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Between the Ottoman and Serbian States: Carigradski
Glasnik, an Istanbul-based Paper of Ottoman Serbs,
1895—1909

In this essay I investigate Carigradski glasnik (Constantinople’s Messenger), an Istanbul-
based periodical written by Ottoman Serbs between 1895 and 1909. This journal
was a direct product of Serbian diplomatic circles in Istanbul aimed at audiences in
Ottoman Macedonia, a region which was claimed by Greek, Bulgarian and Serbian
countries as their own national territory and which soon became a political arena for
the spread of national propaganda intended to persuade the Slavic-speaking Orthodox
population of its respective Greek, Serbian, or Bulgarian national roots. Carigradski
glasnik propagated the idea of Serbian nationhood and fought for the establishment
of a Serbian Millet. Essentially, it was an attempt to create nationhood from above,
propagating “Serbianness” as envisioned by its editors and Serbian diplomats. It was
engaged in the dispute over Ottoman Macedonia, which in the historiography is known

as the Macedonian question.
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Following the establishment of the Bulgarian Exarchate in 1870, the struggle
over Ottoman Macedonia intensified. Bulgaria and Greece emerged as the
most serious contenders. They promoted concepts of Bulgarian and Greek
nationhood in Ottoman Macedonia and also fostered the nation-building
process within their own borders. Each of these countries tried to legitimate
their claims to Ottoman Macedonia, but the Berlin Congress in 1878 put the
Greek—Bulgarian struggle into question because some of the decisions that were
made at the Congress affected the situation in Ottoman Macedonia. Specifically,
in addition to the fact that Ottoman Macedonia emerged as an international
problem and came to be regarded by the great powers as a region that needed to
be reformed, Serbia, after having lost Bosnia and Herzegovina, also decided to
attempt to establish and strengthen its position there.

However, the intention of Serbian diplomatic circles, and therefore of
Carigradski glasnik, was not to undermine Ottoman sovereignty but rather to act
in accordance with it. Unlike Bulgaria, which fostered revolutionary activities in
the region from 1895 in order to sever Ottoman Macedonia from the Ottoman
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Empire and eventually annex it, Serbia calculated that it was in its interests that
Macedonia remain within the Ottoman Empire. As a latecomer to the struggle
for control of the territory, Serbia had to consolidate its position in the region.
For this, it needed an ally, which is why the Serbian state supported and acted
within Ottoman sovereignty. Each country had the same aim: to keep Ottoman
Macedonia within the Ottoman Empire. For this reason, Carigradski glasnik
operated fully in accordance with Ottoman press regulations. Moreover, it was
published in Istanbul, under the strict surveillance of the Ottoman censors, and
the editorial staff went out of their way to demonstrate the utmost loyalty of the
Ottoman Serbs to the Sultanate. Since Carigradski glasnik diligently propagated
the image of the Ottoman state, on some occasions it was hard to believe that
the paper was actually a product of Serbian irredentist plans in the region.

As the periodical of Serbian diplomatic circles, Carigradski glasnik promoted
Serbian nationhood as a stable, fixed and clear entity that had existed from time
immemorial and that therefore distinguished the Serbian nation from the other
nations in the Ottoman Empire, especially from the Slavic Bulgarians. This
was the main mission of Serbian diplomatic circles in Istanbul. Thus, the main
mission of the periodical was also first to convince its readers that shared aspects
of culture such as language and specific celebrations were evidence of shared
Serbian nationhood and second to emphasize the (alleged) loyalty of the Serbian
nation in the Empire in order to obtain M/l status.' Furthermore, although the
Serbian diplomatic mission propagated fixed Serbian nationhood and the owners
and editors of Carigradski glasnik were employed for this matter, the personal
data of the two last owners did not reveal a strict and well-defined notion of

1 According to mainstream historiography, Ottoman society was not united but was strictly divided into
religious communities, that is to say, Millets. This interpretation sees religious communities within clear
cut-lines and defined religious identities; a system where religious institutions operated within a set of
privileges supposedly granted to them by the Ottoman governments. This set of privileges, the cornerstone
of the Millet system, essentially meant the right to independent communal affairs, for example a juridical or
education system. Nevertheless, with the emergence of national ideas in the 19™ century, defining Ottoman
subjects in terms of religious affiliation was no longer adequate. The Rum Millet under the Ecumenical
Patriarchate did not just consist of the Orthodox Christians as its members became Orthodox Greeks,
Bulgarians, or Serbs, just to mention a few. Specifically, Bulgarian and Serbian national elites started to
perceive the Ecumenical Patriarchate as a Greek Patriarchate. This led Bulgarian and Serbian elites to plead
for recognition of their Millet i.e. national status in the Ottoman Empire. This recognition also meant the
right to lead their own educational and religious affairs where Bulgaria and Serbia could launch their own
national propaganda campaigns in their respective, Slavic languages. While the Bulgarians secured Millet
status when the Bulgarian Exarchate was established, the Serbs living in the Ottoman Balkans remained
under the jurisdiction of the Patriarchate.
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Serbian nationhood, but rather a fluid sense of national identity, which was quite
common among the local Macedonian population. Nevertheless, unlike most
of the recent scholarship on Ottoman Macedonia (e.g. Jane Cowan’s or Victor
Roudometof’s edited volumes on Macedonia),” which approaches the study of
nationhood from above (i.e. from the perspective of the state elites, who—like
Carigradski glasnik—propagated a clear and fixed concept of nationhood) even
when discussing its appropriation on the ground, I do not interpret nationhood
from this perspective which sees fluid nationhood as a-national, but rather I
interpret it as changeable form of practice.

This paper is divided into two sections: in the first section I analyze how
Carigradski glasnik defined and propagated Serbian nationhood during the rule
of Sultan Abdilhamid II and the early Young Turk period, and in the second
section I focus on fluid nationhood exhibited by Kosta Grupcevi¢ and Temko
Popovi¢, the last two owners and editors of Carigradski glasnik. The first section
is based almost entirely on my findings in Carigradski glasnik, while the second
section is based on the secondary literature, mostly on the work of Tchavdar
Marinov, Bernard Lory, Paschalis Kitromilides, Victor Friedman and others who
touch upon some aspects of nationhood in Ottoman Macedonia.

Carigradski Glasnik and Serbian Nationhood during the Hamidian and the
Early Young Turk Periods

Ottoman Serbs were not recognized as a Millet in the Ottoman Empire, but
since the abolishment of the Pe¢ Patriarchate in 1776, Ottoman Serbs had
again become part of the Ecumenical Patriarchate, where they remained until
the fall of the Ottoman Empire. For the Ottoman Serbs, not being recognized
as a Millet presented certain difficulties, since they were deprived of religious
and educational autonomy. This was an aggravating circumstance given that
Bulgarians, characterized as the worst enemy of both Serbs and Greeks,
obtained Millet status in 1895, granting them complete jurisdiction over their
own religious and educational affairs. Another problem that was particularly
serious in the context of the Greek-Bulgarian-Serbian war of statistics (in which
quantity meant more than quality) was the fact that the Ottoman Serbs officially

2 Jane Cowan, ed., Macedonia: The Politics of Identity and Difference (London: Pluto Press, 2000); Victor
Roudometof, ed., The Macedonian Question: Culture, Historiggraphy, Politics (Boulder: East European
Monographs, 2000).
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did not exist in the Ottoman Empite.’ This was the result of the 1881 and 1903
Ottoman censuses, which were based on denominations, i.e. on Millets. As the
Ottoman Serbs were not recognized as a Millet, and the Millet was seen as a basis
for counting “collective consciousness”, this meant that Ottoman Serbs were
not officially recognized in the Empire. Rather they were registered accordingly
as part of the Ecumenical Patriarchate or even the Bulgarian Exarchate. In
addition, because these censuses were seen as the basis upon which Balkan
irredentist claims were tested, the Greeks and Bulgarians challenged the Serb’s
right to legitimate territorial claims in the region.*

Nevertheless, this problem, known as mydwujcko rurame (nifiis question) in
Serbian scholarship, was seen as two-sided. Namely, many Serbian diplomats,
including Stojan Novakovi¢, thought it was useless and even counterproductive to
insist on solving the wifiis question because the real number of the Ottoman Serbs
would be revealed, and perhaps this would not be in the interests of the Serbian
state. In their opinion, Serbian nationhood was e facto recognized because Serbia
could more or less equally participate in the struggle for Ottoman Macedonia
through Serbian consulates, schools, and chutches, and this was what mattered.’
However, generally the Serbian government did not share this opinion, and on
a few occasions it tried to solve this problem. Carigradsk: glasnik was engaged in
this issue as well because it was charged with the task of constantly emphasizing
the Serbian presence in the Ottoman state and propagating and defining Serbian
nationhood in the Empire. According to an issue of the periodical published in
1899, “if the nation wants to be preserved as a nation, then it should have its
own church and school. This is especially necessary here, where one nation lives
together with other nations.”

Naturally, this periodical pursued its aims in accordance with Ottoman press
laws and procedures and also with consideration of the political atmosphere
of the period. During Hamidian period, in which most of the issues of
Carigradski glasnik were published, the constant assurance of loyalty to the Sultan

3 Basil C. Gounaris, “Social Cleavages and National ‘Awakening’ in Ottoman Macedonia,” 5, accessed
July 22, 2014, http:/ /www.macedonian-hetitage.gt/VirtualLibrary/downloads/Gounar01.pdf.

4 Tpek K. Yosmaoglu, Blood Ties: Religion, 1 iolence, and the Politics of Nationhood in Ottoman Macedonia, 1878—
7908 (Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 2013), 149.

5 Milos Jagodi¢, “Hydycko murame: mpobaeM 3BAHHYHOT IPU3HABAA CPIICKE Harwje y Typckoj, 1894—
19107, Uemopujexu waconue 57 (2008): 345-48.

6 “Hapoa ako xohe Aa ce OAPKI K20 HAapOA, Tpeba Aa IMa CBOJY IIPKBY H ITKOAY. OcoOUTO je TO HyKHO
OBAE, TAC jEAAH HAPOA KHBH y APYIUTBY ca Apyrum Hapoauma.” “Aen npumep,”  Carigradski glasnik,
hereinafter CG 5, no. 6 (1899): 1.
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was necessary in order to survive. Not only did the Ottoman state demand
affirmations of loyalty from the periodical, Serbian diplomatic circles also came
to realize that Serbian national goals could only be achieved with the assistance
of the Ottoman Empire. Loyalty to the Sultan was usually expressed in the
following words:

The Serbian nation in His vast Empire is well-known for its humble
loyalty, every time and on every occasion it warmly prays to the Lord
Almighty for the good health of its Master, who also cares for His
subjects.”

This day in the hearts of all loyal subjects of the Ottoman Throne
raises great joy, especially in the heart of Serbian nation. This is a
chance for the Serbian nation to express its great love for its Divine
Master, as well as its gratitude for the benefactions and mercifulness
with which He lavishes his faithful Serbs.®

Avowals of loyalty to the Sultan and affirmations of the strong image of the
Ottoman Empire in publications like Carigradski glasnik were carefully monitored,
as clearly illustrated by the press collection found in the Yildiz Palace archive,
which, according to Selim Deringil, ranged from well-known publications like
The Times to “obscute Serbian or Bulgatian publications.”” However, no matter
how obscure Carigradski glasnik might have been for the Ottomans, the fact that
it was read not just in Ottoman Macedonia (a region that was rife with tensions),
but also outside the Ottoman Empire was grounds enough for the Ottoman
image management teams that Deringil describes to pay special attention to its
content.

Due to the meticulousness of the Ottoman censors, during the Hamidian
period Carigradski glasnik resembled more an Ottoman propaganda paper than
a Serbian one. It operated within the bounds set by Ottoman press regulations
and imperial sovereignty, which demanded utmost loyalty to the Sultan, who
was portrayed as the benevolent father who took care of his good-hearted and

7 “Cprcku HapOA Y BeroBoj mpoctpanoj Llapesusm, koju je AOOPO IO3HAT ca CBOje ITOAAHHYKE BEPHOCTH,
CBATAA U Y CBAKOj IIPHAMIH TOIAO ce MoAu Cemoryhem 3a II0BOSHO 3ApaBae cBora I'ocroaapa, koju i
EbEMY ITOKAAba CBOJy BHCOKY maxsby.” “19. asryct 1903. roanne,” CG 9, no. 34 (1903): 1.

8 “Osaj Aam Koju y cprmMa cBHjy BepHHX IoAaHHKa OcMaHCKOr IpectoAa 1mobyhyje Beanky pasoct,
0COOHTO je IMOArPEBA y CPITMMA CPIICKOT HAPOAA, jEP CE IhEMY OBOM IIPHARKOM YKA3yje IIPUANKA Ad H3PA3H
KaKO CBOjy IIPEBEAHKY Aoy0aB IIpeMa CBOM Y3BHIIIEHOM I'OCIIOAAPY, TAKO FICTO M 3aXBAAHOCT IIPEMa CBHMA
AOOPOYHHCTBIMA U MIAOCTHMA, KojuMa cBoje BepHe Cpbe O obacumme.” “7. Aerem6bpa,” CG 5, no. 50
(1899): 1.

9 Selim Deringil, Well-Protected Domains (London—New York: I.B. Tauris, 1998), 136.
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naive children in the organs of the print media that thrived during his reign.
Throughout the period, Glasnik operated according to these rules. Although
violence was a constant fact of life in Ottoman Macedonia, until the Young
Turk revolution and the liberalization of the Ottoman press this paper usually
wrote about Ottoman Serbs as the most loyal subjects of Sultan Abdiilhamid.
The paper particularly stressed its loyalty during the Armenian massacres. Oddly
enough, Armenian publications did the same thing. On a few occasions in
1896, Carigradski glasnik did publish notes on articles appearing in Armenian
periodicals in which there was constant emphasis on Armenian loyalty to the
Sultan, distancing the Armenian population from the troublemakers.'

Carigradski glasnik used every opportunity to praise the devotion of Ottoman
Serbs to the Sultan, in contrast to the other, disloyal Christian communities of
the Empire, and the periodical represented the Serbs as subjects who deserved to
be recognized as a Millet. The usual tropes perpetuated the notion that Ottoman
Serbs were one of the rare nations that had had to fight and endure a calamitous
fate over the course of its existence, but despite all the obstacles, they always
managed to survive and preserve the Serbian name and nation. For instance, one
finds the following lament in an 1898 issue of the periodical:

There is no nation under the sky that has passed through harder and
morte horrible times than the Serbian nation. Every Serb who has even
minimally investigated the past life of his nation, will know what these
troubles were, when they took place, and how difficult they were. In
addition, there are not many nations like the Serbian one, which has
amazingly resisted its accursed fate; with great faith in the Lord and the
Holy Orthodoxy, and with great pride in its name and nationhood."

Not surprisingly, contributors to Carigradski glasnik claimed that it was only
during the years of Abdtlhamid’s reign that Ottoman Serbs finally enjoyed
prosperity, because they were allowed to bolster their nationhood and freely
proclaim it in the Serbian schools, which were seen as the battlefields of nations.
Certainly this represented an allusion to the “book and pen” struggle in Ottoman

10 “Jepmenn” [Armenians|, CG 2, no. 35 (1896): 1.

11 “Hema BasmAa Aa ITOA KAIIOM HEOECKOM HAPOAA, KOJH j€ IIPOAAZHO KPO3 TCKA U MYYHHjA BPEMEHA OA
HapoAa cprckora. Cpaku CpOUH Kojr je Ma M HajIOBPIIHMje IPOYIABAO0 MUHYAH KHBOT CBOra HAPOAA,
suahe y demy cy, KaAa 1 KOAHKO Omae Te Heaahe. AAM, HCTO TAaKO, M MAAO HAPOAA KOjU je, KAO CPIICKH,
HEOOHYHOM H3APK/ASUBOIINY OAOAEBAO MAAO HAKAOECHO] CYADHHI CBOjOj, Te :uBOM BepoM y I'ocrroanaa
bora u Csero IIpaBocaasie, a moHOCAH UMEHOM H HapoAHomhy cBojom.” “Peu y cBoje Bpeme,” CG 4,
no. 2 (1898): 1.
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Macedonia, where religion and education bolstered nationhood. For this reason,
it is not surprising that Carigradski glasnik’s call to school resembled a call for war:

Run to school, you little Serb! This call is aimed to you because you have
great and divine duties to your name. Nowadays nations are competing
on the field of cultural progress. Instead of a battle of swords, we have
a battle of minds. This battle determines the survival or decline of the
individual and the nation. School is the one thing that will prepare you
for this cultural game. So go to school, you too little Serb. School is
the sacred duty that will prepare you for cultural work and the game on
this field, on which, whether you like it or not, you must show yourself.
The Serbian nation showed that it has the talents and abilities that are
necessary for culture. In school you will strengthen your mind and raise
your heart. Without this, one cannot be a Serb."

Excerpts from articles show how Glasnik’s writers discussed Serbian
nationhood as something timeless and unchanging and something that
distinguished Serbs from all other nations. For instance, in an 1898 issue of the
periodical one author made the following contention:

Nationhood cannot be lost even when deceived individuals take
different names or when different names are imposed upon them
forcefully. The armor of our nationhood is our past, language, folk
songs and customs and above all slavathe service—and many other
characteristics that distinguish the Serbian nation from other nations."

12 “Crora noxuraj y mkoay, u ta Cpirge Aparo! Tebe ce 0coduro Trde Taj ITO3HUB jep TE OUEKY]y BEAHKE
1 CBETE AY/KHOCTH Ipema nveny Teome. Ha oy kyaryprora manperka aamac ce maamehy mapoan. Mecro
MAYEM U KOEbEM AOIIAA je 6opOa yMoM, 6opba, Koja je OAAYIHI]A 32 KHBOT, 32 OIICTAHAK MAU IIPOITAAAELE
OHAO IIOjeAHHIIA, HAN HAPOAA. 3a Ty KyATYpHY yrakmuily crpemuhe Te 1mkoaa. [la xajae y mkoay, u ti
Cprranhy. [lIxoAa je Taj CBETH 3aAATAK Ad T€ CIPEMH 32 KYATYPHHI PaA U YTAKMHEILY HA TOME ITOAY Ha KOME
Ce TH, XTEO HE XTEO, MOPAIII ITOKA3aTH, 4 CPIICKH HAPOA je IOKA3a0 A MMa CBHX CIIOCOOHOCTH H yCAOBA
KOJH Cy HOTPEOHM 32 KYATYPY. ¥ IIKOAHM CE YeAndn yM u obaaropahasa cpie. bes Tora Cpbun me mouxe
6urm.” “Ilpea mkoackum coparom,” CG 3, no. 33 (1897): 1.

13 The Slava is a family religious celebration that takes place in Serbia and denotes celebrations on the day
of the specific saint who was chosen as a protector of a family. Every family has its saint protector, who
is passed on from father to son. Unlike other Orthodox countries, in which saint days are not associated
with family celebrations, in Serbia this custom was present from the Middle Ages and is considered to be
a specifically Serbian tradition.

14 “A HapOAHOCT ce y CYIITHHH HE IyON YaKk HI OHAQ, KAA 3aBCACHH II0j€AHHIIH APYTO HME Y3UMA)y, HAK
M ce oHO Hamehe. HapoAHOCHH HaM je IITHT IPOIITAOCT, je3UK, ITecMe U OOMYIaji, 2 HAPOIUTO CAABA —
cAyxOa — 1 MHOTO APYTHIX OAAHKA KOje CPIICKH HAPOA OIITPO OA APYIUX HAPOAa pasankyjy.” “Ped y cBoje

Bpeme,” CG 4, no. 2 (1898): 1.
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Slava, this is our national characteristic. Slava is the most distinguished
feature by which we differ from other Slavic nations. Language,
customs, tradition, folklore, even physhiognomy also differentiate us
from them."

This notion of clear-cut lines between the ethno-religious communities of
the Ottoman Empire was used by the authors who contributed to Carigradsk:
Zlasnik to prove the “separate existence” of the Serbian nation. Celebrations
of exclusive Serbian saints like Saint Sava were meant to contribute to the
preservation of Serbian nationhood among the local population in Ottoman
Macedonia. For Carigradski glasnik, Serbian nationhood in the Ottoman state
was clear. It did not have to be imposed upon the local population, but rather
developed and was preserved from the Bulgarian, Greek or even Ottoman
attempts to restrain and even deprecate the Serbian nation. For this reason,
Carigradski glasnif paid as much attention to the celebrations of such occasions,
such as the s/ava or Saint Sava, as it did to the yearly inaugural celebrations of the
Sultan. The subscribers were encouraged to send descriptions of the festivities
that were taking place throughout areas where Ottoman Serbs lived in order to
bolster and stress the clear uniqueness of Serbian nationhood in comparison
to nationhood of other peoples.'® Furthermore, such celebrations fostered the
Serbian “imagined community” (to use Benedict Anderson’s term):

On Sava’s day, the entire scattered Serbian nation will be united in their
thoughts, and all those thoughts concentrate around the Serbian nation
as the defender of the Holy Orthodoxy and the Serbian name; around
the revival of Serbian education and progress; around saint Sava, the
grandest of the grand among Serbs. There is no Serbian pupil who
does not know of his enlightener; there is no Serb who would not
pay adequate respect to those who laid the foundations of Serbian

education."”

15  “Slava, 1o je Haye HApOAHO ObeAckje. CAaBa je HAJUCTAKHYTHja OCOOMHA ITO KOjOj CE MU PA3AHKYjEMO
OA OCTAAUX HAPOAHOCTH CAOBEHCKOTa cTabAa. PasAmKyjy Hac OA IBHX M je3HK, H OOHYAjH, I IIPEAAra, U
HOIIIbA, I1a 1 caM n3raea auma.” “Caasa,” CG 1, no. 50 (1895): 1.

16 Peter Alter, “Nineteenth-Century Serbian Popular Religion: The Mi/let System and Syncretism,” Serbian
Studies 9 (1995): 88-91.

17  “Hwmo pamrrpkasm cprckn HapoA Omhe ma CaBHH AQH VjCAHEBCH MHCAMMA, a4 CBE T€ MHCAH
KOHIIEHTpPUINY ce OKkOo Opammomna cB. ITpaBocAaBsda M CPIICKOI MMEHA, OKO IPEIIOPOAUTE/AdA CPIICKE
IIpOCBeTe U HApeTKa; oko HajBehera mehy Hajsehmv Cpouma — Cp. Case. Hema tora cprckor hahera koje
HE 3HA 33 CBOra IIPOCBjeTUTE/da; HeMa Tora CpOmHa Koju He 610 0AA0 AOCTOJHO IIOIITOBAEE OHOME, KOjU

IIOCTABH YBPCTH TeMe/s IIpocBeTe cpricke.” “Mucan y oum cBetocasckor caaBma,” CG 10, no. 2, (1904): 1.
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Hence, although operating within the limits of Hamidian censorship
and the political atmosphere of the time, in which loyalty to the Sultan had
to be continuously stressed, Carigradski glasnik managed to promote Serbian
nationhood even on occasions such as the Sultan’s birthday or anniversaries of
ascension. On such occasions it used discourse of “we” and “them” in order to
distance Ottoman Serbs from other nations and show that the Ottoman Serbs
deserved a separate Millet.

Only after the Young Turk revolution and the passage of less restrictive
press regulations did Carigradski glasnik begin to advocate Serbian interests more
openly. Immediately following the revolution very little changed in the discourse.
Abdilhamid remained untouchable, and the proclamation of the constitution
was entirely attributed to him. The following passage from a 1908 issue of
Carigradski glasnik points to how the Ottoman Serbs and other communities
actually did expect meaningful changes from the Young Turk regime:

Sweet months of His Rule were accompanied by a harsh fate.
Reformed glorious Turkey had to save the country from danger that
was threatening from the outside. This attempt was stopped by the
evil will of the Sultan’s advisors, whose personal interests were more
important than the public one. In their irresponsibility they brought
the country to the edge of doom. The voice of suffering and the
exhaustion of the people reached the Throne of our Almighty. On
11 June our divine Ruler brought an end to these intrigues. 11 June is
a day of freedom, a day of progress, a day of a rejuvenated Turkey!
In the rejuvenated constitutionally free Turkey the Sultan Abdiilhamid
celebrates the thirty-third year of his coming to the Ottoman Throne.
This thirty-third year is the most glorious in the reign of our divine
Sultan. It is the beginning of the renaissance of our homeland based
on the equality and brotherhood of all the Ottoman nationalities
with the protection of civil freedom and safety. With him begins the
Resurrection of our native land in all possible cultural directions. Long
Live Constitutional Sultan Abdilhamid II! Long Live!'

18  “Meacne mecene Hberose Baaaasure mparnaa je temka ko6. Pedpopmucana caasna Typceka tpebaaa je
AA CITACE 3EMAY OA OIIACHOCTH KOje jOj € ITO/oa IIPETUAE. IIOKYIIIA] je HACEO Ha 3A0] BOsU caBeTHHKA Kpyme
KOJUMA je AUYHH HHTEPEC OHO IIPEYN OA OIIIITEra HAPOAHOIA. Y CBOjOj HECOATOBOPHOCTH OHH CY 3EM/oY
OUAM AOBEAH TOTOBO AO mBHIIE TIporacTi. ['Aac HarmaheHor 1 M3MydYeHOT HAPOAA AOTIPO j€ M AO TIPECTOAL
Caemoryhmera. Jeaanaecror Jyaa Harr y3purneHr Baajap yIHHIO je Kpaj BPIIEHY CIIACTKAMA. |CAAHACCTH
jyHa je AaH cAODOAE HAPOAHE, AAH HATIPETKa, AaH IToaMAahere, Backpeae Typcke! V moamaaheroj yeraBHO]
caoboanoj Typckoj Cyaran ABAyA XaMuIA IIPOCAaBASA IO TPHAECET U Tpehu IyT AAH CBOI CTyIama Ha

ITpecro Ocmana. Tpuaecer u tpehe aeto je HajcaaBHUje y BAaaaBuan Hamer y3sumeror Cyarana. OHo je
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These lines were written only a month after the revolution, so some of the big
changes in the discourse, at least regarding Abdilhamid, could not be perceived.
However, the reserved and loyal stance regarding the Sultan remained until the
very end, that is to say, until the counterrevolution and Abdiilhamid’s deposition
in April 1909. The same could not be said for some other periodicals, like the
satirical press, which had been banned during Hamidian era but resurrected after
the Young Tutk revolution and which began to criticize the Sultan."”

The dethronement of the Sultan was seen as a “historical act” with which
the Ottoman Empire ridded iteslf of a despot comparable to Caligula or Nero.
This suggests that Carigradski glasnik was playing it safe, waiting until the actual
dethronement of Abdilhamid. Only then, after fifteen years, did Carigradski
Zlasnik change its rhetoric concerning Abdiilhamid, transforming him from an
adored patriarch into a monster:

...and exiled Abdul Hamid, intellectual culprit not just for the bloody
rebellion in the army and its consequences, the blood fight in Istanbul
on 11 April—but also for all the evils and misfortunes that our
Fatherland endured during the 33 years of his calamitous and bloody
governance. Abdul Hamid, the main obstruction towards progress and
the prosperity of the Ottoman Empire, is removed from our path.”

After the Young Turk revolution, not only did the Sultan become a monster;
gradually the Young Turks’ state also came to be portrayed as a monster as
well. Like other communities in the Ottoman Empire, the Ottoman Serbs
expected too much from the Young Turk regime. When their expectations

mouerak uperropohaja Harre AOMOBHEE Ha OCHOBH JEAHAKOCTH U OpaTCTBa CBUX HAapOAHOCTH OTOMAaHCKE
Vimnepuje y3 sammrruty amane cAoboae u curyprocta. C muM nodumbe Backpe Harmera 3aBudaja y cBum
moryhamm kyATypHEM mpasrmva. 7Kuseo yerasau Cyatar AGaya Xamua Xam 11! JKuseo!” “19 Asrycr,”
CG 14, no. 34 (1908): 1.

19 Palmira Brummett, Image and Imperialism in the Ottoman Revolutionary Press, 1908—1911 (Albany: State
University of New York Press, 2000), 66—67.

20  “..m orepaH y marHaHCTBO AGAyA XaMmmA2, HHTEACKTYAAHOI KPHBIIA HE CAMO 33 KPBABY BOJHITIKY
oOyHy 1 IbeHe ITocAcAuIie, kpsase 6opbe y Llapurpaay 11 anpraa, ‘Beh u 3a cBa 3aa n Heaahe, koje cy
Harrry OTanibusy cHarae y TOKy 33 ToAnHe Berobe Hecpehae u kpBase BAaaaBuHe. I'aaBHa cvmeTmba AGAYA
XaMEA YKAOESCH je C IIyTa, KOjU BOAU HAIIPETKY U rpeobpaxajy Orandoure.” “Xohemo mpaBy cA0DOAY u
notysy jeanaxoct!,” CG 15, no. 15 (1909): 1.
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were not met, euphotia gave way to disenchantment.” When the Hamidian
patrimonial discourse was replaced by O#tomanism, according to which loyal
subjects of the Sultan became Ottoman citizens equal in their rights, everyone
expected that at least some of their problems would be solved. As Carigradsk:
glasnik wrote, the news concerning the re-proclamation of the constitution was
welcomed with great joy, especially because the Ottoman Serbs believed that the
anarchical situation in Ottoman Macedonia would come to an end, and even
more importantly, that Serbian nationhood would be finally recognized in the
Ottoman Empire. As one contributor to a 1908 issue of the periodical wrote:

In all the places were the Serbian nation lives, the proclamation of
the constitution was welcomed exceedingly, enthusiastically and gladly.
The new days after the constitution were welcomed by the Serbian
nation with the same feelings as were felt by all the other nations in
the Empire. If anyone had suffered and struggled, it was the Serbian
nation. It hoped that once this would come to an end, the days of
freedom would come, when life would be guaranteed, if nothing else.
Earlier its nationhood was not recognized. Like some little foster child
in folk tales, it was placed here for a bit, there for a bit; it was added
to the Patriarchate, then to the Christians, sometimes it was part of
the Exarchate; but no one wanted to recognize this nation as a nation,
as had been done with the Greeks, Bulgarians and the rest of the
population. Its schools and churches were often closed, teachers and
priests were sent to prison, and it simply waited patiently and hoped
that better and kinder days would come.”

21 The euphoria about the new regime, which was gradually replaced by disappointment and discontent,
has been well-documented in the secondary literature. For example, see Vangelis Kechriotis, “The
Modernization of the Empire and the Community ‘Privileges™ Greek Orthodox Responses to the Young
Turk policies,” in The State and the Subaltern. Modernization, Society and the State in Turkey and Iran, ed. Touraj
Atabaki (London—New York: I. B. Tauris, 2007), 53—70, accessed June 29, 2015,
https://www.academia.edu/1545927/The_Modernisation_of_the_Empire_and_the_Community_
Privileges_Greek_responses_to_the_Young Turk_policies.

22 “Ha cBuma cTpaHama, TAC XKHUBH CPIICKA HAPOAHOCT, BACITOCTAB/oCESE YCTABA AOYCKAHO je M OYpHO
1 OAyIIEBASECHO M parocHO. HoBe AaHe mocae ycraBa CPIICKH je €AEMEHAT AOYEKAO €A OHUM HMCTHM
occhammmMa Koja ¢y 00yseaa 1 OCTaAe HAPOAHOCTH IAPCTBA. AKO je HKO paHHje IATHO H MyYHO, TO je 610
on. Haaao ce Aa he i Tom jeamom aohm kpaj, aa he Acohu aarn caoboae kaa he Guru cBakoM 3ajemder Oap
JKHBOT, AKO HHIITA APyro. Panmje My Huje OmAa mpusHaTa HI HapoAHOCT. Kao Kako macropue y HApOAHIM
[IprYaMa, Bera Cy TYTKAAM 9aC OBAMO, 9aC OHAMO T€ je IPUAOAABAH IIATPUjAPIINCTHMA, T¢ IIPUAOAABAH
xpunthaHuMa, HEKHM ACAOM YOPajaH y ersapXHcre, aAu HHKAKO My CE HHjE XTEAO Ad IIPU3HA, Ad OH FMa
CBOJjy HAPOAHOCT, K40 IIITO je TO OHAO cayvaj ca I'primma, Byrapuma i octasmma. 3aTBapasu Cy My IIIKOAE,
LIPKBE, TEPAAH Y AlICAHE YUHTE/HE U ITOITOBE, M OH je CBE MUPHO CHOCHO YBEK Y HaAu Aa he cumyTn 1 memy

6omn u Aermm AaHu OyayaHOCTH.” “CpIricka HapAOHOCT mocAe yerasa,” CG 14, no. 31 (1908): 1.
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However, Carigradski glasnik soon realized that the new political atmosphere
was not as promising as had been hoped. The paper stressed that the Ottoman
Serbs were certainly among the first to salute the changes introduced by the
Young Turks because they expected that the proclamation of liberty and equality
would be introduced into the provinces where the Ottoman Serbs mainly lived.
However, soon after Glasnik expressed disappointment with the fact that none
of these promises was kept in Ottoman Macedonia, the paper warned that
guerilla bands were still the masters in the region, sometimes even backed by
the representatives of the Ottoman authorities. For instance, in February 1909,
Ottoman Serbs from Prilep defended two Serbian monasteries from Bulgarian
bands, and on this occasion they sent a letter to Ottoman authorities, including
the parliament, in which they demanded the protection of their rights. In the
following passage I provide the complete text of the letter because it illustrates
disillusionment with the new regime (which was prevalent among all of the
Ottoman communities) and it also provides an example of how Ottoman Serbs
portrayed themselves and the tropes they used when addressing the Young
Turk authorities. Namely, they accepted the “official” discourse of the regime.
Ottoman Serbs were not operating within a paradigm of loyalty anymore. The
key terms became freedom and equality.

The Ottoman Serbs from Prilep and the surroundings gathered today
at the national assembly to protest that the Bulgarian attacks on Serbian
property ate tolerated. They protest because Ottoman authorities
protect Bulgarians and therefore cause damage to the Serbian nation
and its property. They express their dissatisfaction with the Ottoman
authorities for having allowed the Bulgarian entrance into distinctly
Serbian monasteries: Zrze and Slepce; and not only that they allowed
it, but that the gendarmerie offered it for the sake of maintaining peace
and order. Zrze and Slepce are villages inhabited by Ottoman Serbs,
and the monasteries are financed by entirely Serbian villages, which
also provided them with estates. Bulgarians have no right to them, and
will not have them because now our Fatherland enjoys peace and order.
There are no Bulgarian villages near these monasteries; so Bulgarians
have no legitimate right to claim them.

We are protesting against the terror that Bulgarian bands are inflicting
and that is tolerated when they walk armed through our villages and
force villagers to be Bulgarians, which was the case in Dolman and
Dabnica; while a Serb is not tolerated even when he is unarmed.

The Serbian nation is deeply saddened when, in the times of freedom
and equality, the Ottoman authorities treat it unjustly and separate it
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from the other nations. For example, while Greeks and Bulgarians have
bells on their churches, for Serbs this is strictly forbidden, and police
even come to take the bells down, as was the case here in Prilep.

The Ottoman Serbs from Prizren and its surroundings legitimately
demand back the monastery in Treskavac because it is situated in the
middle of the Serbian population, which has maintained and financed
it. Bulgarians violently—with the help of their bandit troops—took
the monastery, and now it is illegitimately in their possession.

The Ottoman Serbs from Prilep and its surroundings are always
prepared to give their lives for the happiness and progress, as well as
for the preservation, of the Ottoman Fatherland; they do not want
what is not theirs, however, they will defend what is theirs until the last
breath.”

23 “Cpbu Ocmananje us [Ipuaema u okoAnHe, CKYII/oCHI AAHAC Ha HAPOAHOM 300pY, IPOTECTY]y IIITO
ce A03BOMABA, Ad Byrapu nacphy ma muxoBy umosuny. IIporectupajy mrro ce oA crpane Baactu Byrapu
MIPOTEKHUPA]jy Ha IITETY CPIICKOT HAPOAA U IberoBe nMoBuHe. M3jaBaoy)y cBoje HEFOAOBAbE IIITO CY AP7KaBHE
BAACTH AolycTHAe Aa Byrapm yby y uncro cpricke manacrupe 3pse n Caerrde, I1a He Camo IITO CY HX
mycTuae, Beh cy mm u sxasAapMe, paan Behe curyproctn, Aase. 3pse u Caerrde ceaa cy Hacesena Cpouma
OcMaHAMjaMa ¥ MAHACTHPH FUXOBU MBAP/KABAHM CYy OA CEAA YHCTO CPIICKHX, KOja Cy UM M HEIOKPETHA
nMarba ITOKAAIbaAd, Te Byrapu Hukaksa 1mpaBa Ha BUX HeMajy, HUTH he Mohwr mMaTH, IOIITO je y HaIIoj
OTalIOMHN 32BAAAA0 PEA U ITOPEAAK. Byrapckmx ceaa HeMa y OKOAMHHE OHUX MAHACTHPA M TOAHKO je OA
IBHX AAACKO, T€ HUKAKBOT 3aKOHCKOT OCAOHIIA HE MOTY MIMATH, Ad CBOJHHY MAaHACTHPA CEOH IIPOTEKABA]Y,
IIOIUTO Ty HEMAjy CBOIA CACMEHTA.

TpoTecTyjeMo pOTHB TEpPOPa KOjH BpIIIe Oyrapcke 9YeTe, KOjuMa Ce KPO3 IIPCTE FACAA KAA HAY ITO CPITCKUM
CeAMA HAOPYKAHU U CedpaHe TePajy Aa OyAy byrapm, kao mrro je ckopo cayduaj 6o y Aoamany i AaGHuirm,
Aok ce CpOuHY Ha IIyT CTaje M HE HAOPYKAHOM.

Cprickn HApOA HaAa3U Ce OKAAOIINEH, KaA M My Y BPEMEHY CAODOAC H JEAHAKOCTH BAACTH HEIIPABAY YHHE
U OA APYIHX T'a HAPOAHOCTHU OAB3jajy, kao Ha 1p. Aok byrapu u I'pun mmo mpksama Mory cAODOAHO 3BOHA
roan3saru, AoTAe ce CpOrma 1 IHXOBUM I[PKBaMa 3a0parbyje Ad UM CHAOM YaK ITOAHIINjA CKIAA 3BOHA, KAO
mTo je cAydaj osae y Ilpraeny Guo.

Cpbu Ocmananje n3 [Ipuspena u OKOAMHE € IIPaBOM TPaKe, Ad UM CE IpeAa MaHacTup Tpeckasarr, jep ce
HAAA3H § CPEAMHH CPIICKOT XKHB/oA KOJH j€ Taj MAHACTHP 32 TOAMKO CTOTHHA TOAHHA YyBaO U M3APKABAO.
Byrapun macuamuM myrem ‘Tomohy BUXOBHX Pa3DOJHUYKHX 9eTa OBAj CY MAHACTUP OTCAM M AAHAC Ia
HE32KOHUTO IIPUTCKABA)Y.

Cpbu Ocmananje y [Ipuaeny n okoansun 6uhe yBek roToBu 3a cpehy u Hampeaaxk, Kao I 3a OdyBame,
Ocmancke LapeBure XHBOT U CBE *KPTBOBAAHU, AAH TaKO HCTO H3jaBasyjy: Aa Tyhbe mehe, a cBoje he a0
mocAeAHe Karu Kpsu Oparnta.” “Hacpraj Ha cprcke manactupe,” CG 15, no. 7 (1909): 1.

Interestingly, Bulgarian documents offer a different perspective. Bulgarian monks from the area around
Prilep complained in 1909 about the expropriation of the monasteries by Serbian villagers in 1906. The
Young Turk authorities (re)placed these monasteries under the Exarchate. However, nearby Serbian villages
refused to become part of the Exarchate, so the Bulgarian monks requested help from the Bulgarian state.
The money given by the state was used to hire Albanians to collect the harvest yields from Serbian villagers.
However, the Serbs refused to comply and resisted, while Ottoman authorities refused to interfere. I thank
to Gabor Demeter for providing this information, found at Sofia, IIAA, ¢. 313k. om. 2. a.e.10. A. 31.
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Although dissatisfaction with the annexation of Bosnia and Herzegovina
was expected (Carigradski Glasnik published the article under the symbolic title
Cpnexa eonzoma [Serbian Golgotha]),”* major discontent actually only came after
the elections of the senate and parliament. Namely, of 40 senators elected by
the government, 30 of them were Muslims, one was a Jew, while the rest were
Christians. Among the Christians, all the communities were represented except
the Ottoman Serbs. This obviously indicated that the Ottoman Serbs were not
going to be recognized as a nation, which was accompanied by general frustration
about the Ottoman Serbian position in the Empire. As one contributor to a 1908
issue wrote:

Injustice towards the Serbs in Turkey! Is this so horrible or so new? Is
this the first, or will it be the last injustice against the Serbian nation
in Turkey? Is this why we ponder and write about it? We do not know
anything other than injustices, which have been coming, one after
another, since time immemortial.

The Serbian nation, which consists of two million people in Turkey,
is not represented in the Senate. On the other hand, Jews have their
representative, although they do not live compactly as a nation but
only as trade colonies; Bulgarians are represented, although they
only live in Edirne vilayet and not in other parts of Turkey (because
Slavic Exarchists in Salonika, Kosovo and Bitola vilayets cannot be
considered Bulgarians), even Macedonian and Epirus Romanians who
number barely 200,000 people, only the Serbs from the Government
did not get a single senator.

Will they defend themselves by saying that there are no Serbs in Turkey,
or that Serbian nationhood is not recognized in Turkey? But Serbs are
in Turkey, the election for the national deputies has shown it. The three
Serbs elected as national deputies from the Kosovo and Bitola vilayets
have shown to the Bulgarians and all the others who say there are no
Serbs in Turkey [that they are mistaken]. (...) It is the duty of these
Serbian deputies to discuss this issue in the parliament and to insist
categorically on solving this injustice to the Serbs. How this will be
resolved is a matter for the Government, which after all committed
this injustice.”

24 “Cpncka roarora,” CG 15, no. 13 (1909): 1.

25 “Hempasaa Cpbmma y Typckoj! 3ap je To Tako CTPAIIIHO U TaKO HOBO? 3ap je TO mpBa, HAH he Ourn
ITOCACAEGA, HEIIPABAA CPIICKOM HAPOAY ¥ Typkcoj, Te ce caaa mrrayhasamo u o Tome mmrmemo! Mu u me
3HAMO 32 HHIIITA APYTO, HETO CAMO 34 HEIPABAE, KOje CE HIKY JEAHA 33 ADYTOM, OA KAKO HAC je.

Cprrcku HapoA, Koju y Typckoj 6poju ABa MUAHjOHA AyIIa, HUje 3aCTyIs>eH y T'opmem Aomy IlapaamenTa

nare Oraribuee, a 3aCTYII/ASEHN CY JEBPEjH, KOjI HUTAC HE )KHBE KOMITAKTHO KAO HAPOA, HETO CaMO Kao
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Throughout this interregnum period until December 1909, when Carigradsk:
Glasnik was closed, early euphoria over the new regime was replaced by frustration
because of the failure of the imperial authorities to recognize Serbian nationhood
and the “sale” of Bosnia and Herzegovina to Austria-Hungary. In short, the
motto “we do not know justice, but we are tired of injustice”* became a popular
Ottoman Serbian catchphrase after the Young Turk revolution.

Facts on the Ground: “Reckless” Serbian Propaganda and Fluid Nationhood

Although operating within different Hamidian and Young Turk frameworks,
Carigradski glasnik managed to propagate Serbian nationhood successfully.
This propaganda was accompanied by affirmations of utmost devotion to the
Ottoman state, which was not just a tactic that allowed Carigradski glasnik to
be published continuously, but was also a framework advocated by Serbian
diplomacy. What one notices on the basis of the sections above is the clarity and
decisiveness with which this periodical discussed Serbian nationhood. Ottoman
Serbs were well-defined and separated from the other Ottoman communities,
despite the fact that they did not have religious or educational autonomy, nor
were Ottoman Serbs recognized as a nation within the Empire. What one can
conclude on the basis of the writings that were published in Carigradski glasnik is
that its editors were not fighting for the implementation of Serbian nationhood
within the local Ottoman Macedonian population (because it was obviously
implemented), but rather were fighting for the right to exercise this nationhood.
Nevertheless, nationhood on the ground in Macedonia was generally not well-
defined, even if Carigradski glasnik suggested in spite of this.

Serbian diplomatic circles did not have a clear idea concerning who was
actually living in O/d Serbia and northern Macedonia, both of which were regions

TProBavke KOAOHH)E; 3aCTYIIAEHM Cy Dyrapm, KOjH CeM y jEAPEHCKOM BHAAJETy M HEMA y CAAAIIESHM
rparniama Typcke (jep mu CAOBEHE €rsapxmcre y COAYHCKOM, KOCOBCKOM, M OHTOADCKOM BHAQJETy He
MOKEMO CMATpaTH 32 byrape) — sacrymmenu cy maheaoHcku u enmpeku Pymynn kojux jeasa uma 200,000
Aytna, camo Cpbu Hucy AobuAn oA Baaae Hu jeanor cemaTopa.

Xohe an ce onaa 6panmTn TMe 1rTO ‘Cpba Hema y TypCKoj, HAM IIITO CPIICKA HAPOAHOCT HHjE IIPH3HATA
y Typcxoj? Aaum Cpba mma y Typckoj, mokasasn cy 1o umsbopu HapoAHHx mocaaHuka. Tpu CpOmma,
n3abpaHa HAPOAHA ITOCAAHHKA M3 KOCOBCKOI M OHTO/ASCKOI BHAAjETa, 3alyIIMAH Cy ycTa Dyrapuma n
MHOTHM CTPaHIIMMa KOJI BeAe Aa Hac Hema (...) AyxHocT je Cpba HAPOAHHX IOCAAHHKA Ad OBO IIHTAEHC
rrokpeny y CKYIIITHHA B Ad KATETOPUYKH TPakKe Ad ce Ta Herpaaa yanrbera CpbOuma, canupa. Kako he
ce To yumHnTH, TO je crBap Llapcke Baaae, koja je Ty HempaBAy u yunuumaa.” “Hempasaa cripam Cpba y
Typckoj,” CG 14, no. 50 (1908): 1.

26 “Mu 3a [Ipasay He 3HAMO, a HeImpaBAe cMO cuTy,” idem.

574



Carigradski Glasnik, a Paper of Ottoman Serbs

that the Serbian state claimed. Stojan Novakovi¢, the leader of Serbian diplomatic
circles in the Ottoman Empire, was even against the recognition of the Serbian
element in the Empire because no one actually knew how many people regarded
themselves as Ottoman Serbs. For this reason, the creation of established and
elaborated Serbian diplomatic action that would infuse Serbian nationhood into
the local population was of the utmost importance. However, neither Serbian
diplomacy nor Serbian national workers acted together smoothly on the ground
in Ottoman Macedonia.

For instance, the Serbian Ministry of Foreign Affairs managed to open four
consulates in Pristina, Salonika, Bitola, and Skopje charged with implementing
Serbian national action, i.e. spreading Serbian nationhood through religion
and education on the ground. Yet remarkably, these four consulates barely
communicated with one another. For instance, in a letter from 1894 written to
the Serbian Ministry, Branislav Nusi¢, the Serbian consul in Pristina, stated that
he might have exaggerated when said that consulates exchange more than two
letters per year. Even more, these institutions were spending excessive amounts
of money even though Serbia always complained about the budget, and many
projects were halted for this reason. As expected, the Serbian administration in
the Ottoman Empire suffered from sluggishness and ineffectiveness. According
to Nusi¢, Serbian were the only consulates in Ottoman Macedonia that were
composed of consuls, vice-consuls, correspondents and translators. In some
consulates, for instance in Skopje, the vice-consul sat at home all day long
because he did not have anything to do in the office.”’

Indeed, complaints about the conduct of Serbian policy in Ottoman
Macedonia were not rare. A report written by the Russian consul in Prizren almost
ten years after Nusi¢’s complaints shows how the professional propagandists, as
Lory describes teachers and priests, did not always act as such. Namely, on several
occasions in 1903, the aforementioned Russian consul wrote to the Serbian
Ministry of Foreign Affairs informing it that the Raska—Prizren’s metropolitan
Nicifor was not popular among the local population. According to the Russian
consul, Serbian policy in Ottoman Macedonia was reckless:

Serbia here conducts propaganda and spends 100,000 Francs per year
to win the love of the people (narod). However, it constantly angers
them and spreads embarrassment and disunion. Rather than acting in

27  Milos Jagodi¢, “Vsperrraj Bpanucaasa Hyrha o myrosamy us Ipurrrune y Crkapap 1894. roanne,”
Meuosuma zpaha 31 (2010): 281-84.
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the interests of the community, it only creates intrigues and damage,
which should not be tolerated. First of all, it is reckless to support
the consul Avramovié, whom people loathe, and the silly metropolitan
(vladika) Nicifor. Recently they organized an orgy in the Gracanica
monastery, where Serbs even beat up Avramovié¢. This was even
reported by “the press”. Metropolitan Nicifor does not behave like a
pastor, but as an evil demon of the people. In Pec¢ the metropolitan’s
regent, Obrad the priest, defended Albanian criminals in front of
the Ottoman authorities, and as a result, the people of Pe¢ no longer
invite him to their homes. In Pakovac for a long time the Serbs have
not been on good terms with their priest. However, Nicifor does not
care. In Prizren he does not recognize the municipality, and he does
not engage with national work. The population of Prizren asked me
several times to protect them from such a metropolitan. Someone
should open Serbia’s eyes to its flawed policy here. It should be forced
to stop thinking, and rather start working in consent with its people

and with our support.”®

The authors of Carigradski glasnik articles also warned that even the lower
Serbian clergy were lazy when it came to promoting national interests or
fostering a sense of national unity. In an article published in 1897, the periodical
mentioned that in the remote villages, where schools had not been established,
the priests were the only workers on the national front, but instead of engaging
with illiterate peasants and reading Carigradski glasnik to them, these priests were
rather content to perform mere ceremonies, take their wages, and then leave the
villages immediately afterwards.

In the Pristina, Novi Pazar and Pe¢ sanjaks there is no one in the villages.
The priest comes, finishes his ceremonies, takes what is his, and leaves.

28 “Cpbuja oBae Boau mpomaraHay u Tpahu Ao 100.000 dppamaka roammime aa 6u mpuaoOuAa Aydas
HAPOAA, MEHYTHM OHA CTAAHO CPAM HAPOA M ceje Mehy BHMa CMyTIbY M PasAop. YMECTO Ad CE YCKAAAH C
Bomom Hapoaa, 0Ha caMo cTBapa MHTPHIE U IITETH HAPOAY IIITO ce He cMe AorrycTuTi. IIpe cBera, 6esymuo
je moApkaBaTi KoH3yAa ABpamosuha kora Hapoa Mpsu u rmamasor BaaAuky Huhmdopa. Heaasro cy
HAIIPABHAM IHjAHKY Y MaHACTHPY I pagamuru npu gemy cy Cpou npebuau Aspamosuha, 0 gemy je mucaHo
y ‘Illrammer’. Murponoant Huhudop ce mHe monama kao macrup, seh kao 3au haso mapoaa. V Ilehu je
HAMECHHK MUTporoAuTa mor O0paa 3acTymao ApHayTe 3AHKOBIIE ITpeA TypcknM BAacTuMa. [lehanmum ra
BHIIIE He 1T03uBajy K cebu. V Baxosiy Cpbu oaaBHO HuCY y A0OpHM OAHOCHMA ¢ cBerrreHuKoM. Mk,
Huhudop ce me ocsphe Ha 0. V [Ipuspeny He npusHaje OMIITUHY 1 He OABH CE€ HAPOAHIM ITOCAOBIMA.
Ipuapenmu cy Me BHIIIE IIyTa MOAHAR A UX 3IITHTHM OA TAKBOT METpoItoAnTa. Tpeba Cpbujn otBOpHTH
odun 0 BeHO] moAnTuin oBAe. Hatepatu je Aa He mutuHTyje, Beh Aa paAn y KOPHCT CBOjy M HapoAa y
CATAACHOCTH C HAPOAOM 1 HAIIoM moApuikom.” Jaroslav Valerijanovi¢ Visnjakov, “Makeaoncku mokper i
mpespar y Cpbuju 29. maja 1903, Tokovi istorije 3 (2010): 19.
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And this is repeated continuously. And yet we imagine that the task of
a true Serbian priest is not just to finish ceremonies, charge and leave,
no! We imagine, as this is what being a priest means, that he should
pause and educate villagers about religion, virtues and something
similar. Furthermore, the priest should inform peasants about the
news regarding agriculture. We are writing articles on agriculture, but
not for the citizens, because this is not their concern; we are writing
them for peasants, and as they are illiterate—as we know very well—
we were and we are counting on priests and teachers, but especially on
priests, because teachers cannot reach as far as priests can.”

With the teachers the situation was not much better, since Carigradski glasnik
again reported that some teachers spent more time in the local bars than they did
in schools, or were behaving violently:

First, we must emphasize the unpleasant fact that some places from the
heartland inform us, and we know this from the personal experience
as well, that a worm of suspicion erodes relationships between the
teachers. The teachers working together within the same school and
within the same community should live together in brotherhood and
harmony, like priests in the temples of education and like national
intelligentsia; instead, in most cases, they slaughter one another like
yellow crazy ants, complaining about one another, contriving devious
intrigues to destroy one another; in one word, they are disgracing their
holy educational mission, as well as their positions as national workers.”

29 “V OpuIITHHCKOM, HOBOIIA3apCKOM U IehKOM CaHIIaKy IO ceAmMa Hema Hukora. OcnM tora, mapox
Aobe, cBpim 06peae, AobHje EeroBo 1ma oac. M 1o Tako Herrpecrano 6upa. Mu IIak 3aMHIITIAAMO, AA 3AAATAK
mpaor ceerrrennka CpOuma Huje camMo Aa CBPIIM 0OPEA, Ad ce HaAaTh U Aa A€ — He! Mu saMumisamo,
M TO KA0 HEPA3ZABOJHO €A CBCIITEHHKOBOM CAYKOOM, AA CBEIIITCHUK TPeOa Aa CTAaHE, I1a Ad yKyhaHmMa 1
SHXOBUM TOCTHMA A2 KOJH 3PEO CaBeT O BepH, O IpahaHCKUM BPAMHAMA M TOME CAHYHO, 4 OCHM TOTa
A2 UX YIIO3HA Ca HOBOCTHMA U3 IIO/AOIpUBpeAe. Mu IITO AOHOCHMO 4YAaHYHhE O IOAOIPUBPEAH, HE
AOHOCHMO HX 34 IpahaHCTBO, KOTa C€ OHH HHUINTA HE THIy. M1 X AOHOCHMO 32 CEAAKe: a MOIITO CY OHI
HEIIICMEHH — TO j¢ HaMa AODPO ITO3HATO TAMO — PAYYHAAH CMO U PAYYHAMO HA CBEIIITCHUKE U HA YIUTEHC,
AAM HAPOYHTO HA CBEIITEHHKE, jep OHH APYTH HE MOTIY Ad AOIPY AOHAE AOKAE MOTY CBEIITEHHIIN.’
“Ceemrrennnnma,” CG 3, no. 7 (1897): 1.

30 “MopamMO Aa Ha IIPBOME MECTy HCTAKHEMO HEMHUAY YHILEHHILY, KAKO HaM M3 HEKHX MECTa W3
VHYTPAIIIbOCTH jaB/oajy, 4 F CAME M3 COIICTBEHOT MCKYCTBA 3HAMO AQ IIPB HECAOTIE ITOATPH3A § HEKOAHUKO
HAILIC YYUTE/HCTBO. Y MECTO Ad YIUTC/SOU KOJH CAYKE Y JEAHO] IIKOAHU, Y JEAHOM MECTY, JKHBE OpaTCKU
U APYrapCKH, KaKO OM AOAHKOBAAO IBHMA, KAO CBEIITCHMIIMMA Y XPAMOBHMA IIPOCBETE, KAO HAPOAHO]
HMHTEAWTCHIMjH, OHU ce, ¥ BehMHHI CAydajeBa KOAY KaO MKYTH MPAaBH, HETOAY]Y jEAAH IIPOTHB APYrora,
IpubjeraBajy HECKHM HHTPHIaMa, Ad OF jeAAH APYrora CKPXaAH, JEAHOM PEdjy, PAAC OHAKO KAKO je 3a30PHO
M 34 IbHIXOB CBETH IIOAOKAj HACTABHUYKH, ¥ 32 OCOOHH ITO3UB 1 IIOAOaj FBUXOB KAO HAPOAHUX BacInTada.”

“Ucxpena pea,” CG 3, no. 26 (1897), 1.
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Along with the (dis)organized Serbian propaganda campaign, the efforts to
spread Serbian nationhood were equally ineffective on the ground. However, this
was not something peculiar to the Serbian nationalists. Even the more elaborate
and aggressive Bulgarian propaganda campaigns, which involved employed
guerrilla activities and coercion, faced the same problem. In fact, Greek, Bulgarian
and Serbian elites had to use many tools, including coercion, in order to create a
sense of nationhood among the local Christian population in Macedonia. Jovan
Jovanovi¢-Pizon, who was in charge of the consular affairs in the Ottoman
Empire, asserted that Serbia should support the local Slavic population, be
sensitive to their needs, and not be violent, but rather full of appreciation. Only
if Serbia were to do this would the “amorphous and nationally hermaphrodite
mass start to have trust in national workers who represent Serbian national
thought there. Only in areas where we have devoted and skillful national workers
will our national cause develop.””" According to Jovanovié-Pizon, it was natural
to assume that “professional propagandists” were the ones who were most
interested in educating and spreading “Serbian national thought” in Ottoman
Macedonia. This was expected to be the case with the owners and editors of
Carigradski glasnik as well. However, unlike Nikodim Savi¢, who was the first
owner and undoubtedly felt like a Serb, the other two owners, Kosta Grupcevi¢
and Temko Popovi¢, exhibited more fluid understandings of nationhood, which
was characteristic for the Slavic population of Ottoman Macedonians.

Both Grupcevi¢ and Popovi¢ were born in Ohrid. They were Ottoman
Macedonian upper-middle class intellectuals who were educated in Greek
schools. According to Lory’s assertion, according to which school teachers were
professional propagandists in the service of the Balkan states and in charge of
spreading national ideologies,™ it is quite surptising that Greek education did
not manage to infuse in Grupcevi¢ and Popovic the feeling of Greekness, which
Kitromilides defines as “a voluntary identification [that] had to be instilled and

31 “amopdma m y moraeAy HanmoHasHHX oceharba XepMa(ppOAMTCKA Maca CTAHOBHHIITBA ITOYHE C
IIOBEPEIHLEM I'ACAATH HA /YA€, KOJH Y TUM CTPAHAMA IIPEACTAB/ASA]Y CPIICKY HAPOAHY MHCA0. Y KOJUM CMO
KPajeBIMA UMAAM PAAHHKE BEIITH]C U IIOCAY IIPEAAHH]C, TAMO je HAIIIA HAPOAHA CTBAP U HAIIPEAOBaAA.”
Aleksandar Ristovi¢, “Pecpepar Joama Josamosmha o oamocy Cpbuje mpema pedOpMCKOj aKIHju y
Coayuckom, burosckom u Kocosekom sunajery,” Meuosuma spaha 31 (2010): 366.

32 Bernard Lory, “Schools for the Destruction of Society: School Propaganda in Bitola 1860-1912,” in
Conflicting Loyalties in the Balkans, ed. Hannes Grandits, Nathalie Clayer, and Robert Pichler (London—New
York: I.B. Tauris, 2011), 53.
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cultivated through a crusade of national education.””” Instead, Greek education
developed a vague feeling of Macedonianness, which Marinov identifies as supra-
national identity “intended to bring together—under the common denominator
of ‘Macedonian people’—members of different ethnic, confessional and
national groups.” In other words, Macedonianness is a direct consequence of,
more precisely, construct of the competing Balkan ideologies. Marinov provides
a few examples of how this Macedonianness tound expression. However, these
examples yield only one conclusion: it is not quite clear what Macedonianness
means because all the Macedonian intellectuals defined it and expressed it
in a different way, including Grupcevi¢ and Popovi¢. According to Marinov,
“there are historical personalities from late Ottoman Macedonia whose identity
largely “floated” between the Serbian and the Bulgarian national option,””
and between them appeared the third Macedonian option, which was used by
Serbian diplomatic circles as “a possible counterweight to Bulgarian influence
in Macedonia.”*® Stojan Novakovi¢ concretely assumed it would be much better
to use the already present vague sense of this Macedonianness, and turn, harness
and mold it to Serbian advantage, instead of attempting to impose Serbian
nationhood ditectly upon Macedonians.”” This was obviously the case with the
two owners of Carigradski glasnik, who turned from the Greek education they
had been given and their vague sense of Macedonianness to Serbian nationhood.
Historians do not know precisely when Grupcevi¢ and Popovi¢ came into
contact with Serbian diplomatic circles or an official Serbian “state” agenda. The
first trace of their pro-Serbian activities dates from 1886, when both of them,
along with Naum Evro and Vasil Karajovov, established the anti-Bulgarian
secret Macedonian Committee in Sofia. Probably around this time they came
into contact with Serbian circles, because they moved to Belgrade as soon

33 Paschalis Kitromilides, “Imagined Communities’ and the Origins of the National Question in the
Balkans,” Ewuropean History Quarterly 19 (1989): 169.

34 Tchavdar Marinov, “We, the Macedonians: The Paths of Supra-Nationalism (1878-1912),” in We, the
People: Politics of National Peculiarity in Southeastern Enrgpe, ed. Diana Mishkova (Budapest: Central European
University Press, 2009), 111.

35 Tchavdar Marinov, “Famous Macedonia, the Land of Alexander: Macedonian Identity at the
Crossroads of Greek, Bulgarian and Serbian Nationalism,” in Entangled Histories of the Balkans, vol. 1, ed.
Roumen Daskalov and Tchavdar Marinov (Leiden: Brill, 2013), 315.

36 Ibid., 317.

37 1Ibid., 315-17.
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as Bulgarians learned of their activities.”® In 1887, Grupcevi¢ and Novakovié
were trying to publish a newspaper entitled Maxedorcku enac (Macedonian voice)
in Istanbul in a Macedonian dialect, but they never got permission to do so.
However, they clearly expressed their intention to start a paper in Istanbul that
would promote Setbian interests.”” The fact that this paper, the harbinger of
Carigradski glasnik, was meant to be published in the Macedonian (probably
Ohrid) dialect confirms that Novakovi¢ intended to bring that dialect gradually
closer to the Serbian language. Although this paper was never published, we can
trace this idea in the work of Temko Popovi¢, who in 1887 published the anti-
Bulgarian pamphlet on the Macedonian dialect and Serbian orthography.*’ We
do not know when Grupcevi¢ and Popovi¢, along with Novakovié, abandoned
this idea, but what is certain is that in 1888 Popovi¢ sent a letter to Despot
Badzovi¢ in which he made the following statement:

The national spirit in Macedonia has reached such a state that Jesus
Christ himself, if he were to descend from heaven, could not convince
a Macedonian that he is a Bulgarian or a Serb, except for Macedonians
in whom Bulgarian propaganda has already taken root."

However, ten years later Grupcevi¢ and he were involved with Carigradski
Glasnik, the paper that was published in standard Serbian and that clearly
advocated Serbian ideas. Obviously their Macedonianness tarned into Serbianness,
which indicates that fluid nationhood was not something reserved for illiterate
peasants in Ottoman Macedonia, but was even found among urban intellectuals
acting as promoters of the Serbian national idea.

This is one of the many examples to which recent historiography on
Macedonia frequently refers, always with the same conclusion, namely that
Macedonians had no sense of nationhood, but rather expressed blurred and
fluid identities that were, as Marinov has shown, shaped and created under
the influence of the Balkan ideologies. However, expressing multiple national
identities does not necessarily mean that these persons were a-national simply
because they did not represent “the existence of some ‘genuine’ or ‘proper sense

38 Victor A. Friedman, “The Modern Macedonian Standard Language and its Relation to Modern
Macedonian Identity,” in The Macedonian Question: Culture, Historiography, Politics, ed. Victor Roudometof
(New York: Columbia University Press, 2000), 185.

39 AS, SN, 128, Letter from Novakovic¢ to Risti¢, 1887.

40 Marinov, “Famous Macedonia...,” 318.

41 ‘Temko Popov, lettet, accessed May 17, 2014, http://documents-mk.blogspot.hu/2011/01/temko-
popov-letter.html.
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of national identity’ that all the members of a certain well-bound collectivity or
‘eroup’ ate equally, absolutely and constantly aware of.’** In Rogers Brubaket’s
fashion we can rather say that they exhibited nationhood as a form of practice
that changes and adapts to different circumstances.” In this sense, Grupcevi¢
and Popovi¢ did not represent a-national blur and fluid character, as studies on
Macedonia suggest. Rather, they represented nationhood as different forms of
practice. Thus, their nationhood was not fixed, but it was also not a-national or
fluid. Rather, it was a response (or set of responses) to the interplay of different
factors, depending on the current Macedonian context. In other words, “these
elites formed a kind of ‘middle class” which adopted discourses and strategies
linked to changes in their political and social positioning, as well as to their
search for power or their efforts to remain in power.”*

Grupcevic and Popovic’s case brings us to the problem of the appropriation
of nationhood, more specifically, how nationhood tends to be researched from
above. In other words, historians have tended to examine how Balkan states
imposed nationhood on local populations, and how the local population showed
a fluid and a-national sense of nationhood. Even when scholars are investigating
this appropriated nationhood on the ground, they approach the problem from
an “imperial” perspective, defining nationhood as a fixed substantial entity
envisioned by state elites (much as it was presented in Carigradski glasnik), and
not as a discourse prone to change. Jovanovi¢-Pizon noted that the Macedonian
question and the implementation of nationhood could not be solved through
religion or education because populations were looking for alternatives that
would help them address their everyday problems.”” As Basil Gounaris has
shown in his study of the Patriarchate-Exarchate race for the local Christian
population, the battle for new members was not based on religious rhetoric
but rather on the personal, economic or simply pragmatic concerns of local
peasants.” Lory also stresses that the local inhabitants in Macedonia “gave free
rein to the propaganda programs that they considered advantageous to them, in
that they provided free education. We are struck by the very short-term vision
with which educational issues were treated. Only the families of major merchants

42 Marinov, “We, the Macedonians...,” 108.

43 See Rogers Brubaker, Etbnicity withont Groups (Cambridge—London: Harvard University Press, 2004);
Nationalism Reframed (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1996).

44  Hannes Grandits et al., “Introduction,” in Conflicting Loyalties..., 10-11.

45 Ristovié, “Pedepar Josana Josanosuha...,” 345.

46  Gounaris, “Social Cleavages...,” 5-7.
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had any genuine educational strategies for their offspring. Trades people, who
were more numerous in Bitola, were very vulnerable to economic fluctuations
and to life’s misfortunes such as illness, deaths, or fires.”*’

In other words, choices regarding nationhood were determined primarily by
pragmatic and not idealistic factors. Branislav Nusi¢, the vice-consul in Bitola in
1892, vividly described responses to Greek, Bulgarian, and Serbian propaganda

among the local population of one entirely Slavic-speaking village:

The church is Greek, the school is Exarchal, two priests are
“Serbomans”®... In the house of Vandel—the priest—Serbian books
are hidden in a basement; periodicals from Sofia are on the table; one
son is a student in Belgrade; the second son is an Exarchal teacher
in Skopje; the third son is a former student of the Austrian Catholic
mission; and two children are attending Exarchal elementary school.
Priest Vandel even holds a han in his house.*

However, we should not make the mistake of jumping to the generalization
that the entire Macedonian population expressed multiple identities and
was pragmatic regarding nationhood. Although it is difficult to discuss how
Carigradski glasnik was appropriated on the ground and how it was accepted
among the local population as opposed to professional propagandists (like
priests or teachers), we still can assume that it created an “imagined community”
by bringing people together around shared characteristics that were described
by Carigradski glasnik as the features of Serbian nationhood. As Fox and Miller-
Idriss stated, “nationhood is also implicated in the choices people make. People
‘choose’ the nation when the universe of options is defined in national terms.
Reading a nationalist newspaper or sending one’s child to a minority language

school can thus be defined and experienced as national choices.”

47  Loty, “Schools for the destruction...,” 54.

48 Serboman is a pejorative term used by Bulgarians for Slavic-speaking people in (Ottoman) Macedonia
who claim to be of Serbian ethnicity, support Serbian national ideas, or simply refuse Bulgarian national
ideas.

49  “Llpxsa je rpuka, IIKOAA erapxmjcka, ABa ceeruteHuka cy “Cpbomann”...V kyhum cserrrennka — o
Bamheaa — cpricke kipnre ckprbeHe y MoAPyMy, corjcKe HOBUHE HA CTOAY, jEAAH CHH ITHTOMAIL CPIICKI
y Beorpaay, apyru exsapxujckn yuures y Cromjy, Tpehn GuBIIM IIrToMaI] ayCTpHjcKke KATOATIKE MICH]C,
a ABa AcTera mocehyjy ersapxmjcky ocHOBHY 1mikoAy. [lom-Barbhea apxu y cBojoj kyhu u xam.” Slavenko
Terzi¢, “Konsyaar Kpamesune Cpbuje y 6urosy (1889-1897),” Uemopujexu uaconue 57 (2008): 338-39.

50 Jon E. Fox and Cynthia Miller-Idriss, “Everyday nationhood,” Ethnicities 8, no. 4 (2008), 542.

582



Carigradski Glasnik, a Paper of Ottoman Serbs

Conclusion

Although Serbia only entered the battle for Macedonia in 1885, approximately
ten years later it managed to achieve its main goals: opening Serbian consulates,
promoting Serbian priests into higher ecclesiastical positions, opening schools
and Serbian societies in Ottoman Macedonia, and finally establishing a Serbian
paper that would propagate Serbian interests in the region within the limits
of Ottoman press regulations. This indeed seems impressive on paper, but
the situation on the ground was far too unwieldy for these strategies to work
effectively. The Serbian state spent a considerable amount of money on a rather
disorganized propaganda campaign, national workers often did not work in a
professional or coordinated manner, consulates were unaware of one another’s
activities despite the fact that they were not physically distant from one another,
and the great gap between Serbian national workers and the local population was
not bridged well.

Under these circumstances, only Carigradski glasnik diligently completed its
mission. However, because of Ottoman press regulations it was forced to present
a euphemized reality that local readers simply did not buy into. In spite of these
facts, this paper managed to bring its readers (Serbian national workers, educated
and the illiterate population to whom Carigradski glasnik was read) together,
focusing on topics that, according to the paper, constituted aspects of Serbian
nationhood, such as language, celebrations, folk songs and customs. In this
sense, Carigradski glasnik certainly propagated Serbian nationhood in a manner
in which it was envisioned by Serbian elites and members of the intelligentsia.

<

It was a “war of statistics,” as Gounaris has called it, in which quantity
was much more important than quality. This was one reason why certain
Serbian diplomatic circles were terrified of solving the #ifiis question. The urban
intelligentsia from the region sometimes displayed multiple and shifting loyalties
despite the efforts of the schools they attended. The case of Kosta Grupcevi¢
and Temko Popovi¢ illustrates this well. Although they attended Greek schools
they did not become “Hellenized” Macedonians, but rather gradually became
(Macedonian) Serbs. On the other hand, the illiterate rural population did not have
time to contemplate nationhood. Only coercion or pragmatic interests yielded
results. However, the somewhat mixed nature of these “results” is illustrated
clearly by the citation from Nusi¢. Three seemingly different propaganda
campaigns had a strong effect on the careers of people in a single family. The
cultural identities of the Balkans were entangled indeed.
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