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Chapter Two: Peoples and Populations 
 

2.1   Peoples of Macedonia  
 
Macedonians: The contested majority 
 
BROAD CATEGORIES OF identification were commonplace in the Ottoman 

Balkans. A popular nineteenth–century term to describe Islamicised Macedonians 

was ‘Turks’. Adhering to the Ottoman concept of religion equating nationality the 

Ottomans increased the number of ‘Turks’ in Macedonia (in their own population 

data) to justify their continued rule. Similarly, labels were also broadly used when it 

came to the Christian population, and Christian Macedonians were also categorised as 

being a part of other ethnic groups. The central dispute in Macedonia at the end of 

the nineteenth century concerned the national identity of the Christian Macedonian 

ethnic element. Typically inhabiting countryside villages, they engaged in an 

agricultural lifestyle. Regarded by the bulk of commentators as constituting the 

majority of the population, Macedonians were identified by a number of differing 

labels. Living within a contested territory, Macedonians too came to be a contested 

people. Greeks, Bulgarians and Serbs labelled Macedonians as Greeks, Bulgarians and 

Serbs respectively, in accordance with the designs of these three nations to annex 

Macedonian territory. 

 

 An overview of the ethnic structure of Macedonia is presented in this chapter, 

together with population statistics and ethnographic data as promoted by interested 

parties from the Balkans and from the wider Europe. Ethnographic maps in 

particular were a powerful tool used by the Balkan states to convince western Europe 

of the presence of their respective populations in Europe, whilst at the same time a 

politically motivated contest for religious and educational expansion was being waged 

in Macedonia. In a crucial period during the development of Macedonian identity 

towards the end of the nineteenth century, that identity was being challenged and 
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disputed simultaneously within countryside villages of the Bitola region and the major 

capitals of western Europe – for the sake of territorial gain.  

 

While statistical data and publications had their impact on views of 

Macedonia, ethnographic maps proved to be notably effective as a tool. The 

Bulgarians in particular, were among the first to make significant inroads into 

European thinking about the nationality of the Macedonians.     

 

Foreign commentators typically subscribed to the position that Macedonians 

were Bulgarians. This viewpoint was influenced by the existing Ottoman millet 

system of identification, which saw the population divided by religious affiliation, and 

not by ethnicity or language. Earlier in the nineteenth century ‘Rum’ millet was 

reinterpreted by Greek nationalists to mean ‘Greek’ in a national sense and was also 

used to refer to members of the Orthodox Christian merchant class regardless of 

their ‘ethnic origin’ or the language they spoke.1 Similarly, the term ‘Bulgarian’ had 

earlier been broadly used as a collective label in the Ottoman Empire but it too had 

no political significance, for the term ‘Bulgarian’ meant nothing more than peasant.2 

As competition for Macedonia developed, the Bulgarians themselves encouraged the 

use of the term Bulgarian in Macedonia. In Ottoman Macedonia,3 terms like 

                                                           
1 The American anthropologist L. Danforth, The Macedonian Conflict, Princeton University Press, 1995, p. 59; 
The Russian commentator A.V. Amfiteatrov, Zemya na Razdorot, Makedonska Kniga, Skopje, 1990, pp. 51–52 
[Original title, Zemya na Razdorot, Moscow, 1903]; The Macedonian historian M. Pandevski, Nacionalnoto 
Prashanje vo Makedonskoto Osloboditelno Dvizhenje 1893–1903 [The National Question in the Macedonian 
Liberation Movement 1893–1903], Kultura, Skopje, 1974, p. 49. Throughout European Turkey the name 
‘Greek’ was used to denote a Christian of the Eastern church. Two English women, G.M. MacKenzie and I.P. 
Irby, travelled through Macedonia in the nineteenth century, and wrote The Slavonic Provinces of Turkey in Europe, 
Alexander Strahan, London, 1866, p. xxiii. According to MacKenzie and Irby, as a result of the treaty of 
Adrianople the Greek Patriarch was declared head of all Orthodox communities in European Turkey and 
subsequently all Orthodox Christians were viewed as Greeks (‘The Greek Patriarch is declared head of  all 
Orthodox communities in Turkey. "Be Catholic" says the Mohammedan judge, "or Protestants", or set up a 
sect of your own, and we will recognise you with pleasure; so long as you call yourselves "orthodox" we must 
know you only as Greeks’. Ibid p. 31).  
2 L. Danforth, op. cit. p. 59; A.V. Amfiteatrov, op. cit. pp. 51–52; The English historian, D. Dakin, The Greek 
Struggle in Macedonia 1897–1913, Institute for Balkan Studies, Thessaloniki, 1966, p. 11.  
3 The term ‘Ottoman Macedonia’ refers to Macedonian territory under Ottoman rule.  
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‘Bulgarian’ and 'Greek' were not used to designate different ethnic or national groups; 

they were used to designate different socio-cultural categories.4

 

The perception of the Bulgarian character of Macedonians was historically 

linked to a similar fate shared by the Macedonian and Bulgarian people in a deeply 

rooted, dual Turkish-Greek oppression. In addition, Russia harboured expansionist 

designs towards the Balkan Peninsula, and ‘Slavophile’ propaganda was directed at 

awakening a ‘Slav consciousness’ amongst the Balkan peoples.5 Macedonia and 

Bulgaria were particularly exposed to Russian influence, as Ottoman rule in both 

lands was firmly established in comparison to Greece and Serbia, which were 

geographically further from Turkey.6 Russian influence on the destiny of both 

Macedonians and Bulgarians was to create an entanglement of the separate identities 

of the two people, one that continued to be a matter of contention for nationalist 

propagandists well into the twentieth century. During the period from the 1820s to 

the 1860s, it was said of Russian Slavophiles that, ‘misinterpreting the Bulgarian 

kingdom of the middle ages, and its subjugation of Macedonia, they identify the 

Macedonian people with the Bulgarian, and as a single people they drive them to 

liberate themselves from Greek influence’.7 Russia saw it in her interests to encourage 

a Macedonian-Bulgarian union as it corresponded to her designs towards the Aegean 

Sea8 and, sponsored by the Russian Tsar, the Bulgarians set about ‘the Bulgarisation 

                                                           
4 L. Danforth, op. cit. p. 59 
5 The Italian historian, M. Dogo, Jazikot i Nacionalnosta vo Makedonia, Doizivuvanjata i razmisluvanjata na 
nevooruzenite proroci 1902–1903, Makedonska Kniga, Skopje, 1990, p. 215 [original title, Lingua e nazionalita in 
macedonia vicende e pensieri di profeti disarmati 1902–1903, Milano, 1985]. The prominent Serb ethnographer, J. 
Hadzhivasilevich, Patrijarshisti i Egzarhisti y Skopskoj Eparhiji [Patriarchists and Exarchists in the Skopje eparchy], 
Belgrade, 1938, p. 24. 
6 H.R. Wilkinson, Maps and Politics, A Review of the Ethnographic Cartograpy of Macedonia, Liverpool, 1951, p. 58. A 
lecturer in geography at the University of Liverpool, Wilkinson's important work details an impressive 
collection of conflicting ethnographic maps of Macedonia. 
7 S. Dimevski, Istoria na Makedonskata Pravoslavna Crkva [History of the Macedonian Orthodox Church], Skopje, 
1989, p. 319. The historian S. Dimevski may be regarded as the principal authority on the history of the 
Macedonian Orthodox church. In relation to Russian ‘Slavophile’ doctrine and ‘Bulgarianisation’, also see 
Balkanicus, The Aspirations of Bulgaria, London, 1915, and M. Dogo, op. cit. pp. 215–216. 
8 The historian S. Pribichevich, Macedonia: Its People and History, 1982, p. 114. 
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of Macedonia’.9 Although an alliance was formed under the common struggle against 

Greek ecclesiastical domination, Bulgarian nationalists assumed a superior position, 

hijacking the struggle for domination over Macedonia.10  

 

In 1903 the Macedonian intellectual Krste Missirkov described relations with 

the Bulgarians as having been 

extremely close as the result of the general situation in Turkey: we were brothers 
through destiny and our relations were equal towards the government and the 
Phanariot Order.11 We were given, in our common fate, the common name of 
Bulgarians right up to the liberation of Bulgaria, and even after the liberation of 
Bulgaria this remained a tradition in Macedonia. This was the basis on which the 
Bulgarians established their pretensions to Macedonia; but the Macedonians had 
expected to be liberated by the Bulgarians.12  

 

The ambiguity of the term Bulgarian went undetected by many commentators during 

the period of late Ottoman rule. In 1915 the English commentator, Crawfurd Price, 

wrote, ‘it is easier to call a Macedonian a Bulgar than to prove him one; his nationality 

is largely ignored’.13     

 

When the Bulgarian Exarchate entered Macedonia in 1870 it came as no 

surprise that a mass movement of Macedonians left the Patriarchate church to join 

                                                           
9 The contemporary commentator, C. Price, The Intervention of Bulgaria - and the Central Macedonian Question, 
London, 1915, p. 11.  
10 The historian Y. Belchovski, The Historical Roots of the Macedonian Orthodox Church, Skopje, 1987, p. 148; see 
also, S. Pribitchevich, op. cit. p. 114.  
11 The Phanariots were a form of Greek aristocracy living in the Phanar district of Constantinopole where the 
Greek Patriarch resided. They were made up of merchants, financiers and clergymen and maintained solid 
connections with the Patriarchate. From the beginning of the eighteenth century they were utilised by the 
Ottomans as interpreters with Europeans; however; their influence with the Ottomans saw them become  
powerful and prosperous as they filled prominent civil service positions. Clerical members of the Phanariots 
exploited the Patriarchate church and sought to expand its influence in the Balkans.      
12 K. P. Missirkov, On Macedonian Matters, Skopje, 1974, p. 115. [English reissue; original title, Za Makedonskite 
Raboti, Sofia, 1903]. Missirkov was an outstanding figure amongst the Macedonian intellectuals at the end of the 
nineteenth century. Regarding the close relationship between Macedonians and Bulgarians, Missirkov 
considered that the interests of the Bulgarians were strengthened ‘by mixing our interests with theirs. We have, 
so to speak, called ourselves Bulgarians… And, indeed, since we called ourselves Bulgarians we had the right to 
expect good and not evil for ourselves: we might have expected Bulgaria to give support to all our spiritual 
needs. Bulgaria is a free State. She has money, culture, Statedmen and diplomats. She should understand her 
own national interests and ours, and defend them with all her might. But we have seen our hopes bitterly 
deceived, and instead of meeting with good we have met with evil.’ Ibid. p. 105.  
13 C. Price, op. cit. p. 11. 
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the new Bulgarian church, and Bulgarian schools followed, often replacing Greek 

schools. Dominated from Sofia, Exarchate religious and education institutions 

generally adopted a colonial attitude in Macedonia and were met with resentment and 

conflict from the lower level clergy and school teachers who were typically local 

Macedonians. Embittered by Bulgarian domination and indicative of growing self-

esteem, a Macedonian Movement was formed, spearheaded by school teachers calling 

for the restoration of the Macedonian Archbishopric of Ohrid church and the 

establishment (standardisation) of a Macedonian literary language.14  

 

As early as 1874 a distinctly Macedonian national individuality was apparent, 

according to one of the leaders of the Bulgarian national revival, Petko Rachev 

Slaveykov. Sent to Macedonia by the Exarchate, he reported details of his findings 

and clearly described the national individuality of the Macedonians, in the words, ‘the 

Macedonians are not Bulgarians’.15 In regards to their national aspirations, ‘they 

persistently strive, regardless of the price, to obtain a separate church of their own’.16 

Slaveykov speaks of an attitude amongst Macedonians that the Macedonian dialect 

should be declared a literary language. His letters portray Macedonians as possessing 

a separate ‘national’ consciousness and politically represented by a Movement with 

defined political aims seeking independent church and national liberation.17  

 

                                                           
14 Initial efforts during this period saw the Macedonians attempting to restore their church through union with 
the Roman Catholic Church. See S. Dimevski, op. cit. (chapter three). 
15 Petko Rachev Slaveykov letter dated February 1874. See (the letter appears in full) H. Andonov-Poljanski, 
editor. Documents - on the Struggle of the Macedonian People for Independence and a Nation State, Vol 1, Skopje, 1985, p. 
238. Note P.R. Slaveykov sent two letters in February 1874 describing the situation in Macedonia (see op.cit., 
pp. 237–242). 
16 Ibid p. 238. Furthermore, from Slaveykov’s letter, 'Thoughts at the restoration of the Archbishopric of Ohrid 
at the moment are most prevalent here, in Salonika, but they are gradually spreading to Northern 
Macedonia…I intend to meet some of the elders from the local community. I shall try to convince them of the 
groundlessness of their aspirations for a separate church when they already have one in the form of the 
Exarchate. Certainly the most difficult question will be that of appointment of Bishops of Macedonian origin'. 
pp. 239–240. 
17 Ibid p. 241. According to Slaveykov's letter, ‘the Macedonian activists already widely use the expression "the 
Macedonian Movement" in their language of communication, by which one should understand independent 
national and church liberation. I must emphasize strongly, Your Excellency, that this is a factor of an important 
political character – separatism is being spread starting from a religious basis towards a broader national one’. 
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At about the same time (1875) Giorgi Pulevski, a Macedonian from 

Galitchnik, published a Dictionary of Three Languages, in which he made a number of 

statements that the linguist H.G. Lunt considers ‘cannot possibly reflect a feeling of 

Bulgarian nationality’.18 Pulevski's definition of nationality and nation warrants 

attention:  

 a nation is called people who are of one kind and who speak the same language and 
who live and associate with one another and who have the same customs and songs 
and celebrations – these people are called a nation, and the place in which they live is 
called the fatherland of that nation. So too the Macedonians are a nation, and this 
place of theirs is Macedonia.19     

 

Expressions of Macedonian national identity were disregarded, or otherwise 

poorly grasped by many nineteenth-century commentators. Visitors to Macedonia 

would tour the country in tow of a representative of one or another of the interested 

rivals and the traveller ‘assimilated the ideas of his guide rather than divined the 

nationalism of the people’.20 Other commentators attested that Macedonians 

possessed no national consciousness and simply identified as Christians. Although 

not entirely unusual for a Macedonian villager to refer to himself as a Christian, this 

could be expressed in an ethnic sense and not a religious one. It was not unique for a 

Macedonian to identify oneself as Christian; indeed, in Bulgaria prior to statehood, 

Bulgarians commonly declared themselves ‘Christian’ in answer to the question, 

‘What are you?’ The term ‘Christian’ specifically meant ‘Orthodox’ and was 

understood to be ‘Bulgarian’. The Russian Tsar therefore was understood by 

Bulgarian peasants to be a ‘Bulgarian Tsar’, not by nationality, but by Orthodox 

Christianity.21 A parallel account was given in 1888 by the Greek Professor Valavanes 

concerning his native Cappodocian village. Valavanes concluded that: 

Hellenism exists almost intact in the Christian community, the Asia Minor Greek 
“does not even know the name of the tribe to which he belongs”. Asked what he is 
“he will answer you promptly Christian”. “Very well, others are Christian too, the 
Armenians, the French, the Russians … ” “I don't know”, he will tell you, “yes, they 

                                                           
18 H.G. Lunt, Some Sociolinguistic Aspects of Macedonian and Bulgarian, University of Michigan, 1984, p. 103. 
19 Ibid, p.103. 
20 C. Price, op. cit. p. 12.  
21 H.G. Lunt, op. cit. p. 104. 
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too (may) believe in Christ, but I am a Christian”. “Aren't you perhaps a Hellene?” 
“No, I'm not anything (of the sort). I told you I am a Christian, and again I tell you I 
am a Christian!” he will answer you impatiently. According to Valavanes, this 
demonstrates the close relationship of the notions of Christianity and ethnicity for 
these people, and they “love Russia as a bulwark of the faith against the enemy of 
Christ”.22  

 

A popular term of identification indicating separateness from others, and   

acknowledging an individual or group as being Macedonian, is the term ‘nash’ or 

‘nashi’, literally meaning ‘ours’ –  or ‘one of ours’.23 These terms of identification 

persist even at the beginning of the twenty-first century.24 Similarly Macedonian 

Muslims, when referring to other Macedonian Muslims, used the term ‘nash Turchin’ 

(‘one of us’/ ‘ours – Turk’) instead of simply ‘Turchin’, as was the case when referring 

to a Muslim Turkish speaker.25 Depending upon which particular Balkan church 

maintained religious jurisdiction over a village, the inhabitants might have used the 

terms 'Exarchists' (Eksarhisti) or 'Patriarchists' (Patriashisti) when referring to ‘others’, 

or when intending to use derogatory labels one could refer to ‘others’ as ‘Bugari’ 

(Bulgarians) or ‘Grci’ (Greeks). These labels were understood as being representative 

of a religious association and not as a form of ethnic or national identification.  

 

The historian Perry points out that those living along the border regions with 

Serbia, Bulgaria and Greece respectively sometimes claimed to be Serbs, Bulgarians or 

Greeks, ‘but for many this was a religious affiliation and not an ethnic identity’.26 It is 

not unusual in history to find other Europeans using different labels of identification 

in place of their own national name. For example, Poles have in the past referred to 

themselves as Germans, Ukrainians as Russian, and Finns as Swedes. In each instance 

                                                           
22 Ibid, p. 104. 
23 Although some modern specialists in the field may consider the reading of the term ‘nash/nashi’ as 
controversial the writer maintains its justified use.   
24 The usage of these common terms was completely overlooked by contemporary commentators. Nash - nashi - 
nashinec are popular terms used to describe an individual or group of people as Macedonians. It is used in 
Macedonia, and amongst Macedonian communities in Europe, North America and Australia a century after 
Ottoman rule. In Australia it is frequently used amongst Australian-born Macedonian second- and third-
generation children.   
25 Refer to Chapter Five. 
26 D.M. Perry, The Politics of Terror - The Macedonian Liberation Movements 1893–1903, London, 1988, p. 19.  
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there are historical reasons for such processes occurring. Although Macedonian 

separateness existed, it was not clearly visible to outsiders, who evaluated identity 

based on the concept of the Western European nation state and in an environment of 

excessive Balkan nationalism which viewed Macedonia as a colonial prize.  

 

Macedonians were unable to assert a uniform identity due to a range of 

circumstances. Of the utmost importance to gain recognition for a separate 

nationality in the Ottoman Empire, and to consolidate a single uniform label visible 

to the outsider was the previous recognition of a separate church. Without a 

recognised church, national recognition in turn was impossible.27 In contrast, 

Macedonians were subjected to the imperialistic designs of Greek, Bulgarian and Serb 

religious and educational institutions in Macedonia, which attempted to instil a 

Greek, Bulgarian and Serb nationality upon them amidst the chaos of a deteriorating 

economic, social and political environment within the Ottoman State.28 Unlike their 

neighbours, late nineteenth-century Macedonians did not have control of their own 

territory and were therefore unable to engage in a process of nation-building by 

cultivating a shared national identity. In the free Balkan States, the process of nation-

building involved the military, the civil service, the education system, and, most 

importantly, the establishment of autocephalous national churches.29  

 

Typically, Greek, Serb and Bulgarian commentators systematically failed to 

distinguish a separate Macedonian identity in any form. Quite apart from Western 

European commentators, travel writers and ethnographers advocating a particular 

political agenda, even those with the best of intentions could have misconceived the 

separateness of Macedonian identity. Subsequently only a small group of 

                                                           
27 Balkanicus, op. cit. p. 226.  
28 Macedonian converts to the ruling religion remained outside the Balkan rivalry aimed at Christian 
Macedonians. Some commentators included them in the overall Muslim figures, occasionally they were 
incorporated into the estimates of the majority Macedonian group, but most often they were labelled ‘Bulgarian 
Pomaks’ and rarely did they constitute their own category. Estimates of Macedonian Muslims ranged up to 
500,000. 
29 L. Danforth, opt. cit. p. 58. 
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commentators recognised a distinct Macedonian nationality, whilst others used 

various synonyms to describe them, the most common being ‘Bulgarian’. Despite 

differing labels, a general consensus amongst commentators placed Macedonians as 

the majority element, comprising approximately 1,200,000 people at the beginning of 

the twentieth century. The lowest estimates were 454,700 by (Greek) C. Nicolaides in 

1899 and 512,000 by (Romanian) N. Constantine in 1913. The highest figures were 

derived from those recognising Macedonian individuality, such as (German) K. 

Oestreich in 1905 at 2,000,000 (including 500,000 Macedonian Muslims) and 

(Russian) G. Georgiev in 1913 at 2,275,000.30               

 

 

Vlahs: Romanian or Greek, a contested minority  

 

VLAHS ARE ORTHODOX Christian in religion, speak a Latin language and are 

found scattered throughout South Eastern Europe. Vlahs are also known as Tsintzars 

to the Macedonians, Serbs and Bulgars; Kutzovlahs to the Greeks; they have at times 

been known as Macedo-Rumans in order to distinguish themselves from their 

cousins, Daco-Rumans, across the Danube.31 The largest and most compact 

concentrations of Vlahs in the Balkan Peninsula traditionally were in Epirus and 

Thessaly.32 Of all the Vlah centres in European Turkey, the largest urban 

concentration was located in the town of Moskopole (along the 

Albanian/Macedonian borderlands) with approximately 60,000 Vlah inhabitants in 

                                                           
30 The highest estimates of the Macedonian population, unsurprisingly, were derived from individual 
commentators who recognised a separate Macedonian identity. 
31 G. M. Terry, The Origins and Development of the Macedonian Revolutionary Movement with Particular Reference to the 
Tayna Makedonsko-Odrinska Revolutsionerna Organizatsiya from its Conception in 1893 to the Ilinden Uprising of 1903, 
Unpublished MA thesis, University of Nottingham, 1974. 
32 The Romanian historian I. Arginteanu, Istoriya na Armn Makedoncite (Vlasite) [A History of the Macedonian 
Vlahs], 1998, p. 113 [Original title, Istora Romanilor Macedoneni, Bucharest, 1904].  
The historian, G. Nakratzas (renowned in Greece for his fresh balanced approach towards Greek history), adds 
that the Vlahs constituted the overwhelming majority of the local population of north-eastern Epirus, Pindus, 
western Thessaly and the Sperhios valley over the last thousand years. G. Nakratzas, The Close Racial Kinship 
Between the Greeks, Bulgarians, and Turks, Thessaloniki, 1999, p. 68. 
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the eighteenth century.33 The nearby towns of Bitkuyki and Shipiska each contained 

30,000 Vlahs.34  

 

A harmonious co-existence between Vlahs and Albanians ended with the 

conversion of the bulk of the Albanian population to Islam. Vlahs inhabiting a line 

stretching south from Moskopole to the Gramos Mountain became victim to 

constant terror by Albanian Muslim bandits.35 The infamous Ali Pasha of Janina, 

with a large bashibouzuk force made up of Albanians and Turks, attacked and totally 

destroyed the town of Moskopole in 1789.36 A similar fate befell the Vlah towns of 

Bitkuki, Birina, Nikulica, Gramosta, Linotopa, Varteni and others.37 Vlahs were 

forced to flee and migrated as far as Austria, Hungary and Bulgaria. Others settled in 

Macedonian towns such as Bitola, Ohrid and Krushevo, followed by further 

movement into the Macedonian interior. They were most populous in the far 

southerly regions of the Bitola vilayet, particularly in the Grevena district where they 

constituted the bulk of the population, and their settlement extended southwards into 

the Pindus ranges where they formed a very large compact group.38 Other groups of 

Vlah villages existed in the central and western regions of Macedonia, typically in 

mountainous districts.   

   

In commercial centres such as Bitola, Krushevo, and Voden, Vlahs engaged in 

trade and business. Urban Vlahs were renowned for coming under Greek influence, 

and were considered by H.N. Brailsford, a journalist and relief worker in Macedonia, 

to be the ‘backbone of the Hellenic party’ in Macedonia.39 Generally mistaken as 

                                                           
33 I. Arginteanu, op. cit. p. 149. 
34 Ibid, p. 149. 
35 Ibid, p. 148. 
36 Bashibouzuks were Muslim irregular fighters, typically acting as bandits. They were notorious throughout 
Macedonia. During the Ilinden Rebellion, after a village had been attacked by the Ottoman military, 
bashibouzuks often made up a second wave of attack, pillaging and plundering all that remained in the village. 
37 I. Arginteanu, op. cit. p. 151. 
38 G. Nakratzas, op. cit. pp. 72-76.       
39 H.N. Brailsford, Macedonia: Its Races and their Future, London, 1905, p. 179. Macedonia: Its Races and their Future, 
is a well-known and much-quoted work. Although a journalist, Brailsford spent five months during the winter 
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Greeks, and claimed as such by Greek propagandists, clearly without the Vlahs the 

‘Greeks would cut a poor figure among the statistics’.40 At the beginning of the 

twentieth century it was observed how Vlahs might have been mistaken as Greeks:  

They shelter themselves in the Greek Church, adopt Greek culture as a disguise, and 
serve the Hellenic idea. It is rare to meet a man among them who does not speak 
Greek more or less fluently and well, but at home the national Latin idiom persists, 
and their callings, their habits, their ways of thinking, make them a nationality apart.41  

 

C. Eliot, a former Secretary at the British Embassy at Constantinople from 1893 to 

1898, makes a similar observation about the hidden nature of Vlah nationality: ‘One 

may live and travel in the Balkan lands without seeing or hearing anything of the 

Vlahs, until one’s eyes are opened’.42    

 

Outside the urban centres Vlahs established livestock breeding settlements in 

mountainous regions and lived a semi-nomadic lifestyle. They were known to herd 

large sheep holdings over great distances.43 Rural Vlahs were not as inclined to adopt 

a pro-Greek attitude compared to their city brethren and were more inclined to 

subscribe to pro-Romanian propaganda. Traditionally Vlahs maintained friendly 

relations with the Ottoman authorities as they harboured no political aspirations in 

Macedonia. The authorities welcomed Romanian propaganda in Macedonia, as it 

weakened the Christian subjects further and there was no threat of Romania annexing 

any part of Macedonia. Romanian influences on rural Vlahs, however, drew a violent 

reaction from Greek official quarters with various pressures exerted upon Vlah 

villages in order to encourage them to remain with the Greek Patriarchate church and 

therefore remain a ‘Greek village’. Greek pressure took two forms – ‘the spiritual 
                                                                                                                                                                             
of 1903–1904 in Macedonia, together with his wife, working on behalf of the British Relief Fund after the 
Ilinden Uprising. Brailsford treats the Macedonians as belonging to the Bulgarian nationality. 
40 G. M. Terry, op. cit. p. 9. The historian, L.S. Stavrianos, Stated that when Romania pressured Ottoman 
Turkey for official recognition of the Vlahs in Macedonia, ‘this policy naturally aroused much resentment, 
particularly among the Greeks, for the Vlahs had hitherto been counted as Greeks in population estimates’. L.S. 
Stavrianos, Balkan Federation - A History of the Movement toward Balkan Unity in Modern Times, Connecticut, 1964, p. 
140.    
41 H.N. Brailsford, op. cit. p. 176. 
42 C. Eliot, Turkey in Europe, London, 1965, (1900), p. 371. 
43 Vlahs were known to herd their sheep over large distances, ‘some as far south as the Gulf of Corinth’. D.M. 
Perry, op. cit. p. 18.  
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terrorism of the Greek Church, which holds them by the threat of excommunication, 

and the physical terrorism of the Greek bands which assassinate their notables and 

teachers’.44 Vlahs became an object of rivalry between Romanian and Greek 

propaganda.  

 

Generally Bulgarian and Serbian sources put the Vlah figure at between 70,000 

and 80,000. The lowest estimates, not surprisingly, came from Greek contemporary 

commentators such as C. Nicolaides in 1899, at 41,200, and the Greek Parliamentary 

Minister, Delyanis in 1904, at 25,101. Western European authorities placed Vlah 

numbers in the 60,000–70,000 range. The highest figures were derived from 

Romanian sources. Late in the nineteenth century Romania lay claim to the Vlahs and 

proceeded to interest herself in Macedonian affairs, producing statistical data 

indicating a Vlah population of anywhere from 350,000 to 3,134,450.45  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                           
44 H.N. Brailsford, op. cit. p. 198. 
45 An ethnographic map published by the Romanians N. Densusianu and F. Dame (1877) introduced a new 
controversy to the ethnic composition of Macedonia. It indicated a much larger distribution of Vlahs in 
Macedonia than had previously been recorded. The Vlah population in Macedonia and the surrounding areas 
was claimed to be 1,200,000 – of whom 450,000 were to be found in Macedonia, 200,000 in Thessaly, 350,000 
in Epirus and Albania, and 200,000 in Thrace. In 1913 another Romanian commentator (N. Constantine) 
claimed that there were 350,000 Vlahs in Macedonia. Romanian statistics of the Vlah population in Macedonia 
were connected to political manoeuvring rather than any real claim to Macedonian territory. The historian, 
Stavrianos, Stated, ‘they made use of the Vlahs as a sort of speculative investment which perhaps could be used 
profitably for bargaining purposes some time in the future’. L.S. Stavrianos, The Balkans Since 1453, 1966, p. 
521.  
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Table 2.1: Estimates of Vlahs in Macedonia, 1877–1913 

 
Year of data Commentator Origin of 

Commentator 
Number of Vlahs

1877 V. Teploff Russian 63,895 
1877 N. Denisusianu & 

F. Dame 
Romanian 

 
450,000 

1878 Syligos Greek 70,000 
1889 S. Verkovitch Serb 74,375 
1898 G. Weigand German 70,000 
1899 C. Nicolaides Greek 41,200 
1900 V. Kanchov Bulgarian 77,367 
1904 Delyanis Greek 25,101 
1905 D.M. Brancoff Bulgarian 63,895 
1906 R. Von Mach German 56,118 
1912 Y. Ivanoff Bulgarian 79,401 
1913 R. Pelletier French 63,000 
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Figure 2.1: Vlah movement into Macedonia, 1700–1900 
 

 
 

Greeks: Fishermen, farmers or townsfolk? 

 

THE GREEK MINORITY in Macedonia inhabited sections of the Aegean coast 

where they formed fishing communities and in the southern districts of the 

Macedonian Greek frontier south of the Bistrica River. They were scattered alongside 

Vlahs and Macedonians in the southerly parts of the Bitola vilayet around Katerini, 

Ber, Serfidzhe, Grevena, Naselitch and Kozhani regions.46 Away from the coast the 

most northerly region inhabited by Greeks was Seres in eastern Macedonia, where, 

according to the English Consul in Bitola, they constituted 25 per cent of the 

population. Commentators of the period commonly subscribed to the view that 

                                                           
46 Ber was renamed Veroia by the Greek government in the 1920s. 
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Greeks were a minority element of the population. Von Knapich, the Austrian 

Consul in Salonika, reported in 1874 that the Greek population was limited 

exclusively to the Kasandra and Ayonoros districts, the old Chalcidice and the 

Peninsula opposite (the western shore of the Gulf of Solun). The Austrian 

commentator, K. Gersin (1903) considered that Greek presence extended only as far 

as the River Bistrica and along the Chalcidice.47 The historian and long-time English 

diplomat at Constantinople, E. Pears, maintained the view that ‘away from the shore 

it is rare to find a purely Greek village except near the confines of Greece’.48  

 

In central Macedonia and generally throughout the rural regions Greeks were 

almost non-existent. There is a widespread misconception that they inhabited urban 

centres en mass and engaged in business and trade, however, the ambiguous nature of 

terms of identification gave the Greeks a presence where there was none. Urban 

‘Greeks’ in the Macedonian interior were the descendants of those Christians 

(typically Vlahs), who had acquired the religion, commercial language and commercial 

aptitude of the Greeks: ‘in short, they acquired a Greek way of life’.49 The term 

Greek was applied to urban dwellers liberally, and could be applied to any ‘better off’ 

or educated Christian.50  

 

The artificial ‘Greekness’ of Vlahs exaggerated the Greek presence in 

Macedonia and it is through Vlahs and their adherence to the Constantinople 

Patriarchate that Greeks claimed a position in Macedonia. An early twentieth-century 

Serb commentator on Macedonia, Ivan Ivanich, declared that ‘the Greek element in 
                                                           
47 H. Andonovski, Foreign Authors on Macedonia and the Macedonians, Skopje, 1977, pp. 200–201. The Bistrica River 
has been renamed the Aliakmonas River by the Greek authorities. The Chalcidice is known to Macedonians as 
Halikidik.  
48 E. Pears, Turkey and Its People, London, 1911, p. 231. The Italian commentator L. Villari noted in Races, 
religions, and propagandas, (New York, 1905) that, 'If we look for real Greeks we find them in a majority only in 
the south-western part of the vilayet of Monastir, in the south of that of Salonica, especially in the Chalcidice, 
and in a few isolated settlements'. The British archaeologist and ethnologist, Sir Arthur Evans similarly noted in 
1903 that 'except for a narrow fringe to the south and some sporadic centres of no real magnitude in the 
interior of the province, the Greek element had no real hold in Macedonia'. V. Bozhinov, and L. Panayotov, 
Editors, Macedonia Documents and Material, Bulgarian Academy of Sciences, Sofia, 1978, pp. 540–541. 
49 G. M. Terry, op. cit. p. 11. 
50 C. Eliot, op. cit. p. 240. 
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Macedonia is made up of Vlahs’ (‘Grchki element y Makedoniji sachinavajy Tsintsari’).51 

The Greek position in Macedonia was further strengthened by the role of the 

Constantinople Patriarchate and its special relationship with the Ottoman authorities 

that granted it privileges not bestowed upon any other Christian institution.    

 

Greek statistics present the number of Greeks at around 650,000 people in 

Macedonia. It is clearly an exaggerated figure and is taken from Ottoman sources 

reflecting church adherence. European commentators of the period generally 

considered Greeks to number fewer than 250,000 people. In 1899 (German) K. 

Oestreich counted 200,000, and in the same year (Serbian) S. Gopcevic counted 

201,140. In 1900 (Bulgarian) V. Kanchov counted 225,152 Greeks, while in 1903 

(German) K. Peucker counted 240,000, and (Austrian) K. Gersin counted 228,702 in 

the same year.52 The Greek element in Macedonia constituted no more than 10 per 

cent of the total population in Macedonia. 

 

Turks and Albanians: The colonists    

 

Turks 

 

PRIOR TO THE Ottoman invasion of the Balkans in the fourteenth century Turks 

did not constitute an ethnic element in Macedonia. This soon transpired. Aiming to 

create political and social support in conquered Macedonia, the Ottoman authorities 

encouraged voluntary migration and later introduced systematic forced migration of 

Turkish and Turkic peoples from Asia Minor. Turkish settlements were formed 

throughout Macedonia, especially along important routes, in the valleys of navigable 

                                                           
51 I. Ivanich, Makedonija i Makedonci [Macedonia and the Macedonians], Vol II, Belgrade, 1908, p. 422. 
52 The International Carnegie Commission compiled population figures immediately after the Balkan Wars of 
1912–1913 and recorded the Greek population as comprising 236,755 people, in the part of Macedonia that fell 
under Greek rule. This figure can be considered representative of the total Greek population in pre-1912 
Ottoman Macedonia as the Greek minority was confined to the southern districts of the land. Report of the 
Carnegie International Commission to Inquire into the Causes and Conduct of the Balkan Wars Washington D.C., 1914. 
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rivers (particularly the Vardar and Struma) and on the coastal plains53 on the eastern 

coastline around Kavala and the mouth of the Mesta river.54 Turkish settlements 

were also found in the south of the Bitola Vilayet around the Karakamen Mountain 

Ranges (taking in parts of Djuma, Kozhani, Kajlar, Meglen)55 and in the Chalcidice. 

From the eighteenth century onwards there was a decline in the Turkish population 

in Macedonia due to a low birth rate, depletion of the male population by years of 

military service, and heavy tolls from epidemics.56 Turks were landlords, government 

officials in the civil service or the military, or employees of the state in areas such as 

the courts, post offices and taxation. Turkish villages were not unlike the typical 

Macedonian Christian village, and suffered from corruption and misgovernment as 

much as the Christians, although they were subject neither to massacres nor to 

wholesale plundering.57 The Turks did not have any particular political aspirations in 

Macedonia. Their aim was simply to maintain rule over the country.  

 

Estimates of Turkish population in Macedonia were often inflated because of 

the Turkish habit of classifying all Muslims collectively as Turks. Other Muslims 

included in this category were Circassians, Azeri, Yuruks, Macedonian Muslims and 

Albanians. During the late nineteenth century other Muslims arrived from Bosnia, 

Bulgaria, Thessaly and Serbia, States which had discarded Ottoman rule and reverted 

back to Christian authority. Estimates of Osmanli Turks in Macedonia ranged 

anywhere from 250,000 to 500,000. At the end of the nineteenth century the Turks 

were considered to constitute approximately a quarter of a million people in 

Macedonia.  Three sets of statistics were produced in 1899, (Serb) S. Verkovitch 

placed their figure at 240,264, (German) K. Oestreich placed them at 250,000 and 

(Serb) S. Gopcevic at 231,400. The most extreme view was given by the Turkish 

                                                           
53 M. Apostolski, D. Zografski, A. Stoyanovski, G. Todorovski, editors, A History of the Macedonian People, 
Skopje, 1979, pp. 81–82. 
54 Following Greek rule in southern Macedonia the Mesta River was renamed by the Greek authorities as the 
Nestos River. 
55 The Greek government renamed Kajlar as Ptolemaida.  
56 G.M. Terry, op. cit. pp. 12–13. 
57 L. Villari, op. cit. p. 134. 
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authorities, for the 1904 Ottoman census recorded a population of 1,508,507 Turks 

in Macedonia. This figure is, however, refuted by all parties as grossly excessive. 

Commentators in the post-Ottoman era generally viewed the Turkish population as 

being between 250,000 and 300,000 before the Balkan Wars.58             

 

Table 2.2: Estimates of Turkish Population in Macedonia, 1878–1913 
 

Year Commentator Origin of 
Commentator 

Number of Turks

1878 Syligos Greek organisation 349,000 
1889 S. Verkovitch Serb 240,264 
1889 S. Gopchevich Serb 231,400 
1899 C. Nicolaides Greek 576,600 
1899 K. Oestreich German 250,000 
1900 V. Kanchov Bulgarian 489,664 
1903 K. Gersin Austrian 499,204 
1904 Delyanis Greek 634,017 
1908 I. Ivanic Serb 400,624 
1912 Y. Ivanoff Bulgarian 548,225 
1913 G. Giorgiev Russian 455,000 

                                                           
58 All the Christian Balkan Stated under Ottoman rule contained a significant Turkish population prior to their 
liberation (Greece, Serbia, Bulgaria, Romania). In each instance there was a notable Turkish departure from the 
respective States. Turkish departure was not always of a voluntary nature. Along with the liberation of these 
States, there is a corresponding history of forced deportation and murder of Turkish Muslims in the Balkans 
and other Ottoman territories in Central Asia and the Middle East. In the case of the Balkans the Greek 
revolution against the Ottomans in 1821 was particularly horrific. In March, Ottoman officials, particularly tax 
collectors, were the first to be murdered. The following month there was a general attack upon Turks in the 
Morea (southern Greece) and Turkish villagers were murdered as they were found by Greek guerrillas and 
villagers. In Kalamata and Kalavryta they were murdered after receiving promises of safety if they surrendered. 
Muslims were tortured to death in Vrachori, and Jews, perceived as infidels by the Greeks ‘were killed as readily 
as were Muslims’. Inhabitants of whole Turkish towns were rounded up and marched out to slaughter. The 
Greek Church was not aside from the rampage and expressed its patriotism for the revolution with the cry by 
Archbishop Germanos being ‘Peace to the Christians! Respect to the Consuls! Death to the Turks!’ J. 
McCarthy, Death and Exile: TheEthnic Cleansing of Ottoman Muslims, 1821–1922, NJ, 1995, pp. 10–11.  
Velika Spirova from Nered recalled that after 1913, when the Lerin region fell under Greek rule, Turks from 
the neighbouring exclusively Turkish village of Maala were instructed by the Greek authorities to leave within 
24 hours, otherwise young and old alike would be slaughtered. The Turks took heed of the threat and the entire 
village immediately left, taking whatever small possessions they could with them. Macedonians from the 
neighbouring villages went to the village in the following days and found it totally deserted (Velika Spirova, 
born 1911 in Krpeshina village, Lerin region. Interview conducted on 19 January 2002 in Melbourne. Velika 
Spirova arrived in Australia in 1939 first settling in Newcastle with her husband Vasil Spirov, from the village 
Nered, Lerin region). 
Although Macedonians failed to obtain liberation and establish their own state, the evidence reveals a far more 
moderate approach towards its Muslims. During the Kresna Rebellion of 1878 and the Ilinden Rebellion of 
1903 when entire regions were liberated, there were no organised acts of revenge against Turkish villages.  
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Albanians   
 

CONSIDERED THE WILDEST and most ‘primitive’ people of all Europe, prior to 

Ottoman arrival Albanians were predominantly Orthodox Christians as well as 

Roman Catholics. They did not constitute an ethnic element in Macedonia and were 

located in their traditional Albanian lands. During the course of early Ottoman rule, 

over two-thirds converted to Islam,59 ‘not so much from fear as from the hope of 

gain’.60 During the course of the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries Muslim 

Albanians moved eastward into Macedonia’s fertile western districts. During the early 

eighteenth century groups of Albanian bandits, often acting in collaboration with 

Ottoman feudal lords, conducted raids along the western frontier, attacking towns 

and villages, and brought the area into a State of anarchy. As a result of these 

continued attacks, a section of the Macedonian population settled further into the 

interior of the country, whilst Albanians settled in their place.61   

 

Albanian movement into Macedonia took on a colonising nature. When a new 

Albanian village was formed in amongst three or four surrounding Macedonian 

Christian villages, the Albanians exercised a semi-feudal terrorism. Christians were 

defenceless against Albanian intimidation. Conversion to Islam had guaranteed 

Albanians the right to carry weapons, whilst Christians were forbidden to possess 

arms.62 Albanians enjoyed close relations with the Ottomans and the Sultan was 

considered their patron.63 The Ottomans welcomed and encouraged Albanian 

population movement into Macedonia as it tended to enslave and weaken the 
                                                           
59 E. E. Jacques, The Albanians: An Ethnic History from Prehistoric Times to the Present, McFarland and Co, 1995, p. 
213. Jacques Stated that 70 per cent of Albanians had converted to the Muslim religion by the end of Ottoman 
rule in 1912.  
60 H. N. Brailsford, op. cit. p. 240. In Nicholas Biddle in Greece:  The Journals and Letters of 1806, Albanians are 
described as ‘notoriously lax Muslims’ and that conversion allowed them to ‘profit from the privileges accorded 
the conquering religion’. R.A. McNeal, editor, Pennsylvania State University, 1993, p. 21.  
61 M. Apostolski, D.Zografski, A. Stoyanovski, G. Todorovski, editors, op. cit. p. 100 and the ethnographer, N. 
Limanoski, Izlamskata Religija i Izlamiziranite Makedonci, [The Islamic religion and the Islamicised Macedonians], 
Skopje, 1989, p. 73. N. Limanoski is a renowned historian and ethnographer of the Islamicised Macedonian 
Muslim population.  
62 H. Vivian, The Servian Tragedy: With Some Impressions of Macedonia, London, 1904, p. 281. 
63 W. Miller, The Ottoman Empire and its Successors, 1801–1927, London, 1927, p. 445. 
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Christian subjects and helped to consolidate their rule, and went as far as strategically 

planting Albanian villages in the far eastern districts of Macedonia near the Bulgarian 

border.64 Largely confined to sections of the north-western frontier of the Vilayet of 

Bitola, Albanian villages were predominantly situated along mountain ranges. The 

greatest concentration was found in the northern parts of the Vilayet of Skopje, in 

Kosovo.65 Albanians had no political aspirations in Macedonia; they sought to 

maintain their autonomy and ‘their vested right to plunder their neighbours’. 66 The 

Ottomans used Albanians as a tool to freely persecute the Christian population for 

which they received ‘practical autonomy in exchange for fidelity to the Sultan’.67

 

Statistics published by the Greek Syligos in 1878, the Greek historian and 

commentator C. Nicolaides in 1899, and by the Greek politician Delyanis in 1904, fail 

to separately categorise Albanians as inhabiting Macedonia. This is probably due to 

the strategic Greek view of the northern Macedonian boundary being in line with 

Greek territorial designs, instead of the commonly accepted northern limits of 

Macedonia. Alternatively it may also be connected to a tendency to lump all Muslims 

as Turks. In 1889 the Serb, S. Gopchevich estimated 165,000 Albanians in 

Macedonia, whilst the Bulgarians V. Kanchov (1900) and Y. Ivanoff (1912) declared 

Albanians as constituting 124,211 and 194,195 people respectively. The highest 

estimate was advocated in 1900, by the Albanian, George Verdene, at two and a half 

million.68  

 

                                                           
64 H.N. Brailsford, op. cit. pp. 90-91. 
65 Albanians colonised Kosovo in a similar violent manner as occurred in Macedonia.  
66 L. Villari, op. cit. pp. 159-160. There was no sense of national unity between Albanians in Albania and 
adjoining non-Albanian territories inhabited by Albanians. Organised on a clan basis, they formed two tribal 
groups, the Tosks in Southern Albania and the Gegs in the north.  
67 Ibid, pp. 159-160. 
68 G.M. Terry, op. cit. p. 8, and L. Mojsov, Okolu Prashanjeto na Makedonskoto Nacionalno Malcinstvo vo Grcija, [The 
Question of the Macedonian National Minority in Greece], Skopje, 1954, p. 171. According to Mojsov, 
Verdene claimed 2,600,000 Albanians. Verdene claims a total population of 4,635,000 inhabitants in 
Macedonia. He described Macedonia as constituting 800,000 Macedonians, 500,000Greeks, 900,000 Turks, 
520,000 Vlahs, 95,000  Jews and 20,000 Gypsies. An historian better known in the former Yugoslavia as a 
prominent political figure, L. Mojsov served as the Yugoslav Ambassador to the United Nations for an 
extended period.  
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Table 2.3: Estimates of Albanian Population in Macedonia, 1877–1912 

 
Year of data Commentator Origin of 

Commentator 
Number of 
Albanians 

1877 V. Teploff Russian 12,055 
1889 S. Gopchevich Serbian 165,620 
1889 S. Verkovitch Serbian 78,790 
1900 V. Kanchov Bulgarian 124,211 
1900 G. Verdene Albanian 2,500,000 
1906 R. Von Mach German 6,036 
1912 Y. Ivanoff Bulgarian 194,195 

 
 
 
 

Figure 2.2: Albanian movement into Macedonia, 1700–1900 
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Gypsies and Jews: The uncontested   
 

Gypsies 
 

GYPSIES FORMED THE smallest minority in Macedonia at the end of Ottoman 

rule. The majority of gypsies were Muslim in religion. They stood apart from the 

other minorities in Macedonia and harboured no political aspirations.69 Ottoman law 

refused them residence in cities and towns, making them the only Muslim people not 

sharing Ottoman privileges. Living on the fringes of urban towns, they generally lived 

in poverty, and engaged in work as pedlars, blacksmiths, horse traders and grooms. 

They appear to have been tolerated by all, and even though they were Muslim in 

religion the Ottomans did not display any great confidence in them as allies. They 

believed that if they were to cross over the borders to Serbia or Bulgaria they were 

certain to embrace Christianity, however, in the case of conflict with the Christian 

Macedonians, they would serve ‘on the side of the dominant race, and in a struggle 

they would doubtless join the Mohamedan mob of the towns’.70  

 

Although all commentators agree that the Gypsy population constituted the 

smallest minority, estimates for the number of Gypsies range between 8,000 and 

43,000. In 1889 the Serbs S. Verkovitch and S. Gopchevich claimed 10,588 and 

28,730 Gypsies respectively. In 1904 (Greek) Delyanis counted 8,911 Gypsies, whilst 

in 1913 (Romanian) N. Constantine and (Bulgarian) Y. Ivanoff claimed 25,000 and 

43,370 Gypsies respectively. 

 

 

 

 

 
                                                           
69 The historian, R. Ristelhueber, A History of the Balkan Peoples, New York, 1971 (originally published 1950), p. 
174. 
70 H.N. Brailsford, op. cit. p. 81 



 121

Table 2.4: Estimates of Gypsy Population in Macedonia, 1889–1913 
 

Year of Data Commentator Origin of 
Commentator 

Number of 
Gypsies 

1889 S. Gopchevitch Serb 28,730 
1889 S. Verkovitch Serb 10,558 
1899 C. Nicolaides Greek --------- 
1900 V. Kanchov Bulgarian 54,557 
1904 Delyanis Greek 8,911 
1906 Von Mach German 8,550 
1912 J. Ivanoff Bulgarian 43,370 
1913 N. Constantine Romanian 25,000 

 
 
Jews 
 

From a commercial perspective the Jews of Macedonia were an important minority, 

with the largest concentration found in Macedonia’s commercial centre and seaport 

Solun. All writers agree that Jews formed the largest percentage of Solun’s population 

throughout the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries.71 Jews numbered approximately 

80,000 to 90,000 people in Macedonia at the turn of the century with approximately 

70,000 in Solun.72 Their dominance in the city was unrivalled, and 'it is not too much 

to say that they dominate the city socially, politically and commercially'.73 In addition 

to Solun, Jewish communities were found in Bitola, Skopje and Kostur, and others 

were scattered amongst Macedonia’s larger towns in smaller numbers. They inhabited 

urban centres and were not known to form village communities in the countryside. 

                                                           
71 After visiting Solun in 1704, the traveller Paul Lucas Stated that the Jews numbered about 30,000 people, and 
the Christians 10,000. Other travellers and authors recorded that between 1720 and 1730 Solun had between 
25,000 and 30,000 Jewish inhabitants. The traveller, Aba Bellay noted in 1722 that Solun had 65-70,000 
inhabitants, of whom 30,000-35,000 were Turks, 8,000 Christians and 26,000-27,000 Jews. Henry Austen 
Layard recorded that there were about 25,000 Jews in Solun in 1830 and that they were numerically superior to 
the Muslim and Christian populations. In 1867, the French traveller, Cherveau, placed Solun’s total population 
at 71,000, with 20,000 Muslims, 5,000 Christians and 45,000 Jews. A. Matkovski, A History of the Jews in 
Macedonia, Skopje, 1982, pp. 43-44.   
72 The Encyclopaedia Judaica claims 80,000 Jews in Solun in the year 1900, whilst statistics just prior to the Balkan 
Wars of 1912 give Solun's Jewish population at 75,000. Ibid. A. Matkovski, p. 45. The Russian commentator 
A.V. Amphiteatrov, claimed in 1901 that three quarters of Soluns population was Jewish (of a total population 
of 120,000, that Jews consisted of 90,000 people). A. V. Amphitiatrov, op. cit. pp. 69–70.   
73 H. Vivian, The Serbian Tragedy: With Some Impressions of Macedonia, London, 1904, p. 269.  
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Although present in Macedonia from the pre-Ottoman period,74 the greatest influx 

occurred in 1492 when Ferdinand and Isabella expelled them from Spain. Late 

nineteenth century Jews were predominantly their descendants and notably their 

language was a corrupt form of Spanish.        

 

Of no political significance, they stood aside from revolutionary activities and 

were generally characterised by a Turkophile orientation.75 The Ottoman Turkish 

occupation of the Balkan Peninsula presented Jews with new opportunities, most 

notably in the economic sphere. With the support of Firmans issued by the Sultan,76 

Jewish communities were granted autonomous self-administration, with various 

privileges including the right to purchase real estate, to build synagogues and to 

conduct trade throughout the Ottoman Empire.77 Conditions for the Jews were 

positive and they enjoyed freedoms on a higher scale than their Christian neighbours. 

Evidence of favourable conditions for Jews in Macedonia and Ottoman Europe in 

general comes from a fifteenth century letter from the Macedonian Jew, Isaac Jarfati, 

sent to German and Hungarian Jews advising them of the favourable conditions in 

the Ottoman Empire, and encouraging them to emigrate to the Balkans.78   

 

In the mid-nineteenth century Jews were the first in Macedonia to establish 

industrial companies. They operated businesses such as silk vending, steam mills, 

breweries, cotton producers, and tile, thread and soap factories. Certain Jewish 

families had attained enormous wealth and were close to the Ottoman authorities. In 

1858 when Sultan Abdul Mejid travelled to Solun, the rich Jews of the city offered 

him and his companions their private homes to reside in. Mehmed Ali Pasha, the 

Admiral of the Navy, stayed in the Altini home while the Minister of the Army stayed 
                                                           
74 A. Assa, Makedonija i Evrejskiot Narod [Macedonia and the Jewish people], Skopje, 1992, p.36, (originally 
published in 1972, Jerusalem). Assa claims that Jews have inhabited Macedonia and the Balkan Peninsula since 
the sixth century BC. 
75 W. Miller, op. cit. p. 442. 
76 A firman is a written decree.   
77 A. Assa, op. cit. p. 39. 
78 Ibid, p. 40. Assa explains that the appeal did result in a new wave of immigration of German Jews from 
Nurenberg settling in Solun.  
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with Solomon Fernandez.79 However not all Jews in Macedonia were wealthy 

businessmen and industrialists.80    

 

Amongst the Jews there were also those who had embraced Islam: these were 

known as the Doumne minority. Constituting their own community, they did not 

enter into mixed marriages with other Muslims; instead they habitually married 

amongst themselves. Doumne Jews numbered approximately 20,000 people. 81  

 

Table 2.5: Location and Number of Jews in Macedonia, 1912–1913, According to Dr 
C. Mezan (Jewish view) 

 
Macedonian City Jewish Population 

Drama 380 
Shtip 500 

Kavala 2,000 
Ber 500 

Kostur 1,600 
Bitola 6,000 

Nevrokop 110 
Solun 75,000 
Seres 2,000 

Gorna Dzhumaya 50 - 100 
Strumica 650 
Skopje 1,700 - 2,000 
Total 90,840 

 
Source and notes: I. Mihailov, Spomeni IV - Osvoboditelna Borba 1924–1934, 1973, pp. 207–
208. Mihailov stated that Dr Mezan conducted a study on the history of Jews in Macedonia 
and that the data was originally published in the journal Makedonski Pregled (Year 6, Books 1 
and 2).82

                                                           
79 A. Matkovski, op. cit. p. 50.  
80 Hristo 'Caki' Dimitrovski (born 1893 in Bitola), interview conducted on 21 March 2000 in Bitola; Vasil 
Petrov (born 1911 in Bitola), interview conducted on 1 April 2000 in Bitola; Vera Tanevska (born 1924 in 
Bitola), interview conducted 24 March 2000 in Bitola; and, Konstantin Nicha (born 1919 in Bitola), interview 
conducted 30 March 2000. 
81 G.F. Abbott, A Tale of a Tour in Macedonia, London, 1903, p. 22. Abbott describes the Doumne minority as a 
sect’, forming a link between the Turk and Jew. He adds that ‘both Jews and Turks despise the Doumne as 
renegades, and dread them as rivals; for the Doumnes, in embracing the faith of the Ishmaelites, renounced 
nothing of the sharpness and aptitude for business which characterise the Israelite. On the contrary they have 
improved those qualities by an infusion of the self–respect which distinguishes the Mohamedan’.             
82 Dr Mezan outlines only two central Macedonian urban centres as containing Jewish communities (Shtip and 
Strumica). Similarly, Dr D. Galev’s study into Serb terror in the south eastern regions in that part of 
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Table 2.6: Estimates of Jewish Population in Macedonia, 1889–1913 

Year of data Commentator Origin of 
commentator 

Number of Jews 

1889 S. Gopchevich Serb 64,645 
1889 S. Verkovitch Serb 1,612 
1898 G. Weigand German 9,000 
1900 V. Kanchov Bulgarian 67,840 
1904 Delyanis Greek 53,147 
1908 I. Ivanich Serb 60,000 
1913 N. Constantine Romanian 65,600 

 

2.2  Conflicts around population data 
 

Territorial boundaries 
 

EXISTING AS A distinct geographical entity through the ages, the ethno-geographic 

limits of the ancient Macedonian kingdom in the fifth century BC stretched from 

Lake Lychnida (Ohrid) in the west to the Strymon (Struma) River in the east.83 

Although modern Greeks like to think of the ancient Macedonians as Greek, there is 

ample evidence indicating they were a separate non-Greek people with their own 

language.84  

 
During the reign of Phillip II and Alexander the Great (in the 3rd century BC) 

the expanding boundaries of Macedonia incorporated areas known in modern times 

                                                                                                                                                                             
Macedonia, which came under Serb rule following the 1912–1913 Balkan Wars (otherwise the central region of 
Macedonia), revealed a Jewish presence only in the towns of Shtip and Strumica. The towns of Gevgelija, 
Dojran, Kochani, Pehchevo, Negotino, Radovish, Veles and Kratovo had no Jewish populations. D. Galev, 
Beliot Teror – Vo Jugoistochna Makedonija 1910-1941 [White Terror – In South Eastern Macedonia 1910-1941], 
Skopje, 1991. I. Mihailov cites the following figures from Dr Mezan in relation to the situation of the 
Macedonian Jews in partitioned Macedonia after the Balkan Wars: of a total 90,840, 81,480 came under Greek 
rule, 9,150 came under Serbian rule and 210 came under Bulgarian rule. I. Mihailov, Spomeni IV, Osvoboditelna 
Borba 1924–1934 [Memoirs IV, The Liberation Struggle 1924–1934], IND, 1973, pp. 207–208. 
83 The historian, J. Shea, Macedonia and Greece: The Struggle to Define a New Balkan Nation, London, 1997, p. 23. 
84 A particularly interesting account of the ancient Macedonian kingdom, and relations between Macedonia and 
the Greek city states is provided by the professor of ancient history E.N. Borza, In the Shadow of Olympus - The 
Emergence of Macedon, Princeton University Press, 1990.    
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as Albania, Thrace, Kosovo, and more.85 Following the demise of the Macedonian 

Empire, Rome acquired the status of the new-world ruler and Macedonia became a 

Roman province in 168 BC. During Roman rule Macedonia appeared on the maps of 

Claudius Ptolemy (87–150 AD) the Alexandrian astronomer and geographer, and 

Castorius designated Macedonia on his map in 375 AD. Roman rule marks the 

conclusion of Macedonian independence for almost two thousand years, apart from 

short periods when Macedonia re-emerged on the political map as an independent 

State during the middle ages.  

 

The name Macedonia was obscured for lengthy periods, which also saw 

successive invasions and migrations of peoples which left no Balkan land untouched. 

When Ottoman rule extended into the Balkans Macedonia re-emerged on 

cartographic maps. Macedonia appeared on the maps of European Turkey by 

Gastaldi (Venice-1560), Mercator’s map entitled ‘Macedonia, Epirus and Achaia’ 

(Duisberg-1589), Cantelli's map ‘La Macedonia’ (Roma-1689) and the map by Senex 

(Paris-1707). Successive early nineteenth-century maps delineated the borders of 

Macedonia as well as the neighbouring Balkan lands in European Turkey. 

Interestingly, the borders of the respective lands generally conflicted on the various 

maps and differ to post-1878 State boundaries.   

 

Following the Congress of Berlin in 1878, the expansionist interests of the 

Balkan States politically coloured their views of State boundaries in the remaining un-

liberated European Ottoman possessions. Macedonia became the central point of 

contention by Greece, Bulgaria and Serbia and each respective State was sponsored 

by patrons amongst the European powers who sought their own geo-strategic 

objectives at the expense of the Ottoman Empire. Each of the Balkan States sought 

to substantiate their claims upon Macedonia by compiling ‘evidence’ of their 

particular ‘race’ forming the majority population. Statistical data relating to 

                                                           
85 D.M. Perry, The Politics of Terror - The Macedonian Liberation Movements 1893–1903, London, 1988, op. cit. p. 12. 
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Macedonia has to be viewed with caution, particularly that which originates from 

Macedonia’s neighbouring Balkan States. During the late nineteenth century (and into 

the early twentieth century), under the guise of academic studies, data was compiled 

in support of theories that Macedonia was an integral part of Greece, Bulgaria or 

Serbia. Linguists, academics and census takers went to Macedonia to write about 

‘their people’ and ‘their land’. National myths were being created in support of 

expansionist policies.  

 

Literature was mass-produced and promoted in Europe, attempting to sway 

public opinion, and to present Serb, Greek and Bulgarian interests in Macedonia to 

their patrons among the European powers. Political manipulation was presented as 

academic studies. Statistical data, together with the production of ethnographic maps, 

were compiled with the intention of supporting their political objectives in 

Macedonia. Findings (and theories) were contradictory with one another and serve to 

demonstrate the politically hostile environment in which Macedonians found 

themselves. Greece, Serbia and Bulgaria had all thrown off the yoke of Ottoman rule 

and were now engaged in a competition over who would win Macedonia as their 

own.  

 

The developing dispute over Macedonia’s ethnic composition has its basis in 

the crude data compiled on territorial aspirations.  

 The statistical data available concerning turn of the century Macedonia serves 
 graphically to underscore the fact that such data are extremely unreliable. Most 
 figures are based upon the estimates of politically motivated parties who used 
 them as an exercise for numerical manipulation for political ends.86  
 

Statistical data and ethnographic maps were also compiled by other Europeans of 

non-Balkan nationality who were commissioned by the Balkan States and whose 

findings happened to support the theories of the government they were employed 

                                                           
86 Ibid, p. 19. 
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by.87 Subsequently, the multitude of conflicting data served to create a perception of 

Macedonia in Europe as a ‘disputed territory’, which came to be known as the 

‘Macedonian Question’. Perceived as a great ethnic mix, a new culinary term emerged 

in France, ‘Macedoine’, denoting fruit salad.88

 

Intense competition developed between the rivals for the ‘hearts and souls’ of 

the Macedonian people, that is, for their adherence to a particular church 

organisation and school. Having invoked various scientific methods to support their 

claims, ‘it became a question of who could assemble the most bishops, churches, 

schools, teachers and students’.89 By the beginning of the twentieth century a new 

violent phase emerged in the competition for ‘statistical supremacy’. As we have seen, 

each of the Balkan States (Greece, Serbia and Bulgaria) sent armed bands to threaten 

and coerce Macedonians in declaring themselves as belonging to a particular 

nationality. French diplomatic correspondence of 1905, although specifically 

reporting on the activities of a Greek armed band in Southern Macedonia, may be 

considered representative of the general behaviour and aims of foreign paramilitary 

bands. 

The Greek committees, for their part, have doubled their boldness. A few days ago 
they delivered me a letter addressed to the inhabitants of the villages in the 
surroundings of Salonika by some leader of a Greek band, who, on the threat of 
death, ordered them to subordinate themselves to the Patriarchate and declare 
themselves as Greeks in the census lists… The peaceful population of Macedonia is 
thus mercilessly exposed to the outlawed bands of professionals, headed by political 
agitators who have only one aim – the increase in disturbances and insecurity in 
order to bring about the intervention of Europe and the dismembering of the 
country in conformity with their national programmes.90  

 

                                                           
87 According to L. Danforth, ‘the inconsistencies and contradictions in this material can be contributed to the 
fact that most of the early ethnographers of Macedonia were in the service of one nationalist camp or another’. 
The Macedonian Conflict, Princeton University Press, 1995, p. 57.  
88 It is no wonder that even reputable scholars made mistakes compiling Macedonian population data.   
89 R. Ristelhueber, A History of the Balkan Peoples, New York, 1971 (1950), p. 175. 
90The extract is from a diplomatic report dated 10 August 1905 by Auguste Boppe, charge d’affaires of France 
in Constantinople, addressed to Maurice Rouvier, President of the Ministerial Council and Minister for Foreign 
Affairs. From H. Andonov-Poljanski, editor, Documents on the Struggle of the Macedonian People for Independence and a 
Nation-State, op. cit. p.524. 
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Although conflicting definitions of the territorial boundaries of Macedonia 

were perceived by rival parties, Macedonia is generally defined by the territory 

bounded, in the north, by the hills north of Skopje and by the Shar Mountains; in the 

east, by the Rila and Rhodope Mountains; in the south, by the Aegean coast around 

Salonika, by Mount Olympus, and by the Pindus Mountains; and in the west, by lakes 

Prespa and Ohrid. Its total area is about 67,000 square kilometres.91 Here the term 

‘generally accepted limits of Macedonia’ refers to this definition.92      

 

 
2.3  Population statistics 
 

LATE NINETEENTH-CENTURY MACEDONIAN population statistics can be 

classified within four categories: Ottoman Turkish population data; population 

statistics advocated by Greece, Serbia and Bulgaria; population data compiled by non-

Balkan Europeans supporting views of the respective Balkan States; and population 

data recognising Macedonian identity. 

 
Ottoman Turkish population data 
 

IN THE LATE nineteenth century, European Turkey (that part of the Ottoman 

Empire located in Europe) was officially divided into six administrative units known 

as vilayets – Skutari, Janina, Skopje, Bitola, Solun, and Adrianople.93 Geographical 

Macedonia was made up of the vilayets of Bitola, Solun and approximately one third 

of the Skopje vilayet (specifically the Skopje sandjak).94 Attempting to wipe out any 

form of nationalism, the Ottomans went as far as avoiding the use of the term 

                                                           
91 E. Barker, Macedonia, Its Place in Balkan Power Politics, London, 1950, p. 9.  
92 Refer to Figure 1.1 for a map of the generally accepted limits of Macedonia. 
93 The Skopje vilayet was also known as the ‘Uskub’ vilayet (Uskub being the Turkish name for Skopje). Earlier 
in the nineteenth century, the extreme northern limit of Macedonia and the region of Skopje fell within the 
administrative unit of the Kosovo vilayet, and late in the nineteenth century some commentators continued to 
refer to these areas as a part of the Kosovo vilayet. The Bitola vilayet was also commonly known as the 
‘Manastir’ vilayet (Manastir being the popular name for Bitola during the Ottoman period), the Solun vilayet as 
the ‘Salonika’ vilayet and Adrianople as ‘Edirne’ vilayet.   
94 A sandjak is an Ottoman term denoting a territorial administrative unit.  
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Macedonia. In a 1903 communiqué from the Grand Vizier's Office, it was attributed 

to ‘the Sultan’s command that in all addresses to and announcements in connection 

with the Rumeli vilayets (the vilayets of Skopje, Bitola and Solun) from henceforth 

the local names are to be used and under no circumstances the name Macedonia’.95 

However, in everyday language, ‘other and older geographical designations are 

frequently used’ with the names Macedonia, Albania, Old Serbia, Epirus and Thrace 

persisting.96

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                           
95 From a telegram Dated 7 April 1903. G. Stardelov, C. Grozdanov and B. Ristovski, editors Macedonia and its 
Relations with Greece, Council for Research into South Eastern Europe, Skopje, 1993, p. 22. 
It was even urged that specific changes be made in the New Testament circulated in Macedonia. The 
problematic part related to The Acts of the Apostles 16:9 which reads ‘During the night a vision appeared to 
Paul, a Macedonian man who stood and pleaded with him cross over into Macedonia and help us’. It was suggested 
that this be changed to ‘Come over into the three provinces of Salonika, Monastir and Kosovo’! A Handbook of 
Macedonia and Surrounding Territories, Compiled by the Geographical Section of the Naval Intelligence Division, 
Naval Staff, Admiralty, London, 1916, p. 70.  
96 C. Eliot, Turkey in Europe, London, 1900, p. 52. The fate of the Armenians during this period was similar to 
the Macedonians. At the end of the nineteenth century Armenia was also under Ottoman Turkish rule without 
recognised political boundaries but most numerous in the Vilayets of Erzerum, Van, Sivas, Harput, Bitlis, 
Diarbekir and part of the Vilayet of Aleppo. Armenians were also dominant in the Russian provinces of Kars 
and Erivan. The name Armenia was strictly forbidden in Turkey, and all maps marking the land as Armenistan 
were confiscated (Eliot, p. 383). It is interesting to note that the IMRO and the Armenian Revolutionary 
Organisation enjoyed a history of co-operation against the Ottomans in the 1890s and early 1900s (See MPO, 
Armenia i Makedonia, IN, 1964). According to an Austrian diplomatic report dated 15 July 1903, Boleslav 
Sherka, a Jew from Constantinople, was actively working on behalf of the IMRO and acting as a go-between 
with the Macedonian and Armenian liberation organisations. D. Zografski, editor. Izveshtaj od 1903-1904 godina 
na Avstriskite Pretstavnici vo Makedonija [Report of 1903–1904 of the Austrian representatives in Macedonia], 
Skopje, 1955, p. 41.  
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Figure 2.3: European Turkey, 1900 
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Figure 2.4: The Macedonian vilayets, 1900 
 

 
 
Official Ottoman censuses carried out before 1870 described the population 

of Macedonia within three exclusive categories – ‘the non-believing population, the 

Muslim population and the Jewish population’.97 The Ottomans had no interest in 

the ethnic structure of the non-Muslim population, which they referred to as ‘Raya’. 

The population was classified exclusively on religious difference; similarly, Turks were 

                                                           
97 G. Stardelov, C. Grozdanov and B. Ristovski, op. cit. p. 22, and Balkanicus, The Aspirations of Bulgaria, 
London, 1915, p. 225.  
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not distinguished from other Muslims.98 According to religious affiliation, Turks, 

Albanians and Macedonian Muslims were classified together, and equally misleading 

was the structure of the Christian population. 

 
This Ottoman failure to recognise distinct nationalities presents obvious 

problems. Prior to 1870, Christians, regardless of ethnicity, were generally viewed as 

Greeks due to the sole jurisdiction enjoyed by the Constantinople Patriarchate in 

Macedonia (1767–1870). As such, Ottoman population statistics from the 1844 

census give a total of 15,260,000 inhabitants of European Turkey, and, conforming to 

religious Orthodox classification, ‘Greeks’ numbered 10,000,000 people. (However, 

the Turkish historian Karpat states that according to ethnic origin Greeks accounted 

for only 10 per cent of the Orthodox population.99) Although Turkish data were 

unreliable due to the compilation of population data on religious affiliations, another 

concern is related to actual population figures. Caution should be taken when viewing 

Ottoman figures due to the methods employed in data collection. Turkish official 

registers count men only, as the registers served only for military service and tax 

assessment purposes, and there was no mention of women and children. 

Furthermore, official surveys were not particularly accurate, were not uniform from 

one place to another, and they were not always complete.100  

 

In 1878 the Constantinople newspaper Courrier D’Orient published population 

data for the vilayets of Bitola, Solun and Adrianople based on the register of the bedel-

                                                           
98 Ibid, Balkanicus, pp. 225–226. 
99 K. Karpat, Ottoman Population 1830–1914, The University of Wisconsin Press, 1985, p. 116. Karpat cites these 
figures from A. Ubicini, whose statistics are compiled from the Ottoman census of 1844. According to Karpat, 
Ubicini’s data first appeared in his 1856 publication ‘Letters on Turkey’ (in French) and were later reprinted in 
English with some statistical modifications. Karpat presumes that the data in the English version is more 
accurate and that the original census of 1844 cannot be found. The English commentator and historian W.S. 
Cooke, however, considered that the official Ottoman population estimates of 1844 and 1856 ‘are generally 
regarded as having little claim to accuracy’. W.S. Cooke, The Ottoman Empire and its Tributary Stated, London, 
1876, p. 1.   
100 C. Anastasoff, The Bulgarians, New York, 1977, p. 130; H.R. Wilkinson, op. cit. p. 73; M. Pandevski, op. cit. 
p. 49.  
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i askeriye tax of 1873, only counting male heads of households.101 Significantly, the 

published data recognised for the first time separate categories of ethnicity, including 

the Macedonian Muslim group under the label ‘Pomak’. In the vilayet of Bitola 

50,356 homes were counted with 215,748 males, an average of 4.2 males per 

household, whilst in the vilayet of Solun 107,403 homes were counted with a total 

male population of 383,709, an average of 3.5 males per household.    

 

Table 2.7: Male Population of Bitola and Solun Vilayets according to Ottoman 
Register of Bedel-i Askeriye Tax of 1873 

 
 Vilayet Bitola 

(50,356 Homes) 
Vilayet Solun 

(107,403 Homes) 
Total 

Albanians 3,175  3,175 
Bulgarians 152,534 216,895 369,429 

Greeks 700 24,666 25,366 
Gypsies  1,670 1,670 

Jews 3,250 40,300 43,550 
Muslims 40,236 68,775 109,011 
Others  3,760 3,760 
Pomaks  22,573 22,573 
Vlahs 15,853 5,070 20,923 

TOTAL: 215,748 383,709 599,457 
 
Source and notes: Ethnographie des Vilayets D’Adrianople, De Monastir et de Salonique, reprinted 
in its original French form (and Bulgarian) in Makedonia i Odrinsko – Statistika na naselinieto ot 
1873, J. Jordanov, editor, Makedonski Nauchen Institut, Sofia, 1995.102  
Prior to 1878 there was no separate Skopje vilayet. Skopje sandjak made up a part of the 
Bitola vilayet and a number of Albanians are included in the figure of 5,070 Vlahs in the 
Solun Vilayet (ibid, pp. 198–199). 
 

Ottoman population data for 1877–1878 produced differing results to that 

derived from the bedel-i askeriye tax of 1873. In the Solun vilayet in 1877–1878, the 

                                                           
101 The publication was entitled Ethnographie des vilayets D'Adrianople, De Monastir et de Salonique and largely a 
response to the French historian and ethnographer A. Sinve, and his pro-Greek views of European Turkey, 
expressed in the publication 'The Greeks in the Ottoman Empire, Statistical and Ethnographic Research' (original in 
French).    
102 In the preface of the reprint, Jordanov presents the publication as proof that Bulgarians were the dominant 
group in Macedonia, and he attacks those who falsify history and declare that Macedonia is Southern Serbia. 
Reminiscent of late nineteenth-century Balkan rivalry, he highlights that there were neither Serbs nor 
Macedonians mentioned as inhabiting Macedonia (pp. 9–11). 
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male population slightly increased to 393,029, with far fewer homes recorded. The 

27,503 homes registered elevates the average number of people per household from 

3.5 to 14.52. Discrepancies in the Bitola vilayet between the 1873 and 1877–1878 data 

provide for a massive increase from 50,356 homes recorded in 1873 to 176,516 

homes five years later, with an increased population from 215,748 to 363,789. The 

overall average reduced from 4.2 to 2.0.103             

 

A similar problem is encountered with 1881 Ottoman census data. In 1887, 

the author, De Laveleye (The Balkan Peninsula) using Ottoman sources, published the 

findings of the 1881 Census that gave the total Macedonian population as numbering 

1,863,382 inhabitants. In 1887 a detailed breakdown of the 1881 census was issued.104 

A new classification was included under the label ‘Slav', whilst previous categories 

appearing in the 1873 data, such as Vlah, Gypsy, Albanian and Pomak were omitted. 

According to Karpat, the Ottoman census of 1881 produced contrasting results. 

Although the overall population figure is similar, population designations according 

to 'nationality' contain significant variations. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                           
103 According to the Karpat data, the Bitola Vilayet was made up of four sandjaks at the time – Bitola, Prizren, 
Skopje and Debar. Data from the Prizren sandjak have not been included; however, Karpat stated that the 
Prizren sandjak contained a population of 175,365 people in 74,135 homes, an average of 2.36 people. K. 
Karpat, op. cit. p. 118.      
104 E. De Laveleye, The Balkan Peninsula, 1887, p. 290, as cited in J. Shea, Macedonia and Greece: The Struggle to 
Define a New Balkan Nation, London, 1997, p. 98 and M. Radin, IMRO and the Macedonian Question, Kultura, 
Skopje, 1993, p. 20. 
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Table 2.8: Conflicting Ottoman 1881 Census Results, according to De Laveleye 

(1887) and Karpat (1985) (using official Ottoman Turkish records) 

 
1881 Ottoman Census Results 

According to De Laveleye 1887 According to Karpat 1985 
Nationality Population Nationality Population 

Greeks 57,480 Greeks 512,251 
Jews 40,000 Jews 43,512 

Muslims 463,839 Muslims 789,296 
Others 50,678 Others 3,006 
Slavs 1,252,385 Bulgarians 576,424 
Total 1,863,382 Total 1,926,554 

 
Source and notes: E. De Laveleye, The Balkan Peninsula, 1887, p. 290 as cited in J. Shea, 
Macedonia and Greece: The Struggle to Define a New Balkan Nation, 1997, p. 98 and M. Radin, 
IMRO and the Macedonian Question, Skopje, 1993, p. 20. K. Karpat, Ottoman Population 1830-
1914, 1985, pp. 134–141.  
‘Others’ according to Karpat consist of 230 Armenians, 2,312 Catholics, 418 Protestants and 
46 Latins. Not included in this figure are 2,085 foreign citizens.  
 

 

A further Ottoman census carried out in 1901 produced results conflicting 

with the earlier one in 1881. The number of Greeks vastly increased at a time when 

the Greek Patriarchate had been losing adherents to the Exarchate. There were no 

Gypsies, Jews or Vlahs mentioned in the Skopje vilayet, yet each were present to 

some degree. Albanians were given a separate category of their own, whilst Vlahs and 

Gypsies also appeared in their own right.   
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Table 2.9: Ottoman 1901 Population Data 
   

Nationality Solun and Bitola 
vilayets 

Skopje Vilayet Totals 

Slavs 566,000 587,000 1,153,000 
Turks 363,000 183,000 546,000 
Greeks 260,000  260,000 
Vlahs 60,000  60,000 
Jews 60,000  60,000 

Albanians 9,000 169,000 178,000 
Gypsies 25,000  25,000 
Others 5,000 46,000 51,000 
Total: 1,348,000 985,000 2,333,000 

 
Source: M. Radin, IMRO and the Macedonian Question, op. cit. pp. 20-23. 
 
 

A later Turkish census of 1904, commonly referred to as the Hilmi Pasha 

census, contains significant discrepancies to the one conducted in 1901.105 The most 

notable variation is the dramatic increase to the Muslim element, from 724,000 

(Turks and Albanians) to 1,508,507 ‘Muslims’.106 The figure of one and a half million 

Muslims appears to be grossly over-exaggerated: even allowing for Turkish and 

Muslim colonisers entering Macedonia towards the end of the nineteenth century, 

there is no basis for such a substantial increase. The large Muslim element appearing 

on the census results is likely to be attributed to political manoeuvring and the 

anticipation by the Ottomans that the Empire was nearing its demise in Europe.107 A 

similar view was held by the Macedonian contemporary and intellectual Pavel Shatev, 

who considered that the sole purpose of the census was to present the majority of the 
                                                           
105 The findings of the 1904 Census were published as Official Turkish Statistics in the Solun newspaper ASR, 
No 2, January, 1905, as cited from C. Anastasoff, op. cit. Appendix VIII p. 324. Hilmi Pasha was the Inspector 
General of the Vilayets of Roumelia. 
106 The overwhelming majority of Albanians in Macedonia were Muslim. Undoubtedly Macedonian Muslims 
were included as Turks in the 1901 census and as Muslims in the 1904 census.  
107 The German commentator, R. Von Mach, stated that ‘the central authorities have discovered that it would 
not be in the interest of Turkey to publish a scientifically accurate and clear statement of the ethnographical 
and religious grouping of the Balkan Peninsula’. The Bulgarian Exarchate: Its History and the Extent of its Authority in 
Turkey, London, 1907, p. 45. Karpat disagrees, and claims that the political reason for the new census was to 
put an end to the rivalry between Greece, Serbia and Bulgaria. Karpat adds that the census only took three 
months to complete instead of taking several years, as occurred with the previous census. K. Karpat, op. cit. p. 
35.  
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Macedonian population as Turkish Muslim.108 Prior to the census taking place, as 

early as mid 1903 a report by Hilmi Pasha to the Grand Vizirate indicated that ‘the 

Muslim population is greater than the Christian’.109  

 

A further indication of the politicisation of the census concerns the number of 

Christian inhabitants and the continuing connection between Ottoman relationships 

with the Balkan States and the policy of favouring one State against another at 

different intervals. At the turn of the century, Ottoman policy was based on a pro-

Greek position. The findings of the population census were orchestrated to the 

detriment of the Bulgarian position. As Hilmi Pasha went on to say, ‘it is in the 

interest of the country to increase the number of supporters of the Patriarchate 

because in this way the Bulgarians will remain in the minority’.110 Christian 

classification in the census was based upon adherence to the Patriarchate and 

Exarchate churches, with Bulgarians listed separately as Exarchate Bulgarians and 

Patriarchate Bulgarians. This method of delineating the ethnic character of the 

population favoured the Greeks, who wasted no time claiming all Patriarchists as 

Greek in their claims on Macedonia. The Bulgarians for their part disregarded 

religious adherence as a factor and claimed all Bulgarians, regardless of religious 

jurisdiction as Bulgarian. As with most statistics on Macedonia, the Hilmi Pasha 

statistics were viewed with some scepticism. 111  

                                                           
108 P. Shatev, V Makedonia Pod Robstvo [In Macedonia under bondage), Sofia, 1968 (1934), pp. 456–466. 
109 From a report concerning the population census, dated 14 May 1903, to the Great Vizirate from the 
Inspector General of the Vilayets of Roumelia. V. Bozhinov and L. Panayotov, editors. Macedonia: Documents and 
Material, Bulgarian Academy of Sciences, Sofia, 1978, p. 491.  
110 Ibid, p. 491. Following the Hilmi Pasha census the Ottoman authorities continued to maintain a strategy of 
exaggerating Muslim population figures. According to a diplomatic report dated 18 September 1905 (Report 
Number 153), by B. Para (the Austrian Consul in Skopje), the Ottoman government aimed at demonstrating 
that the Muslim population constituted the majority element. D. Zografski, editor, Avstriski Dokumenti 1905–
1906 [Austrian Documents 1905–1906], Vol I, Skopje, 1977, pp. 87–89.   
111 Stavrianos considers they are only meaningful for religious affiliation. L.S. Stavrianos, The Balkans since 1453, 
New York, 1966, p. 517. Whether in fact they are of any use even for religious affiliation is questionable. As 
explained, the Ottoman State undertook active measures to prevent people leaving the Patriarchate to join the 
Exarchate. Furthermore, in a later Hilmi Pasha report dated 6 July 1904 to the sublime Porte, Hilmi Pasha 
clearly stated, ‘it is not in the interests of the State to increase the number of Bulgarians’. V. Bozhinov and L. 
Panayotov, editors, op. cit. p. 545. Even the pro-Greek historian, D. Dakin, harbours concerns regarding the 
validity of the figures. The Greek Struggle in Macedonia 1897–1913, Institute of Balkan Studies, Thessaloniki, 1966, 
p. 20. 
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A further concern regarding the validity of Ottoman data, but not related to 

political considerations, involves the total number of villages in the Macedonian 

vilayets registered in the Ottoman records. According to the Salname of 1318 

(Official year book, for the year 1900), the Bitola vilayet contained 2,003 villages, 

Solun vilayet 1,860 villages and the Skopje vilayet 1060 villages.112 The total figure 

came to 4,923 villages. This figure was far in excess of the actual number of villages 

within the generally accepted boundaries of Macedonia at the beginning of the 

twentieth century. In an examination of the chiflik land system in Macedonia in 1910, 

the commentator A. Razboinikov asserted that there were 2325 villages,113 and my 

own estimates based on a World War One French military map of Macedonia (Scale 

1:300,000) provide for approximately 2,000–2,500 villages.  

 

Table 2.10: Ottoman 1904 (Hilmi Pasha) census 
 

Bulgarian Exarchists 575,534 
Bulgarian Patriarchists 320,962 

Greek Patriarchists 307,000 
Muslims 1,508,507 

Serb Patriarchists 100,717 
Vlahs Patriarchists 99,000 

TOTAL 2,901,720 
 
Source and notes: D. Lithoxoou, Meionotika zoetoemata kai ethnikoe syneidoesoe stoen Ellada, 
[Minority issues and ethnic consciousness in Greece], Athens, 1991, p. 43. According to the 
Hilmi Pasha census, on a Vilayet basis the population was most numerous in the Bitola 
Vilayet with 1,105,592, followed by the Solun Vilayet with 1,025,899 and the Skopje Vilayet 
with 770,229. Ibid, p. 43.114  
 
 
 

                                                           
112 Due to the Skopje sandjak constituting approximately one third of the vilayet, the author has calculated 
1,060 villages in the Macedonian part of the sandjak. The total number of villages in the vilayet was 3,211.  
Figures are from K. Karpat, op. cit. p. 210.   
113 A. Razboinikov, Chifligarstvoto vo Makedonia i Odrinsko [The Chiflik system in Macdonia and Adrianople], 
Solun, 1913, p. 35.  
114 Conflicting Hilmi Pasha statistics appear in the Greek nationalist publication Macedonia and the Macedonian 
Question - A brief survey, by the Society for Macedonian Studies, Thessaloniki, 1983, which claims 634,500 
'Greeks' and 385,729 'Bulgarians'. It considers the figures 'reliable and objective'. p. 18. 
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Population statistics advocated by Serbia, Bulgaria and Greece 
 

Serbia 
 

SERB CLAIMS ON Macedonia were based upon the Serb empires of the Middle 

Ages and similarities of language and culture. However, throughout most of the 

nineteenth century Serbia harboured westerly designs towards the Adriatic Sea. Her 

aspirations were to be shattered as a result of a secret treaty with Austria in 1881, 

which effectively obliged Serbia to abandon her claims in Bosnia, Herzegovina and 

Novi Pazar. Serbia was completely cut out of those territories that had been the main 

targets for Serbian expansion and unification since the middle of the nineteenth 

century. The Congress of Berlin and the secret treaty of 1881 forced Serbia to turn 

elsewhere. ‘The chief targets became “Old Serbia”, that is, the region from Serbia’s 

southern border to the Shar Mountains, and Macedonia to the South.’115  

 

Serbian policy radically changed due to being forced to turn her attention to 

the Aegean as an outlet to the sea rather than the Adriatic. This immediately had an 

impact upon Serbia's relationship with Bulgaria, for their interests were to conflict in 

Macedonia. Austria’s support for Serb penetration southwards fuelled the new Serb 

ambitions.116 Article VII of the secret treaty stated: 117

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 territorial acquisitions 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. 

 
When union of the Bulgarian Principality and Eastern Rumelia was effected on 6 

September 1885, King Milan of Serbia saw this as the restoration of San Stefano 

Bulgaria and, believing that Macedonia would be next, Serbia could never allow this 

                                                           
115 M. B. Petrovitch, A History of Modern Serbia 1804–1918, Vol II, New York, 1976, p. 495. 
116 According to the historian F.W.L. Kovacs, the Habsburgs ‘dreamt of Serbia as a springboard to Salonica’. 
F.W.L. Kovacs, The Untamed Balkans, London, 1942, p. 41. See also the historian, L.S. Stavrianos, Balkan 
Federation - A History of the Movement toward Balkan Unity in Modern Times, Connecticut, 1964, pp. 125–126.   
117 H.R. Wilkinson, op. cit. pp. 94–95. 
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to occur, therefore, ‘it seemed good to him to weaken Bulgaria sufficiently to keep it 

from effecting its claims in Macedonia’.118 Serbia moved by declaring war on Bulgaria 

on November 14, with King Milan marching at the head of his troops to the farewell 

cheers of ‘King of Serbia and Macedonia’, whilst the cry of the Serbian expansionists 

was ‘to the Aegean!’.119 Ironically, the fighting was over within two weeks, as the 

Serbs suffered an unexpected military defeat.120  

 

After the Serbo-Bulgarian war of 1885, Serbia firmly fixed her position on 

Macedonia. ‘Bulgaria’s success had made Serbs realise, as never before, that Bulgaria 

was indeed the main obstacle to Serbia’s expansion into Macedonia’.121 Serbia 

proceeded to expand its propaganda in Macedonia systematically. M. Veselinovic and 

J. Dragashevich were amongst the first of the Serbian ethnographers to produce 

maps of Macedonia claiming that the Serb people constituted the dominant element 

in Macedonia. Previously it was considered that the territories of Old Serbia and 

Macedonia were populated by a Bulgarian majority; but now Veselinovich was 

instrumental in advancing the notion that ‘the numbers of the Serbs in the population 

had previously been sadly underestimated … ’ and the ‘Bulgarians were actually 

Serbs’.122  

 

The following year (1886) the St Sava Association was founded, aiming to 

establish Serbian schools in Macedonia. In 1887 the leading Serbian professor of 

Geography at the University of Belgrade, Vladimer Karich, published a textbook on 

Serbian geography which included an ethnographic map of Serbia and Macedonia. 
                                                           
118 M.B. Petrovitch, op. cit. pp. 430–431. 
119 H.R. Wilkinson, op. cit. p. 96. Wilkinson stated that the ‘cry of Serbian expansionists in 1885, was “to the 
Aegean!”, whereas before that date it had been “to the Adriatic!”’. 
120 A decisive battle took place at Slivnitsa on 17 November 1885 when the Serbian troops suffered their 
heaviest losses. Ten days later, on 27 November, the Bulgarians had entered Serbia and taken Pirot. The road 
to Belgrade lay open, and it was only through the intervention of the Austrian representative Count 
Khevenhuller (who insisted on an immediate end to the war) that the Bulgars did not proceed to the Serbian 
capital.    
121 M.B Petrovitch, op. cit. p. 433. 
122 H.R. Wilkinson, op. cit. p. 96. In the 1860s the Serb ethnographer, Stefan Verkovitch had labelled the 
inhabitants of Macedonia as Bulgars. This position was to be criticised by nationalist Serbs later in the 
nineteenth century. Balkanicus accused Verkovitch as being a ‘notorious forger’. Balkanicus, op. cit. p. 214.     



 141

The Serbs were described as inhabiting the greater part of the country. The Serbian 

State also succeeded in obtaining approval from the Ottoman Empire, through the 

signing of a consular convention, for the opening of diplomatic consulates in Solun, 

Skopje (1887) and Bitola (1888). 

 

The Austrian Serbian Treaty of 1881 was revisited in 1889. An additional 

article was incorporated into the Treaty, recognising the Serbian nation’s right to 

Macedonia, which fostered further rivalry and animosity with Bulgaria: 123

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 recognise, 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. 

 
Following the prolongation of the Austrian-Serb Treaty in 1889, an ethnographic 

map was produced by Spiridon Gopchevich that was widely distributed in Europe 

and portrayed the Serbs as extending further south than ever before. Two years later 

another map was produced and circulated to a Western European audience, produced 

by scholars at the High School in Belgrade. It was known as the ‘Serbian High School 

Map’ and presented Macedonia as overwhelmingly Serbian. Gopchevich’s 1889 

ethnographic map of Old Serbia and Macedonia defined Macedonia’s northern 

boundary as laying south of Bitola and Strumica, with the middle Vardar Valley as a 

part of Old Serbia.124 Similarly, the Serbian High School Map of 1891 gave 

Macedonia’s northern boundary as the area south of Bitola and Strumica. Old Serbia 

was marked as extending from Novi Pazar to Prilep. 

 

The renowned Serb scholar Cvijic considered the area between Shar mountain 

and Salonika as two separate sections. The northern section was an extension of Old 

Serbia, whilst the southern part was the area largely inhabited by Macedonians. Cvijic 
                                                           
123 H.R. Wilkinson, op. cit. p. 95. 
124 Ibid, H.R. Wilkinson, p. 99. 
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went to great lengths to define the boundary between Macedonia and Old Serbia in a 

1904 publication.125 The historian T.R. Georgevitch supported Cvijic’s claims, adding 

that Macedonia included regions around Ohrid, Bitola, Voden, Salonika, Doiran, 

Strumica, Seres, Kavala – ‘all else to the north of this is not Macedonia’, (it was Old 

Serbia).126 Over an eight-year period (1906–1913) Cvijic was to compile five maps 

(1906, 1909, 1911, 1912 and 1913) and each time he modified his ethnographic ideas 

in support of Serbian foreign policy. Wilkinson states that ‘his interpretation of 

ethnographic facts had varied, but always in favour of the Serbs’.127  

 

At the time of the publication of Makedonija i Makedoncite, Ivan Ivanic was 

already involved in forwarding the view of the Serbian character of the Macedonians 

in his capacity of Director of the Serbian Government Press Agency. Published in 

1906 (as Volume I), he claimed Macedonians as Serbs according to their ‘language, 

traditions, national poetry, and nationality, but were divided along church lines’.128 

The second edition of Ivanic’s book attacked Bulgarian and Greek nationalist 

propaganda in Macedonia and gave a reassessment of Macedonia’s boundaries, 

making it substantially smaller and basing it primarily on the Solun vilayet with all 

areas north of Demir Kapiya (Solun vilayet) incorporated in the boundaries of Old 

Serbia. Ivanic deviated from other Balkan ethnographers of the time through his 

radical new definition of Macedonia.  

                                                           
125 Cvijic further reinforced his position by stating ‘it is a well known fact, moreover, that this definition of 
Serbia was not merely a cartographic and literary conception, but one that lived in the minds of the inhabitants, 
since persons from those regions (Kratovo, Skopje, Ovche Pole, etc.) described their native districts as Serbian 
countries’. J. Cvijic, Geographical Conditions of Macedonia and Old Serbia, 1904, pp. 208–212, as cited in T.R. 
Georgevitch, Macedonia, London, 1918, p. 4. Later in a 1922 publication Cvijic claimed that after the Berlin 
Congress of 1878, Macedonian territory in European Turkey comprised 168,536 square kilometres. J. Cvijic, 
Balkansko Poluostrvo i Juzhnoslovenske Zemlje, I, Zagreb, 1922, p. 86, as quoted in M. Pandevski, op. cit. p. 13.  
126 T.R. Georgevitch, op. cit. p. 2. 
127 H.R. Wilkinson, op. cit. p. 181. 
128 In 1906 I. Ivanic detailed the number of ‘Serbs’ in the Bitola vilayet, giving a breakdown of their Exarchate 
and Patriarchate adherence. He claimed the total number of Serbs in the vilayet as 314,790. In the Solun vilayet, 
he only gave details on a percentage basis, claiming that 'the Greeks and Vlah grkomans constituted 25 per cent 
of the Christian population, whereas the Slavs comprised 75 per cent of the total Christian population’. 
Furthermore, he stated that in the Seres and Drama regions, ‘Serbs under the Patriarchate and Serbs under the 
Exarchate come to 75 per cent against 25 per cent’. I. Ivanic, Makedonija i Makedoncite, Vol I, Belgrade, 1906, pp. 
306–307. 
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Gopchevich’s statistics are particularly interesting. According to Wilkinson, 

‘Gopchevich admitted that he had himself been convinced, earlier in his career, that 

the Serbs could be guilty only of gross chauvinism laying claim to Macedonia and he 

had even expressed such an opinion in writing before he embarked on his 

Macedonian travels’.129 Gopchevich’s map immediately came under criticism in 

European academic circles. Subsequent Serbian ethnographers maintained similar 

claims and were to have limited success in influencing other European academics.       

 

Table 2.11: Serbian Views of Macedonia, 1886–1908 
 
 Veselinovic 

1886 
Gopcevic 

1889 
Ivanic 
1908 

Albanians N/A 165,620  
Bulgarians " 57,600  
Greeks " 210,140  
Gypsies " 28,730  
Jews " 64,645 60,000 
Macedonians "   
Miscellaneous " 3,500 34,277 

190,639 
Muslims "   
Serbians 600,000 2,048,320 680,976 
Turks N/A 231,400 400,624 
Vlahs " 69,665  
TOTAL " 2,879,620 1,366,566 
 
Sources and notes: Veselinovic’s data appeared in the Serbian periodical publication Srpstvo, 
Number 9, in 1886, declaring a total of 600,000 Serbs in the Bitola and Solun vilayets, as 
cited in L. Mojsov, Okolu Prashanjeto na Makedonskoto Nacionalno Malcinstvo vo Grcija, Skopje, 
1954, p. 154. Gopcevic’s statistics appeared in the publication Bevolkerungsstatistik von 
Altserbien und Makedonien, Vienna, 1899, as cited in J. Cvijic, Questions Balkaniques, Paris, 1916. 
Ivanic's statistics appear in Makedonija i Makedoncite, Belgrade, 1908, p. 108. The figure of 
190,639 inhabitants under ‘miscellaneous’ represents ‘Orthodox non-Slavs’ and the Serb 
population total of 680,976 is made up of the following: 400,568 Serb Patriarchates; 265,408 
Serb Exarchates; and, 15,000 Serb Catholics. 
 
 
 
                                                           
129 H.R. Wilkinson, op. cit. p. 102. 
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Table 2.12: Non-Serb Estimates of Serb Population in Macedonia, 1878–1913 
 

Year of data Commentator Origin of 
commentator 

Number of Serbs

1877 V. Teploff Russian 41,282 
1899 C. Nicolaides Greek ---------- 
1900 V. Kanchov Bulgarian 700 
1904 A. Stead English 580,000 
1913 N.Constantine Romanian 21,700 

 
 
 
 

Figure 2.5: The northern limit of Macedonia according to S. Gopchevich, 1889 
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Bulgaria 

 

THE BULGARIAN CLAIM on Macedonia was based on the empires of their 

ancestors, such as Simeon (893–927) and John Asen (1218–1241).130 Similarity of 

language and culture figured prominently amongst Bulgarian claims. Academics were 

employed to scientifically examine the issue of Macedonian identity and culture in an 

effort to determine the nationality of the Macedonians, and this they found in 

language. Bulgarian linguists sought phonetic and morphological traces of Bulgarian 

influence in Macedonian dialects so as to classify them as Bulgarian dialects and 

‘insisted on an essentially Bulgarian basis in the Macedonian dialects’.131 Considering 

the Macedonian language to be a Bulgarian dialect they argued that ‘physiologically 

the Macedonians were closer to them than to the Serbs’.132   

  

The looseness with which the term ‘Bulgarian’ has often been used in the 

Balkan Peninsula133 has brought about a misconception of ‘Bulgarians’ as dominating 

Macedonia and its surrounding territories. This served to fuel Bulgarian nationalist 

claims upon Macedonia. Bulgarians were quick to point to diplomatic reports by the 

French, British, Russian, Austrian and other Consuls who generally spoke of 

Bulgarians in Macedonia as constituting the majority element of the population.134 

The widespread acceptance of this view was apparent by estimates of ‘Bulgarians’ in 

the Peninsula (before 1878) which were wide-ranging – between 2 and 7 million.135 

Furthermore, when the Greek Church monopoly was broken in Macedonia, and the 

Bulgarian Exarchate was introduced, it came as no surprise that a massive proportion 

of Macedonians joined the Bulgarian church (whose official language was far closer 

to Macedonian compared to the incomprehensible Greek). Bulgarian nationalists 
                                                           
130 Balkanicus, op. cit. pp. 209-211. 
131 Carnegie Commission, op. cit. p. 27. 
132 L.S. Stavrianos, Balkan Federation - A History of the Movement Toward Balkan Unity in Modern Times, Connecticut. 
1964, p. 131. 
133 E. Pears, Turkey and Its People, London, 1911, pp. 229–230. 
134 M. Pandevski, Macedonia and the Macedonians in the Eastern Crisis, Skopje, 1978, p. 86.  
135 According to K. Irechek in History of the Bulgarians, (1878), as cited in Macedonia Documents and Material, 
Bulgarian Academy of Sciences, pp. 346–347. 
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therefore argued that the rapid expansion of the Bulgarian church in Macedonia 

represented ‘the Macedonians embracing the Bulgarian church and displaying their 

Bulgarian nationality’. Similarly, the growth of the Bulgarian Exarchate school system 

throughout Macedonia was seen as further evidence of the ‘Bulgarian character of 

Macedonia’.              

   

Balkan uprisings against Ottoman rule in the 1870s (Bosnia and Hercegovina 

in 1875 and Bulgaria in 1876) were to set in motion significant political events 

favourable to future Bulgarian claims upon Macedonia. The Bulgarian Uprising was 

violently suppressed by the Ottomans; the terrible event was known as the ‘Bulgarian 

atrocities’, as thousands of civilians were mercilessly slaughtered. In June 1876, Serbia 

and Montenegro entered the war against Ottoman Turkey. Meanwhile the European 

powers (Britain, Russia, Austria-Hungary, Germany, France and Italy) gathered at 

Constantinople (the Conference of Constantinople) under a British initiative aimed at 

preventing the conflict from escalating and finding a peaceful resolution.136 The 

mediation of the powers failed to produce a solution and on 23 April 1877 Russia 

declared war on the Ottoman Empire. The Ottomans suffered a devastating defeat, 

and hostilities ended with the signing of the San Stefano Peace Treaty on 3 March 

1878.  

 

The decisions reached at San Stefano granted complete independence to 

Serbia, Montenegro and Romania. The Ottomans lost vast territories as Balkan 

boundaries were redrawn. Considered as a diplomatic triumph for Russia, the 

Bulgarian State was to be expanded to include a much larger territory outside of her 

own ethnographic and traditional boundaries. Autonomous Bulgaria was to include a 

swathe of territory along modern-day eastern Albania, the modern-day south-western 

                                                           
136 The proposals put forward to the Ottoman government as a result of the Conference were that 
administrative autonomy should be given to Bosnia and Hercegovina, that Bulgaria and Macedonia should 
come under the control of the Great Powers, and that Serbia and Montenegro should be allowed a certain 
territorial expansion at the expense of the Ottoman Empire.      
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corner of Serbia, and the vast majority of Macedonia. Enlarged Bulgaria was to 

become known as ‘San Stefano Bulgaria’, and Russia sought greater influence in the 

Balkans through an independent and powerful Bulgaria in which it played a major 

role creating.137 Bulgaria’s territorial expansion was ‘on such a scale as to restore in 

effect the Bulgarian Empire of the Middle Ages’.138

 

The dissatisfaction of the Great Powers saw firm opposition to a large and 

powerful Bulgaria, seen by the British as merely being a Russian province, becoming 

‘a constant menace to Constantinople, and a basis for a future Russian attack upon 

it’.139 An enlarged Bulgaria arising out of the San Stefano Treaty was never realised, 

and the Bulgarians have never quite recovered. San Stefano Bulgaria fulfilled all 

Bulgarian ambitions. ‘The realisation of these frontiers became the aim of the whole 

of subsequent Bulgarian policy. It became a “holy ideal” which no Bulgarian leader 

dare renounce.’140 In general that part of European Turkey assigned to Bulgaria 

through the San Stefano Treaty is given the name Macedonia by the Bulgarians.141 

The non-realisation of San Stefano Bulgaria was an enormous blow to the Bulgarians, 

and henceforth Bulgarian claims to Macedonia were largely based on the Treaty.   

 

Bulgarian maps of Macedonia characteristically corresponded roughly to the 

generally accepted boundaries of geographical Macedonia. Macedonian territorial 

                                                           
137 E. Bouchie de Belle, Makedonija i Makedoncite [Macedonia and the Macedonians], Skopje, 1992, p. 134, 
original title La Macedoine et les Macedoniens, Paris, 1922.  During the First World War, as a member of the French 
military, E. Bouchie de Belle spent a total of three years in Macedonia in the regions of Ostrovo, Lerin, Bitola, 
Prilep and finally in Skopje where he tragically died in 1918. La Macedoine et les Macedoniens was not published 
until 4 years after his death. 
138 Lord Kinross, The Ottoman Centuries – The Rise and Fall of the Turkish Empire, New York, 1977, p. 524. 
139 W. Miller, op. cit. p. 385. The West European Powers opposed the establishment of San Stefano Bulgaria at 
the Congress of Berlin in 1878. Austria-Hungary saw Bulgaria as destructive to her own interests in the 
Balkans, particularly as San Stefano Bulgaria would have severed her penetration towards Solun. German 
interests were similarly affected and Britain feared her Mediterranean domination was being threatened. The 
Congress of Berlin effectively restored Macedonia back to Ottoman rule. 
140 G.M. Terry, op. cit. p. 33. Regarding the loss of San Stefano Bulgaria, the historian Poulton commented: 
‘Henceforth Bulgaria would be striving to “regain” Macedonia and would be almost permanently revisionist 
and revanchist’. H. Poulton, Who are the Macedonians? London, 1995, p. 39. 
141 R. Von Mach, op. cit. p. 43. 
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boundaries, according to Brancoff, Kanchov and Ivanoff, generally coincide, whilst 

the 1908 map of Ivanoff is particularly significant because of its adoption by 

Macedonian patriots until the twenty-first century.142 Unlike Greek and Serbian 

claims to Macedonia which were based on a mutual understanding between the two 

States, Bulgaria, at least prior to the First Balkan War of 1912, did not enter into any 

combinations with her Balkan neighbours over a division of the land. Bulgaria 

believed she had the strongest claim to Macedonia due to the dominant ethnic 

element generally recognised as being Bulgarian in character.      

 

Figure 2.6: Bulgaria according to the San Stefano Treaty of 1878 

 

The most famous Bulgarian map influencing views of Macedonia was that of 

Vasil Kanchov in 1900. Similar to other Bulgarian ethnographic maps that were not 

                                                           
142 J. Ivanoff's map has been consistently reproduced by Macedonian émigré communities throughout the 
twentieth century and is commonly found displayed in many Macedonian households around the world.  
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based on Turkish data and religious adherence, it instead used language as the basic 

criterion delineating nationality. V. Kanchov compiled ethnographic data whilst 

employed as a Bulgarian school inspector in Macedonia during his travels throughout 

the land. Bulgarian population data was notably consistent in comparison to Serb and 

Greek data, declaring the Bulgarian element as constituting just over 50 per cent of 

the total population. D.M. Brancoff's population data presented Macedonia as an 

exclusively Christian unit. He categorised all Muslims under the one religious group, 

and based his 1904 ethnographic map on the Christian population only. It produced a 

differing perspective - Bulgarians comprised 82.19 per cent, Greeks 13.3 per cent and 

Vlahs 4.48 per cent of the population. Both V. Kanchov's and D.M. Brancoff's data 

were notable because their findings were published outlining the ethnic make up of 

every individual village throughout Macedonia. No other ethnographer from the 

Balkan States or elsewhere presented such detailed information publicly.        

 

Table 2.13: Bulgarian Views of Macedonia, 1900–1912 

 
  V. Kanchov 

1900 
D.M. Brancoff 

1905 
J. Ivanoff 

1912 
Albanians 124,211 12,006 (*) 194,195 
Bulgarians 1,184,036 1,172,136 1,103,111 
Greeks 225,152 190,047 267,862 
Gypsies   43,370 
Jews    
Macedonians    
Miscellaneous 147,244  106,360 
Muslims  840,433  
Serbians 700   
Turks 489,664  548,225 
Vlahs 77,367 63,895 79,401 
TOTAL 2,248,274 2,278,517 2,342,524 
 
Source and notes: V. Kanchov, Makedonia etnografia i statistika, Sofia, 1900; D.M. Brancoff, La 
Macedoine et sa population chretienne, Paris, 1905, and J. Ivanoff, The Macedonian Question, 
Historically, Ethnographically, and Statistically, Paris, 1920, as quoted in C. Anastasoff, op. cit. p. 
324. Note: (*) The figure of 12,006 Albanians in Brancoff's statistics represents Christian 
Albanians only.  
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Table 2.14: Non–Bulgarian Estimates of Bulgarian Population in Macedonia,  
1878–1913 

   
Year of data Commentator Origin of 

Commentator 
Number of 
Bulgarians 

1877 V. Teploff Russian 1,172,136 
1889 S. Verkovitch Serb 1,317,211 
1898 G. Weigand German 1,200,000 
1899 C. Nicolaides Greek 454,700 
1906 R. Von Mach German 1,166,070 
1913 N. Constantine Romanian 512,000 
1913 R. Pelletier French 1,172,000 

 
 
 
 

Figure 2.7: The ethnographic frontiers of the Bulgarians in Macedonia according to 
leading authorities, 1842-1909 
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Greece 
 

THE GREEK POSITION is based on the concept of ‘historical rights’. The Greek 

claim to Macedonia consists of three main arguments: the assumption that ancient 

Macedonia is Greek, Byzantium’s past domination over Macedonia, and the assertion 

that the Macedonians were ‘civilised’ by the Constantinople Patriarchate.  

 

Contemporary commentators generally accepted that Greek arguments for 

Macedonia at the end of the nineteenth century were the weakest of the interested 

Balkan States. There is no conclusive evidence to support the view that the ancient 

Macedonians were Greek. Secondly, claiming Macedonia because of past domination 

is an invalid argument. Bulgarian and Serb Empires occupied Macedonia more 

recently than Byzantium. Furthermore, Greek pretensions were erroneously advanced 

as though Byzantium were a Greek monopoly.143 Finally, Macedonia was claimed as 

Greek due to an unhindered monopoly by the Constantinople Patriarchate over 

ecclesiastical affairs in Macedonia from 1767 to 1870. According to this logic, an 

analogously erroneous argument could be made that ‘the “Roman” Catholic Church 

should claim the greater part of Europe as the inheritance of Italy’.144             

 

                                                           
143 According to the former IMRO (Internal Macedonian Revolutionary Organisation) revolutionary leader, and 
historical commentator, I. Mihailov, ‘Greece cannot completely identify herself with Byzantium as, for 
example, the former Austro-Hungarian Empire cannot by all means identify herself with only one of her 
constituent nationalities. The Greek language and character predominated in Byzantium in the same way as, in 
general, the German language and atmosphere predominated in Austria-Hungary’. I. Mihailov, Macedonia A 
Switzerland of the Balkans, St Louis, 1950, p. 40. The Byzantine Empire stretched much further than Macedonia. 
It encompassed Hungary, the Adriatic, the Caucasus and the Crimea. If Macedonia figured in the claims of the 
nineteenth century Greek State, then one would reasonably assume that Greece could logically claim these 
lands as her own! If the concept of previous possessions is adhered to, what becomes of the fact that several 
other empires at one time or another occupied Macedonia? Amongst these are the Roman, and in the dark ages 
it had been ruled by the Serbians, the Bulgarians and even by Franks. The French socialist P. Argyriades 
considered that 'if the historical truth were to be respected, Macedonia should rather have the right to possess 
all those countries, which would like to devour it, since once it governed and ruled them itself'. Almanach de la 
Question Sociale, Illustre, Paris, Pour 1896, pp. 240–244, as quoted from H. Andonov-Poljanski, 1985, op. cit. pp. 
404–406. It is interesting to note that no Greek rule had ever extended over Macedonia prior to the Balkan 
Wars of 1912–1913. 
144 H.N. Brailsford, op. cit. p. 194. 
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Greek nationalists are in no way disturbed that the Macedonians ‘are not 

Greeks and do not even know the Greek language’.145 They instead advance a 

popular claim suggesting that the Macedonians are ‘Bulgarophone Greeks’, that they 

are Greeks who speak a ‘Bulgarian’ language. The historian G. Terry refers to this as a 

‘linguistic miracle’.146 This view was espoused to Brailsford by a Greek Bishop in 

Macedonia in the following manner:  

Originally the population of Macedonia was Hellenic, but it won so many victories 
over the Slavs, and took so many prisoners of war, that linguistic difficulties arose. 
The Slavs being then, as now, notoriously stupid, would not learn Greek, so the 
Greeks were forced to learn Slav in order to have a means of giving orders to their 
servants. Little by little they forgot their own language, and the ‘Bulgarophone 
Greek’ of modern Macedonia is the result.147  

 
In the late nineteenth century Greek territorial aspirations extended beyond 

Macedonia to encompass the wider Balkans, asserting that they ‘were culturally and 

historically an inalienable part of the Hellenic world’.148 This view along with the 

position of ‘Bulgarophone’ or ‘Slavophone’ Greeks was to be promoted in the theses 

of C. Nicolaides in 1899, N. Kasasis in 1903, 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 revitalise the old idea, that the 

Balkans constituted an Hellenic province’.149  

 

Greek irredentism is portrayed through the policy of the megali idea (the ‘great 

idea’). The ultimate aim of the great idea ‘was to gather all the Greeks in a new 

Byzantine Empire’,150 a single state whose capital would be Constantinople. It is a 
                                                           
145 Ibid, p. 197. 
146 G.M. Terry, op. cit. p. 30. 
147 H.N. Brailsford, op. cit. p. 200, K. Bitoski, Dejnosta na Pelagonskata Mitropolija 1878–1912 [The Activities of 
the Pelagonia Archiepispcopal Diocese 1878–1912], Skopje, 1968, p. 81. 
148 H.R. Wilkinson, op. cit. p. 71. 
149 H.R. Wilkinson, op. cit. p. 71 – V. Colocotronis, La Macedoine et L’Hellenisme; C. Nicolaides, Makedonien, 
Berlin, 1899; S.P. Phocas Cosmetatos, La Macedoine: son passe et son present, Lausanne, 1919; N. Kasasis, 
L’Hellenisme et la Macedoine, Paris, 1903. 
150 D. Dakin, op. cit. p. 140. 
The concept of the ‘great idea’ sought to establish a greater Greece stretching from the river Menderes in Asia 
Minor to the city of Edremit and deep into the western regions including the cities of Izmir, Aydin and 
Marmaris. Northern Thrace with Edirne, the Gallipoli Peninsula and including the Island Imroz, Western 
Thrace, Southern Macedonia up to Prilep, Southern Albania including the Gjirokaster region, nearby islands 
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nineteenth-century Greek concept, with the term ‘Great Idea’ first coined by a 

Hellenised Vlah, Ioannis Kolettis. He was to become an influential political figure in 

Greece during the 1830s and 1840s and to champion the cause. He insisted that not 

only were the inhabitants of the Kingdom Greeks, but so too were those who lived in 

any land associated with Greek history or the Greek race.  

 

There were two main centres of Hellenism: Athens, the capital of the 

kingdom; and the ‘City’ of Constantinople, ‘the dream and hope of all Greeks’.151 The 

historian G. Augustinos stated that it became a search for national identity: ‘Since a 

Greek State had not existed for centuries, a “national” culture was vitally important in 

order to weld the disparate elements of the new society together and give meaning to 

this new political entity’.152 These views became the basis of the country’s national 

culture, and politicians advocated that a great Greek state would make the country 

economically self-sufficient and politically stable – ‘in short, it was a dream of 

salvation by expansion’.153 In order to realise the ‘great idea’, Macedonia was of the 

utmost strategic importance, for it was only through Macedonia that Greece could 

                                                                                                                                                                             
and the large Mediterranean island of Cyprus. The master proponent of this idea, Venizelos, was to become the 
Greek Prime Minister. The Greek historian, Kofos, stated that among those who concerned themselves with 
the national ideas, two main tendencies were apparent. ‘The idea of Panhellenism, or the “Great Idea”, which 
disregarded the rights and the interests of the other Balkan peoples’, and the conservative view, which 
‘favoured the active promotion of Greek national interests though taking into account the justified needs and 
claims of the other Balkan States’. E. Kofos, Nationalism and Communism in Macedonia, Thessaloniki, 1964, p. 30. 
151 R. Clogg, A Concise History of Greece, London, 1992, p. 48. The following extract is from an address by the 
influential politician Ioannis Kolettis, before the constituent assembly in 1844: ‘The Greek kingdom is not the 
whole of Greece, but only a part, the smallest and poorest part. A native is not only someone who lives within 
this kingdom, but also one who lives in Ioannina, in Thessaly, in Serres, in Adrianople, in Constantinople, in 
Trebizond, in Crete, in Samos and in any land associated with Greek history or the Greek race…’ p. 48. Most 
non-Greek authors consider that ‘the idea’ emerged during the nineteenth century. It is only Greek authors 
who claim the idea as having been defined much earlier. Some such as Vavouskos consider that it was born in 
the thirteenth century. T.G. Tatsios, The Megali Idea, East European Monographs, 1984, p. 10. 
152 G. Augustinos, Consciousness and History: Nationalist Critics of Greek Society 1897-1914, East European 
Monograph Series, Colombia University Press, 1977, p. 3. 
153 Ibid, p. 3. It is interesting to note that the late nineteenth century Greek nationalist Ion Dragoumis saw the 
Greek state as threatened by fragmentation and ‘offered cohesiveness through a nationalist vision of a people 
united by common action’ (ibid. p. 20).  
Greece did not abandon her 'great idea' policy until her disastrous defeat in the Asia Minor Campaign in 1922. 
E. Kofos, op. cit. p. 45. 
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form a link between Greece proper and other potentially Greek territories.154 

Without Macedonia the great idea would never be attainable.  

 

It was due to the insistence of the Great Powers pledging to respect the 

integrity of the Ottoman Empire, and a failed attempt to incorporate Crete into the 

Greek Kingdom, that ‘the Macedonian frontier to the north was presented by some 

in Greece as a potential catharsis for the isolation, defeatism, and melancholy that 

seemed to pervade the country’.155 This was reinforced by prominent Greek 

nationalist writers such as Kostes Palamas, Perikles Giannopoulos and Ion 

Dragoumis. A leading nationalist at the turn of the century, Ion Dragoumis was 

renowned for promoting Greek efforts in Macedonia. Through his role with the 

Greek Consulate in Macedonia and as a historical symbol of the Greek nation, he 

wrote the book Martyrs’ and Heroes’ Blood, with the primary theme of rejuvenating 

Hellenism, a call to arms and personal involvement for the Greek cause in 

Macedonia. He argued that fighting for Macedonia could help the Greeks overcome 

the ‘mediocrity’ that had become pervasive following their defeat in Crete in 1897.156 

Using the past, Dragoumis argued that Greece had just as good a claim to Macedonia 

as anyone else did, and in support of his position he used ‘historical arguments’ based 

                                                           
154 The historian, C.M. Woodhouse, in The Story of Modern Greece, London, 1968, p. 168, stated that Macedonia 
and Crete were essential and considered by Greeks as a starting point in ‘the next stage of advance towards the 
absorption of all the unredeemed territories within the Greek Kingdom. The expansion of their boundaries had 
been steady and almost uninterrupted since the war of independence. Other territories, which adjoined them or 
shared a historical connection with them, could be expected to fall into place of their own accord once 
Macedonia and Crete were gained…Thus did the whole future of the Great Idea turn upon Macedonia and 
Crete’. 
155 The anthropologist, A.N. Karakasidou, Fields of Wheat, Hills of Blood, University of Chicago Press, 1997, p. 
90. An anthropologist, Karakasidou’s study attracted intense criticism from nationalist Greeks worldwide 
because she dared to question the notion that Macedonia (the part of Macedonia in northern Greece) might 
not be exclusively Greek.  
156 Ibid, p. 91. A.N. Karakasidou points out that Dragoumis wrote in broad, general categories of Greek and 
Bulgarian. Yet occasionally, particularly when articulating a detailed ethnographic point, he also spoke of 
Macedonians. Augustinos similarly comments that Dragoumis defined what were Greek lands and who was 
part of Hellenic society in broad terms. Dragoumis stated that ‘Greek lands are those which for thousands of 
years now are settled and worked by Greeks, those in which are buried the bones of thousands of Greek 
generations’. p. 165. 
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on culture and race, claiming Greeks ‘had a right to possess the area by virtue of 

longevity of presence as well as cultural supremacy’.157  

  

Following Greek independence, Greek claims to Macedonia comprised the 

whole of the country. But by the end of the nineteenth century these pretensions 

were reduced to Macedonia south of Skopje.158 The geographical perception of 

Macedonia reflected the understanding that had developed between Greeks and 

Serbs. Negotiations between Serbia and Greece were renewed in 1899, the results 

being that the Greek sphere of influence claimed in Macedonia extended north as far 

as Nevrokop, Melnik, Strumica, Prilep, Krushevo and Struga, and Greece ‘proposed 

that the Serbian’s sphere of influence should extend southwards to Debar, Veles and 

Radovish’. 159      

 

Greek statistics are characterised by the exclusion of the Skopje vilayet and by 

claims of a decline in the number of Vlahs in the country. There is no historical basis 

for a reduction in Vlah numbers during the period 1878 to 1904, however; instead, 

Vlahs were clearly being counted as Greeks. C. Nicolaides was a History Professor at 
                                                           
157 G. Augustinos, op. cit. p. 125. 
158 L. Villari, op. cit. p. 137. 
159 D. Dakin, op. cit. pp. 83-84. Furthermore, Greece suggested that the Serbs should withdraw their consuls 
from Solun, Seres and Bitola and offered ‘to use her influence with the Patriarchate to secure the appointment 
of Serbian bishops in the three dioceses of Uskub, Prizrend and Veles-Debar’. Greater definition to Greek and 
Serbian aspirations reflected the friendly relationship that was developing into very clear policies between the 
two states. The understanding between them was evident through the following extract from S. Pribitchevitch: 
‘Prominent members of the Greek Parliament expressed nostalgia for the simple old times when E. Venizelos 
of Greece (former Prime Minister) and N. Pasic of Serbia, after the Balkan Wars of 1913, agreed on the Greek 
Serbian frontier so that to the north there would be only Serbs and to the south only Greeks, and “no 
Macedonians” on either side’. S. Pribitchevich, Macedonia, Its People and History, Pensylvania State University 
Press, 1982, p. 240. J. Shea stated that Greeks argue that ‘the portion of Macedonia given over to Greece was 
approximately equal in extent with the “historical” Macedonia of the classical period, thus providing a 
justification for the expansion of Greek territory’. Shea considers there are ‘good reasons to doubt this 
argument’ as an examination of the descriptions of Macedonia provided by ancient writers as well as modern 
historians shows that virtually all of what is now the Republic of Macedonia was included in Ancient 
Macedonia at the time of Phillip II. J. Shea, op. cit. p. 104. During the second half of the twentieth century 
Greek historians continued to promote a definition of Macedonia similar to that presented by Greek 
nationalists, and corresponding to official Greek aspirations at the turn of the previous century. According to 
the historian, K.A. Vakalopoulos, the southern boundary was formed by Mount Olympus, the Chasia and 
Kamvounia ranges, and the coast of the Aegean Sea. The western limits were marked by the Pindus range and 
by the river Mesta. Its northern limits were defined as beyond the lakes of Ohrid and Prespa, including the 
towns of Krushevo, Prilep and Veles, and incorporating the Strumica and Melnik districts further east. K.A. 
Vakalopoulos, Modern History of Macedonia 1830-1912, Thessaloniki, 1988, p. 15.  
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the University of Athens when he profiled his views on Greek aspirations in 

Macedonia. His method of delineating ethnic groups was, as Wilkinson points out, 

‘one more example of how ethnographic data might be manipulated in order to create 

an impression of conditions favourable to a particular thesis’.160 Data compiled on 

the basis of language weaken the Greek cause in Macedonia, so Nicolaides based his 

map on ‘commercial language’ rather than ‘mother tongue’. Furthermore, he went as 

far as to base his ethnographic map of Macedonia on H. Kiepert’s 1878 ethnocratic 

map.161  

 
The Greek perception of the Macedonian population is so out of keeping with 

the other depictions that some explanation is called for. Stathis Gourgouris has 

coined the evocative phrase ‘dream-work’ to describe the considerable exertions of 

Greek intellectuals in imagining their nation-State into existence in the nineteenth 

century.162     

 

Table 2.15: Greek Views of Macedonia, 1878–1904 

 
 
 

Syligos  
1878 

Golos  
1878 

Nicolaidis 
1899 

Delyanis 
1904 

Albanians  ---------  --------- --------- 
Bulgarians  338,000 140,500 454,700 332,162 
Foreigners  35,000   
Greeks 438,000 705,500 656,300 652,795 
Gypsies   --------- 8,911 
Jews    --------- 53,147 
Macedonians     
Miscellaneous 135,000 100,000 91,700 18,685 
Muslims  349,000   
Serbians    --------- --------- 
Turks 349,000  576,600 634,017 
Vlahs 70,000  41,200 25,101 
TOTAL 1,330,000 1,330,000 1,820,500 1,724,818 

                                                           
160 H.R Wilkinson, op. cit. p. 120.  
161 Ibid, pp. 120–121. 
162 S. Gourgouris, Dream Nation: Enlightenment, Colonization, and the Institution of Modern Greece, Stanford University 
Press, Stanford CA, 1996.  
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Source and notes: The Syligos 1878 data are derived from D.M Brancoff, op. cit. p. 267163; 
Golos 1878 data (Greek publication), cited from K. Karpat, Ottoman Population 1830–1914, 
1985, pp. 47–48; C. Nicolaidis’ statistics appeared in the publication Macedonien, Berlin, 1899; 
Mr Delianis, a Minister in the Greek Parliament, outlined the following statistical details in 
the newspaper Le Temps, No. 15.897, on 26 November 1904, as cited in S. Kiselinovski, 
Grchkata Kolonizacija vo Egejska Makedonija (1913-1940), Skopje, 1981, p. 23.164  
 
 

Table 2.16: Comparative Estimates of Greek Population in Macedonia, 1877–1913 
 

Year of data Commentator Origin of 
Commentator 

Number of 
Greeks 

1877 V. Teploff Russian 190,047 
1878 Golos Greek 705,500 
1878 A. Synvet Greek 587,860 
1889 S. Verkovitch Serb 222,740 
1889 S. Gopchevich Serb 210,140 
1889 K. Ostreich German 200,000 
1898 G. Weigand German 220,000 
1900 V. Kanchov Bulgarian 225,152 
1903 K. Gersin Austria 228,702 
1903 Syligos Greek 659,000 
1905 D.M. Brancoff Bulgarian 190,047 
1906 R. Von Mach German 95,005 
1912 J. Ivanoff Bulgarian 267,862 
1913 R. Petellier French 190,000 
1913 N. Constantine Romanian 193,000 

 
Notes: The 1878 Golos Greek data are derived from K. Karpat, Ottoman Population data, op. 
cit. p. 48. According to Karpat, Golos was a Greek publication. Karpat also adds that 
Synvets 1878 statistics were derived from the Syligos (p. 47). The 1903 Syligos statistics 
represent Greeks in the vilayets of Bitola and Solun only. 
 

                                                           
163 The Syligos outwardly professed to be a literary and scientific organisation, intended to advance education 
amongst Greeks. Supported financially by wealthy Greeks, the organisation was in fact politically motivated and 
sought, as its primary aim, to support the Patriarchate attempts to expand throughout the Orthodox Balkans 
and assimilate the non-Greek Orthodox Christian populations under Ottoman rule. 
164 The Bulgarian diplomatic representative Zolovitch responded to Delianis’ figures (published in Le Temps 
Number 15950 on 18 February 1905) stating that there were 1,100,000 Bulgarian Christians and 100,000 
Bulgarian Muslims. Zolotovich claimed 280,000 Greeks in Macedonia. 
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Figure 2.8: The northern limit of the Greek linguistic zone of Macedonia according to 
C. Nicolaides, 1899 
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Figure 2.9: The territorial aspirations of the Balkan States during the late nineteenth 
century 
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Population data compiled by non-Balkan Europeans 
supporting views of the respective Balkan States  
 

OF PRIMARY IMPORTANCE to the European powers was Macedonia’s strategic 

geographical location. Since ancient times Macedonia had been a strategic stepping 

stone between east and west for invading armies and empires. In the late nineteenth-

century Macedonia found herself the central focus of conflicting European power 

struggles. Russian and Austrian hopes for access to Solun had to be achieved via 

Serbian or Bulgarian territories, and Russia offered Macedonia to Serbia and Bulgaria 

from time to time in the course of negotiations.165 The English and French 

encouraged the idea of a greater Greece in order to forestall Russian and Austrian 

attempts to gain access to the Mediterranean. The imperialist designs of the 

European Powers took precedence over ethnographic questions and views based on 

Macedonia being a ‘territory of dispute’ were more in line with existing political 

agendas. There was no shortage of individuals willing to link their ethnographic 

findings to political positions. As we have seen, subsequent population statistics are 

generally unreliable and ‘either compiled to project specific national claims, or, as 

with certain foreign census takers, based on insufficient or intentionally distorted 

facts and sources’.166  

 

                                                           
165 According to the Macedonian historian, D. Tashkovski, The Macedonian Nation, Skopje, 1976, p.18, a Russian 
Tsarist government document dated 12 February 1878 stated: ‘It is generally known that our policies 
concerning the South Slav peoples in the Balkans are guided by the defence of our interests involved by the 
Eastern Question. The liberation of the unfree South Slav peoples from Turkish slavery must always be 
accommodated to our policies concerning that part of the world. We have been ready to support the 
rapprochement of Serbs, Greeks and Montenegrins and those Slav peoples as yet unfree. But the present 
regency in Serbia, headed by Blaznavac and Jovan Ristich, has gone too far in distancing itself from Russia. The 
note sent by our Ministry for Foreign Affairs on 27 November last year produced no results. Therefore it suits 
us for Bulgaria to be liberated, bringing with it as much territory, considered from the geographical point of 
view even has the advantage over Serbia, because of the border adjacent to Istanbul. Thus it would be better 
that Macedonia, which we had earlier promised to Serbia, come under a new Bulgarian State to be indirectly 
under our control.’  
166 E. Kofos, op. cit. pp. 22–23. See M. Dogo regarding Italian and European journalistic reporting in 
Macedonia during the period 1902-1903, Jazikot i Nacionalnosta vo Makedonia, Doizivuvanjata i razmisluvanjata na 
nevooruzenite proroci 1902–1903, Skopje, 1990, pp. 70–76, [original title, Lingua e nazionalita in macedonia vicende e 
pensieri di profeti disarmati 1902–1903, Milano, 1985]. 
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Aimed at gaining support from European public opinion, the Balkan States 

employed ethnographers from non-Balkan European States to advocate their 

respective national claims in Macedonia. It is not always evident what scientific 

methods were applied in the collection of data. Ethnographical and statistical data 

was compiled utilising differing methods: some used Church adherence, others 

utilised Ottoman data, some applied novel methods and yet some simply worked off 

existing ethnographic maps and population data. Few were familiar with the 

Macedonian language and yet others never set foot in Macedonia and formed 

conclusions from Western European capitals. An example of one such ‘expert’ is F. 

Bianconi, who worked as a railroad company engineer from 1872 to 1876. Upon his 

return to the West he issued his own set of population statistics, using no reliable 

sources.167 Bianconi's data presented a pro-Greek position and 'despite their gross 

distortions, Bianconi's figures have often been cited as a major source of information 

on Ottoman population'.168  

 

Commentators travelled to Macedonia for any number of reasons, some 

sought adventure, others sought to uncover the basis of competing claims, and yet 

others arrived with preconceived ideas.  The early twentieth-century British 

commentator Crawfurd Price demonstrated the conflicting intentions of 

contemporary commentators. According to Price,  

It once happened, during Hilmi Pasha’s regime in Macedonia, that an English author 
arrived at Salonika and sought permission to journey into the interior. The honesty 
of his intentions was well expressed which the then British Consul-General gave him 
to the Vali. ‘Mr. X’, wrote our representative, ‘wishes to tour Macedonia in order to 
establish the truth of the situation as between Greek and Bulgar’. Shortly afterwards 
another man of letters arrived on the scene. He also was thirsting for first hand 
knowledge; but, in handing him a similar letter of introduction, the Consul felt it 
necessary to add: ‘I deem it only right to advise Your Excellency that the truth which 

                                                           
167 K. Karpat, op. cit. p. 6. In E. Said’s study of Western conceptions of the Orient, he outlines the case of the 
two most renowned German works on the Orient, Goethe’s Westostlicher Diwan and Friedrich Schlegel’s Uber die 
Sprache und Weisheit der Indier. These were based on a Rhine journey and time spent in Paris libraries respectively. 
Said adds that ‘what German Oriental scholarship did was to refine and elaborate techniques whose application 
was to texts, myths, ideas, and languages almost literally gathered from the Orient by imperial Britain and 
France’. E. Said, Orientalism, Western Conceptions of the Orient, London, 1995, p. 19.       
168 Ibid, p. 6. 
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this gentlemen desires to establish is not the same as that sought by Mr. X, whom l 
presented to you recently.’169  

This passage demonstrates the ways in which the ‘truth’ concerning Macedonia 

differed greatly depending on the observer. 
 

Ethnographic outcomes were all too often political in character rather than 

‘scientific’. The renowned Serb ethnographer J. Cvijic recognised the dubious nature 

of ethnographic data produced by both Balkan and foreign personalities and 

considered that they ‘make a living from interfering in the Macedonian 

“ethnographic” question and the “eastern question”. Many of them exploit the desire 

of small Balkan States to have their aspirations understood and befriended in 

Europe’.170   

 

Most ethnographic maps up to the Ilinden Rebellion of 1903 did not include 

Serbs in Macedonia. Only Serbian maps did so, most notably those of J. 

Dragashevich (1885), M. Veselinovich (1885) and S. Gopchevich (1889). They 

considered earlier maps presenting Bulgarian domination in Macedonia were 

incorrect and that the population was in fact Serb. The ethnographic map produced 

by N. Zaryanko (Russian) in St Petersburg in 1890 presented the vast majority of the 

interior of Macedonia as exclusively Bulgarian, however it was the first non-Serb map 

to extend the Serbian element further south than had been done so before. Although 

the Serbs were not entirely pleased with the map, it did however indicate that the 

Serbs were beginning to exert some influence on European thought.171  

 

European pro-Serb ethnographic maps commenced appearing in the lead up 

to the Balkan Wars. The first was by A. Stead in 1909 which indicated a Serbian 

presence in the most northerly part of Macedonia. Previous British maps by G.M. 

Muir-Mackenzie and A.P. Irby in 1867, E.G. Ravenstein in 1877 and H.N. Brailsford 
                                                           
169 C. Price, op. cit, p. 12. 
170 J. Cvijic, Promatrana o etnografiji Makedonskih Slovena, Belgrade, 1906, as cited in L. Mojsov, The Macedonian 
Historical Themes, Belgrade, 1979, p. 61.  
171 H.R. Wilkinson, op. cit. pp. 103–105. 
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in 1905 all presented the Serbs as an extreme minority on the northern fringes of 

Macedonia, but apparent in Kosovo. In 1911 the British ethnographer R.W. Seton-

Watson (considered by H.R. Wilkinson to be one of the architects of the future 

Yugoslav State) produced a map giving Macedonia a Serb population where there had 

not been one before, settled in Skopje and as far south as Shtip. Alfred Stead 

presented an extreme pro-Serb view of the Serb-speaking population of the Balkans, 

declaring ‘it must, however, not be forgotten that Servia forms only a small part of 

the lands inhabited by the Servian race’.172 He gave a total figure of 9,656,210 

Serbs,173 stretching across the Kingdom of Serbia (2,750,000), Montenegro (260,000), 

Bosnia and Hercegovina (1,799,210), Hungary (679,000 - in Banat, Batchka, Barania 

with Rieka), Croatia and Slavonia (2,270,000), Dalmatia (623, 000) and Istria 

(155,000). In ‘Old Serbia’ (statistics of 1900–1906) there were 450,000 Serbs in the 

sandjak of Novi Pazar, Kosovo, and Metodija to the Shar Mountain. He presented a 

total of 580,000 Serbs in Macedonia, which were broken down into two areas (the 

first which coincides with Serb designs on northern Macedonia according to the 

Serb/Greek arrangement), the northern kazas of Skopje, Tetovo, Kumanovo, 

Prechevo, Kratovo, Kriva Palanka, Kochani, Pehchevo, Shtip and Radovishte, with a 

total of 280,000 Serbs and a further 300,000 Serbs in ‘Macedonia’.174  

 

Most ethnographic maps produced by various Europeans presented the 

Bulgarians as the dominating ethnic element throughout Macedonia. As the first to 

seize upon the advantage of producing ethnographic maps, they were the first to 

present maps in the European arena, at the Conference of Constantinople in 1876 

(through their ally and patron Russia). Throughout most of the second half of the 

nineteenth century in Europe, it was generally accepted that the entire Southern 

Balkans, including Bulgaria, Macedonia and Thrace, was predominantly inhabited by 

the Bulgarian ‘race’. Following the Conference of Constantinople, Serbia and 

                                                           
172 A. Stead, editor, Servia by the Servians, London, 1909, p. 4.  
173 Ibid. Stead stated that of 9,656,210 Serbs, 2,915,600 were Catholics. 
174 Ibid.  
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particularly Greece found themselves in an inferior position to the Bulgarians, 

‘because it became clear that through the medium of ethnographic ideas the 

Bulgarians had gained a position of moral ascendancy over all the other peoples of 

the Balkans’.175  

 

Following the Constantinople Conference the importance of ethnographic 

maps as a political tool was more generally recognised. The appearance of maps 

multiplied over the next few years. Pro-Bulgarian maps were produced by some of 

the most eminent European ethnographers of the second half of the nineteenth 

century, including, the German H. Keipert (1876), the Austrian F. Meinhard (1899) 

and the British H. Brailsford (1906). Ethnography came into its own as an academic 

discipline, pressed into the service of various empires. 

 

Following the popularisation of the Bulgarian position in Macedonia, a Greek 

reaction was inevitable. The Greeks had suffered an enormous blow to their designs 

on Macedonia from the Bulgarians, and within a year after the Conference of 

Constantinople three maps appeared disputing the previous pro-Bulgarian maps and 

supporting the Greek position in Macedonia. In 1877 the British ethnographer E. 

Stanford produced a map, printed in both English and Greek, presenting most of the 

Peninsula, including Thrace, Central and Southern Albania, as Greek. Included as 

Greek were Burgas, Plovdiv, Edirne, Skopje, Bitola, Vlone and the southern fringes 

of Sofia. Stanford’s map was compiled from Greek sources which ‘dismissed 

language as an unreliable criterion on which to base an ethnographic map’.176 The 

French F. Bianconi’s map was published in 1877, portraying most of European 

Turkey as Greek.177 A. Synvet (a Greek schoolmaster from Constantinople) adopted 

a ‘novel method’ with his ethnographic map by stressing a mixed population in 

                                                           
175 H.R. Wilkinson, op. cit. p. 64.  
176 Ibid, p. 71. 
177 Later in 1885, interestingly, this same Bianconi produced a commercial map of Macedonia with its 
boundaries roughly coinciding with the generally accepted limits of Macedonia, with the only significant 
deviation being that the southern boundary extended beyond Mount Olympus.       
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Macedonia and by distinguishing compact ethnic groups in Serbia, Romania and a 

small part of Bulgaria. Although not as extravagant as Bianconi and Stanford with his 

claims for the Greeks, the Greeks did nevertheless welcome his map in 1877.178         

 
 
Population data recognising Macedonian identity 
 

BY THE LATE nineteenth century, Greece, Serbia and Bulgaria had either gained 

full independence or were self-administered in a semi-autonomous capacity. As such 

they were able to utilise a range of State resources to support and promote their 

position in Macedonia. European patrons and national churches were also of crucial 

importance in the independence struggles of the Balkan States. Prior to the abolition 

in 1767 of the Archbishopric of Ohrid by the Ottomans (at the instigation of the 

Constantinople Patriarchate), there were numerous examples of Macedonian 

archbishops travelling to the royal courts of Europe seeking support for rebellions 

and other assistance against the Ottoman Turkish rulers.179  

 

At the end of the nineteenth century, Macedonia remained under what is 

widely regarded as backward Ottoman rule. The Macedonian bourgeoisie was in its 

early stages of formation, there was no recent tradition of Statehood, no royal family, 

and with an abolished church there was little opportunity of influencing foreign 

governments to support Macedonian sovereignty. No significant body existed to 

attract foreign political support, foreign ethnographers or statisticians. In contrast the 

Balkan States utilised a wide range of State apparatus, including diplomats and 

national churches. The Greek national hero Dragoumis recognised the value of 

                                                           
178 H.R. Wilkinson, op. cit. pp. 73–74. Although the Greeks welcomed Synvet’s map in 1877, and it did 
represent a reaffirmation of the Turko-Greek viewpoint, later in 1919 they rejected it.  
179 See M. Minoski, Osloboditelnite Dvizhenja i Vostanija vo Makedonia (1564-1615) [Liberation movements and 
uprisings in Macedonia (1564–1615)], Skopje, 1972, and S. Dimevski, Istorija na Makedonskata Pravoslavna Crkva 
[History of the Macedonian Orthodox Church], Skopje, 1989.  
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public opinion in Western Europe and even ‘urged friends to write in European 

newspapers and make propaganda on behalf of Greece’s national interests’.180  

 

The politically disadvantaged position of Macedonians was recognised by 

Kosta Shahov, editor of the journal Makedonija, who stated, ‘today the press is 

stronger than the cannon and almost all people of the world use it, except us’.181 

Macedonian print media outside Macedonia was largely concentrated in Serbia and 

particularly Bulgaria, and aimed at the Macedonian pechalba and émigré communities. 

The views of Macedonian newspapers sometimes were in conflict with the authorities 

and it was not unusual for publications to be banned from sale. In 1902, Balkanski 

Glasnik, published in Belgrade, was prohibited by the Serb government after eight 

issues for advocating an autonomous Macedonia. The paper was publicly burned on 

the streets of Belgrade by the authorities.182 Prohibited from further pursuing 

journalistic activities, the editor of Balkanski Glasnik (Stefan Jakimov-Dedov) moved 

to Sofia and in 1903 recommenced publication of the newspaper under the name of 

Balkan, but it too met with the same fate under the Bulgarian authorities. The 

following year, 1904, Jakimov re-launched a new newspaper Courier, which advocated 

an independent Macedonia. Twenty issues were published before it too was 

banned.183  

 

In Western Europe Macedonian views were virtually non-existent. 

Macedonian students in Geneva published L'Effort with the intention of informing 

Europe of the internal political situation in Macedonia and supporting the 

Macedonian Revolutionary Movement. Published in the French language, several 

issues appeared in 1900–1901.184 The newspaper was relaunched in Paris in 1902, and 

was published bi-monthly under the title of Le Mouvement Macedonien. It ceased 
                                                           
180 G. Augustinos, op. cit. p. 126.  
181 Makedonija, Issue Number 1, 21 October 1888, p. 1. 
182 B. Mokrov, and T. Gruevski, Pregled na Makedonskiot Pechat (1885–1992) [Review of the Macedonian Press 
(1885–1992)], Skopje, 1993, p. 19. 
183 Ibid, p. 19. 
184 Ibid, p. 63. 
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publication in 1903.185 Based in London, the L'Autonomie newspaper was published in 

French with only five issues appearing during 1902.186 No English language 

newspapers were published. A Russian language paper appeared in Odessa in 1905 

(one issue - Vardar) and a Croatian/German language newspaper, Makedonija - 

Macedonia - Macedonien, was published in Croatia from November 1898 to January 

1899.187  

 

The Internal Macedonian Revolutionary Movement was not yet developed 

sufficiently to exert influence outside of the Balkans. The organisation established a 

permanent foreign branch in Sofia (Bulgaria) on 28 July 1895, but no evidence exists 

that it pursued matters of an ethnographical or statistical nature. The main reason for 

its formation was that ‘the greater part of the most politically active Macedonian 

immigrants were there’. ‘The Macedonian Liberation Movement counted on their 

financial contributions.’188 No attention was paid to the declarations of Macedonian 

patriots that they were neither Greeks, nor Serbs nor Bulgarians, as no European 

Power had a vested interest in a ‘Macedonia for the Macedonians’. The few 

ethnographers and commentators who recognised Macedonian identity were 

therefore unlikely to have been influenced by Macedonian lobbying.     

 

                                                           
185 Ibid, p. 82. 
186 Ibid, p. 62. 
187 Ibid, pp. 41, 66. For an examination of Macedonian political orientation as expressed through IMRO 
publications prior to the Ilinden insurrection of 1903, see B. Mokrov, Borbata za idejna politichka chistota na 
Makedonskiot narod preku vesnicite na VMRO [The battle for the future political purity of the Macedonian people 
through the newspapers of IMRO], Krushevo, 1979. 
188 L. Lape, The Foreign Branch of the Secret Macedonian Odrin Revolutionary Organisation, Skopje, 1985, p. 158. Other 
foreign branches operated in an unofficial capacity, in Athens and Istanbul. There is limited information 
regarding their activities, as no documentation has survived. References regarding the activities of these 
branches were made largely through the memoirs of the Macedonian revolutionary leader, Gjorche Petrov. 
There also appears to have been a temporary branch in Geneva. Nevertheless no direct evidence is available 
indicating that the organisation sought to exert any influence on intellectuals to conduct any type of census data 
in Macedonia. Macedonian historians generally consider that the role of the foreign representatives was 
directed towards securing financial support for the organisation, for the purchase of arms. The renowned 
Macedonian revolutionary leader Boris Saraffov once offered the United States Consul in Petrograd a 
Macedonian legion to help in the fight for Cuban independence during the Spanish American war, in exchange 
for the United States supplying IMRO with arms to fight the Ottomans. S. Christowe, Heroes and Assassins, 
London, 1935, p. 67.   
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An important work recognising Macedonian national individuality was that of 

the Austrian Karl Hron in 1899. He attacked the Serbian view as expressed through 

Verkovich and particularly Gopchevich, exposing its ‘weaknesses, distortions, 

falsifications and unscientific conclusions concerning the proper position of the 

Macedonians with respect to their nationality’. Hron was convinced that the 

Macedonians were not ‘Serbs or Bulgarians’, but ‘a specific national group’.189  

Although he did not provide specific population data he nevertheless concluded that 

the Macedonians were the dominant ethnic group in the land. 

 

Data compiled by Hron, Oestreich, Gersin and Georgiev differed vastly from 

that of Greek, Bulgarian, Serb and other European commentators. All recognised the 

majority of the population as distinctly Macedonian rather than Bulgarian or Serb. 

The German Dr Karl Oestreich determined that Macedonians constituted a separate 

people from Greeks, Serbs and Bulgarians, and estimated the Macedonian Christians 

at 1,500,000 and Macedonian Muslims at 500,000, from a total population of 

2,850,000.190 Gersin also considered Macedonians made up a separate nationality and 

provided population data declaring Macedonians as constituting the majority of the 

population, totalling 52.4 per cent. A figure of 1,182,036 represented the combined 

total of Macedonian Christians and Macedonian Muslims according to Gersin.191 The 

Russian G. G. Georgiev’s data appeared in the Macedonian publication Makedonski 

Glas, published by the Macedonian colony in St Petersburg in 1913. Amongst the 

highest of estimates Georgiev counted a total population of 3,500,000 people with a 

Macedonian majority accounting for 65 per cent of the population (2,275,000). There 

was no corresponding enlargement of Macedonian boundaries to account for the 

increased population. Georgiev adhered to the generally accepted frontiers of 

Macedonia, and included upper Korcha in the west, Kachanik in the north and the 
                                                           
189 K. Hron, Narodnosta na Makedonskite Sloveni [The Nationality of the Macedonian Slavs], Skopje, 1966, p. 29 
(Macedonian reprint, original title Das Volksthum der Slaven Makedoniens, Wien, 1890).  
190 K. Oestreich, Die Bevolkerung von Makedonien, (Geogr. Zeitschr., XI, 1905, p. 292), as quoted in J. Cvijic, 
Questions Balkaniques, Paris, 1916, Appendix (No page number).   
191 K. Gersin, Macedonien und das Turkische Problem, Vienna, 1903, as quoted in H. Andonovski, Foreign Authors on 
Macedonia and the Macedonians, Skopje, 1977, p. 200. 
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southern boundary as marked by Mount Olympus. The island of Thasos was also 

included as constituting a part of Macedonian territory.192    

 

Table 2.17: Non-Macedonian Estimates of Macedonian Population in Macedonia, 

1899–1913 

 
 Oestreich 

1899 
German 

Peuker 
1902 

Austrian 

Gersin 
1903         

Austrian 

Georgiev 
1913 

Russian 
Albanians 300,000 NA  245,000 
Bulgarians  "   

Greeks 200,000 " 228,702 315,000 
Gypsies  "  35,000 

Jews  "  52,500 
Macedonians 2,000,000 1,215,000 1,182,036 2,275,000 
Miscellaneous  NA  8,750 

Serbs  "   
Turks 250,000 " 499,204 455,000 
Vlahs 100,000 "  113,750 

TOTAL 2,850,0000 " 2,258,244 3,500,000 
 
Source and notes: Oestriech data cited from J. Cvijic, Questions Balkaniques, Paris, 1916, 
(Appendix, No page number); Gersin statistics as cited in H. Andonovski, Foreign Authors on 
Macedonia and the Macedonians, Skopje, 1977; Peuker data cited from L. Mojsov (1954), op. cit. 
p. 167; and, Georgiev data appeared in the newspaper Makedonski Golgos, Year 1, Issue 
number 2, 1913, p. 33. Note: Oestreich estimates that the number of Christian Macedonians 
was 1,500,000 and Macedonian Muslims 500,000. 
 
 
Macedonian data 
 
MACEDONIAN COMMENTATORS DEEMED the Macedonian ethnic element 

as constituting the majority of the population, with Turks, Vlahs, Albanians, Greeks, 

Jews and Gypsies making up the remainder of the population. Macedonian data 

differs from the bulk of Balkan and European statistics in that Macedonians are 

designated as Macedonians and not as Bulgarians or Serbs. In contrast to those who 

                                                           
192 Makedonski Golos  [Macedonian - Makedonski Glas, English - Macedonian Voice] The publication of the 
Macedonian colony in Saint Petersburg, Russia, Year 1, Issue Number 2, pp. 28–34. 
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harboured designs towards Macedonia and whose academics and linguists were 

financially supported by scientific academies and foreign departments, Macedonian 

commentators had no such resources at their disposal. Subsequently there was limited 

Macedonian data regarding the ethnographic make-up of the country. Amongst the 

earliest instances of population data of Macedonian origin and appearing after the 

Congress of Berlin was the Constitution of the Provisional Government of 

Macedonia (specifically Article Three). Although an important historical document, 

there is no evidence that it was intended for western European circulation to 

influence views on the ethnographic make-up of Macedonia. The Constitution 

appeared at the time of the Kresna Rebellion. Article Three stipulated that 

Macedonians consist of more than 50 per cent of the total population and 

distinguished Macedonian Muslims as a separate group from other Muslims (although 

incorporated their number together with the Turks). Although the overall population 

was recorded as just under 1.4 million people, the geographical boundaries of 

Macedonia as articulated in Article One of the Constitution corresponded to the 

generally accepted limits of the land. The northern regions of Preshevo and 

Katchanik were included as a part of Macedonia, as was Korcha (Gorica) in the west, 

and the southern boundary marked by the river Bistrica.193  

 

For almost twenty years no other population data were produced by 

Macedonian sources. In 1898 the Macedonian Revolutionaries’ newspaper Politichka 

Borba (‘Political Struggle’) presented statistics indicating the Macedonian element as 

constituting the majority of the population (52.74 per cent).194 The data did not 

recognise the presence of Bulgarians or Serbs in Macedonia. The publishers of the 

newspaper obviously considered Weigand’s ethnographic study of Macedonia, 

                                                           
193 S. Dimevski, V. Popovski, S. Shkarich and M. Apostolski, Makedonskata Liga i Ustavot za Drzhavno Ureduvanje 
na Makedonija 1880, [The Macedonian League and the Constitution on the Future Organisation of Macedonia 
1880], Skopje, 1985, pp. 237–238. A similar population total is given by Greek sources for 1878 (see Table 
2.15); however, Greek views of Macedonia are typically based on a more limited recognition of geographical 
Macedonia.  
194 Politichka Borba [Political Struggle], Issue No 7, 29 October 1898, p. 1. The author assumes that no other 
Macedonian based population statistics were produced to 1898.  
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conducted in the same year, as credible, as the data were clearly his, except that the 

category Bulgarian was replaced with Macedonian. The Macedonian Congress 

produced a geographical map of Macedonia in 1902. It appeared as a part of the 

Project for Macedonian Autonomy, and proposed that the Vilayets of Solun, Bitola 

and Skopje should form one Vilayet, with Solun as the capital. Prishtina, Prizrend and 

Old Serbia were to be excluded from the boundaries of the single Macedonian 

Vilayet.195  

 

In 1913 the Macedonian Scholarly and Literary Society in St Petersburg sent a 

Memorandum for Independence of Macedonia to the participants of the 1913 

London Conference, protesting at the partitioning of the country as ‘a cruel violation 

of human rights’, and merely substituting the Turkish yoke for a Christian one.196 The 

Memorandum called for the establishment of an independent Macedonian nation 

with a Macedonian national assembly in the principal city Solun.197 There was no 

recognition given to Bulgarians or Serbs inhabiting the country. It noted that two 

thirds of the population were made up of Macedonians whilst the remaining peoples 

were made up of Turks, Vlahs, Albanians, Greeks and Jews.198 As an appendix to the 

Memorandum, a geographical map outlining the national borders of Macedonia was 

included and marked Macedonia's far south-eastern border beyond the Mesta River, 

incorporating the town of Ksanti and along the Aegean Sea to Port Lagos.199 The 

island of Thasos was included as a part of Macedonia, the southern boundary 

extended beyond Bistrica river but excluded Katerini and Mount Olympus. Almost 

the entire western boundary extended further westward, incorporating Gorica 

                                                           
195 D. Dakin, op. cit. p. 82. The Rhodope mountains where the Muslim Pomaks were settled was also to be 
excluded from the single Vilayet, whilst the Halkidik Peninsula and the territory to the East as far as the River 
Mesta was to be included in the boundaries.    
196 Makedonski Golgos, op. cit. (Issue 1, 1913), p. 23. 
197 Ibid, pp. 21–23. Macedonian nationalists have always considered Solun as being the capital of an 
independent Macedonian State. The Russian commentator A.V. Amfiteatrov (op. cit. p.69) also noted the same 
during his travels in Macedonia at the beginning of the twentieth century.     
198 Makedonski Golgos, op. cit. pp. 21-22. 
199 Ksanti is known in Greek as Xsanti. 
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(Korcha) and numerous other smaller towns. The northern boundary stretched to the 

southern limits of the Vranye region.200      

 
Whilst Serbia, Greece and Bulgaria were influencing Western Europe with their 

population statistics and ethnographic maps in support of their respective positions 

in Macedonia, there was virtually no effective opposing view advocating the 

Macedonian standpoint. In addition, due to Macedonian identity not being clearly 

visible to outsiders, and interested outsiders were typically not concerned with 

discovering what they were not in search of, all these factors further compounded the 

general confusion which gave rise to Macedonia becoming a territory of dispute.  

Conflicting claims emanating from the hostile Balkan States correlated to territorial 

aspirations. The Bitola region was one of the most highly contested regions in 

Macedonia as each of the Balkan States claimed that their own nationality constituted 

the majority of the Christian population. The following chapter will present a detailed 

evaluation of everyday life in that region.       

 
Table 2.18: Macedonian Views of Population, 1880–1898 

 
 1880 Constitution Politichka Borba 1898 

Albanians 75,000  
Bulgarians   

Greeks 61,000 220,000 
Gypsies   

Jews 65,000 90,000 
Macedonians 705,000 1,200,000 
Miscellaneous   

Serbs   
Turks 450,000 695,000 
Vlahs 41,000 70,000 
Total 1,397,000 2,275,000 

 
Source and notes: S. Dimevski, V. Popovski, S. Shkarich, and M. Apostolski, Makedonskata 
Liga i Ustavot za Drzhavno Ureduvanje na Makedonija 1880, Skopje, 1985, p. 238. Population 
data for the number of Turks represents the total number of ‘Turks and Pomaks’. The figure 

                                                           
200 The compiler of this map was Dimitar Chupovski, a leading member of the Macedonian society in St 
Petersburg. 
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of 41,000 Vlahs is recorded as ‘Vlahs and others’, and the Albanian category included 
‘Orthodox and Muslim’. The 1898 figures are drawn from the newspaper Politichka Borba, 
Issue Number 7, dated 29 October 1898, p. 1. The figure of 695,000 Turks represented all 
Muslims. 
 
 

Figure 2.10: Dimitar Chupovski’s map of Macedonia, 1913 
 

 
 


	 
	2.2  Conflicts around population data 
	Serbia 
	Following the prolongation of the Austrian-Serb Treaty in 1889, an ethnographic map was produced by Spiridon Gopchevich that was widely distributed in Europe and portrayed the Serbs as extending further south than ever before. Two years later another map was produced and circulated to a Western European audience, produced by scholars at the High School in Belgrade. It was known as the ‘Serbian High School Map’ and presented Macedonia as overwhelmingly Serbian. Gopchevich’s 1889 ethnographic map of Old Serbia and Macedonia defined Macedonia’s northern boundary as laying south of Bitola and Strumica, with the middle Vardar Valley as a part of Old Serbia.  Similarly, the Serbian High School Map of 1891 gave Macedonia’s northern boundary as the area south of Bitola and Strumica. Old Serbia was marked as extending from Novi Pazar to Prilep. 
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	THE GREEK POSITION is based on the concept of ‘historical rights’. The Greek claim to Macedonia consists of three main arguments: the assumption that ancient Macedonia is Greek, Byzantium’s past domination over Macedonia, and the assertion that the Macedonians were ‘civilised’ by the Constantinople Patriarchate.  
	 
	Contemporary commentators generally accepted that Greek arguments for Macedonia at the end of the nineteenth century were the weakest of the interested Balkan States. There is no conclusive evidence to support the view that the ancient Macedonians were Greek. Secondly, claiming Macedonia because of past domination is an invalid argument. Bulgarian and Serb Empires occupied Macedonia more recently than Byzantium. Furthermore, Greek pretensions were erroneously advanced as though Byzantium were a Greek monopoly.  Finally, Macedonia was claimed as Greek due to an unhindered monopoly by the Constantinople Patriarchate over ecclesiastical affairs in Macedonia from 1767 to 1870. According to this logic, an analogously erroneous argument could be made that ‘the “Roman” Catholic Church should claim the greater part of Europe as the inheritance of Italy’.              

	It was due to the insistence of the Great Powers pledging to respect the integrity of the Ottoman Empire, and a failed attempt to incorporate Crete into the Greek Kingdom, that ‘the Macedonian frontier to the north was presented by some in Greece as a potential catharsis for the isolation, defeatism, and melancholy that seemed to pervade the country’.  This was reinforced by prominent Greek nationalist writers such as Kostes Palamas, Perikles Giannopoulos and Ion Dragoumis. A leading nationalist at the turn of the century, Ion Dragoumis was renowned for promoting Greek efforts in Macedonia. Through his role with the Greek Consulate in Macedonia and as a historical symbol of the Greek nation, he wrote the book Martyrs’ and Heroes’ Blood, with the primary theme of rejuvenating Hellenism, a call to arms and personal involvement for the Greek cause in Macedonia. He argued that fighting for Macedonia could help the Greeks overcome the ‘mediocrity’ that had become pervasive following their defeat in Crete in 1897.  Using the past, Dragoumis argued that Greece had just as good a claim to Macedonia as anyone else did, and in support of his position he used ‘historical arguments’ based on culture and race, claiming Greeks ‘had a right to possess the area by virtue of longevity of presence as well as cultural supremacy’.   
	  
	Following Greek independence, Greek claims to Macedonia comprised the whole of the country. But by the end of the nineteenth century these pretensions were reduced to Macedonia south of Skopje.  The geographical perception of Macedonia reflected the understanding that had developed between Greeks and Serbs. Negotiations between Serbia and Greece were renewed in 1899, the results being that the Greek sphere of influence claimed in Macedonia extended north as far as Nevrokop, Melnik, Strumica, Prilep, Krushevo and Struga, and Greece ‘proposed that the Serbian’s sphere of influence should extend southwards to Debar, Veles and Radovish’.        


