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GENERAL CHARACTERISTICS OF THE DISSERTATION
Subject of the study

Subject of my study is the reflection of the Balkan Wars in the non-party
periodic press. Undoubtedly, the Balkan Wars are one of the most striking chapters
in the New Bulgarian History. After the Union in 1885 and the declaration of
Independence in 1908, they represent the natural next step in the pursuit of national
unification. Unfortunately, in them the heroic and tragic intertwine dramatically.
They began with widespread popular enthusiasm and unprecedented ecstasy, but
ended in a cruel catastrophe, leaving lasting negative consequences for generations
of Bulgarians. The role of the press in shaping public opinion at the beginning of
the last century was enormous. It would take decades before it was initially
competed, and then largely displaced, by the radio, then by television, and today by
online media that dominate nearly the entire information space.

Yet at the threshold of the previous two centuries, the information picture
was very different. Society learned about events at home and abroad solely from
the press. At the beginning of the 20th century, the so-called mass (yellow,
boulevard, informational) press began to emerge, aimed at broad segments of the
population. My study is directed precisely at this, because after the three
unfortunate wars for Bulgaria and the serious upheavals in the country’s political
system, the leading role in the information market up to the mid-century will be
held by non-party publications such as “Zora” (dawn) and “Utro” (morning). In the
studied period, the newspaper "Zora" had not yet been created, and "Utro" was only
in its infancy, but mainly through it I try to enter the atmosphere of Bulgarian
society during the turbulent years 1912 and 1913, tracing day by day what
happened in the country. How attitudes changed, how enthusiasm and drive
gradually gave way to disappointment with the actions of the allies, turning into
overt hatred of them. How the thirst for revenge, retaliation, and swift punishment
for their perfidious behavior clouded the minds of the entire society and pushed the
country toward an abyss from which there is no escape. How hopes for some
successes and compromises at the diplomatic tables gradually faded, and despair
permanently settled among all. How, despite this, a faint hope still glimmered that
the banners were not folded forever, and better days would come.



I have made a comparison with the coverage of the most important moments
of the two wars in the other two major non-party daily newspapers — the already
fading “Vecherna poshta” (evening mail) and “Dnevnik” (diary, journal) which
belong to the same media group as “Utro”.

Relevance of the topic

Practically, my dissertation examines propaganda through the media during
wartime. The relevance of this topic is indisputable today as well, though the media
have evolved infinitely compared to more than a century ago, and the information
presented to the audience is far larger in volume and reaches the recipients much
more rapidly, even in real time. Otherwise, the goals and methods of wartime
propaganda are almost the same and are unlikely to have fundamentally changed
over time; only the instrument for delivering it has been significantly refined and
improved.

The path of Bulgaria between extreme emotions, from enthusiasm and zeal
to collapse and ruin, walked in just one calendar year, is depicted in detail in the
most popular media of that period — the press. We can summarize that the common
ground between party newspapers and non-party press during this decisive period is
propaganda, which had permanently settled on their pages. This is entirely
understandable because starting and waging war requires serious motivation,
especially among those who go to the front. This role is effectively played by both
official publications and most of the opposition publications, as well as the three
non-party newspapers discussed above. Exceptions were the publications of the
Bulgarian Agricultural People’s Union, the Bulgarian Workers *Social Democratic
Party (united), and the Bulgarian Workers ’Social Democratic Party, which,
however, did not appear for long periods during the wars.

Propaganda during wartime, however, is not a Bulgarian patent; on the
contrary, it is a classical instrument used by warring governments on par with their
armies. Newspapers in other Balkan states similarly shape public opinion to align
with the desires and ambitions of the rulers. Praising one’s own successes and
downplaying or denying the opponent’s successes is typical of the press in all
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countries involved in this Balkan conflict. The main goal of wartime propaganda is
to justify the wars, to unite the nation, and to motivate it for united action in the
desired direction. But for propaganda to succeed, there was a “fertile ground” in the
Bulgarian society of the time, because in the decades preceding the Balkan Wars,
patriotic moods and attitudes were deliberately created and cultivated in schools,
reading rooms, and barracks. It should be noted, however, that the Bulgarian
government did not have a clear propaganda plan before and during the wars, had
no direct influence over the press, and could not consciously force it to promote
unified propaganda goals. Impressions and methods of propaganda were left
entirely to the journalists ’sensibilities and the imagination of the newspaper
editors. A weakness of Bulgarian wartime propaganda can be seen in the failure of
the responsible state factors to realize the need to transfer it to the “European
stage.” The conviction that our cause was righteous and therefore did not need to be
promoted on the pages of European press is narrow-minded and erroneous. The
initial partners, and later opponents—Serbs and Greeks—who successfully
propagated their theses through Russian and Western European publications,
significantly influenced public opinion in the respective countries. The fact that our
press called the Greek king Constantine “the European liar” has no image effect for
our country abroad and remains a domestic concern. Through skilled external
wartime propaganda, Bulgaria’s neighbors managed to shape for them a largely
negative image of Bulgaria as an aggressor and to strip it of the sympathy it had
earned in Europe, especially during the First Balkan War.

All of this sounds very familiar and relevant today. Each country in today’s
military conflicts follows the same pattern Bulgaria and its allies did just over a
century ago. Praise and even invention of one’s own successes, denial of the
opponent’s successes, disinformation and fake news are part of the information
flow that greets us daily.

Geographical and chronological boundaries of the study
My study covers the reflection of the Balkan Wars in the Bulgarian non-

party periodic press, i.e., it is limited to publications that appeared in the Kingdom
of Bulgaria.



The temporal boundaries of the study cover thirteen months from September
I, 1912 to September 30, 1913, i.e., two weeks before the mobilization was
declared and two weeks after the signing of the Istanbul (Constantinople) treaty.

I expanded the chronological boundaries of the study by about a month
compared to the purely legal ones (from 17.09.1912 to 16.09.1913) because |
wanted to “probe” and sense the attitudes in Bulgarian society before the start of
the long-awaited and yearned-for war for national unification, as well as the shock
that followed its unfulfillment.

Aims and objectives of the study

I was intrigued by the topic of the Balkan Wars and their coverage in the
non-party daily press in Bulgaria (primarily in the newspaper “Utro”) for several
reasons.

First, this is the role these wars play in Bulgarian history. The pursuit of the
Bulgarian national ideal in the autumn of 1912 was so strong that no internal or
external political factor could stop it. If Ivan Geshov’s government did not heed
public opinion in the country and did not start the “war abroad” (against Turkey), it
risked a “revolution at home.” The nationwide enthusiasm and zeal that swept the
entire nation had no parallel in modern Bulgarian history. People went to war as to
a wedding, ready to sacrifice everything sacred in the name of national unification.
Even today, in almost every Bulgarian village there is a monument to fathers and
sons who went “to free the brother-enslaved beyond the Rila and Rhodope
mountains”, but never returned to cultivate their own land and enjoy their families
again. Over 30,000 Bulgarian men left their bones on the fields of Thrace and
Macedonia, on the slopes of Pirin, Strandzha, Belasitsa, and the Rhodopes, on the
shores of the Aegean and Marmaris. Another 50,000 returned physically and
spiritually maimed, having realized that their sacrifice was not enough for Moesia,
Thrace, and Macedonia to become a single whole.

The second reason I study this period is my desire to understand the attitude
of the political forces within the country toward this nationwide undertaking. Was
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the military conflict used by the governing and opposition for narrow political
purposes, or did the parties place the national interest above their own?

The third reason is to understand the role of the Great Powers in starting and
developing this Balkan conflict. To what extent were they interested in it? Could
they have prevented it by forcing the Ottoman Empire to apply Article 23 of the
Berlin Treaty in Macedonia and Edirne? Did they influence the actions of the allies
during the course of the First Balkan War? Did they judge it fairly after its end?
Could they have prevented the Second?

The fourth reason is to delve into the relations among the allies and to
answer for myself whether there was a way for Bulgaria to “play its cards more
correctly”, both on the battlefield and at the “diplomatic table.”

The last reason is to understand the role of the media in shaping public
opinion in that period, and, more specifically, the attitude of the future media
hegemon, the newspaper “Utro,” toward the Balkan Wars and the way in which it
covered them.

Answering these questions is the goal of my study, and they are naturally
filtered through the perspective of the then non-party press and through the lens of
my own reading.

Methodology

In the dissertation I used the following research methods: historical method;
content analysis; comparative method; historical-interpretive method; and
syntheses method.

The historical method sets the chronological boundaries of the study and
examines the historical development of the processes preceding, and largely
conditioning, the period under study.

Content analysis examined the contents of the studied press media. The
influence of this content on the audience and its actual numbers are not the main



subject of this study, although the impact of the press and its effect on society,
especially on the eve of the two wars, is undisputed and its consequences are
discussed in the dissertation.

The comparative method was used in two aspects:
- a comparison between the actual historical events and the way they were
reflected in the studied press media;
- a comparison between editorial policies and the way the wars were reflected
in the three main non-party newspapers;
- The historical-interpretive method analyzes and interprets the information
obtained from the study;
- The synthesis method was used to reach conclusions and derive findings
from the acquired and analyzed information.

Sources and documents

For the purpose of the study I used various publicly accessible sources:
scholarly and literary works on the topic (books, textbooks, encyclopedias,
collections, reference works, contemporary memoirs, publications in electronic
media, etc.), but the most valuable material I encountered and drew from—the near
400 issues of the newspaper “Utro” from the war period. The texts in them provide
the most direct and immediate sense of the state of Bulgarian society at the time,
the views and opinions of our compatriots regarding the events in the Balkans
during the turbulent years 1912 and 1913, and potentially answers to the questions I
posed above.

I also compared the coverage of some of the most important moments by
“Utro” and by the other two significant non-party daily newspapers from that
period - “Dnevnik” and “Sofiyska vecherna poshta” - studying 30 and 20 issues
respectively.

Historiographical Review

The reason I try to view the events of these tragic twelve months precisely
“through the eyes” of the newspaper “Utro” is that no such study has been
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conducted to date. Many scholarly works and dedicated conferences have been
devoted to the Balkan Wars. They have been studied in detail by Prof. Georgi P.
Genov, academician Georgi Markov, Elena Statelova, and other prominent
Bulgarian historians. The memoirs of that period have been written by premiers of
the time such as Ivan Geshov, Stoyan Danev, and Vasil Radoslavov, and by
generals Mikhail Savov, Ivan Fitchev, Nikola Ivanov, Radko Dimitriev, Georgi
Vazov, Stefan Toshev; envoys Andrey Toshev, Ivan Salabashev, Mihail
Madzharov, Stefan Bobchev, and many other contemporaries or participants in the
events. We are also familiar with the external perspective of foreign journalists
such as James Bourcher and Vladimir Sis, as well as professional historians like
Egidio Ivetich and Richard Holl. Recently a collection of British diplomatic
documents from 1910-1913 was published, showing the English viewpoint on what
happened in the Balkans at that time. Yet the representation of the wars in the
Bulgarian press of 1912-1913 has been given very little attention. Pasha
Kishkilova’s 1999 collection introduces us to the reflection of the wars on party
press pages (the newspapers “Mir”, “Bulgaria”, “Narod”, ‘“Narodni prava”,
“Narodna volya”, and ‘“Rabotnicheski vestnik”). Although chronological, this
reflection is selective, citing materials in those newspapers only regarding the more
significant dates and events. There is no study tracking the reflection of the wars in
a single publication for all the days from mid-September 1912, when mobilization
was declared in the country, to mid-September 1913, when the war with the
Ottoman Empire legally ended with the signing of the Istanbul Treaty.

Even more scantily is the study of the reflection of the wars in the non-party
press. This is the subject of only one article by Ivan Shipchanov in the collection
“80 Years of the Balkan Wars,” published by the Ministry of Defense in the far-off
1995.

Propaganda in the press during the wars is examined in Prof. Ivan Ilchev’s
monograph “My homeland is right or not! The Foreign Policy Propaganda of the
Balkan States, 1821-1923.”

In 2011, Prof. Yura Konstantinova also reviewed propaganda materials in the
Bulgarian press and in the neighboring states during the Balkan Wars, though her
study is more analytical and comparative, based on selected materials supporting
her theses.

In 2014, Dimitar Dimitrov published a collection that acquaints us with the
reflection of the Balkan Wars in the European press. It quotes the English “Times”,
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“Graphic”, “The Illustrated London News”, “Daily Telegraph” and “London
Times”; the French “Temps”, “Le Petit Journal”, “Le Pelerin”, “Journal des
Voyages”, “Dimanche Illustré¢" and “Le Monde Illustré”; the Italian
“L’Ilustrazione Italiana”, “La Domenica Corriere”, “Il Secolo”, “La Tribuna
[lustrata”; the German “Kolnischen Zeitung” and “Illustrirte Zeitung”; the
Austrian “Reichspost” and even the Danish “Illustret Tidende”. The collection is
richly illustrated with photographs, drawings, and sketches from these publications.
Some are quite fascinating: the taking of Lozengrad; King Ferdinand and princes
Boris and Kiril at a solemn prayer in the Assumption Cathedral in Sliven after the
Lozengrad victory; the Bulgarian delegation at the peace talks in London (St.
Danev, M. Madjarov, and St. Paprikov) at a dinner in the Ritz Hotel; the victory at
Edirne — Gen. Nikola Ivanov, etc. Kolnischen Zeitung published photographs of
leading Bulgarian military leaders Gen. Nikola Nikiforov, Gen. M. Savov, Gen. Iv.
Fitchev, Gen. V. Kutinchev, Gen. N. Ivanov, and Gen. R. Dimitrov; its
correspondent Richard von Mahh provides a detailed analysis of their qualities.
Some material was reprinted from war correspondents Subaltern Reginald Rankin,
Maj. P. Howell, Lionel James, Philip Gibbs, Cyril Campbell, Rene Pu, Corrado
Dzoli, and others, who described Bulgarian victories during the First Balkan War
and analyzed the causes. Critical moments for Bulgaria during the Inter-Allied War
were not omitted either. Dimitar Dimov’s collection is very engaging and
fascinating, but like Pasha Kishkilova’s edition, it reflects only the most interesting
events of the wars in a selective manner.

In other words, there is, to date, no study that chronologically and
comprehensively traces the daily reflection in a single print medium of what
happened during the two Balkan Wars.

For this reason I decided to trace day by day the tragic events for Bulgaria
from the beginning of September 1912, when it became clear that the national
unification war was inevitable, to the end of September 1913, when it ended with
the collapse of the unification ideal. I chose to conduct this study “through the
eyes” of the “Utro” newspaper because it is a non-party media that has proven itself
as one of the leading such outlets for several decades, and its role in informing
Bulgarian society in the period 1911-1944 is indisputable.

10



Structure and main content of the Dissertation

The dissertation consists of an introduction, five chapters, and a conclusion.
At the end, the bibliography is listed. In the footnotes of the main text, sources of
information and some explanations are provided, and at the endnotes, brief
biographical notes are given for the more significant Bulgarian political and
military figures connected with the lead-up to, preparation for, and conduct of the
Balkan Wars. There are also 29 illustrations placed in the text (22 photos of “Utro”
newspaper pages, 4 photos of “Dnevnik” newspaper pages, and 3 photos of
“Sofiiyska vecherna poshta” newspaper pages).

Introduction

The introduction states the reasons for choosing the topic, as well as the
questions that must be addressed by the study. It lists the sources of information
(the three main non-party print media) and the comparisons made between them
during the study. It reviews the historiography on this or related topics to date and
mentions the potential contribution this study could make if it fulfills its aims and
objectives.

Chapter One
The Social-Political Situation in the Balkans (late 19th century — early 20th
century). Causes of the Balkan Wars. Chronology of diplomatic and military
actions. International treaties affecting Bulgaria during the Balkan Wars.

In this chapter the situation of the Balkan Peninsula over the last decades of
the 19th century and the first decade of the 20th century is examined. The most
important historical steps taken by the Third Bulgarian State and their significance
are traced. The causes leading to the historic moment when the young Orthodox
Balkan states would attempt to detach parts of the decaying Ottoman Empire by
force and possibly push it out of Europe are analyzed.

The diplomatic and military preparations for a common war against the
Sublime Porte are described in detail, with particular attention to the preparation of
the Bulgarian state and army for this war. The most important events preceding the
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First Balkan War and all subsequent events of a military or diplomatic nature
during the wars and after the end of combat are listed in detail, chronologically.

All international treaties affecting Bulgaria during the Balkan Wars are
described in detail: the treaty with the Kingdom of Serbia (29 March 1912); the
treaty with the Kingdom of Greece (16 May 1912); the treaty with the Kingdom of
Montenegro (2 August 1912); the Saint Petersburg Treaty (26 April 1913); the
London Peace Treaty (17 May 1913); the Bucharest Peace Treaty (28 July 1913);
the Constantinople Peace Treaty (16 September 1913), as well as the allied treaty
between the Kingdom of Serbia and the Kingdom of Greece (19 May 1913).

Chapter Two
Daily Non-Partisan Press.
War Correspondents and Press Censorship during the Balkan Wars.

This chapter examines the media environment in the country and trends in
the press at the beginning of the 20th century. A brief overview of the partisan
press is provided. The main non-partisan newspapers are examined in greater
detail, with particular attention paid to the newspaper “Utro", which, though merely
"fledgling" on the eve of the Balkan War, would subsequently transform into a
media hegemon, largely shaping public opinion in the country between the two
world wars. The biographies of the publisher and his editor-in-chief are reviewed,
as well as the publication's editorial style. The more significant journalists who
worked at the newspaper are identified. Its growing influence in society over the
years is traced.

The war correspondents covering the Balkan War are listed in detail, as well
as the media outlets they worked for. The conditions and procedures for their
accreditation are outlined. Attention is drawn to the status and composition of the
censorship sections. The bylaws issued by the army command regulating the
restriction of access and the non-dissemination of "sensitive" military information
are analyzed in detail, namely: "Rules for censoring private correspondence
originating from the theater of military actions," "Rules for war correspondents
located in the theater of war," and "Instructions for war correspondents regarding
information that must not be reported."
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Chapter Three
The First Balkan War on the Pages of the Newspaper “Utro”.

In the study, the First Balkan War is divided into five main time periods,
namely:

- First Period: The situation on the eve of the First Balkan War /September 1 -
October 4, 1912/

- Second Period: From the beginning of the war to the first truce /October 5 -
November 20, 1912/

- Third Period: Conclusion of the truce and the London Peace Conference
/November 20, 1912 - January 10, 1913/

- Fourth Period: The Young Turk coup, resumption of hostilities, new truce with
the Ottoman Empire /January 10 - April 1, 1913/

- Fifth Period: After the second truce. The St. Petersburg Conference regarding the
dispute with Romania. The Treaty of London /April 2 - May 17, 1913/.

For each of the indicated periods, the actual historical events are first listed
chronologically. Following this, the issues of the newspaper from the respective
period are examined day by day, citing the most important publications within them
related to the Balkan War. At the end of each period, based on content analysis, a
comparison is made between what actually happened and the manner of its
coverage in “Utro”.

Chapter Four
The Coverage of the Second Balkan War in the Newspaper "Utro”.

In the study, the Second Balkan War is divided into three main time periods:

First Period: Between the Treaty of London and the beginning of the Inter-
Allied War /May 18 - June 16, 1913/

Second Period: The Inter-Allied War and the Treaty of Bucharest /June 16 -
July 28, 1913/

Third Period: Between the Treaty of Bucharest and the Treaty of
Constantinople. The Ohrid-Debar Uprising /July 29 - September 30, 1913/

Similar to the previous chapter, for each of the indicated periods, the actual
historical events are first listed chronologically. Following this, the issues of the
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newspaper from the respective period are examined day by day, quoting the most
important publications within them related to the Second Balkan War and the
subsequent peace treaties. At the end of each period, based on content analysis, a
comparison is made between what actually happened and the manner of its
coverage in “Utro”.

Aside from the analysis following each time period of the wars, the trends in their
coverage in “Utro” are analyzed in detail and summarized in the conclusion of the
dissertation; therefore, here I indicate only the structures of the fourth and fifth
chapters—which are otherwise the largest in volume—while leaving the analysis of
the newspaper's content for the end of the abstract.

Chapter Five
The Balkan Wars in the Newspapers “Dnevnik’ and “Sofiyska vecherna poshta”.
A Comparison with the Newspaper “Utro”.

Besides “Utro”, the other two main non-partisan dailies published during the
period of the Balkan Wars were the newspapers “Dnevnik” and “Sofiyska vecherna
poshta”. In this chapter, I have examined the content of 30 issues of “Dnevnik” and
20 issues of “Sofiyska vecherna poshta”, making a comparison between the
coverage of specific events in the three dailies. I chose these specific issues of
“Dnevnik” and “Sofiyska vecherna poshta” because they correspond to the days of
some of the most important events of the Balkan Wars, namely: the declaration of
mobilization; the commencement of the war against Turkey; the capture of
Lozengrad; the battles at Luleburgas-Bunarchisar; the capture of Odrin
(Adrianople); the Treaty of London; the beginning of the Inter-Allied War; and the
signing of the Bucharest and Constantinople peace treaties.

Examining the coverage of the Balkan Wars in the three dailies, it can be
said that, generally, their editorial policies overlapped, though naturally, each
newspaper had different nuances and its own specifics. This is entirely natural
because, at that moment, the entire Bulgarian society was consolidated around the
idea of national unification and the realization of the Bulgarian national ideal in one
fell swoop. This consolidation is also noticeable among the political parties in the
country, where the entire opposition (excluding the Narrow Socialists) supported
the foreign policy actions of the People's Party-Progressive Liberal governments,
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with their main criticism of the rulers being that the opposition itself was not
sufficiently informed and was effectively excluded from these actions.

There could be no discrepancy in the editorial policy of “Utro” and
“Dnevnik”, as both dailies were part of Atanas Damyanov's "media empire."
Nevertheless, “Dnevnik” was the more moderate newspaper, and its tone was a
shade "softer" compared to “Utro”. “Dnevnik” lacked the extreme nationalist
exaltation, and despite criticisms toward "incorrect" allies, the newspaper did not
allow itself such insulting qualifications toward them as those found in “Utro”, and
even more so in “Sofiyska vecherna poshta”. Perhaps the greatest challenge to the
allies on the pages of “Dnevnik” were the two poems by Kiril Hristov (Issue No.
3881 of June 19, 1913), in which he practically declared Bulgarian territorial
claims not only to the lands of the uncontested and contested zones but also to
those that were part of the Serbian Kingdom, as well as to Thessaloniki, so desired
by the Greeks. Unfortunately, this megalomania and lack of realism and
pragmatism in desires was also a characteristic of the Bulgarian political class. This
would be the very reason why, instead of moving step by step toward the maximum
possible realization of the national ideal, the country suffered such a catastrophe
within the span of a single calendar month as hardly anyone had imagined possible.

Characteristic of “Sofiyska vecherna poshta” is that throughout most of the
Balkan Wars period, it was published in a relatively large volume of four pages,
one of which was always set aside for paid announcements and advertisements.
This likely brought sufficient financial revenue to the newspaper, allowing its
publication during a period when many print publications were permanently or
temporarily suspended or published in significantly reduced volume. The tone of
“Sofiyska vecherna poshta” was quite sharp and extremely nationalist, placing it
closer to “Utro" than to “Dnevnik”.

It can be summarized that during the two Balkan Wars, all three dailies were
part of the propaganda machine of the Bulgarian state, but this was not some global
novelty or exception. The press in other Balkan states proceeded in the same way;
it must even be admitted that Serbian and Greek propaganda went beyond their
own borders and successfully "found fertile ground" in Russia and Western Europe.
Unfortunately, Bulgarian rulers did nothing in this direction, naively believing that
since "the cause is just," there was no crying need to propagate it abroad. This
naivety contributed significantly to the international isolation into which the
country fell after the wars and to the lack of external support during the
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negotiations in Bucharest and Constantinople. Thus, the strong propaganda effect
of the Bulgarian informative press remained primarily for domestic consumption.
However, regrettably, it was also part of the reasons leading to excessive euphoria
in society and among the rulers, and consequently, to the taking of emotional and
hasty decisions with fatal consequences.

Conclusion

At the beginning of the conclusion, I have made a comparison between the
coverage of the Balkan Wars in the partisan and non-partisan press, arriving at the
conclusion that, with few exceptions, both were part of the wartime propaganda of
the Bulgarian state.

It is extremely interesting to trace day by day what was happening in the
country through the eyes of the press of that time. How moods shifted; how
enthusiasm and drive were gradually replaced by bitterness over the allies' actions,
growing into open loathing and hatred toward them. How the thirst for vengeance,
retribution, and swift punishment for their treacherous behavior clouded the
consciousness of the entire society, and the country was pushed toward an abyss
from which there was no escape. How hopes for some successes and compromise
solutions at the diplomatic tables gradually faded, and despondency permanently
settled among everyone. How, despite this, a glimmer of hope still flickered that
the flags were not furled forever, and that better days would come.

Overall, through the pages of the press of that era, we are transported to that
simultaneously romantic, heroic, and tragic time. We are transported among the
peasants who left their fields and sheepfolds to march across the muddy Thracian
plains toward Tsarigrad (Constantinople). We are transported among the mobilized
teachers and other representatives of the intelligentsia who, as reserve commanders,
led these peasants toward Lozengrad, Odrin (Adrianople), and Solun
(Thessaloniki). We attempt to "get inside the heads" and put ourselves in the place
of the generals, the Tsar, the government, and the diplomats, who had to choose the
direction in which to lead the ship of state and the method by which to navigate it
through the Balkan Scylla and Charybdis. From the perspective of time and today's
viewpoint, it is very easy to criticize many of their decisions, but how we would

16



have acted had we been in their place is a question with no answer, because there is
no way to realistically find ourselves in that time and do something different from
what they did. It remains for us to use the press of that time as a "bridge" to that
epoch, through which we can transport ourselves there and co-experience, together
with the Bulgarian people, their successes and victories, their pains and sufferings.

That is what I did. Primarily through the newspaper "Utro”, 1 used this
"bridge," and through it, I attempted to "immerse" myself in that era and seek
answers to the questions I posed in the introduction of this study.

Bulgaria's war against the Ottoman Empire was not only inevitable and
strongly desired by the entire nation, but the country had been purposefully
preparing for it for nearly a decade (since 1903). The Italo-Turkish War, which
began in 1911, signaled that the Great Powers were ripe for the idea of partitioning
Turkey's non-Asian territories. Thus, the moment to attempt to seize the empire's
European vilayets was indeed very opportune, but Bulgaria could not do it alone.
The rulers in our country were aware of this. By the autumn of 1912, the
Kingdom's territory bordered Turkey in three directions. However engaged it might
have been in the war with Italy and despite having problems with mobilization, the
Turkish army could hardly be defeated on multiple fronts: in Odrin Thrace and
Strandzha; in the Rhodopes and Western Thrace; in Vardar, Pirin, and Aegean
Macedonia, as well as in the Black Sea. To this must be added the free movement
of the Turkish fleet in the Sea of Marmara and the Aegean Sea, allowing it to land
troops, armaments, and provisions from the Asian part of the country onto the
European shore without hindrance. So, although very well prepared and highly
motivated, the Bulgarian army would hardly have had a chance if it faced one of
the world's empires alone. This necessitated an alliance with the other three Balkan
states, which, like Bulgaria, had claims to parts of Turkey's European vilayets.
Although they had been independent states for nearly a century, neither Serbia nor
Greece had managed to achieve their desired territorial expansion or to incorporate
into their borders lands they considered historically theirs or those with compact
Serbian or Greek populations.

Common interests brought the four Balkan states closer, yet their alliance
had to be officially sealed and receive at least some approval from one of the strong
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"triads" formed in Europe (the Triple Alliance and the Triple Entente). The Great
Powers, who installed the "powder keg" in the Balkans with the Treaty of Berlin in
1878, did not "exert much effort" to monitor its implementation over the next 35
years (especially regarding Article 23). Clashing interests (mainly Russian and
Austrian), the drive for control of the Straits, for control of the "corridor" from the
Adriatic to Thessaloniki, etc., preserved the status quo on the peninsula for more
than a quarter of a century. By 1912, none of the Great Powers was yet fully ready
for the pan-European military conflict looming on the horizon, but each of the two
formed alliances wished for the consolidated Balkan states to be on its side. Thus,
with Russia's "blessing," the treaty was reached between its "favorite," Serbia, and
Bulgaria, governed by the Russophile coalition of the People's Party and
Progressive Liberals. Russian Emperor Nicholas II himself was designated as the
supreme arbiter in potential territorial disputes between the allies. By "pulling" the
two Slavic states to its side, Russia cut off Austria's path to Thessaloniki and
Constantinople. Subsequently, the Austrians would "strike back" by not allowing
Serbian access to the Adriatic Sea and sowing discord within the Balkan League. In
time, it would turn out that Russia's calculations would not prove correct either,
because, due to the injustice toward it in 1913, Bulgaria would be pushed toward
the Austro-German orbit during the Great War.

Ultimately, in 1912, the Great Powers neither took decisive measures to
force Turkey to implement Article 23 of the Treaty of Berlin, which would have
avoided the war in the Balkans, nor were they extremely insistent in their warnings
to the Balkan allies not to start it. This relatively passive and wait-and-see behavior
of the Powers is explained on one hand by their conviction that the Ottoman
Empire would win the war against the small Balkan states, teach them a good
lesson, and thus the convenient status quo in the Balkans would be preserved for a
long time. On the other hand, in the event of a military success for the allies, the
Powers would have distributed the liberated European vilayets into spheres of
influence according to their own interests (despite their claim before the war started
that they would not allow any territorial expansions at the expense of the Ottoman
Empire; author's note), and furthermore, if Turkey suffered a heavy defeat, they
could subsequently more easily take for themselves other territories of hers in Asia
and North Africa, as Italy had already done.
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During the hostilities, the Powers were not entirely uninvolved. Germany
regularly supplied the Turkish army with weapons and ammunition through
Romania and the Black Sea, while Austria-Hungary did not allow the
Montenegrins to keep the captured Shkodra, conducting a warning naval
demonstration for this purpose. The Danubian Monarchy also "cut off" Serbia's
access to the Adriatic. "Liberator" Russia was categorically against a Bulgarian
advance toward Constantinople after the fall of Odrin, as well as against access to
the northern coast of the Sea of Marmara, promising in exchange strict observance
by Serbia of the territorial clauses for the "uncontested" zone in Macedonia. At
least three of the four allied Balkan states felt extremely and unjustly aggrieved
after the end of the war and the signing of the peace treaty in London on May 17,
1913. Montenegro was not allowed to receive Shkodra, which had been its greatest
goal. The "Durrés - Alessio - Gjakova - Ohrid square" desired by Serbia, with a
fifty-kilometer outlet on the Adriatic, was given to Albania. Bulgarian access to the
Sea of Marmara was also cut off, and Silistra had been taken from it prior to that. In
the Treaty of London, the Powers defined only the border with Turkey and outlined
Albania, leaving the allies to distribute the liberated territories among themselves,
thereby creating prerequisites for serious conflicts between them. If Serbia had
been given even minimal access to the Adriatic, and Bulgaria—to the Marmara
coast, likely their conflict over Macedonia would not have been so acute, and both
countries would have been far more cooperative and yielding. The Powers did not
resolve the issue of the Aegean islands with the peace treaty either, doing so a year
later by giving almost all of them to Greece. Here, Bulgaria was again aggrieved, as
it did not receive even the island of Samothrace, located opposite its only major
port remaining after the Inter-Allied War—Dedeagach.

Despite the errors committed by the rulers in conducting the alliance and
peace negotiations, the government's overall policy of initiating and waging a war
for national liberation and unification against the Ottoman Empire was fully and
unreservedly supported by the opposition bourgeois parties. Their leaders Al.
Malinov (Democratic Party), Dr. Vasil Radoslavov (Liberal Party), Dr. N.
Genadiev (People's Liberal Party), and D. Tonchev (Young Liberal Party) firmly
stood by and supported the government of Iv. Geshov; some of them even held
more hawkish views and perceived the approaching Serbian-Greek danger earlier.
The Agrarian MPs (D. Strashimirov, St. Drenkov, Dragiev) also unconditionally
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supported the government. Only the Broad Socialist MP Yanko Sakazov stated in
late September 1912 that not all peaceful means for solving the Macedonian
question had been exhausted and warned of the potential schism between the allies.
His voice, as well as the anti-war propaganda of the “BRSDP” (Narrow Socialists),
could not be heard due to their limited influence in society. Indicative of the
unanimity of all "bourgeois" parties on the national question is the fact that after the
resignation of Prime Minister Geshov, a very likely option was the formation of a
so-called "government of national concentration," including the leaders of all
leading parties. This idea was not realized, but the government of Dr. Danev, newly
formed at the beginning of June 1913, also enjoyed the full support of the
opposition parties (excluding the socialists) in the war with the former allies. The
two main criticisms of the opposition toward the ruling People's-Progressive
coalition were that it (the opposition) was not acquainted with the content of the
alliance treaty with Serbia, and that "de facto" it was excluded from any foreign
policy activity (mainly from participation in the peace negotiations in London and
the conference in St. Petersburg regarding the dispute with Romania over Silistra).
Both criticisms were absolutely well-founded. Only after the Second Balkan War
did mutual accusations begin between the individual parties regarding the blame for
the squandered opportunities and the erroneous decisions that led to the country's
severe catastrophe.

It is interesting to trace the trends in the editorial policy of the newspaper
“Utro” during the wars. Even before the mobilization (September 17, 1912), the
newspaper began a massive propaganda campaign aimed at lifting the national
spirit and preparing public opinion for war with Turkey. This was achieved through
the editorials of Editor-in-Chief Stefan Tanev and the publication of propaganda
drawings and poems.

Many materials describe the atrocities of the Turkish authorities in
Macedonia and the Adrianople region (Edrine), inciting readers against them.
There are many publications critical of the diplomacy of the Great Powers, which
failed to force the Sublime Porte to implement Article 23 of the Treaty of Berlin in
its European vilayets. The national enthusiasm throughout the country following
the declaration of mobilization 1s widely covered. After the commencement of
hostilities, the newspaper sent its special correspondents to the headquarters of the
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Bulgarian and allied armies to report on events. Understandably, their dispatches
arrived with a delay of several days. Generally, they covered all significant combat
operations, but likely due to military censorship, the names of military personnel or
specific data regarding various army formations were very rarely mentioned. An
objective reading requires acknowledging that these materials described events
relatively one-sidedly, primarily extolling Bulgarian successes while neglecting, or
even denying, Turkish ones. A typical example of this is the numerous articles
describing cases of cholera in the Turkish army, while simultaneously claiming
there were none in the Bulgarian troops—something impossible and absolutely
untrue. Several pieces were published by an unnamed military correspondent of
“The Times”, which described some of the most important battles very
professionally and accurately from a military standpoint.

At the beginning of the war, there were many laudatory articles about the
allied armies as well. After the termination of the truce and the resumption of
hostilities in early 1913, the tone toward Serbia and Greece gradually began to
change, becoming openly hostile in the following months. A column titled “Iz
srabskiya pechat” (among the Serbian press) even began appearing, citing
numerous anti-Bulgarian articles from the Serbian press, thereby inciting readers
against their western neighbor. The tone toward Greece was slightly softer until the
beginning of May, when the first serious clashes between Bulgarian and Greek
military units occurred. Until the end of the Balkan War, the newspaper “Utro” was
extremely well-disposed toward the Montenegrins and did not cease praising their
"heroic" army. In the first months of the war (until the end of the calendar year
1912), materials accompanied by photos or portraits of the kings, their families,
political leaders, and military commanders of the allied states were published. From
the spring of 1913, the trend was to provide increasing information about Serbian
and Greek outrages in the newly liberated lands. Great publicity was given to
petitions and memoranda from the Bulgarian population in various regions of
Macedonia, complaining of Serbian-Greek oppression and requesting help from the
government. Thus, by the end of May 1913, public opinion in the country was as
turned against Serbs and Greeks as it had been against the Turks in mid-September
1912. The allies were reproached for deliberately stalling peace negotiations to
better "entrench" themselves in Macedonia while the Bulgarian army was forced to
hold positions in the Thracian theater of war. Military self-confidence was
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"pumped up" through articles suggesting that the Bulgarian troops would enter
Constantinople (Tsarigrad) almost the very next day, where Ferdinand would be
crowned "Emperor of the Orient" and dictate the terms of peace. At the same time,
the allied troops (especially the Greeks) were described as ill-prepared and having
no chance against the Bulgarian army, which could "enter Belgrade and Athens in
five days." In this way, a deceptive impression was created among readers that a
potential war against the "treacherous allies" could be won very easily and their
"perfidy" justly punished.

The newspaper was also quite critical of the policy of the Great Powers, who,
driven by their own interests, were not sufficiently insistent toward the Ottoman
Empire regarding the application of Article 23 of the Treaty of Berlin, thereby
creating the conditions for the war of the allied Balkan nations against Turkey.
Subsequently, they failed to revise the Treaty of Bucharest, which was unjust to
Bulgaria and turned the Balkans into a powder keg from which a pan-European war
would soon erupt, eventually turning into a World War. The Powers were also
blamed for failing to force the Sublime Porte to fulfill the Treaty of London and,
driven by their economic and political interests, allowing it to reoccupy Eastern
Thrace unimpeded. “Utro” and its editor-in-chief were particularly critical of
Russia, due to whom Silistra was lost and Rodosto and Thessaloniki were not
taken, and who, through its ambassador in Belgrade, Nicholas Hartwig, encouraged
Serbia to violate the alliance treaty. It is interesting to note that as the chance of
Bulgaria prevailing in the dispute with Romania over Silistra decreased, the topic
found less reflection in the newspaper. There was not even official information
about the final decision of the St. Petersburg Conference of Ambassadors; instead,
"speculations" from the European press regarding the outcome were cited. In
practice, the reader understood that the Danube city was definitively lost from an
editorial by S. Tanev titled “Pomnete Silistra!” (Remember Silistra!). The
newspaper gave wide publicity to pro-Bulgarian and anti-Serbian/anti-Greek
statements by the Russian Professor Pavel Milyukov and Professor Aleksandar
Teodorov-Balan. Many reports by the Russian war correspondent Nemirovich-
Danchenko were published, describing the heroism of the Bulgarian soldier and the
excesses of the retreating Turkish troops against the civilian population in Eastern
Thrace. Also regularly published were interviews, opinions, and speeches of
opposition leaders and figures (Al. Malinov, M. Takev, Dr. V. Radoslavov, Dr. N.
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Genadiev, D. Tonchev, D. Strashimirov, St. Drenkov) who supported the
government's policy and zealously defended national interests. Throughout the
studied period, Tsar Ferdinand was presented in the best possible light. Queen
Eleonore, Princes Boris and Kiril, and Princesses Nadezhda and Eudokia were
presented in the same manner.

From the autumn of 1912, an interesting column titled “V tsarstvoto na
svobodata” (In the realm of freedom) began, presenting the history, traditions,
livelihood, and population of many of the newly liberated cities; it is notable that
some of these settlements were liberated by Serbian or Greek troops, but “Utro”
believed they were and would remain Bulgarian. Gradually, this column was
displaced by documentary accounts from participants in the most significant
battles, and at the end of the period, a column titled “Zaginalite geroi” (The Fallen
heroes) began, presenting a photo and biography of a fallen Bulgarian officer or
NCO in each issue.

In conclusion, it can be said that the editorial policy of the newspaper “Utro”
during the period of the Balkan War was entirely in support of the actions of the
government and the Tsar and was characterized by a strong patriotic and nationalist
direction, as well as sharp criticism toward the military opponent Turkey, the
"treacherous" allies, and the "unjust" policy of the Great Powers in the Balkans.

After the Treaty of London, the newspaper openly incited and called for a
reckoning with the allies in Macedonia. Its role in shaping public opinion in this
direction was enormous, which in turn largely encouraged the Tsar and the High
Command to start the war with Greece and Serbia—a war that would bring
Bulgaria huge disappointment only a month after it began. The newspaper's
coverage of military actions in the clash with the former allies was largely
manipulative and misleading. Facts were presented tendentiously and one-sidedly.
Readers were led to believe that the allies were to blame for the war and had started
it; that Bulgaria was fighting for a good and just cause, while the Serbs and Greeks
were occupiers and conquerors committing deliberate atrocities alien to the
Bulgarian soldier, who treated the enemy and foreign population humanely; that the
enemy used banned weapons and violated ethical rules of warfare; that Bulgarian
losses were small while the enemy's were huge; that waging this war was a sacred
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liberation mission for us, while for the enemies it was a war of conquest and
plunder; that the Serbian and Greek governments were manipulating the European
media and turning European public opinion against Bulgaria. The danger coming
from Romania and Turkey was neglected and downplayed on the pages of the
newspaper. Clearly, censorship did not allow writing about the real situation at the
front or how far the advance of the Romanians and Turks could reach. Overall, for
a month, the reader was presented with a positive picture of events, which
subsequently came into sharp contradiction with the decisions of the Bucharest
Peace Conference, depriving Bulgaria of the vast majority of the "fruits" of the
victories won during the First Balkan War.

The coverage of the negotiations in Constantinople, which started at the end
of August 1913, also began with a large dose of optimism, but there too, the clash
with reality was painful, because ultimately, aside from the "symbols of victory"—
Adrianople and Lozengrad—Bulgaria was stripped of all of Eastern Thrace.
However, this information was presented to readers gradually, "spoon by spoon,"
so they were more or less prepared for the final result of the negotiations, unlike the
situation two months earlier in Bucharest.

An objective assessment of the coverage of the Balkan Wars in “Utro”
requires that, in addition to the positive aspects which cannot be denied (the
informative role for society; the lifting of national spirit and self-awareness; the
cultivation of patriotism in future generations; empathy for the pain and suffering
of soldiers, officers, and their families), one must also note the role the newspaper
played in inciting and maintaining the nationalist hysteria that contributed in no
small measure to the arrival of the "day of criminal madness." Here it is very
interesting to draw a parallel between the opinion of Editor-in-Chief Stefan Tanev
from the spring and early summer of 1913 and what he thought by the autumn of
1939. From the pages of the newspaper in 1913, Tanev called out: "The victorious
Bulgarian army must intervene to restore justice in Macedonia!" and "Everything
the Serbs stole in Macedonia, we must take back! Forward to Bitola and Skopje!
Forward to Vranje and Pirot! Forward to Nis and Belgrade!". A quarter of a century
later (in September 1939), the same Stefan Tanev implored and urged the then
Prime Minister Georgi Kyoseivanov: "Bai Georgi... we don't need Macedonia, we
don't need Dobruja. Let's forget them temporarily. Keep our country, the people, far
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away from the war!". Tanev pronounced these words after having visited Poland
days earlier and seeing with his own eyes the horrors of the newly begun war. He
sensed that it would be more terrible than the previous one, a war of annihilation
that would no longer encompass only battlefronts and fields, but entire countries
with their civilian populations, women, and children. Unfortunately for all of
humanity, Tanev's sense was very correct, but it is more important to note the
catharsis he underwent during those 26 years. The huge disappointment and pain
from the failure to realize the Bulgarian national ideal during the Balkan Wars and
the Great War, in which tens of thousands of Bulgarian men lost their lives, caused
Tanev to become a much greater realist and pragmatist. The bitter experience of
previous wars suggested to him that it is better not to participate in armed conflicts
anymore and to preserve the lives of the population than to pursue an ideal at the
cost of countless victims—an ideal which, despite military successes, can be taken
away with a single signature at a diplomatic table, whether in London, Paris,
Berlin, or Bucharest.

CONTRIBUTIONS OF THE DISSERTATION

As I indicated in the historiographical review, the main reason I chose the
topic of this dissertation is that such a study has not been done to date. No one has
yet investigated the chronological coverage (day by day) of the Balkan Wars in a
single print medium. There are studies on the press coverage of the wars, but they
are primarily regarding the partisan press and are also selective, relating to the
more important moments of the wars.

I believe that the detailed and in-depth examination of the content
specifically of the newspaper “Utro” in the period 01.09.1912 - 30.09.1913 is
useful and makes a contribution for the following reasons:

- For the first time, the development of the socio-political situation in
Bulgaria during the Balkan Wars can be traced day by day, refracted through the
lens of an extremely popular medium that was not politically affiliated and should
ostensibly have been more objective than the partisan press;

- The study would be useful for the general knowledge of the lay reader
because, in a relatively synthesized form, in addition to the journalistic view, the
actual historical events, the reasons for them, and the legal frameworks in which
they were clothed are indicated;
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- The dissertation would be of benefit to students of Modern Bulgarian
History as well as journalism students, especially those interested in the history of
Bulgarian journalism.
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