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Abstract: The paper sheds light on the situation in the Belgrade Metropolitanate
from 1825 to 1831, at the time of gradual withdrawal of the Ottoman authorities and
strengthening of the Serbian people’s authorities. Information is given about the
structure of the Orthodox Church in the area of the Smederevo sanjak, with its centre
in Belgrade. It is explained that Ottoman Belgrade was not only a Muslim, but also an
important Christian centre, where the Belgrade Metropolitanate had its seat and a
range of buildings that fit in the Oriental physiognomy of the varos. The territory of
the Belgrade Metropolitanate followed the lines of the Ottoman administrative division
for the purpose of easer communication with the government authorities. It is shown
why the Ottoman authorities in the interior of the Smederevo sanjak, which gradually
became the core of the modern Serbian state, were becoming increasingly weaker,
while remaining in Belgrade proper until the withdrawal of the Ottoman garrison in
1867. A great change is also seen in the fact that the Serbian national authorities,
established after the Second Serbian Uprising of 1815, increasingly intervened in
ecclesiastical issues. The paper also focuses on the great restoration of church life after
1815, particularly in the 1825-1831 period, when the Belgrade Metropolitanate was led
by Metropolitans Kiril and Antim. Belgrade Metropolitan Antim played a significant role
in the consolidation of Serbian statehood in 1830, when he anointed Prince Milos as
ruler of Serbia, and in the transformation of the church structure into the autonomous
Orthodox Church in the Principality of Serbia.

Keywords: Ottoman Empire, Smederevo sanjak, Principality of Serbia, Belgrade,
Orthodox Church, Belgrade Metropolitanate, metropolitans, clergy, autonomy.

During direct Ottoman rule in the major part of the Balkan peninsula, Belgrade
stood out in terms of its importance as a garrison stronghold, and an economic and
religious centre. Excluding periods of discontinuity, it was within the Ottoman Empire
from its conquest in 1521 until the surrender of the fortress “for keeping” to the

" This article is the result of the project No. 177031 of the Ministry of Education, Science and
Technological Development of the Republic of Serbia.
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Principality of Serbia in 1867.1 The first discontinuity of Ottoman rule occurred upon
the Habsburgs’ conquest of the town in 1688, but lasted for a short time, until 6 April
1690, when the Ottoman army recaptured it. Only the Habsburg military
administration existed during such short time, and not organised civilian authorities.?
After the new war between the Ottoman Empire and the Habsburg Monarchy in
1716-1718, borders between them shifted significantly. Under the Treaty of
Pozarevac (1718), the Habsburg Monarchy received northern and a part of central
Serbia with Belgrade, which became the centre of the new “crown land” of the
Habsburg “Kingdom of Serbia”.? With the Ottomans’ recapture of the town in 1739,
after another war waged between the two states (1737-1739), the situation
concerning borders was mainly restored to that before 1718, while the traces of the
Habsburg rule in Serbia, notably those of architectural and fortification nature, had
to be eliminated.? Thus, within a short period, from 1789 to 1791, the Habsburg rule
of Belgrade was re-established, but Belgrade was returned to the Ottoman Empire
under the Treaty of Sistova.®

1 De iure, Ottoman rule lasted until 1878, i.e. while the Principality of Serbia was in a vassal
relationship with the Ottoman Empire. It was symbolically manifested in the presence of the
Ottoman flag next to the Serbian one on the Belgrade fortress, which was removed in 1876
at the start of the Serbian-Ottoman war.

2 After the unsuccessful second Ottoman siege of Vienna in 1683, the Habsburg army
mounted a counter-offensive and, together with its allies of the Holy League, established in
1684 (the Venetian Republic, Poland, Papal States, including Russia from 1686), pushed the
Ottoman Empire from the Pannonian Basin and a part of the Adriatic and lonian littoral.
Belgrade was captured in 1688, but the Ottoman army recaptured it in 1690.

3 The Treaty of PoZarevac ended the war between the Ottoman Empire and the Habsburg
Monarchy lasting from 1716 to 1718. The Habsburg Monarchy entered the war after the
Ottoman Empire entered the war with the Venetian Republic in 1714, with the intention to
restore the lost Peloponnese. The territorial losses of the Ottoman Empire, apart from the
mentioned northern and central Serbia with Belgrade, included Banat and a narrow strip
along the Sava river in Bosnia. icmopuja cpnckoe Hapoda, IV-1, Beorpag 1986, 110-111
(Pajko BecennnHoswuh).

4 The Habsburg army entered the 1737-1739 war unprepared, following Russian operations
against the Ottoman Empire which began in 1736. After minor successes (short-term
conquest of UZice and Nis in 1737), the Habsburg army found itself in a defensive position
in the territory of Serbia, and almost the entire area fell again under the Ottoman rule in the
same year. Under the 1739 Treaty of Belgrade, entire Serbia with Belgrade was returned to
the Ottoman Empire, and the border was consolidated on the Sava and Danube rivers.
Ibidem, 150-162.

>The war of 1788-1791, also known as the Habsburg-Ottoman war, brought initial success to
the Habsburg army, which was actively supported by Serbian voluntary units (Freikorps).
However, complex international circumstances, auspicious for the Ottoman Empire, brought
about the Treaty of Sistova in 1791, on the principle status quo ante bellum, excluding minor
adjustments around the flow of the Una river. [l. MaHtenunh, beoepadcku nawanyk nocsae
CeuwmoscKkoe mupa 1791-1794, beorpapg, 1927, 47-48; 58-67.
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Another discontinuity of Ottoman rule of Belgrade can be seen — it concerns the
time of the First Serbian Uprising (1804—1813), sparked by the janissaries’ usurpation
of power and annulment of the Serbian privileges.® In late 1806 and early 1807, the
Serbian insurgent army took the town, retaining it until the fall of the Serbian insurgent
state in 1813.7 After the Second Serbian Uprising in 1815,% a joint Ottoman-Serbian
administration was introduced into the Smederevo sanjak,® which ceased to exist with
the creation of the Principality of Serbia in 1830. The joint administration remained
only in those towns where Ottoman military and Muslim civilian presence persisted.
The capital of the Principality was transferred to Belgrade in 1838. Foreign consuls
were also in Belgrade, as well as bodies of the Ottoman authorities up until 1867.%°

Apart from the above periods of discontinuity, until 1830 Belgrade had an oriental
physiognomy and lifestyle, without significant European influences, except for some
buildings surviving from the period of the Habsburg Kingdom of Serbia. After 1739, the
town was strategically exceptionally important, as a border fortress towards the
Habsburg Monarchy. After the Ottomans reconquered it in the same year, the
administrative centre of the Smederevo sanjak was restored to Belgrade.

Ottoman Belgrade was not only a Muslim town. As in many other urban centres
of the Ottoman Empire, it was inhabited by members of other faiths as well. In
addition to Muslims, dominant at the time, it was inhabited by Orthodox Ottoman
subjects, who included, besides Serbs, a significant number of Greeks and Cincars.
There were also Monophysite Armenians, as well as Jews. Roman Catholics, whose
colonisation was conducted aggressively by the Habsburg authorities, withdrew in
1739 together with the Habsburg army, and their numbers were not significant.!

® The First Serbian Uprising broke out over the janissaries’ usurpation of power in the
Smederevo sanjak and extreme measures that their commanders (dahijas) undertook to
eliminate the possibility of a revolt against them. These measures included murders of the
most reputable Serbian leaders and priests (“slaughter of the knezes”). Their usurpation was
proclaimed illegal, by the Porte as well, and an act of rebellion, but the central authorities
did not make sufficient effort to remove the rebellious janissaries from the Smederevo
sanjak. At the time, they were also supported by Osman Pazvantoglu from Vidin.

7 The insurgent army took Belgrade in late 1806, while the remaining part of the fortifications
surrendered on 8 January 1807, on St Stephen’s Day. Six years later, after the insurgents’
defence failed, the Ottoman army entered the defenceless town in 1813.

8 The Second Serbian Uprising broke out over the tyranny and unbearable fiscal pressure of
Belgrade vizier Suleiman Pasha of Uskoplje in the Smederevo sanjak.

9 In Serbian historiography, after the Treaty of Belgrade, the Belgrade Pashalik became the
dominant and most commonly used name for the Smederevo sanjak. However, the official
name of the province remained the Smederevo sanjak, although its seat was transferred
from Smederevo to Belgrade after its capture.

10°p. Jbywwuh, Ucmopuja cpricke dpxcasHocmu: Cpbuja u LpHa MNopa, Hosu Cag 2001, 53.

1 After 1718, Roman Catholic orders were allowed to engage in proselytic activity and were
granted numerous existing mosques. Particularly prominent were the Jesuits, Cappuccini,
Franciscans, Trinitarians and Minorites. [l. Monosuh, Cpbuja u beoepad 00 lMoxcapesaykoz
0o beoepadckoe mupa, beorpapg 1950, 119.



Nedeljko V. RADOSAVLIEVIC

In regard to the Orthodox Church, Belgrade was its important seat both before and
after the Ottoman conquest. The tradition of existence of the Belgrade Bishopric or
Metropolitanate, depending on the rank of this ecclesiastical-administrative unit,
lasted, with certainty, from the 9% century when Belgrade bishop Sergije was
mentioned in 878.12 The Belgrade Bishopric lasted at the time of the Byzantine
Empire, as well as during the rule of medieval Balkan Slavic countries, Serbia and
Bulgaria, over Belgrade. With smaller interruptions, it also existed from the Ottoman
conquest of the town in 1521, first within the bounds of the Ohrid Archbishopric, and
from 1557 within the restored Patriarchate of Pec. After the Patriarchate of Pe¢ was
abolished in 1766, the Belgrade Metropolitanate became a part of the Ecumenical
Patriarchate.'® The situation changed in 1831, when the autonomous Orthodox
Church was established in the Principality of Serbia.

In the context of Ottoman Belgrade, the meaning of the term “Belgrade
Metropolitanate” is twofold. First, it refers to the buildings in Belgrade that belonged
to the Belgrade Metropolitanate or served its needs. The second meaning pertains to
the territory of the entire Belgrade Metropolitanate — the area over which the
Belgrade Metropolitanate had spiritual power.

In terms of buildings of the Belgrade Metropolitanate in the town of Belgrade, their
state from the first half of the 18" century is relatively well-known. Upon the
consolidation of the Habsburg rule in 1718, the new metropolitan’s residence and the
new church were built as the old buildings had to be demolished due to the expansion
of fortifications.'> However, after the Ottomans recaptured the town in 1739, such
buildings were not acceptable for the authorities and their destruction was ordered.

12 K. Jupeyek, Ucmopuja Cpba: nonumuyka ucmopuja 0o 1537. 200uHe, Beorpag 1990, 103;
T. Muskosuh, LipkeeHa opaaHu3ayuja y cprickum 3emseama, beorpag, 2004, 69.

13 H, B. Papgocassbesuh, lpasocnasHa upkea y beoepadckom nawanyky 1766—1831. (ynpasa
BacerveHcke nampujapwuje), beorpag 2007.

1 The autonomous Orthodox Church was established in the Principality of Serbia by the 1831
canonical letter (Tomos) issued by the Ecumenical Patriarchate as the Mother Church. H. B.
Papocasbesuh, AymoHomuja lMpasocnasHe uypkee y KHexceauHu Cpbuju u apoHOayuja
enuckonuja, Nctpaxunsarba 25 (Hoeu Cag 2014) 236-238.

15 The building of the new metropolitan’s residence, impressive for the time, as well as the
new church, school and spiritual seminary for the education of the clergy, began at the time
of Metropolitan Mojsije Petrovi¢ in 1726. The Habsburg authorities, which did not often give
permits for the construction of Orthodox churches in the Kingdom of Serbia, made a
concession as the old Metropolitanate and the church were to be demolished due to the
expansion of fortifications. The new building of the Metropolitanate had two wings and two
floors. The inventory of its property from 1733 reads that it had 39 rooms. The property of
the Metropolitanate was also enlarged — it included stores and shops in the Belgrade town,
estates outside the town, a fishpond etc. I'. Fapuh MeTposuh, Mumponoaumcku HamecHUyU
U npudeopHu cayxumessu y Cepsujckoj enapxuju (1718-1739), Hawa npownocT 14
(Kpasmeso 2013) 89-91; H. B. Pagocaemwesuh, Baswescka enuckonuja 1718—1739, TnacHuK.
UcTopujck apxue Baswbeso 32 (1998) 16.
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Since then, Belgrade metropolitans stayed in a modest residence which —
according to several narrative sources and topographic maps of the Habsburg army
created upon the conquest of the town in 1789 — was a two-floor building with six
rooms. The residence also had a stable for 20 horses.® That such situation remained
broadly unchanged at the time chronologically covered by this paper is confirmed by
travel writer Joakim Vuji¢. He writes that in 1826 he visited the “residence” of the
then Belgrade Metropolitan Kiril which, as he emphasises, was “a very old edifice
with different rooms”. Vuji¢ must have entered those premises because he noticed
that there was no residential space.'” For residential needs and other activities
developed by the Belgrade Metropolitanate (school, soup kitchen) in the limited
circumstances of Ottoman rule, metropolitans would take under lease or buy
buildings in the town of Belgrade, primarily near the Sava river, where Orthodox
inhabitants were concentrated. Some metropolitans, such as Leontios Lambrou
(1801-1813), personally possessed, bought and sold houses. An example of such
practice was the offer of Hadzi Nikola Brzak, the former bezirganbasi, who in 1826
offered his house for sale to Metropolitan Kiril at the price he himself determined.
However, such favourable offer was probably not used due to the metropolitan’s
iliness and limited means.®

The Belgrade Cathedral Church, built at the time of the Habsburg rule, was
demolished after the new Ottoman conquest of the town in 1739, while the church
of St John the Baptist in the Lower Town was turned into a mosque. The Ottoman
authorities allowed the construction of an Orthodox church only in 1742, after they
issued permits based on the fact that the church existed before the Ottoman loss of
the town in 1718. The charity for its new construction was collected in the area of the
Belgrade Metropolitanate, as well as in the Habsburg Monarchy, primarily in
numerous monasteries on Fruska Gora mountain. Until the 1820s, the church was in
a bad condition. Serbian Prince Milo$ Obrenovi¢ took it over from the Greek-Cincar
community and extensively renovated it.*°

In regard to the Belgrade Metropolitanate as a whole, it is noteworthy that the
1825- 1831 period was rather specific for the history of the Orthodox Church in the
Smederevo sanjak. It was a direct consequence of the introduction of the joint
Ottoman-Serbian rule after the Second Serbian Uprising of 1815 in the province. The
joint administration implied the establishment, in addition to Ottoman, of the Serbian
national authorities, which assumed a part of competences. From then, the Belgrade

16 p, Tpuukosuh, MaseHa mephasa Ljapcmea npema Esponu, ictopuja beorpaga 1, beorpag
1974, 615; H. B. Pagocasmeswuh, MpasocnasHa ypkea y beoepadckom nawanyky 1766—1831.
(ynpaea BacesveHcke nampujapwuje), 365.

17 ). Byjuh, lMymewecmeuje no Cepbuju, 1, beorpag 1900, 26-27.

18 H, B. Pagocassbesuh, [lpasocsiaeHa ypkea y beoepadckom nawanyky 1766—-1831. (ynpasa
BacesmveHcke nampujapuwuje), 365.

19 M. Faspunosuh, Munow O6peHosuh, 2, beorpaa 1909, 690-700; H. B. Pagocas/mesuh,
MpasocnasHa upkea y beoepadckom nawanyky 1766-1831. (ynpasa BacesrbeHcke
nampujapwuje), 379-380.
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Metropolitanate existed in the circumstances which did not change significantly in
the town of Belgrade, but did in the interior of the Smederevo sanjak, which reflected
on its structure. In 1825, some institutions of the Serbian national authorities were
already built (the Prince’s Office, National Office, nahiye courts — magistrates) and
their strengthening reflected on the church as well.

In 1825, the borders of the Belgrade Metropolitanate were those established after
the Treaty of Belgrade of 1739. The Metropolitanate persisted within them also at the
time of Serbian insurgent state (1804—1813), as well as after the introduction of the
joint Ottoman-Serbian administration in 1815. These borders, as those of other
metropolitanates, followed the Ottoman administrative division, as this facilitated
communication between the ecclesiastical and state authorities. Some
metropolitanates could encompass several sanjaks (Metropolitanate of Raska-Prizren
and Skenderija), one sanjak (Zvornik Metropolitanate and Herzegovina Metropolitanate)
or a part of one sanjak, as was the case with the Belgrade Metropolitanate.?’

The northern, eastern and south-eastern borders of the Belgrade Metropolitanate
coincided with the borders of the Smederevo sanjak, while towards the west those
were the borders of the nahiyes that is comprised. It covered the area of six nahiyes:
Belgrade, Smederevo, Pozarevac, Kragujevac, Jagodina and Cuprija.2* Upon the
establishment of the joint Ottoman-Serbian administration in 1815, its existence
within its hitherto borders was not brought into question. Prince Milos Obrenovic¢
and the Serbian authorities could not influence the establishment of new or
abolishment of old metropolitanates, determination of their borders and seat, and
the choice of metropolitans. As before, these competences were firmly in the hands
of the Ecumenical Patriarchate.”> However, already in 1816, the first
misunderstandings between the ecclesiastical and Serbian national authorities
appeared. The reason was the changed situation concerning authority in the
Smederevo sanjak. Namely, until then, the relationship between the Orthodox Church
and the Ottoman authorities was clear — it was determined back at the time of Sultan
Mehmed Il the Conqueror and the first patriarch after the fall of Constantinople,
Gennadius Scholarius. Its basis consisted of the system of tayife, and later of millet,
as a community of subjects of the same faith. Such relationship implied certain
independence in issues of faith, marital and partly inheritance law. At the level of the

20H, B. Pagocassbeswh, [lpasocsiaeHa ypkea y beoepadckom nawanyky 1766—-1831. (ynpasa
BacemeHcke nampujapuwuje), 349-350; idem, AskceHmuje Il Mempoe Yewmeyujes,
xepye2o8ayku mumponoaum, Uctpaxueara 24 (Hosu Cag 2013) 271; idem, LipkeeHe
npunuke y Cmapoj Cpbuju 00 ykudara lehke nampujapwuje 0o Besnuke ucmoyHe Kpuse
(1766-1878), cTopuja u 3Hauaj MpuspeHcke 6orocnosuje: (nosogom 140 roauiikbuLe og,
OCHMBarba), Huw 2013, 9-29.

21 West to the Belgrade Metropolitanate, there was the UZice-Valjevo Metropolitanate, which
comprised the nahiyes of UZice, Valjevo, Soko, Poiega, Rudnik and Sabac. H. B.
Pagocasmwesuh, Yicuuko-sarmescka mumpononuja 1739—-1804, Basweso 2000, 120-123.

22 |dem, lMpasocnasHa upkea y beoepadckom nawanyky 1766—1831. (ynpasa BacesveHcke
nampujapwuje), 163-164.
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local autocephalous church, patriarchs were millet-basi, i.e. ethnarchs, responsible
for their faithful whom they represented before the government authorities. At lower
levels, those were metropolitans and bishops.”? However, after 1815, the third factor
appeared in the Smederevo sanjak, hitherto unknown in public law acts in the
Ottoman Empire — those were the Serbian national authorities, whose increasing
impact was based primarily on the authority of Prince Milo$ Obrenovic¢. The Serbian
authorities could not impact the church structure, but could influence metropolitans
and the clergy.?*

There were several fields in which the Serbian authorities and two metropolitans
clashed as of 1816. The main issue concerned the right to collection of metropolitans’
and patriarchal revenue in a defined amount, which was confirmed by the acts of
church (sindelije) and state authorities (berats). This amount was unilaterally limited
by decisions of the Serbian Prince and Serbian assemblies. Metropolitans did not
acquiesce to this and were unable to exercise these rights without cooperation with
the Serbian authorities. Even when it seemed that Prince Milos Obrenovi¢ was giving
them concessions, such as the abolishment of the regulation that an annual salary
should be introduced instead of the collection of revenue in metropolitanates defined
based on the number of houses, this was not the case. He restored their right to
collect revenue, but limited the amount they could claim on the faithful.?®

Prince Milo$S Obrenovi¢ and the Serbian authorities actively endeavoured to
discipline the Orthodox clergy. Already as of 1816, it was them and not the competent
metropolitans who determined the level of revenue they could collect from the
faithful. In terms of ethnicity, the majority of priests were Serbian. They accepted the
decisions of the Serbian authorities and took part in their implementation. Thus, the
metropolitans’ authority towards them weakened even more and Prince Milos largely
determined their position. The Serbian authorities could bring priests to trial, punish
them in different ways and even banish them from their parishes if they were in a
conflict or disagreement with them.?® Prince Milo$ made another precedent when he
tried to take over control of trials over the clergy in the ecclesiastical field by
establishing the Consistory (Spiritual Court) in 1823. The Consistory was modelled
probably upon the Consistory of the Karlovci Metropolitanate. However, it was on
this example that one could see the Serbian authorities’ poor understanding of the
purpose of the Consistory and the order in the Karlovci Metropolitanate. While the
Consistory of the Karlovci Metropolitanate, an autonomous Orthodox church in the

3 St. Runceman, The Great Church in Captivity, Cambridge 1968, 170; M. O. H. Ursinus, Millet,
Extract from the Encyclopedia of Islam, CD ROM, edition v. 1.0.1; P. eTpes, He mvpcam
2bpyu, a pomeu 0a 6v0am: lpasocaasHama KaymypHa obujHocm 8 OCMaHCKaMa UMMnepus.
XV—-XIX 8., Copua 2015, 43; H. B. Pagocasmwesuh, [fpasocaasHa upkea y beoepadckom
nawanyky 1766—1831. (ynpasa BacemweHcke nampujapwuje), 34-35.

% H, B. Papocassesuh, lpasocnasHa uypkea y beoepadckom nawanyky 1766—1831. (ynpasa
BacesveHcke nampujapuwiuje), 24.

% |bidem, 136—-140.

%6 |bidem, 308-313.
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Habsburg Monarchy, was canonically established by the decision of the highest
church authorities, this was not the case in the Belgrade and UZice-Valjevo
Metropolitanates. Metropolitans protested and immediately disassociated themselves
from such Consistory.?’

The analysis of the situation at the time also opens the following important
question: why the clergy did not support metropolitans, but sided with Prince Milos
and the Serbian authorities. The reason is blatantly clear and was not of ethnic nature.
Prince Milos could protect them from metropolitans’ decisions, while metropolitans
could not protect them from Prince’s decisions. They were also perturbed by the fact
that one of the UZice-Valjevo metropolitans, Meletije Niksi¢ (1815-1816), was killed
upon the order of Prince Milo$, who was not sanctioned.?® In 1816, the Ottoman
authorities were still present to a considerable degree. The metropolitan was the only
one in Serbia with the Sultan’s berat, but his murder caused no significant reaction.
Given such distribution of forces, the authority of the two metropolitans increasingly
weakened, although Belgrade Metropolitan Agathangelus (1816—1825) persevered in
the rights granted to him by the Sultan’s ferman or berat, and the patriarchal sindelija.

A great shift occurred in the Belgrade Metropolitanate in 1825 with the deposal
of Metropolitan Agathangelus. A role was also played by the Ottoman authorities,
after a longer period. Intending to get rid of the disobedient metropolitan, Prince
Milos — in a masterful action agreed with vizier Abdurrahman Pasha, accused him of
the gravest possible offence of the time — maintenance of links with Greek
insurgents.?® This was no exception in those times as many metropolitans who were
Greek by ethnicity after the outbreak of the Greek Uprising in 1821 were detained and
heard by the Ottoman authorities.?® Metropolitan Agathangelus was arrested in
March 1825, and was released with a fine, and then invited to Constantinople, where
he became the Chalcedon Metropolitan, and the Ecumenical Patriarch already in
1826. This well-educated intellectual, a benefactor of hospitals, libraries and schools,

27 Members of the Consistory included one archimandrite and one local oborknez. It was
envisaged that one of the metropolitans should be involved in its work, which was unacceptable
for them. M. FaBpunosuh, op. cit., 673, 677; M. MeTtposuh, @uHaHcuje u ycmaHose 0b6HO8/beHe
Cpbuje, 1, beorpag 1901, 626-627.

28 Jb. H. Mutposuh, MeseHimuje Hukwuh, enuckon wabayku, beorpag 1910, 71.

2 M. Taspunosuh, op. cit.,, 682-690; H. B. Pagocasmwesuh, [lpasocaaeHa upkea y
beozpadckom nawanyky 1766—1831. (ynpasa BacesveHcke nampujapwuje), 206.

30 Such situation existed in the Bosnian Pashalik, where three metropolitans were detained
in 1821 and released with a fine and obligation to invite the flock to be loyal to the Sultan.
H. B. Pagocasmesunh, Becmu o npagocaasHoj upkeu y bocaHckom nawanyky y uzsewmajuma
KHe3y Musaowy u3 Ywu4ke Haxuje u Ymwu4ykoz okpyxcja (1816—1839), 36opHuk MC 3a
nctopujy 74 (Hoeu Cag 2006) 105-116. At the very onset of the Greek Uprising, the situation
in the Smederevo sanjak was similar. The Ottoman authorities reckoned with the possibility
of Serbs staging a new uprising, and ordered Ecumenical Patriarch Eugenius to follow the
developments among the Serbian faithful and inform the grand vizier. Beauku se3up
nampujapxy EezeHujy, 4. wabaHa 1236 (7. maj 1821), OAK Codua, HEKM, 19/79.
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continued to maintain his links with Serbia, but did not influence the circumstances
in the country.3!

The events surrounding Metropolitan Agathangelus, his arrest and deposal, also
open the question why the Ottoman authorities, still present in the Smederevo sanjak,
did not help the metropolitans exercise their rights, also guaranteed by the Sultan’s
berats? The reasons were manifold. In the 1815-1825 period, the Serbian authorities
were gradually building their structure, maintaining even armed units. They were
increasingly present in everyday life, gradually assuming a number of functions from the
Ottoman authorities. The Ottoman authorities were narrowing their focus on issues
that were certainly more important to them than the rights of the two metropolitans,
such as the protection of fortresses, control of traffic arteries and care about the Muslim
population that was gradually withdrawing towards major centres (Belgrade, UZice) or
even selling their estates and moving out to provinces next to the Smederevo sanjak
(Belgrade Pashalik, Vidin sanjak...). The relationship between representatives of the
Ottoman authorities and Prince Milo$ was complex, but they invariably found ways to
cooperate with him. This was particularly important from the outbreak of the Greek
Uprising in 1821. The peaceful attitude of the Serbs was a strategic question for the
Ottoman authorities at the time. This is why they did not show excessive ambition to
meddle into something that was considered an internal religious issue of the Orthodox
population, with no significance for the state authorities.

Immediately upon Agathangelus’ departure, the Holy Synod elected Kiril, a
Bulgarian from Kriva Palanka, for the Belgrade Metropolitan. He showed a lot of
understanding for his Slavic faithful.32 His election was confirmed by the Sultan’s
berat, which reflects the still strong influence of the Ottoman authorities.
Metropolitan Kiril was poor and seriously ill. He administered the Metropolitanate
without problems and had no misunderstandings with the Serbian authorities. He
died in 1827.3

After Kiril, the hitherto bishop of Lovech Antim was elected Belgrade
Metropolitan. His choice was not accidental. Antim was a Greek, born on Andros
island. His work in the church and his experience singled him out as someone who
could help improve relations with the Serbs in the Smederevo sanjak. Before his
arrival in Belgrade, Antim spent most of his life in the Slavic areas of the Balkan
peninsula. Along with his paternal or maternal uncle — UZice—Valjevo Metropolitan
Danilo | (1794-1802),** he lived among the faithful Serbs for years. He was ordained

31t was engraved on the tomb of Ecumenical Patriarch Agathangelus in Constantinople that
he was a Belgrade metropolitan.

32 1. Anekcujeswh, Mpuso3su 3a ucmopujy cpricke ypkee, BecHuk CLL 3a 1910 (Beorpag 1910) 553.
3 H, B. Papgocassesuh, lpasocnasHa uypkea y beoepadckom nawanyky 1766—1831. (ynpasa
BacemeHcke nampujapuwiuje), 207. ). Hewkosuh, becede, beorpaa 1868, 654.

34 Danilo | became the Metropolitan of Trnovo in 1802, remaining at the head of this
respectable Metropolitanate until his death in 1806. H. B. Pagocasmwesuh, JaHusno,
MUMPONoAUM yHUYKO-80s/6b€8CKU U mpHoscKu, Cpncke ctyauje 6 (beorpag 2015) 147.
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bishop, first administering the Vratsa Bishopric and then the Lovech Bishopric of the
Trnovo Metropolitanate.?®> Antim of Belgrade spoke excellent Bulgarian and was fluent
in Serbian as well. Before departing for Belgrade, he received extensive advice in the
Patriarchate about the circumstances awaiting him there — in addition to the
patriarchal sindelija and the Sultan’s ferman, he brought to Belgrade two letters
addressed to the ruler of the Serbian people and master of Serbia. These letters,
addressed to Prince Milos, indicated that the situation in the Smederevo sanjak was
changing. Earlier, it was sufficient for the metropolitan to have with himself the
patriarchal sindelija and the Sultan’s berat, which Metropolitan Antim also had.
However, based on the previous events, the Ecumenical Patriarchate assessed well
that the first man of the Serbian state should be addressed with a lot of attention. This
was, in fact, the decision of Patriarch Agathangelus in person, who was the Belgrade
Metropolitan two years before. There was no one who could better prepare Antim to
take over the Belgrade Metropolitanate.3®

Metropolitan Antim arrived in Serbia by road. He came to Kragujevac, where
Prince Milo$ resided, on 20 August 1827.37 He was received in his audience with full
honours. The Prince ordered that believers should ceremoniously welcome and see
him off on his way to Belgrade. Throughout his journey, he was accompanied by
Prince’s trustworthy people, including archimandrite Meletije Pavlovi¢. When he
arrived in Belgrade, on 26 August 182738, he was presented to Princess Ljubica and
heir Milan.®

With his arrival, the misunderstandings between the ecclesiastical and Serbian
authorities, which lasted for almost the entire period of administration of
Metropolitan Agathangelus, were quickly overcome. This also reflects an important
change compared to other areas of the Balkan peninsula under direct Ottoman rule.
Since then, relations between the state and church authorities in the Smederevo
sanjak related primarily to the Serbian and not Ottoman authorities. Besides, the fact
that the new Metropolitan presented himself to the Prince’s family first and not to the
Belgrade vizier also indicates that the situation changed.

The experience of Metropolitan Antim and the Patriarchate’s new approach
towards the Serbs in the Smederevo sanjak enabled gradual resolution of the hitherto
disputable issues. Metropolitan Antim respected the new reality and communicated
with Prince Milos directly, aiming to resolve the earlier misunderstandings in good

35 Unlike the metropolitanates in the areas inhabited by the Serbs, the Trnovo Metropolitanate
had a complex structure. It comprised four bishoprics. H. B. Pagocasbesuh, JaHusno,
MUMPONoaAUMm yxu4Ko-eas6€8CKU U mpHo8cKuU, 154—155.

36 |dem, AHmMuUM, enucKon 8paYaHCKU, a08e4YKU U mumponoaum 6eoepadcku, LipkeeHe
cryamje 14 (Huw 2017) 304-305.

37 Julian calendar.

38 Julian calendar.

39 H. B. PagocasseBuh, AHMUM, enucKomn 8pa4aHcKU, 108e4KU U MUmponoaum 6eozpadcku,
305; b. Caujenuesuh, Mcmopuja Cpricke npagocsasHe ypkee, 2, beorpag 1991, 311.
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faith.*® Prince Milo$ responded with concessions that would have been hardly
imaginable at the time of Metropolitan Agathangelus. It was then that the issues of
the manner of collecting metropolitanate and patriarchal revenue and the manner of
visiting the Metropolitanate by the metropolitan were finally defined. Antim went
around the Metropolitanate once a year, asking for the permission from Prince Milos,
which was always granted.*! The non-canonically established Consistory, which was
practically extinguished, was officially abolished upon Antim’s arrival, while the
spiritual authority of the clergy was ceded to him as the metropolitan in charge. No
one interfered with the metropolitan when it came to the marital right of the
Orthodox. Respecting such gestures of the Serbian Prince, Antim treated the clergy
mildly and without many sanctions, which were always aligned with the opinion of
representatives of the Serbian authorities.*

The correspondence between Prince Milos and Metropolitan Antim was
continuous. Judging by his Bulgarian vocabulary, Antim wrote many letters personally.
In time, such confidence was developed between the two of them that the
Metropolitan trusted the Prince with sending mail to Constantinople, and even
informed him about the movement of the Ottoman army, which was in full alert in
1828, in order to prevent the expected Russian forcing the Danube.*® In 1829,
Metropolitan Antim even informed Prince Milo$ about the confidential stance of the
Ecumenical Patriarchate to ask in advance, due to its difficult material situation, for
the revenue that it was entitled to for 1830, which was also unprecedented.*

In the Belgrade Metropolitanate, and the entire Smederevo sanjak, the period
after the Second Serbian Uprising of 1815 was the time of great renewal of church and
spiritual life. The main precondition was demographic revival as Serbia lost more than
20% of its population in the Serbian Revolution (1804—-1815), while thereafter people
were exposed to the epidemics of plague and hunger due to barren years, which
lasted up until 1820. Demographic recovery was gradual, only to speed up with the
settlement of the new population coming outside the Smederevo sanjak. This is
confirmed by the 1826 census of the Belgrade Metropolitanate and the comparison
with the situation on the eve of the First Serbian Uprising of 1804. In 1804, the
Belgrade Metropolitanate had around 15,000 houses, and in 1826 it had 33,703
houses in 787 inhabited places, up by as much as 114.68%. It is noteworthy that the
new census was carried out in one church-administrative area upon the order of

40 M. Weabuh, AHmum, mumponoaum 6eoepadcku (1827-1831) y ceojum nucmuma KHesy
Musnowy, TnacHuk ML, y KpasbesuHu Cpbuju (Beorpag 1903) 494-511; 617-632.

4! Ibidem, doc. 10, 506.

42 Ibidem, 497; H. B. Pagocassbesuh, AHmMum, enucKkon 8pavyaHcKu, 108€4KU U MUMPONoaum
6eozpadcku, 306.

4 1. Weabuh, op. cit., doc. 3, 501-502; H. B. Pagocas/besuh, AHTUM, enuCKon 8paYaHCKuU,
n108e4Yku u mumponoaum beoepadcku, 308-309; idem, lpasocnasHa uypkea y beoepadckom
nawanyky 1766—1831. (ynpaea BacesveHcke nampujapwuje), 209.

4 Another reason could be that the difficult obligation of collecting revenue in advance would
be transferred to him personally. M. LWWea6wuh, op. cit., doc. 7, 503-504.
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Serbian, and not of the church or Ottoman authorities, which is another example of
the strengthening of their power.*

The most visible evidence of the restoration of church life was the construction of
new churches and monasteries. After 1819, Prince MiloS no longer heeded the
restrictive legal measures pertaining to the building of churches.*® The only exception
was the use of bells, which was made possible only after the Treaty of Adrianople of
1829, but still not close to large Ottoman garrisons, such as Belgrade.*” An important
part of the great construction restoration of Orthodox churches in the Belgrade
Metropolitanate took place at the time of Metropolitan Antim. This is also attested
by the following data: in 1813, before the collapse of the insurrectional Serbian state,
the Belgrade Metropolitanate had 76 churches and monasteries, while in 1830, at
the moment of creation of the Principality of Serbia, there were 109 of them, 33
more. Of this, 15 churches were built during the administration of Metropolitan
Antim, i.e. 46% of the total churches built after the Second Serbian Uprising in 1815.
The construction momentum in the Smederevo sanjak was even greater given that
numerous churches and monasteries were heavily damaged at the time of war
activities in 1804—1815, and that their restoration implied, in fact, new construction.*

The construction of new churches in the Belgrade Metropolitanate in 1825-1831
was not important only in terms of their numbers, but also in terms of the volume and
quality of works. It was at the time of Metropolitan Antim that churches of solid material,
instead of wood, were increasingly constructed. These construction endeavours were
extensive, spanning several years, and resulting in better equipped, significantly larger
churches.* Metropolitan Antim did not neglect his spiritual mission either. He made sure
that priests should regularly and correctly perform the rites, pointing out to earlier
irregularities, and particularly caring about the conditions of child baptisms.>°

The representatives of the Ottoman authorities no longer had an impact on
relations among the Serbian authorities and metropolitans in the Smederevo sanjak.
Their position, as a whole, was much less favourable than in 1816, when Metropolitan
Agathangelus came to the Belgrade Metropolitanate. International circumstances
significantly contributed to their passive stance. It was already the Akkerman
Convention of 1826 that envisaged the creation of autonomous Serbia, while at the
Battle of Navarino of 1827 the joint British-French maritime forces destroyed the
Ottoman-Egyptian armada. The Russian declaration of war on the Ottoman Empire in
1828 and fast advance to Constantinople led to the 1829 Treaty of Adrianople.>?

% H. B. Papocassbesuh, Monuc beoepadcke mumporionuje u3 1826, Mewosuta rpaha (Miscellanea)
31 (beorpag 2010) 164.

¢ |dem, MpasocnasHa upkea y beoepadckom nawanyky 1766—1831. (ynpasa BacerveHcke
nampujapuwuje), 404.

47 Ibidem, 430-434.

8 Ibidem, 401, 422.

4 Ibidem, 415-421.

0 |dem, AHMuUMm, enuckon 8pa4aHcKuU, 108e4YKU U mumpornoaum 6eozpadcku, 309.

51V, Popovié, Isto¢no pitanje, Sarajevo 1965, 158.
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The resolution of the Serbian question began in such new circumstances,
becoming a part of the Treaty of Adrianople. The Treaty envisaged the creation of
the autonomous Principality of Serbia, under the supreme rule of the Ottoman Empire
and under the auspices of the Russian Empire. Such solution was exceptionally
unfavourable for the Ottoman presence in Serbia. Under the 1830 Hatt-i Sharif as the
supreme act of Sultan’s mercy, the Principality of Serbia was established as a modern
national state with full internal self-governance, but without three attributes that
would make it fully independent (jus legandi, jus contrahendi, jus belli gerendi). The
Principality of Serbia had its ruler — Prince Milos Obrenovi¢, who was recognised the
princely dignity by the imperial berat. The Ottoman military presence was limited to
six garrisons (Belgrade, Smederevo, Sabac, UZice, Soko, Kladovo), while the Muslims
who did not accept to be the Principality’s subjects had to leave.>2°3 The last provision
was not fulfilled until 1862 (UZice, Soko) and 1867 (Belgrade, Sabac, Kladovo,
Smederevo). The Hatt-i Sharif also laid the legal foundations of full freedom of
confession. The great importance of this question for the new state is also reflected
in the fact that the first and fourteenth points of the Hatt-i Sharif covered this issue.

Belgrade Metropolitan Antim also played an important role in consolidating
Serbian autonomy. Prince Milos received the berat on the hereditary princely dignity
of the Obrenovi¢ house, whereby the Ottoman authorities fulfilled their part of
obligations. As far as they were concerned, this was just sufficient. However, given the
importance of the Orthodox Church in Serbian society, without its blessing, such act
would not have had full legitimacy among the subjects. This is why Metropolitan
Antim anointed Milos Obrenovic the Prince of Serbia, according to the rite applied in
cases of princes of the old autonomies, Wallachia and Moldavia. The rite was
performed in Greek, with the metropolitan switching to Church Slavonic when
mentioning the Prince, his family and the Principality of Serbia.>*

The creation of Serbian statehood and establishment of the local dynasty were
thus completed. At the same time, a step forward was made compared to the rights
enjoyed by the Principalities of Wallachia and Moldavia. Wallachian and Moldavian
princes were appointed for a mandate and originated mainly from the ranks of Greek
patriciate from Constantinople. Their rule was limited to seven years and they
received their appointment berats in Constantinople. The ceremony of their
anointment was performed in the Constantinople Patriarchate and not in the
principalities to whose thrones they were appointed.> Unlike them, Prince Milo$ was
anointed in Belgrade, where he received the Sultan’s berat on the heredity of the
princely throne. His position thus became significantly stronger compared to the

52 P, Jbywwuh, KHexcesuHa Cpbuja 1830-1839, beorpag 1986, 20-21; H. B. Pagocasmwesuh,
MpasocnasHa upkea y beozpadckom nawanyky 1766-1831. (ynpasa BacesrveHcke
nampujapwuje), 148.

53 P, Jbywwuh, KHexesuHa Cpbuja 1830-1839, 7-14.

% M. Taspunosuh, Munow O6peHosuh, 3, beorpaa 1912, 295-300; H. B. Pagocassbesuh,
AHMUM, enucKon epayaHcKu, 108e4YKu U mumpomnoaum b6eoepadcku, 310.

%5 St. Runceman, op. cit., 374.
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princes of Wallachia and Moldavia. Since its inception, the Principality of Serbia was
more independent than the two old autonomous Romanian principalities.
Metropolitan Antim made a significant contribution as well.

In September 1831, based on an agreement between the Serbian authorities and
the Ecumenical Patriarchate, an autonomous Orthodox Church was created in the
Principality of Serbia. Negotiations did not last long, both owing to the provisions of
the 1830 Hatt-i Sharif and suggestions of the Porte and the Russian ambassador to
Constantinople, as well as owing to the fact that Belgrade Metropolitan Antim,
sincerely inclined to both parties, took part as well. Archimandrite Meletije Pavlovi¢
was elected the leader of the new autonomous church, with the title “Archbishop of
Belgrade and Metropolitan of Serbia”. The hitherto Belgrade Metropolitanate within
unchanged borders was under his immediate spiritual and administrative authority.
The UzZice-Valjevo Metropolitanate was divided into two bishoprics, of UZice and
Sabac. Nikifor Maksimovi¢ was elected and appointed the Bishop of UZice. Upon their
return from Constantinople, they were officially welcomed by Metropolitan Antim,
who participated together with them in the election and ordainment of the new
Bishop of Sabac, Gerasim Georgijevi¢. Antim thanked for the offer of Prince Milos to
stay in Serbia, and then left for his homeland, the Kingdom of Greece.*® This marked
the end of the Belgrade Metropolitanate under direct administration of the
Ecumenical Patriarchate, in the area which was until then under direct control of the
Ottoman authorities. With the creation of the Principality of Serbia in 1830 and its
autonomous Orthodox Church in 1831, geopolitical circumstances and the church
structure changed. The Ottoman authorities remained in a very narrow area until
1867 and had no impact on church circumstances.

Conclusion

Except for shorter periods of discontinuity, from the Ottoman conquest in 1521
until 1815, Belgrade had an oriental physiognomy, but was not an exclusively Muslim
town. After the introduction of the joint Ottoman-Serbian rule in the Smederevo
sanjak in 1815, it was exposed to European influences. The Muslim and Orthodox
population lived together in Belgrade also after the establishment of the Principality
of Serbia in 1830. Such situation persisted until 1867, when the Belgrade fortress was
handed over to the Principality of Serbia. The Ottoman sovereignty was symbolised
by the flag of the Ottoman Empire hoisted on the fortress up until 1876. Belgrade
was an important centre of the Orthodox Church from as back as the ninth century,
and remained as such even after the Ottoman conquest. The network of bishoprics
and metropolitanates changed in time, only to consolidate in the longer run after the

6 H. B. Pagocassbesuh, AHMUM, ernucKomn 8pa4aHcKU, 108e4KU U Mumponoaum 6eo2padcku,
310-311; idem, llpasocnasHa upkea y beoepadckom nawanyky 1766-1831. (ynpasa
BacesveHcke nampujapwuje), 149.
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Treaty of Belgrade in 1739. The Belgrade Metropolitanate was its important part. The
Belgrade church and residential buildings of Belgrade metropolitans were located in
the town of Belgrade, in its part close to the Sava river, where Orthodox inhabitants
were concentrated (the Serbs, Greeks, Cincars). Those buildings were of modest
dimensions because the Ottoman practice in Slavic areas of the Balkans was restrictive
in terms of their size, construction and repairs. Until the creation of the Principality
of Serbia in 1830, the Ottoman authorities had a strong presence in Belgrade, but
were increasingly less visible in the interior of the Smederevo sanjak, which reflected
on church circumstances in the major part of the Belgrade Metropolitanate. Belgrade
Metropolitan Agathangelus (1816—1825) insisted on the privileges he received from
the Patriarchate and the Sultan, but the newly formed Serbian authorities, with whom
he therefore had disagreements, managed to prevail and depose him through a skilful
action. From 1825, in the new conditions of a diminished presence and reduced
competences of the Ottoman authorities, ecclesiastical and spiritual restoration after
the period of wars gained in intensity. Merits went to the Serbian national authorities,
as well as new Belgrade Metropolitan Antim, who built a constructive relationship
with them and overcame the inherited misunderstandings. Antim remained at the
head of the Belgrade Metropolitanate until the creation of the Principality of Serbia
(1830) and the autonomous Orthodox Church in the Principality of Serbia (1831),
whereafter he withdrew to the Kingdom of Greece. He gave his contribution to the
consolidation of Serbian autonomy, anointing Milos Obrenovi¢ as the hereditary ruler
of the Principality of Serbia and helping in negotiations about the establishment of an
autonomous church in the Principality.
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Nedeljko V. RADOSAVLIEVIC
BELGRAT METROPOLITANLIGI 1825-1831
Ozet

Belgrat Metropolitanhigi, 6zellikle de imparatorluk ile Habsburg Monarsisi arasinda
1739 senesinde imzalanan Belgrat Antlasmasi akabininde Osmanli imparatorlugu’nun
Avrupa cepheri boélgesinde yer alan en 6nemli piskoposluklardan bir tanesi idi.
Antlasma uyarinca Ortodoks Kilisesi yeniden diizenlenmis ve istikrar kazandirilmisti.
Metropolitanligin 6nemi Sirp devriminin patlak verdigi Smederevo Sancagi’nin
(Belgrat Pasalig1) bir kisminda yerlesik bulundugu icin zaman icerisinde artmis, takip
eden silregte modern Sirp devletinin kurulusu gerceklesmisti. Her ne kadar
Metropolitanlik 1766 senesinin Ekiimenik Patrikliginin bir parcasi olsa da kendisine
bagl Ortodoks inancina sahip kisiler Sirp ulusundandi. 1815 senesinde ikinci Sirp
Ayaklanmasi sona verip de bdlgede ortak bir Osmanli-Sirp yonetimi kuruldugunda
Prens Milos Obrenovig kilise yapisini degistirecek ya da yeni Metropolitler atama
kararlarini nihayi olarak etkilemeye yonelik bir adim atamadi. Buna ragmen, 1821
senesinde patlak veren Yunan isyani gibi birtakim hadiselerin de sayesinde zaman
icerisinde ekseriyeti Yunan olan Metropolitlerin iktidarlarini sinirlandirmayi
basarabilmisti. 1825 senesinde 1816 yilindan bu yana Belgrat Metropolitanligi
tahtinda oturan ve Sultan’in berati ile Patrikligin buyrugu ile 6rtiisen haklarini kisitlayip
yetkilerini elinden almak isteyen Sirbistan otoritelerinin tesebbdslerine direnen
Belgrat Metropoliti Agatangel gdrevinden azledilmis ve istanbul’a davet edilerek daha
sonra burada Ekiimenik Patrigi olmustur. Ardillari olan Metropolitler, Kiril (1826-1827)
ile Antim (1827-1831), Prens Milos ve etkileri gittikce artan Sirbistan otoriteleri ile iyi
iliskilere sahipti. Bu, Sirbistan’in otonomisinin kurulmasini perginleyecek ve
glclendirecek bir diger adimdi. Metropolit Antim, Prens Milos ile yakin bir isbirligi
icersine girmis, bu sayede ruhani misyonunun istikrarini garanti altina almisti. Bu
iliskilerin onanmasi ayrica 1830’da Prens Milos’un yeni olusturulan Sirbistan
Prensligi’'nin soy icabi yoneticisi olarak takdis edilmesinde de gorilebiliyordu. Bu
dénem 1831 senesinde son buldu. Piskoposlarin bir tanesinin dogrudan Ekiimenik
Patriklige tabi kilinmasi ile Belgrat Metropolitanhgi Sirbistan Prensligi’'ndeki otonom
Ortodoks Kilisesinin bir pargasi oluverdi. Metropolit Antim katkilarini sunmus, yeni
Sabac Piskoposu Gerasim Georgijevi¢’in ayni yil kutsanmasina da katilmisti. Akabinde
ise dogdugu ulke olan Yunanistan’a gitmek icin Sirbistan Prensligi’'nden ayrilmisti.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Osmanli imparatorlugu, Smederevo Sandagi, Sirbistan
Prensligi, Belgrat, Ortodoks Kilisesi, Belgrat Metropolitanhgi, metropolitler, ruhban
sinifi, otonomi.
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Hepemko B. PAAOCAB/bEBUR
BEOIrPAACKA MUTPOMNOJINIA 1825-1831
Pe3sume

beorpaacka mutpononuvja buna je jeaHa of Haj3HauyajHUjUX enapxuja Ha
eBpornckoj nepudepnjyn OCMaHCKOr LLapCTBa, HAPOUUTO HAKOH Beorpaackor mmpa Koju
je 3ak/byyeH nsmehy LlapctBa 1 Xab3byplike moHapxuje 1739. roaunHe, Kaga je
CTPYKTypa [lpaBocfiaBHe LpPKBE peopraHM3oBaHa M CcTabuaM3oBaHa. 3HaAYaj
MwuTpononunje BpemeHoMm je pactao byayhu aga ce Hanasuna y geny CmegepescKor
caHlaka (beorpaacKkor nawanyKa) rae je usbuna Cpncka peBosiyLuja, HaKoH Yera je
CTBOpPEHa MoAepHa Cprcka Apxasa. Mako je Mutpononuvja 6una geo BacesbeHcke
natpujapwuje og 1766. roauHe, HeHW NPaBOCAaBHM BEpPHUUM BUAKM cy cpricke
HaLWOHANHOCTM. HakoH 3aBpweTtka [pyror cpnckor yctaHka 1815. roauHe u
ycrnocTaB/bakba 33jeiHNYKE OCMAHCKO-CPMCKe yrnpase Yy NpoBUHLUNjKU, KHe3 Munow
ObpeHoBMh HKWje Mmorao AenoBaTK y NpPaBLy Metbatba LLPKBEHE CTPYKTYpPE HUTH je
CYLITMHCKM YTULAO0 Ha o04NyKe 0 n3bopy HoBUX MuTponoanta. Mehytum, kopuctehu
HU3 OKOZIHOCTM, YK/byuyjyhin u nsbujarbe Mpukor ycTaHKa 1821. rogmHe, BpeMeHOM je
ycreo Aa orpaHuun moh MUTpononuTa, Koju cy yrnaBHom 6unm Mpuu. FfoanHe 1825,
6eorpaackn MUTPONoAUT ArataHres, Koju je 6o Ha MUTPONOAUTCKOM TPOHY 04, 1816.
roAMHE 1 NPY»KMO OTNOP MOKYLLIAjUMa CPMCKMX BNACTU Aa ra NLLE AeNa HAAEXKHOCTU
W orpaHuMye npasBa Koja je MMAo y cKnagdy € naTtpujaplinjckom cuHhenujom u
CyNTaHOBMM 6epaTom, CMerbeH je M no3eaH y Llapurpag, roe je KacHuje nocrao
Bace/beHCKM naTpujapx. Hberosu HacneaHuum, mutpononntu Knpun (1826—1827) u
AHTUM (1827-1831) ogprKaBanu cy Aobpe ogHoce C KHesom Mwusowem U cee
YTULLAJHMJUM CPNCKUM BNacTUma. bro je To jow jegaH KOpak Ka yCnocCTaB/bakby M
jauyarby OCHOBA Cprncke ayToHomMuje. MuTpononuT AHTUM je 6ancko capahmsao c
KHE3oM Muiowem 1 Ha Taj HaunH 0b6e3beano cTabuaHOCT CBOje AyXOBHE MUCH]e.
MoTBpAa TMX OAHOCA BUAM CEe U Yy TOME LITO je MMPONomasao KHe3a Musowa 3a
HacnegHor Biagapa HoBodpopmupaHe KHexkeBnHe Cpbuje 1830. roamHe. Taj nepuog,
Tpajao je oo 1831. roamHe. Kao jegHa oa enapxuja Koje cy bune anpekTHo nogpehexHe
Bace/beHCKOM naTpujapxy, beorpaacka mutpononnja noctana je €0 camocTasiHe
MpaBocnaBHe uUpKBe Yy KHexeBUHM Cpbuju. Mutpononmt AHTUM Jao je CBOj
[OMNpUHOC, Takohe ydyecTByjyhu y pyKomnoso)Kewy HoOBOr, Wabaykor enuckona
lepacuma leoprujesuha, ucte Te roguHe. MNotom je Hanyctmo KHexesuHy Cpbujy u
OTMLLAO Y CBOj 3aBMYaj, KpasbeBuHy puKy.
KroyuHe peyu: OcmaHcKo LapcTeo, CmeaepeBcku caHyak, KHeskeBuHa Cpbuja,
beorpag, MNpasocnaBHa LpKBa, beorpaacka MUTPONo/Kja, MUTPOMNOINTM, CBELLTEHCTBO,
ayToHOMMja.
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