué, G. Lejean and
G. Weigand, to name but three, spent many years in the field and indeed
were probably better informed of local conditions than many of those
geographers today who rely on statistical information for the produc-
tion of their maps. Lack of statistical data has not always been a serious
handicap when it could be replaced by systematic field-work.

(3) The Passage of Time. From the moment when P. G. Safafik
drew his famous map until the time when a team of German geo-
graphers constructed their cartogram in 1940, all kinds of fresh informa-
tion concerning the ethnographic situation in Macedonia was assembled.
It was not always accurate but it was of sufficient moment to modify
previous distributions. Even whilst the Turks remained in control
of Macedonia, investigations sponsored by opposing political * parties’
were carried out, including surveys of schools and churches, and local
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counts of population, in addition to a fair amount of historical and
philological research. Whilst it was not possible always to evaluate
the results of such work, discriminating scholars could glean a little
of the truth here and there. Opinions expressed by travellers and
studies by consular officials all contributed to the store of intelligence
gradually made available to map-compilers as the century matured.
After the partition of Macedonia in 1913, official information provided
by the three governments of Serbia, Greece and Bulgaria began to
influence map-compilers in their delimitations of territory.
More intelligence was provided concerning movement of population,
and later, official censuses of the population made possible the produc-
tion of maps of an entirely new character. The report of the League
of Nations’ enquiry into the mass-movements of population between
1912 and 1926 supplied data which produced decided modifications
in the distributions of Greek Macedonia.

(4) Methods of Depiction. Even given the same data, map-compilers
often produced two or more sets of distributions by using different
methods of depiction. Much depended on the base-map used. The
greater the scale, the easier it was to indicate small minorities. Distri-
butions shown by counties, for example, concealed scattered groups
such as the Vlachs. Nor was a mixture of ethnographic elements
easy to represent. In the portrayal of majority populations by admini-
sirative areas, cases occurred in which a minority amounting to 49
per cent remained totally obscured. The vast majority of maps in
flat colours ignored population density, whilst the use of symbols
showed numerical strengths but not detailed distributions. Some
maps indicated comparative strengths of ethnic groups but neither
their numerical strength nor their distribution, e.g. the League of
Nations’ Map, 1926.

(s) Criteria. But all these explanations are not sufficient to
account for the irreconcilable divergence of opinion expressed in many
maps. Even given exactly the same information and similar methods,
two or more sharply contrasting ethnographic maps were often
produced by different map-compilers. Indeed a comparison even of
contemporary maps reveals that scarcely two distributions may be
found to agree. The fundamental reason for this conflict lay in the
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Fic. 79. TwELVE VIEWsS ON THE DISTRIBUTION OF THE TURKS, 1730-1944

The following groups have been variously regarded as ‘ Turks ’ at one time or
another during the period under review : Turkish speakers, members of the
Islami Millet, Moslem Vlachs, Moslem Bulgarians (Pomaks), Moslem Albanians,
Moslem Albanians of ¢ Chamuria’ (Chams), Moslem Albanians of Old Serbia
(Arnauts), Moslem Serbs (Bosnians), Moslem Jews (Mammins or Domnes),
Moslem Greeks, Moslem Gypsies, Christian Turks (Gagauzi), Moslem Slav
refugees (‘ Mohadjers’), Arabs, Negroes, Levantines, Circassians, Persians, .
Turkomans, Yiiruks, Tatars, Turko-Tartars, Huzuls, Patzinaks, Kumans,
Konariotes, Vardariotes, Uzes, Seljuk and Osmanli Turks. This list is not
exhaustive. In some cases, for example maps 1 and 2, mere proximity of territory

to Constantinople seems to have been sufficient reason for its population to have v AveTRAN K onx Zevié
. . . . . 5 1877 ! .

been regarded as Turkish. The conflict of opinion on what constitutes a T 1y ¥ Y e T

b N . . L . . . \ v ___ LM ooF

Turk ’ accounts in some measurc for the variety of distributions given in_ ey Ot MaP

these twelve maps.

The series of maps as a whole indicate a steady diminution of the Turkish
ethnographic distribution, or what was conceived to be the Turkish distribution,
petween 1730 and 1944. This diminution may be directly related to the dgcline
of Turkish political power in the Balkans during that period. ‘With the develop-
ment of nationalism, groups of Moslems which were previously associated with
the Osmanli Turks, found, or were credited with, ncw allegiances. Wken the
Turks were defeated in 1913, actual migration of Osmanli Turks began o take
place, back to Thrace and Anatolia. This movement was reinforced afer the
Graeco-Turkish War of 1922 and the Osmanli element was further reduced.
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F1G. 80. TWELVE NON-GREEK VIEWS ON THE DISTRIBUTION OF THE GREEKS, (.' n
847-1 A =
1847-1944 ) . o A e
" 2,

.

The following groups have been variously regarded as Greeks at different
times : members of the Rumi Millet, Greek speakers, Hellenes, Pelasgo-Greeks, *
Moslem Greeks (sometimes called Greek Pomaks), Suliotes, Greek Orthodox
Albanians, Albanians under Greek influence, Albanian-speaking Greeks, Tosks,
Graeco-Albanians,  Hellenized’ Vlachs, Greek Orthodox Vlachs, Graeco-

Vlachs, Bulgarian Patriarchists, Graeco-Bulgarians, Bulgarophones (sometimes

called Slavophones), Bulgarian-speaking Greeks, Graeco-Macedonians, Macedo- 7P >y & <
Slavs under Greek influence, Turks of Greek Orthodox faith and Greek Jews. - s 1908, 1AUAN. O AMADORIVIRGIT
The list is not exhaustive but the lack of agreement on what constitutes a * Greek ’

helps to explain the variety of distributions depicted in this series of twelve maps. \

Interpretations emphasizing language tended to exclude the Greeks from Ipiros, S

and before 1923, from the Macedonian interior. Emphasis on religion (Map ), \ o

or culture (Map 6), tended to give them a much wider distribution. The re- )

settlement of Greek refugees between 1923 and 1926 appreciably modified the i

ethnographic structure of Greek Macedonia but even so disagreement still fo

existed concerning the Greek distribution (¢f. Maps 11 and 12). Considering the [ S A S
series as a whole, ethnographic consolidation appears to have followed upon i a

political consolidation. See also Fig. 88 for some pro-Greek views of Greek
ethnographic distributions. .

AN N

1917.  BRITISH. R.W. SETON- WATSON.

// ] s

o~

R T

’: 0 %7 ,,,,,,

P
|
’
1. 1847. FRENCH. A. BOUE. ICH 9. 1917, BULGARIAN. J. IVANOFF. 10. 1918, swiss. J. GABRYS
T [ T ) - . L]
\ s N LIMITS OF )
. ; \ J i ORIGINAL MAP
~ ' ~. \
\, \\ ° \ [
\ o B
\
! \
! )
{‘. ! [o~=-A 4 "
N
L Z

-———

er"' ) e°& - .

3. 1876. GERMAN. M. KIEPERT.

12. 1944, BRITISH. N. 1. D. HANDBOOK.






Fic. 81. TweLve BRITISH VIEWS ON THE DISTRIBUTION OF THE SERBS,
1867-1945

The following groups have variously been regarded as Serbs at different
times during the period under review : Serb speakers, Roman Catholic Serbs,
Moslem Serbs (Bosnians), Montenegrins, Rascians, Clementi, Illyrians, Torlak
speakers (Sop dialect), ‘Serbized’ Bulgarians, Slav partisans of Serb propa-
ganda, Serbo-Macedonians, Macedo-Slavs, Albanians of Serb descent, Albanian
Serbs, Arnauts (Albanian-speaking Moslems of Serb descent), ° Serbized’
Albanians and ‘ Serbized’ Vlachs. This list, although not exhaustive, indicates
a lack of agreement on what constitutes a ‘ Serb’, and explains in part the
variety of Serb distributions given in the accompanying maps. Seen through
British eyes, the Serb distribution apparently expanded southwards between
1867 and 1945. The acceptance of the idea that the Macedo-Slavs were partly or
wholly Serb explains some of the changes inBritish distributions. Also, elements
in the Macedonian population which had at one time been regarded as Albanian,
Bulgarian, Greek, Romanian or Turkish, came to be regarded as Serb, particularly
after 1915 (after Turkey and Bulgaria had entered the war of 1914-18). .Changes
in ideas do not wholly account for changes in distributions because some Serb
migration also took place, particularly after 1913, from Serbia to Macedonia.
A turther factor promoting change was the partial success of Serbian propaganda
in winning * converts’ to the Serb cause.
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Fic. 82. EIGHT SERBIAN VIEWS ON THE DISTRIBUTION OF THE SERBS
AND MACEDO-SLAVS, 1853-1924

Serbian interest in Macedonia in the mid-nineteenth century was negligible,
but before the end of the century the Serbians were claiming Macedonia as a
sphere of influence and were engaged in the °ethnographic reclamation’
of the Serb element in the Macedonian population. In the twentieth century
attempts to identify Serbs and Macedonians were abandoned in favour of the
Macedo-Slav theory which postulated Macedo-Slavs as *incipient Serbs’. The
success of this interpretation enabled Serbian claims to be pressed as far as the
Aegean Coast, and in 1918, on Bulgaria itself. By 1924, Macedo-Slavs in Jugo-
slavia were regarded as having become Serbs. But in 1945, the Serbian claims
were once again abandoned. The population of Macedonia was officially
declared Macedonian and credited with a culture sufficiently different from
that of the Serbs to justify separate political development (see also Figs. 77 & 89).
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Fic. 83. TweLvE VIEwS ON THE DISTRIBUTION OF THE BULGARIANS,

7 Z %
¥ Z 7 Z
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1847-1940 i ,
The following groups have variously been regarded as Bﬁlgdrian at different - 7
times : Bulgarian speakers, members of the Bulgari Millet, Greek Orthodox 5// 4 //' )
Exarchists, Greek Orthodox Bulgarian Patriarchists (sometimes called Bulgaro- //' / /%J,{/
phones or Graeco-Bulgarians), Pomaks (Moslem Bulgarians), °Serbized’ ¢ b2 //‘ ey

. 4
Bulgarians (of the Ni§ district), Bulgarian Macedonians, Torlak speakers (Sop o "" 7 O, 9° =
dialect),"and the Bulgarians of Bosiligrad and Caribrod. This list is not exhaus- ro A
tive but it accounts in part for the variety of distributions incorporated in the
accompanying maps. The most striking feature of the series as a whole is the v
remarlgble rgcession, in the eyes of theg world, of the Bulgarian ethnographic . Bo l%0e.  sAmBH. nW Lsmm o o "ms"' reviLL “'
frontier between 1847 and 1940. ~ With changes of fashion in ethnographic y//// /
ideas, Serb, Macedo-Slav, Greek and Turkish elements each gained at the 7
expense of the Bulgarian. The greatest loss from the Bulgarian point of view
has been the Macedonian Slav element which before 1850 was unanimously
acknowledged to be Bulgarian. The development of the idea that the Macedo-
Slavs comprised an independent ethnographic group resulted not only in the
exclusion of the Bulgarian distribution from Greek and Jugoslav Macedonia
but also from south-western Bulgaria. Indeed, by 1948, the possibility of Macedo-
Slay irredentism in Pirin Macedonia was a factor in the decision of the Bulgarian
Government to ban Jugoslav Macedonians from entering Pirin Macedonia
(see also Fig. 90).
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Fic. 84. TwEeLVE VIEws ON THE DISTRIBUTION OF THE MACEDO-SLAVS,
1909-1944

The Macedo-Slavs only began to figure on ethnographic maps about the begin-
ning of the present century. The following groups have been variously regarded
as Macedo-Slav since 1903 : Persons speaking the Macedo-Slav dialect (no
agreement exists on the distribution of the dialect, but the development of a
standardized written language sponsored by the present Jugoslav Government
is doing much to differentiate it both from Serb and Bulgarian) ; Kulturlos
Slavs (ie. Slavs without any specific national inclination) ; ° Slavized ’
Vlachs ; Greek Macedo-Slavs ; Bulgarian Macedo-Slavs; Serb Macedo-Slavs ;
¢ Albanianized ° Macedo-Slavs and Moslem Macedo-Slavs (sometimes called

/’—"“—\_-f'/

6. 1918 BRITISH. A.GROSS

Macedo-Slav Pomaks). The variety of interpretations of Macedo-Slav distributions 1 v
. : . . : L : el \ SERBIAN TERRITORY OF
given in the accompanying maps indicates lack of precision in the definition of \ \ 1913 EXCLUDED FROM \
the group. In J. Cviji¢’s later maps, Serb Macedo-Slavs, for cxample, arc =, I ORIGINAL MAP S
N .

portrayed as Serbs. The British maps tended to portray Bulgarian Macedo-Slavs
as Bulgarians, and so on. Whether the Macedo-Slavs would ever have attained
an independent ethnographic status had Bulgaria gained control of the territory
in 1878 is a matter for conjecture, but Serbian propaganda certainly played a
major part in severing their connection with the Bulgarians. The appearance
of the Macedo-Slavs on ethnographic maps invariably reduced Bulgarian distri-

butions in the Macedonian region. "Whatever their origins, however, there is ?
no doubt today that a strong feeling of political consciousness exists amongst 4
them. . s
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Fic. 8s. EIGHT VIEWS ON THE DISTRIBUTION OF THE POMAKs, 1877-1940 \E N ——— “& o .\,,f
Most authorities have been agreed in the past that the Pomaks are Bulgarian > * & 'g. S *
speakers who have embraced, or who have been forced to adopt, the Moslem ¢ o P22 (2 ¢ =3
religion. J. Ivanov, however, included Greek-speaking Moslems as Pomaks (Map R ° o= O */ . S =
6). J. Cviji¢ excluded Moslem Macedo-Slavs from the Pomak group (Map ). ','” ° s B ﬂ s
Pomaks have been variously regarded as Turks, as Bulgarians, or occasionally, / : (\<‘\ / (\<.\\
as a distinctive group owing allegiance to neither Turks nor Bulgarians. The L 1677 AUSTRAN.  KSAx 2. 1089, SERBY Zevic
series of accompanying maps all show Pomaks in the Rodopi mountain district, T —s - - P\AN' oo
but exhibit little agrcement about the distribution of scattered Pomak exclaves. k ) O B ) J ¢ l—_-" ORIGINAL MaP

The concentration of Pomaks in Greek Eastern Macedonia which appears on the ™ ‘ \
pre-1918 maps was reduced as a result of the Graeco-Turkish population exchange \ . N 7 .
(V. Mikov’s map does not acknowledge the validity of the exchange and refers ) RAIY

to the situation in 1913). The Pomaks of Dhikiti Thraki (Western Thrace) 4 @
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Fic. 86. TweLVE VIEWS ON THE DISTRIBUTION OF THE VLACHS, I182I1-1940 ]

@
@
The following groups have variously been regarded as Vlach (sometimes i %@

referred to as Kutzo-Vlachs, Zinzares, Aromunes, Little Wallachians, Little . o <™
Romanians, etc.). All persons in Macedonia, Albania and Greece speaking the | ) = =
Vlach dialect (the dialect is not readily recognizable as its original Latin quality 9
has been greatly modified by borrowings from Greek, Albanian and the various 2 7
Slav dialects, as well as from Turkish); ‘Hellenized’ Vlachs ; ‘ Romanized’ %
Vlachs ; *Slavized’ Vlachs ;  Albanianized’ Vlachs ; Pindus Vlachs ; Macedo- ;- ° o
Vlachs ; Frasheri (Vlachs of parts of southern Albania); Blachi (an historical i W@ ~L\
reference) ; Boui or Boviens; Brouzi; Dacians, Dassarets or Massarets (the * o 190, CIECH. L.NIEDERLE
last six groups are historico-tribal groups) ; Perhebians (another tribal reference) ; y
Vlacho-Patzinaks (Megalo-Vlachs or Meglenites) ; Serbo-Vlachs and Bulgaro- \ ) +  URBAN VLACHS
Vlachs. The list is not exhaustive, but it serves to demonstrate the variety of 1~ C
opinions held about the Vlach group which explains in part the variety of distri- \ + @\
butions given in the accompanying series of maps. Views later than 1877 : \ +
emphasized the scattered nature of their distribution, even if no unanimity existed / . N
on the precise location and size of enclaves. The migratory habit of the Vlachs ) - Z
adds to the difficulty of mapping their distribution. Since 1919, the tendency \ o " .
has been for the various Vlach elements to be absorbed by the Albanian, Greek, \t K Mol
Jugoslav and Bulgarian groups (Map 12). a:, t% e -~

—
o

+

"

4

® —a
}2& e ~-
O

2
-9
N
0.,
)
%

8. 1913. ROMANIAN, A.RUBIN

7. 1913. FRENCH. L.LAMOUCHE

[ ]
4
4

.

]

" = O ? ﬂ ﬂ

/ /

/ * —~\ /e * SN
°

~ ‘

2. 1877, ROMANIAN. N. DENSUSIANU. : .. 1895. GERMAN. G. WEIGAND

7 L oo D - -
1. 1821. GERMAN.  F.A OET2EL 2. 1861 FRENCH. G.LEJEAN 9. 1914 BRITISH.  A.J.B. WACE, ETC 0. 1918 BRITISH.  G.S.G.S.
A} \ b4 o LMITS OF \Y L
\,\ s X . ) ORIGINAL MAP &\ 5
’\' . N\ \‘ ’
-\' ' [ ] -\‘ . \‘\| °
I \
],' i b
'/// _ - g 9)0 & ‘ - \_.r-° .
/% a Y 4 . '/-J_z./ . .}‘
7. s 7 N >
0, by i
7 = O o o o’ = O
/,7‘ ; ’e'.l ] . '/
e J ° ~

A\

12. 1940. GERMAN. FOREIGN OFFICE







X - 7
. B ’ 3
2 . ./
. J %a \ o
FiG. 87. TwELVE VIEws ON THE DISTRIBUTION OF THE ALBANIANS, s’ V4 A N
1847-1942 m—— \
The Albanians are sometimes called Shqiptars (Skipetars) and have also been 7 )
described as Illyrians (L. Niederle), Thraco-Illyrians and Thracians. The follow- Y - ,! T
ing groups have been variously regarded as Albanian since 1847 : Albanian - %}'} ytet ™ 7
722N ——_2 .

speakers, Moslem Albanians, Arnauts (sometimes called Moslem Albanians cf
Serb descent), Christian Albanians of Serb descent, ¢ Serbized ® Albanians,
Gegs, Tosks, Suliotes, Mirdites, etc., Albanian-Serbs, Albanian-Greeks (Greek
Orthodox Albanians), Chams (Albanian Moslems of ¢ Chamuria’), Frasheri

'.”/— -@-':'\'/’, )
7/ L
o // 5% Y4 a O
(Albanian-Vlachs). There has thus been a lack of agreement on what constitutes '

/ 7 . A -

7, o

an ‘ Albanian’ which explains, in part, the variety of interpretations given in ;% . <.\
UL

the accompanying maps. Before 1921, Serbian maps minimized the importance 4 TP a—— .
of the Albanian element in Old Serbia and western Macedonia on-the grounds e S : T SERRMN U ewx
that Albanian speakers in these districts were of Serb descent (Maps 3, 4 and 6).
Some British maps adopted the Serbian interpretation (Map 9). In the Serbian
Census of 1921, the Albanian ‘ mother tongue’ was conceded to be a test of
nationality and the Albanian distribution in Jugoslavia was accordingly extended
(Map 12). Italian maps have always sought to emphasize the Albanian element
in Old Serbia and Macedonia (Maps s and 6).

Migration must also be taken into account in explaining the variety of distri-
butions. The Macedonian geographer, J. F. Trifunoski, for cxample, has recently
maintained that a considerable movement of Albanians took place into western
Macedonia during the early and mid-ninetecnth century and may well account
for the differences of distribution shown in Maps 1 and 2.*

* Unpublished manuscript (Skoplje, 1948).
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SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 317

selection of criteria. Numerous data existed upon which the population
of Macedonia might be indefinitely subdivided into some hundreds of
different groups. The diversity of the maps reflected the lack of any
commonly acceptable or durable criterion of ethnic affinity.

In many maps, language was the principal, indeed, sometimes the
only, criterion used. To quote Dudley Kirk :

Of the several components of ethnic nationality language is
unquestionably regarded as the most important single element.
In view of the pre-eminent importance of language in the
transmission of cultural heritage it is understandable why
language should have become the chief rallying point of nation-
ality in Europe. Language is probably the greatest invention
of mankind and the one that has made possible most of the
cultural achievements which distinguish human beings from
other creatures. In the modern world, language is the most
important of cultural traditions.

The measurement of linguistic distributions, however, proved
extremely difficult in the case of Macedonia. Official census material
was by no means reliable, and in conducting their own researches
champions of the linguistic criterion found themselves confounded by
a wealth of archaic forms preserved in Macedonian vernaculars and
by the almost complete absence of written language-records of a date
later than Old Church Slavonic. The problem as to whether Mace-
donian dialects were closer to Serb or Bulgarian was complicated by
the introduction of Serbian and Bulgarian written languages into
Macedonian schools and by the absence of any sharply defined linguistic
divides of a kind which are usually associated with long-established
political boundaries. The problem of differentiating between various
Slav dialects or languages was more acute than that of differentiating
between Slav, Greek, Albanian, Turkish, Ladino and Romanian
respectively, but even these languages were closely inter-related and
bilingualism had also to be considered (see Appendix A, p. 328).

Even if philologists could have agreed amongst themselves on
linguistic groupings, language itself was not the only test of ethnic

! Dudley Kirk, op. cit.
X
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SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 319

affinity to be found in Macedonia. Religion was equally admissible.
Turks and Greeks, indeed, claimed it as the supreme criterion. Nor
did language and religion exhaust the list of possibilities. Other
loyalties were distinguished by discriminating observers which, they
claimed, bound together people of different language and religion ;
similarity of economy, historical associations, common customs and
observances, long-established political allegiances, like material cultures,
pseudo-racial ties, even place of birth and * political nationality  had
their advocates.!

The plurality of criteria led many scholars to abandon the employ-
ment of single tests of affinity and to indulge in a combination of two
or more criteria when drawing up their classifications. The most
common combination was language for Bulgaria, Jugoslavia and
Northern Albania and religion for Greece and Turkey. Hence the
endless variety of contrasting ethnographic mosaics which resulted.

1See Dudley Kirk, op. cit. (Ch. X) for a useful discussion of the criteria of
nationality.

Fic. 88. GREEK ASPIRATIONS IN MACEDONIA AND ADJOINING TERRITORIES,
1877-1946
The references in the key are as follows :

Map 1.i Greek ethnographic distribution according to E. Stanford’s Greek-
inspired map of 1877 ; ii. Northern limit of the Empire of Constantinople
in the 14th century (based on Spruner-Menke, Historischer Handatlas, 1878) ;
iii. Northern boundary of a Greater Hellenic State proposed by H. Kiepert
in his Ethnocratic Map of 1878.

Map 2. i Greek ethnographic distribution according to A. Synvet’s map of
1877 ; ii. British plan for the northern boundary of Greece in 1878 (based on
‘Wyld’s map of Turkey-in-Europe, 1878). ‘

Map 3. i. Greek ethnographic distribution according to C. Nicolaides (1914) ;
ii. Extent of Greek schools in 1899 (based on the maps of R.. von Mach, 1900) ;
iii. Territory occupied by Greece during the Balkan Wars (based on C.
Nicolaides’ map, 1914) ; iv. Greek demands in Ipiros in 1913 (based on the
map “ L’Epire du Nord ” in Histoire Diplomatique de la Gréce (1926) by E.
Driault).

Map 4. i. Greek ethnographic distribution according to G. Soteriades (1918) ;
ii. Greek demands in Ipiros in 1919 (based on the Greck Memorandum to the
Peace Conference, 1919) ; iii. Greek demands in Bulgaria (based on the Greek
Memorandum of 1919).

Note. These claims in Ipiros and in the Rodopi of Bulgaria were reiterated in
the Memorandum du Gouvernement Hellenigue sur I'Albanie et I'Epire du Nord
(April, 1946) and the Memorandum du Gouvernement Hellenique sur la Frontiére
Greco-Bulgare (July, 1946).
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Each map became the vehicle of the ideas of its particular compiler—
ideas which were partly the product of their age and environment and
which differed accordingly. It is patent that even if the population of
Macedonia had remained unchanged and static, the variety of ethno-
graphic maps would still have remained comparatively rich.

(6) The Grouping of Ethnographic Elements. A further cause of
diversity arose from the practice of combining certain sub-groups into
major ethnographic groups, the inference being that the individuality
of the sub-group was less than its affinity with the major group. The
effect of this practice may be illustrated by reference to the Turks
who were variously understood to be :

(4) Osmanli Turks only;

(b)) Osmanlis plus such pre-Osmanli groups as Vardariotes, Uzes

and Konariotes;

() Osmanlis and Turkomans;.

(d) Osmanlis and Tatars;

FiG. 89. SERBIAN ASPIRATIONS IN MACEDONIA AND ADJOINING TERRITORIES,
1853-1918

The references in the key are as follows :

Map 1. i. Serbian ethnographic distribution according to G. Desjardins (1853) ;
ii. * Old Serbia —representing Serbia’s territorial claims in 1878 (based on
Wyld’s map of 1878).

Map 2. i. Extent of Serbian schools in 1899 (based on the maps of R.. von Mach,
1900) ; ii. Limits of ‘ Old Serbia’ according to J. Cviji¢ (1907) ; iii. Rail-
route to San Giovanni di Medua and Antivari proposed by J. Cviji¢ in 1909.

Map 3. i. Rail-routes from Serbia to the Adriatic ports in 1912-13, based on 1.
J. Cviji¢ (* Der Zug nach Adria”, Petermann’s Geog. Mittheilungen, 1912) ;
2. Miss M. I. Newbigin (Geographical Aspects of Balkan Problems, 1915) and
3. a map in The Geographical Journal, 1913 ; ii. Southern limit of Serbian
claims in Macedonia in 1912 (based on the Secret Annex of 1912) ; iii. Southern
limit of the Serbs in 1913 according to J. Cviji¢’s map of 1913 ; iv. Territory
occupied by the Serbs during the period of the Balkan Wars, 1912-13 (after
‘ Balkanicus ') ; v. Southern limit of Macedo-Slavs with Serb affinities
according to J. Cviji¢ (1913).

Map 4. i. Bulgarian territory acquired by Serbia under the terms of the Treaty
of Neuilly, 1019 (these acquisitions represented only part of Serbian claims on
Bulgaria) ; ii. Extent of Serbs and Macedo-Slavs according to J. Cviji¢’s map
of 1913; iii. The Morava-Vardar route from °Old Serbia’ through
Macedonia to Salonika.
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(¢) Osmanlis, Tatars and Gagauzi (Christian Turks);

(f) Osmanlis and Gypsies;

(g) Osmanlis and Pomaks (Moslem Bulgarians);

(k) Osmanlis, Pomaks, Chams (Moslem Albanians of Chamuria),
Armauts (Moslem Albanians of Old Serbia), and Bosnians
(Moslem Serbs).

This list does not exhaust the possible combinations but it is sufficient
to demonstrate the way in which such combinations are likely to
produce differing distributions.

The Limitations of Ethnographic Maps

Ethnographic maps are the product of an era in the history of
south-eastern Europe which is not yet at an end, when scientific
investigation into the nature of society was, and is, proceeding against a

Fic. 90. BULGARIAN ASPIRATIONS IN MACEDONIA AND ADJOINING TERRITORIES,
1877-1950

The references in the key are as follows :

Map 1. i. Bulgarian ethnographic distribution according to A. Boué (1847) ;
ii. Extent of the Bulgarian Exarchate in 1870 (after J. Ivanov) ; iii. Bulgarian
boundaries proposed at the Conference of Constantinople in 1876 (the British
line was farther north than that put forward by the Russians) ; iv. Bulgarian
boundaries proposed under the terms of the Treaty of San Stefano in 1878.

Map 2. i. Bulgarian ethnographic distribution according to N. Zaryanko
(1890) ; ii. Extent of Bulgarian schools in 1899 (after the maps of R. von

Mach, 1900).

Map 3. i. Northern limit of territory recognized by Serbia as Bulgarian
in 1912 (after the Secret Annex of 1912); ii. Territory occupied by the
Bulgarian army at the close of the Balkan Wars, April, 1913 (after
‘ Balkanicus ’) ; ili. Revision of boundaries in Macedonia in favour of
Bulgaria proposed by A. J. Toynbee in 1915 (Nationality and the War, Pl iv) ;
iv. Western limit of territory tentatively conceded by Greek diplomats to
Bulgaria during negotiations for the delimitation of boundaries after the first
Balkan War (after L. Dominian, Frontiers of Language in Europe, 1917).

Map 4. i. Provisional limits of the People’s Republic of Macedonia according to
The Constitution of the Federal People’s Republic of Yugoslavia, 1946. This was the
key republic in the scheme for Balkan Federation under discussion between
Jugoslav and Bulgarian politicians, 1945-47. Upon the failure of the scheme,
Bulgarian claims on the republic have been renewed (1949); ii. Territory
occupied, and administered as part of Bulgaria, 1941-43 ; iii. Territorial claims
of Bulgaria upon Greece put forward at the Peace Conference of 1946 (after
La Bulgarie et les Questions de la Paix, Paris, 1946).
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background of fervent national developments. The maps suffer from
the inevitable reaction of these two processes; they are therefore
symptomatic of a period of maladjustment between the community
and the state. They reflect the evils and the merits of their age.

It is evident that the value of such maps is largely historical. That
some political geographers give credence to their * scientific validity ’
raises important issues of their value and their use and misuse
in the field of political geography. Their application to the solution
of problems of political boundaries has often had grave conse-
quences in the past in the form of disrupted economies, in the creation
of dissatisfied minorities and in the painful mass-movements of long-
established populations ; and even when exchanges of minorities are
effected, memories remain as an incitement to policies of revision and
revenge. In the case of Macedonia, the history of the last ten years has
provided instances of the creation of ethno-political boundaries which
have varied widely in direction according to the circumstances.
The German ideas on the distribution of the Serbs in 1941 were very
different from those entertained by Britain and France in 1921. The
Serbian views of their own distribution in 1919 was altogether
different from official ideas found in Communist Jugoslavia in 194s.

Ethnographic maps of Macedonia are inseparable from their
historical context. No one map is ever likely to give a satisfactory
pieture of the ethnographic distributions to be found there, at least
not until long years of political, economic and social consolidation
have brought a measure of stability to the region. In the meantime
no useful purpose is served by trying to produce a compromise map
of the kind to be found in many political geographies and atlases.

The Value of the Maps as Source-material

However ineffectual the wvarious attempts to delimit Serb,
Bulgarian, Greek and other distributions might have proved
cartographically, the process has had far-reaching consequences for
the political geography of the Balkan peninsula. Ethnographic
maps and the ideas they expounded were not only influenced by,
but exerted an imponderable influence upon, the history of the
Balkan nations. Even although the ideas originally expressed may
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Fic. 91. ALBANIAN ASPIRATIONS IN MACEDONIA AND ADJOINING TERRITORIES,
1877-1950
The references in the key are as follows :

Map 1. i. Albanian ethnographic distribution according to K. Sax (1877) ;
ii. Albanian boundaries proposed by H. Kiepert in his Ethnocratic Map of
1878 ; iii. Albanian boundary proposed by Austrian and Italian delegates at
the London Conference of 1913 (after C. Woods’ map in The Geographical
Journal, 1918) ; iv. Albanian boundary proposed by the Provisional Albanian
Government, 1913 (after C. Woods) ; v. Albanian boundary fixed by the
Conference of London, 1913.

Map 2. i. Albanian ethnographic distribution according to A. D. Atanasiu
(1919) ; ii. Revision of the Albanian boundary proposed by J. S. Barnes in
1918 ; iii. Boundary proposed by the Provisional Albanian Government
of 1919 (after H. W. V. Temperley) ; iv. Albanian boundary in 1943 ;
v. Boundaries of ‘Kosmet’, the Autonomist Albanian District of the Republic
of Jugoslavia (claims to this District are now being pressed by Albanian
politicians, 1949) ; vi. Proposed south-eastern boundary of Albania in 1943
(after a map in L’ Albania, Reale Societa Geografica Italiana, Bologna, 1943).
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have been divorced from reality, their power to suggest relationships,
to stimulate aspirations and to mould policies, has been a very real
force (Figs. 88-91).

For this reason, the value of these maps lies in the light which they
throw on the Balkan political scene in the nineteenth century. They
demonstrate the full extent and significance of the Macedonian problem
and its impact upon inter-state relationships during the formative period
of the modern political geography of the peninsula. They were instru-
mental in the shaping of boundaries and in the delimitation of spheres of
influence. The Macedonian national movement which did not crystallize
until the war years of 1940-45 was basically a delayed response
to the suggestive ideas propagated through the maps compiled by
J- Cvijié in the first decade of the century. Greek pretensions in the
Balkans in 1922, Bulgarian revisionist policy since 1913, the awakening
of Albanian nationalism in the last few years of the recent war,
the partitions of Jugoslavia and Greece during the German
occupation, the move fora Greater Macedonia, the strained relationships
between Greece and her northern neighbours, 1945-50, the present
Jugoslav-Bulgarian ideological dispute, are all related instances of the
influence of ethnographic ideas upon practical politics. One might
declare without undue exaggeration that the whole history of the
Macedonian part of the Balkan peninsula in the last hundred years has
been characterized by this fascinating interaction between ethnographic
ideas and nationalist aspirations.



APPENDIX A
G. WEIGAND’S VIEWS, 1924

G. WEIGAND will be remembered for his map on the ethnography
of south-western Macedonia compiled in 1895 (Fig. 28). During the
War of 1914-18 he was commissioned by the German General Staff
to enquire into the ethnography of Macedonia. Every facility was
granted to him to carry out his task. He was given a staff of six
Germans and a number of Bulgarians, but no Serbians served with him
for obvious reasons—Serbia was the enemy. His enquiries did not
extend to Greek Macedonia as the Germans and Bulgarians were not
in occupation of that territory. He established his headquarters at
Ni§. By the year 1918, when the Germans and Bulgarians were
forced to withdraw, he appears to have completed a survey of the
ethnography of Serbian Macedonia, Old Serbia, northern Albania
and the Ni§-Leskovac region. The work was never officially published
but Weigand summarized his ideas in a book published in 1924.
It contained no map, although a manuscript map was prepared which
would seem to have been lost during the War of 1939-45.

Weigand’s work, as might be expected, had a Bulgarian flavour
but he substantiated his arguments by philological and historical data
which made them difficult to refute. His ideas compelled attention
if only on account of his enviable knowledge of Balkan languages and
of the opportunity which fell to his lot of investigating the ethno-
graphic situation with the aid of a trained staff. He attempted nothing
less in 1925 than a precise reconstruction of the ethnography of
Macedonia from the earliest times. He believed, rightly, that ethno-
graphic distributions had no value without perspective. According
to his ideas, five main periods could be distinguished in the evolution
of the modern ethnography of the peninsula. Each period shed some
light on contemporary ethnographic problems.

1 Ethnographie von Makedonien (Leipzig, 1924).
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Weigand’s Chart of Language Development in the Balkan Peninsula

Macedonian

b XX
Balkan Ur-Slav<——Latin <«——Thracian Old-Greek
I Lllyrian l
¥ v
Old-Bulgarian Ur-Romanian <—Ur-Albanian <«—Old-Greek

1 t l

Middle-  <«—DPre-literary <«——Old-Albanian<—Middle-Greek

Bulgarian —-R omanian J
1 .
Modern or New- Modermn or Modem Modern
Bulgarian > New-Romanian Albanian Greek

|

(1) The Pre-Classical Era

The south of the peninsula was originally inhabited by the
Macedonians of unknown origin who were greatly influenced by
Greek culture, but who had no written language and were an ‘ eng
verwandtes Volk.” They occupied southern Macedonia proper and
the Aegean littoral. In the north-west were found the Illyrians and
in the central and northern parts of the peninsula, the Thracians. A
thick wooded zone, the ‘Bulgarwald’, formed the boundary
between the Illyrians and Thracians in the neighbourhood of the
valley of Morava and Timok.! The significance of this reconstruction
was that it prepared the way for Weigand’s contention that the Morava-
Timok region ultimately became as effective a divide between the
Serbs and the Bulgarians as it had been between Illyrians and Thracians.

(2) The Classical Period
Greek and Roman influence penetrated into the peninsula from the
1 Many early nineteenth-century atlases make a particular point of distin-

guishing the  Bulgarian Forest’ (e.g., Atlas Universel, Historigue et Géographique
Par A. Houzé, Paris, 1841).
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south and west respectively during this period. Hellenism gained a
hold on Macedonia and Thrace as far north as the Balkan crest-line
but Latin influences prevailed in Illyria and Moesia.

(3) The Vilkerwanderung

(a) From the fourth century onwards, the Goths, Vandals and
Huns overran Moesia, Thrace and Macedonia, but they exerted only
a minor influence on the ethnic composition of the contemporary
population. The area north of the Balkan range remained in culture
a mixture of Latin and Thracian elements, and that of the north-
west of the peninsula, a mixture of Latin and Illyrian. Pure Thracian
survived in the mountainous area south of Sofia and in the Rodopi
mountains.

(b)) During the sixth century, the Slavs pushing south down the
Drava and Sava from Central Europe inundated Moesia, Macedonia
and the western Balkans. The Thracian pastoralists, however, survived
in the coastal districts. These early Slavs or ‘ Urslavs,” as Weigand
called them, were unable to prevent the revival, later, of the Greek
influence in the towns of Macedonia.

() Two new ethnic groups were born during the Slav invasions
from the remnants of the Thracians in the Sofia-Ni§-Skoplje region.
They were :

(i) the Albanians, descendants of the pure Thracians, who were
pushed westwards into the mountains of modern Albania
during the migrations ;

(i) the Wallachians, descendants of the latinized Thracians, who
were dispersed in two main directions—northwards over the
Danube via the Dobrudja, and southwards into Macedonia
and Thessalia. Thus the paths of Albanians and Wallachians,
both of the Thracian stem, diverged once and for all. It is
interesting to note that Weigand derided the popular theory
that the Albanians were of Illyrian stock or culture.

(d) The Bulgars were steppeland folk who gradually moved
westwards from the land between the Volga and the Don and crossed
the Danube about the seventh century. They allied themselves with
the Slavs and eventually became completely slavized, bequeathing
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little more than their name to the Slav population. Altbulgarisch or
old-Bulgarian became the language which prevailed over the whole
of the eastern and southern part of the Balkans and it was used by
Cyril and Methodius, the Greek missionaries, as the basis of Old Church
Slavonic. Much influenced by Greek syntax, the language became the
medium of church services all over the Balkan peninsula and was even
used in Moravia, parts of Russia and Romania. From Altbulgarisch
modern Bulgarian was ultimately derived.

(4) The Mediaeval Period

From the ninth century to the thirteenth century, a struggle ensued
between the Bulgarians and the Byzantine Emperors for control of
the southern part of the peninsula. Bulgarian influence in this area
was successfully established by :

(i) the First Bulgarian Emperors, Simon (892-927), and Samuel
(980-1014). Macedonia became the chief centre of Bulgarian
power and capitals were founded at Prilep, Prespa and Ohrid.
The Bulgarian Patriarchate of Ohrid was established and re-
mained in being even when the Byzantine Emperors regained
control of the Egnation Way between 1094 and 1230 ;

(i) Asseniden (1210-1250), who established the Second Bulgarian
Empire.

The Wallachians were also prominent in political affairs during the
thirteenth century and Weigand noted the existence of the Empire
of Great Wallachia based on Thessalia.

By the middle of the thirteenth century the Serbs, who hitherto had
played little part in Balkan affairs began to extend their power farther
south. Skoplje became the imperial residence of the Serbs under
Kings Uroé I and II (1243-1321). Under Stefan Dufan the Serbian
Empire was extended into northern Macedonia and Thessalia
(1331-55). Thus, during the course of the thirteenth and fourteenth
centuries, Bulgarian and Byzantine influence in Macedonia was
superseded by that of the Serbs.

The sequence of events was interrupted by the arrival of more
nomadic raiders—the Patzinaks and Kumans (Huzuls). They have
left evidence of their existence in the Meglen (Moglena or Karjj)
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region and in place-names such as Kumanovo in northern Macedonia.
They, too, quickly became assimilated into the native population,
some becoming Slavs and others Vlachs (see p. 116).

(s) The Turkish Period

The final stage in the evolution of the ethnography of the Balkans
according to Weigand took place under the Turks. The region south
of a line from Prizren, thro'ugh Ni§ and Vidin to the Danube, was pro-
foundly affected. Here the f{ﬂik and Wakuf were firmly established
and serflom maintained in consequence. Turko-Arabic culture
modified the language, habits of life, economy and mode of thought
of the inhabitants of this area. Evidences of this were to be found in
food and drink, clothes, household practices, animal husbandry and in

military and administrative terminology.

Weigand’s Conclusions

On the evidence outlined above Weigand concluded that Macedonia
and Bulgaria were more closely associated than Serbia and Macedonia,
and that the common experiences of Macedonians and Bulgarians
had endowed them with an ethnic homogeneity which found support
in the evidence provided by philology. In his opinion the Ni3-
Leskovac-Skoplje-Prizren region had served as a mark between the
Serbs and the Bulgars and therefore the greater part of Macedonia
itself was not a transitionary region but an integral part of the
Bulgarian province. The dialect of the Slavs of Macedonia
was much closer to Bulgarian than to Serbian. As an illustration of
the analogy between the Serb, Macedo-Slav and Bulgarian languages,
Weigand compared the dialect of Bitolj with that of Sofia (igp
dialect) and Serbo-Croat. The comparison is given below. Note
the Macedonian post-positive article 0. From this extract it would
appear that Weigand’s case was justified.

Serb. mémée nékakvo ué’c u  bérbemicu dase
Mac. édno mémée vléglo vo édna berbérnica za da se
Blg. edné moméé vlézlo v ednd berbémica 4a da se

Eng. A youth entered a barber’s parlour in order to be
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Serb.
Mac.
Blg.

Eng.

Serb.
Mac.
Blg.

Eng.

Serb.
Mac.
Blg.

Eng.

Serb.
Mac.
Blg.

Eng.

Serb.
Mac.
Blg.

Eng.

Serb.
Mac.
Blg.

Eng.

Serb.
Mac.
Blg.

Eng.

G. WEIGAND’S VIEWS, 1924

Sbrije.  Bérberin bio &6vek vragélast i faljif, pa se
fzbritit.  Bérberot bil tek majtiptija i Segidfia, i
izbrisne. Berbérino bil ¢ovék majtaplija i 3egadZia, i
shaved.  The barber was a facetious and droll fellow and

chtéde mailo nédaliti sa 6nim mladidem, te ga zipita:
sikale da niprait milku $€ga so méméeno, ta go zipita :
sika¥e da naprivi milko Segd s-momééto, ta go zapita:
wished to have a little joke with the youth, and asks him

,, 6dakle si ti mémée? “ ¢énaj mu rée, da je rédom
,» otkdde si ti mémée?“ t6a mu réCe, toi je réden
,,otdéka si ti mom&?“ ono mu réle, oti je rédom
“ Where do you come from lad 2"’ The latter tells him that

he is native

iz Sdrajeva. a  bérberin néstavi : ,, &G0 sam, daima
vo Sarfjevo. a  bérberot prédolzit : ,, sum Cul, 6ti ima
ot Sarijevo. a  berbérino prodsl¥i : ,, éul sam, 6ti ima

to Sarajevo. And the barber continues : “I have heard that
there are

tdkovich junika wu Srajevu, kéji se briju bez
tékvi jinaci vo Sarfjevo, 3to se bri¢at  bez
takiva jundci v Sardjevo, koitose brisnat bez

such heroes in Sarajevo, who shave themselves without

vriée véde i  saptna, no sémo stidenom védom.*
tépla  véda i sipun, a sémo sostudena véda.”
topla  véda i saptn, a sdmo sistudéna  véda.”
warm water and soap, and only with cold water.”

6no mémée, da pokaZe, kiko  je i 6no jinak,
mémeno,  dapbka¥it, 6t i téa  je junak,
momd&éto, da pokdze, 6ti i oné 1 junik,
The lad, in order to show, that he also is a hero, . «+
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Salonika, 24, 43, 45, 49, 77, 79, 88,
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Samarté (see Sarmatians)
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259; Christian, 98, 101 ; cultural
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47, 68, 96, 99, 101, 130, 141 156,
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98, 128, 130, 259, 295; origin of in
Macedonia, 47
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Seton-Watson, R. W., 176, maps of,
166 et seqq., 223
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Styria, 10

Sumner, B. H., 89
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Temperley, H. W. V., 46, 132, 206, 231,
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Tetovo, 120, 127, 137, 149, 1523, 163,
170, 178, 213, 216, 291, 296

Thessalid (Thessaly), 8, 38, 41, 45, 79,
82-9 passim, 94, 117, 125, 140, 142,
155—6, 162, 168, 2059 passim, 276,
329

. Thessaloniki, eparchy of, 137

Thessaloniki, city (see Salonika)

“Thirty Days War’, 1897, 117

Thoémmel, G., 76

Thompson, M. S., 17-8, 221, 306

Thrace, 9-11 passim, 206 passim, 35,
38-9, 43, 52-3, 61, 68, 769 passim,
84, 87, 89, 99, 117, 133, 1834, 193,
195, 209, 211, 329; Eastern—, 292

Thracians, 32, 155-6, 328 ef seqq.

Thrakové, 155

Thunmann, I., 82

Times, The, 68, 133

Times, Atlas, 132, 246

Timok r., 39, 45, 56, 156, 213, 231;
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Timok-Prizren region, 279

Tiran€ (Tirana), 48
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Toynbee, A. J., 216

Tozer, H. F.,, 24
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Tsar of Russia, as arbiter in the
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Tudié, S. P., 216

Turkey, 4, 10, 16, 18, 23, 28, 32, 62, 85,
94, 98, 197

“Turkification’, policy of, 168

Turkish, administrative system, 16-7;
criterion of nationality was religior,
17; emigration from Europe, 207,
258; language, 3, 8, 29, 207;
nationalism, 168; official statistics,
47, 73, 208-9
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Turkotatati (Turko-tatars), 155
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distribution of, 7-11 passin, 14—20
passin, 23, 26, 33, 37, 43, 52, 65, 73,
77, 82, 99, 107, 112, 121, 130, 162,
173, 193, 243, 248~9, 252, 254, 257,
288, 291, 296, 305, between 314 & 1§
(Fig.); Greek Orthodox, 173;
importance of in towns, 37, 296;
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Unkiar Skelessi, Treaty of, 23
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Urslavs, 328 (chart), 329
Uskoks, 14, 35
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Uzes, 43, 321

VALACHADES (see Vlakh mts.)
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100 passim, 116, 127-8, 141, 161,
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Vardariotes, 43, 321 (see also Bardariotes)

Vasilev, R., 281
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Vegorritis, 1., 38, 99, 112, 114
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170, 178, 213, 254, 305
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Vidin, 14, $6, 58, 61, 63, 202, 331
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114; statistics, 37, 84, 102, 123, 132,
142, 179, 209, 221, 25§, 286, 313;
tribal groups, 84

Vlachs, Christian v. Moslem, 128;
Cviji¢’s subdivision of, 179; distri-
bution of, 7, 13, IS5, 18 22, 40, 52,
67, 69, 71, 79, 82, 84, 98, 101, 108,
114 et seqq., 128, 131, 137, 142, 156,
159, 165, 193, 198, 205, 209, 22I,
242, 249, 254, 259, 276, 2834, 288,
203, 296, between 314 & 15 (Fig.);
hellenization of, 306; history of, 46,
330 of seqq.; language of, 48;
romanized, 157, 160; schools for,
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ments of, 294 (see also Kutzo-Vlachs,
Meglenites, Romanians, Zinzares)
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Weigand, G., 49, 125, 173, 243~4, 249;
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et seqq.
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