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colm. The Albanians, like the Ottomans, 
saw the outcome of the Balkan Wars as 
a defeat because they had failed to unite 
the four provinces of the Empire that 
were populated by Albanians in a greater 
or smaller degree, but the author stresses 
that the Unionists’ policies, the Albanian 
armed revolts and the lack of military dis
cipline due to conflicts between Albanian 
and Unionist officers greatly contributed 
to the final outcome of the war. 

Çelik’s book offers a comprehensive 
picture of Albanian political and cultural 
history in the last decades of the Ottoman 
Empire. Being a broad overview, some 
topics are examined in more depth than 
others, and therefore the presentation of 

the latter mostly relies on the existing 
literature (mostly Turkish or available in 
Turkish translation). A very prominent 
aspect of the book is in that the author 
gives the Ottoman perspective on many 
problems, which is very important for 
fully understanding some of the most 
crucial issues of Balkan history but which 
is often underresearched. This book can 
be highly useful to those interested in the 
extremely complicated political situation 
in the Empire in the late nineteenth and 
early twentieth century, the roots and 
development of the socalled Albanian 
Question, but also to those interested in 
how contemporary Turkish historiogra
phy views this period. 

Krŭst’o Manchev, SŭrBiia i SŭrBSko-BŭlgarSkite otnoSheniia 1804–2010  
[Serbia and SerbianBulgarian relations 1804–2010]. Sofia: Paradigma, 

2014, 499 p.

Reviewed by Jelena N. Radosavljević*

The author of the book reviewed here, 
Krŭst’o Manchev, is a Bulgarian histo
rian who, it may be curious to note, was 
born in the village of Verzar near Cari
brod (presentday Dimitrovgrad) in the 
Kingdom of Serbs, Croats and Slovenes 
in 1926. He graduated in history from 
the University of Sofia, and then pursued 
his further studies in the Democratic Re
public of Germany and the Soviet Union. 
He worked as a fellow of the Institute for 
Balkan Studies of the Bulgarian Academy 
of Sciences. Manchev published several 
books on the history of Balkan peoples, 
but the area of his special interest is the 
history of Bulgaria, Yugoslavia and Serbia. 

Manchev’s book on SerbianBulgari
an relations opens with a preface in which 
he expresses his view that SerbianBul
garian relations through history have not 
been adequately studied and that his book 
is an attempt to improve such a state of re

search. The book is divided into two parts. 
The first part, Serbia 1804–2010, is sub
divided into five chapters: “The Serbian 
national revolution”; “State and political 
development”; “National policy”; “Serbia 
at the time of wars (1912–1918)”; and 
“Serbia in Yugoslavia”. The second part, 
Serbian-Bulgarian relations, consists of six 
chapters: “Nationalterritorial demarca
tion”; “Serbia and Bulgaria in the wars of 
1912–1918”; “Under the Versailles status 
quo (1919–1941)”; “In Hitler’s ‘New Or
der’”; “Under communism (1944–1989)”; 
and “Bulgaria and the end of Yugoslavia 
(1990–2010)”.

The first two chapters span the period 
from the beginning of the Serbian revo
lution (1804) through the Principality of 
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Serbia as an autonomous part of the Ot
toman Empire to the Congress of Berlin 
(1878) at which it achieved independence. 
Manchev looks at the state of anarchy 
in the pashalik of Belgrade in the late 
eighteenth and early nineteenth century 
which led to the outbreak of two Serbian 
uprisings, in 1804 and 1815. He describes 
the wartime and peacetime phases of the 
Serbian revolution, as well as the social, 
agrarian and cultural changes in Serbian 
society brought about during and after it. 
He also briefly describes Serbia’s progres
sion towards independence, the question 
of separation of powers in the Principal
ity, the succession of several constitutions, 
the establishment of two dynasties, and 
the process of building administrative, 
judicial, military and other institutions. 
He looks at Serbia’s relations with other 
Balkan peoples in the period and at the 
influence of major powers’ interests in the 
Balkans, which inevitably had implica
tions for the realisation of the interests 
of the Serbian people. He does not fail 
to emphasise that the Serbs were stuck 
between two empires, Habsburg and Ot
toman, and hence were exposed to pres
sures from both. For that reason, he gives 
an account of not only the situation of the 
Serbs in the Ottoman Empire (pashalik 
of Belgrade, Montenegro, Bosnia, Her
zegovina, Old Serbia), but also of the 
situation of the Serbian population in the 
Habsburg Monarchy, both in and outside 
the Military Frontier. He remarks that 
the term “Turkish bondage”, or “slavery”, 
frequently used in Balkan history writing, 
is a misconception because the Ottoman 
Empire was not a slavery system but a 
feudal one. It should be noted, however, 
that this term is not used in Serbian his
toriography, but that it occasionally is in 
Bulgarian, though not in reference to the 
Ottoman Empire as a slavery system but 
as foreign rule. Manchev describes the 
Ottoman Empire as a relatively tolerant 
state in which all peoples were able to use 
their own language and practise their own 
faith.  

The chapter on national policy analy
ses the national policy of the Principal
ity, subsequently Kingdom, of Serbia 
from the time of Kardjordje and Miloš 
Obrenović to the foreign policy pur
sued by the Constitution Defenders and 
Prince Michael, to the Eastern Crisis 
(1875–78), to the SerbianBulgarian 
War (1885), to the Annexation Crisis 
(1908). It looks at the issue primarily 
against the background of the Eastern 
Question and the division of Ottoman 
territories among Balkan peoples, and 
the influence of the great powers. It ex
plains the significance of the Serbian 
population that remained outside Serbia 
(Old Serbia, Bosnia and Herzegovina) 
and the aspirations for their union with 
Serbia. In his view, problems among 
the newlycreated Balkans states arose 
from the insistence on the “one people, 
one state” principle, which was imprac
ticable because of the region’s ethnic and 
religious heterogeneity. Manchev looks 
at the issue of interaction between the 
national revivals of the Balkan peoples, 
whose conflicts resulted both from their 
invocation of their respective histori
cal medieval traditions to back up their 
claims and from the region’s ethnic het
erogeneity. An example is the conflict 
of Bulgarian, Serbian and Greek inter
ests in Ottoman Macedonia. Manchev 
singles out as important, and discusses, 
the issue of Bosnia and Herzegovina, its 
occupation and annexation by Austria
Hungary whose foreign policy shift to 
the Balkans after the unifications of 
Germany and Italy put strong pressure 
on Serbia. Discussing different contem
porary conceptions of how to resolve 
the Serbian question, he pays particular 
attention to the “Načertanije” of Ilija 
Garašanin, but overrates its significance 
by describing it as the main line of Ser
bia’s national policy, and stereotypically 
misinterprets it as a greaterSerbian and 
hegemonistic project. 
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The following two chapters describe 
the period of two Balkan Wars, the war of 
allied Balkan states against the Ottoman 
Empire and the war among the former al
lies over the division of Macedonia, which 
Bulgaria lost, as well as the outbreak and 
course of the First World War, whose offi
cial cause was the assassination of the Aus
trian heirapparent in Sarajevo, but whose 
real causes went much deeper, down to the 
conflicting foreignpolitical and economic 
interests of the great powers. Manchev 
describes the division of Serbia by the oc
cupying powers, without remaining silent 
on the crimes of AustroHungarian and 
Bulgarian troops against Serbian civilian 
population. In his view, the creation of the 
Yugoslav state was a process that unfold
ed under Serbian dominance and on the 
wrong premise that the Serbs, Croats and 
Slovenes are one threenamed people. All 
of that was the reason why Yugoslavia col
lapsed. In his view, the Kingdom of Serbs, 
Croats and Slovenes, i.e. of Yugoslavia, 
was a greaterSerbian creation in which 
the other peoples were in a subordinate 
position. That situation changed after the 
Second World War, when the state was 
reorganised on the federal principle, but 
the “federal balance” was disturbed after 
the death of Josip Broz Tito. Even though 
Manchev does not fail to touch on the 
problems caused by Croat and other na
tionalisms, he places all the blame for the 
disintegration of Yugoslavia on Slobodan 
Milošević and Serbian political leader
ship, claiming that they waged wars for the 
“greaterSerbian” idea. As a matter of fact, 
Manchev tends to overuse the term Great-
er Serbia, a term which has been misinter
preted and misused in a number of histo
riographical works, his own included. On 
the other hand, the role of foreign factors 
in the disintegration of Yugoslavia is not 
taken into account. Manchev gives a sum
mary outline of the military and civilian 
death toll in the wars of the Yugoslav suc
cession. Yet, when discussing the Serbian
Albanian conflict in Kosovo and Metohija, 
he takes a biased, scholarly indefensible 

perspective by describing the Albanian 
side as the sole victim, while completely 
ignoring the violence and ethnic cleansing 
committed against Serbs.  

The second part of the book, Serbian-
Bulgarian relations, opens with Manchev’s 
description of the Serbs and Bulgarians as 
two kindred peoples in terms of Slavic ori
gin, culture, religion and language. Prob
lems in their relations arose from the divi
sion of Ottoman Balkan territories which 
made it impossible for the Balkan states to 
establish themselves as fully national be
cause of the region’s ethnically mixed pop
ulations. In his view, that was the cause of 
all problems in their relations. National 
doctrines, such as the Načertanije for Ser
bia and the San Stefano ideal for Bulgaria, 
i.e. the ideas of Greater Serbia and Great
er Bulgaria, caused unnecessary problems 
between the two peoples. The idea of tak
ing area as a measure of the greatness of a 
nation is wrong; the greatness of a nation 
should be measured by its form of govern
ment and the wellbeing of its citizens. In 
Manchev’s view, disputed territories were 
the Nišava and Morava valleys (Zapadni 
bŭlgarski zemi, allegedly “western Bulgar
ian lands”), Macedonia and the territory 
the Kingdom of SCS gained under the 
Treaty of Neuilly (Zapadnite pokraĭnini or 
“western provinces”). As far as the Nišava 
and Morava valleys are concerned, Man
chev claims that the border established 
under the Treaty of Berlin is not subject to 
revision because it coincides with the line 
of demarcation between the two nations. 
With the remark that the national con
sciousness of the local population at the 
time was debateable, today, as a result of 
propaganda, wars, decades of living within 
the boundaries of one or the other state, 
the population to the west of the border 
feel themselves as Serbs and those to the 
east of it as Bulgarians. Manchev describes 
Macedonia as an area where Serbian, Bul
garian and Greek interests conflicted, with 
varying success, but remarks that Bulgaria 
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had an advantage in the nineteenth cen
tury because of the presence of the Bul
garian Exarchate and the fact that a good 
part of the population felt themselves as 
Bulgarians. Such a picture changed as a 
result of subsequent wars, and today the 
population of Macedonia is a nation in 
its own right, which Manchev finds to 
be quite natural. After all struggles for 
control over Macedonia, its population 
formed their own national consciousness 
in defence against outside influences and 
ravages of war. The chapters that cover the 
past hundred years offer a historical over
view spanning the Balkan Wars, the First 
World War, and the interwar period, when 
the Kingdom of SCS/Yugoslavia and Bul
garia had divergent agendas, the former 
being interested in the maintenance of the 
Versailles system, the latter in its revision. 
Manchev also gives an account of the ef
forts towards a rapprochement between 
the two countries, which resulted in the 
signing of a pact of friendship in 1937, 
but before long they found themselves on 
opposite sides in the Second World War. 
Manchev depicts the positions of the two 
countries under communism when, after 
the TitoStalin split, they were also on 
different sides for some time. In Man
chev’s view, the cession of territory from 
Bulgaria to the Kingdom of SCS under 
the 1919 Treaty of Neuilly was a mistake 
both because the territory was inhabited 
by Bulgarian population and because of its 
geographical position which separated it 
from the rest of the Kingdom of SCS by 
a mountain massif and from Bulgaria by a 
simple border. Yet, Manchev argues that it 
is meaningless to consider revision of the 
treaty, given that the presentday structure 
of the population is different from what 
it was in 1919. Finally, Manchev discusses 
Bulgaria’s position on the disintegration of 
Yugoslavia, notably on Macedonia’s decla
ration of independence, AlbanianSerbian 
antagonism and the events in Srebrenica. 
In all of these cases, he sticks to his biased 

perception of the Serbian side as aggressor 
and nonSerb populations as its victim. 
The crimes committed against the Serbian 
population in Kosovo and former Yugo
slav republics are barely mentioned. The 
impression is that Manchev here tackles 
an all too recent past to be studied with 
any measure of credibility due as much to 
the lack of historical distance and the un
availability of all relevant sources as to the 
potential and actual exploitation of these 
issues for shortterm political purposes 
and by different political groups. A biased 
approach or a lack of factual knowledge 
in this section of the book undermines its 
overall scholarly merit.  

The book ends with an afterword 
which offers the author’s main conclu
sions about the past history of the Bulgar
ian and Serbian peoples and guidelines 
for their good relations in the future. He 
emphasises that the two peoples should 
build mutual relations in tolerance and 
understanding, and reject expansionist 
aspirations which he believes have hith
erto guided them. The book is furnished 
with historical maps and a bibliography. 
The biographies of major figures of Bul
garian and Serbian history at the end of 
each chapter constitute useful appendices.   

Manchev’s book is one more work 
whose purpose is to make a contribution 
to the study of SerbianBulgarian rela
tions through history. In that sense, the 
author does his best to show that what 
matters for a state is the good life of its 
citizens rather than its endless territorial 
expansion, and he does not try to con
ceal the Bulgarian side’s treatment of the 
Serbs during the two world wars when it 
commited horrible crimes in the south
ern areas of Serbia. As far as the history 
of Yugoslavia is concerned, and especially 
its disintegration in the 1990s, however, 
he was not able to peruse all the neces
sary sources which affected the quality of 
those sections of the book devoted to it.  


