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Abstract

Traditionally, the British Empire is studied through the lens of British iraper
rule in Asia, Africa, or the Americas, while scholars brush aside what wasttiex of
British foreign policy in the second half of the nineteenth century—the Eastern
Question, or the question of what to do with the Southeastern European subject peoples
of the “decaying” Ottoman Empire. Reading closely late nineteenth-gdBitiish and
Balkan expository prose and fiction that deal exclusively with the EastezstiQn, |
demonstrate that in the second half of the nineteenth century, Britain’s foreigy poli
was formed not only in the context of its interests overseas, but also, and perhaps more
significantly, in the context of other existing empires in central Europeekhasvin the
near east, such as the Russian and the Ottoman.

A defining concern of this dissertation is also to demonstrate that the Balkans’
image of theother within Europas largely a post-Enlightenment Western European
construction that was discursively hardened at the end of the nineteenth century by both
Western European and Balkan intellectuals. In discursive terms, | clasnmtige was
virtually parallel to Orientalist constructions of Western Europe’s cdlteniatories in
Asia or Africa. My claim stems from reading in dialogue late ninetee@iidry
Western European texts (Bernard Shatrsis and the Maand Bram Stoker’s
Dracula) and Balkan texts (Aleko Konstantino\Bai Ganioand Dobri Voinikov’'sThe
Misunderstood Civilization | position these texts in relation to a critical discourse of
nationalism and empire, as well as examine how these texts reflecbostrect these
notions’ accepted meanings and connotations in the second half of the nineteenth

century.
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Who is European and Who is Not

Upon Bulgaria’s admission into the European Union (EU) on January 1, 2007, a
Bulgarian friend of mine made the following remark: “Now that we have become
members of the EU, it will either dissolve or we will become the first natidmein t
history of the EU to lose its membership.” Underlying my friend’s wry joke—whic
may very well prove prophetic—was the suggestion that Bulgaria was ngtteead
“join” Europe, that it was the bad student who would not only slow the learning and
progress of the rest of the class, but also disrupt its normative behavior and pptential
destroy it. Such an opinion is hardly new or an outlier in Bulgarian public discourse
because it rests firmly on a long tradition of imagining Bulgaria as a Eanogputsider.
While European by geography, rarely has Bulgaria been viewed or clhssife
European state, including by the Bulgarians themselves, who are yet to stgptisalyin
they are going to Europe, when they refer to a trip to France, Britairerarady. The
closest Bulgaria has been to European status in European historiography iswadgen i
called Eastern-European (some still label it so), but that was an appettaistly used
during the years of the Cold War to emphasize Bulgaria’s membership in teenEas
Bloc, rather than its European status as such. Both before and after the Cold War,
Bulgaria has most frequently been categorized as Balkan, an appellatibagtcome
to have a number of denotations, none of which, however, is a synonym of European.

Why name a geographically European state, such as Bulgaria, Balkan, and not
European; what makes a state Balkan; and what are the implicationsraf aatiate
Balkan? This dissertation searches for answers to these questions by lopkitigras

of representation of the Balkans in both Western European and Balkan literature from
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the end of the nineteenth century—the period that in many ways not only defined, but

cemented the Balkans’ status asittternal otherof Europe. Western Europe, | argue,
produced an image of the Balkans that not only echoed, but at times openly mirrored

that of the “backward,” “inept,” “ignorant” colonial other, which is regularly found in
post-Enlightenment Western colonial discourse. Fin-de siecle Balkarabisils only
added force to that image, for whether they agreed or disagreed with its denotations a
implications, they imagined their own identity through or in relation to that image.

The distinction between Balkan and European, not as geographical designators,
but as abstract notions, as concepts, is hardly debatable today. As define@xfotke
English Dictionary(OED), “Balkan” “alludes to the relations (often characterized by
threatened hostilities) of the Balkan states to each other or the rest o€ Europ
“European,” meanwhile, according to o0@&D definition, “designat[es] a notional or
prospective union or association of the European countries.” The denotative difference
between the two concepts is obvious: “Balkan” implies discord and division through
force and opposition, while “European” implies unity. But this is only one of the
numerous differences that distinguish the two concepts. In the post-Enlightenment
period, both concepts developed meanings that were almost mutually exclogive, a
thus became signature products in Western Europe’s arsenal for promotinignisstcla
cultural, political, social, and economic superiority.

For centuries, Western European literature and public discourse have generally
produced the Balkans as Europe’s other within, as the under-grown and uncultured

distant cousin, who gives the rest of the European family a bad name. Such was not the

case, however, when the word “Balkan” was still a neologism in European
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vocabularies. Most historians agree that the word was introduced in Europe by the

Ottomans. According to Maria Todorova'’s detailed etymological accouheaford,
“Balkan” can be found in European texts as early as 1490 in the writings of Filippo
Buonaccorsi Callimaco, an Italian humanist and writer who visited the Qttoamatal
on diplomatic missions. The word “Balkan,” Callimaco observed, was Turkish in origin
and used among the Southeast European subjects of the Ottoman Empire as a
designation for the mountain range that stretched all the way from the bkatk the
Western border of Bulgaria (Todorova 22). In its conception, then, “Balkan” was
simply another word for a mountain range.

In English-language literature, the word appears much later. As Todorova
explains, it was at the end of the eighteenth century that British travetsystch as
John Morritt, introduced the word “Balkan” to British reading audiences (22). At the
time, “Balkan” was still used interchangeably with the old, or what some Europeans
considered to be the classical name of the mountain range: Haemus. The trend of using
“Balkan” and Haemus interchangeably continued even when from a geographical
appellation of a mountain range, “Balkan” grew into a signifier for the whol&paliai
on which the mountain range was situated. The expanded geographical role ofdthe wor
“Balkan” is usually credited to the Austrian geographer August Zeunes (Bdga
Versuch Einer Wissenschaftlichen Erdbeschreib{d8§9)! Zeune suggested that the
European territory south of the Haemus be naBakanhalbinse(“Balkan

Peninsula”) and gave it the following geographical contours:

! Goea: Toward a Scientific Earthograpkmy translation). In Greek mythology,
“Goea,” also spelled “Gea” and “Gaea” in English, is “the personi@inaif the Earth
as a GoddessEfcyclopedia Britannica
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In the north this Balkan Peninsula is divided from the rest of Europe by

the long mountain chain of the Balkans, or the former Albanus, Scardus,
Haemus, which, to the northwest joins the Alps in the small Istrian
Peninsula, and to the east fades away into the Black Sea in two branches.
(qtd. in Todorova 26)
The “new” name did not gain immediate popularity in British or Western European
writings about the peninsula. “Balkan” was still used mainly as a geographica
appellation, vying for discursive dominance with other appellations of the peminsul
which either signified the Ottoman presence in it—"European Turkey’—or its ethnic
make-up—“Greek Peninsula”’ and “South-Slavic Peninsula.”
Not until well into the second half of the nineteenth century, especially during
the 1870s and 1880s, did “Balkan” become the preferred geographical designation
among those who wrote of the peninsula and the various peoples that inhabited it.
During that period, as Vesna Goldsworthy perceptively observes, the word Balkan
“fulfilled a need for a short-hand reference for the new states cizsitglin the
territory previously known as Turkey in Europe” (3). Three Balkan states hadyalrea
won autonomy or independence from the Ottoman Empire before the last quarter of the
nineteenth century. By 1830, Greece had become an independent state and Serbia had
gained autonomy, and in the following decades both countries and Romania, which had
never been under Ottoman occupation, wrote their own constitutions. In the 1850s and
60s, independence and nationalist movements among the people of the Balkan
provinces of the Ottoman Empire grew bigger and stronger, culminating in a number of

insurrections against the Ottomans. After long and often bloody struggles,1870s,
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Bosnia and Herzegovina, Montenegro, and Bulgaria won autonomy, leaving only a few

Balkan states, including Macedonia and Albania, under the direct rule of the Porte.
Geographically, by the end of the nineteenth century, the adjective “Balkaarhbec
inextricably associated with the European territories the Ottoman Emputdaisr
continued to control.

It was towards the end of the nineteenth century that “Balkan” became an
ideologically loaded concept as well. What was originally an innocent gjeaigal
appellation, a Turkish word for mountain, turned into an abstract notion that signified,
put simply, Europe’s other from within. The Balkans actually acquired a setys v
similar to what Edward Said defines as the Orient in his seminalQggftalism The
Orient, Said argues, is the ideological product of Orientalism, which he dafirike
post-enlightenment Western

corporate institution for dealing with the Orient—dealing with it by
making statements about it, authorizing views of it, describing it, by
teaching it, settling it, ruling over it: in short, Orientalism as a Western
style for dominating, restructuring, and having authority over the Orient.
3)
Orientalism, then, is an epistemology that regulates the relationship betuwege E
and the Orient, a relationship that is based on clear distinctions betweennéfesier
Oriental, or the “other.” As Said demonstrates through close reading of numerous
eighteenth- and nineteenth-century Western European texts, French ast Engli
particular, in contrast to the Westerner, whom he persistently imagipesgrsssive,

rational, and cultured, the Orientalist typically imagines the Orientaiastive,
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backward, incapable of self-rule, and/or as cruel, bloodthirsty, and barbaric. g a hi

degree, “Balkan” came to denote what “Oriental” already did in Westertautise of
the post-Enlightenment period, especially in the second half of the nineteenth century
when, because of Western geopolitical and economic interests in the Balkans, the
images of the Balkans became more numerous, sharper, and more detailed t&imil
“Oriental,” during this period, “Balkan” typically stood for and indeed exéieglthe
opposite of civilized, modern, progressive, and other such positively charged qualifiers
all of which Western Europe had preserved for itself.
The apparent denotative similarities between “Balkan” and “Oriental,” a
abstract notions, have led a number of scholars, including MilicgBtdgden, Robert
M. Hayden, Vesna Goldsworthy, and Andrew Hammond, to write about the Balkans
through Saidean lenses, as if the Balkans were more or less the same #mdity as
Orient. To Baki-Hayden and Hayden, for instance, the relationship between Europe
and the Balkans is only a variation of the relationship between Europe and what Said
identifies as the Orient. In an article that focuses on representationgaslava
primarily in Yugoslav writings, they claim that
Orientalism can be applied within Europe itself, between Europe
‘proper’ and those parts of the continent that were under Ottoman (hence
Oriental) rule. The evaluation implied by this distinction can be seen in
the rhetoric typically applied to the latter: Balkan mentality, Balkan
primitivism, Balkanization, Byzantine, Orthodoxy. (3)
What Baké-Hayden and Hayden propose here is that “Balkan” and “Oriental” be

treated as similar in meaning concepts. In their view, Western Europearicrabbut
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the Balkans is in nature and logic a branch, an extension of Western Europe’s rhetoric

about the Orient. Thus they read Western European discourse about the Balkans as
largely embedded in, sometimes even directly borrowing from, the centuties-ol
tradition and tropes of Orientalist discourse.

Not everyone, however, has found the “Saidean approach” to be an effective
framework for studying Western discourse about the Balkans. The most fambus
vocal critic of this approach is Todorova. Introducing the notion of “Balkanism” in her
influential Imagining the Balkanshe argues that “Unlike orientalism, which is a notion
about imputed opposition, balkanism is a discourse about an imputed ambiguity” (17).
The Manichean model Said propose®mentalism—self versus other, or European
(Western) versus Oriental (Eastern)—proves too rigid, according to Todorova, to
accommodate thguasi-otherstatus (which is, neither European nor Oriental) Western
European intellectuals usually ascribed to the Balkans. She thus identlkesiBa as
different from Orientalism, as an independent Western rhetorical praxis titt
“merely a sub-species of orientalism” (8).

More often than not, especially so before the end of the nineteenth century,
because of their geo-political positioning, religious and racial identitnan-colonial
status, the Balkans, Todorova claims, were treated similarly to how theehVéswer
classes” were treated in Western European discourse. As she expreasivéyone
could find “a virtual parallel between the East End of London and the East End of
Europe” (18). In Todorova'’s view, the West perceived and represented the Balkans in
terms that distinguished them from Said’s Orient. Along with the negative goinstis

of Balkan identity, one could, as Todorova shows, often find a number of positive
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constructions as well in Western rhetoric. If, then, in the eyes of the WeStidmeals

were barbaric and uncivilized, the Balkan people were only under-civilized or
improperly civilized, mainly because they were colonized by OrierttedsOttoman
Empire. The Balkans, Todorova contends, were construed not as the West’s
“incomplete other” but as its “incomplete self” (18), a construction that shevbslis
due chiefly to the Balkans’ racial and religious make-up: white Christians.

One has to agree with Todorova that the Balkans are different in a number of
ways from Said’s Orient: racially—the Balkan people are almost axelysvhite;
geographically—the Balkans are situated within continental Europe; andusligi—a
large portion of the Balkan population is Christian, Orthodox and Catholic.

Additionally, the Balkan territories have had a history that is in many respiéferent

from that of the territories Said studies in his text: notably, the Balkamsreaser been

a British or a French colony, a factor that plays a crucial role in Saglsnent in
Orientalismthat Western Orientalism produced the East as the West’s irreconcilable,
complete other. It is imperative for Todorova, therefore, that Balkan histapiogrs

not only acknowledge these prominent differences between the Balkans angiite O

but also abandon Said’s Orientalist framework as a way of studying Western
representations of the Balkans. Balkanism, Todorova concludes, should be treated as a
different Western intellectual project from Orientalism.

To account for that difference, Todorova offers an alternative approach to the
Saidean, which would not treat the East or the West as homogenous entities. She calls

her approach “national,” because it focuses on examining each Western nation’s
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discourse about the Balkans as an individual case. Here is why Todorova favors the

“national” approach over the Saidean:
[E]ven within the different [Western] national stereotypes, informed as
they were by their respective political realities and political and
intellectual discourses, there was a great diversity of opinion and even
greater variety of nuance. Moreover, within the whole natural spectrum
of positive and negative assessments, one could rarely, if ever, encounter
entirely disparaging or scornful judgments addressed to the [Balkan]
region as a whole, let alone attempts to exclude it from the fold of
civilization. (115)
Dressed in clear and direct idiom, the claim of this passage is hard to mikeead:
West's treatment of the Balkans was not wholly negative or positive, but araredt
by ambiguity and indeterminacy. Leaving almost no room for questioning the €laim’
validity, the interjection of “if ever” in the second sentence enhances evberftire
already powerful claim that Western assessments of the Balkanslfjeogiminate in
ambiguous judgments. The Balkans’ indeterminate status in pre-twentiathycent
Western rhetoric—as the threshold between the East (Orient) and WestrfWes
Europe), a site where Western Europe metutsother, the Oriental East—is,
according to Todorova, a defining characteristic of the region, which must edyiee
attention in Balkan historiography.
Like Todorova, Katherine E. Fleming, another critic of the “Saidean approach,”

guestions the reliability of “grafting” the premises of the Saidean model orkkarBal
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historiography. While she critiques Goldsworthy’s use of the Saidean model as a

framework for studying Western attitudes towards the Balkans, Fienrites:
The distinct, particular and myriad geographical, cultural and historical
factors (pre- and post-imperial) that are the precise cause of the
ambiguous relationship between the Balkans and Western Europe are too
easily glossed over by the mere substitution of an “imaginary”
colonialism for the real thing. Such factors constitute precisely the
terrain that is most rich with theoretical possibility, and through careful
study of them, Balkan historiography holds the potential to make a major
contribution to the ways in which some of history’s most basic
categories of inquiry are theorized. (1223)

“Liminality,” as Fleming points out later in her article, is one of those taies” that

needs more scholarly attention, especially when considered in relatiorktmBal

historiography. Favoring a historical reading of the Balkans as “lithida¢tween East

and West—Fleming critiques those scholars whose eagerness to employ a Saidea

framework leads them to erroneously attribute a wholly Eastern statusBalkass.

But why is it so important to highlight the Balkans’ “quasi-civilized” or

“liminal” status in Western discourse? Both Todorova and Fleming fail to answer tha
guestion and thus fail to consider the ultimate significance of the “liminaiisstditthe
Balkans to Western European understandings and representations of the Balkans.
Notably, however, they concede in their writings that even the most “positive” Wester

representations of the Balkans, such as Gladstone’s, for instance, did not dare to treat

the Balkans as one with, as an equal of Western Europe. Is, then, their assertin tha
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Balkans were produced as a “liminal” rather than an “oriental” space ampatie show

that the Balkans were more European than Oriental, or that Western Europeanatvriter
times exhibited an affinity for those Orientals who had fair skin and bowed to a
Christian God? If that were the case, one must wonder whether Todorova’s and
Fleming'’s insistence on reading the Balkans as “privileged” in Westeoridie-as

Near East, but not middle East or East—is not inadvertently practicing Qisemtgor,
rather than expose the West's imagining of the Balkans as Eastdrap#set, even if
within Europe, their arguments remain at the level of showing that the Weshéedagi
the Balkans as the most Western part of East/Orient.

In their desire to emphasize the point that the West wrote about the Balkans
“ambiguously,” that there was not a “homogenous and monolithic” Western discourse
about the Balkans, Todorova and Fleming underestimatgencen that same
discourse of statements that treat the Balkans as fully European. Bggngiin their
writings the “ambivalence” of Western discourse about the Balkans, ¢ékay t®
render that discourse innocent and candidly confused, devoid of underlying intention
and ideology. Such an argument is dangerously close to sanctioning the West as a
patronof the Balkans, who not only understood the Balkans as superior to the Orient,
but authorized and recorded their superiority. One can develop, | think, a better
understanding of this ostensibly “ambivalent” rhetoric of the West by glosatling it
in relation to concrete Western political policies and practices direghrding the
Balkans. Those practices and policies, as | demonstrate in the first part of my
dissertation, characteristically do not fail to serve the geopoliticaksteof the West

in the Balkans, or to recognize the superior status of the West to the Ballkaoth In
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“the positive and negative [Western] assessments” of the Balkans, the West is

consistently presented as the ultimate decider of the fate of the BalkdribgaBalkans
must simply agree to whatever the West thinks is best for them.

Liminality, moreover, is a concept that depends ontologically on the East/West
divide. Divorced from that divide, the Balkans’ liminal status, which Todorova and
Fleming defend with such determination, becomes futile, as the Balkans would then be
simply Balkans, not a “bridge,” a “threshold,” or a “liminal” space. The qoinak
liminality as a tool for interpreting the Balkans is certainly usefulatk&n
historiography, particularly because it forces scholars to pay attentionBalitens’
specific place in Western discourse, to their idiosyncrasies. Nevegheteseptually,

“liminality” cannot operate outside of the Saidean model; it needs Saidid™rig
dichotomy—East versus West—in order to be meaningful, for it occupies the space
between the East and the West. Paradoxically, as they critique Said’sfaratel
inability to accommodate the Balkartsfference Todorova and Fleming are actually
asserting that model’s legitimacy. Even though useful as a model for undergtandi
Western views of how the Balkans position or rank in relation to the East/Orient,
“liminality” is even more useful, I think, for understanding the West's imagination of
the Balkans.

This dissertation, then, aims at showing that while the West did at times @magin
the Balkans as “better” than the Orient, it routinely employed and drew on fropes
Orientalist discourse to ascribe to the Balkans an inferior, non-European status. Tha

these tropes are often strikingly similar to those Said and postcolonial thkarists

found employed in Western European representations of the Orient is not a mere
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coincidence, but, | argue, a reflection of Western Europe’s inability to epautdide

of the “us-versus-the-inferior-other” paradigm. As Baliayden remarks in response

to Todorova’s criticism of the “Saidean approach” to the Balkans, “While itpsiitant

to recognize the specific rhetoric of balkanism, it would be difficult to undetsta

outside the overall orientalist context since it shares an underlying layjribetoric

with orientalism” (920). The principal argument of this dissertation resonéttes
Baki¢-Hayden’s words, as it relies mainly on textual evidence from fin-deedgitish
literature to demonstrate that Balkanism, like Orientalism, consistgrthed as an

ideology for promoting and preserving the superiority of Western Europears \ade
culture. Balkanism, | agree with Todorova, is different from Orientalism, but only i
degree, not in kind. Indeed, the Balkans were typically imagined and presented through
the lenses of a sovereign, superior Western consciousness, which, to use Said’s words
was “governed not simply by empirical reality but by a battery of desgpeessions,
investments, and projections” (6).

More so than at any other point in the history of European literature, at the end
of the nineteenth century, “Balkan,” like “Oriental,” became a substitute fta
backwardness, cultural deficiency, inability to self-rule, and barbarisnosg enalysis
of the rhetorical strategies and textual aesthetics of late nineteentiycBritish
expository prose and fiction reveals an image of the Balkans that is not wholly
Eastern/Oriental, but caught between the East/Orient and West. Yet, neoréhaft
not, the “privileged” liminal status the West granted the Balkans was no less dggradi
and patronizing than the unprivileged one they typically ascribed to the East/Ori

While Western European nineteenth-century writers, the British in partididia
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recognize the Balkan people as “hard-working,” “frugal,” good Christi&ey, never

failed to recognize either those people’s deficient nature and incapaditydaming
full-fledged Europeans. The Balkans were thus typically presented agkistdarner
of Europe, similar in nature to European colonies in Africa or Asia. Whether in travel
literature, expository prose, or popular fiction, the Balkan people were ggnerall
portrayed as lacking; at best, they were portrayed as “wannabe Hufopea

The three parts that constitute this dissertation look at how the Balkans émerge
and were produced as the “other” within Europe in the writings of both Western
European and Balkan intellectuals. The first part examines the historigal, st
political background against which Balkan discourse was constructed and developed at
the end of the nineteenth century. In this part, | introduce the Balkans throughstie le
of the enormously influential in modern European politics Eastern Question—a
predominantly geopolitical question of how to deal with the Southeast European,
Balkan subject peoples of the “decaying” Ottoman Empire. | ask several fum@ame
guestions: how did the Eastern Question become a question for Western Europe; what
were its implications throughout the ages; and why did it become such an important
issue for Western Europe at the end of the nineteenth century?

While it had been continually relegated to the periphery of Western European
politics ever since the Ottoman Empire acquired large territories in E&sievpe in
the early centuries of the second millennium, towards the end of the nineteeuntl,cent
the Eastern Question became a pressing and central issue on the agendaasrof West
European politicians. A particularly illustrative example for the enormolgemde the

Eastern Question exerted on fin-de-siecle Western European politicscs th#éed
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Bulgarian Agitation, a social and political movement in Britain, which produced close

to three hundred texts in response to the Ottoman massacre of thousands of Bulgarians
after their uprising in April 1876. The Agitation became an impetus for chartgeh
internal and foreign policies in Britain: it played a major role in Britisbtadas in

1881 as well as impelled Britain to revise its long-standing foreign polisypdorting
economically, politically, and even militarily (during the Crimean Wae) ©ttoman
Empire. The major purpose of this first part, then, is to reexamine the impoofahee
Eastern Question to the study of the British Empire and, in doing so, revise thw curre
understandings of the relation between Victorian Britain and the Balkan peswonc

the Ottoman Empire. A defining concern of the first part is also to demonsizaia t

the second half of the nineteenth century, British foreign policy was formed nahonly
the context of its interests overseas, but also, and perhaps more signjfinahty
context of other empires, such as the Russian, Austro-Hungarian, and Ottorofn, all
which had explicit geopolitical interests in the Balkans.

The second part of this dissertation aims at showing how Britain’s geopolitical
interests in the Balkans seeped onto the pages of late nineteenth-ceriisiny Bri
literature. More specifically, in the two chapters of this part, | readdBdrShaw’s
Arms and the Maand Bram Stoker'®Bracularespectively as participating in the
establishment and perpetuation of the image of the Balkans as the “other within
Europe.” | argue that in both texts, Balkan territories function as a backairtiye
deployment of Westernocentric ideology. Shaw and Stoker saturate theBaikia
the Manichean tropes of colonial discourse to assert the Balkans’ statusaletie—

not as the “savage” Indian or African “other,” but as an improperly civilized “cther”



16
progressive” West. Ultimatelrms and the MaandDracula

within the “civilized,
not only reassure, but perpetuate the claimed superiority of the West over thesBalk
the West is the norm, and the Balkans are judged and portrayed according to it.

The third part of this dissertation studies Balkan intellectuals’ responses to
Western European discourses about them. | focus my attention on two nineteenth-
century Balkan texts: Dobri Voinikov'Ehe Misunderstood Civilizatiof1871) and
Aleko Konstantinov'sBai Ganio(1894¥ (as yet, neither text has been translated in
English). Specifically, | examine how these texts internalize Westscoulise about
the Balkans, how they assimilate or oppose its claims and arguments. Studying the
social, political, and cultural discursive trends through which these textserepbesh
the Balkans and Western Europe, | argue that the West, even though phyascally (
colonizer) and institutionally absent in Bulgaria, where both texts are @etged to
infiltrate the minds of the Bulgarian intellectuals—most frequently througki&us
translations of Western literature—and instill a desire in them to engdgetaract
with it, whether to reject it as a model in the construction of their identity, askdui
does inThe Misunderstood Civilizatigmr to embrace it as such, as Alékioes inBai
Gania As my readings demonstrate, there is a direct correspondence between how the
Bulgarians and the British imagined Balkan and European identities. Both Atela’s
Voinikov's texts testify that the Bulgarians imagined their own identity tHrargn

relation to Western formulations of what it means to be civilized.

% The translation of Voinikov’s title is mine. All translations from Bulgarian is thi
dissertation are mine unless specified otherwise.

3 It is a widely accepted practice among Bulgarian scholarse¢ot@fleko
Konstantiov as Aleko.
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In conclusion to the last part, | develop a framework for establishing a dialogue

between fin-de-siécle British/Western European and Bulgarian/Balken Wekat
makes one European was a question that both Western European and Balkan
intellectuals discussed in their writings at the end of the nineteenth cdhtuag.
mainly the Western Europeans who controlled the answers to that question, however.
While they participated in the discussion, the Balkan intellectuals abided hydke r
and regulations the West had already established for them, even though these rules and
regulations certified the Balkans as non-European. In doing so, the Bakdecintls
became complicit in their own marginalization as Europe’s other from withrimoft
only did they not debunk the Western European model for European identity, but
employed and reproduced it in their own writings as a way to interpret and judge
Balkan culture and identity.

This dissertation, in brief, attempts to demonstrate that the Balkans’ im#dge of
other within Europas largely a post-Enlightenment Western European construction
that was discursively hardened at the end of the nineteenth century by both Western
European and Balkan intellectuals. As the earlier-quoted words of my Bulgarrah frie
suggest, the negative reputation the Balkans acquired at the time as therthacidva
uncultured corner of Europe, is still alive and kicking today. More significantly, it i
still capable of positing as legitimate the question of “Are the Balkans Ean@pe
Apparently, Western Europe, or what has been historically constructed asu#ie “tr
Europe in both Western European and Balkan discourses, is still the norm according to
which Bulgarians and other Balkan peoples gauge their own Europeanness. In 2007 not

one, but two Balkan states became members of the EU—Bulgaria and Romania. How
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their membership will affect public and cultural perceptions of the Balkdhsestiains

to be seen.
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Part |

The British Empire Revisited Through the Lens of the Eastern Question
“[T]he Eastern Question is once more on the Europeaine du jour,” a fact

not astonishing for those who are acquainted with history.”

“Whenever the revolutionary hurricane has subsided for a moment, one ever-

recurring question is sure to turn up: the eterBaktern Questiaif

(The excerpts are from an article Karl Marx published in\teer York Timesn

April 7, 1853.)

Eastern Europe, especially the Balkans, has been and continues to be neglected
by scholars of the British Empire. More often than not, the British Empiradgest
through the lens of British imperial rule in Asia, Africa, or the Americaslengaholars
brush aside what was, in fact, the vortex of British foreign policy in the second half of
the nineteenth century—the Eastern Question, or the question of what to do with the
Southeastern European subject peoples of the “decaying” Ottoman Empire. As Marx
above-quoted words reveal, the Eastern Question had a long history in Western
European politics. That history, as Marx demonstrates in the article froth Wigise
guotations are taken, exposes a recurring phenomenon in Western European politics:
that whenever they had to deal with the Eastern Questioantystrategy the Western
European powers employed was to “Keep upsthteis quo in Turkey!™

Indeed, since the Ottoman Empire conquered large portions of Eastern Europe in

the early teens of the second millennium, that part of the Old Continent had been a

subject that, with a few exceptions, was all but swept under the rug of Western

* This article is only one of more than one hundred articles and letters Matexiwitthe
1850s for theNew York Timesen the subject of the Eastern Question.
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European politics. The West was happy to maintain the cist&tos quas long as it

was not bothered by the Ottoman Empire. As Malcolm Yapp puts it, the powers of the
West were mainly interested in preserving their “prestige” anddibsignored what
was happening in South-Eastern Europe or how the Ottoman Empire treated its subjec
peoples:
Neither the protection of the routes of empire nor economic interest
nor even the balance of power in Europe weighed, in the end, against
prestige. In order that they might remain great, Great Powers demanded
to be treated as great. [. . . ] The integrity of the Ottoman Empire was
like a bank on which the Great Powers could draw to make the balance
of their prestige. (92)
Towards the end of the eighteenth century, however, a new, powerful at that, variable
entered the European power equation: Russia. Russia first showed its prowegss dur
the first major Russo-Turkish War (1768-1774) as it defeated the militachaimed
Ottoman army. Russia’s victory, which led to the expansion of its territesjward,
toward the Balkans, only exposed a problem that the British and Western Europe in
general were not willing to face: that the Ottoman Empire would not be ablevenpr
a potential Russian invasion of the Balkans. The Balkans, a large portion of whéech wer
still under Ottoman rule, thus became a site of enormous geopolitical consefuence
the Western powers, Britain in particular. Britain’s primary conc@rere maritime:
that the Bosphorus and Dardanelles, the two straits that connect Europe @jth Asi

might fall under Russian control, which would allow Russia to contest Britdaifa to
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India.> In addition, were the Slavic nations that lived in the Balkans—Serbs, Bulgarians,

and Croatians—to liberate themselves from the Ottoman Empire, they could plgtential
become allies with the other Slavs in Eastern Europe: the Russians. ThetfRastia
might head a pan-Slavic movement in Eastern Europe and cut Britain’s shocess

to its Asian colonies turned into what some scholars deem as the leadingHatces t
shaped Britain’s relations with the other great powers in Europe, including Rrathce

the Austro-Hungarian Empire, in the second half of the nineteenth century.

By the late 1870s, the Eastern Question had taken center stage in London, as the
British public was deeply disturbed by the news of one of the most atrocious quellings
of an insurrection in the history of the Ottoman Empire: the Ottoman massdieee of
Bulgarians after their uprising in April 1876. The insurgents were badly prepared and
organized, and the Ottoman troops were swift and merciless in their answereby the
of May, the insurrection was completely smothér@tie number of Bulgarian deaths
remains questionable to this day, with estimates ranging from 2,000 to 100,000,

according to Richard Millmahlt is hardly important, however, to know the exact

® At the time, both straits were under Ottoman control. As a political and econoynic all
of the Ottoman Empire, the British had full right of entry in both straits, which gave
them direct access to Asia, and, more significantly, undisturbed travel tahnaligh

the recently-built Suez Canal (1869), which saved them the almost two times longer
travel to India around Africa.

® Insurrections and massacres were almost a daily routine of the Ottomanisa@ition

in the second half of the nineteenth century. The Maronite Christians of Lebanon in
1860, the Cretans in 1866-7, and the Serbs from Bosnia and Herzegovina in 1875 all
had the same gruesome fate as that of the Bulgarian insurgents.

” Almost all major texts concerned with the Bulgarian massacres, including R
Shannon’sGladstone and the Bulgarian Agitation 18{6 22), provide an estimate of
about 15 000 killed. This is not a proven number; more or less, it is the average of all
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number of the dead when the atrocities oftihghi-bazoulsin the town of Batak

alone would make anyone’s hair bristle: a significant portion of the approxymatel
9,000 people who lived in the town were massacred, regardless of age or gender, and
every building was leveled to the ground. And Batak was not the only Bulgarian town
to be razed’

At the time, Britain had a great interest in keeping a politically stallkey in
the Balkans as both a barrier between Russia and Britain’s Asian colonies ane of
the largest markets for British products. Consequently, the ruling Consenvatiye
made several attempts to tone down the Turkish atrocities in Bulgaria. Benjamin
Disraeli, the Prime Minister, even described them as “coffee-house babbthbby
an anonymous Bulgarian to a consul” (qtdHensard’s231: col. 203). Yet numerous
prominent men of letters, including Thomas Carlyle, Robert Browning, John Ruskin,
Anthony Trollope, and William Morris, expressed disgust at Britain’s sumbdinie
Ottoman Empire, which eventually led to the formation of the so-called Buigaria
Agitation, a movement in defense of the Bulgarians and in opposition to the

government’s policy of inaction. William Gladstone, the ex-Prime Minist@&riv&in

the reported numbers by various journalists and observers. For a detailedalisocass
this matter, see Millman, pp. 146-164.

The Muslim population underwent massacres as well. Ottoman authorities gave an
“estimate of 1000 Turkish killed in the Bulgarian uprising” (Millman, “The Bulgyatti
222). This number, just like the number of Bulgarians killed by the Ottomans, is
debatable.

8 Bashi-bazoukare “mercenary soldiers belonging to the skirmishing or irregular
troops of the Turkish army; notorious for their lawlessness, plundering and savage
brutality” (OED).

® Batak is one of the major Bulgarian towns that actively participated inghke A
Insurrection.

“For more on the cruelty of the Turks in Batak and elsewhere in Bulgaria, see
Januarius A. MacGahanThe Turkish Atrocities in Bulgaria
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and leader of the Liberal Party, came out of retirement to head the Agitatmordig

to Andrei Pantev, the Agitation produced close to three hundred pamphlets by the end
of 1877 (174), including three penned by Gladstone himself. As Richard Shannon
remarks, the Agitation “was, in itself, by far the greatest and mostinatmg
revelation of the moral susceptibility of the High Victorian public consciefwe
Surprisingly, very few of these texts have been studied by scholars of the
Eastern Question—the exception being William GladstoBalgarian Horrors and the
Question of the Eagll876). Even more surprising is the rare mention of
contemporaneous Bulgarian texts, although the Bulgarian press of the timevidems
articles and reports in response to the insurrection and to Western Europess intiere
Thus, the purpose of this part is threefold: first, to study the language aoiicrbéthe
texts produced by the Agitation, and explore the social, political, economic discursive
trends they form; second, to introduce some of the Bulgarian texts to Westearschol
and, thus, give voice to the Bulgarians’ view of the British Empire and its fopailicy
in Eastern Europe; and third, to show that even the morally and culturally charged pro-
Agitation arguments launched by Gladstone and his followers conformed &hBriti
national interests, especially as contrasted to Bulgarian viewpoints. Angediomcern
of this part is to recognize that the Bulgarians were not silently wadgmgpimeone to
deliver them from the Ottoman Empire, but actively sought the help of Western Europe
and Russia through their writings. | also seek to demonstrate that in the sdfond ha
the nineteenth century, British foreign policy was formed not only in the cooftéxt
interests overseas, but also, and perhaps more significantly, in the contévetrof ot

existing empires, such as the Russian and the Ottoman.
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The Bulgarian Agitation was not a unique phenomenon for Britain. Such

socially and politically engaged intellectual movements had been a regulareoceur
in Britain’s public life. One finds them during the anti-slavery period, the Indiatmniyl
in 1857, and the Eyre controversy of 1865. The Agitation was unique, however, in the
amount of literature it produced in a short time span on an issue that did not directly
concern Britain; Britain became involved in the Eastern Question, espésall
Bulgarian component, as an avowed financial and political supporter of Turkey. From
the first news of the atrocities in Bulgaria until the early 1880s, the E&3texstion
became an obsession for British society. Pamphlets, books, articles, and reports,
including republished materials from the earlier Crimean War period (1853-56)dloode
the British literary market. Almost no intellectual of the day, liberal or coatee,
remained silent on the subject. As Shannon observes,
Perhaps only the Dreyfus Affair among politicaluses célébresan
compare with the Bulgarian atrocities agitation for the brilliance of the
patronage and the opposition which it evoked publicly among the
greatest contemporary names in literature, art, science, and philosophy.
(202)
The bulk of the literature the Agitation produced was published between July
1876 and December 1877, especially during the first six of months of this period—the
nominal lifespan of the Agitation. The cultural and religious arguments estploythe
texts of the Agitation, as David Roessel notes, are “firmly rooted in theiyetce
differences between Europe and Asia, which had been prevalent in the Westesince

Enlightenment” (132). To use Edward Said’s term, these arguments are “cstemali
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nature—typically viewing the Oriental as weak, backward, in constant need of help,

and/or as cruel, bloodthirsty, and unable to control his emotions (3). AlImost without
exception, the texts of the Agitation portray Christians, in quasi-racmsi@as more
progressive and better overall than Turkish Muslims. The killing of Christians, and,
more significantly, the raping of Christian women by Muslim men are napaoi in
these arguments. As Henry Barkley reports his experiences in Gebedjll a sma
Bulgarian village, “Over and over again, | have seen every woman and girl initlee ent
Christian village disappear, as if by magic, at the approactzapeti (vii). **
One of the most memorable depictions of the “cruel” Turks is that of William
Gladstone. In the few pages he dedicates to them in his first panialiggrian
Horrors, Gladstone manages to present the Turks as the most despotic, bloodthirsty,
and backward raé&in the whole world:
They were, upon the whole, from the black day when they first entered
Europe, the one anti-human specimen of humanity. Wherever they went
a broad line of blood marked the track behind them; and as far as their
dominion reached, civilization disappeared from view. They represented

everywhere government by force, as opposed to government by law. (13)

1 A Zaptiehis a Turkish policeman (OED).

12 Gladstone speaks of national groups in racial terms iHdmirs. For instance,

when referring to the Turks and the Greeks in his text, he calls them the “Turlash rac
and the “Greek race,” and when speaking of the Serbians and the Montenegrins, he
refers to them as “our races,” which | read to be a collective terrhddturopean

races. | believe that Gladstone’s purpose in this racializing of natiesasitto further
emphasize the distinction between (white) Europe and (oriental/non-witioe) &
Empire.
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This is only a small sample of Gladstone’s rhetorical outburst. He does néiecall t

Turks savages—in the long tradition of Western rhetoric about the non-Christian people
of color in the colonies, that word is almost a must—but he is close to that mark when
he identifies them as the “one anti-human specimen of humanity.” The Turks may look
like human beings, but they are not; Gladstone singles them out as a differenft type
species which jeopardizes humanity’s very existence.

Like other self-identified Liberals, Gladstone relentlessly attackkdismantles
any conceivably positive Turkish attribute, including their renowned nyilitaght.
“Power is gone, and the virtues, such as they are, of power; nothing but its passions and
pride remain” (16), writes Gladstone. In Egidences of Turkish Misrul®ichard
Henry strikes a similar chord, explaining the Turks’ military achievesnasita product
of their barbaric nature: “[The Turks] can fight desperately enough; busttiat note
of barbarism, not of civilization” (3). John Boyd Kinnear only adds spice to these
outbursts when stating that “looking back” through the 500 years of Turkish presence in
Europe “the mind loses itself in the chaos of slaughter. [. . .] Asiatic cruelty was
perpetuated by Asiatic unchangeableness of temper and incapacity ospt¢gye
Apparently, these Liberal adherents had harbored an enormous hatred for the Turks and
regarded them as malevolent brutes, racially inferior to Christians. Thiséwe
Bulgaria seem to have only awakened that hatred and given it an acutely spiteful

voice®®

¥ The traditional political divide between Liberals and Conservatives becémee ra
blurred during the Agitation. Thomas Carlyle and John Ruskin, for instance, were not
liberals in any sense of the term, but took the liberal side during the AgitatiotieFor
purposes of this essay, | call those who were against the government’s policy of
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Unlike the Liberals, the conservative writers blamed the massacresgariaul

on the Bulgarians themselves and on the Russians, whom they often described as the
actual instigators of the April Insurrection. In addition, these wridenstantly
challenged the number of the dead Bulgarians reported in the British press and
described the violent measures the Turks took to quell the Bulgarian insurrection as
“overly exaggerated.” In the Conservatives’ eyes, the Bulgarians shalefate when
they rose against the Turks. Thus, the Conservatives usually described theawbciti
the Turkish troops as nothing but a justified retaliation. As Disraeli stated ireehsipe
the House of Commons, “Wars of Insurrection are always atrocious.” To ilubigat
case, he gave as an example what the British themselves did severatggatsly to
guell a rebellion in Jamaica (qtd. Hansard’s230:col. 1182). In the same vein, H. A.
Munro Butler-Johnstone, M. P., defies in a pamphlet he wrote in response to
Gladstone’8ulgarian Horrors“any one to point to a single incident in history in which
cold-blooded cruelty and lust can be shown to have been more conspicuous in the
Ottoman ranks than in those of any other conquering army” (6). Put differently, the
Turks did what they had to do as a conquering nation, and the Bulgarians got what they
deserved; therefore, the British people should not empathize with theirrsyfbertry
to help them.

Russia and Turkey are the two central concerns in the political arguments of the
Agitation. The questions most often discussed are 1. what would Russia’s nexitenove

were it allowed to confront Turkey without British interference?; and 2. shauwlcey

inaction in relation to the Bulgarian atrocities Liberals, and those who supported
Disraeli’s policy Conservatives. Also see page 28 below, where | discusallabd
Conservative views of Russia.
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remain undisturbed in the Balkans? Pantev is certainly right in his observatidmethat t

rhetoric of the Agitation is more often anti-Russian than pro-Turkish. In fast, m
writers, especially the conservatives, portrayed Russia as the evilthoredt tee Balkan
crisis, claiming, as “Warsling” did, that “The Russians were at theindbtbth of the
Bulgarian insurrection and the Servian war” (17). Still more aggressivenanighatory
are Alfred Austin’s words. He not only believed that the Russians had incited the
insurrection, but also that the blood of every murdered Bulgarian was on their hands:
[. . .] I most solemnly declare that | believe the blood of every murdered
Bulgarian peasant, the dishonour of every violated Bulgarian mother and
maid, the mangled limbs of every mutilated child, to lie at the door of
Russian diplomacy and Russian ambition. The punishment of the
Bulgarians may have been out of all proportion to the provocation they
gave, but it was Russia that incited, fomented, and fed the Bulgarian
disturbances. (28)
Like Austen and “Warsling,” the writers who accused Russia of setting up and
financing the Bulgarian insurrection did not provide any convincing evidence to support
their arguments. It was enough for them to state that Russia had its own purposes in
instigating the Bulgarians to insurrect against the Ottoman Empire)yydmgain
influence over Eastern Europe by establishing a pan-Slavic coalition, to get to
Constantinople and “bring about the supremacy of the Czar over the entire Greek
church in the East” (Wyatt 4), and to “despoil” the Ottoman Empire.
Even the Liberals were not sure how to view Russia. Like the Conservatives,

they feared that Russia might become too big and powerful, especiallyrihiéd an
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alliance with all the Slavic Balkan nations, which would disturb the existingggadli

stability in Europe. Nevertheless, some of them also claimed that Russiatvess
powerful or manipulative as the Conservatives contended, and argued that Russia had
learned its lesson after the Crimean War—not to attempt to expand its dénepely
territory because Britain and France would not allow it. The same Liladsalpointed
out that the Christian subjects of the Ottoman Empire were not trying to make an
alliance with the Russians, but simply wanted to be delivered from the Ottofntave
liberals, among whom were Gladstone and * * * G., even saw Russia as a potential
friend, primarily on religious grounds. Even though Orthodox Christianity, the oéfficia
religion in Russia, was not acceptable in the eyes of most Britons and was often
presented as “a subspecies of oriental despotism and thus inherently non-European or
non-Western” (Todorova 20), the Russians were still Christian, which made them bett
than the Turkish Muslims by default and, thus, more deserving of Britain’s frigndshi

Whereas opposition to the Turks was largely based on racial and religious
difference, opposition to the Russians, although also couched in terms of difference,
was primarily geopolitical. Thus, the Turks’ political interests are notdssxd in the
rhetoric of the Agitation as much as those of the Russians. The writers of thgohgi
repeatedly ask that the Turks cease mistreating their Christian subjgtctarely do
they urge that Bulgaria or any other Christian province of the Ottoman Empire gain
autonomy as a state. The most determined and vigorous opinion on what to do with the
Turks is found, once again, in the rhetoric of GladstoBalgarian Horrors

Let the Turks now carry away their abuses in the only possible manner,

namely by carrying off themselves. Their Zaptiehs and their Mudirs,
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their Bimbashis and their Yuzbashis, their Kaimakams and their pashas,

one and all, bag and baggage, shall, | hope, clear out from the province
they have desolated and profaned. 161)
Decisive and aggressive though this language appears, as the latter {har{zaohphlet
suggest, Gladstone’s rhetorical bark is louder than his political bite. T uBkagstone
adds, must retain “titular supremacy, which serves the purpose of wardingeajhfor
aggression” (55). Even if he identifies Turkish presence in Bulgaria asrtituda,
existing only in title or name, Gladstone must qualify it, lest he be misundergt®od:
not nominal Turkish presence that he is advocating, but actual Turkish presence in
Bulgaria, which would allow Turkey to control Bulgaria’s foreign affairs. Obwigus
Gladstone was not yet ready to give the Bulgarians a politically autonestades
Neither, in fact, was any other writer of the Agitation. As they saWwetTurks had to
maintain control over the Balkans in order to protect the interests of the British i
Eastern Europe. An independent Bulgaria, they feared, could fall prey to the Russians
who might then try to take over the Turkish territories in Europe and gain control over
the two major Eastern European sea passes, the Bosphorus and the Dardanelles.
Apart from strong interests in protecting its empire, Britain also had grea
economic stakes in the region. According to John Hoashmercial and Financial
Aspects of the Eastern Questi{d®76), which was the most comprehensive text on the

topic and the one best supported by statistics, Britain’s trade with Russiatual/a

14 A Mudir is a “governor of a subdistrict in Turkey”; a Kaimakam is “a lieuterfant
.], deputy governor” of a region that is under Turkish influence; both Bimbashi and
Yuzbashi are military ranks in the Turkish army—major and captain, respggctive
(OED). The “province” Gladstone refers to is Bulgaria.
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much more profitable than that with Turkey. His analysis of Britain’s comemeitt

both Turkey and Russia clearly demonstrated that the latter was the mordraiddle
partner. He showed that between 1865 and 1875, the volume of trade with Russia
increased by nearly “forty-five per cent,” while that with Turkey “picadly [showed]

no increase” (5). Moreover, the Russian volume of trade with Britain in 1875 was
almost a third bigger than that with Turkey—£31 986 000 versus £23 000 000,
respectively. Such figures, coupled with Holms’ prognosis that the rampant corruption
of the Ottoman administration would not disappear soon, led him to conclude that there
was sufficient evidence “to disprove the assertion that [Britain’s] comate

connection with Turkey is more valuable to us than that which we possess with Russia
(6).

These are, in general, the arguments made by both sides of the Agitation, the
largely Liberal opponents of Disraeli’s policies and the largely Guatee defenders.
The Liberals, although not wholly indifferent to geopolitical concerns, wetadet
chiefly on more humanitarian and emotional arguments: as good Christian people,
Britons were obliged to help the Christians who suffered under Muslim misrule. In
contrast, the Conservatives relied mainly on political and supposedly patriotic
arguments, emphasizing Russia’s behind-the-curtains work in provoking the Balgari
insurrection and dispelling the “myth” of the cruel Turk to preserve Brgaiame from
a bloody trail that led back to it. Overall, however, the Liberals dominated the discour
on the Bulgarian question. They seem to have caught the Conservatives by,surprise

leaving them much room and time for expression.
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The story | have told thus far is relatively familiar to British histosiesBut what

has been omitted is the voice of the Bulgarians themselves. To get a sérese of t
Bulgarians’ relation to Britain, | turn to the Bulgarian press of the periddr&édelve

into the rhetoric of the Bulgarians, | should say a few words about the genérakout

of the Bulgarian press at the time, for almost all the materials writtdmedBulgarian
atrocities and the Eastern Question were published in the newspapers. Alidgetber
were twelve newspapers published in Bulgarian in 1876. Based on their attitude towards
the April Insurrection, one may divide them into three major types: 1. the revolutionary
newspapers of the Bulgarian immigrants in Romania, subloea Bulgaria which not

only supported the insurrection unconditionally, but also advanced revolutionary
ideology™; 2. what Kirila Vuzvuzova calls the “liberal-bourgeois” newspapers, such as
DenandVek(later calledXIX VeR, which avoided taking sides on the issue, but did
report the cruelties of the Turkish troops; and finally, 3. the Turkophile newspapers,
includingDunavandEdirne, which were published both in Turkish and Bulgarian, and
were closely monitored and censored by the Turkish government; these newspapers
usually openly denied or diluted the cruelties the Turkish irregular troops itiechho

guell the insurrection.

1> To avoid persecution or simply the chains of Ottoman oppression, numerous
Bulgarian revolutionaries and intellectuals, including Vassil Levski, Hriste\B and
Liuben Karavelov, fled to free Romania, where they established the Bulgan#&alCe
Revolutionary Committee and plotted the liberation of Bulgaria. Botev formed a
Bulgarian detachment in Romania of roughly 200 people, which entered Bulgaria soon
after the April Insurrection broke out in 1876. After several days of fighting with
Turkish troops in the Vratza Mountains, the detachment was defeated and Botev was
killed.
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As one would expect, the April Insurrection was closely followed by and

covered in all these newspapers. Most of the information published about the
insurrection in them came from eyewitness reports and official documents of the
Turkish authorities and foreign embassies, the British and Russian in particular
Materials from foreign presses were also quite often translated orasirad) they
actually dominated the Bulgarian press—the Bulgarian journalists followsdlglthe
British press and reported and discussed every important speech of the British
government that concerned the Bulgarians. According to Vuzvuzova, close to “1,000
reports, telegrams, announcements, articles, etc. about the insurrectiopubiésiked

in 1876 in the Bulgarian newspapers (15).

Naturally, with the exception of the Turkophile newspapers, the rest of the
Bulgarian newspapers, especially the revolutionary ones, overtly condemn #ie brut
behavior of the Turkish troops and ask the Turkish government, as well as Western
Europe, to open their eyes and see what is taking place in the Bulgarian provihees of
Ottoman Empire. Notably, the cultural and religious arguments used in these
newspapers are not as florid and aggressive as those of the British Wotease they
as sweeping in their claims. The Bulgarian writers aim directly and otte & urkish
troops and the Turkish government. Rarely do they describe all the Turkish people as
“the one anti-human specimen of humanity.” This does not mean that the Bulgarian
rhetoric views the Turks as angels or fails to expose the vile behavioirafrégular

troops during the quelling of the April Insurrection. On the contrary, the brutalibheof

1641000 nonuckw, TeNerpamMu, ChbOOIIEH s, CTaTUU | TIp. 3a BbcTanuero.” (All
translated Bulgarian texts will be provided in footnotes to each translation.)
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bashi-bazoukss often the leading news in the non-Turkophile Bulgarian press. Such,

for instance, is the following moving excerpt from an eyewitness’ rep@reimwhich
describes the ferocious acts committed by the Turkish troops in the Bulgarianftow
Panagiuriste:
[A]fter a day or two, when the hordes of the Circassians and bashi-
bazouks barged in, they turned everything into dust and ash; they
dishonored numerous old and young of both sexes; they killed and
showed no mercy even to pregnant women, from whose wombs they
took out living children! And all this was done with the knowledge of the
authorities. ([“Turkish Atrocities”] LY
These words speak for themselves: they show the Turkish troops as brutaillgsmerc
soldiers, who do not discriminate between age and gender when it comes to dealing
with insurgents. Significantly, the passage also exposes the complittiey ©irkish
government in these atrocities, a complicity which the Porte vehemently denlesl on t
grounds that it was not informed about the actions of its own troops.

Moreover, such reports of massacres and mayhem were addressed not only to
the Porte but to Western Europe as well, especially Britain, which more tharhany ot
Western European state had national interests in solving the Bulgariamgssisn as
possible. The attitude of the Bulgarian writers towards the British governnasnt w

ambivalent at best. In most cases, testimonies of the atrocities were shetvthow

17 “[ C]nens equns 1Ba AHM KaTO HaxXjyxa opauTe Ha UepkesuTe u 6ammbo3yIuTe, Te

HaIpaBuXa CUYKO HA MIPax’b U Menelb, Te o0e3uecTuxa 6e30poii Bb3pacTHH U
HEBB3PACTHH OTh CEKAKaBh PO/Ib; T YOUBaXa M HETOXKaIBaxa HUTO TPYIHHUTE JKCHH,
OTh KOUTO Ha HEKOU M3b YTPOOHTE )KMBH JAena u3Baxaaxa! 1 cuuko ToBa e mpaBeHo Cb
3HasHUE Ha BJIACThTA.”
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the British government, in tandem with the Turkish, deliberately overlooked the

ferocities of the Turkish irregulars. An anonymous reporteStara-Planinadirectly

guestioned the British government’s objectivity in regard to the Bulgariacites. He

wrote:
To deny that forty unfortunate Bulgarian girls, after suffering the last
dishonoring acts of their miserable attackers, have been burned alive by
these same semi-human monsters in the town of Kalofer; to deny this, as
Lord Darby does in the House of the Lords, is more than audacious, for
in Tzarigrad itselfCourier d’Orientpublished this fact under the nose of
the Turkish censorship, and the authorities did not deny it. (“[Bulgarite]”
2)18

Such straightforward attacks on the credibility of the British governmemioare rarity

in the revolutionary and liberal Bulgarian press. The edit@esf for instance, says

this about England in response to accusations from the editevaht Heraldthat the

Bulgarians had “fabricated” the atrocities of the Turkish troops:
Some European kingdoms, especially England, when it comes to their
interests, do not choose the means—whether honest or not—they use to

achieve their goals. [T]o achieve a certain goal, England has a

18 « o
Ha ca orpuya ye 4031049ectu bbaracku 1eBOHKH OTKAKb MPETETIIHIIN ITOCIEIHNUTE

00e34eCTeHHsI Ha CBOMTE HUIIIOXKHU JIXKEJIATH, Cb OMJIN J)KUBU U3TOPEHU OT TE3U
yenoBekooOpa3uu yynosuina npu Kanogpeps B HoBo-Cerno, 1a ca oTpuya ToBa KakTo
ro npasu Jlopas lepOu Bb kaMeparh Ha JIOPJOBETE, TO € HEIO TOBEYE OTH CMEIIO,
3amoto Bb camuii Lapurpans Kypue-/I' Opuans my0iaukyBa To31 (HakTh npeb Hoca Ha
TypcKaTa IIeH3ypa, a BJIACTUTE HE 'O OIPOBEPraxsb.”
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manufactory, where lies, calumnies, inconsistencies, perfidies, and all

kinds of other vileness are manufactured. (“[British**1)

Evidently, the Bulgarians were disappointed in the response of the British government
to the events in Bulgaria, which also made them rather skeptical about receiping hel
from Britain. As the editor odNova Bulgariapassionately exclaims in a side note to the
political-review column of his newspaper, “God save the Christians if they evetdhave
wait on England to protect them” (9%).

The discouraging response of the British government to the atrocities did not
prevent the Bulgarians from believing firmly in the righteousness of thaittre
however. Their revolutionary rhetoric was filled with vigorous passion and erghusia
As one Bulgarian writer stated on the pageN@fa Bulgaria “We will no longer be
silent, and will ceaselessly shout until someone hears us and shows mercy on us; our
determinate heroes will not let go of their rifles until they free our tlaerland,
Bulgaria” (57)*! Indeed the Bulgarians were prepared to give their lives for their
freedom. They wanted one thingrdependence-and this was clearly stated in the first
two points of the political program of the Bulgarian revolutionaries, which was

published inNova Bulgaria 1. “To establish a Bulgarian state of Bulgaria, Thrace, and

19 “Hekoi €BPOINENCKH 1IapCTBa, 2 0CO0EHO AHTJIHS, KOTaTo ca Kacae 10 UHTEPECUTE UM

HE TJIeAbTh Ha CPEe/ICTBATA-UE€CTHH JIU Ch WM HE-KOUTO YIOTPeOsIBaTh 3a J1a CH
JIOCTUTHATBD 1eNTh. [3]a Aa JOCTUTHE U3BECTHA 11eTb, AHIIIHS uMa (padbpuka, 1eTo ca
(babpuKOoCBaTh JIbXKH, KJIIEBETH, HETIOCTOSIHCTBA, KOBAPCTBA U APYTU BCEBB3MOKHU
HU30CTU.”

20T e)KKO ¥ TOPKO Ha XPHUCTHSIHUTE aKO YaKaTh CEKOra JIs Ty yBapau AHrius.”

21 “Haji-ceTHe Hue HeMa J1a MKITYMME, U HETIPECTAHHO 111€ BUKaM€ TOKBTH Ca HAMEPU
KOW-TO/Ie 1a HHU YIO€ U ca CMUJIM 3apaJb HACh;, @ M HAIIUTE PEIIUTEIHH IOHALU HE IIATh
71a UCIYCTSATh OPBKUETO OTh PBLETE CU AOPIAETO HE OCBOOOAATH MUIIOTO HU OTEUECTBO,
Maiika brarapus.”
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Macedonia, for the predominant element living in these areas is Bulgarian,” and 2.

“This Bulgarian state should be rulgdiependentlyby its own organic statutes” (Sept.

23: 133, my emphasiéj.In the words of one of the most revered Bulgarian

revolutionary poets, Hristo Botev, the Bulgarians’ existence had come down to a simple
choice: “freedom or death” (16).

Not everyone shared the revolutionary spirit, however. The conservative,
Turkophile newspapergdirneandDunay, remained loyal to the Ottoman Empire and
portrayed the insurrection of the Bulgarians in mostly negative light. Bothpapers,
especiallypunay, presented the April Insurrection as a criminal act that was instigated
from the outside, by the Serbs and/or the Russians, and that was disturbing the peaceful
coexistence of the Muslim and Christian population in the Bulgarian provinces of the
Ottoman Empire. lIDunay, the insurgents were called “villains” and “criminals,” who
had “forced” the Bulgarian people to follow them. According to the newspapet’s firs
report on the insurrection, the insurgents “slaughtered whomever they met agetsvill
on fire, destroyed bridges, and cut telegraphic lines” (“What Happened in
Panagiurishte” 13° Dunavalso ceaselessly praised and emphasized every victory of the
Ottoman troops as the following anonymous telegram to the newspaper shows: “The
villains [the insurgents in this case], when they saw the troops of the emperor, armed

themselves and started shooting, but when they saw the daunting tactics of the troops,

2241 Ors boearapus, Tpakusa u Makenonus 1a ca Bb3AUTHE e1Ha bearapcka
JbpPrKaBHIA, 3aI0TO TJIABHHUATH MPE00JIaIatoNIn €JIEMEHTH 10 TUSI MECTHOCTH €
OBITapCcKATH; 2. bparapckarta Th3u JIbpKABUIIA /1A Ca YIIPABIISIBA HE3aBUCUMA, 10 €IUHD
OpraHUYEeCKH YCTaBb."

23 14 KOJIM KOTO CpelIHe, MajauiIo cena, Ch0apsao MOCTOBE U IPEKbCBAIIO
TenerpagudecKuTe JIMHUH.”
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they sent a priest to give up their arms” (“Telegram®1j general, botiDunavand

Edirnereceived the news of the April Insurrection with outrage and indignation, and
undermined and belittled the actions of the insurgents. They wrote about the
insurrection mainly from an Ottoman perspective, avoiding to mention the esuelti
committed by the Ottoman troops, but persistently condemning the actions of the
insurgents. They also hurried to announce the victory of the “Emperor” well bleéore t
insurrection was indeed smothered, as well as to emphasize the insurgents’
remorsefulness for what they had started.

Finally, the more moderately conservative newspapers, which represented the
so-called Bulgarian “evolutionists,” saw the liberation of Bulgaria aswa, giradual
process, one that should not involve the spilling of blood, but, rather, social and political
pressure from the inside, from the educated, high-class Bulgarians. Theoswst line
of thought was primarily articulated in the more moderate liberal newspapelrsas
Vek/XIX VekDen andNapreduk Publishing mostly excerpts from letters and
telegrams about the insurrection, these newspapers provided a more balanced
perspective of what happened in the Bulgarian provinces during the April Insamrecti
They usually published very dry, stick-to-the-facts stories about what both the
Bulgarian insurgents and the Turkish irregular troops had done.

Yet, as Bojidar Raykov observes, once the insurrection broke out, these
newspapers “do not stand indifferent in front of the suffering of the numerous victims

and courageously raise their voice to protest in defense of the tortured Bulgarian

24 “3nomennuTe KaTo BUASXA UMIIEPATOPCKUTE BOMCKH, 3AJI0BHXA CE 32 OPYXKUE U

3axBaHaxa Ja I"I:pMHT, I1a IIOM BUIAXa MBXKCCTBCHUTC IBUKCHUA HA BOﬁCKHTe,
M3MIpaThXa earuH CBEIICHUK 3a JIa peaaaaT OpbxusaTa cu.”
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people” (44¥° Eventually, Raykov continue¥ek/XIX Veleven changed its

evolutionist positions and appealed to the Turkish government that it “disarm” and “pull

out” thebashi-bazouksent to smother the Bulgarian revolt. The newspaper also took a

strong stance against the censorship by the Ottoman Press Management, which had

issued the following decree:
The local newspapers are once again today the object of rigorous
monitoring by the Press Management, which often finds itself in need of
taking measures against them, to terminate them temporarily or
permanently. In the face of all this, the Press Management must double
its vigilance to not let the newspapers commit mistakes or allow them to
publish such rumors that might agitate the spirits of the population.
(“Censorship” 13°

In response to this decreéek/XIX Velpublished a brief commentary that expressed

that the “decree makes almost impossible the publishing of any newspapeiglsae

Bulgarian newspaper, which anyway already has to fight a thousand hardships

Vek/XIX Vels daring declarations about the Ottoman troops and censorship eventually

led to its termination. Similar was the fatelxén which was also terminated for

publishing materials that were damaging to the image of the Porte.

%5 “ge ocraBar 0e34yBCTBEHU MpeJ CTPAJaHUATa HA MHOTOOPOMHUTE KEPTBU U CMEIIO

W3JIMTaT TJIac Ha MIPOTECT B 3alllMTa HA U3MBUYCHHS OBJITApPCKU HAPO.”

20 “MecTHHTE BECTHHI Ca 1 JIHEC IpeaMET Ha AESITEIHO HAA3UPATEIICTBO OT CTpaHa Ha
VYnpasnenueto Ha [leyara, KOETO 4eCTO ce HaXx0X/1a B Hy)K/1a J1a 3uMa IMPOTHUB TSIX
MEpKH 3a IIpecTaBaHe WX 3a BeeraanrHo 3anupane. [Ipu Bcuuko ToBa, Ha
VYnpasnenueto Ha [leyara HauIeKu 1a yIBOM OAMTEITHOCT 3a Ja HE MO3BOJISIBA J1a
BCCTHUIUTC HUKAKBO NPCTPCHICHUC U 1a HC T'M OCTABA a 06HapOI[BaT CJIYXOBC OT
€CTECTBO JIa pa3/ipaxkaBaT JyXOBeTe.”
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In short, what stands out in the rhetoric of the Bulgarians on the atrocities are

not the poignant descriptions of raped Bulgarian women, slaughtered children, and
impaled heads of Bulgarian men, or the silent support of these acts by the Tndish a
by implication, the British governments, but the Bulgarians’ use of the ati®asia

way to be heard and noticed, the assertive and decisive tone of their rhetoric for
independence. After hundreds of years of Turkish oppression, the Bulgarians had
become almost inured to mistreatment; such atrocities were nothing newntd/hat
was new was that the West actually noticed their suffering. Thus the chattne
Bulgarians primarily aimed at attracting further the attentioh@MWestern powers, as
well as Russia, from whom they expected help in their fight for independence.

Did Britain hear the Bulgarians’ rhetoric for freedom and independence?
Apparently not, even though at least some Britons had been willing to help in other
struggles against the Turks, as in the Greek war for independence. Unlikeehks, Gre
however, the Bulgarians were not viewed by the British as carriers Girft®-Roman
legacy, a legacy that such British philhellenes as Byron and Percy BESfssley often
stated as the main reason why the Greeks needed to be delivered from Turkish
oppression; as is well known, Byron even lost his life on his way to help the Greeks in
their war for independence. The atrocities themselves were indeedhgudeghly and
compassionately covered by the Bulgarian Agitation writers. Yet, neftadiberal nor
the conservative texts of the Agitation discussed openly the future gaftubs an
independent state. While these two groups of texts appeared to be different on the
surface, they were actually quite similar in that both of them stood behisthtbe quo

of the day—explicitly or implicitly, they guaranteed the integrity of the®@an
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Empire—and were first and foremost interested in saving Britain’s nadhpratecting

Britain’s geopolitical interests in the East. To both groups of writers, tigaBan

guestion was about what had happened to the Bulgarian subjects of the Ottoman
Empire, not about what would happen to an autonomous Bulgarian nation. In addition,
rarely was the Bulgarians’ rhetoric quoted or discussed in these textst Ad bes
guotation from a Bulgarian was used to emphasize or give credibility to thgyatiiel

the atrocities that had taken place in Bulgaria. Ironically, the seedlilgarian

Agitation did not actually include Bulgarians; they were not invited to ppatieiin it.

Thus, while condemning the massacre of thousands of Bulgarian Christians and
denouncing the British government’s response to them, the Bulgarian Agitation also
silenced the Bulgarians. Such an act is certainly in tune with nineteenthycBritish
imperial policies. As Gayatri Spivak eloquently argues in “Can the SubalteakBpe
in an attempt to help the Indian woman subjectesittee the British force her to
“regress to an anteriority transformed into stasis” (32). An analogy eetsudaltern
woman and the Bulgarian people may seem a stretch, but it nonetheless strikeds a chor
with the point | am making—that the Bulgarian people are rendered static hretbea
of the Bulgarian Agitation. The British writers speak for them without sayimgrd
about what the Bulgarians actually wanted, without even mentioning that thegdrad r
against the Ottoman Empire for nothing less than their complete indepeAfience.

other words, the compassion shown for the Bulgarian victims in the rhetoric of the

" Andrew Hammond makes a similar point in his essay on Victorian travelersigvrit
about South-East Europe, when he states that to “vindicate the denial of self-rule to
Balkan populations,” British writers projected on those populations “irratignalit
savagery, and prejudice,” thus “indicating a region unable to govern itsedfgiac

and therefore in need of administration from without” (100).
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Bulgarian Agitation appears to be sincere only in humanitarian terms vpleiteamd

direct political solidarity with the Bulgarians is missing from it.

Consequently, Britain’s avowed compassion for the suffering of the Bulgarians
mutates into what | calompassionate colonialismthe showing of sympathy with the
colonized, while siding with the colonizer in order to protect the polisizdls quo
Regardless of how vociferously most writers of the Agitation condemn theiesusf
the Turkish troops, ultimately they still say nothing, or very little, about theHatin
preparation for the April insurrection the Bulgarians had actually formed $evera
revolutionary committees inside and outside Bulgaria and had established a concrete
program for achieving independence. To be sure, it was important to know that
atrocities had taken place in Bulgaria. To most Bulgarians, however, it was mueh mor
important to know what measures the British and the West in general would take to
guarantee that the atrocities were not repeated. The only sure way to avoidstha
establish an autonomous Bulgarian state. As Liuben Karavelov states in his essay
“What Do the Bulgarians Want?”, “What the Bulgarians want is a question thatlis re
hard to answer in a few words, but at the same time, it is enough if a person just said:
‘They want complete freedom.” With these words [this person] says almostrengty
(129)%

An independent Bulgaria was too great a threat, however. The British feared tha
an independent Bulgaria would open Russia a door to Europe and would only fertilize

the ground for the formation of a pan-Slavic coalition in Eastern Europe. The pyedator

28 “IIlo uckat ObJTApHUTE € BHIIPOC TBHPJIE TEKKO, 32 J]a CE PEIIN C HIKOJIKO AYMHU, HO B

CBILIOTO BPEMeE € JOCTAaThUHO, aKO KaXKe YOBEK: ,, Tust uckat mpiHa cBodona.” C Tus
JyMH TOW W3pUYa MTOYTH BCHYKO.”
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tactics of the “Russian Bear” play a central role in the writings of thiadgs. In the

words of the anonymous writer ©he Northern Question or Russia’s Policy in Turkey
Unmasked“England sees that it is not a question of Christian Slav and Mohammedan
Turk, but purely one of Muscovite policy” (10). As Pantev rightly remarks, “The
Conservative thesis for the solution of the Balkan aspects of Eastern Questin in fa
stipulates ‘jumping over’ both the Porte and the Balkan peoples and turning this
problem into an organic part of the Anglo-Russian relations” (*7Thus, towards the
end of the nineteenth-century, the Eastern Question becomes the Russian Question for
the British Empire, and the problems of the Balkan Christians, including the Bakgaria
even though rather noisily discussed in Britain, especially by the Libaralsimply

swept under the rug. The Ottoman Empire had to remain in the Balkans as aveeffect
block against Russia, and the British did as much as they could for the majority of the
nineteenth century to preserve the integrity of the increasingly weakétioman

Empire. Led by the British government’s apparent reluctance to help thee,dhe
Bulgarian revolutionary writers often portrayed the British as one witfidnies. This
anti-British rhetoric only fueled the Bulgarians’ belief that help would comérowt

the West, but from the East, from Russia. And they were right. Two yearthafter

April Insurrection, in 1878, Russia, with the help of Bulgarian troops, delivered

Bulgaria from the hands of the Ottoman Empire.

29 “KoHcepBaTHBHaTa Te3a 3a pelIaBaHeTo Ha OalKaHCKUTE acreKT Ha V3TouHus
Banpoc ¢aKTHIECKH MPEIBIDKIA ‘TTpecKkayaHeTo’ kakTo Ha [loprara, Taka u Ha camuTe
OaJIKaHCKU HApOIH U MPEBPBIIAHETO HA TO3H MPOOJIeM B OpraHMyYecKa 4yacT Ha aHIJIo-
PYCKUTE OTHOIIICHHUS.”
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Part Il

Chapter |
Arms and the MarBernard Shaw and the Bulgarians

Almost two decades after the Ottoman massacre of Bulgarians in 1876 stirred
the spirits of almost every British intellectual, Bulgaria was onegnagg the center of
attention in London—Bernard Shaw had employed it as the setting for hisllgritica
acclaimed, hit playArms and the MarThe play charmed London theater goers from its
opening night on April 21, 1894, at Florence Farr's Avenue Theatre. It had fifty
performances and ran for sixteen weeks, until July 7, giving Shaw the fiesbtast
success and fame as a playwright. In the words of Anthony M. Gibbs, thakkago
and the ManShaw became “on a modest scale, a marketable playwright” (174).

The play is set in a small Bulgarian town, near the end of the Serbo-Bulgarian
War (1885), in Major Paul Petkoff's household. The Petkoffs are newly rich and
proudly boast to belong to the highest, most affluent, and most cultured ranks of
Bulgarian society. On the evening when the Bulgarian army had won the most
important battle in the war, the battle for Slivnitza, Raina, Major Petkoftigitar,
hides in her bedroom a fugitive Swiss mercenary from the Serbian army,Captai
Bluntschli. Although engaged to a Bulgarian officer, Major Sergius SaranoffaRai
falls in love with Bluntschli, whom she affectionately nicknames the “chocolate
soldier,” because, instead of ammunition, he carries in his pockets chocolates,Sergi
on his part, is secretly in love with Raina’s maid, Louka, who is actually engaged to
another servant in the Petkoff household, Nicola. The latter, however, is more @dterest

in starting his own shop in Sofia than in Louka. After a string of farcical episddes, a
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the romantic mismatches are corrected and a happy ending ensues: Bagsged to

Bluntschli, who turns out to be the heir of numerous hotels in Switzerland; Sergius is
engaged to Louka; Nicola is set to become a manager of one of Bluntschli’s hotels; and
the Petkoffs are more than happy with their new, very wealthy son in law.
Variations on the play’s successes or failures as an attack on romantidism a
idealism dominate criticism &rms and the MarChristopher Innes, for instance,
claims that “the characters vindicate romanticism,” because in the enabrifisle
realist Bluntschli falls in love; and though his sentiments will always bedimgth
skepticism, he offers Raina a true basis for the sublime fantasies skeatasced”
(28). Charles A. Berst suggests a different reading: “rather than corgristi fantastic
with the prosaic, or portraying an evolution in Raina’s vision from the romantic to the
realistic, the play expresses the interlocking relationship and mutual depemdenc
romanticism and realism (199). Similarly, John A. Bertolini argues that
Arms and the Mamat the same time it guides its audience-readers into
identifying with the impulse to marry in Raina and Bluntschli, also
chafes the audience into abandoning any notions about the heroic and
romantic possibilities of war, the destructive antithesis to the generative
powers of love and marriage. (10)
In general, critics have re#&dms and the Maas a sort oDon Quixotefor its subtle,
delicate humor, which relentlessly mocks romantic ideals, military ceyeagl
chivalric conduct. As Archibald Henderson remarks in his authorized critical plogra

of Shaw, “To many people the play appeared as a ‘damning sneer ayrodiaage,’



46
an attempted demonstration of the astounding thesis that heroism is merelynatsabli

form of cowardice” (310).

While certainly viable and fruitful, such readings have ignored two essential
components of the play, tisetting—Bulgaria—and theharacters—all of whom are
Bulgarians, with the exception of one, Bluntschli. Both these components have received
surprisingly little critical attention even though they are the play’acdend buttet® If
Arms and the Mawere indeed an attempt to expose the defective nature of romantic
idealism and military courage, why was Shaw so vocal about the autheoititity
play’s setting? Why did not he set the play in Britain, or his native Irelandyahane
else for that matter, but chose Bulgaria, a small country in Southeast Eurogewabic
still a rather exotic locale for most Britons at the time? More impoytantiat are the
implications of that setting?

| look for answers to these questions in a postcolonial readidgres and the
Man. While Bulgaria has never been a British colony in the strict sense of that word, in

Shaw’s play it functions as a backdrop for the deployment of imperialist ide@s@

30 The few critics who discuss the Bulgarians usually do not focus on the Bulgarians
and their representation as such in the play, but on other matters that adetoeladen.

For instance in “Shaw’Arms and the Marand the Bulgarians”, Samuel A. Weiss

studies the Bulgarian public’s response to the play, and in “Reading War, History, and
Historicity in Shaw’s Arms and the Man,” Kwangsook Chung centers his argument on
Shaw’s general views on writing about and employing historical events, such as the
Serbo-Bulgarian War, in his plays. In general, the play’s critics are mtwrested in

the characters as worldly representations of men and women, and not as dyecifical
Bulgarian. In “The Ablest Man in Bulgaria,” Bernard F. Dukore focuses on howaNicol
should be read and played, and so does David K. Sauer in “Only a Woman in Arms and
the Man,” but about Raina’s character. The three scholars who actually engage in a
discussion of the characters as Bulgarians, Maria Todorova, Roumiana Deltcheva, and
Vesna Goldsworthy (coincidentally, all of Balkan origins) provide insightful but

cursory readings of the Bulgarians, mainly because their interests lie the play per

se. Later in the essay, | refer to all of their readings of the play.
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social barometer for measuring the civility of the West. Bulgaria iStaw what India

will soon be for Rudyard Kipling iKim (1901) and Africa for Joseph ConradHeart

of Darknesg1902)—a primitive, undeveloped, uncivilized place. Bulgaria is, to borrow
Chinua Achebe’s words, “a foil to Europe, a place of negations at once remote and
vaguely familiar in comparison with which Europe’s own state of spiriteadegwill be
manifest” (783) Arms and the Madoes not offer “just a photographic reflection” of
Bulgaria and its people (Sai@ulture 80). Rather, it politicizes Bulgaria, saturates it
ideologically by tropes of colonial discourse to assert its status as beg™etot as

the “savage” Indian or African “other,” but as an improperly civilized “other™tkini

the “civilized,” “progressive” West.
In the Preface t@lays Pleasan{1898), Shaw contends that the “real issue”
Arms and the Maengages is
whether the political and religious idealism which had inspired
Gladstone to call for the rescue of [the Bulgarian] principalities from the
despotism of the Turk, and converted miserably enslaved provinces into
hopeful and gallant little States, will survive the general onslaught on
idealism which is implicit, and indeed explicit in Arms and the Man [sic]
and the naturalist plays of the modern school. (15)
The play does indeed reject certain notions of political idealism and romantiamerois
mainly through the juxtaposition of Sergius’ exalted romanticism and Blurisschli
prosaic realism. Bluntschli, who acts according to his instincts for sskmation,
eventually proves to be more socially useful than the idealistic-to-fangfiuSe“a

moral cripple who can only conclude that ‘life is a farce™ (Crompton xviii)
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Nevertheless, as a theme, the attack on romantic idealism is largelyamersed by

another, more visibly present theme in the play: the ridiculing of Bulgariamewnd
history on the grounds that they fall short of Western Europe’s high standards.
Throughout the play, Shaw never ceases to ridicule the Bulgarians, whetheirfor the
homes, attire, hygiene, or professionalism. Caustically satirizing thiyauBahs Arms
and the Mamot only validates, but perpetuates the superiority of the West. The West is
the norm, and the Bulgarians are judged and portrayed according to it.
Shaw’s willingness to distinguish Bulgaria and its people from the West is
evident from the very beginning of the play, where the reader is introduced into the
bedroom of a young Bulgarian woman, Raina:
The interior of the room is not like anything to be seen in the west of
Europe. It is half rich Bulgarian, half cheap Viennese. Above the head of
the bed, which stands against a little wall cutting off the left hand corner
of the room, is a painted wooden shrine, blue and gold, with an ivory
image of Christ, and a light hanging before it in a pierced metal ball
suspended by three chains. The principal seat, placed towards the other
side of the room and opposite the window, is a Turkish ottoman. The
counterpane and hangings of the bed, the window curtains, the little
carpet, and all the ornamental textile fabrics in the room are oriental and
gorgeous; the paper on the walls is occidental and paltry. (19)

The first sentence of this quotation does not leave any room for speculation—sRaina’

bedchamber inot Western European. The eclectic nature of the pieces of furniture—

M ” o

“European” and “oriental,” “cheap and rich,” “gorgeous” and “paltry”—givesroom
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an aura of garishness and bad taste, while also highlighting its non-Europesn sta

There is a hint of Western European presence, more specifically, Viennesatbut t
presence is almost completely smothered by the all-pervading orientes fatdnich
seem to cover every corner of the room. Raina’s bedchamber is definitelyropegn,
but neither is it Oriental; it oscillates between the two, between the We#ta Orient.
Importantly, Raina is unable to see her own bedchamber as tastelesshefiirnis
or cheap. As she explains to Bluntschli, she is really proud of her home; it is the home
of the “richest and best known” family in Bulgaria—the Petkoffs—as well as tlye onl
one that “has two rows of windows” and a “flight of stairs inside to get up and down
by” (34-35). She even boasts, self-importantly, that her family is the afiadibrary,
“the only one in Bulgaria” (35). Raina’s statements about her home are not meant to be
taken at face value. As Shaw reveals at the beginning of Act I, theled-khtary of
the Petkoffs holds hardly any books:
It is not much of a library. Its literary equipment consists of a single
fixed shelf stocked with old paper covered novels, broken backed, coffee
stained, torn and thumbed; and a couple of little hanging shelves with a
few gift books on them: the rest of the wall space being occupied by
trophies of war and the chase. (61)
The terrible condition of the few books in the library at once exposes the hollowness of
Raina’s pompous statements, and, by extension, the Petkoffs’ claims to culture. The
Petkoffs clearly lack sophistication, and they definitely are not avid readers
suggested by the fact that there are more trophies than books in the library. What is

more, Shaw’s sarcasm is geared toward not only the Petkoffs’ simplemindedithess a
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snobbishness, but the whole Bulgarian people. As Raina proudly claims, her family

belongs to the richest and most cultured echelons of Bulgarian society, which must
mean that the rest of the Bulgarians are, at best, as unsophisticated and ingetheus a
Petkoffs.

That Raina and her family do not belong to Western Europe is also evident in
the way Shaw characterizes them—as wannabe Western Europeans. Anlgspecial
poignant example in that respect is Raina’s mother, Catherine Petkoff. As Shaw
presents her, Catherine is completely out of touch with the reality of heusdimgs.

She always dresses up, wearing a gown as a sign of her high status, but monamften t
not, her appearance is in stark contrast with her environment. Shaw desctitEs€a
as
a woman over forty, imperiously energetic, with magnificent black hair
and eyes, who might be a very splendid specimen of the wife of a
mountain farmer, but is determined to be a Viennese lady, and to that
end wears a fashionable tea gown on all occasions. (20)
The reader can only guess what a wife of a mountain farmer looks like, for Shaw does
not provide a description of her, but one thing is sure: she is not a European lady. She
simply cannot be one. As Shaw’s portrait of Catherine suggests, she is arvattadti
strong woman, but only if she remains in her Balkan environment. There is a visible
disparity between Catherine’s Viennese gown and the prosaic dullness ofkeer Bal
surroundings. The gown, which is usually viewed as the attire of the westera)dsgh
woman, becomes a symbol of awkwardness and not-belonging on Catherine’s back.

Shaw uses it to emphasize that Catherine does not know her place, that she wants to be
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a western woman, but her mountainous/Balkan environment does not allow her to be

one. The mountains/Balkans are too rough and uncouth, intolerant of gowns and
delicate, well-mannered women. Thus, if Catherine ventures outside of the
mountains/the Balkans, especially in Western Europe, she would look ridiculous.
Shaw’s irony and sarcasm do not stop at the bad taste for furniture and clothes
of the women of the Petkoff household. The provincial chauvinism and quixotic
heroism of the two men in the household, Major Paul Petkoff, Raina’s father, and Major
Sergius Saranoff, her fiancé, are next on his agenda to expose the Bulgarians as non-
European. In the words of Roumiana Deltcheva, Shaw portrays these twoyrmkgar
as “sorry caricatures with their inferiority complexes, exaltedgigm, and pompous
arrogance” (Section 13). Indeed so, for from the moment these two are introdueed in t
play, they act as buffoons. Major Petkoff is so gullible and inane that his wifegesana
to convince him not to believe his own eyes; she tricks him into agreeing that his
favorite coat was in the “blue closet” while he had seen with his own eyeswzat it
not. But what makes the old major look even more ridiculous and ignorant are his
beliefs about one’s washing habits:
| dont believe in going too far with these modern customs [of washing
one’s neck every day]. All this washing cant be good for the health: it's
not natural. There was an Englishman at Philippopolis who used to wet
himself all over with cold water every morning when he got up.
Disgusting! It all comes from the English: their climate is makes tleem s
dirty that they have to be perpetually washing themselves. Look at my

father! He never had a bath in his life; and he lived to be ninety-eight, the
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healthiest man in Bulgaria. | dont mind a good wash once a week to keep

up my position; but once a day is carrying the thing to a ridiculous
extreme. (43)
Major Petkoff's ignorance is fully revealed in this passage, more than anyeiceause
he does not realize the ironic dimensions of his own words. He is so utterly convinced
of the rightness of his beliefs that he cannot see that his whole argument hangs on an
example that uses false logic; the longevity of his father’s life is nossadly due
onlyto his not having had “a bath in his life.” Not only is Major Petkoff ignorant and
gullible, but, evidently, he has personal hygiene problems, for he finds washing on
regular basis to be unnatural and a waste of time.

The ironic sting of Shaw’s ink becomes even more potent when he introduces
Sergius. Shaw describes the young major as an extremely passionat &l&ain
Quixote of sorts, who is unable to differentiate between heroism and suicide. In the
play, the regiment of cavalry Sergius commands wins the most importdetcaing
the war with the Serbs, the battle for Slivnitza. But as Bluntschli’'s accoum bbttle
reveals, Sergius’ regiment actually wins the battle by pure chancewhes the
Bulgarians charged the Serbians, it so happened that the latter did not have the right
ammunition to defend themselves. Had the Serbians had the right ammunition,
according to Bluntschli, Sergius’ regiment would have been completely disatant
“not a horse or a man” would have made it further than “within fifty yards of itbe fi
(30). In other words, Sergius put his regiment directly in the line of fireaalgle
suicidal act. Bluntschli’s is the only eyewitness report of the battle foni&ia

provided in the play, and it underscores Sergius’ military incompetence:
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And there was Don Quixote flourishing like a drum major, thinking he’d

done the cleverest thing ever known, whereas he ought to be
courtmartialled for it. Of all the fools ever let loose on a field of battle,
that man must be the very maddest. He and his regiment simply
committed suicide; only the pistol missed fire: thats all. (31-2)
The sarcasm embedded in Bluntschli’'s judgment of Sergius’ charge of tharSer
troops is vicious. His comparison of Sergius to Don Quixote, Cervantes’ infamous
hidalgo who fought windmills that he took for powerful knights, speaks volumes about
Sergius’ (lack of) military expertise. To Bluntschli, Sergius is m@tiut a mad man,
whose incompetence and ignorance are singular in nature; he is the “madaeg}” am
“all the fools ever let loose on a field of battle.”

In addition to being the most incompetent officer to have ever lived, Sergius is
also a sort of a “sex maniac” (Deltcheva, Section 15). Blinded by his sexuabkdes
Sergius cannot stop himself from fondling Louka, his fiancé’s own maid. He can hardly
wait for Raina to be out of his sight, to go after “the tail of Louka’s double apso).” (

He is, moreover, abusive. Louka’s pleas and attempts to break free from Sammgius’
that was “dexterously” slipped “round her waist” are unsuccessful and unheard. “She
struggles,” writes Shaw, “[but Sergius] holds inexorably” (50). Unable to congrol hi
libido, Sergius even resorts to his manly strength to overpower Louka’s efforts t
deliver herself from his hold. Sergius’ predatory behavior merely highlighas 8haw

had already suggested about him earlier in the play: that he is as an “untamemirmount

chieftain” and an “imaginative barbarian” (44). An “untamed” “barbarian f igvevhat
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Sergius stands for ilrms and the Mar-a lethally incompetent officer who cannot

suppress his sexual urges and forces himself on women.

Relentless in his desire to bash the Bulgarian officers, Shaw underlines even
more boldly their ignorance and incompetence by putting them to work with Bluntschli,
the Western character in the play, on an apparently uncomplicated militargrprebl
three cavalry regiments have to be sent on to Philipdp@iasn the front line. Sergius
and Major Petkoff do not have a clue about how to solve this problem. “[W]e dont in
the least know how to do it” (58), plainly admits Sergius to Bluntschli. In contrast, at
the moment he hears what the problem is, Bluntschli figures out what is at stage. “T
forage is the trouble, | suppose” (58), he tells the two obviously confused Bulgarian
officers, and then proceeds to work on the problem. The ensuing scene is probably the
funniest in the play. The fun is, of course, at the expense of the two Bulgariarsofficer
who are rendered helpless, even “envious,” at times, of the knowledge and ability of a
foreign officer to figure out a way of moving their own, Bulgarian troops through their
own Bulgarian land.

Like a child who is willing, but not really sure about how to help his father,
Sergius can do nothing but “[gnaw] a pen” and helplessly contemplate Bluntschli’s
“quick, sure, businesslike progress” (61). More pathetic than Sergius, Major Petkoff,
who is “comfortably established on the ottoman,” can only interrupt Bluntschli’s work
flow with offers to help even though he knows very well that he cannot do so. And the
fun does not stop here. As it turns out eventually, Sergius can hardly sign his name

under Bluntschli’s orders, for his “hand is more accustomed to the sword than to the

31 Philipopolis is the old name of Plovdiv, the second biggest town in Bulgaria.
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pen” (62); and Major Petkoff is not able to command properly his own soldiers. He

needs Catherine’s help, because, in his words, the soldiers are “far muengdj of
her than of him (64). The scene culminates in Bluntschli’s utter disbelidiaifive has
just witnessed. Unable to hold his tongue, he exclaims: “What an army! They make
cannons out of cherry trees; and the officers send for their wives to keep discipline”
(64-5). The sincerity of Bluntschli’s exclamation, which is prompted by thgaBiain
officer’s total failure to execute simple military tasks, undersctre8tigarian
officers’ utter ineptitude. They not only lack basic military knowledge, mipathetic,
unconfident, and ridiculous. Even the best Bulgaria has to offer (Major Petkoff and
Major Saranof—the highest ranking officers in the Bulgarian athay inferior to the
worst of the West (Bluntschli—a regular mercenary soldier).

The last two people in the Petkoff household, the servants Louka and Nicola, are
not portrayed differently from their masters, mainly in negative and guotesnes.
Actually, because of her strident stance against Nicola’s servility andlbetance to
accept her own status as a servant, an inferior to Raina and her family,sagfit,s
Louka may pass for a strong, courageous woman, who is willing to contest the
inequalities of the established so@tdtus quoBoldly and categorically she states that
she would defy her mistress—*I will defy her” (39)—despite Nicola’'snvegs that
such behavior could lead to her firing. One must note, however, what Louka does to

break the chains of the established social order. She is not the hardworking, self-

educating-in-the-wee-hours-of-the-night woman, so she exploits her ghpesacay. To

32 At the time, the Bulgarian army was under the direct command of Russiansofficer
The highest military rank granted to a Bulgarian was major.
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avoid spending the rest of her life as a servant to the Petkoffs, Louka becberasgc

and manipulative. While playing hard-to-get, she cunningly seduces Sergiusritoorde
make him marry her and thus elevate her to the higher ranks of Bulgarian society.

The other servant in the house, Nicola, or “the ablest man in Bulgaria,” as
Bluntschli fashions him, has his own plan for climbing up the social ladder: he wants to
establish a shop in the capital, Sofia. To that purpose, his only interest in life becomes
gaining money, which turns him into an unscrupulously avaricious man. Nicola’s greed
goes so far as to lead him to ask Louka, to whom he is engaged, to find a way to marry
Sergius and thus become “one of [his] grandest customers, instead of only ksding [hi
wife and costing [him] money” (71). Yes, that is how unscrupulous Nicola is—he is
ready to pander his wife-to-be for money. Nicola’s unscrupulous greed and Louka’s
promiscuous behavior complete the picture of the inadequate, uncultured, ignorant, and
boorish Bulgarian i\rms and the Manwhose claims to European status can only
evoke pity or sincere laughter.

My discussion so far provides sufficient evidence for Shaw’s arrogantly
patronizing and belittling attitude toward the Bulgarians, but more importantly, it
highlights the play’s fundamental dependence on tropes of western colonial discours
Only through Bluntschli, the westerner, can Shaw expose the Bulgarians as non-
Western, as caught between their “oriental heritage” and “childish agpgab imitate
‘the West’ and appear ‘civilized” (Goldsworthy 115). This dichotomized relatipns
between superior westerner and inferior otherptitea notaof western colonial
discourse, is the most vital and determining componeAtros and the ManmA

skeptical thinker, a methodical, logical worker, and most of aflabst, the Swiss
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soldier is the complete opposite of the ignorant, inefficient, patheticallsiron

Bulgarians. Shaw effectively exploits this gap between Bluntschli anduligariBans to
create comedy, but in doing so, he also presents Bluntschli as superior to the
Bulgarians, and thus institutes him, the only Western character in the play, aythe pla
moral and civil center.
Even more arrogant and patronizing than his literary portrait of the Bamhgain
Arms and the Maare Shaw’s comments about the high degree of authenticity of that
portrait. He proudly boasted in front of Charles Charrington (a fellow Fabian, actbr,
theatre director) that his play would give the impression that he had “sdiealh in
Bulgaria” (qtd. in Holroyd 300), and fervently defended the authenticity of his
representation of the Bulgarians. In a letter he wrote to William Arclaged 2%
February, 1903, a conceited Shaw wrote:
| have to inform you triumphantly that in view of the political
disturbances in the Balkan states, the Austrian Censorship forbids the
Burg Theater to produce Arms & the Man [sic] at present. This tribute to
the political actuality and ethnographical verisimilitude of my play, Wil
hope, be a warning to you not to disparage my historical researches in
the future® (qtd. in Laurence 312-3)
The implied “I told you so” stands out in this passage. The celebratory, sureesfvict
tone of Shaw’s words clearly demonstrates that he had long anticipated theaidve

the moment when he would be able to rub in the noses of his critics, like Archer, the

33 Austrian Censorship found the play ill-timed for production. At the time the
Macedonians were disturbing the Balkan peace in an attempt to liberateltlesmse
from the Turks. The Macedonians would eventually revolt in August 1903.
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“fact” that from a political and ethnographic point of viéinms and the Mawas

soundly rooted in research. This was not, moreover, the first time when Shaw felt
rectified for what he had said about the Bulgarians in his play.
A few years earlier, in his preface to the first editioRlafys PleasantShaw

addressed Moy Thomas’ criticism thatArms and the Mahe “had struck a wanton

blow at the cause of liberty on the Balkan Peninsula by mentioning that it was not a

matter of course for a Bulgarian in 1885 to wash his hands every day” (15). Here is

Shaw’s riposte:
[Thomas] no doubt saw soon [after the play was produced] the squabble,
reported all through Europe, between Stambuloff and an eminent lady of
the Bulgarian court who took exception to his neglect of his fingernails.
After that came the news of his ferocious assassination, with a
description of the room prepared for the reception of visitors by his
widow, who draped it black, and decorated it with photographs of the
mutilated body of her husband. Here was a sufficiently sensational
confirmation of the first apings of western civilization by spiritecesac
just emerging from slavery. (15)

Evidently, Shaw felt strongly that he knew well the Bulgarians, that hes¢sk of the

Bulgarians ilPArms and the Mawas rather truthful and realistic. Stambuloff's dirty

nails and ferocious assassination provided for him sufficiently strong evidereoegf e

only one piece of evidence, for what he had written about the Bulgarians in his play—

that they had bad hygienic habits and childishly aped everything that came out of

Western Europe.
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Why was Shaw, who had never set foot on Bulgarian soil, so sure of the

truthfulness of his description of the Bulgarians? Had he, from the comfort of his

London home, two thousand kilometers away from the Bulgarian borders, managed to

capture the Bulgarians’ nature and spirit at the end of the nineteenth centooydiAg

to one contemporary critic, Shaw had not only captured the nature of the Bulgarian, but

also
grasped the essential social changes that followed the liberation of a
backward country, such as Bulgaria in 1878, from centuries of feudal
Turkish rule: nascent capitalism and an increasingly important
bourgeoisie in an overwhelmingly peasant nation. Turkish influence
lingered: peasant homes were small and contained little besides a table
and a stool; heavy rugs and cushions were used for sleeping, and
clothing was homespun. Few homes had running water, and frequently
humans shared them with animals. (Weiss 37)

Even if rhetorically burdened by Eurocentrism, Samuel Weiss’ appraishbef'S

knowledge of the Bulgarians is essentially right. Indeed most Bulgariams e

relied mainly on the home garden and barn to survive and were not very fond of

washing and bathing. “The Bulgarian home, clothes and yards would impress everyone

with their tidiness and cleanness, but personal hygiene was not a priority [draong t

Bulgarian people in the nineteenth century],” writes Raina Gavrilova in her bogtzle

study of the nineteenth-century Bulgarian home (178). “The Bulgarian batheg’rarel
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she continues, “It was deemed plenty if one washed his feet and head on Saturday”

(179).%

But who in the so-called civilized world washed more often than the Bulgarians
at the time? The British, the people of the allegedly most developed nation in ttie wor
in the nineteenth century, were regularly decimated by such diseasedeaa,c
dysentery, and typhus and typhoid, all of which were mainly caused and spread by bad
hygiene. Furthermore, the Britons’ hygienic habits were not much différ@mthose
of the “uncivilized” Bulgarians. As Bruce Haley reportsTime Healthy Body and
Victorian Culture “During the first decades of Victoria’s reign, baths were virtually
unknown in the poorer districts and uncommon anywhere” (9). A public intellectual and
fervent socialist who was strongly involved in fighting the inequities of thatiegi
social order, Shaw was aware of the dirt and misery that ruled the streetsteénth-
century Britain, especially those of the lower-class neighborhoods. Actumaliis “A
Dramatic Artist to his Critics,” in a half-apologetic, half-explanatory (@tew stated
that he “had not the slightest intention of suggesting that [the] Bulgarian major, who
submits to a good wash for the sake of his social position, or his father, who never had a
bath in his life, are uncleanly people [. . .]” (70). He targeted, Shaw claimed, the
washing habits of the British, not of the Bulgarians. Perhaps one must first redd Sha
article in order to understand “correctly” his play, however. For, while his intenin
Arms and the Mamay have been to target the Britons, his text suggests otherwise. In

the play, Shaw clearly ridicules Major Petkoff's and his family’s washadgjts, and

% For more on the Bulgarians hygienic habits during the second half of the nineteenth
century, see pp. 178-186.
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certainly not those of the Britons. On the contrary, only through the comparison

between the washing habits of the Britons and the Bulgarians is Shaw able tdvenock t
latter. Intentionally or not, his text exploits the Bulgarians to garner @lieap laughs.

In Arms and the Mashaw also mocks the Bulgarian soldiers by presenting
them as suicidal maniacs who foolishly threw themselves in deadly battles tharing
Serbo-Bulgarian War (1885). He conveniently forgets, however, to historicize the

Bulgarians’ “irrational” heroism, to tell that it was most probably a readb their
recent liberation, in 1878, from five centuries of Ottoman rule. The San Stefano treaty,
signed on March 3, 1878, between Russia and the Ottoman Empire, established
Bulgaria as an autonomous state with its own government and army. However, worried
that a strong Russophile Bulgaria would greatly extend Russian influence imEaste
Europe, the Great Powers, especially Britain and Austro-Hungary, insistewising
the San Stefano treaty, and they did so through the Treaty of Berlin (June-July, 1878).
The new treaty stipulated that Bulgaria should be divided into two parts: 1. Buégaria,
self-governing, tributary principality, with its own army; and 2. Eastern Rtiapan
autonomous province of the Ottoman Empire. Unhappy with the artificial division of
the Bulgarian provinces by the Western Powers, only seven years afteeaine G
Berlin, on September 6, 1885, Eastern Roumelia and Bulgaria united and proclaimed a
unified Bulgaria.

The union made Bulgaria the largest state in the Balkans, which immediately
became a cause for alarm among its neighboring states, especialtg @nel Serbia.

To everyone’s surprise, Russia did not back the Bulgarians’ union, thus making them a

seemingly easy target for invasion. Realizing Bulgaria’s vulnerabilityland t
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opportunity to expand its territory eastward, Serbia declared war on Bulgaria on

November 2, 1885. In his war manifesto, the Serbian king, King Milan, declared that
“his kingdom was forced to start the war because the [Bulgarians] breacheddahe T
of Berlin” (Statelova and Pantev 129). Against all odds, the Bulgarian soldiers, who
were fewer in numbers, and very little prepared for military action, defehae well-
trained, well-equipped, military-savvy Serbign®uring the war, the Bulgarian army
exhibited exactly what ShawArms and the Maaimed to ridicule—extraordinary
courage and passionate patriotism, the same romantic ideals for which$§Shaw’
rationalism did not have patience” (Todorova 114). These ideals were, moreover,
deeply rooted in the Bulgarians’ five centuries of hopes for an independent, united
Bulgaria. In essence, thanks to reckless, border-line suicidal acts, sucloas the
Sergius’ cavalry is shown to commit in Shaw’s play, the Bulgarians wezda@bl
achieve victory, and thus earn the right to be one, unified state.

Even thirty years aftehkrms and the Mawas first put on stage, Shaw remained
adamant in his claims about the truthfulness of his depiction of the Bulgarians. In 1924,
in a letter he wrote to the editor of tBerliner Tageblatin relation to potential protests
by Bulgarian students against putting the play on stage in Berlin, Shaw imednitaat
back in 1885, “libraries, electric bells and houses with more than one floor” wkee sti
novelty in Bulgaria, and that it was “possible to assassinate Stambuloff ieaten
(among others) that he did not wash his hands often enotlighég13). What is more,

to his long list of Bulgarian shortcomings, this time he added that the Bulgarians did not

% Eventually the Bulgarian army even invaded Serbia, and only the timely intervent
of Austro-Hungary and the Great Powers was able to stop the war. For a complete
breakdown of how the war unfolded see Statelova and Pantev, pp. 129-184.
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have a sense of humor because they were unable to laugh at themselves, which was a

sign, a true measure, in fact, of the civility of a people:
[Clomedy is possible only in a highly civilized country; for in a
comparatively barbarous one the people cannot bear to have their follies
ridiculed, and will tolerate nothing but impossibly brave and virtuous
native heroes overthrowing villainous opponents, preferably foreign
ones. Civilized audiences enjoy being made to laugh at themselves, and
recognize how salutary that exercise is for them. Civilized Bulgarians
enjoy Arms and the Man [sic] as much as German audiences do, and
indeed more, as they are more directly interested. (Shavesl3)
After several more such paragraphs of teaching the Bulgarians how tovilzadi
people, Shaw ends his letter on the following note:
When the Bulgarian students, with my sincerely friendly assistance, have
developed a sense of humor, there will be no more trouble. (13)
In addition to being an expert on Bulgarian culture and history, apparently, Shaw also
thought he could teach civilized manners to the “ignorant” and “backward” Bulgarians
In a similar fashion, Shaw’s fellow Briton, Thomas Carlyle, thought that the noble,
strong white hand of the West had to “harness” the people of the world, especially the
“niggers” of the West Indies, and teach them the grand ways of the dwilaens.
The English, wrote Carlyle, needed to begin to “act as serious men, who have work to
do in this Universe, and no longer as windy sentimentalists that merely havieespeec
deliver and dispatches to write” (6). Shaw is not as straightforward and aggeess

Carlyle, but the message of the last words of his letter is not very diffevent f
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Carlyle’s—if only the Bulgarians listened to him, Shaw could assist theastaif

their “barbarous” attire and don the golden robe of the civilized world.

Perhaps the Bulgarians could have learned such matters important to the
civilized world as how to have electric bells, libraries full of clean, well-kepks, and
“houses with more than one floor.” The sense of humor, however, especiallylifye abi
to laugh at themselves, they had already cultivated, well before Shaw had even
conceivedArms and the Manf Shaw had indeed done his homework about the
Bulgarians, he would have noticed that back in 1871, one “uncivilized” Bulgarian writer
had already satirized the newly-formed, newly-rich, blindly-aping-tinatzed-world”
Bulgarianparvenuin a play he calle@he Misunderstood Civilizatiot As Voinikov
states in his announcement of the book publication of the play, the “moral purpose” of
The Misunderstood Civilizatiois “to protect our [Bulgarian] youth from the depravity
that surreptitiously creeps into their tender spirits through the introductioslodiia
French idioms, and, generally, outside culture from the so-called Europdeaiton”

(qtd. in Lekov 225¥/

Furthermore, in the same year whiams and the Mawas first put on stage,
another “uncivilized” Bulgarian, Aleko Konstantinov, was writing and publishing in
installments irMissul (a Bulgarian literary magazine) what is considered as the most
explosive and scathing satire of the Bulgarian in Bulgarian literdBaiezania

Consider the following passage, which discusses Bai Ganio’s filthy bddyhafhas

%At the time, the play was not translated in English, and it still is not. As preyiousl
noted, all the quotations from Bulgarian will be in my translation.

37 “ ma mpeAmna3u MIAA0TO HU TTOKOJICHHE OT pa3BpaTa, KOMTO c€ BMbKBAa HECh3HATEITHO B
HEXHUTE MY JyXOB€ IIPU BbBEXKJIAHETO Ha MOJUTE, anadpaHrara Win BboOIIe
BBbHKAIITHATA KYJITYpa Ha Thil HApeueHaTa eBpoIeiicKka MUBMIH3aIus.”
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jumped with a splash that renders speechless everyone in the pool of a public bath in

Vienna:
And indeed, his feet did not represent the most suitable model for Apollo
Belvedere. The patterns of his socks had made an impression on his
already dirty, overgrown-with-hair skin. Actually, with uncleanliness we
cannot baffle the Bulgarians: we cannot make even the most ebullient
imagination visualize something more uncleanly than that with which
reality itself presents or&.(140)
Bai Ganioteems with such sadly hilarious episodes that mock with vengeance the
Bulgarian who thought that a few trips to Western Europe would make him more
civilized. In the words of Maria Todorova, wiBai Ganiq “[Aleko]* was exposing a
phenomenon he loathed: the superficial mimicry of civilized behavior without the
genuine embrace of real values” (40). Employing irony that often essatataustic
sarcasm, in their respective works, Konstantinov and Voinikov ridiculed in bold print
those Bulgarians who thought that simply changing their clothes with fasteonabl
Western ones and using a few French words in their every-day vocabulary would make
them civilized, or European. Like a sharp knife, the Bulgarian writers’ inkgserc
through the Western veneer of their characters and exposes the simpld;izikee

Bulgarian under it.

3“1 mancTuna HO3eTE My HE IpeJICTaBIsIBaXa Hal-MOAXOA1 MOIeN 3a AOJI0Ha

bensenepcku. lllapkuTte Ha yopanuTe My ce Osixa OTHeYaTalu Ha Koxara—Hu 0e3 ToBa
HeYrcTa u oopacia. BrpodeM ¢ HeUncToTa HE MOXKEM 3a4y/Ii ObJITapuTe. HE MOXKEM
Hakapa 1 Hali-pa3najieHaTta (aHTa3us Ja CU MPEJCTaBH HELO MMO-HEYUCTO OT TyH, KOETO
MOJe€ J1a TU MIPEACTaBU caMaTa ACHUCTBUTEIHOCT. . ."

39 See note 2 in the Introduction.
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But the most striking omission in Shaw’s so-called “research” of the Baigar

is lvan Vazoff'sUnder the Yokewhich was translated in English in 1893 and appeared
on the British literary market in January of 1894. In his introductidgnier the Yoke

Edmund Gosse described the novel as a “masterpiece,” “a romance of modeyrohistor
a very high class indeed” (v). It is odd that Shaw, who knew well Gosse and hi&work,
somehow did not check Vazoff's novel, which, moreover, was also reviewdakin
BookmamandThe Academin February and March of 1894 respectively, almost three
months before Shaw finishédms and the Maand put it on stage. If Shaw had read
Vazoff's novel, perhaps he would have learned more about the Bulgarians’ culture and
history, about the long, even if seemingly futile struggle of a small people to tfifraw
powerful oppressor of close to five centuries, such as the Ottoman Empire. Shaw might
have read about Kandoff, one of the characteténiber the Yokewho fought the

Ottoman bashi-bazouks with the same courage and madness that Sergius exhibits in
Arms and the MarSays the narrator of the novel about Kandoff: “Ognianoff
involuntarily turned to the right and saw through the smoke an insurgent who was firing
away at the enemy, bolt upright, and completely exposed to their fire. Such boldness
wasperfect madne&§my emphasis, Vazoff 257}. Later in the novel, the narrator

even calls the Bulgarians’ fight with the Ottoman troops “a poetic folly: donyg

nations, like young people, are poetical” (272). Notably, Vazoff paints an overly

“%1n a letter to Edmund Gosse’s son, who was writing a biography of his father, Shaw
writes: “My Intercourse with your father was always viva voce. Ul late in our

careers we used to meet only at committees; and as he was a most comdraawve m

had a sense of humor which he could never control, we sparred and chaffed rather than
communed on these occasions.” He then adds that he “knew” and “valued” Gosse’s
work (qtd. in Laurence 127).

1 All quotations from Vazoff's novel are from the translated text in English in 1894.



67
romanticized picture of the Bulgarians’ will to fight for freedom and die for it.liRat

Voinikov and Konstantinov, he, too, is very critical of the Bulgarians, especially the
newly-richchorbadijii, who readily sold Bulgarian insurgents and agitators to the
Ottoman troops to preserve the well being and economic security they had aaquired
servants of the Ottoman authorities. As the anonymous writer of the revid¢ndef

the Yoken The Academyvrites, “It cannot be said that M. Ivan Vazoff is inclined to
veil the faults, the pusillanimity of his countrymen. The tale is an epic, but with al
pathos it does not lack humour” (186).

If one followed the logic of Shaw’s earlier-quoted words that only “Civilized
audiences enjoy being made to laugh at themselves, and recognize how geattary
exercise is for them,” then, fin-de-siecle Bulgarians should be counted asmsuel; f
shown in the above paragraphs, a number of Bulgarian writers had ridiculed in bold
print their own countrymen’s weaknesses and foibles, and their works were widely
popular in Bulgaria. Aleko even had to rush the book publication @diiSaniq as
there was already great demand for it on the Bulgarian literary tfatkhat is more,
Vazov, Voinikov, and Konstantinov were not the only nineteenth-century Bulgarian
writers who wrote with irony and sarcasm about Bulgaria and its people. Botev and
Karavelov are only two other names of nineteenth-century Bulgarian whitdredme
immediately to mind. One could, in fact, speak of a discernible trend of self-di&pgeca

humor in nineteenth-century Bulgarian literature. According to Shavt&rierfor what

2| speak oBai Ganids publication in more detail in the last part of this dissertation.
See pp. 112-113.



68
features constitute civilized audiences, the Bulgarians must be one. Nessthel

was not able (or perhaps willing?) to recognize the Bulgarians as such arcaudie

Notably, the portrait of the Bulgarians in late nineteenth-century Butgaria
literature is not very different from Shaw’sAmms and the Manin fact, at times,
Shaw’s mocking of the Bulgarians pales in comparison with that of Konstantinov or
Voinikov, for instance. But although similar in tone and style, Shaw’s mocking of the
Bulgarians is distinctly different from that of the Bulgarian writerterms ofourpose
That purpose best reveals itself through a comparative study of the position frdm whic
the Bulgarians are mocked in Shaw’s and the Bulgarian writers’ texts tigspec

Shaw writes about the Bulgarians from an outsider’s perspective, assaiming
superior and enlightened position from which he satirizes the inferior and dwyltural
lacking Bulgarians. The Bulgarian writers, even though at times exhildingame
Shavian superiority complex when writing about their own countrymen hardly ever
assume a position that separates them from their countrymen. Significantly, the
mocking does not stem from the outside, from a distance, but from within, from an
insider’s vantage point. Unlike Shaw’s, the target of the Bulgarian writerskimg
remains within their own community. Their mocking is not based on showing or
establishing a superior outsider figure as a paragon of normative behagiogss
Bluntschli is inArms and the Marbut on a discourse that assumes a critical, but at the
same time sympathetic role within the community of those who are mocked: Whil
caustically satirizing specific types of late nineteenth-centutgaians, the Bulgarian
writers also set up in their texts examples of positive Bulgarian aieesa—for

instance, Hadji Kosta and Mariika Tihe Misunderstood Civilizatioor the student
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narrators irBai Gania In doing so, the Bulgarian writers strip of aggression their

mocking, of telling from above what is right and what is wrong, which allows the
audience (the Bulgarian readers and theatergoers) to participa@wniimocking and
potentially choose whether to accept it as legitimate or not. Besidesmg/as mere
entertainment—as comedy—the Bulgarian writers mocking thus also works as
refreshing constructive criticism, as a way to help the Bulgarian peopiereagh
their own follies and weaknesses.

Because of its inherent incapacity to reach large Bulgarian audiences—few
Bulgarians read or spoke English at the end of the nineteenth century; tleesedre
Russian and French—Shaw’s caricatural representation of the Bulgailarie
develop into a constructive critique, and remains solely in service of the playesliicom
purposes: to tickle the egos of the Western civilized audiences, speciticalBritish
theatergoers. The Bulgarians, as characterizédnrs and the Marsuffer from overly
romanticized notions of reality, a “disease” that, according to Shaw, isylahgelto
their inability to think and act as rational, down-to-earth Western European mien, suc
as Bluntschli. With his play, then, Shaw creates specific conditions thattako
British to laugh at what he presents as the “tragic suffering” of tihgaBans. As such,
the Bulgarians’ “suffering” irArms and the Mabecomes an object of delight for the
British. In short, if the Bulgarian writers’ mocking of the Bulgariamgtes a reading of
it as an act of social responsibility, as “speaking on behalf of a communahsogsse
and excoriating those who have made themselves enemies of the people” (Knight 52)

Shaw’s mocking of the Bulgarians invites a reading of it as an achafdenfreudehe
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manifestation of “largely unanticipated delight in the suffering of anothertwsic

cognized as trivial and/or appropriate” (Portmann 186).
Arguably, Shaw was not even interested in whether the Bulgarians read his play
or not. The following words, which he uttered in 1941 in relation to suggestions by
“RKO bigwigs” for changing the play’s setting from Bulgaria to Canada toyo®d
screenplay, exemplify Shaw’s general attitude towards the Buhgaria
The suggestion of changing the location of Arms and the Man [sic] from
Bulgaria . . . will not bear examination. The population of Bulgaria is 6
million, the theatre-going portion of which is negligible. Their feelings
may be disregarded. (qtd. in Pascal 102)
Chillingly direct and unwavering, these statements clearly demonState’'s absolute
lack of interest in the opinion of those whom he so relentlessly mocks in his play: the
Bulgarians. Without giving it a second thought, Shaw erases the Bulgarians’ opinion.
To him the Bulgarians’ voice is immaterial; it does not matter. They cannot spegk;
can be only spoken of.
Shaw’s complete disregard for the opinion of the Bulgarians or their culture is
not surprising if read in light of his unwarranted assumptiokrins and the Mathat
the Bulgarians are able to communicate with Bluntschli, a Swiss, withoutnauoystiic
problems. He presumes that, somehow, the Bulgarians and Bluntschli are able to
communicate. What language do they speak? Even if Bluntschli, a mercenary in the
Serbian army, spoke Serbian, which is the closest linguistically to Bulgdrainthe
official languages the Swiss spoke at the end of the nineteenth century—Engbsh is

among them—nhe would still have great difficulty in communicating with the
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Bulgarians. Evidently, to Shaw, such linguistic issues were unimportant. He has to

assimilate the Bulgarian culture into the British in order to write abol itias to
produce an English text in order to narrativise a non-English people. Shaw’sléisi
make all his characters speak English, despite their non-English nativedaaakgr
implies that he processed them through imperial lenses, that he believed tist Engl
was ubiquitous and everyone spoke it fluently. In a true imperialist gesture, he delete
the significance of one’s linguistic heritage, disallowing both the Bulgaharacters

and Bluntschli from speaking their native tongues.

Throughout the play, moreover, Shaw never questions the presence of the Swiss
soldier in Bulgaria. The Bulgarians are actually more than happy to hantséhli as a
guest, and they unconditionally invite him to stay with them, as if he were one of them,
and not of the enemy they had just stopped fighting. Sure, one could read the
Bulgarians’ hospitality as Shaw’s attempt to draw attention to their inhgoexiness,
to their ability and willingness to forget the past and forgive those who, only dafgsv
ago, were killing their own countrymen. Given the overall image of the Bafgar
Shaw constructs in his play, however, it would be hard to make an argument that would
sustain such a positively charged reading of the Bulgarians. Shaw simply théhkot
that the Bulgarians would object to the presence of a Western man; he could not
imagine that Bluntschli might be unwelcome in a “backward” country, such as Bwlgar
where ignorance, provincialism, artificiality, and, worst of all, hopelessnmboem are
the rule, rather than the exception. To the contrary, as the ending of the playsstgges
where Bluntschli basically becomes the head of the Petkoff household and everyone in

the household is in awe of him—the Bulgarians can only be thankful that a Western
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man has graced their front lawn. Shaw thus ascribes to the Bulgarians a betavior

post-colonial theory identifies @&sdigenous servilityafter realizing the Westerner’s
superiority, the natives bow to him and exhibit a sincere desire to serve andHuoti.
In Shaw's eyes, the Bulgarians need Bluntschli, the Western man, whose confidence,
methodical and organized work ethic, and, most of all, realistic point of view are
indispensable to the straightening of the otherwise dysfunctional Petkeodhlotais

In Arms and the MaSshaw exploits the Bulgarians and their history to create a
setting for his play, which caters to the colonial tastes of fin-de-digitieh theater-
goers. He presents Bulgaria, speaks for it as a space that has not yet beean&zepe
has not been reached by the Midas touch of Western civilization. His depiction of the
Bulgarians as squalid, uneducated, simple wannabe Europeans is often crude and
tasteless, but more importantly, it is immersed in the tropes of traditionalaabni
humor, which typically mocks the colonized for their backwardness and racial
inferiority to the white European m&hThis humor is predicated upon the inequality
between the colonizer and the colonized—the former being always superiordtighe |
The ridiculousness of the Bulgarian characters in the play comes from the falocetha
are unable to overcome their own primitive state. Not one or two are the moments in
Arms and the Mawhen the Bulgarians are mocked for their inability to live up to the
standards of the West. Perhaps that is s and the Mais one of the few world
renowned dramas that was only once put on stage in Bufgaklaat is more, to this

day, the play has not been translated into Bulgarian. Patrick Bratlingeramigeright

3 See, for instance, Gilbert and Sullivat/®pia Limited
4 See Richard J. Cramptoh,Short History of Modern Bulgaria. 103.
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when he writes that “it would have seemed crazy” to most Victorians and Edwardians

“to deny that they were on top of the world, [members] of the most enlightened,
progressive, civilized race in history” (1#/rms and the Maonly demonstrates that

Shaw was not among those who were “crazy” enough to oppose such a view of the

Britons.
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Part Il

Chapter II
Representations of the Balkans in Bram Stokiracula
The Balkans were not only in Bernard Shaw’s view in the last decade of the
nineteenth century. Anthony Hope’s novdlle Prisoner of Zend@ 894),Rupert of
Hentzau(1895), andrhe Heart of Princess Os(d896); Sydney C. Grierdn
Uncrowned KingA Romance of High Politidd896) andA Crowned Queemhe
Romance of a Minister of State898); and Bram StokerBracula (1897) were all set
in the Balkans. Hope’s three texts are set in Ruriatania—an imaginarhkrwilt
consequently become synonymous with the Balkans; Grier's—in Thracia, a mregion i
the southern part of the Balkans; and Stoker's—in Transylvania, an area that is now a
part of northern Romania, the largest Balkan state. As Vesna Goldsworthyquijnts
after the 1870s, “an increasing awareness of the diversity of [the Balkanshgarea
a mystique which attracted many [British] writers of popular fiction, who mhove
eastwards and southwards as they prospected for new sources of raw néBrial
With the mystery and outlandishness of its main character—a monstrously epitearam
Count, whose origins remain unexplained throughout the text—Stdkextala seizes
that Balkan “mystique” as well as and, arguably, better than any othehBeitisat the
end of the nineteenth century. Since its publication, Stoker’s “gothic mastéipéesce
greatly influenced perceptions of the Balkans in the West’s imagination, tii@ot
world, mainly because of the enormous popularity it consequently acquired through

numerous translations and adaptations on stage and screen.
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Actually, the Balkans were not Stoker’s first choice for a setting for higsgot

novel. His research notes reveal that the original location for Draculals wast not
Transylvania, but Styria, a locale in Austria that Stoker must have borrooved fr
Carmilla, an earlier gothic novella, written in 1872 by another Irishman, Sheridan Le
Fanu. Significantly, Stoker moved the setting of his novel from Styria, a placgdha
already established in the gothic tradition of writing, to TransylvaniallkaBatate

that, as Dracula tells Harker in the beginning chapters of the novel, has had a long
history of political turmoil and bloodshed: “Why, there is hardly a foot of soil ithell
region that has not been enriched by the blood of men, patriots or invaders” (28).
Stephen D. Arata explains Stoker’s change of setting by pointing out that Veamayl
was “a place that, for readers in 1897, resonated in ways Styria did not. Transylvania
was known primarily as part of the vexed Eastern Question that so obsesiséd Brit
foreign policy in the 1880s and '90s” (627). The changing of the novel’s setting from
Styria to Transylvania should suggest, therefore, that Stoker viewed thasatere
suitable for his purposes, that he had a particular interest in it.

Nevertheless, few critics have probed the historical, political, or cultural
implications of the Balkan setting of the novel @eakan Most frequently scholars
have been interested in the setting to establish the history and mythology behind
Dracula’s vampire identity: how Stoker used and revamped Balkan history and
historical figures, such as Vlad Dracula (also known as Vlad Tepes—theshnal
fifteenth-century Wallachian Prince, to fashion the pervasively gotimosphere of his
novel. A seminal text in this respect is Clive Leatherdalés Origins of Dracula: The

Background to Bram Stoker’s Gothic Masterpieshich provides fragments from the



76
sources Stoker had access to and most probably used to craft his novel. In compiling the

texts for his anthology, Leatherdale relies on Stoker’s research nosatia—

“three packages, made up of eighty pages of notes, summaries, data and photographs”
(23)—which were discovered in the mid-1970s in the United States and are currently
kept in the Rosenbach Museum in Philadelphia. In short introductions to each of the
texts in the anthology, Leatherdale shows what role they might have playedén'S

text.

But what does the novel tell us about late nineteenth-century British interests
and perceptions of the Balkans and the Balkan people? Among the first to point out the
importanceDracula’s setting and its political implications was Richard Wasson. In
“The Politics ofDracula,” he reads the “locale of the novel” as opposed to the rest of
Europe, claiming that Stoker presents the Count as a “threat” to the Westjsee4w,0
which he defines as “increasing democracy and improved technology” (20heMatt
Gibson captures the political currents of Stoker’s gothic novel in reading iatioreto
the Eastern Question, a political issue he identifies as “important to Boder Sot
simply as a possible topical selling point, but because his own brother, George Stoker,
had spent time in the Balkan region” (69)Gibson explores “how a concrete event, the
Treaty of Berlin in 1878 (the year Stoker moved from Dublin to London), coloured

Stoker’s attitude to Balkan politics in 1897 (the publicatioD@dcula)” (71). In a

> Bram Stoker’s brother, George Stoker, spent two years in the Balkans during the
Russo-Turkish war (1877-78), and wrttéth the Unspeakablea travel account that
zeroed in on the Russia’s threat to the British Empire. For more on the Eastern
Question, see Part I.
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similar vein, Elini Coundouriotis positions “the Eastern Question as centralkerSt

project,” stressing that in his text, Stoker
is setting in motion a delegitimation of Ottoman history of Eastern
Europe through the figure of the vampire, whose hybrid identification (a
result of his own history) as both Christian and Ottoman, makes him
monstrous and ultimately incoherent, a source of history that “logically”
(but also anxiously) needs to be silenced. (144)

By silencing the Ottoman history of Eastern Europe, Coundouriotis concludes, Stoker

aims “to repress the cogency of Eastern Europe’s claims on Europe” (1&8), t&o,

calls attention to the novel's Eastern European setting as he argueythmiving

Castle Dracula [to Transylvania], Stoker gives distinctly political oves to his

Gothic narrative” (627). IiDracula, Arata asserts, Stoker presents the Balkans as a

threatening force to the civilized status of Western Europe, Britain ticydar. He thus

readsDracula as a narrative that expresses Britain’s anxiety of “reverse colamzati

the colonizing of the colonizer by the colonized—the contamination and inevitable,

even if unconscious, subversion of the Britons and their culture by the inferioofaces

the Empire.

As thorough and insightful as these studies are, they seem to take for granted
two important characteristics Biracula's setting—its geographic location and racial
make-up. Geographically, the Balkans eseto the heart of Empire, London, which
makes a potential Balkan invasion of Britain quite plausible. In addition, therBalka

are mainly inhabited by white Christians, who could infiltrate the Emypireticed As
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the Count tells Jonathan Harker in the beginning chapters of the novel, he strongly

wishes to avoid being recognized as a foreigner in London:
Well, I know that, did | move and speak in your London, none there are
who would not know me for a stranger. [. . .] But a stranger in a strange
land, he is no one; men know him not—and to know not is to care not
for. I am content if | am like the rest, so that no man stops if he see me,
to pause in his speaking if he hear my words, to say, ‘Ha, ha! a stranger!
(27)
It is rather important to Dracula, as his double negatives reveal, to renmaiticed in
London, and he does everything within his power to achieve the anonymity he so much
longs for: he immerses himself in English culture to the point that he studies
Bradshavis timetables'® Once he arrives in London, the Count blends with the crowd
so well that Mina Harker takes him for a regular Londoner when she first sees him
Piccadilly Street. Even Jonathan’s “terrified” expression at the sigheaCount in
London does not give Mina a clue that she is watching the “monster” who almost turned
her husband into a vampire. When Jonathan asks her whether she recognizes the man in
front of them, Mina replies baffled: “ No, dear, [. . .] | don’t know him; who is it?”
(184). That is what Harker and his international band of vampire slayers trhythed
the Count could pass for a Londoner. The ability of the Count, a Balkan man, to pass for
a Londoner, as well as the geographical proximity of his castle to London, maka hi
imminent threat to the British Empire Dracula. He is too close geographically and

too white and Westernized to be neglected.

“*Bradshaw’s Timetables are the railway timetables.
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In the first part of this chapter, | focus my attention on Stoker’s rhetooigta

the Balkans, the “cursed land, where the devil and his children still walk witilyea

feet” (61). To present the Balkans as a threat to the Empire, Stoker, | argu@rsnus
“other” them, and he does this quite efficiently in the opening chapter of his novel. To
borrow Abdul JanMohamed’s phrase, Stoker “commodifies [the Balkans] into a
stereotyped object” (83), and in doing so, denies their right to be a part of Europe. The
Balkans, as characterizedDmacula, are too savage and primitive, too evil to be
European—therefore, a legitimate subject to Western law and order.

In the second part of the chapter, | turn to the Slovaks and the Gypsies, the
unscrupulous, faithful-to-death helpers of the Count. Very little has been whtteh a
these two ethnic groups, and they are the only actual Balkan representativesywho pla
an active role in the novel. The other Transylvanians make only a short cameo in the
beginning of the novel and are presented as ignorant, helpless people, who would rather
live in fear than oppose the evil Count who regularly terrorizes their existence. By
representing the Gypsies and the Slovaks as Dracula’s associates, Stokéy no
makes them complicit in Dracula’s “monstrous” project, but also endows them with
power and authority, thus sanctioning them as the proper, “true” face of the Balkans
Stoker presents the Gypsies and the Slovaks, along with their bloodthirsty nsaster, a
true antithesis of the Western band of vampire slayers. Characterizingshaorally
degenerate, malevolent, corrupt barbarians, he employs these two ethnic groups in
Dracula both to validate and emphasize Britain’s anxiety about the potentially
explosive effect the Balkans may have on British imperial affaoge sure, no Balkan

state posed a direct threat to British security at the end of the nineteenily,deuit
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their neighbors and oppressors—the Russians, the Hapsburgs, and even Britain’s

alleged allies, the Ottomans—did.

The Balkans and the Balkan Peopldiracula

Draculais a compilation of journal entries, letters, notes, telegrams, newspaper
clippings, and phonograph recordings, which, as the reader learns towards the end of the
book, Mina Harker, with some help from her husband, has collected, put together, and
typed in a chronological order. As Carol Senf observes in her book-length study of
Dracula, “Readers should thus conclude that the novel that they see is the result of
Mina’s narrative strategy” (27). While Mina does provide the “narrativeegfyaiof
Dracula, Stoker does not write her as an omniscient narrator. In fact, there is not an
omniscient narrator in the nov@raculais narrated by four major narrators—Jonathan
Harker, Mina Murray/Harker, Dr. Jack Seward, and Lucy Westenra—why edi@lv
Van Helsing, Lord Godalming, or other characters to speak for themselves.
Unsurprisingly all narrators are Westerners. The Eastern, Trangiveharacters are
silenced throughout the text; their thoughts and words, including Dracula’s, which are
very few in the text anyway, are expressed only through those of the West&mer
unwilling is Stoker to allow any non-Western character to speak that even wiarRus
captain’s log of the Demeter, the Russian schooner that brings Dracula to Erggland, i
presented to the reader as pasted cuttings fromahggraphin Mina’s journal. The
captain’s story is introduced in the text through the Russian consul’'s translatti@n of
log, which is then published in tiailygraph, and eventually cut and pasted in Mina’s

journal, from where the reader has access to it. Mina thus becomes the ultimate nar
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of the story, even though she has no direct relation to the story itself. Stokerts @hoic

narrators clearly privileges the voice of the Western, English chesatteey are the

only ones who have the power to speak, and more importantly, to decide what and how

should be told in the novel.

Stoker privileges the West over the East throughout his text, even if with

measured caution at times (as | will show later, Stoker chastisesr ltarkeglecting

the warnings of the Balkan peasants). He Beagulain three major locations,

Transylvania, London and Whitby, the first representing Eastern (Batkaope, and

the latter two, Western Europe. The action first takes place in the East, igl\faare

where Harker, a young English solicitor, has to go to meet count Dracula, a

Transylvanian nobleman who is interested in purchasing an estate in London. The very

first sentences of the novel, which come from Harker’s journal, cut a cledimgjvVine

between the West and the East:
Buda-Pest seems a wonderful place, from the glimpse which I got of it
from the train and the little | could walk through the streets. | feared to
go very far from the station, as we had arrived late and would start as
near the correct time as possible. The impression | had was that we were
leaving the West and entering the East; the most Western of splendid
bridges over the Danube, which is here of noble width and depth, took us
among the traditions of Turkish rule. (7)

In Harker’s view, the East starts immediately after Buda-Pest arglbtle statement

that speaks powerfully nonetheless to what constitutes Europe and what does not.

Because of their status as Turkish (Ottoman) provinces, the Balkans, clearlgt a
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included in Harker’'s map of Europe. The West (Europe), where the Danube is “of noble

width and depth” and the bridges are “splendid,” is left behind. Harker has crossed into
the East, where, he hurries to note, Turkish rule is patently evident. “Jonathan $darker’
entrance into the ‘Eastern’ world could never, in reality, have been so abruptgshe E
seems to be “almost sucking Harker in” at the moment he crosses the bridge
(Goldsworthy 79). The abrupt entrance from West to East emphasizes the direct
connection between the two—only a bridge stands between them. The Balkans signify
that connection for Harker. They are not in, but at the doorway of the West—a short
train-ride away.

Despite their relative proximity to the West, the Balkans are still
overwhelmingly Eastern, according to Harker. The West’s stereotipes the East
rush in full force through Harker’s initial impressions. First in line is taeestype
about the backward, unenlightened Easterner, who has not yet learned the value of maps
or of scientific exploration. The district in Transylvania where Dracul@stie is
situated is not to be found on British maps. Harker’s preliminary diligent reseattad i
British Museum in London proved futile, because that part of the world, “the extreme
east,” as he calls it, is “one of the wildest and least known portions of Eurog™(7-
was not able to light on any map or work giving the exact locality of Castleul, as
there are no maps of this country as yet to compare with our own Ordinance Survey
Maps” (8), writes Harker in his journal. The implicit judgment of this statensethiat
the Transylvanians are behind the British in their scientific developmerkettause
of the verb “light” only underlines this judgment as it suggests that Transylgamia

place that has not yet been enlightened, that it is still in the dark, pretenhggnt
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ages. Such a dark spot on the British maps also speaks of Transylvania as an unexplored

place by the West. Notably, a few years later, the “blank spaces” on the miajgaf A
will become the main reason, an impetus, for Joseph Conrad’s Charlie Mat®maurin
of Darknesgo travel to Africa and “explore” it. Harker’s reason for traveling to
Transylvania is not exploration but business, but, significantly, in both texts the
unexplored, unfilled spots on the map with names of towns, rivers, and mountains
signify ignorant, uncivilized, prehistoric places that need enlightening.

Second in Harker’s journal is the stereotype about the Easterner’s iditiona
and helplessness. He describes Transylvania as an extremely sapsigiace, where
“every superstition in the world is gathered” (8). Superstition, not reason, malégds
of the Transylvanians, who, even though regularly terrorized by Dracula, would not
dare to fight him. All they do to protect themselves from the Count is carrg gadi
crosses, and pray that he will not choose them as his next victim. Because of the
inability to actively, i.e., reasonably, counteract the Count’s attacks, &msylvanians
are helpless in Harker’s view. The Westerners, not accidentally led by iemists,

Dr. Seward and Abraham Van Helsing, “M.D., D. PH., D. LIT., ETC., ETC.” (Stoker

123), know how to fight such a monster as the Count, and only they can deliver the

ignorant Balkan people from his dreadful deeds. To survive, the novel suggests, the
Balkan “peasants,” whom Harker insists on calling “peasants,” need tbteNvers’

strong, rational, scientific harfd.

*"Harker either directly calls the Transylvanians “peasants” or thesctfieir clothing
and carts as “peasant.” See pp. 9, 10, 14.
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As several scholars have noted, Stoker’s image of the Transylvanians as

superstitious people, most probably, was build on information from Emily de
Laszowska Gerard'$ransylvanian Superstitiongvhich was published in 1885 The
Nineteenth Centuryn her short, but rich-in-detail article, Gerard, “who had lived in
Transylvania for two years as the English wife of a Hungarian malvagade
commander dispatched to that province” (Leatherdale 108), provided an extensive list
of the numerous superstitions that ruled everyday life in Transylvania at the thied of
nineteenth century:
Transylvania might well be termed the land of superstition, for nowhere
else does this curious crooked plant of delusion flourish as persistently
and in such bewildering variety. It would almost seem as though the
whole species of demons, pixies, witches, and hobgoblins driven from
the rest of Europe by the wand of science, had taken refuge within this
mountain rampart, well aware that here they would find secure lurking-
places, whence they might defy their persecutors yet awhile. (130)
Gerard’s words are clearly premised on the belief that science andtgigreexclude
each other—superstition is what science is not. Superstition, the “plant of delusion,” a
Gerard calls it, could exist only in lands where science is dead or nonexistent. In
describing Transylvania as the place that houses “every superstition of ttg¢ wor
Harker echoes Gerard’s words, thus boldly underlining the irrational, badkmear-
Western status of its population.
Third on Harker’s list is the stereotype about the unprofessional, lazy igaster

who does not value time and punctuality. As Harker’s detailed-to-the-mouwrtegj
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reveals, time and punctuality lose value progressively, from West to Eastriddrain

from Munich to Vienna arrives at 8:35 p.m., but “should have arrived at 6:46” (7). The
further East he goes, the problem persists. As an Englishman, born and bred in a
capitalist society where time is a requisite component in determining)wage, thus
unequivocally equaled with moné$/Harker has learned to value time and punctuality.
He, therefore, must “hurry breakfast” (8) in order to be on time before his taaiesle
Klausenburg? However, he is forced to sit “for more than an hour” in his carriage at
the station before the train begins to move. Obviously disappointed in how carelessly
time is wasted in Eastern Europe, Harker exclaims: “It seems to méeHatther East
you go, the more unpunctual are the trains” (8). The generalization imbedded in this
statement certifies the East, including the Balkans, as the “other” of thie Te
tardiness of the Eastern trains only highlights the vastness of the gapptrategthe
East from the West.
The Oriental-Barbarian look of some of the people who inhabit Transylvania,

more precisely the Slovaks, completes Harker’s list of stereotypes abdtash

The strangest figures we saw were the Slovaks, who are more Barbarian

than the rest, with their big cowboy hats, great baggy dirty-white

trousers, white linen shirts, and enormous heavy leather belts, nearly a

foot wide, all studded over with brass nails. They wore high boots, with

their trousers tucked into them, and had long hair and heavy black

mustaches. They are very picturesque, but do not look predispossessing.

8 See Karl MarxCapital: A Critique of Political Economy
9 Klausenburgh is a town in western central Transylvania where Harker spents a nig
before he goes to Dracula’s castle.
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On the stage they would be set down at once as some old Oriental band

of brigands. They are, however, | am told, very harmless, and rather

wanting in self-assertion. (9)
This passage reads like a manual for nineteenth-century British biaseshaboaiite
people from the colonies. To Harker, the Slovaks are not people; they are strange
“figures.” The two adjectives that stand out in the description of the Slovaks are
“Barbarian” and “Oriental,” both of them indispensable to traditional British caloni
discourse. To highlight their importance to the understanding of the Slovaks, Harker
even capitalizes the adjectives. Following closely the well-trodden path ¢éernmtle-
century British colonialist descriptions of native people as lacking in diestiakues
and in need of the West'’s help, Harker also depicts the Slovaks as “picturesque,” but
not “predispossessing,” and as “wanting in self-assertion.” The Slovaks, in ait, w
are ordinary Oriental-Barbarians who need to be taught how to act, dress, and express
themselves as civilized people do.

The one cultural trait of the Transylvanians that makes a positive impression on

Harker is their “excellent” food. He writes in his journal: “I had for breakfasre
paprika, and a sort of porridge of maize flour which they said was ‘mamaliga,” and
eggplant stuffed with forcemeat, a very excellent dish, which they callétata™ (8).
So impressed is Harker by the “excellent” dishes he has been served iylvEmias
that he includes several parenthetical notes in his journal to remind him to write down
the dishes’ recipes for his wife:Mem, get recipe for Mina)” (8). Food is all that the
Transylvanian peasants can offer to incite the attention of a Westerner. Theeyplopl

prepare the food are not as noteworthy as the food itself, and they do not deserve
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Harker’s interest. The little one learns about the Transylvanians is thidargar’s few

conversations with them, which boil down to “hysterical” warnings about whatsawai
him in the dark castle of the Count. Unable to control their emotions, the man and
woman who own the hotel where Harker stays before he meets Dracula losbithgir
to speak proper German. In short, Harker reduces Transylvanian culture todestutis
and spices. If nothing else, the Transylvanians are good &doks.

A notable exception to Harker’s overall negative impression of the
Transylvanian people is Count Dracula. There is not a trace of the needy, zedtjvili
uneducated Transylvanian peasant in Harker’s first impression of the Count. On the
contrary, like Harker, Dracula speaks with a sense of superiority, of arigtocrat
arrogance about the common Transylvanian peasant, who, in his words, is “at heart a
coward and a fool” (29). Dracula is also a wealthy, self-sufficient man, wiyo onl
occasionally needs the help of Gypsies and Slovaks. He knows what he wants and how
to get it, and boasts of being a Szekely, the blood heir of

many brave races who fought as the lion fights, for lordship. [. . .] What
devil or what witch was ever so great as Attila, whose blood is in these
veins. He held up his arms. Is it a wonder that we were a conquering
race; that we were proud [. . .]. Ah, young sir, the Szekelys—and the
Dracula as their heart’s blood, their brains, and their swords—can boast
a record that mushroom growths like the Hapsburgs and the Romanoffs

can never reach. (35-36)

*% Jronically, Dracula views the British in the same way—as a source offgod
(fresh blood). | owe this note to Professor Elfenbein.
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As his words reveal, Dracula perceives himself as a royal descendant, in wihese ve

runs blood that is more “blue” than that of the royal families of the Hapsburg and
Russian empires. In addition, the Count is interesting and charming as acutterl
quite educated—reads and speaks several languages, including English, which,
according to Harker, he has almost perfectly mastered; and owns an enornaoys libr
that holds “a vast number of English books, whole shelves of them, and bound volumes
of magazines and newspapers” (26). One is reminded here of the Bulgaggyesl r
library in Shaw’sArms and the Marwhich, with its single shelf of “broken backed,
coffee stained, thorn and thumbed” (61) old novels, stands in stark contrast to the
Count’s numerous shelves of English books and magazines. While Shaw’s Bulgarians
are only wannabe Westerners and whenever they try to act as such, look ridiculous,
Stoker’s Dracula is able to cross into the Western world with the ease and paise of
true Westerner. Arguably, Dracula is more Western than the Westerneesnioviel. In
Harker’'s eyes, “No one is more rational, more intelligent, more organizedemnsore
punctual than the Count. No one plans more carefully or researches more thoroughly”
(Arata 637). To all that, one might also add that Dracula is a captivatingespea
Regretting his inability to memorize the Count’s remarkable speechesidaylse’|
wish | could put down all he said exactly as he said it, for to me it was mosiatasgi
(35). To a great extent, then, Dracula has managed to turn himself intoeangeso
delete his difference as an Easterner, which has an exceedingly positiveampac
Harker’s first impression of him.

Very soon, however, the reader learns that Harker’s first impression of the

Count is quite wrong, because under the “perfect English” and charismatic persona of
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the Count hide monstrous plans and terrific malevolence and cruelty. Count Dracula,

Harker realizes, presents a lethal threat to England. The Count’s purposiépiog
England is to perpetuate himself through replication, to turn all Britons into vanpire

to make them look, behave, desire, and do just as he does. He wants to start a new race
in England—to use Harker’s words, “to create a new, ever-wondering afrstemi-
demons to batten on the helpless” (60). Not only was Harker wrong in his judgment of
the Count, but of the Transylvanian peasants as well. As it turns out, the peasants’ fea
of the Count was based on actual events and observations, and not on “ignorant”
superstitions, as Harker views them. When the Transylvanian hotel-owner’s gsfe be
Harker on her knees not to go to Castle Dracula, he cavalierly commentss ‘dtlwa

very ridiculous, but I did not feel comfortable” (11). Harker becomes a victim of his
own complacency, of his preconceived notions about Transylvania and its people. A
superstition is an “unreasoning awe or fear of something unknown, mysterious, or
imaginary” (OED), and Dracula real. The Balkan peasants may be “uneducated,”
“unprofessional,” and “Barbarian,” but they are right—Dracula does exist. Stoker
makes Harker pay dearly for not listening to the Transylvanian peasants. l[eatharor

a month, he has to live as an inmate in Dracula’s prison-like castle, not knowing wha
his fate will be. Stoker thus sets up Harker to fall in the trap of his own enlightened
arrogance, a move that should serve as a caution to the Empire—that superstitions
cannot be brushed away as mere products of ignorance, and more importantly, that
although innocently ignorant on the outside, the Balkans do hide on the inside such

monsters of incredible demonic power and malice as Count Dracula.
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Why is Stoker so deliberately persistent in presenting the Balkans as a

monstrously evil place? What is the Balkan evil that so threatens the weltthe¢irey
British? Franco Moretti provides an answer to these questions by reading Stoker’
Count, the monstrously evil Balkan representative, through a Marxist lens—as a
metaphor for monopoly capital. “Like monopoly capital,” Morreti claims, “[the
Count’s] ambition is to subjugate the last vestiges of the liberal era anoydastr
forms of economic independence” (92). He continues:
The vampire, like monopoly, [. . .] threatens the idea of individual
liberty. For this reason, the nineteenth-century bourgeois is able to
imagine monopoly only in the guise of Count Dracula, the aristocrat, the
figure of the past, the relic of distant lands and dark ages. Because the
nineteenth-century bourgeois believes in free trade, and he knows that in
order to become established, free competition had to destroy the tyranny
of feudal monopoly. For him, then, monopoly and free competition are
irreconcilable concepts. (93)
Morreti’s vigorous Marxist analysis of the Count as an embodiment of “monopoly
capital” persuasively demonstrates how Dracula’s vampirism is a trué tini@atish
bourgeois society, where individual liberty, free trade, and free competition are put on a
pedestal, at least on paper. Even though compelling, Morreti’'s argument reiheains s
about Stoker’s preeminent interest in the Count’s racial heritdgearula. That
component of the Count’s identity is discussed in more detail by several scholars,
including Judith Halberstam, who convincingly argues that Dracula “resethieldsw

of [nineteenth-century] anti-Semitic discourse in several ways: his @nueahis
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relation to money/gold, his parasitism, his degeneracy, his impermanelck of |

allegiance to a fatherland, and his femininity” (82).

Most often and most vocally, however, owing chiefly to Stoker’s Irish native
background, Dracula’s racial identity has been linked to the¥ishan essay that is
otherwise concerned with the sexuality of the vampire in nineteenth-cdictioy,

Robert Tracy observes that through their fictional vampires, both Le Fanu and Stoker,

who were members of the Anglo-Irish ruling class of nineteenth-cenland,

expressed their “class’s anxiety about the unhyphenated Irish®*(@&nnon Schmitt

makes an even stronger case than Tracy about the Irish codes imbDealcidd. In his

view,
Within the East/West binary iDracularesides [. . .] another set of
opposed terms: Irish and English—or, more accurately, Irish and Anglo-
Irish. Consider to begin with Dracula’s own resemblance, not so much to
“Orientals,” as to a nightmare vision of the native, unhyphenated Irish.
The savage bestiality of his vampiric attacks combined with the
aristocratic hauteur of his manner suggests the peculiarly Irish double

threat of Fenianism and Catholic feudalism. (34)

®1 Also see Howard L. Malchow@othic Images of Race in Nineteenth-Century
Britain, where he too reads Dracula as Jewish (pp. 153-166).

2 As Joseph Valente points out, the last decade of the last millennium could be
considered as the decade of “Irish Dracula.” During that tidbn&gula scholarship
turned its attention from “degeneration theory, reverse colonialism, ctimina
anthropology, inversion theory and the like” to the “specific relevance of Stoker’s
homeland.” For more on the “Irish approach’Cicacula, see pp. 1-13 from Valente’s
Dracula’s Crypt: Bram Stoker, Irishness, and the Question of Blood

3 The Anglo-Irish are “persons of English descent, born or resident in Ireland, or
descendent of mixed English and Irish parentage” (OED).
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Essentially, such Irish-centered readings preBeatula as a conservative text that

advocates English supremacy, as an attempt on Stoker’s part, notwithstanding his
apparent ascription to Irish nationalist ideologies, to defend England’daighie
Ireland>*
Like Schmitt and Tracy, Joseph Valente, too, employs the “Irish approach” to
studyDracula, but he nuances and challenges their claim about the novel’s inherent
racial conservativism. He contends that
the specifically Irish elements in the novel—far from simply voicing or
reaffirming the pervasive late Victorian/Edwardian panic at the prospect
of racial degeneration, atavism, or intermixing—serve to modulate
Dracula’s central metaphorics of blood into a spectacular if less than
fully systematic critique of this racialist logic and its attendéogic,
racialist paranoia. (5)

Stoker’s gothic thriller, Valente suggests, resists, as well as undsgritfireenormous

weight “blood"—as inherited from one’s parents—is given in fin-de-sieclésBrit

society as a determining factor of one’s social status.

To be sure, Stoker’s “vampiric” Count could be read as Irish, Jewish, or as an
aggregate image of the racial other of the Westerner, “a composite of sthiraie
manifests as the horror essential to dark, foreign, and perverse bodies” $tdatb@0).

Such readings, however, treat the “Eastern European setting of the novelastatic

>4 For Stoker's relationship with his Irish roots see, David Glover's “Dark Bhdur
Any Man’: Bram Stoker’s Sexual Ethnology and the Question of Irish Nationalism.”
According to Glover, Stoker was “a cautious, but convinced advocate of Irish Home
Rule from at least his early twenties” (54). Also see Chapter |, “Doutnie, Bfrom
Valente’sDracula’s Crypt pp. (15-42).
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(Countdouriotis 144). More importantly, they ignore the obvious: that Dracula comes

from the Balkans, that Stoker specifically writes him as a Balkan natieeSaskely.

In the novel, Dracula emphatically insists on being viewed as a native oflken&a

He openly tells Harker that, as a Transylvanian, he is very different fioiEnglish:

“We are in Transylvania; and Transylvania is not Engl&ut.ways are not your ways

[. . .]” (28, my emphasis). Dracula’s use of the pronoun “our” clearly specifiebehat
identifies himself as none other than a Transylvanian. Thus, while Draculash law
Irish heritage could be read as only suggested, implicit in the novel, his Balkagénerita
is explicitly stated. Stoker’s text unquestionably portrays Dracul&Batkan being,

who has not only lived for centuries in Transylvania, but is proud to have fought for the
region’s freedom against the Ottomans. Stated bluntly, the Balkans are thé& explic
target of Stoker’s ink. As Eleni Coundouriotis aptly puts it, “If we overlook this [the
Eastern European setting of the novel and the history that surrounds it] entiralk we
carrying out the historical elision that the novel itself seeks to estafliSG).

Draculais a text about the West'’s fear of the encroaching Balkans, a fear of
what might be the product of a potential encounter between the West and the Balkans.
Stoker presents the Balkans as a threatening site to England, which, a$ Saimtsi
out, becomes “synecdochially the West itselfDiracula, because “various Westerners
are drawn together to foil the [Balkan] attack” (30). The international band of rKampi
slayers that Stoker puts together in his narrative to annihilate Dracula—three
Englishmen, Jonathan Harker, Jack Seward, and Lord Godalming; an American, Quincy
Morris; and a Dutchman, Van Helsing—qualifies the vampire problem as confined not

only to England, as the Irish Question would be, but to the West in general, as the
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Eastern Question was—the question of how to deal with, or rather, how to control the

Balkan nations that were recently liberated from Ottoman’TuRead from such a
broader historical perspective, Stokers’ text problematizes, as weljgessss a

solution to the Eastern Question: the whole West, under the selfless and self-assur
aegis of the British, of course, must rise together to rid the world of the gilchieis
bred in the dark, Balkan corners of Eastern Europe. In Gibson’s wordDffpula

we have a portrayal of Eastern Europe as shambolic, wild and primitive, but with a
sinister, threatening edge, which argues not for control so much as for exedg@ipn” (

If the West were to avoid Balkanization, that is, reverting back to the dark pre-
enlightenment ages of feudalism and barbarism, the Balkans must become Exénc
dichotomy Stoker creates Dracula—England (Europe) versus Balkans (East)—
clearly denies the Balkans’ right to be called and treated as Europearh@vgim, in
strictly geographical terms, they are a part of the European continent.rdw bor
Edward Said’s term, iDracula Stoker practices the most fundamental act of
imperialism: “geographical violence” (77); he charts the Balkans out of tlogp&am

map, an act that not only denies the Balkans European status, but also calls for their
control, for subjecting them to the same treatment that any non-European coloay of t
Empire must receive—civilization according to Western terms. The Bal&aosrding

to Stoker’s gothic text, should be treated as a part of therieast, Europe.

%> The Eastern Question is also suggested by Stoker’s decision to send Dracula to
London through a Bulgarian seaport (in Varna) on a Russian shooner. As | show in the
first part of my dissertation, both the Bulgarians and the Russians, especiédlyahe

were a major component of the Eastern Question.
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Patrick Brantlinger has identified StokePsacula as a text that participates in

what he terms the “imperial Gothic.” Not only does “imperial Gothic” expres
“anxieties about the waning of religious orthodoxy,” explains Bratlinger, “but eve
more clearly it expresses anxieties about the ease with which cieiizan revert to
barbarism or savagery and thus about the weakening of Britain’s imperial drggem
(229). The gothic attire dbracula serves Stoker as a vehicle for conveying Britain’s
imperial anxieties about racial contamination from the inferior “barbBatkan races,

as well as for illustrating the difference between civilized West ackiNzad East,
between scientifically-based rationalism and primitive superstition. Theivam

demonic look and mind become the ideal tool in Stoker’s hands for demonstrating the
racial and cultural otherness of the Balkan people, who may be white, European, and
Christian, but are still considered inferior to the British; they are Europeands, dut
lower status, not quite as good as the Western Europeans.

Frequently resorting to the rich arsenal of stereotypes his Britshrljt
predecessors had established through the ages about the native people of the colonies
Stoker paints a quasi-Oriental, quasi-European picture of the Balkan peoplégjinss li
fellow Irishman Bernard Shaw doesAnms and the MarBut if in Arms and the Man
the Balkan people are a source for tongue-in-cheek comments on what it means to be
civilized and who is civilized and who is not,racula, the Balkans, as represented
through count Dracula, are the source of an imminent threat to the West. They are th
native land of a bloodthirsty monster who threatens to suck all the blood of the innocent
Britons, and, in doing so, make them one of his own flesh and blood. As the Count tells

Mina Harker while forcibly breastfeeding her his own blood, he intends to make her
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“flesh of my flesh, blood of my blood, kin of my kin” (306). Soon after this forceful

breastfeeding, Van Helsing regretfully notes that “Madam Mina is ahgh(343), that
she is slowly but surely turning into a member of Dracula’s monstrous familye@he f
that Britons could be turned into blood-sucking Balkan ghosts is at the center of
Stoker’s text. Specifically, it is the fear that the Britons’ pure Af&gaon blood could
be mixed with, infected by the bad, racially-inferior blood of the monstrous Balkan
people. Dracula, who embodies all the evil of the Balkans, thus becomes the main
source for potential racial contamination of the innocent, unsuspecting-troitolesBr
Therefore, the terrifying, racially poisonous Dracula (the Balkans) dh@ustopped,
even better, mercilessly dealt with by the West, just like the Western baathpire

slayers terminates Count Dracula.

The Slovaks and the Gypsies: Count Dracula’s Helpers
As powerful and resourceful as Stoker’s Count is, his freedom is quite limited.

At the first meeting of the future vampire-slaying crew, Van Helgixplains in his

grammatically incorrect English that Dracula is
more prisoner than the slave of the galley, than the madman in his cell.
[H]e may not enter anywhere at first, unless there be someone of the
household who bid him to come; though afterwards he can come as he
please. His power ceases, as does that of all evil things, at the coming of
the day. Only at certain times can he have limited freedom. If he be not
at the place whither he is bound, he can only change himself at noon or

at exact sunrise or sunset. (255)
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Vampire’s freedom, then, is almost exclusively limited to the dark hours of the day

between sunset and sunrise, as well as to his home, wherever it is: “his eartlBome
coffin-home, his hell-home, the place unhallowed” (255). In addition, vampires “can
only pass running water at the slack or the flood of the tide,” and “garlic” and sthing
sacred,” such as a crucifix, can make them lose their powers (Stoker 255ve6)alb
these limitations, Dracula is prompted to seek the assistance of outsidersmpresa
He thus hires Slovaks and Gypsies to help him with his travel to London.

Even though small, the role of the Slovaks and Gypsies is vital to the plot of
Dracula—without them, the Count would not be able to reach London. The Slovaks
and the Gypsies help the Count on two occasions: on his way to London from his castle
in Transylvania and from London back to his castle. The Slovaks furnish the wooden
boxes in which the Count must travel; the gypsies handle the transportation of the boxes
with the vampire cargo in them from castle Dracula back to the Slovaks. TihéHatte
transport the boxes to the seaport in Varna, Bulgaria, where they are loaded onto a
Russian schooner and shipped to London. Forced out of London, where he is chased by
Van Helsing and his “holy” band of vampire slayers, the Count once again must resort
to the help of the Slovaks and the Gypsies. The former transport him through water, and
the latter on the ground. Both the Slovaks and the Gypsies remain loyal servants to the
Count throughout the text. Not even once do they question their master’s actions. In the
novel’s climactic scene, in an attempt to save their master vampire, the$spsn
engage in a deadly fight with the Western band of vampire slayers, and one of them

loses his life.
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Why are the Slovaks and the Gypsies ready to risk, even give, their livhs for t

Count? One can only speculate on the answer to that question for Stoker does not
provide an explicit one in his novel. For instance, when the “imprisoned” Harker sees
Dracula’s Gypsy-helpers for the first time in the courtyard of thée;ds tries to send
two letters through them, one to Mina, his fiancé, and the other to Mr. Hawkins, his
boss and employer. To ensure the letters’ arrival in London, Harker also drops through
the bars of his window “a gold piece” (Stoker 50). The “gold piece” proves to be
insufficient to break the Gypsy’s loyalty to their master, howeverhmidtters end up
in Dracula’s hands, not at the post office. As Janet Lyon notes in her reading of this
episode, “The Gypsies’ loyalties lie with the vampire, not with the English
representative of enlightened modernity” (196). One might fairly conclude, tteet
the Count was paying his helpers well enough to keep them satisfied and fullyddevote
to him, but then, again, one might also conclude that the Gypsies simply liked the
Count, that they were mesmerized, just like Harker initially was, by him nop)si
that they were afraid to oppose him.

While Stoker’s text remains ambiguous about the Gypsies’ and Slovaks’
motivations to help the Count, it is explicitly clear about their character. fremutset
of the novel, the Slovaks and the Gypsies are portrayed as cold-blooded, unscrupulous
people. What is more, Stoker presents them as complicit in Dracula’s “monstrous”
deeds, including his project to conquer London by literally sucking the blood out of its
denizens. In light of the mass fear that even a quick passing by Dra@dtésarouses
among the rest of the Transylvanians, one cannot but assume that the Gypsies and the

Slovaks were aware of what their master did during his nightly jaunts to the local
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villages, and what his plans might have been for the people of London. Yet they do not

show even the slightest sign of fear of or opposition to Dracula. Nor do they show any
interest in what he does. Loyal to death to the Count, the Slovaks and the Gypsies
unconditionally provide him with whatever help he needs.

Harker’s first account of the diversity of Transylvania’s population does not
include the Slovaks or the Gypsies. He identifies only “four distinct natioséhtie
“Saxons in the south, and mixed with them the Wallachs, who are descendants of the
Dacians; Magyars in the west, and Szekelys in the east and north” (8)—thuwgdelet
the existence of other ethnic groups in the region, including the Gypsies and the
Slovaks. Harker’s deliberate omission of these two ethnic groups thus situatessthem
outsiders, as people who exist out of the ethnic makeup of the region. Nevertheless,
even though denied official recognition as constituents of the racial make up of
Transylvania, the Slovaks and Gypsies are the most obviously present Vaarzsy!
ethnic groups in the novel, with the exception of the Szekelys, perhaps, to whom
Dracula proudly pledges belonging. These two ethnic groups acquire legitima
through the Count; as his faithful helpers, they become one with their master—&mpire
in human flesh. Moreover, as sole representatives of the Balkans who actively
participate in the plot dDracula, the Slovaks and the Gypsies become exemplary of the
culture of the region. Stoker’s inevitably racist and altogether negativayadrof the
Gypsies and the Slovaks exposes his understanding of and attitude toward the Balkans.
He uses both ethnic groups as the main ingredients to build an image of the Balkans that
is frightful and repulsive, fundamentally characterized by corruption, lanéss, and

unspeakable evil.
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As already discussed in the first part of this chapter, according to Harker, the

Slovaks are nothing more than primitive barbarians, and even if somewhat imposing on

the outside, with their “high boots, long black hair, and heavy black mustaches” (9),

they are, in fact, weak on the inside, unable to assert themselves. The Slovaks, in other

words, are the perfect people to serve as Dracula’s servants: phydroaltyte protect

their master, and mentally weak, therefore easy to command and manipulate. Since

Stoker never went to Transylvania, most of his information about its diverse population

came from nineteenth-century travel narratives that were mainlgmwhbit British

officials who had spent time in the area, such as soldiers, administratoesmirers of

their families (Leatherdale 97). Stoker’s image of the Slovaks is almady saken

from Major E. C. Johnson®n the Track of the Crescent: Erratic Notes from the

Piraeus to Pestl{1885). Johnson’s description of the Slovaks is nearly an identical

match to Stoker’s ibracula:
These men [the Slovaks] stand on rude rafts, made of the trunks of trees
lashed together, and this primitive craft they guide by means of long
poles. Some of these men passed while we were there, and wild indeed
they looked, in their white linen shirts and loose white trousers, kept
together by enormous broad leathern belts, and with long straight hair
about their shoulders, heavy black mustaches, and immense hats. | was,
however, assured that these apparently ferocious individuals are among
the mildest of mankind. Excessive indulgence in vile brandy has,

however, reduced their mental capacity below zero [. . .]. (243-244)
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Apparently, Stoker did not put much effort in hiding his source for the Slovaks in

Dracula. Harker’s account of the Slovaks repeats Johnson’s down to the color of their
mustaches. But if Johnson’s description expresses only implicitly his sensésif Bri
superiority over the “wild"”-looking Slovaks on “primitive” rafts, Harker’'smsich more
explicit. As if afraid that his audience might not see through their primitigisth
backwardness, Harker directly identifies the Slovaks as “Barbarianéfi@ts” (9). In
doing so not only does he highlight the Slovak’s inferiority and otherness to the West,
but also foreshadows the “dreadful” acts they will later commit as the Gdwaipers.

Only a Barbarian and an Oriental, Harker's words emphasize, could be capable of
supporting such an evil being as Dracula.

The Slovaks’ partners in servitude to the Count—the Gypsies—figure in three of
the sources that Leatherdale identifies as listed on Stoker’s reseasliaibracula:
Johnson’©n the Track of the CresceWilliam Wilkinson’s An Account of the
Principalities of Wallachia and Moldoviél820), and GerardEransylvanian
SuperstitionsAll three texts, especially Johnson’s and Wilkinson’s, present the Gypsies
in overwhelmingly racist tones. Using mainly animalistic imagery, Johnsaniloes
the Gypsy children he meets on the Balkan roads as wild “savages” who wermghowl
like wolves or jackals” while begging him for money (149). “Generally,” he condinue
the Gypsies are “wild and nomadic in their habits, rarely working themsélwekving
in preference on the toil of others, and apparently in utter unconsciousness of the
difference betweemeumandteuni (150). Racist rhetoric is at the head of Wilkinson’s
account of the Gypsies as well. To him, “in many respects they appeaufiteor to

the brute creation” (168); “The propensity to stealing seems inherent in them” (169)
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“both sexes are slovenly and dirty;” and “They acknowledge no particulaorehgi

their own” (170). Therefore, Wilkinson surmises, the most “profitable use of tisetm” i

keep them “in a regular state of slavery” (169), just like the Wallachians and

Moldavians do. Unlike Johnson and Wilkinson, Gerard is not interested in the Gypsies’

racial and cultural traits, but in the superstitions they have brought to Tvanisyl

Even so, she is unable to avoid some of the racist rhetoric of her countrymen, and

identifies the “gypsy tribes” as “a race of fortune-tellers and witc{i&0). In essence,

the Gypsies in these three texts function as a projection of the other, the oppbsite of t

law-abiding, hard-working, Christian Briton—the Gypsies are savage, fgood-

nothing, dirty, lazy heathens who cannot help but live like parasites, on the back of

other people, by stealing and begging.

Stoker’s portrayal of the Gypsieshiracula strongly echoes their portrayal in

his sources. When he meets the Gypsies for the first time in the courtyarccofalra

castle, Harker writes in his journal:
These Szgany are gypsies; | have notes of them in my book. They are
peculiar to this part of the world, though allied to the ordinary gypsies all
the world over. There are thousands of them in Hungary and
Transylvania, who are almost outside all law. They attach themselves as
a rule to some great noblelwoyar, and call themselves by his name.
They are fearless and without religion, save superstition, and they talk
their own varieties of the Romany tongue. (49)

In light of the Gypsies’ occupation—the Count’s helpers—it is not surprising that

Harker views them as heathens, people without religion, who exist outside aswydaw
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are unwilling to assimilate, as they speak only their own language, Romanymigigy

be courageous people, but they fight on the wrong side, the evil Dracula. Notably,
Harker’s view of the Transylvanian “Szgany,” the Balkan name for Gyplas been
formed through research he conducted back home in the British Museum. By
mentioning his notes, Harker gives legitimacy to his words about the Gypsies. As a
Western document, the notes must be read as a trustworthy, accurate source tha
consequently allows him to make generalizations not only about the Gypsies in
Transylvania, but about “the ordinary gypsies all the world over.” Harker’s
generalizations about the gypsies thus function as a warning to all people wrltte w
beware of these lawless and godless people.

While it is not surprising that Stoker chose Gypsies as the Count’s helpers, his
inclusion of the Slovaks as such is rather unexpected. As Deborah Nord remarks in her
Gypsies and the British Imagination, 1807-1930

If English literature contains within it a constant marker of otherness, of
non-Englishness, or foreignness, it is the Gypsy. A figure of literary
origins and anthropological interest, the gypsy could signify social
marginality, nomadism, alienation, and lawlessness. (189)
Such a statement cannot be made about the Slovaks, simply because they do not figure
in nineteenth-century British literature as prominently, if at all, in €the Gypsies
do. If the ruthless, uncontrollable, and frightful Gypsy has had a long and rich history in
nineteenth-century British literature, in the name of such emblematiaatbes as
Emily Bronté’s “gypsy brat” Heathcliff, Stoker’s Slovaks, to my knowledye the

first of their kind. What could be the reasons for Stoker’s inclusion of the Slovaks as
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Dracula’s helpers? He must have found it important to include them in the novel, for,

arguably, he could have constructed it without them, using only Gypsies.

The obvious answer to that question is that Stoker’s plot required rafters, who
would be able to transport Dracula’s box through the Sereth and Bistritza rivers on the
way back to his castle in Transylvania. The Gypsies were known as nomads, but they
preferred the solid ground over water, and the Slovaks, as Mina explains in her account
of Dracula’s trip to London and back, are traders at the Galatz port (375). liomcakt
the above-quoted passage from JohnsOmshe Track of the Crescestiows, the
Slovaks were also known as rafters, which made them ideal for the novel’s plot
purposes—they could legally receive Dracula’s box upon arrival at the Galatzsport, a
well as expeditiously transport it on their rafts to its assigned destinatigrthBn, why
could not the Slovaks finish the job themselves and carry Dracula’s box through the
ground as well?

Unlike the Slovaks, who were little known to the nineteenth-century British
reading public, the Gypsies were notoriously “associated” in Britain “avitietoric of
primitive desires, lawlessness, mystery, cunning, sexual excess, gedesnd
savagery—with freedom from the repressions, both constraining and culture binding, of
Western civilization” (Nord 3). What is more, as Mary Burke shows in her study of
eighteenth- and nineteenth-century sources for Stoker’'s Gypdieadnla, “The living
conditions of Gypsies lent themselves to comparisons with the bloodsucker of European
folklore mined by Bram StokerBracula’ (56). In the examples Burke provides to
support her claim, Gypsies are compared to “ghouls,” accused of cannibalism, and

shown as living in graveyards and digging up corpses to eat them (56). Even more
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important, the Gypsies were a “true” racial other of the British. The Slovakial

make up was difficult to distinguish from that of the Westerners—they were white
Christians. In stark contrast, the Gypsies were dark-skinned heathens.eXfukés

the British public’s familiarity with the “dirty,” “criminal,” “heath® Gypsies, to add to
the novel what the Slovaks lacked, a marked racial difference and a vampire-like
existence. He relies in his text on the codes of contemporary racial prejudidbe

long history of British gypsophobia, to characterize his Count as the monstrous other.
Put differently, the inclusion of the Gypsies in the novel brings the Count’s vampiric
identity closer to the literary taste of British audiences who were @gnesed to

reading about dark-skinned, non-Christian villains from foreign lands or thensai
British society. If the Slovaks provide more or less logistical help foCthent,

therefore, the Gypsies add flavor to, as well as highlight the Count’s sociacaid r
otherness iracula.

Most importantly, however, Stoker needed both the Slovaks and the Gypsies to
bind his supernatural, bloodsucking “monster” to a specific place, namely, the Balkans
An abstract, divorced-from-reality, de-historicized and de-socializedsenh as
Dracula, is not as powerful as one that is firmly rooted in the culture and pofittss
time and space. A narrative that professes an outlandish, nonexistent, faneestis thr
not as powerful as one that speaks of a clear and present danger, such asnise-Balka
real, actually existent locale in Eastern Europe—are shown tolracula. The
Balkans in Stoker’s gothic text function as a safe-haven for Dracula, and this ide

strongly emphasized through his Balkan helpers. As actual representative 8afkan

population, the Transylvanian Slovaks and Gypsies become in a way that population’s
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definition, which is that they are dreadful, ignorant, and unscrupulous people who are

easily manipulated and would give their souls to the devil as long as they are paid.
Because of his physical limitations, Dracula’s operations are confined toethe a
surrounding his castle. Thanks to his helpers, however, his power becomes lirhigess; t
Gypsies and the Slovaks substantiate his menace to humanity. Thus, if the Count could
be construed as a fictional character in the novel, a figment of Stoker’s mind, the
Slovaks and the Gypsies add a realistic component to his existence. Stoker needs them
to make the Count more believable as a threat to Britain, as well as to huntencexis

in general.

In Dracula, the Gypsies and the Slovaks are no lesser monsters than their
bloodthirsty master. They do not have an identity, but are identified through the Count;
they figure in the novel solely as his loyal-to-death helpers. Stoker deptbtethnic
groups in overtly racist tones—as corrupt, heartless, oriental barbarians—ta sugges
their otherness and inferiority to the Britons, as well as to rationalizeathairce with
the Count. They provide a much needed mobility for the Count, who has almost
exhausted the Balkan blood pool, and needs new bodies to satisfy his unquenchable
thirst for fresh blood. Precisely because they are responsible for Drdawa'sion” of
London, the Gypsies and the Slovaks become as monstrous as the Count himself.
Signifiers of Dracula’s mobility, both ethnic groups play a crucial role akets
gothic novel. Without them, Dracula is confined to the Balkans—therefore, a problem
for the locals not for the British. Through the Slovaks and the Gypsies, Stoker not only
gives the threat that the Count poses a real human face, but also gives it @alkeate

parameters.
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Coda to Part Il

Before | move on to the next part of the dissertation, |1 would like to address
what | have found to be a prominent trend in the critical treatment ootk and the
Man's andDracula’s settings—the Western critics’, British and American specifically,
reluctance to treat and analyze those settings as Balkan, even thougle géngyliaitly
defined as such in both Shaw’s and Stoker’s texts. More often than not, the Bulgarian
setting of Shaw’s world-renowned play and the Transylvanian setting of Stokests
famous novel are either completely neglected or read as allegoriestifsit Bcales.
There is an apparent, if not conscious, willingness to treat those settingseas m
stages—despite their cultural, economic, or political implications—for theyleeht
of arguments and ideologies that are closely, even exclusively in sorseredested to
specifically British problematics, the Irish Question in particular.nbsé critics,
Bulgaria and Transylvania serve simply as settings, props for the Briiiginsio
exploit at their will. As innocently productive as such readings may appfest at
glance, however, they also engage into a reading practice that cywdibezhjards the
visibly dominant presence of Bulgarians or Transylvanians in Shaw’s and Stoker’s
respective texts.

Arguably, such critical practices are more perverse than the ostentatiously
concerned-for-the-suffering-Bulgarians claims of the writers oBililgarian Agitation.
For even though they disregarded the Bulgarians’ political interestedndathose of
the Britons, at least, the Agitation writers expressed compassion farftbeng of the
Bulgarians under Ottoman rule, and in doing so recognized the Bulgarians as an

element that contributed to their understanding of the Eastern Question. hstontr
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most critics of Shaw'é&rms and the Marfor instance, show no interest at all in the

Bulgarian setting or Bulgarian characters of the play. To them the Bulgarians
uninteresting as a component of Shaw’s play. To a large extent, the sameeois tr

Dracula criticism, especially of the so-called “Irish Approach,” which haseuay

major role inDracula criticism in the last two decades and has persistently read
Stoker’s bloodthirsty count as more Irish than his author. Canon Schmitt, | should note,
is the only critic of the so-called “Irish Approach” who does not assume Discula
Irishness before his Transylvanianness. He first rBadsula at its word, “read[ing]

East where East is Written” (33), and only then does he show how the East/West divide,
“so insistently present in Dracula” (34), could be transformed into, read as an
Irish/Anglo-Irish divide. Unlike Schmitt, however, the rest of the “Irish apghbda

critics directly assume that Dracula is an Irishman, thus deletingplisidy-stated
Transylvanian origins.

This general disregard for the actual setting&rofis and the MaandDracula
reveals an attempt (conscious or unconscious?) to downplay, even erase, the importanc
of these settings to one’s reading of these texts. Such exclusion@g} epproaches, |
would argue, make those who practice them complicit in the writing practices both
Shaw and Stoker engage in in their respective texts: which is, to treat klae8ab
available to use and abuse however they find suitable for their purposes. | reélize tha
my insistence on readiryms and the MaandDracula at their word situates me as a
proponent of the literal. Such a critical practice, as Schmitt points out in bisslien
of Stoker’s gothic novel, “risks missing the figurative nature of literatfiteroor” (33).

Schmitt is right: a reading that works solely on the basis of the liteaatings of a
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text’s signs cuts that text down in size, robs it of the richness of its sliyrsdas and

implications. | am not making an argument, however, about which reading, thkditer
the figurative, is stronger. As recent literary theorists, most noRdignd Barthes,

have shown, such arguments are restrictive and unproductive. What | want tbesteess
is the importance to recognize the presence of particular places and peopde in the
texts, a presence, the implications of which, we, as literary critics, shoiusd n
cavalierly disregard, as it illuminates these texts’ participatigrarticular discursive
trends and norms at the time of their writing, namely, fin-de-ciecleaBam.

To Shaw and Stoker, the Balkans were unconditionally available for literary
exploitation. Shaw wrote about and represented the Bulgarians as he saw ditofenhi
purposes, which usually aimed at preserving British cultural norms and political
interests. Similarly, Stoker appropriated Transylvania as a settingethiatned into a
breeding ground for bloodsucking, merciless vampires, whom the virtuous and
courageous Britons felt morally compelled to eradicate for the sake wbtlds
peaceful future. Both Shaw and Stoker thus participate in as well as perpetuate
discourse about the Balkans that imagined the Balkans as a site that needestthe W
immediate help and attention. It would be fair to maintain, then, that whilegfadi
discuss the overt prejudices against the Balkans embedéechénand the Maand
Dracula, scholars restrict the articulation of these texts’ participation in what deaor

identifies as Balkanism, the construction of Balkan identity asttier within Europe
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Part Il

Western Europe Through the Eyes of Two Nineteenth-Century Balkan $Vriter

As demonstrated in the previous chapters, in fin-de-siecle Britishitera
fictional or expository, more often than not, the Balkans were conceived as the “other
within Europe.” How did the Balkan intellectuals respond to this generally negative
perception and depiction of the Balkans, to the disparaging stereotypes and ttbpes of
West? Did they see themselves and think of themselves as the backward, barbarian,
under-grown, and uncultured cousin of Western Europe? Furthermore, what is the
Balkan writers’ view of those who wrote about them, of “civilized” Europe? The
Balkan writers were not passive absorbers of the West’s rhetoric aboutkhaBa
They wrote about themselves, as well as “returned the gaze” to the &iviliZestern
European world.

In this last part of my dissertation, | focus my attention on nineteenth-century
representations of Western Europe in two Balkan texts— Dobri Voinikdes
Misunderstood Civilizatioi1871) and Aleko KonstantinovBai Ganio(1894)—as |
examine how they internalize Western discourses about the Balkans, how they
assimilate or oppose them. Not only are these two texts regarded as oflsdes
nineteenth-century Bulgarian literature, but more importantly, “West” andiZeition”
are central themes in both of them. In addition, even though published less than a
guarter of a century apafthe Misunderstood CivilizatioandBai Ganioare written
during two different epochs of Bulgarian history: the former before, and the fadter a
Bulgaria’s liberation in 1878 from almost five centuries of Ottoman rule. Sgnity,

this will allow me to examine how the Bulgarians’ perception of the West evolved
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during this short, yet rather eventful and tumultuous period of Bulgarian history. Both

The Misunderstood CivilizatioandBai Ganiohave not yet been translated in English.

Thus | begin with a short outline and analysis of some of the major themes gjagy en

The Misunderstood Civilization

Voinikov (1833-1878) is one of the first Bulgarian dramatists. His early plays
were usually set in the past, recreating and celebrating events fromi&ulgatory
before the Ottoman invasion. He described those plays as “historical drarhas¢
aim was to put on stage “heroic” and “noble” historical figures and events, asswell
inspire in the audience “noble feelings, virtuous ideas, altruistic aspiratohsxpose
weaknesses or aberrations” (Voinikov, Preface 93)e Misunderstood Civilization
was Voinikov’s first play that dealt with contemporary Bulgaria, exploring the
relationship between “civilized” Europe and Bulgaria at the end of the nineteenth
century. Liuben Karavelov, the famous Bulgarian intellectual of the day adith¢e
literary critic, praised the play for its realism, recommending thaauki®or quit writing
plays about the past and seize the present (qtd. in Lekov 228). Voinikoviueote
Misunderstood Civilizatiomvhile he lived in Romania as a Bulgarian immigrant. The
play was first performed and published in Romania, but soon it crossed the Danube onto
the stages of the Bulgarian theatres in Russe, Turnovo, and Kazanluk. Evenheally,
Misunderstood Civilizatiolnecame Voinikov’'s most recognizable play.

The Misunderstood Civilizatiois a five-act play that is set in an unnamed town
in Bulgaria, in the late 1860s, early 1870s. Bulgaria was still under Ottoman rule at the

time, but the Ottoman Empire was already in a period of steady decliné, gévie the
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Bulgarians strong reason to believe that their national independence wds.iAsig

much as this period was defined by renewed nationalistic pride and patriotic zeal
however, it also was a period of reevaluation of Bulgarian culture and tradittoas. T
younger generation, mostly from the newly-rich families who had the mearavél to
Western Europe or attend Western European schools, expressed disparaging views o
everything Bulgarian, even their own native tongue. In Voinikov’s own words, with his
play he aimed to expose exactly the Bulgarians who viewed their own culture and
traditions as backward and deficient, unworthy of preservation, and favored the more
“civilized” Western culture® As Docho Lekov puts it, Voinikov wrote a comedy,
through which, in his own way, he evoked Paisii Hiliandarski’'s famous woidtona
Slavianobulgarskaid1762), a text that most Bulgarian historians view as the
cornerstone of the Bulgarian national awakening: “‘Oh, ignorant race! Véhyoar
ashamed of calling yourself Bulgarian; why do you read not, speak not in your
language?’” (10). Paisii’'s passionate call against the Bulgarians’ niatidiizgsm
reverberates throughout Voinikov’s play. Through irony that often escalataggticc
sarcasm, Voinikov ridicules those Bulgarians who blindly ape Western tasteslaes
and reject those of their own native land. He has a few words to say about the
“civilized” Western world as well, which he portrays through the character of
Margaridi, the self-proclaimed-as-“civilized” Greek doctor, as the cavrugdt

Bulgarian culture. By pitting the established moral and ethical beliefrsystéhe
Bulgarians against that of the so-called civilized world, Voinikov exposes in bakd pri

the hypocrisy and arrogance of the latter.

* See quotation on p. 65.
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The play opens with a heated conversation between Hadji Kosta, a wealthy

Bulgarian shop-owner, and Zlata, his wife, about their children, Anca and Dimitraki.
Hadji Kosta reproaches his wife for not heeding her house work, but spending too much
time with their daughter on tailoring new clothes, or “rags,” as he balia.t
Indignantly, Zlata responds that the new times require that a young woman wea
fashionable clothes and keep away from house work so that she will be able tamarry
educated man, and will not end up “in the hands of some stupid boor, whom she will
serve for the rest of her life as a slave” (99). His wife’s comment ondgearHadiji
Kosta, who states that today’s “educated men” cannot feed “even a pen” (90), and
regretfully adds that his own son, Dimitraki, on whose education in France he has spent
so much money, is not much different from them. This short exchange between Zlata
and Hadji Kosta sets the stage for the rest of the play, where Hadji &Kokta’
fashioned, traditional Bulgarian views will clash with the recently-cukiddcivilized”
views of his wife, daughter, and son.

A crucial role in the Western cultivation or civilizing of the Bulgarianglayed
by Margaridi, a Greek doctor, who is the outspoken representative of the civibzied w
in the town. He dresses according to Western European fashion and insists that the
Bulgarian youths imitate his civilized manners. He also claims that ajgBah youths
should stop listening to their old-fashioned, “simple-minded” parents and learn the way
of the civilized world to which he proudly boasts of belonging. “You, the youth,”
Margaridi tells Mariika, Anca’s best friend, in attempt to make her sulbdarhis

“progressive” teachings,
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must not listen to the old, rusty heads, but look forward, towards the

progress of civilization. You have to imitate us Europeans, who come to
visit your town; to meet with us; and to listen to our instructions. You
should observe how we dress, how we speak, how we sit, how we eat
and drink; and you should so dress, so speak, so sit, so eat, drink and . . .
(110)
Margaridi does not succeed in converting Mariika to “civilization,” but the
impressionable Anca and her mother fall under his spell. With his flashy French
costumes, knowledge of a few French words, and claims to knowing and being from the
civilized world, he manages to charm both of them to such an extent that all they talk
about and think about is “the civilization,” as if it were the ultimate goal im likes.
When she realizes that Margaridi is interested in her Anca, Zlataiiscei@
help her meet with him at their house, even though Hadji Kosta, whose impression of
the Greek doctor is anything but positive, has stridently proclaimed thaabainst
Anca having anything to do with that “rake.” Dimitraki, Anca’s brother whojinsts
returned from studying in France, also encourages his sister to embrayzeitiar
courtship, even if he never explicitly vocalizes his encouragement. Dimgredally
proud to be friends with Margaridi—the only “civilized” person in town, in his
estimation—and both of them treat the rest of the youths in town as backward,
uncultured simpletons. Dimitraki’s friendship with Margaridi and Zlata’s beleat
attitude towards him pave Margaridi's way to Anca’s heart.
But Margaridi is not the only one in town who is after Anca’s heart. Mitiu, a

young and prosperous Bulgarian bachelor, is also in love with Hadji Kosta’s daught
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He too dresse la French mode, but in Anca’s eyes, he is nothing but an ignorant,

uncivilized Bulgarian boor, for, unlike Margaridi, he does not know French, nor does he
know how to treat a lady according to the civilized fashion. Hadji Kosta, howikesr, |
Mitiu a lot—he is a Bulgarian, has good standing in town, and owns a successful
business. Thus, when Mitiu asks for Anca’s hand, Hadji Kosta is more than happy to
give it to him, completely ignoring his daughter’s and wife’s heartfeéigpte not do so.
Hadji Kosta’s decision shatters Anca’s dreams of marrying a “cidilimean, becoming
a “civilized mademaoiselle,” and traveling to the “civilized” world. She islipta
devastated by the turn of events—instead of being engaged to the charming and
sophisticated Margaridi, she is engaged, against her will, to a man who “does not know
French, nor European dances, nor compliments, nor etiquette, nor anything” (161).
Upon learning that Anca is soon to be married to Mitiu, Margaridi goes to Hadii
Kosta’s home and confesses to Anca that he loves her and that he is ready to marry her
if she would flee with him to the neighboring village, where a priest is jusingddr
them. “Once we get married,” Margaridi promises Anca, “we will go direat
Europe” (167). Unexpectedly, however, Hadji Kosta returns home, and when he sees
Margaridi talking to his daughter, he angrily chases him out, forbidding him toetver s
foot in his house again. But Margardi does not give up. He files a complaint with the
local Ottoman authorities about being mistreated by Hadji Kosta, and thedatter
promptly escorted by twpaptiehgo the town hall to explain his actions. Scared for her
husband, Zlata follows him to the town hall, thus leaving Anca home alone—her
brother is out as well. Ever so sly, Margaridi returns to Anca and showers hevavith e

more promises for a grand marriage and a wonderful, carefree futurdizediv
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Europe. While initially Anca hesitates to follow her glib lover, eventually she

surrenders and elopes with him, only to find out that she has been cruelly deceived. No
priest or wedding awaits her in the village where Margaridi takes her. Ewse vine
locks her up in a house and treats her just like she thought Mitiu, her future,
“uncivilized” Bulgarian husband would—as a “slave” (185).

When Hadji Kosta, who is immediately released by the Ottoman authorities,
learns that Margaridi had taken his daughter away in a carriage, in hibeag&gses
away his wife, blaming her for the shame their daughter has brought to their home
Meanwhile, when he hears the news about the unfortunate fate of his sisteradimitr
all of a sudden remembers his Bulgarian origins. He goes to Mitiu’s house—where the
latter is celebrating the upcoming marriage with his friends, GhenghPanchiu—to
ask for help with the avenging of his family’s honor, which, he points out, has been
ruined by doreigner. Mitiu and his friends readily agree to join Dimitraki. Armed with
guns and swords, they all go in search of the foul Greek doctor, who does not expect
any retribution from Anca’s family. When Anca warns him that he will payi®
actions, Margaridi confidently responds that “Revenge could be expected fromeanyo
but a Bulgarian. He does not know anything else but to tremble in front of the other”
(187). Margaridi's judgment of Bulgarian character is proven wrong, howeveu, Miti
who is the first one to arrive at the house where Anca is held, fatally wounds Margari
in a duel, just before Dimitraki, Gherghi, Penchiu, and Zlata, who has followed them,
enter the house. The play ends with everyone singing in chorus a song about how all

Bulgarian youths should love dearly and respect their own Bulgarian roots and culture.
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Bai Ganio

Bai Ganiq first published as a book in 1895, is judged by most Bulgarian critics
not only as one of the masterpieces of Aleko’s oevre, but of Bulgarian literature
general. With its episodic structure, numerous unsavory details, and languageitha
with contemporary colloquialisms and profanities, the text strongly rdesrab
picaresque novel. Set in the early 18984 Ganiois a compilation of loosely
connected stories, told in the course of two evenings by a group of fun-loving Bulgarian
students, about the travels through Europe and eventual return home of Bai Ganio, a
representative of the post-liberatiompuveau richelass of Bulgarian merchants. All
stories are structurally uncomplicated and exclusively concerned witBaBgo, who
functions as the major unifying element of the text. Through the storytdtiegsient,
explicit and implicit, critiques and judgments of Bai Ganio’s actions and behavior,
Aleko launches a scathing satire on tioeiveau richdBulgarian, revealing his utter
ignorance, voracity, insolence, miserliness—his most unattractive aréstcs. In the
words of Alexandur Nichev, iBai Ganiq

Confidently and with great creative power, [Aleko] builds a character, in
whom live together complacent vulgarity, granite self-importance,
unprecedented egoism, militant ignorance, unappeasable hatred for the
‘learned’, and unremorseful exploitation of the most noble of human
feelings. (121)
There is hardly a positive characteristic that Aleko attributes to his character. Bai
Ganio, as Aleko’s friend and literary critic, Krustiu Krustev, stated in 1907 irobhis

many articles dedicated to Aleko’s life and works, is “everything umittea crudely-
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egotistical, low, impudent, criminal, and unscrupulous that exists in our private and

public life” (62). Indeed, whatever Bai Ganio doe8ai Ganiq be it abroad or at
home, in Bulgaria, is always so gross and ugly, it is repelling.

The original text oBai Ganiois divided into four major part€.The first part,

“Bai Ganio Goes to Europe,” which consists of nine, more or less independent stories,
presents the reader with Bai Ganio’s travels through Europe, where he gelésases

oil, one of the major Bulgarian exports at the end of the nineteenth century. On his
travels, which take him through several European countries, including Austria,

Germany, Switzerland, and Russia, Bai Ganio always stands out as the uncultured, loud,
and obnoxious Bulgarian. He thus ends up in numerous absurdly ridiculous situations
that inevitably leave his traveling Bulgarian companions embarrassed to no erte and t
casual European observer in complete shock and disbelief.

In Vienna, for instance, Bai Ganio is taken to the opera to see Josef Bayer's
balletDie PuppenfeeNot only is he inappropriately dressed for the occasion—as the
narrator of the story tells us, Bai Ganio’s “drab clothes stood out in contrast to t
overall dark costumes” (9)—but he acts in complete discord with the accepted rules of
etiquette at the opera house at the time. Amidst the deadly silence caused by the
“fantastically decorated stage” and the “magical” performanckeeoballet dancers, Bai

Ganio is restless (9). A short while after the performance had startedséieil flasks,

> All my references t®ai Ganioare from its original edition, which was published
while Aleko was still alive (1895). Even if “published in a hurry” because of Aleko’s
bad financial situation, as P. Slaveikov, one of Aleko’s friends, claims, thigdiitgon

is the only one Aleko had approved. The edition is divided into four major parts. See
contents page of the original edition, where each of the four parts is identifeed by
roman numeral. More recent editions of the text divide it into two major parts.
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which hardly ever leave his waist, and if they do, he makes sure he can see them at al

time, start to press tightly upon his body. He “puffs” uncomfortably for a bit, and
eventually decides to take off his jacket and unbutton his vest. Upon noticing that Bai
Ganio is disturbing the peace of the audience, the opera personnel signals hus, to lea
but he arrogantly signals back as if to say: “who are you trying to scare”3i(id@rely
amused by Bai Ganio’s actions, a young girl, who is sitting next to him, lstagtsing
hysterically, and pretty soon the whole audience’s attention is hijacked bysvguang

on in the seats. Overcome by shame, the Bulgarian student who has brought Bai Ganio
to the opera finds himself speechless. Bai Ganio, however, is not bothered the least.
Pulling “energetically” the Bulgarian student by the sleeve, he st&lesé on, let’s
leave; let these Yids be—they’ll come to me eventually, just wait!” (10)GAaio

does not care that he has interrupted the performance or disturbed the audience. His
rose-oil flasks are much more important to him than the performance of the ballet
dancers. Bai Ganio’s insolence and egotism are unmistakable: in his owheshas,

not done anything wrong.

The story also exposes Bai Ganio’s racist tendencies. Why does he call the
Viennese “Yids” is not clear, but one can safely assume that he intends to offend them
as well as point out his “racial superiorif§.In fact, racial slurs are abundantly present
in Bai Ganio’s otherwise rather limited vocabulary. He calls the Germanples

people and “beggars,” and the Serbians “Bulgarians,” certainly intending tergyell

*8 This is not, moreover, the first time Bai Ganio does this. During the episode when he
is in a public bath in Vienna, once again, for no apparent reason, he calls them “Yids”
(15).
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their national heritag&. To him, no one is better than the Bulgarians. When it turns out

that the “brand new” Bulgarian train to Prague is without lighting, Bai Gamgaick to
exclaim:
| do know that this is not our [i.e. the Bulgarians’] fault; once again, it is
them foreigners, god damn them! They have done this on purpose, to
denigrate us. All because they envy us. They are all the same. (23)
If Bai Ganio sounds like a fervent patriot who firmly believes in his own people’s
abilities and virtues, that is hardly the case. More often than not, his loud patri®ti
geared towards gain, to get something out of his compatriots. As the only one who has
not brought food on the train, Bai Ganio appeals to the patriotism of his fellow travelers
to get some food: “Well, after all, we are Bulgarians; we will look atieheother.
From this person a piece of bread, from the other some cheese—that will do for a man.
Right!” (26) And Bai Ganio does pretty well, as the narrator of the storyiagptalis
comrades treated him with food and drinks—he treated them with fiery patriotism,
mixed with appetite and thirst” (26). Later on, when the train passes by Slivriksae w
the Bulgarian army had defeated the Serbs during the Serbo-Bulgarianh88b6jrBai
Ganio’s patriotism rises to a boiling point, but yet again, with a purpose in mind. He
yells as enthusiastically as he can, “Long live Bulgaria, Hurray!” and thiéthysasks
for the bottle of wine: “Hey, let me water my mouth, hurray!” (26) That is how Bai
Ganio’s patriotism works—it is driven by his egotistical instincts for petsgaia, a

way for him to improve his material situation, to get free food and drinks.

*9In Nish and Belgrade, Bai Ganio sarcastically asks every Serbian teahte
stations: “Are not you Bulgarian, admit it? You all are Bulgarians, butrmmtdtebe
Serbians” (25).
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The rest of the stories included in the first parBaf Ganioare written in the

same spirit, relentlessly mocking Bai Ganio’s provincialism, misgupariotism, and,
more than anything, his miserly existence, which revolves around making or aaving
buck however and whenever possible. Bai Ganio finds all kinds of excuses to avoid
spending his own money, and shamelessly exploits the altruistic sensitivitiesef
who travel with him or with whom he stays, including complete strangers. Iraljite
forces a Bulgarian student, whom he has met in the train to Russia, to invite him to stay
at his dormitory, even though the student explains repeatedly that non-students are not
allowed to stay in the dormitory. On another occasion, to avoid paying for a hotel in
Prague, Bai Ganio decides to pay a visit to a Czech historiographer of Bulgaheak,
who had lived in Bulgaria for some time. Bai Ganio has never met Irechek irehis lif
This does not prevent him from assuming, however, that he could stay at Irechek’s
place instead of “giving his money to a hotel” (39). Out of his goodness, evenlif utter
surprised by the visit, Irechek lets the uninvited guest in his home. When he figures out
his guest’s intentions, Irechek explains to him that there is not enough room for another
person to stay in his home, but still invites Bai Gaio to have lunch with his family. Bai
Ganio is, of course, more than happy to accept Irechek’s offer—after alfrers
lunch, the best item on Bai Ganio’s menu.

Such is Bai Ganio’s portrait in the first partBdi Gania whether in Irechek’s
home, the dormitory of the Bulgarian student in Russia, or the train to Prague, he is
always the same ignorant, crude huckster. In the second part of his text, “Bai Ganio
Returned from Europe,” Aleko introduces the reader to Bai Ganio’s exploits in his

native Bulgaria. But if in the first part Bai Ganio is a harmless simpletbosevsole
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purpose in life is to gain, in the second, he grows into a self-absorbed, arrogant

individual, who seeks to acquire political power. Structurally and stylistitta!
second part is not much different from the first, save for a more visibleetmeeand
complexity: new characters, mainly Bai Ganio’s Bulgarian pals, dmeekt, and they
play small roles in the plot.

In Bulgaria, Bai Ganio’s element is the local pub, where he thrives as tiez lea
of his loyal comrades, Bai Mihal and Gunio Kelepirchev. The “new” Bai Ganio, as the
narrator sarcastically explains, is actually the old one, “only now he has putecsnda ti
bears a more imposing appearance and a sense of personal pride and superiority over
those around him. The man had rifled Europe; Europe had become to him like that . . .
like nothing” (91). Like their “well-traveled” leader, Bai Mihal and Gunie eeady to
sell their souls to the devil to make money, so they cling to Bai Ganio, a potetral fi
of authority, who can provide access to new ways of making a quick buck. Thus Bai
Ganio’s campaign for government office begins. From the outset, the camipelis s
of corruption and sycophancy—after learning from the daily paper that Starnguloff
government had fallen, the letter Bai Ganio and his cronies had prepared to send to the
local newspaper in support of Stambuloff’'s government is quickly changed to a
contemptuous invective against it. And that is the most innocent of Bai Ganio’s
strategic moves in search of political power.

The third part oBai Ganiq titled “Bai Ganio Organizes Elections,” continues
the storyline of the second. In it, Bai Ganio is already a cruel villain, vaubdwnot
stop before anything, even physical assault, to achieve his political gtee. &

merciless towards his main character in “Bai Ganio Organizes Electfongiie
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latter’s brutal electoral tactics literally destroy the hopes oBiligarian people for free

and democratic electiofi8 Nothing is out of line for Bai Ganio’s political campaign—
he brazenly cheats, threatens, and bribes to win the elections. He hires as higrcampai
helpers the most repelling and frightening faces in town, the lowest of the totieO
night before Election Day, he gathers them all in a pub, gets them drunk to thendills, a
on the next morning orders them to go in front of the school where the votes are cast
and intimidate everyone from the opposition. The mere sight of Bai Ganio’s electoral
mob instills fear: a “wild horde of drunk monsters [. . .]. My God! How much rudeness,
how much arrogance, how much deadly fierceness in those bulging, bloody eyes, in
those burly moves, in those provocative stares” (126). The graphic nouns and epithets
of this passage powerfully show Bai Ganio’s supporters for what they sceuféy
multitude of feral criminals and ruffians. The terrifying band of brigands, alatiigthe
police, whom Bai Ganio has paid off in advance, do the job flawlessly: the opposition is
prevented from voting, and Bai Ganio undisputedly wins the election.

The fourth and last part of Aleko’s text, “Bai Ganio a Journalist,” shows Bai
Ganio already in office. As a politician, Bai Ganio does not change. Surrounded by the
crooks and criminals who helped him win the elections, he now contemplates an
“important” question: “what is the best way to score some money”? (131) Everyone
pitches in ideas about how to exploit the Bulgarian people in order to become rich as
quickly as possible, but Bai Ganio has the “right” one: to establish a newspaper. The

task of publishing a newspaper does not intimidate Bai Ganio at all. For years he has

® The political resonance to contemporary political events in Bulgaria is tatatide
in this story. Stambuloff's regime had disillusioned the Bulgarians who hoped for trul
democratic, free elections.
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followed the press and developed his own views of how a newspaper should be written.

In response to the stares of his cronies, befuddled by their leader’s businesal phepos
pompously states: “Is it such a big deal to publish a newspaper? Put a blindfold on your
eyes (that is even unnecessary!), and then curse left and right” (134). Asriias€es

it, the publishing of a newspaper is nothing but the perpetration of a smear job. All one
needs to figure out is who is to be smeared, and to Bai Ganio, naturally, that is the
political opposition, those who think differently than he does. So in the first issue of the
paper, he goes after his neighbor, who, he says, constantly “flaunts” his@uacat
honesty, “and such rubbish” (140). Thus ends the last pBdidbania with Bai Ganio

hard at work on producing a piece that aims to turn not only his neighbor, but his whole

family into “phenomenal monsters” (141).

Perception and Portrayal of the “Civilized” West Tthe Misunderstood Civilization
andBai Ganio

Since “West” and “civilization” will be the central concepts of my critical
inquiry in this section, | begin with an examination of how Voinikov and Aleko define
them in their respective texts. First, whenever the concept “West” is used irxisth t
it usually denotes the Western part of Europe. Second, there is no clear definitiona
distinction between the two concepts, which in Hgdih GanioandThe Misunderstood
Civilization are employed as synonyms: “west” means/is “civilization” and vice versa.
In other words, Voinikov and Aleko portray the West just as the West viewed and
presented itself in its own discourse—in overwhelmingly positive tones, as the land of

true humanitarianism, high culture, progress, and democracy. Finally, another concept
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that is frequently found in the vocabulary of Voinikov's and Aleko’s texts is “Europe.”

As Maria Todorova has convincingly shown through several exampleggining the
Balkans when a person from the Balkans used the phrase “to go to Europe” at the end
of the nineteenth century, he (it was exclusively “he” at the time) medriidiveas
going to the countries in the Western parts of the continent (43). IIiTheth
Misunderstood CivilizatiomndBai Ganiothe phrase is used in a similar fashion:
Europe is mainly defined as Western Europe, and the Balkans are not a part of it.
Voinikov, for instance, uses the phrase almost exclusively to refer to goietyoring
from France, and Aleko literally uses the phrase in the title of the firsbiplait book
“Bai Ganio Goes to Europe,” thus suggesting that Bulgaria, the starting point of Bai
Ganio’s travels, is not conceived as European.

Notably, however, both Voinikov'$he Misunderstood Civilizaticand Aleko’s
Bai Ganioreveal a notion of Europe that geographically is not confined within the
borders of Western Europe proper. Voinikov, for instance, employs a Greek character
as a representative of the European in his play. Late nineteenth-centecye Gaedly
counted as European for many from Western Europe even though Classicel Wasec
widely assumed, most prominently in Britain, to be the birthplace of European
civilization®* In the latter decades of the nineteenth century, as David Roessel
convincingly demonstrates, more than anything else, Greece was dessridadilam.

According to many Western accounts, “modern Greece did not really fit intekvest

®1 See Richard Jenkinghe Victorians and Ancient Greece
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Europe, because it remained, to a large extent, culturally Balkan” (Ra48384 Why

did Voinikov choose a Greek character as Europe’s representative? A shoytdfistor
the relationship between the Greek and Bulgarian church in the nineteenth century
could shed light on Voinikov’s choice.
After the fall of Constantinople in 1453, the Bulgarian Christians who lived in
the Ottoman Empire became subjects to the Greek Patriarchate in Constantimsple. T
meant that liturgy was conducted in Greek, usually by Greek clergy, inlgkuian
churches. The church, moreover, was not the only medium through which Greek culture
infiltrated Bulgarian society. Most of the schools in Bulgaria were Gragled as
well. Almost every major city in Bulgaria had a Greek school, where childrer|yusua
those of the more affluent Bulgarians, were taught in Greek and brought up and in the
spirit of veneration of Greek culture and hist8ty the nineteenth century, Greek
influence in Bulgaria was so deep-rooted and visible that, as Spas Raikin eloquently
puts it,
the Bulgarians found themselves saddled with a double yoke: under the
political authority of the Turks and under the cultural and spiritual
domination of the Greeks. [. . .] Deprived of institutions of their own,
and socially, economically, and culturally impoverished, the Bulgarians

were [. . .] on the verge of extinction. (353)

®2 For more on the West's perception of Greece in the eighteenth and nineteenth
century, see Todorova, pp. 78-97 and Goldsworthy, p. 6.

®3 The first modern Bulgarian school, where Bulgarian was the primary language of
teaching was established in 1835 in Gabrovo. The school’'s example was soon followed
by towns all over Bulgaria. In 1846, Naiden Gerov, a writer and a public intellectual
who was graduate of the Russian Richelieu Lyceum, opened the first Balgahiool

that offered both primary and secondary education.
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This all changed, however, towards the end of the eighteenth and beginning of the

nineteenth century, largely due to a resurgence of Bulgarian nationaliswaghéor the
most part fueled by the weakening of the Ottoman Empire, which seemed no longer
able to keep its provinces under control: both the Serbs and the Greeks won their
independence in 1817 and 1830 respectively. For the first three quarters of the
nineteenth century, the Bulgarians fought bitterly with the Greeks for thiglisement

of their own independent church. They regularly boycotted the Greek clergy and
demanded that liturgy be conducted by Bulgarians in Bulgarian. The establishment of
an independent Bulgarian church became as important a cause for the Bulgarians as
their political independence from the Ottoman Empire. Eventually, the Bulgaria
demands were granted: a decree by the sultan, issued on February 28, 1870, declared
the Bulgarian church as independ&ht.

It is at the height of this clash between Bulgarians and Greeks that Voinikov’'s
play takes place—in the years just before the Bulgarian Church wasdyrant
independence. Through Margaridi, then, Voinikov comments on an issue that, even
though resolved in 1871, whédime Misunderstood Civilizatiowas published, still
resonated with the Bulgarian public. But Voinikov’s choice of a Greek charactiee a
representative of Europe is not prompted only by contemporary events. As Nikolai
Genchev points out, “Most intensely, the ideas of the bourgeois West enter [Bulgaria
society] through Greece, which first, among the countries of the European Stutheas

absorbs [Western] bourgeois culture” (272). For Voinikov, as well as for many

% For more on the Bulgarian Church Question, see Spas Raikin’s “Nationalism and the
Bulgarian Orthodox Church.”
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Bulgarians of his time, Europe, or the West, extended as far as Greece.iinetee

century Greece was one of the major pipelines through which Western culture and
ideologies traveled to Bulgaria, and it clearly functions as su¢henMisunderstood
Civilization, as Europe’s representative to Bulgaria.

In Bai Ganiq Aleko stretches Europe even further east than Voinikov. Along
Austria, Germany and Switzerland, Bai Ganio visits Russia as well, whichavas
conceptualized as Western European at the time when Aleko wrote the book, and, to my
knowledge, has never been conceptualized as such. One could certainly treat this
inconsistency as an editorial oversight on Aleko’s part, or, as some anidics a
biographers of Aleko’s life and work have noted about other shortcomings of the book,
as a product of his bad financial situation at the time of the book’s publication. Aleko
rushed the publication &ai Ganig which had already generated a great amount of
interest as a serial publication, because he was in a dire financidbsitizthe timé&>
Even so, Aleko was also a staunch Russophile—he not only received a law degree from
a Russian university, but dearly loved Russian literature, a love that he edpresse
through the translation of texts by such notable nineteenth-century Russian poets as
Alexander Pushkin, Mikhail Lermontov, and Nikolay Nekrasov. One should not be
quick, therefore, to abandon the idea that Aleko, like Voinikov, might have had a more
inclusive notion of Europe than most of his Western contemporaries. Russia, moreover,

like Greece, was another major inlet for Western culture in Bulgaria. Mosteenth-

% Aleko himself acknowledged thB&i Ganioneeded to be revised, and had promised
to his friends to edit its second edition. He never had the chance to edit his text,
however, because he was killed by a stray bullet only a short while after the bamk cam
out on the market.
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century Bulgarian intellectuals, including Karavelov, Hristo Botev, Vassifiawv, and

lvan Vazov, had lived or studied in Russia, where they had access to Westdurditera
in translation. In Russia, for instance, Aleko first read and translated onembshe
recognized texts of Western satire, Moliérésstuffe or the Hypocrite

In geographical terms, then, Alekdsi Ganioand Voinikov’'sThe
Misunderstood Civilizatiomlemonstrate a different, broader conception of Europe than
that of their Western counterparts. Significantly, in both texts that diifereever
threatens to modify the definition of Europe. Aleko and Voinikov only add new
members to the “stellar” European family—a kind of European enlargemgat if
will—while holding on to the Western tradition of presenting Europe (the Wesigas t
epitome of the highest stage of human achievement and development. Thus, in both
texts, the operative formula is West =Civilization=Western Europe=Europe.

If their conceptualization of “West” and “civilization” is largely sian)
however, the way in which Voinikov and Aleko deploy these concepts in their
respective texts is different at several levels. In the rest of thisetHaqmincentrate on
that difference, studying the roles both authors ascribe to the West, as thell a
overall value the West acquires in relation to Bulgaria: how both texts project gte We
and the Bulgarians respectively.

From the first scenes dhe Misunderstood Civilizatigivoinikov introduces
the reader to two opposing views of Europe or civilization: 1. that Europe is the
pinnacle of human culture and progress, and 2. that Europe is a predator and its ideals
and values are unfit for the Bulgarians. Anca, Dimitraki, and Zlata, Margaridi’'s band of

faithful Bulgarian followers, express the first view, as they all exhib#xdremely
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positive and welcoming attitude toward the West. Blinded by the pretty European

dresses brought to her by Margaridi’'s French fashion magazines, Anda falls with
everything European. Meanwhile she refuses to listen to her father, because his
Bulgarian ways are old-fashioned and backward. The future of the young Bulgarian
woman who listens to her father is dire in Anca’s view, consisting of nothing but
weight-gain and ignorance. “If | decide to listen to my father,” she telrikda’l

should turn into a fat Bulgarian woman—a simple boor” (103). The prospect of
becoming such a provincial “fat Bulgarian woman” disgusts Anca. She thus dspires
be a European lady. For her, Europe, the civilized world, is where women are not only
attractive, fashionable, and well-mannered, but are treated as ladie$, &srilety do

not do anything all day long but “take care of themselves” (106).

Zlata and Dimitraki, the other two members of the first group, share the same
excessively romanticized views of Europe. While praising Europe for itpgnitys
liberty, and modern spirit, both of them, like Anca, express contempt for Bulgarian
culture and heritage on several occasions. In Zlata’s words, “What is Bulgkeés not
cost a dime anymore” (103). Anything that is Bulgarian is worthless tothes ino
currency in comparison to what the “civilized” European world can offer. BaRiit
takes an even stronger stance than his mother. “There is nothing plainer in thé worl
he tells Mariika in an attempt to sell her to the civilized world, “than the Balgar
woman and Bulgarian poetry” (148). For Dimitraki, to be a Bulgarian is a disgrke
is ashamed of his Bulgarian heritage and openly rejects it: “If | knewwseré¢he
points with his finger) that much Bulgarian meat in me, | am cutting it out amygt

to the dogs” (148). Not only does Dimitraki so readily denounce his Bulgarian heritage,
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but he also prefers not to speak Bulgarian, which is too simple for him. Only French is

good enough, civilized enough, to express his ideas and sentiments. Like his mother and
sister, Dimitraki exhibits strong aversion to everything Bulgarian, wiglpdssionately
praises and blindly apes everything that comes from Europe, the center paionli

and progress.

Hadji Kosta, Baba Stoyna, and Mariika are the ones who hold the second, or
negative view of Europe in the play. They all judge Europe with skepticism, always
guestioning its morals and values, and comparing them to those of the Bulgarians. Baba
Stoyna, for instance, sees Margaridi, Europe’s “true” representatikie play, as “a
wicked devil,” the “antichrist,” who has no business in a Christian home (151). Hadji
Kosta, too, strongly opposes the idea of taking the European presence in Bulgaria for
granted. Seeing how his son, Dimitraki, has lost all sense of “faith, respecg, sram
fear” after returning from his studies in France has made Hadji Kostgtcskieout
Europe’s values and alleged greatness. Still, he believes that it is not theaBurope
world that is responsible for Dimitraki’s “degradation,” but Dimitraki’'s own
misunderstanding of the values of that world. Europe, Hadji Kosta tells his wife in his
usual, punctuated-by-Turkish-words language,

has invented thousands of things and looks for simpletons like us to take
their money, you know? And our learned men, what do they do? They
only know how to talk—that things should be done this way, the other

way. (100)°®

% «[T]thousands of things” and “you know” are the words in Turkish in this quotation.



132
To Hadji Kosta, Europe is a productive, industrious place where money is made, and

that is what attracts him to it. Yet, as much as he respects Europe for its economi
prosperity and achievements, Hadji Kosta fears it no less, because it could ptential
take advantage of the gullible young Bulgarians, including his children, whose
perception of it is excessively romanticized. Europe, therefore, is also lahetzd to

the Bulgarians in Hadji Kosta’s eyes, and it must be resisted, left out ofitharan
homes.

Like Hadji Kosta, Mariika views Europe as a potentially destructive fance f
Bulgarian youth. A staunch proponent of Bulgarian mores and traditions, she proudly
sticks to her Bulgarian roots and shows unconditional respect for her parents. She is the
only youth in town who directly confronts Margaridi by challenging his “@ed”
views about how a woman should present herself in the company of a man. When
Maragaridi explains to Mariika that “For a civilized demoiselle shymesans
nothing,” she confidently responds: “Shyness is a big thing for us, mister” (109). S
determined is Mariika to preserve her Bulgarian heritage that evenafidc@imitraki,
her closest friends, are unable to convince her to abandon her “old-fashioned,”
Bulgarian ways and accept “the civilization.” Mariika is the represestati
Bulgarianness in the play; she exemplifies the Bulgarian girl who loves symette her
native roots and culture such as they are. What is more, she acts as a guardian of
everything Bulgarian against the corrupting forces of outside, non-Bulgarian irdkienc

The opposing worlds of these two trios—Anca, Dimitraki, and Zlata versus
Hadji Kosta, Baba Stoyna, and Marrika—form the backbonéhefMisunderstood

Civilization. The play hinges on the interaction between these two groups; their conflict



133
represents the effects of the influence of so-called civilized Europe on Bulgailture

and society at the end of the nineteenth century. That influence, as the unhappy ending
of the play suggests, is pernicious. The civilized world, personified by the Greek, doct
literally debauches Bulgarian traditions and culture. Margaridi not onksteig/oung
Bulgarian woman, Anca, into running away with him from her family and roots, but

also viciously and shamelessly dishonors her.

But Voinikov does not romanticize Bulgarian culture and society either. He
often mocks those Bulgarians who call themselves civilized, but, like Zlata, ntggula
mispronounce the word “civilization” and always use it with a definite artitiie
civilization.” The Bulgarians are not innocent victims of Europe’s predatorys$aati
Voinikov's play. After all, Anca willingly elopes with Margaridi. In the dingyom in
which Maragridi has locked her, she actually admits to being victim of her own actions
and behavior. Speaks Anca to herself:

Ah, father, father! Your words were right, were sacred! And I . . .
unworthy, was not willing to listen to them! Ah, how stupid we were to
succumb to the seductive words of a feigned friend! Where are you now
to see our stupidity unveiled! (189)
As Anca’s interior monologue testifies, her father, whose warnings not long@go sh
arrogantly dismissed as old-fashioned and uncivilized, was actually Digphitraki and
Zlata arrive to the same conclusion as well. In chorus with the rest oftdhst,esd of

the play, they condemn Margaridi and his “civilized” teachings as unfit for the
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Bulgarians, and pledge to be “always faithful to their [Bulgarian] moresguse what

is foreign is not “cut out for us” (196}.

The moral of Voinikov’s play, then, is that one should not only respect, but
abide by one’s own native laws and morals. If at the opening of the play, in most young
Bulgarians’ eyes Europe is the source of progress, prosperity, modemifasihion,
and, to an extent, even gender equality, at its end, it is exposed as a dark, corrupting,
and indiscriminately exploitive and cruel force. When Anca, already a vidgtim
Margaridi’'s schemes, asks Margaridi whether such cruel acts asnisiitute “the
civilization,” the latter haughtily responds:

Yes, that is from the civilization if you want to know. Only one who is
civilized could play such roles. If you were a civilized woman, | would
not be able to handle you as | did. Those who are simple and ignorant,
for us, the civilized people, are what cattle is for the humans. Can't you
see how the Europeans come to you, manipulate you, entice you with all
kinds of shiny and fake things and take your money? Yes, Europe has
become richer from such simple nations as yours. (186)
Europe’s mission, according to Margaridi, is to exploit the “ignorant” nationssfor it
own economic benefit. The civilized world, Europe, is thus portrayed as a hypocrite,
who hides behind a glossy and attractive mask, patiently waiting for the mtmment
corner his next victim. Europe is a predatof ire Misunderstood Civilizatioit preys

on the weak and helpless, and when the right moment comes, swiftly incapasitates i

®7 As mentioned earlier in this part, the play ends with a zealously patriatc jgart of
which | have quoted in this sentence, by every Bulgarian character on stage.
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unsuspecting victim. To Voinikov, Europe, the West, is not an ideal worth pursuing, but

a dark, corrupting force that should be kept away from Bulgarian mores anatraditi
While Voinikov condemns European influence as pernicious to the Bulgarian

way of life in theMisunderstood CivilizationAleko frequently celebrates it, even

presents it as the panacea for all ills of Bulgarian sociébairiania Most references

to Europe or the West Bai Ganioare found in its first part, “Bai Ganio Goes to

Europe,” and most of what Aleko’s text has to offer about the West is projected through

Bai Ganio’s character. The reader thus has to construct the West througénBai G

and, invariably, he is Europe’s foil—what Bai Ganio is, Europe is not. In the Viennese

public bath, for instance, Bai Ganio is loud and animated, and the Viennese are quiet

and reserved. They become “petrified” at the sight of Bai Ganio’s “granciree with

a splash in the pool and subsequent wild swimming that is accompanied with shouts and

whistles of pleasure. As the narrator is quick to explain, “In all probability, [the

Germans] took my friend for some newcomer, unadmitted-yet-to-the-madBastsen

man, and | noticed on their faces not so much indignation as pity” (139). The Western

men, with their self-assured and dignified countenances, are clearly the ivileggat

in this statement. Bai Ganio, whom the narrator identifies in true Westerarfashi

“Eastern,” is portrayed as a mad man, someone who needs to be institutionalized,

because his behavior is improper and unrestrained. Bai Ganio can only evoke the

Viennese men’s pity—he is the primitive barbarian who has not yet learned how to

behave in a civilized world. The East, where Bai Ganio is from, is thus wild and

untamed, and the West is poised and in control.
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The West’s superior status is further emphasized in the opera-house episode,

where the reader finds out that Bai Ganio not only does not have the “proper”
upbringing to restrain his urges, or what contemporary Western psychologyrhed ter
“emotional intelligence,” but also is educationally and culturally behind higéifes
peers. Bai Ganio is not interested in watching ballet. Such high-brow cultund$ eve
the beauty and grace of ballet, are not fit for his crude and meager inté¢lbectdiaup.
As the episode’s ending so directly and mercilessly demonstrates—Baii&ani
forcefully escorted out of the opera-house for disruptive behavior—ballet is for the
educated, culturally savvy Westerner, not for Bai Ganio, who neither knows how to
dress for a night at the opera-house, nor how to behave on such an occasion. If ballet is
not in Bai Ganio’s taste, what is his motivation for attending a ballet penficenavhy
does he agree to join the Bulgarian student for an evening at the opera house? Such an
act is in complete discord with what Bai Ganio stands for and believes in, and Aleko
does not provide an appropriate explanation for it. But he does not have to, for the
episode’s obvious purpose is to expose how culturally challenged Bai Ganio is, and in
doing so, underline the Western man’s cultural superiority.

There is, of course, another Bulgarian in this episode—the student who takes
Bai Ganio to the opera—who apparently has learned to appreciate ballet aggkto dr
appropriately for such cultural events, for he remains unnoticed until Bai Ganio pulls
him by the sleeve and speaks to him. The student, however, who is also the narrator of
the story, just like the student in the public bath in Vienna and the rest of the student-
narrators irBai Ganig makes a conscious effort to distinguish himself in his narrative

from Bai Ganio. In fact, all the student-narrators in Aleko’s text consigtalign
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themselves with the Westerners and assume a Westerner’s perspectitheyrapeak

of Bai Ganio. While they never confront Bai Ganio in person, the students readily and
openly chastise hirmpost-factumin their stories for his choice of friends, usually other
Balkanites: “Turks, Greeks, Serbians, and Albanians, whom he is accustomed to meet
every day” (60); choice of hotels and cafés, which are always cheap, dirky, stnd
full of smoke and loud voices, such as the “Greek café” in Vienna; and unwillingness to
“truly” explore the Western world, its morals, ethics, and culture, which arfeuibef
“centuries of tradition” (60). Too often, moreover, Aleko’s student-narrators are
ashamed of their kinship with Bai Ganio and those Bulgarians who fail to act and
behave like Europeans. “Drowned in shame” (10, 18) and “blood rushed to my head
from shame” (29) are some of the phrases they employ to express how ttaboteel
Bai Ganio’s actions or those of their uncultured compatriots. The student-rerrator
word choices and narrative strategies consistently betray a position obsitxgeas if
they were a different, higher-quality brand of a Bulgarian than Bai Ganio.
Nevertheless, while positioning themselves as superior to the uneducated,
uncultured Bulgarian, the student-narrators cannot and do not position themselves as
equals to the Westerners either. They frequently feel obliged to apologaesiplain
Bai Ganio’s inadequate behavior to the Westerners, as well as to seektrecay
acceptance from them. To the narrators, the Western men’s judgment of BaisGanio
more important than their own; it is not Bai Ganio’s failure as a human being, or as a
Bulgarian, that bothers them, but the fact that he has failed in front of therhiéeste
eyes. This fear of what the Westerners might think and say when they seanBaisG

running theme in the first part 8ai Gania The opera-house episode, for instance,
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ends with the narrator’s somber realization that a German family, in which hedrad be

“very well accepted’ is watching him and Bai Ganio from the boxes of the theatre:

“[1]n their eyes | read sincere pity for my desperate situation,” lasriéiet narrator

(134, my emphasis). Why does the narrator include this observation at the end of the
episode? Was it not enough that the whole theater had already seen Bai @#aTio’s

lack of tact and tolerance for other people’s culture and traditions? Evidentlyisot.
important to the narrator to underscore the Germans’ reaction to Bai Ganio’sobehavi
by adding the above-quoted observation. What these words reveal is the student’s own
insecurity to be the judge of Bai Ganio’s behavior. In other words, what makes Bai
Ganio’s behavior offensive and objectionable is not so much that the Bulgarian student
thinks it so, but that the Germans do. The Germans are the ultimate judges, not the
student. They are the superior body that decides what is acceptable and what is not
including who should be “accepted” in their much-coveted world. Literally mamggor

Bai Ganio and the Bulgarian student from above, from the “boxes” of the theatre, the
Germans have the last word in the episode, the really important word.

Even more obviously, the student-narrators’ fear of what the Westerners might
think when faced with Bai Ganio is present in the episode when the latter goes to
Dresden for the burial of his sister, who had died in a climbing accident along with he
American boyfriend. Bai Ganio’s arrival and conduct at the Dresden home of the
American family, where the funeral takes place, is, predictably, inapatemnd
unseemly. The guests at the funeral, most of whom are English and Ameridasfam
from Dresden’s high society, to which the deceased man’s family belolegslysi

await the arrival of the deceased woman'’s brother. With his entrance, Bai &@acts
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everyone’s attention. His loud questions break the silence that had set in the house for

some time: “Where is she? Here?” (18) The few Bulgarian students who aet@ies
the funeral rush toward Bai Ganio to calm him down and point him to his sister’s
casket. But the tone of Bai Ganio’s questions does not change, and on two more
occasions a Bulgarian student has to ask him to lower his voice. As the narrator
observes, Bai Ganio’s conduct did not resemble that of a mourning man, but of a
“bully,” and his “rather filthy shirt, unbuttoned to the chest,” and unshaven chin only
made that impression more plausible (19).

So embarrassed is the narrator by the behavior of his compatriot that he makes
up a pretty elaborate lie to justify Bai Ganio’s appearance and conduct ioffiarg of
the relatives of the deceased American. He presents Bai Ganio asliphisugafarmer
who had to leave in a rush his home immediately after receiving the grave news about
his sister and come right to the funeral without making any stops on the way, which
would explain his disheveled appearance. The animated conduct of Bai Ganio, the
narrator continues, could be explained with the great loss of his sister, as with a
the enormous economic losses he endures because of his absence from the farm (19-20).

The lie only exposes the inferiority complex of its teffein anticipation of the

® The Bulgarian students’ projection as inferior to the EuropeBaiiGaniois similar

to what Fanon describes Black Skin White Maskas the “inferiority (or dependency)
complex” of the black man in relation to the White man in colonized Africa. As he
applies Alfred Adler’s theory of individual psychology—which he sums up in the
phrase “Ego is different from The Other” (Ego here means an individual and “Cgher” i
used not in the Saidean sense, but as a general notion for everyone else)—Fanon
exposes its impotence in a colonized or racist society. In the Antilleatysodmrech

Fanon uses as a case study, Adler’s theory acquires a new component of crucial
importance: the White man, whose values and judgments are always projected as
superior to those of the “Ego” (black man) and the “Other” (another black man). To
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negative reaction the Westerners might have to Bai Ganio’s conduct, the narrator

prefers to lie to excuse it instead of condemn it. This preemptive reaction ofrhi®mna
projects his own insecurities, his inability to perceive himself as an equal to the
European. He is afraid that he might be judged by the same standards that Bai Ganio
would be, that he might fall in the same category as his crude and uncultured
compatriot. The West, therefore, is a supreme authority for the student-naritagors

the ultimate judge of what is right and wrong, and the Bulgarian student-nsyrator
along with their unruly compatriot, are but the subject of that judge’s ruling.

While the Westerner stands out as the moral, ethical, and cultural center of the
first part ofBai Ganiq notably, he lacks a Bulgarian equivalent in the other three parts
of the text, all of which take place exclusively on Bulgarian soil. The only Buigaria
character who plays a role in the plot of these parts and is not a narrator or a wfember
Bai Ganio’s circle of criminals, is Ivanitsa Gramatikov, the nominee of thg {beat
runs against Bai Ganio’s political movement during the elections. Gramatsikteairly
portrayed as different from Bai Ganio and his cronies, but he is not a paragon for
emulation either. He is so romantically idealistic in his views of life andanumature

that the reader has to wonder whether to like or pity him. As the narrator debambes

account for this new, enormously powerful component, the White Man, which
obviously exists in a racist society, such as the colonized Antilles, Fanon revises
Adler’s formula as follows:
White

Ego is different from The Other
What is “White,” this formula suggests, is superior to both blacks, the “Ego” and the
“The Other,” regardless of who they are (Fanon 190). While not on a racial basis, the
same formula operates within Aleko’s text, as the European is always thesbpes
to both the student-narrators and Bai Ganio himself.
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Young, educated, a bit of an idealist, more of a dreamer, with love in his

heart, with belief in goodness, with hope in the future, [Gramatikov] was
not yet hardened by reality, by life. Carefree to no end, an incorrigible
optimist, accustomed to see everything from the bright side, he was
gullible to naiveté, to stupidity. (121)
Such is the only Bulgarian character, outside of Bai Ganio’s circle, that Aleks woffe
his text—an extreme idealist who is lost in the pathos of his beliefs and has not even a
clue about how to survive in the harsh reality of the world around him. Although
Gramatikov is the principal character that may be read as epitomizing the tgood
Bulgarian society, he is remarkably out of touch with that same society. IhpniRa
Ganio turns out to be a better politician than Gramatikov, whose idealism renders him
impotent in the face of his opponent’s opportunistic realism. Bai Ganio, as the text
suggests, knows and understands Bulgarian reality better than Gramatikov,agn if
to exploit it.
Is Bai Ganio, then, the best Bulgaria has to offer in the eyes of Aleko? Does
Aleko offer aBulgarian moral, ethical, cultural center at allBai Gani@? In
Todorova’s view, that center is occupied by the Bulgarian student narrators. To her,
“the standard against which Bay Ganyo [Todorova’s spelling] is measuiteal)gtit
called European, is not an outside one: it is the standard held by a group of his own
countrymen” (40). Using Edward Shil’s theory of the existence of a system o§value
that transcends concrete individuals and cultures, Todorova argues that the Bulgarian
students’ value system should not be read as “intrinsically emanating onlg from

circumscribed geographic-historical entity (Western Europe) but [. . .] as an
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autonomous phenomenon within a universal context” (41). To present the Bulgarian

narrators as carriers of an autonomously developed value system that transcends
cultural and national difference Todorova must delete the role of the West as @ cultur
signifier. Aleko’s text, however, does not afford such a deletion, because thes\lest i
integral formative component in the identity and beliefs of the narratoge |
measure, the student-narrators view and represent Bai Ganio and the Bulgasian pe
through European lenses. Too often, if not always, as | have shown in the previous
paragraphs, the narrators explicitly identify with, or openly aspire to béhiké/estern
characters, whose “petrified” countenances and filled-with-“pitgtest they readily use
to judge Bai Ganio. Western rhetoric pervades the student-narrators’ juggrh8iati
Ganio. Ideologically fed by the Western model of the civilized subject,ehey label

Bai Ganio as “Eastern,” and present other Balkanites as the uncivilized, ueeducat
criminal other. The West is a sacred notion for the student-narrators, who are indeed
Bulgarian, but through their rhetoric, prominently colored by the superiority esnopl
Western discourse, they exhibit an intense desire to be identified as Weasterner
Western are the standards of the student-narrators, and Bai Ganio is measandidg
to those standards.

As Aleko’s forward and afterward ®ai Ganiodemonstrate as well, the text is
predicated upon the clash between the non-European Bai Ganio and Europe, and not
between Bai Ganio and the Bulgarian students. European, and more precisely, Western
European values work as the major determining factors of what is right andswhat i
wrong in the text. In the only sentence that constitutes his forward, AleteswiThey

helped Bai Ganio take off his back the Turkish cloak, he slipped on a Belgian mantle,
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and everyone said Bai Ganio was already a complete European” (3). No word in this

sentence suggests that Bai Ganio is a bad Bulgarian or a bad human being. Yet, the
irony of the sentence is unequivocally pointed at exposing the superficiality of Ba
Gainio’s claim toEuropeanstatus. The explicit meaning of the sentence is that one does
not become European simply because he has put on European clothes. Bai Ganio is a
bad European, and his claim to European status, to civilization, is superficial, because
he does not have a true, meaningful grasp of what it is to be European. These words set
the tone for what will follow in Aleko’s text: an acerbically sarcastijocesing of Bai
Ganio’s inchoate European status. That tone is consistently sustained thr@eahout
Ganioand acquires its highest pitch with the last sentence of the afterward, indere t
author directly addresses his protagonist: “I have faith that a day wi# edran you
[Bai Ganio], after you have read this book, will stop and think, sigh, and say: Europeans
we are, but not quite!. . . Farewell [Bai Ganio], we might meet again” (142). With these
words, Aleko goes full circle—his lamentation that the Bulgarians are “n@&’quit
European reiterates what he had stated in the forward: to be European is not afmatte
dress. Importantly, these words also underline the significance of Euroleete r
Aleko’s project inBai Ganiq as well as confer a superior status to Western Europe over
Bulgaria. Western Europe is the ideal the Bulgarians should strive to achieve, and
Aleko imagines it as the realm of moral, political, and social rectitude.

In Bai Ganiq Aleko, for whom one could safely assume the student narrators
speak, distances himself from the oriental Bai Ganio and aligns himselheith t
Western civilized subject. Aleko is not Bai Ganio, and fervently insists on not ldesng |

him. He is ashamed of him, but what is probably most frightening to him is his kinship
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with Bai Ganio. Aleko adopts the tropes of Western colonialist discourse about the non-

civilized “other” to represent and criticize his own people, specifically thbwe kke

Bai Ganio, have not yet fully understood and ascribed to the values of the superior
Western cultures. He thus engages in a practice that Milica Bakic-magdeaptly

named “nesting orientalisms,” a phenomenon that she defines as the appropriation and
manipulation of the designation “other” by “those who have themselves been
designated as such in orientalist discourse” (922). Indeed, because it insists on
representing and judging the Bulgarians as non-EuroBaagGaniois strongly

reminiscent of an Orientalist project. Despite his European origins, to Alek&GdBan

is still a backward, uncivilized oriental, a fact that Bai Ganio’s “BeldEuropean]

mantle” cannot cloak.

It would be fair to conclude, then, tHaai GanioandThe Misunderstood
Civilization exhibit two rather different attitudes towards the West. That difference is
most evident in the roles both authors ascribe to the West: while the West plays a
visibly negative role and is presented as the corrupting force of Bulgyeaiim in
Voinikov's The Misunderstood Civilizatiomn Aleko’s Bai Ganiq it is a fundamentally
positive entity, a moral center of sorts, according to which Bai Ganio, his ¢grants
at times, the Bulgarian people as a whole are judged. Only a few of the Bulgari
characters in Voinikov's play accept the West as a positive entity, and they do s
temporarily; by the end of the play, there is not a Bulgarian character who has not
rejected the West because of its pernicious influence on Bulgarian societyltanel c
In contrast, the West is not even criticizeda Ganiq let alone rejected as a

destructive force by the Bulgarian characters. The nationalism Voinikicwsspl
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stridently propagates is almost silenced in Alel®eas Gania If the message of

Voinikov's play is anti-European—to preserve everything Bulgarian byisteieiclear
from European pollution—Aleko’s is pro-European, at times even Eurocentric—he

wants the Bulgarians to become European, to think and act like Europeans.

Conclusion

If the West is the front and central matteBafi GanioandThe Misunderstood
Civilization, their explicit and foremost thematic, how does the Ottoman Empire, the
primary and only actual colonizer of the Bulgarians, figure in these texts and low is
represented in relation to the West? While almost absent from both thejitiexturks
do play a role in Aleko’s and Voinikov’'s portrayals and perceptions of the West. By
responding to the West, the Bulgarian writers are inevitably also responding to the
Ottoman Empire.

Voinikov, for instance, portrays the Ottoman authorities as Margaridi’'s helpers
Even though small, the role the twaptiehsplay in Voinikov's play—they take Hadiji
Kosta to the Town Hall, which gives Margaridi unrestricted access to Anca, \gib is
home alone—is of crucial importance to the realization of Margaridi’s plancieca
and dishonor Anca. The Turks are thus implicated in Margaridi’'s malicious alte in
Misunderstood CivilizationWhile seemingly manipulated by Margaridi, the Turks act
as his, i.e., the West’'s accomplices nonetheledaiisaniq Turkish presence is even
less conspicuous thanTine Misunderstood Civilizatiothere is not a single Turkish
character in Aleko’s texts. Nevertheless, Turkish presence is felt irexhias well,

mainly through Bai Ganio’s character, who may have taken off his back the ‘fTurkis
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mantle” and replaced it with a “Belgian” one, but still remains “plagued”urki$h

influence—nhis vocabulary is riddled with Turkish words and idioms. By condemning
Bai Ganio, therefore, Aleko also condemns the remnants of Turkish, oriental influence
in Bulgarian culture. In his text, Aleko stridently exposes that influence as tatlebs

on Bulgaria’s road to civilization, to Europe, and he wants it permanently deleted from
Bulgarian consciousness.

To state the obvious: there is a dramatic difference between Voinikov's and
Aleko’s perception of the West. From an accomplice to the Ottoman Emfirein
Misunderstood Civilizationthe West turns into its (better) oppositdai Gania How
could this difference be explained; what factors prompted it? It is tentptargue here
that this paradigmatic shift in the Bulgarians’ perception of the West emesged a
straightforward, linear historical process, that it was a straight, opestneet. Such an
argument would be generally premised on analyses of the historical momenhtshin w
both texts are published. In 1871, when Voinikov writes his play, Bulgaria was still
under Ottoman rule. This was a period in Bulgarian history that left few Bautgari
intellectuals untouched by revolutionary fervor and passionate nationalism. Mst of t
Bulgarian literature at the time, as Lekov points out, “is written with the idbawto
help the [Bulgarian] people in their fight for spiritual, social and politicadoen”

(340). Indeed, a large portion of the little Bulgarian literature written béfiere
liberation in 1878, especially the poetry and prose of Dobri Chintulov, Georgi S.
Rakovski, Vazov, Botev, and Karavelov, celebrates with enormous enthusiasm
Bulgarian culture, identity, and patriotism. This literature was, of corgsppnding to

and attacking the primary oppressor of the Bulgarians, the Ottoman Empire. The
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formation and growth of such nationalist discourse, as Frantz Fanon, Edward Said, and

other postcolonial theorists have argued, was an indispensable component of the
independence movements of colonized and oppressed peoples, such as Bulgaria.
Nationalist rhetoric and ideology thus became a tool for the Bulgarian peoplesto res
cultural assimilation, a way to reclaim and assert their own identity.

In The Misunderstood CivilizatioiVoinikov resorts to this same nationalist
rhetoric to oppose the assault on Bulgarian culture and identity by another, even if
physically-absent-in-Bulgaria oppressor—the West (Western Europdicqiboi—
which was slowly but surely creeping into the consciousness of the Bulgariangtthr
its loyal support of the Ottoman Empire. In the years before the liberatioh, mos
Bulgarian intellectuals viewed the West, France and Britain in particularbasier to
Bulgaria’s independence. As | have shown in Part |, France and Britain not only
supported and guaranteed the sovereignty of the Ottoman Empire, but even fought as its
allies against the Russians during the Crimean War. As an ally of the Ottonpae, Em
the West often acquired the status of its equal, of Bulgaria’s colonizer, in pagibbe
Bulgarian literature. Voinikov certainly echoes that anti-Westergd@idn sentiment in
his play. He presents the West as a force that threatens to assimilate mnyd dest
Bulgarian culture, and offers nationalism as the best way to prevent this from
happening.

Sixteen years after the liberation, however, in 1894, when Aleko Viddies

Gania the West was no longer deemed a potential threat to Bulgarian sovereignty, and

%9 See Fanon’s chapter “On Violence™The Wretched of the Eartand Said’s “The
Politics of Knowledge.”
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the need for chest-beating nationalism and patriotism had started to waee. A fr

country, Bulgaria had already established its own constitution, had had several
democratically elected governments, and had won a major war, againstiizaSer
1885, on its own. The pre-liberation nationalist politics of identity were no longer of
primary importance to the Bulgarians, who were now, forced by the politicaiazalf
their time, fish caught in the nets of Western European and Russian foreigstsiter
The first two decades after the liberation were a period of disillusionmemiofsir
Bulgarians. This was, to borrow Fanon’s words, a period of “trials and tribulations,”
defined by several demoralizing political crises, unbridled politicalpbion,
totalitarianism, rise in violence, poverty and class division, and overall moral
degradatior® Aleko’s Bai Ganiois a direct response to this disheartening reality of
post-liberation Bulgaria. It is a testimony to Aleko’s unwillingness tepicBulgarian
reality, such as it was at the end of the nineteenth century, as well adestation of
his belief that healing and recovery will begin with Bulgaria’s Europeaaizat
Westernization.

In short, Aleko’s and Voinikov’s treatment of the West in their respective texts
reveals a discourse of nationalism that both reflects and reconstructstibiss’
accepted meanings and connotations in the second half of the nineteenth century. If
before the liberation Voinikov felt a need to celebrate Bulgaria and its caltdre

preserve it at all cost, after the liberation that need, as Al&a’'&anioshows, has

O Fanon’s observations ifhe Wretched of the Earetbout post-independence Africa
could as well have been written about post-independence Bulgaria: “The
unpreparedness of the elite, the lack of ties between them and the masses,thyeir apa
and, yes, their cowardice at the crucial moment in the struggle, are tleeotaagic

trials and tribulations” (97).
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largely abated. During this short but turbulent period of Bulgarian history, from a

threatening and corrupting force, the West transformed into a bright exé&mpl

emulation, the ideal for cultural achievement and economic prosperity. This conclusion
is, of course, too neat and tidy as it assumes that Voinikov’s and Aleko’s texts@peak f
and represent the views of all the Bulgarians of their time. To draw it would mean,
moreover, to disregard a number of other factors as well—social, political, and
economic—that (may) have played an important role in the formation of the Bulgarians
views of the West. In all cases, however, one factor will remain unchangethehat

West, even though physically absent in Bulgaria—Bulgaria has never been anWester
colony—managed to infiltrate the minds of the Bulgarian intellectuals atilil ans

desire in them to engage and interact with it, whether to reject it as a mduel in t
construction of their identity, as Voinikov doesTlihe Misunderstood CivilizatiQmr to
embrace it as such, as Aleko doeBa Gania Both texts testify that the Bulgarians
imagined their own identity through or in relation to the West, as a response griWest
formulations of what it means to be civilized.

Evidently, the question of who was European and who was not occupied the
imagination of both Western (Shaw, Stoker) and Balkan (Aleko, Voinikov) intellectuals
at the end of the nineteenth century. It was mainly the Western Europeans who
controlled the answers to these questions, however. While they participated in the
discussion, the Balkan intellectuals abided by the rules and regulations thiedd/est
already established for them, even though these rules and regulatidredicibueti
Balkans as non-European. Shaw, as | have shown in this dissertation, presents hi

Balkan characters, the Bulgarians, as wannabe Europeans, and Stoker presents his own
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Balkan characters, the Transylvanians, as an immediate threat to Euraogteisoex

Much like Shaw and Stoker, Aleko presents the Western characters of his tesrlys cl
superior to their Balkan counterparts, whom he names Europeans-“but not quite.” In
The Misunderstood Civilizatioivoinikov, too, presents his Balkan characters, the
Bulgarians, as non-European. Some of the Bulgarian characters in tistripiago be
Europeans, but despite their rigid adherence to European codes of dress and behavior,
none of them succeed in passing for one—they all come off as parodies of the “truly
civilized” European. The Bulgarians in Voinikov’s play are not ready for Europe. They
are too weak and too far behind Europe, which only makes them an easy target for
Europe’s predatory economic and political tactics. Both Voinikov and Aleko caugticall
satirize, the former even cruelly punishes, their characters’ ctaifagropeanness.
Significantly, in doing so, these two Balkan writers become complicit in theaBsilk
marginalization as non-European, for not only do they not debunk the Western
European model for European identity, but employ and reproduce it in their own

writings as a way to interpret and judge Balkan culture and identity.
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