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The reason could be their different patterns of life and work; religious differences; or
their membership in a guild. Only those who had learned their trade or were members
of the local guild were fully integrated and considered domicile, regardless of their
nationality. Some newcomers were not willing to adopt the cultural patterns of the new
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The building of the national state in the Principality of Serbia rested,
among other things, on the principle of the transmigration of the Muslim
population (as the non-Christian masters who had ruled the region for
centuries), the settlement of Christians, and the ‘soft” assimilation of the
non-Serbian, mostly Orthodox population.! These processes were protracted
and gradual, and the assimilation processes were low-intensity, although
they occasionally varied in strength, and included the ongoing processes of
acculturation and enculturation of individuals and groups.? In terms of the
legal status of Serbia as an autonomous part of the Ottoman Empire, imperial
subjects were not foreigners in Serbia.’ In line with this, in the first half of

! “Soft assimilation’ can be described as ‘banal’ or ‘cold nationalism’, which replicates
the population’s national feelings through daily, almost imperceptible reminders of their
national identity and gradually transforms the forms of everyday thinking and ideolog-
ical consciousness, thereby transforming an ethnic group into a nation/national group
(Majkl Bilig, Banalni nacionalizam, tr. Veselin Kosti¢, Biblioteka XX vek, vol. 175,
Beograd 2009, 28-29. See also: Marija Todorova, Imaginarni Balkan, tr. D. Starcevic,
A. Bajazetov-Vucen, Biblioteka XX vek, vol. 103, Beograd 1999, 302—-303; dymaH J.
[omnosuh, O Hunyapuma, npunosu numary nocmanka nauwie yapuiuje, beorpan s. a,
127,129, 131).

2 Acculturation denotes a process in which individuals or groups adopt the cultural
features, beliefs and patterns of behavior of another community, either due to cultural
contacts between two or more communities or due to settlement in a new cultural and
social milieu. Modern literature defines acculturation as part of intercultural commu-
nication. The meaning of the term enculturation has not been standardized in modern
scholarship. In this paper enculturation refers to the process of preserving the cultural
patterns, values and patterns of behavior of the individual’s original milieu, including
their unwillingness to adopt the cultural models of the host country (See, for example:
Ana Jypnunh, Huxkommua Bpuess, 3nauaj unmepkynmyprhe xomynuxayuje 3a egpuxacto
ynpasmarbe paznuuumocmuma, KomyHnukanuje, Meanju, Kynrypa, logummak Paxyn-
TeTa 3a KynTypy 1 Menuje Merarpens yausepsurera y beorpamy (2012) 127, 131-132;
http://www.enciklopedija.hr/natuknica.aspx?id=1249, 17 May 2018).

* It was Otto Dubislav von Pirch noted the peculiar status of an individual in Serbia
that stemmed from its international state status and the characteristics of the political
organization of the Ottoman Empire, and these idiosyncrasies also included the citi-
zenship matter: ‘At the first glance, Serbia seems like a state within a state. Would it
be a sophism to ask of European Turkey could be described as a state in the European
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the 19" century they were not required to officially take the citizenship of the
Principality of Serbia. They were also excluded from stipulations that forbade
foreign citizens from owning immovable property, as evidenced by an 1852
regulation that required foreign subjects who lived or owned property in Serbia
to sell their real estates; if they failed to do so, their property would be sold to
the highest bidder.*

All newcomers to Serbia were asked to provide a permit for settlement
from the domicile state (a passport or “writ of release’). Settlement without this
permit (defection) was tolerated, especially in the case of the rural population.
However, there were occasional campaigns to verify the legality of settlement.
Foreign subjects who had come from other European states rather than the
Ottoman Empire were then asked to provide proof of having the necessary
permits for emigration and to renounce their old citizenship in favor of
Serbian citizenship. The newly settled ethnic Serbs were not exempt from this
requirement.’ Settlers from the Ottoman Empire had to have a document called
‘teskera’ (Tur. tezkere), which could be a tax receipt, identification card or a
travel document. The fact that Serbian authorities did not seem interested in
the kind of document a settler had shows that this was not a point of concern

sense of the word? Is it a community that strives to work for collective and individual
good and can the military authority governing a province be described as adminis-
tration?’ Pirch goes on to conclude: ‘The great difficulty of this position must not be
disregarded’(Oro y6ucnas Ilupx, [Tymosare no Cpouju 'y coounu 1829, Ilpocsera,
Bubmuoreka bamrtuna, vol. 1, beorpax 1983, 180).

* The regulation stipulated that foreign subjects were to be informed via the ‘relevant
consulate’ of their obligation to sell their immovable property. At this time the Otto-
man Empire did not have a consulate in Serbia (bpanko Ilepynnunh, Ynpasa eapowu
beoepaoa 1812—1912, beorpax 1970, 250-253). See also: Coopnux 3axona u ypeo-
0a u ypedbenu ykasa uzoanu y Krascecmsy Cpouu (=36opnux 3axona) VI, beorpan
1853, 139-142; Papow Jbyumh, Hcmopuja cpncke opacasnocmu, vol. 11, Cpouja n
Ipna I'opa — HOBOBeKOBHE cpricke npkaBe, Hosu Cax s. a. [2001], 100; Bophe H.
Jlonmunh, Konsynapnu oonocu Cpouje (1804—1918), beorpax 2007, 65-66, 141; Jby-
6omup [yprosuh-Jakmuh, Aycmpuja u numarse jypucouxyuje nao pumoxamoruyuma
v Knexcesunu Cpouju, 1851-1860, Victopujckn racHuk 2 (1956) 44-56; Tuxomup T.
Bophesuh, Apxuscka epaha 3a nacewa y Cpouju y epeme npege érade kneza Munowa
(1815-1839), Cpncku etHorpadcku 300pHuK, vol. XXX VII, npBo onesseme, Hacerpa
1 TIOPEKJIO CTAaHOBHHMIITBA, Vol. 22, beorpan—3emyn 1926, 4-5; JKusemu y beoepady
1842-1850, dokymenma Ynpase epaoa bBeoepaoa, vol. 2, ed. Mupocnas JoBanoswuh et
al., beorpan 2004, 86.

> T. P. Bophesuh, Apxuscka epaha 3a nacemwa y Cpéuju, 20, 22, 41-44; b. [lepynunu-
uh, Ynpasa eapowiu beoepaoa, 252; Petar V. Kresti¢, Political and Social Rivalries in
Nineteenth-century Serbia: Svabe or Nemackari, Balcanica XLI (2010) 73-92.
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for them and suggests that they were treated differently from newcomers from
other European states.®

However, Ottoman subjects — Muslims and Christians alike — were
sometimes seen as foreigners in Serbia, including ‘domestic Turks’, i.e. those
who lived in the Principality of Serbia. In some cases, even the subjects of the
Principality of Serbia were considered foreigners, most of all Jews. Serbs who
had settled in the Principality of Serbia from the Habsburg Monarchy were also
sometimes seen as foreigners, even after they had taken Serbian citizenship.

The ways in which a community sees settlers or members of another
community belong to the field of social perception and essentially come down
to how those on the ‘inside’ see those on the ‘outside’. Subtle differences in the
perception of newcomers and even some members of the indigenous population
mostly arose from observing the relations between individuals and groups, their
patterns of behavior, style of dressing, diet, accommodation and general way of
life, as well as on their legal status and self-perception.” Information about the
criteria needed for someone to be considered a foreigner or stranger is rarely
encountered in historical evidence and mostly pertains to urban environments,
where literacy was more widespread, social groups more differentiated, and
rules of behavior, dressing and interrelations between individual and group
more clearly defined already in the beginning of the autonomous development
of the Principality of Serbia. Hence this paper will attempt to analyze ‘domestic
foreigners’ in the Principality of Serbia through the processes of acculturation
and enculturation among the urban population. These processes were relevant
for natives and even more so for newcomers. One of the criteria for assessing the
membership of the ‘other’ was citizenship (so-called ‘podanstvo’, which loosely
translates to the state of being a subject).® Based on the contemporaneous notion

¢ Tuxomup P. Bophesuh, Apxuscka epaha 3a 3aname u ecnaghpe y Cpouju 00 [pyeoe
yemanka 0o Ecnagcexe ypedbe 1847. cooune, Cprcku eTHorpadcku 300pHUK, VOl.
XXXIII, npyro onesberwe, XKuBot u odmuajuu Hapomuu, vol. 15, beorpax 1925, 67—68;
Hukona Xpuctuh, Memoapu 1840—1862, Beorpan 2006, 181-182; Pagour Jbymuh,
Knexcesuna Cpouja (1830—1839), Cpricka akajgemuja Hayka 1 YMETHOCTH, IIOceOHa
u3nama, vol. DLXX, Onespeme uctopujckux Hayka, vol. 12, beorpan 1986, 339-340;
Rjecnik hrvatskoga ili srpskoga jezika, JAZU, vol. 75, Zagreb 1962, 237.

7 Peter Burke, The historical anthropology of early modern Italy, Essays on perception
and communication, New York 1987, 27; M. Todorova, Imaginarni Balkan, 270.

8 Jelena Vasiljevi¢, Ideje gradanstva i politike drZavijanstva — izazovi antropoloskoj
imaginaciji, Etnolo§ko-antropoloske sveske 20 (2012) 106—107; Jadranka Bozi¢, Os-
tvarenje Jastva/Sopstva i nesvodljivosti Drugog: eticki bezdan susreta s Drugim, Et-
nolosko-antropoloske sveske 15 (2010) 90 (available at: http://www.anthroserbia.org/
Content/PDF/Articles/70eb5016db7a48c78a55¢c55a10f7e242.pdf, 17 May 2018).
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that the subjects of the same state can be strangers, this paper will refer to them
as ‘domestic foreigners’.

Until the creation of the autonomous Principality of Serbia, the majority
of the Muslim population lived in urban settlements. From then on, with the
exception of a few villages in the Drina valley, it lived exclusively in cities. This
population had a clearly defined way of life, behavior, dressing and interacting
with the subjugated population and members of other religious. This formed the
foundation of the Muslims’ dominant cultural model. ‘Turkish’ cultural models
had been adopted by the urban Christian population, although there were many
other factors that shaped their culture.’ The viewpoint from which the Serbian
community assessed the status of the ‘Turkish’ community experienced shifts
during the 19th century, largely due to the changing economic and political
position of both communities, and the influence of ‘Turkish’ cultural models
on the majority population changed with it.

Although there very few Christians and Serbs lived in urban settlements in
the early 19" century, they lived, worked and dressed differently from the majority
of their own people: ‘Ono mano Bapomana u rpahana cjene mehy Typuuma,
JOpyK4YHe ce 0] Hapoaa HOCE M JKUBE, U C BbHM Ce HE MH]jelIajy HU Y KaKujeM
HapOJHUjeM TIOCJIOBMMA; 32 TO ce Mel)y Hapoy rotoBo U He Opoje’. The situation
in Serbia was the same: ‘Y Cp0Ouju je 70 Harera BpeMeHa OMio Kao IITO PeKoX
na je y bocuu n y Xepuerosunu’, wrote Vuk Karadzi¢ in 1836.!° Due to these
differences in their respective ways of life, the members of the same people almost
saw the Serbian urban population as foreigners — members of another people.

This example clearly shows that Serbs and other Christians in urban
settlements strove to conform their way of life to that of the dominant Muslim
community; in other words, they adopted Muslim cultural models. The
creation of a guild system seems to have been the key factor that inspired the
economically and culturally leading parts of the urban Christian population
to conform to the Muslim culture after the Principality of Serbia received

° Henan MakysbeBuh, Ocmarcro-cpncku Beoepad: eusyenHocm u Kpeuparse 2padckoe
udenmumema (1815—1878), beorpan 2014, 67, Henan Makyseeuh, Busyenna kynmypa
u npusamHu uoeHmumem npasociasHux xpuwihiana y 18. éexy, in: [IpuBaTHH KHBOT y
CPIICKMM 3eMJbaMa Y OCBUT MojiepHor 100a, ed. A. doruh, s. I. [beorpan] 2005, 73-74.
10 Byk Credanosuh Kapayuh, Cpou céu u ceyoa, in: Kopuexxuh 3a HCTOPH]Y, j€3UK U
obuuaje Cpba cBa Tpu 3akona I, beu 1849, 11, 13. See also: H. MakysbeBuh, Ocman-
cko-cpnexu beoepao, 75-76; Tuxomup P. Bophesuh, Cpouja npe cmo coouna, beorpan
1946, 158-160, 154.
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autonomy. After joining Turkish guilds craftsmen and merchants adopted the
business practices and rituals of Ottoman entrepreneurs, a when they founded
their own guilds and bazaars, they organized them in the same or similar
fashion.!! Membership in a guild usually meant observing not only prescribed
or established norms, but also other models of behavior in everyday life, such
as regularly attending church services; modest, honorable and respectable
life, etc. — in other words, membership in a guild was closely tied to other
cultural models."? According to Nenad Makuljevi¢, another very important
reason for accepting Ottoman cultural models in the first half of the 19
century was emphasizing freedom ‘in plain view of their former masters and
oppressors’ and emancipating themselves from the limiting laws for Christians
in the Ottoman Empire." It was precisely these circumstances that could have
led to the remarkable endurance of processes of adopting and replicating
existing (Ottoman) cultural models despite the accelerated decline of the
economic status and cultural influence of the Muslim community following
the acquisition of autonomy.

However, in the general Serbian community (and not just the elite), the
processes of ‘rejecting” Muslims/Turks quickly intensified and began by the
secession of Serbian guilds in 1828. After the Turkish cannonade on Belgrade
from the city’s fortress and the Canluja Conference of 1862, the entire Muslim
urban population left Serbia, and by 1867 the Ottoman army and administration
also withdrew from Serbia."* In the second half of the century, de-Ottomanization

" T. P. Bopheruh, Apxuscka epaha 3a saname u ecraghe, X1X, XXVII, XXXIM-XXX-
1V, 38, 115, 207; bojana MusskoBuh Karuh, Cmpyxkmypa epadckoe cmanosnuwmea
Cpouje cpeounom XIX eexa, Vicropujcku HHCTUTYT, HoceOHa n3aama, vol. 36, beorpan
2002, 120.

2 When admitting an artisan who had not been trained in the local town guild, the
candidate was required to provide a testimonial about his honorable behavior in his
previous location: ‘Koju 6u max u3 gpyre BapoIIH U U3 KOT' My JIparo Jpyror Mecra
npxkase Hamte CepOuje kKao MpaBM OTEUECTBA HAIIET TOIaHUK y Bapomu beorpany
OosTayujcKy TProBHHY OTBOPHUTH M Y HAlll €CHAa() CTYIHTH JKEJIHO, a JIa HUje TPro-
BHHY OOJTalMjCKy y HAIIO] BApOIIN HUKAKO YUMo [...] 1a xyxaH Oyze [...] mokazaru
JIOCTOBEPHO OJ1 CBOj€ HAJUIEXKHE CY/IEjCKE BJIACTH CBEJIOYAHCTBO KAKOBOT j€ OH CTarba
U BJaJama JoHAe 010 U Ja HuKakoBoM mopo3pennjy He nmomiexku’ (T. P. Bopheruh,
Apxuecka epaha 3a saname u ecnage, 179).

3 H. MakyseeBuh, Ocmarcko-cpneku beoepad, 76.

4 Some Muslims, mostly Gypsies, took the citizenship of the Principality of Serbia and
thereby left the body of so-called Turkish population. In 1868 Serbian Muslim subjects
founded the Islamic Community in the Principality of Serbia and were granted all civil
rights enjoyed by Orthodox citizens (Henespko Panocasibesuh, Yorcuye, epao u naxuja
— okpyacje y spemeny cmpaxa (1788—1862), Yxuue 2013, 147, 151, 155-156).
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became even more pronounced due to the spreading of the national idea as a
cohesive force between the political elite and wider societal circles. These
processes led to the negation of Ottoman heritage in Serbian culture."

By the late 1830s and early 1840s, it had become possible for the
Serbian authorities to issue a recommendation to the Belgrade tavern keepers’
guild not to let Turks into their taverns — not even to have a conversation with
other patrons and certainly not as customers. This meant that they had no
choice but to frequent Turkish (albeit numerous) taverns. A few years later,
unprovoked attacks, beatings and even knifings by Serbs against Muslims
began to occur occasionally, without the courts taking any action. The mutual
distancing of members of both communities — Christian and Muslim — became
increasingly apparent, and the complaints and incidents of their members more
and more evident.'

By the 1840s numerous cases of maltreatment of Turks by Christians,
primarily Serbs, were recorded. The usual targets were the members of lower
social classes: military recruits (Tur. nizam), drinking fountain keepers,
brickworks workers etc., and the perpetrators were both civilians and
policemen. In these cases, the Serbian authorities often failed to respond in
these cases and had been even known to ignore the pleas of the Turkish local
commander.'” Newcomers from Rumelia seem to have been more antagonistic
towards the Turks in Belgrade than the local population. Camil Pasha, the
Belgrade vizier 1840—1842, complained to the Serbian authorities of frequent
police mistreatment of Turks and suggested recruiting local Serbs into the
police forces instead of foreigners from Rumelia (‘kojexakBu cTpanu u3
Pymenuje, vero opnammsu Cpou’).!® Evidently, to the highest representatives of
Ottoman authorities even the subjects of their own state could be foreign(ers).

15 M. Todorova, Imaginarni Balkan, 282; H. MakyiseBuh, Ocmarcro-cpncku bBeoepad,
199, 209-210, 220, 222, 226227, 230; Haramma Mumkosuh, bazapu u dynresapu.
Csem ocusoma 'y beoepady 19. eexa, Mysej rpana beorpasa, mocebna nznama, vol. 7,
Beorpan s. a., 378-379.

16 JKusemu y beoepady 1837-1841, ookymenma Ynpase epada Beoepaoa, vol. 1,
ed. Mupocnas JoBanosuh et al., beorpax 2003, 158, 172; On the frequent conflicts
between Muslims and Serbs, see: Zivorad Dordevi¢, Cukur—cesma 1862. Studija o
odlasku Turaka iz Srbije, Beograd 1983, 7-60; Jbyoonpar I1. Puctuh, Beruxa bpuma-
nuja u Cpouja (1856—1862), Cpricka akajemMuja Hayka 1 YMETHOCTH, bakaHomomkn
WHCTHTYT, TOceOHa u3mama, vol. 102, beorpax 2008, 69-73, 101-106, 203-231.

'7 JKueemu y Beoepady, vol. 1, 172—175; JKusemu y Beoepady, vol. 2, 224-227, 232~
233.

'8 JKueemu y beoepady, vol. 1, 175; H. Xpuctuh, Memoapu 1840—-1862, 189. See also:
VYpom C. Ulemrym, Cpouja u Cmapa Cpouja (1804—1839), beorpan 2017, 321.
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Over time the majority Christian community began to increasingly
abandon Muslim cultural models in favor of Central and Western European
examples. However, the features of Western European culture in the way of
dressing, eating and living, and particularly in organization and patterns of
doing business were slow to spread in Serbia. Only Belgrade adopted European
fashion and general way of life fairly early on, but these models were adapted
and gradually transformed into a hybrid form of an Ottoman-European visual
identity that would persevere until the 20" century."”

In the process of building their own identity and economic space, even
the multicentennial masters — the Ottomans — could be seen as ‘domestic
foreigners’ by the indigenous elite.?’ Evidence about this usually refers to
Turkish tradesmen, whom Serbian merchants were trying to suppress from
the market. For example, in 1845 a draft regulation on guilds in Belgrade was
meant to include shops, crafts and taverns, and all persons who engaged in
these activities in Belgrade except ‘Turks and foreign subjects’. This meant
that, in the eyes of business legislation, the domestic Muslim population was
fully equated with foreigners, although Belgrade townspeople must have been
aware that local Muslims were not foreigners and hence only foreign subjects
were required to provide proof that they had legally left their homeland in
order to be allowed to pursue their trade in Belgrade.?' In 1841 Turks were
also considered foreigners in Negotin, where the county governor declared

19 Ibidem, 14, 80-86, 88, 96, 105, 137, 195. See also: Josau Cxepnuh, Cumo Mamagysms:
., beoepaocke npuue “, in: Ilucuu u xwure, vol. I, [Ipukasu u wianny, ed. J. [Tejunh,
Beorpan 2000, 129; Ljubodrag P. Risti¢, Bojana Miljkovi¢ Kati¢, Ottoman-Serbian
Cuisine and West-European Influences — An Ambience of Contacts and Disaccords
— First Half of the Nineteenth Century, in: Debata o kuhinji — Kitchen Debate, ed.
O. Habjani¢, K. Srimpf Vendramin, V. Bevc Varl, Collection Museo europe 4, Mari-
bor 2017, 175 (available at: http://www.museoeurope.si); Anmutpuje Hophesuh,
Cpouja u beozpad y epeme ocnusarba Hapoonoe nosopuwma, in: Jenan sek Hapogaor
nozopuita y beorpany, beorpan 1968, 31.

20 All Muslims were considered Turks, regardless of if they were of Turkish ethnicity of
not, with the exception of Gypsies. Sometimes other demonyms were used to refer to
Albanians (‘Arnauti’) or Bosniaks (‘Bosnjaci’), although the latter could also apply to
Christians from Bosnia. Being an ethnic Gypsy was always the main mark of identity,
regardless of the person’s faith (Muslim or Christian) (b. Ilepyanuuh, Ynpasa sapowiu
beoepaoa, 38, 53; bpanxo [lepynnunh, beoepadcku cyo 1819-1839, beorpan 1964,
117118, 185; Ypou llermym, Apoanacu y [lomopasmy 1815—1834, in: AnekcuHai u
OKoNMHa y miponutocTy, 500 TorHA O IPBOT MMHCaHOT MoMeHa, 15162016, 300pHUK
panoBa ca Mel)ynapoaHor HayqHOT cKyma ofpxanor 3. centem6pa 2016. rogune y
Anexcunny, Anekcunan 2016, 130-131; JKusemu y beoepady, vol. 1, 484).

2 T. P. Bophesuh, Apxuscka epaha 3a 3aname u ecnaghe, 268.
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that unrests could potentially break out in the town and at the request of locals
banned ‘Turks and foreign merchants’ from per-piece buying and selling of
individual items. The central government, however, whatever the conflict
might have been, instructed the local administration not to ban local merchants
and especially Turks from selling their goods per-piece as they were not
foreigners.?? Turks, i.e. Muslim merchants from other parts of the Ottoman
Empire were also treated as foreigners: in the town of Jagodina, the members
of the local guild of grocers asked the state authorities to intervene because
some Turks and other merchants, from Vidin brought fish to sell in the town
square. This request was made with the full support of the local authorities.*
Even some travel writers, such as Abdolonyme Ubicini, were clearly aware that
‘domestic Turks’ were seen as strangers in Serbia. Ubicini writes that in Serbia,
in addition to Gypsy travelers, Muslims who lived in the urban areas of forts
were also seen as foreigners; listing the population of the Principality of Serbia
in 1863 (using 1859 data for these population categories), he includes the
following into a separate category: ‘Sujets étrangers (musulmans et européens,
1859) 9,000°.%

The sudden drop in the economic power of the Muslim community in
Serbia after the hatt-i sharifs of 1830 and 1833 and the economic rise of the
Christian community led to a shift in the social position of Turks, who showed
themselves unwilling to adapt to these altered societal circumstances. They
failed to get involved in new business ventures and hardly changed their attitude
to the Christian majority. It seems that they even widened the gap by trying
to remain dignified in poverty by being disdainful of Christians, i.e. Serbs.*
However, some changes were made, especially in Belgarde, as this attitude
of Muslim merchants and artisans as well as sipahi toward their Christian

2 [bidem, 197.

2 T. P. Bophesuh, Apxuscka epaha 3a 3aname u ecnaghe, 248.

24 Abdolonyme Ubicini, Les Serbes de Turquie. Etudes historiques, statistiques et po-
litiques sur la Principauté de Serbie, le Montenegro et les pays Serbes adjacent, Paris
1865, 34, 36.

% B. Muskoeuh Karuh, Cmpyxmypa epadckoe cmanosnuwmea, 21-24; Enapy Apuu-
6ann Ilejron, Cpouja. Hajmaahu unan esponcke nopoouye unu bopasax y beoepady
U nymoearba no niaHuHama u wymama yHympawrocmu 1843. u 1844. 2ooumne, tr.
Bpanko Momumnosuh, HoBu Can 1996, 192—193. There is a large body of evidence
showing numerous examples of intolerance or conflicts between Turks and Serbs: T.
P. Bophesuh, Apxuecka epaha 3a 3aname u ecnaghe, 105-106; b. Ilepynuunh, beo-
epaocku cyo, 30-32,39-40, 69, 127-129, 192-193, 195-197; H. Xpuctuh, Memoapu
1840-1862,107-110, 181-183, 194-195, 202203, 211-218, 337-339, 415-418; JKu-
eemu y beoepady, vol. 2, 154, 218-221, 231, 234-235.
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neighbors seemed to some members of the Muslim community — Albanians
(‘Arnauti’) as excessive tolerance. They believed that the ruthlessness, savagery
and arrogance from the period of full Turkish control was the standard that
needed to preserved in order to maintain their dignity and established customs:
‘Hucmo mu Georpajicku cra[X |ue jaa Te u30UT He CMeMO Hero cam ja ApHayt’,
one of them declared during a conflict with a Serb.?

*

The perception of Christian settlers from the Ottoman Empire as
strangers and foreign subjects was abundantly clear and fairly widespread in
Serbia. Merchants and craftsmen who lived in Serbia without their families
were usually seen as foreigners, as evidenced by the way shopkeepers and
artisans who had come from the Ottoman Empire were treated by the local
authorities in 1836 in Jagodina, although they had shops in the local high
street. In Sabac these settlers were referred to expressly and simultaneously
as subjects of the Ottoman Empire and foreigners: ‘Y mecty lllabuy nHaxozne
Ce€ HEKH CTPaHMU KUTEJbU U MOJAjHULIU, KOjU Cy nouuu u3 Typcke u 3aHat
CBOj HEMpEeCceyHo paje kao myTaBuuje u bapaaryuje’.?’ In the eyes of the
indigenous population, the subjects of the Ottoman Empire had the same status
as the subjects of other European state — even if they had lived locally for
twenty years, as in the case of the abovementioned artisans, or if they had
lived in Serbia from 1800 or 1807 and owned real estate. They were treated
as foreigners regardless of if they were of the ‘Eastern Christian’ or ‘Greek
Orthodox’ faith, i.e. if they were Serbs, Greeks, or Aromanians (‘Cincari’).

26 Krmaoicecka kanyenapuja. Jaeoouncka naxuja, vol. I1, 1823-1830, eds. 3. Mapkoswuh,
Jb. lonoBuh, Jaroguua 2008, 52, 109, 185. See also: T. P. Bophesuh, Apxuscka epaha
3a nacema y Cpouju, 210-212, 236-237; b. llepynuunh, beocpadcku cyo, 94, 145,
185-186, 411; V. lllemrym, Apbanacu y Homopasmy, 130—131, 134—136, 143—146,
149; Vladimir Jovanovié, ‘Good’ Turks and ‘Evil’ Ones: Multiple Perspectives on the
Turkish Community Reflected in Serbian Sources of the Early Nineteenth Century, El
Prezente. Studies in Sephardic Culture, vol. 7, MENORAH, collection of Papers, vol.
3, Common Culture and Particular Identities: Christians, Jews and Muslims in the
Ottoman Balkans, eds. Eliezer Papo, Nenad Makuljevié, Belgrade 2013, 77-94.

27 T. P. BopheBuh, Apxuscka epaha 3a 3aname u ecnage, 69-70, 535; V. C. Hlemym,
Cpouja u Cmapa Cpouja, 271.

28 T. P. Bophesuh, Apxuscka epaha 3a 3aname u ecnage, 71-72, 562-563, 570-571.
The differences between the ‘Eastern Orthodox’ and ‘Greek Orthodox’ faith began
increasingly fading with the standardization of language and the rise of national lit-
erature, science and culture; Greek and Aromanian merchants, most of whom had
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Even the settlers themselves were unsure if they were foreigners or natives.
‘Greek tavern keepers, who have their own land property, such as houses,
taverns and inns, meadows, and who indeed pay their taxes here and do
their state labor’ addressed the National Council in 1836 to ask if they were
foreigners, since every six months they went home to Rumelia where their
houses, wives and children were.?

To understand the processes of acculturation of ‘domestic foreigners’,
it is important to note that the different perception of newcomers as foreigners
was not based on their religious or national identity, but on a particular
understanding of the legal status of foreigners (based on citizenship), and
certainly the competition created by newcomers in the local economic
environment. Hence in 1841 the draft of the textile merchants’ guild of Belgrade
stated that any Christian — Orthodox or otherwise — could be admitted for
training at their guild: ‘cBaku Oe3 pa3iinke XpUCTHjaHCKOT BEPOKUCIIOBE/IaHH]a,
Koju Ou y Bapomu beorpany TproBuHy yuuTH U 'y Oontaypujcku ecHad) Ham
3a TProBua CTYNHTH Kenro, Mohu he Outn nmpumsseH, 6e3 na he my ce no
W3y4eHHU]y TProBUHE U HajMambe MperjacTBje Yy TOM MOJOXKHUTH MOhH, IITO
HHUje BOCTOYHOT BepoucmnoBeaanuja’. >

The status of an individual as a native or foreigner crucially depended
on whether he had learned his trade in the same town where his status was
being assessed and whether he belonged to a guild. Those who had been

migrated from the Ottoman Empire, were Serbified (M. Bilig, Banalni nacionalizam,
57-60; M. Todorova, Imaginarni Balkan, 169, 302—303; H. Mumkosuh, Bazapu u
oynesapu, 270; P. Jbymuh, Typcko nacnehe y Kneswcesunu u Kpawesunu Cpouju,
279-280, 284; Baca Uyopunosuh, beoepad — HayuoHaIHo u KyImypHo cpeouiume
Cpbuje y XIX geky, in: Ocnobdohemwe rpagosa y Cpouju ox Typaka 1862—1867.
ron. 300pHUK pagoBa MpUKa3aHUX Ha HaydHOM cKymy CpIicKe akajgeMuja HayKa u
YMETHOCTH, Ofip>kaHOM o1 22. 1o 24. maja 1967. ron. y beorpamy moBomom mpociase
100-roqummuie ociodohema rpamosa, beorpan 1970, 229). Aromanians are the most
illustrative example of Serbification; they had settled in Serbia in the 18" or 19" cen-
tury, mostly from other parts of the Ottoman Empire and many of them had become
fully Serbified by the late 19" century (J{yiuan J. [Tonosuh, O [unyapuma. [punozu
numarey nocmanka Hauwee epaharcrkoe opyumea, Tpehe uzname ca 30 ciuka u jeqHOM
kaproM, beorpazn 2008. The Afterword to this book is also remarkably valuable for our
discussion: Henan Jbyounkosuh, Cmyouja /[ywana J. [lonosuha O L{unyapuma — npe
cedamoecemar 200una u oaxac, 521-560).

2 T. P. Bophesuh, Apxuscxa epaha 3a 3aname u ecnage, 532, 535, 537.

30 Ibidem, 175, 179; I[lpomoxkon kneza Munowa Obpenosuha 1824-1825, ed. B. Kpe-
cruh, H. [lerposuh, Cpricka akasemuja Hayka 1 ymeTHocTH, ApxuB CpOuje, moceoHa
usnama, vol. CDLX, Onesberme ucTopujckux Hayka, vol. 1, beorpan 1973, 44-45.
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trained locally were already considered ‘domestic’ regardless of their religion,
nationality or citizenship. The same applied to all members of the local town
guild.’! This gave rise to a special consciousness that allowed the subjects of
the Ottoman Empire and the Principality of Serbia to be occasionally treated
as foreigners, as evidenced by the fact that ‘domestic’ tradesmen paid a lower
admittance tax (ustaluk, majstorSag) than newcomers, and local apprentices had
a shorter training period before they could become master craftsmen. Anyone
who had not been trained locally or was not a member of the local guilds was
more or less seen as a foreigner. In 1841 the guild members of Negotin even
asked for subjects of the Principality of Serbia who came to the town during great
religious feasts and opened temporary shops to be limited to wholesaling, as if
they all came from abroad.*? The general regulation draft of 1846 was even more
stringent. The authorities intended to levy additional taxes for doing business
outside of one’s town of residence (essentially a kind of internal import tax)
even on merchants who traveled the Principality selling their goods, as if they
were foreign subjects.’® Although none of these proposals were included into
the final version of the Guild Members’ Regulation of 1847, they clearly show
that the view that only a local guild member was considered ‘domestic’ was still
remarkably strong. Such views were anachronistic in a modern capitalist state.
Greek and Aromanian merchants and craftsmen who were members of
local guilds were seen as natives for all means and purposes, although they
had settled in Serbia relatively recently, mostly from Rumelia. Many of them
had settled in the urban parts of the Pashalik of Belgrade after the Second
Serbian Uprising, and established shared guilds with the Serbs. They were
part of the Serbian town scene regardless of some noticeable differentiating
features in their way of dressing, family life and doing business, and regardless
of their ‘Greek’ rather than ‘Eastern’ Christian faith.’* However, newcomers

3! Since the pre-Uprising period, another necessary precondition needed to be met in
order for an individual to be seen as a prominent or respectable member of the com-
munity — to be a native (Xanc-Muxaen Muix, [lampujapxannu menmanumem Kao
cmemma Opoicaste u opywmeene mooeprusayuje y Cpouju XIX sexa, Uctopujcku
gacormc XXXVIII (1991) 116).

2 T. P. Bophesuh, Apxuscka epaha 3a saname u ecnagpe, 145, 173-174, 195-196, 200.
¥ According to this regulation, outside of their town of residence guild craftsmen and
tradesmen could only sell their goods on fairs; to be allowed to sell in other towns — and
only on the designated market day (the weekly fair), all foreigners alike, except local
townsmen (‘cBu 0e3 pa3nuke cTpaHu, ocuM oHoBapomiana’) had to pay special taxes
stipulated by the Regulation on Fairs of 1839 (/bidem, 252, 273, 275).

** Ypour emym, Hacemwasare Cpbuje y [Ipsom cpnckom yemarky, in: Cpricku Hapos
Ha bankanckom oyoctpsy ox 6. 10 20. Beka, ed. CnaBnina HenesskoBuh, Humr 2014,
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from the Ottoman Empire — Greeks, Aromanians and Serbs alike, regardless of
ethnicity — were seen as foreigners until they were admitted into a local guild.
By joining a guild, in the eyes of local Serbian townspeople, the newcomer
lost his foreigner status wherever he might have come from — the Ottoman
Empire, Habsburg Monarchy, another European state or another part of the
Principality of Serbia. Notably, the nationality of this new member did not
have an important role.*

Depending on their personal decision, some settlers from the Ottoman
Empire agreed to pay double taxes — to the Ottoman Empire and Serbia, in
order to gain the status of a ‘native’.’® Settlers from the Habsburg Monarchy
who were protected by the Porte’s international treaties generally refused
these conditions.”” Local craftsmen saw newcomers as disloyal competition;
however, their attempts to convince the state to levy more taxes on them failed
and so they resorted to insisting on citizenship from the 1840s, which was also
an important requirement for admission into civil service. In the mid-1840s,
in a wide poll about the new guild regulations, an increasing number of guilds
proposed to only accept citizens of the Principality into their ranks. However,
the Guild Regulation of 1847 did include these requirements.**

From the mid-1830s the Serbian authorities seem to have been
particularly intent on integrating newcomers and stipulated that foreigners or
foreign subjects were ‘only those who had a passport issued by their relevant
authorities’.*” This meant that all who had defected to Serbia and those who
were unable to prove that their settlement had been legal automatically became
citizens of Serbia. In 1837 the National Council decreed that all foreign subjects
who owned shops, warehouses and taverns, or did business throughout the

223-224; Ibidem, Cpouja u Cmapa Cpbuja, 62, 130-131, 134, 283, 286-295, 303;
. J. Honosuh, O Lunyapuma, 96-97; T. P. Bophesuh, Apxuscka epaha 3a saname u
ecnage, 115.

3 These views support the theory of so-called infranational localism, which deems
national consciousness too irrelevant for the needs of the modern state. This awareness
was usually eradicated by the national state through language unification, education,
culture and national ideology (Mirjana Prosi¢-Dvorni¢, Odevanje u Beogradu u XI1X i
pocetkom XX veka, Beograd 2006, 76—77; M. Bilig, Banalni nacionalizam, 53—-54).
3 JKueemu y beoepady, vol. 1,217,219, 221, 226-228, 230-231; T. P. Bophesuh,
Apxuscka epaha 3a 3aname u ecnaghe, 70-72; Y. C. leurym, Cpouja u Cmapa Cpouja,
284-285, 296.

37 [Ipomoxon kneza Munowa Obpenosuha 1824—1825, 32, 44-45.

% T. P. Bophesuh, Apxuscka epaha 3a 3aname u ecnaghe, 182; Ypenba o ecHadhuma,
36opnux 3axona IV (1849) 86-92.

* T. P. Bophesuh, Apxuscka epaha 3a saname u ecnaghe, 532.
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year had to pay taxes ‘wherever they might come from’ and all craftsmen and
merchants who had settled from the Ottoman Empire were then registered as
the domestic population.*’ To facilitate the integration process, in 1846 Prince
Aleksandar Karadordevi¢ advised the authorities to grant Serbian citizenship
to all craftsmen and merchant willing to accept it. However, the Ministry of the
Interior had a much different opinion on the matter, suggesting that citizenship
was to be granted only to those who could prove their commendable behavior
before and after moving to Serbia regardless of how long they had lived in
Serbia: ‘camo OHM cTpaHIIM y TIOAAHCTBO MPUMAa]jy, O KOjJHMa C€ JJOCTaTauHO
yBepemwe HabaBH, KaKBOra Cy OHM MOBE/ICHU]ja OMIIM IIPe U MOCIIe JojacKa
wHrHOT y CpOHjy, Ma Ma KOJIMKO BpeMeHa OBJie KuBmin.*!

*

Settlers from the Habsburg Monarchy and other European states — mostly
merchants and craftsmen, along with some professionals — were considered
foreigners both in terms of their legal status and in the eyes of the Serbian
community. They also underlined their status as foreigners and continually
fostered a distance toward Serbian authorities. They refused to join existing
guilds and work with local guild members, and often ignored calls from the
Serbian authorities, believing that their rights and obligations could only be
fulfilled through their own consulate. Serbian civil servants who had migrated
from the Habsburg Monarchy (mostly Southern Hungary) seem to have acted
similarly.* This stance was met with so much antagonism in the ‘domestic’
community of Belgrade and frequent attacks against Austrian subjects that in

0 Ibidem, 583-586.

4 Ibidem, 78-79. Act 44 of the Civil Code of 1844 stipulated that a foreigner could be
granted Serbian citizenship after having spent seven years in the Principality of Serbia
(Baxonux epahancku 3a Krwasxcecmeo Cpocko obnapodosan na bnacosecmu 25. mapma
1844, beorpan s. a. [1844], 7).

42 H. Xpuctuh, Memoapu 1840-1862, 180, 219-220; 'B. H. Jlonuuuh, Kouzynapnu
oonocu Cpouje, 87-88; Hukona Byuo, beoepadcku ecnagu y desemnaecmom exy,
Tlomummax My3eja rpaga beorpana, vol. 111 (1956) 137, 141-142; Munopan Exmeunh,
Cpouja usmelhy Cpeowe Eepone u Egpone, beorpan 1992, 75; JKusemu y beoepady,
vol. 1, 191, 388; E. A. Ilejron, Cpouja, 170; Bypo llypmuHn, Jokymenmu o Cpouju
00 1842—1848, Ciomennk CKA LXIX, npyru paspen 54 (1929) 40; 360opnuk 3axona 1
(1840) 241. The Austrian consulate was also responsible for settlers from the German
states and the Swiss, because their domicile countries did not have treaties with the
Porte (JKusemu y Beoepady, vol. 2, 77-78, 130).
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1839 Prince Milos issued a special decree to the Belgrade administration to
try to prevent them.*

Serbs who had come to Serbia from the Habsburg Monarchy in the
first half of the 19" century were mostly well-educated individuals who
worked as civil servants ranging from diplomats to teachers. Of course, not
all of them were highly educated. If they chose to stay in Serbia for a longer
period of time, they usually took Serbian citizenship and lost their foreign
legal status. However, in many aspects they continued to be seen as foreign
elements, strangers or almost foreigners. They were often stigmatized as by the
derogatory terms ‘Svabe’ (derived from the German Schwaben) or ‘Nemadkari’
since the local community saw them as exponents of the German/Austrian
culture — almost as Germans rather than Serbs. This became particularly
noticeable during the Ustavobranitelji (Defenders of the Constitution) period,
when a strongly antagonistic climate towards people from German-speaking
areas was created and Serbs from Serbia often demanded their expulsion from
the country.*

By the late 1830s the central government began giving preferential
treatment to the domestic population when selecting candidates for civil
service, especially when they had the same level of education as foreigners
or were applying to lower administrative positions. In 1839 the Regency of
Prince Milan Obrenovi¢ issued guidelines for admission into civil service
favoring local intellectuals and claiming that it was merely trying to amend the
injustices that had been inflicted on the domestic population (whose wellbeing
was its primary concern and duty) and that it was apprehensive about the
process of enculturation. The decree stated that domestic candidates had a
superior knowledge of the local people, customs and situation and, if they
were equally competent, would do a better job than foreigners: ‘mo3nasajyhu
Halle JbyJe, Halle o0nuaje u Haia 00cTojaresbcTa, NP jeTHAKUM HayKaMa
60Jbe 071 MHOCTpaHara ycosepiieactsoBaru mormu’.** Newly settled clerks
were believed to not only have failed to adapt to local customs but to have

® Tlerap Kpecruh, ,, [lsabe “ unu ,, nemauxapu** y Cepocxum Hapoonum nosunama
Teooopa Ilasnosuhia, 360opauk Marutie cpricke 3a uctopujy 49 (1994) 35.

4 Ibidem, 34, 36; H. Mumkosuh, Fazapu u 6yresapu,173; bapronomeo Kynubepr,
Cpncku yemanak u npea énaoasuna Munrowa Obpenosuhia 1804—1850, Nzname Nnnje
M. Konapmua, vol. 96, tr. M. P. Becanh, beorpax 1901, 277; Cno6onan Joanoswuh,
Yemasobpanumernu u wuxosa érada, in: Cabpana nena Cnodomana Josanosuha, T. 3,
ed. P. Camapumuh, XK. CrojkoBuh, beorpan 1990, 59—60, 74-76.

4 360pnuxk 3axona 1 (1840) 232, 242; 360pHux 3axona 30 (1877) 257; Jlasap henarm,
Tocmynax ca aycmpujckum nooanuyuma y Cpouju y epeme xneza Munowa u Yemaso-
opanumessa, lonnmmak rpana beorpaga XIV (1967) 369; Jopan Munuhesuh,
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familiarized themselves with them. Prince Aleksandar Karadordevi¢’s decree
of 1844 finally banned foreigners from civil service unless they took Serbian
citizenship. A foreign subject could be hired only if the National Council
and the Prince agreed to it; the new employee was given the status of a civil
servant only after he had proven his competence; those who were already in
the service of the state were asked to provide a ‘writ of release’ from their
domicile country and to apply for Serbian citizenship; if they failed to do so,
they lost their status.*® These requirements were later expanded to include all
lower administrative positions and became increasingly stringent: the Law
on Civil Servants of 1861 stipulated that foreigners could be hired into civil
service only with the Prince’s authorization and only “under contract’, while
the new law of 1864 reduced the contract to a period of three years. Propaganda
against ‘foreign’ Serbs that initially targeted only those from German-speaking
countries (‘IlIBa0e’, ‘Hemaukapu’) grew to include Serbs from other regions
and countries.*’

The growing antagonism towards ‘foreigners’ in civil service, especially
among the youth educated abroad, were the result of their view that it was
unfair to them that they were required to rise through the ranks from the
lowest positions although they were just as qualified as ‘foreigners’ in high-
ranking positions. This resentment was exacerbated by the intention of the
Ustavobranitelji to destabilize Prince Mihailo, and after his abdication to
neutralize their political opponents.*® The relations between educated settlers
of Serbian ethnicity and local educated Serbs were mostly dependent on the
processes of enculturation and acculturation of the social elite, since there were
large social and cultural differences between these two groups, especially under
the first Obrenovi¢ ruler. The differences between the elite and the ‘people’
were strongly emphasized in this period. Having received their education in a
different cultural environment, newly settled Serbs spoke a different (Slavonic-
Serbian) variant of the language; introduced a new, civil code of behavior and
changes in the way of dressing, architecture, and home furnishings; had lavish

Hapoone ckynumune y Cpouju 1839—1843. cooune, 360puuk dunozodckor pakynrera
IV-1 (1956) 167, 171.

* 360pnux zaxona VIII (1856) 68—69. As early as 1836, Prince Milo$ decreed that new
settlers could not serve as priests (boko Cnujerraesuh, Hemopuja Cpncke npagociashe
ypkee, vol. 11, 00 nouemra XIX sexa 0o kpaja [pyeoe ceéemcroe pama, beorpan 1991,
342).

47 J. Munuhesuh, Hapoone cxynwmune y Cpouju 1839-1843, 171; 360pnux 3axona
X1V (1862) 39; 360prux 3axona XVII (1865) 5; Constitution de la Principauté de
Serbie. Annotée et expliquée par A. Ubicini, Paris 1871, 90.

8 T1. Kpecruh, ,, [llsabe * unu ,, nemauxapu ““, 36-37, 39.
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and opulent habits and lifestyles, which included frequenting theaters, balls; and
disrupted traditional values in various ways.* This led to misunderstandings
and antagonism towards newly settled Serbs, especially in the first half of
the 19" century, and gave rise to feelings of resentment among native Serbs
towards Serbs born abroad (,,Mp3e Ha cTpane, xoTja pohere Cpoe*).>* Even the
willingness of those who quickly adopted the local fashion did not do much to
alleviate these differences and tensions.”!

In the new environment, living conditions were drastically different for
newcomers from the Habsburg Monarchy, because even the highest-ranking
civil servants had to be fully subordinated to Prince Milos; demeaning and
harsh sanctions loomed over their heads; and their living conditions were much
less comfortable.”* However, they soon began building and furnishing their
homes in the ‘German fashion’ and sought other ways to replicate as much of
the living conditions in their former homeland as they could and at the same
time rejected the cultural models of their new environment; hence, in the first
half and middle of the 19" century, the processes of enculturation were more
characteristic of well-educated Serbian newcomers.** They could not or did
not want to impose their own cultural model in the first half of the 19" century
either in fashion or in other standards. Distancing and antagonism between
the ‘imported’ and the ‘domestic’ cultural elite became very pronounced.*
However, great cultural differences between the educated elite and the
indigenous population also affected the treatment of native intellectuals who

* Ibidem, 34, 36; Pagont Jbyumwh, Jumumpuje /lasudosuli — cexpemap xnesa Munowa
Obpenosuhia, 36opauk Maturie cpricke 3a ucropujy 32 (1985) 67; T. P. bopheruh, Cp-
ouja npe cmo 2oouna, 172—175, 178-179; Jbyounka Tprosuesuh, [Inanupana enuma.
O cmyoenmuma uz Cpouje na esponckum yHugepsumemuma y 19. sexy, IcTopujcku
WHCTHTYT, TOceOHa u3mama, vol. 43, beorpan 2003, 238.

11, Kpecrtuh, ,, lsabe “ unu ,, nemauxapu “, 36-37, 39. O. J1. [Tupx, Ilymosarwe no
Cpouju y coounu 1829, 49, 158.

3! BpanuciaB MusbkoBuh, Beozpad npse nonosune XIX eexa y 0enuma KroudicesHUKd,
Tomummak Myseja rpama beorpana, vol. 11 (1956) 216; b. Kyaubept, Cpncku ycmarnax
u npea enradasuna kHesa Munowa, 277; Tuxomup Bophesuh, 13 Cpouje knesa
Munowa — kynmyphe npunuxe 00 1815. 0o 1839. 2ooune, beorpan 1922, 59-60; Kocra
H. Xpuctuh, 3anucu cmapoe beoepahanuna, s. a. s. 1. [beorpax 1923], 451.

52 P, Jbyumwh, Jumumpuje Jasuoosuh, 59—60, 66—68.

33 C. JoBanosuh, Yemasoopanumeru, 60; O. 1. Iupx, [Tymosarse no Cpbuju y 200unu
1829, 49, 158.

34 J. Mummahesuh, Hapoone ckynumune y Cpouju 1839-1843, 171; Mupjana [pomumh-
HBopuuh, Beuepmwe 3abase (6anosu) y Beoepady kpajem XIX u nouemxom XX 6exa,
EtHomomka cBecka V (1984) 25; T. Bophesuh, /3 Cpouje kneza Munowa — kyaimyphe
npunuxe, 67.
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had received their education in Central and Western Europe. Upon their return
to their fatherland they often encountered the same treatment as they failed to
‘adapt to their old environment, feeling alien and being received as strangers’.
Vuk Stefanovi¢ Karadzi¢ especially insisted that they ‘had even forgotten to
think Serbian’. They were given a distinctive name — Parisians (parizlije). At
the same time, the elite itself tended to critically judge cultural loans from the
West, often deeming them excessive (admittedly, this criticism focused on
the non-critical attitude to adoption rather than the mere process of loaning or
adopting).*

This local sentiment led to reactions both among newly settled ‘domestic
foreigners’ and educated ‘returning foreigners’. Some were disdainful of their
own people and cultural circumstances in Serbia, which — as noted by Lukijan
Musicki — sometimes verged on slandering the people.*® The gap between Serbs
educated abroad and learned Serbs from Serbia began to decrease from the mid-
19" century, but the gap between the elite and the ‘people’ endured. According
to Jovan Dereti¢, this gap was particularly evident in literary realism, when the
range of topics in Serbian literature became reduced to traditional forms of folk
life, with marked apprehension towards the modern city and intelligentsia.’

*

Jews were seen as foreigners based on very different premises. The
Jewish community had a long history in Belgrade, as did the distance between
the Serbs and the Jewish, as neither of these communities was interested in
adopting the cultural models of the other. In 19"-century Serbia, the Jewish

3 Joean lepetuh, Ilym cpncke kmwuocesnocmu. Hoenmumem, epanuye, meixicme,
Beorpan 1996, 255; Jb. Tprosuesuh, ITnanupana enuma, 241; Panom Jbymmh, Typcxo
nacnehe y Knescesunu u Kpawvesunu Cpouju, in: Ucnam, bankan u Bemmke cune (XIV-
XX Bek), Ucropujcku naCTUTYT CpIicKe akajgeMuje HayKa 1 yMETHOCTH, 300pHUK
panoBa, vol. 145, beorpan 1997, 287-288; Vojislav Pavlovi¢, Influence culturelle de
la France en Serbie a I’époque des Ustavobranitelji, in: Rapports franco-yougoslaves.
A I’occasion des 150 ans del’ouverture du premier consulat frangais en Serbie, Insti-
tute d’histoire, Livre 10, Belgrade 1990, 103—111; Jdyman T. batakoBuh, @parnyycku
ymuyaju y Cpouju 1835—1914. Yemupu eenepayuje ,, napusiuja ““, 30opauk Maruie
cpricke 3a uctopujy 56 (1997) 78, 81, 83; Trajan Stojanovi¢, Pogledi na Nas/Vas i na
Drugoga, Beograd 1999, 14—16; C. JoBanoBuh, Ycmaeobpanumenu, 74-76.

¢ Musicki highlighted the emergence of ‘slandering authors’ who humiliated the peo-
ple and believed it to have ‘the darkest of faults and not a single virtue’ (J. Iepetnh,
Ilym cpncxe krudicesnocmu, 238).

37 [bidem, 256.
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community was mostly Sephardic. Although decimated during the Austro-
Turkish War of 1788-1791 and especially the First Serbian Uprising, it
recovered relatively quickly and during the first reign of Prince Milo$ became
the economically strongest community after the Turks (despite the fact that
there were still many impoverished individuals among the Jews).”® However,
native Jews were usually seen as ‘foreigners’ by the local community and even
as antagonistic foreigners (they were often accused of being the reason behind
rising real estate prices, although there was not that many of them).”

Jews were the most compact and isolated group in Belgrade. The
majority lived in a single city neighborhood, although they had shops in
other parts of the town as well; they had their own municipality, which as not
territorial but rather an ethnic/religious unit; they were governed by their own
official; they never joined Serbian guilds or resolved their social problems
in cooperation with the Serbian authorities — they took care of their own
poor, school, synagogue, cemetery, and business dealings. And despite the
unwillingness of the Jewish community to adopt the cultural models of the
Serbian milieu in the first half of the 19" century, under Prince Milo§ Obrenovi¢
Jews enjoyed the same rights as other subjects of the Principality of Serbia.
Grateful for their aid in arms and supplies to the rebels during the Uprising as
well as for help he had personally received from the Jewish community, Prince
Milo§ was harbored a sympathetic view of Jews.®

As subjects of the Principality of Serbia, Jews were treated as members
of the ‘domestic’ population. They paid the same taxes and municipal levies
like other subjects of the Principality.®’ However, in many aspects they were
also treated as ‘domestic foreigners’. After Prince Milos left Serbia in 1839,

8 H. MakyseeBuh, Ocmancko-cpncku Beoepao, 89; Haris Daj¢, Maja Vasiljevic, Status
Jevreja u osmanskom i habzburskom Beogradu (XVII-XVIII vek): Stranci, manjine ili
saradnici? in: Limes plus 10/2 (2013) 96-97; borymun Xpa0axk, Jegpeju y beoepady oo
cmuyarea pasnonpasernocmu (1878), ETHONOMIIKA OHOMMOTEKA, TOCeOHa H3ama, vol. 4,
Beorpan 2009, 225-226, 231, 253, 258, 267-269, 282, 285-287, 291-292; HUcmopuja
beoepaoa, vol. 11, ed. B. Uyopunosuh, beorpan 1974, 520 (Bunocasa CrojanueBnh);
H. Byuo, beoepadcku ecnagpu y oesemnaecmom 6exy, 142—143.

% H. Daj¢, M. Vasiljevi¢, Status Jevreja, 100; b. Xpabaxk, Jespeju y beoepady, 266,
284.

% H. Makysbesuh, Ocmarncko-cpncku Beoepao, 89-90; Hemopuja beoepaoa, vol. 11,
521 (B. Crojanuesnuh); b. Xpabax, Jespeju y beoepady, 263-264,273-274, 318; Urmar
Hlnanr, Jespeju y Beoepady, beorpan 1926, 79-81; T. Bophesuh, 43 Cpouje kneza
Munowa — cmanosnuwmeo — Hacemwa, beorpan 1924, 154-155, 157; T. P. Bophesuh,
Apxuscka epaha 3a saname u ecnaghe, XXIX; H. Xpuctuh, Memoapu 1840-1862, 192.
1 JKueemu y Beoepady, vol. 1, 248.
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the native Serbian population began to call for suppressing Jewish influence in
trade and artisanry. This was driven by purely economic reasons, because the
Jewish community — skilled in many crafts and trade, were seen as competition
to Serbian merchants and craftsmen. From the Ustavobranitelji period saw
the introduction of the first anti-Jewish regulations. In 1839 they were banned
from keeping their shops open on Sundays and on Serbian feast days; in 1841
from owning real estate and settling in the Serbian countryside; in 1844 from
settling in Serbia (with the exception of those who had passports with their
designated period of residence in Serbia). After many complaints and demands
by Serbs — merchants from Sabac and Smederevo, in 1856 a decree was passed
to ban Jews from living and owning property in the interior of the Principality,
forcing many of them to move to Pest, Vienna, Paris and even to London and
Palestine. Their position was briefly improved during Prince Milo§’s second
rule in his effort to extend ‘freedom and wellbeing to the entire population
of this country, regardless of faith and ethnicity’.> In 1861 Prince Mihailo
bowed to the pressure of Serbian merchants and issued a decree ordering the
displacement of Jews from the interior of the Principality of Serbia and by
1865 local Jews were essentially banned from working in shops owned by
Jews with other citizenships outside of Belgrade. In Belgrade, their property
rights were limited to the township within the town moat and it was not until
1856 that they were expanded to the entire city of Belgrade and its outskirts.*
The legal discrimination of Jews gradually led to attacks against them in the
press and eventually the British consul in Belgrade intervened to urge Prince
Mihailo to suppress them.* Based on these discriminatory laws, Jews in Serbia/
Belgrade were also ‘domestic foreigners’ — they were ‘natives’ because they
were expected to abide by local laws, and foreigners because they did not enjoy
full civil rights, with the exception of the brief period of Prince Milo§’s second
rule and his decree on Jews, which suspended existing anti-Jewish regulations
(1859-1861). Their attempts to prove to the authorities that they — ‘EBpeju u
nopanuiy cpocku’ — had been unlawfully denied their constitutional and legal
rights to equality, earning livelihood, and freedom to settle in the entire territory

2 Quoted in: W. lnaur, Jegpeju y Beoepady, 81.

63 Zeni Lebl, Do ,, konacnog resenja . Jevreji u Beogradu 1521—1942, Beograd 2001,
82, 85-87, 128-129; b. Xpabaxk, Jegpeju y beoepady, 302-303, 306, 324-325, 343;
T. P. Bophesuh, Apxuecka epaha 3a 3aname u ecnage, 179, 274; 360pnux 3axona 30
(1877) 340-341.

% . Ulnanr, Jegpeju y Beoepaody, 82—84; Heboja [onosuh, Jespeju y Cpouju 1918—
1941, beorpazn 1997, 18-20; See also: Hukona C. JoBanosuh, O jespejckom numarsy
vy Cpouju, beorpan 1879.
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of the state remained unsuccessful until the Congress of Berlin (1878), which
forced Serbia to make them equal to other citizens.®

Discriminated in anti-Jewish laws and motivated by economic interests,
Jews sometimes identified as foreigners — subjects of the Ottoman Empire or
Habsburg Monarchy. In the 1854 population census, for example, 82 Jews
renounced Serbian citizenship in favor of Ottoman. Turkish authorities in
the Principality were willing to grant them Ottoman citizenship. Jews who
renounced their Serbian citizenship on that occasion had indeed mostly come
to Serbia from the Ottoman Empire (Vidin, Sofia, Thessaloniki, Bosnia,
Herzegovina, or Albania), although some had moved from Vienna (Avram
Jakov Eskinazi). However, some were from Belgrade, with three that had even
been born in the city (David Ruso, Avram Farki, Isak Be Solomon), and yet they
identified as foreign subjects (foreigners). This was not a new phenomenon.
Fifteen years earlier, for the same reasons some Jews stated that they identified
as Austrian subjects and even asked the Austrian consulate to officially grant
them Austrian citizenship. Others claimed they were in fact Austrian citizens,
although they were Serbian subjects; in a bid to avoid discrimination, others
received foreign citizenships but kept their property in Belgrade (in violation
of law), securing a status similar to modern dual citizenship.®® These actions
suggest that a change of citizenship could be motivated by tax exemptions,
especially when it served to avoid general discrimination; and on the other
hand, that citizenship was relatively unimportant in building personal
identity. However, renouncing Serbian citizenship does not seem to have
been a widespread practice, since the Jewish population of Belgrade remained
relatively stable. The fact that in 1850 Serbia closed its borders to Jewish
émigrés from the Ottoman Empire at least partially contributed to this, and
prevented a more noticeable growth in the number of Jewish foreigners.*’

*

Taxpayer status certainly played a major role in the perception of an
individual as a foreigner or local, as evidenced by changes in self-determination
and identification of Gypsies. By renouncing levies specific to their ethnic
group and accepting general tax duties, in the first half of the 19" century

65 7. Lebl, Do ,, konacnog resenja*, 96-98, 101, 146; b. Xpabax, Jespeju y Beozpady, 324.
 B. Iepynnunh, Ynpasa eapowu beoepada, 314-319; JKusemu y Beoepady, vol. 1,
311; H. Xpucruh, Memoapu 1840-1862, 182, 190-191; b. Xpbax, Jespeju y Beozpady,
327, 330.

7 H. Muwikosuh, bazapu u 6ynesapu, 184.
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Gypsies were included into the Serbian population body, at least in the case of
Gypsy Christians (who were the majority). In 1822, Stanoje Jovanovi¢, among
others, was granted release from the Gypsy tax and Gypsy name and accepted
into the ranks of Serbs (,,0ci1000haBa 0/ UTaHCKOT apaya U uMeHa Yueanckoza
u cmaema ce y peo Cpoama*)’ (authors’ emphasis).®® These allowed them to
bear a ‘Serbian name’ and forbade anyone from referring to them as Gypsies
and inviting them to Gypsy meetings.® Later on, however, the ‘Gypsy name’
was no longer associated with taxpayer status. And although Gypsies were made
equal to Serbs in terms of their tax status in 1853, their new tax status did not
automatically make them Serbs. From the 1840s, the taxpayer status of Gypsies
became dependent on their property and sedentary way of life. Owning property
and adopting sedentism were seen as prerequisites for joining the taxpaying body
of the Principality of Serbia, while selling property and returning to a traveling
lifestyle led to changes in personal taxpayer status, i.e. reintroduction of the
special Gypsy tax.” This implicitly suggests that the willingness of the Serbian
community to accept Gypsies as part of their own people had declined by the
mid-19" century compared to the early years of the same century.

*

In the first half of the 19" century, natives in Serbian towns even saw
some subjects of their own state as foreigners — both those from the suzerain

% T. P. Bophesuh, Apxuecka epaha 3a nacema y Cpouju, 27; Krascecka kanyenapuja,
vol. 11, Kpaeyjesaura naxuja 1815-1839, 1, 1815-1827, ed. PanocaB Mapxkosuh, Jp-
xaHa apxuBa HP CpOwuje, ['pabha, vol. V, book 1, Beorpax 1954, 164, 184—185; JoBan
TaBpunosuh, Peunux ceocpagujcko—cmamucmuunu Cpouje, ed. Munopan Panesuh,
Beorpan 1994, 158. The fact that a change of taxpayer status was seen as a change
of nationality is attested by the words of Prince Milos, who refused to change the
taxpayer status of a Gypsy whose father had already made use of this possibility. To
justify his decision, Milos stated that he adhered to the principle that a Serb should
remain a Serb and a Gypsy should remain a Gypsy, adding that everyone should pay
the tax determined by his nationality: ,,ce0u ocHOBaHUe moONOXKKO [cam|, CpOuH na
CpOuHomM cBaria ocrane, a luranun L{urannHom; Kaj ra orai lBEeroB ocpono Huje,
jaras3ancTa He MOTY, HEro CBaKHj OHaj IaHaK Jia aje ¥ KYJIYK J1a YMHH Ka K0joj Halliju
npunanexu (IIpomokon knesa Munowa Obpenoguha 1824—1825, 59-60).

% Muxauno 'aBpunosuh, Munow Obpenosuhi, vol. 11, (1821-1826), Beorpaza 1909, 389.
0 JKusemu y Beoepady, vol. 1, 275; Bpauxo [epynununh, Hacewe u 2pad Cmedepeso,
CwmenepeBo [1976], 680; 36oprnux 3axona VII (1854) 69-70. Like Jews, Gypsies were
isolated in Belgrade and usually lived on the outskirts of the town, in Gypsy neighbor-
hoods (Mcmopuja Beozpada, vol. 11, 523 (B. Crojanuesuh); Z. Lebl, Do ,, konacnog
resenja“, 85).
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Ottoman Empire and, in some circumstances, the subjects of the Principality
of Serbia. Settlers from the Ottoman Empire were almost always seen as
foreigners, as were some native groups (primarily Jews). Since the society
of the Principality of Serbia had yet to become fully integrated, surprisingly
nationality was not seen as criterion that determined if someone was a native.
Those who were not members of a local guild in a town were more or less seen
as foreigners, regardless of their citizenship and nationality. From the mid-19"
century on, the status of a foreigner began to be increasingly identified with the
status of a subject, particularly in hiring civil servants. The society remained
divided based on cultural models, primarily the cultural differences between
Turks and Christians or Jews and gentiles, as well as between educated newly
settled Serbs and natives, and native Serbs educated in the West and their
primary social milieu.

With the rise of the nation-state, standardization of language, national
literature, science and culture, integration of subjects was implemented through
the Serbification of culture, faith and population. Differences between native
and newly settled Serbs increasingly faded, as did the gap between the ‘Eastern
Orthodox’ and ‘Greek’ faith, with Aromanians and Greeks, most of whom had
come from the Ottoman Empire, also Serbified. The notion of a ‘foreigner’
eventually came to be seen in the modern sense — a person who had come from
another country, usually a member of a different nation. Only Jews remained
‘domestic foreigners’ with limited entrepreneurial and civil rights despite being
subjects of the Principality of Serbia.
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~JOMARM CTPAHIIU*.
MPOLIECU AKYJITYPALIMJE U EHKYJITYPALIUJE
Y CPBUJU MPBE MOJOBHUHE 19. BEKA

Pe3znme

HctpaxuBameM mporieca akylITypaiuje 1 eHKyITypanuje y KnexeBunn
CpOuju youeHu Cy y BapoOIIKOj CPEIMHU TIPBE MOJ0BHHE 19. Beka pa3inyuTu
CTCIICHU NpUXBaTamka JOIIJbaKa UJIN rpalje}ba AUCTAaHIEC ITpeMa J0CCJbCHUM
MIPUIIATHUIMMA UCTOT | Jpyror Hapoja. [lomniro qpymTBo jorn yBek Huje Ouiio
HWHTETPHUCAHO, IPUXBATAkE WIN JUCTAaHIUPAKE HUje OWIIO Y TEIIH0] BE3U C
HAIMOHAJHOM IPUIaIHOIINY T0CeIbeHHKA, KA0 MITO OU ce ouekuBaio. [lormyHo
npuxBarame 00e30ehuBano je jenuHo unancTBo y ecHady. CBU Koju HUCY OMIIN
YJIaHOBU ecHa(a y MaTUYHOj BApOIIK OWIIH Cy 32 TaMOIIbY YapIIujy Y MarbOj
nnu Behoj Mepu CTpaHIH, HE3aBUCHO OJf IP’KaBJbaHCTBA MM HAMOHAITHOCTH.
Nako je KuexxeBuna CpoOuja 6una geo OcMaHCKOT 1apCTBa, MOJAHUIUA TOT
LapcTBa CMaTpaHy Cy Takohe CTpaHIIMMAa U Y CPIICKOj Uy MYCIIMMAHCKO] CPEIIHH.

Op cpevHe Beka OCHOB MHTErpallyje Hal)eH je y IpikaBjbaHCTBY, Koje je
nocrano conditio sine qua non 3a 0aBJbEHE IPKABHOM CITyKOOM, a TIOTOM U Y
MEKO] aCUMIJIAIH]H. JauarmeM HallMOHAJIHE JPrKaBe, jadyalla je U CTaHaapan3aluja
je3uKa, HallMOHAJHA KIbM)KEBHOCT, HAyKa M KyJITypa HHTErpuiryhn Hapoa y
Hauyjy. MeljycoOHa yClOBJBEHOCT MOJIUTHKE M jABHOT UCKypca MOTEHIUPAa je
WHTErpanyjy MoJaHuKa Ha OCHOBY CpOu3alije KyJaType, Bepe 1 CTAaHOBHHILTBA.
VY cBe Behoj mepu Opucana je pasnuka He camo u3mMel)y crapocenenara Cpoa u
Cp6a nocesbennka, Beh 1 pazinka uzmely ,,BOCTOYHO-TIpaBOCIaBHE U ,,IpUKe’
Bepe, Ma ¢y CpOM30BaHM U IUHIIAPCKH U TPUKU TPTOBIIU JIOCEJbEHU BehnHOM M3
Ocmanckor napersa. [Tojam crpanarl modeo ce pasyMeBaT y JaHallllbeM CMUCITY
peun — 4oBeK, Hajuelrhe NpunagHuK APYyror Hapoa, KOjH je J0IIao U3 Apyre
npkase. Camo cy joun JeBpeju ocrtanu ,,jomahu cTpaHiu®, MoMITo Cy UM J10
1878. ronune Ouna orpaHuYeHa 1 OCIOBHA U rpaljaHcka MmpaBa, Hako Cy O
nofanuiy Kuesxxesune CpoOuje.

Kuwyune peuu: Kuexxeruna CpOuja, 10Ce/beHHUIIN, ,,joMahu cTpaHiu®,
JpKaBJbaHCTBO, aKyJITypaluja, CHKYJITypaluja.
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