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Abstract: The paper examines the Bulgarian church question opened in the early second
half of the 19t century, in the context of creation of modern nations in the Balkans. Being one
of the most numerous peoples in the European part of the Ottoman Empire, the Bulgarians
began the struggle for cultural and literary revival. Due to misunderstandings with the
Ecumenical Patriarchate, that struggle grew into the movement for the establishment of an
autocephalous church. The formation of the Bulgarian Exarchate in 1870 impacted on relations
between Bulgarians and the neighbouring Orthodox peoples. This also affected the relations
between the Serbs and Bulgarians, between whom there was a wide zone of transitional
dialects, where the national determination of the population was still not entirely defined. To
illustrate this, we analysed the situation in the Ni$, NiSava and Skopje eparchies from the
establishment of the Bulgarian Exarchate until the Congress of Berlin in 1878, when state
borders between the Principality of Serbia and the Principality of Bulgaria were defined.

Keywords: Ecumenical Patriarchate, Bulgarian Exarchate, Principality of Serbia, Ottoman
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In the 18" and 19% centuries, the process of national revival began among the
majority of Balkan peoples. It manifested in different fields, from cultural activities
and the struggle for church autocephaly, to the armed struggle for the liberation from
Ottoman rule.! The early 19* century in the Balkans was marked by the war period of

Y In the 18™ century, important works about the history of the South Slavs were created.
Among the Serbs, important works were those by Vasilije Petrovi¢, Ucmopus o YepHoli 2opei
(Moscow 1754), Pavle Julinac, Kpamkoe esasedeHue 8 ucmoputo npoucxoxodeHus
cnaseHocepbckozo Hapoda (Vienna 1765) and Jovan Raji¢ Mcmopus pasHeix cnaseHcKux
Hapodoe Halinaye 6onzap, xopsamoe u cepbos (Vienna 1794-1795), and among the
Bulgarians: Ucmopus cnasaHobvazapcka, written in 1762 by the Hilandar hieromonk Paisios
(Codua 2003). C. hupkosuh, Cpbu y cpedrem seky, Beorpaa 1995, 257; M. Maswuh, bapok,
Ucmopuja cpncke krbuxicesHocmu, 2, beorpag 1970, 20. Maucunit Xunenpgapcku, Mcmopua
cnasaHobbvaapcKa, npeganeHa Ha HoBobbarapcku esuk ot M. AuHekos, Codua 2003.
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the Serbian Revolution (1804-1815), which after the end of the Second Serbian
Uprising continued by diplomatic means, until the creation of the autonomous
Principality of Serbia in 1830.2 The Greek Uprising began in 1821. After gaining the
support of France, Great Britain and Russia, which militarily intervened from 1827 to
1829, the independent Kingdom of Greece was created.? The Romanian principalities
of Wallachia and Moldavia had the autonomous status in respect of the Ottoman
Empire, but they saw, in the same period, an anti-Ottoman movement, led by Tudor
Vladimirescu.*

Nation-building was one of the key questions in the Balkans in the 19' century.®
The Slavs differed from the Greeks, Albanians and the Roman population in regard to
many characteristics, but there were also differences among the Slavs themselves,
despite the indisputable closeness. From the mid-19*" century, the Serbs and Croats
shared the same basis of the literary language, but had different alphabets and faiths
— the former were Orthodox and the latter Catholics. The majority of Muslims were
of Serbian origin and spoke the Serbian language, but differed in regard to religion.
In addition, Muslims were faithful to the Ottoman state idea.® The Bulgarians, Serbs,
Greeks and Romanians, and the peoples who were small in numbers such as the
Cincars, Vlachs, Karakachans, Kucovlachs and Aromanians, belonged to Orthodox
Christianity within the Ecumenical Patriarchate. In addition, the Serbs and Bulgarians
shared the joint Slavic origin, geographical closeness and strong mutual links, and the
same status in the Ottoman Empire, which differentiated them from other majority-
Orthodox peoples, primarily the Greeks and Romanians.” Although one their part in
Erdely was of Greek-Catholic faith, the Romanians managed to achieve national unity
based on the Latinised language.? In 1859, the personal union of the two Romanian
principalities — Wallachia and Moldavia was created.® The second half of the 19t

2 B. hoposuh, Ucmopuja Cpba, Beorpaa 1995, 527-576; P. Jbywuh, KnexcesuHa Cpbuja (1830—
1839), beorpap, 1986, 1-40.

3 B. Nonosuh, UIcmouHo numarbe, beorpag 2007, 92-106, 107-114. After gaining state
independence, in 1833 the Kingdom of Greece established the Greek Church, but the
Ecumenical Patriarchate recognised its autocephaly only in 1850. P. Knor, Ucmopuja Mpuxe
Hoeoe doba, beorpap, 2000, 52.

4\. Nonos, MNpahaHcka Eepona (1770-1871), k. I, Hoeu Cag, 1989, 36-37.

5 M. Todorova, Imagining the Balkans, New York 1997, 128.

8In his work Ay2o kpemarse usmehy knara u oparsa [The Long Movement Between Slaughter
and Plowing], Milorad Ekmeci¢ states that religious affiliation was “the watershed of the
nation” in the Balkans in the 19" century. M. Ekmeunh, [y2o kpemarbe usmehy knarba u
opara: Ucmopuja Cpba y Hoeom sery 1492-1992, beorpag 2007, 194, 202. Kemal Karpat
also concluded that religious affiliation was the cornerstone of the establishment of national
states in the Balkans, in contrast to Western and Central Europe. K. Karpat, Studies on
Ottoman Social and Political History: Selected Articles and Essays, Leiden 2002, 615.

7P. Oetpes, He mvpcam 2vpuyu, a pomeu 0a 6vdam: [lpasocaasHama KynmypHa obusHocm e
OcmaHckama umnepusn. XV-XIX e., Codpua 2015, 150-170.

& 0. NeunkaH, Ucmopuja PymyHa, beorpapg, 2015, 416.

% Ibidem, 438.
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century saw the national revival of the Albanians, who differed among each other in
terms of religious affiliation. The Albanians were Sunni Muslims, the Bektashi,
Orthodox and Roman Catholics. The uniformisation of different Albanian dialects into
a single language was the step towards overcoming the differences.® The Muslims
who were members of other Balkan peoples were faithful to the Ottoman state idea
and until the Congress of Berlin in 1878 they did not participate in national
movements of their Christian compatriots.

In his work “CrBaparbe Jyrocnasuje 1790-1918“ (“Creation of Yugoslavia 1790-
1918“), Milorad Ekmeci¢ emphasised the importance of religion in the formation of
modern nations of the South Slavs. He also emphasised the difference between the
formation of South Slavic nations and the formation of Central European and Western
European nations, among which the most important factor was belonging to a
particular population of the speakers of a single language, while respecting the
existence of state borders.!! As nation-building among the South Slavs was largely
under the influence of religion, Ekmeci¢’s conclusion that “religion was the watershed
of the nation” is true.?

Until the Ottoman conquests in the Balkans, in the majority of cases, Balkan
peoples had their own states, along with a single, universal Byzantine Empire. With
the exception of the Roman Catholics, they shared the same Orthodox faith. In the
medieval period of statehood, the Serbs and Bulgarians also achieved their church
autocephaly. The cultural influence of Byzantium and the Greek language was
indisputable, though the South Slavs had their own literacy from the 9 century.®

Upon the Ottoman conquest, Balkan peoples found themselves in an empire
which was founded on Sharia law, which did not recognise ethnic, but only religious
affiliation. Until the early 19* century, this affiliation was reflected in tayife, groups
of subjects of the same faith gathered at local levels. Later, the institution of the millet
was officially established — a community of persons of the same faith at the state
level, represented before the authorities by the supreme religious authority.** All
Orthodox subjects, regardless of their ethnicity, constituted a single, Rum Millet,

1 T. Tonesa, Ymuuyaj Aycmpoyzapcke umnepuje Ha cmeapatbe anbaHcke Hayuje 1896—1908,
Beorpapg, 2016, 307-346.

11 M. Ekmeuuh, Cmeaparbe Jyzocnasuje, Kib. |, beorpag, 1988, 12-17.

12 |pidem, 15. There are exceptions from this rule, such as the Serbs Catholics in Dalmatia in
the 19" century, or some Bosnian Muslims who had a fluid national identity. See more in: /1.
bakoTuh, Cpbu y fanmayuju, 00 nada Mnemavke penybnuke 0o yjedurerba, beorpag 1939;
J. Xauw Bacumesuh, Mycaumaru Hawe Kpesu y JyxcHoj Cpbuju, beorpap 1924.

13 About the Byzantine influence on the Balkan Slavs and the Russians see more in: [.
O6oneHcku, BuzaHmujcku komoHeenm, beorpag 1996; DZ. Bilington, lkona i sekira: istorija
ruske kulture, jedno tumacenje, Beograd 1988.

14 £, Qztiirk, The Ottoman Millet System, Giineydogu Avrupa Arastirmalari Dergisi 16 (Istanbul
2009) 71-96, 72, 74; M. O. H. Ursinus, Millet, Extract, from the Encyclopaedia of Islam, CD
ROM, edition v. 1.0, 1; Millet, in: Encyclopaedia Britannica (electronic issue),
https://www.britannica.com/topic/millet-religious-group. Accessed on: 04/02/2020.
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headed by the Ecumenical Patriarch. Local churches were not observed separately.?®
The Greek influence on other peoples in the Ottoman Empire was dominant. Many
Bulgarians, Serbs, Romanians, Vlachs and members of other peoples were educated in
Greek schools.’ This influence was also strong among the Orthodox Serbs outside the
Ottoman Empire. The Serbs in the Habsburg Monarchy also attended Greek schools.?’
After the abolishment of autocephaly of the Patriarchate of Pe¢ and the Archbishopric of
Ohrid, all Orthodox subjects of the Ottoman Empire in the Balkans came under the
jurisdiction of the Ecumenical Patriarchate.’® In the metropolitanates with Slavic areas,
the Ecumenical Patriarchate was placing metropolitans of different origin, but the majority
of them were Greeks.™® The influence of the Greeks in the Ecumenical Patriarchate was
prevalent. The Rum Millet was increasingly called the “Greek Millet” in the documents of
19%-century Ottoman offices, although the Greeks were only one its part.°

The opening of the Bulgarian church question was under a strong sway of the
acceptance of national identity among Ottoman Slavic subjects of Orthodox faith. At
the very start, this led to a clear difference between the Bulgarians and other Slavs in
the Ottoman Empire on the one, and the Greeks on the other side. According to
Raymond Detrez, this eliminated any possibility of creation of a “Roman protonation”.
Namely, linguistic similarities between the Orthodox Greeks, Bulgarians and
Romanians were much smaller than differences between them.?! The exception were
the communities encompassing persons of Bulgarian origin and Greek literary
language and culture, such as the Gudilas of Plovdiv?? or the Karakachans who spoke

15V, Roudometof, Nationalism, Globalization, and Orthodoxy: The Social Origins of Ethnic
Conflict, Greenwood Press, 2001, 230.

16]. 1. Kohwdrouhog, H Makebovia oto emikevipo Twv edvikwy avtaywviouwv (1870-1897), H
Nedtepn Kaw ZUyxpovn Makedovia |, A topog, Oecoahovikn 1990, 490. The Greek influence
on the Romanians was particularly pronounced from the early 18" century when the Porte
began to appoint the Greeks as princes of Wallachia and Moldavia for a mandate. O.
MeuukaH, op. cit., beorpapg, 2015, 365-366.

7). H. PapgocaBmesuh, lpyku KyamypHu ymuyaj Ha Cpbe kpajem 18. u novemrom 19. seka,
Cpncke ctyauje 9 (Beorpaa 2018) 38-49.

18 St. Runciman, The Great Church in Captivity, Cambridge 1968, 381-384.

% The Skopje Metropolitanate is such an example as metropolitans of Greek origin were
usually appointed despite the majority Slavic population. J. Xauu Bacumwesuh, Ckonsme u
e208a oKonuHa, beorpag 1930, 491, 531.

20 Xp. ApHayaos, MTbaHO cbbpaHue Ha OPHasHUM® 3aKOHbI, yCMaBbl, HACMAB/EHIA U BUCOKbI
3anosedbi Ha OcmaHcKkama umnepina, npeBeaeHbl oT Typckbl 1, Llapurpag, 1871, 17-30; V.
Roudometof, From Rum Miillet to Greek Nation: Enlightenment, Secularization, and National
Identity in Ottoman Balkan Society, 1453—-1821, Journal of Modern Greek Studies 16 (Baltimore
1998) 11-48, 19.

21 p. fetpes, He mvpcam 2vpyu, a pomeu 0a 6v3am: [pagocnaeHama KyamypHa obujHocm
8 OcmaHckama umnepuA. XV-XIX ., Copua 2015, 36-39.

22 R. Detrez, Relations Between Greeks and Bulgarians in the Pre-Nationalist Era: The Gudilas
in Plovdiv, in: Greece and the Balkans: Identities, Perceptions and Cultural Encounters Since
Enlightenment, New York 2017, 30-46, 35.
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Greek dialects, but lived in mountainous areas with the majority Slavic population.??
The emergence of the Bulgarian church question showed that the division between
the Bulgarians and Greeks was clear. The language — the main factor of division,
served as the confirmation of ethnicity of the population of a particular area. One of
the motives for opening the Bulgarian church question was also of linguistic nature —
the faithful in the areas of a mixed ethnic composition did not understand Greek as
the liturgical language.?*

In regard to the Bulgarians and Serbs, the circumstances were much different.
The two most numerous South Slavic peoples were often equated. Foreign travel
writers often mixed them, using their names as synonymous.? The closeness of the
two peoples is also seen in the example of migration movements towards the
Pannonian Basin in the late 17" and during the 18t century. The Orthodox Bulgarians
quickly assimilated with the local Serbs, while, on the contrary, the Roman Catholic
Bulgarians integrated into the Hungarian people with much more difficulty. This
process has never fully ended.?

The Serbs, Bulgarians and Greeks did not undergo the same process of national
revival. In addition to the cultural component, the Serbs and Greeks also led an armed
and diplomatic struggle, which led to the creation of their modern states.?”’” The

3 p. fetpes, He mbpcam 2bpyu, a pomeu 0a 6v3am: [pasocnasHama KyamypHa obujHocm
8 OcmaHckama umnepus. XV-XIX 8., 148-166; The prevailing attitude in the Greek scientific
literature is that the Karakachans are of Greek origin, speaking the Greek language with a
specific pronounciation. I'. M., Sapakatoavor: n edvikrj kat n 9pnokeuTikr Toug ouveibnar,
Oeooalovikn 2013 (postgraduate thesis at the Theological Faculty in Thessaloniki).

24 The Ecumenical Patriarchate often strove to send to the metropolitanates inhabited with the
Slavs metropolitans with the knowledge of the Slavic language. Such was metropolitan
Joachim in Skopje, who was well-versed in the Slavic liturgical language. The Slavic language
was also studied at the patriarchal seminary in Halki, where lecturers were of Slavic origin.
However, their knowledge was probably insufficient for them to fluently talk with the faithful
who spoke the local dialects. On the other hand, even when the metropolitan was a Greek,
it was not always possible to insist on holding a liturgy in Greek as the local clergy did not
always speak Greek. E. Aasugosa, Heogpum Pusncku, in: Koii koit e cpeg 6barapute XV—XIX
B., Copua 2000, 188-189; C. Bykosuh, Cprcku jepapcu 00 desemoz 0o dsadecemoz seKa,
beorpapg—Moparopuua—Kparyjesay 1996, 229.

% [1. NanTenuh, BojHo-2eozpagcku onucu Cpbuje nped KovuHy kpajury 1783. u 1784. 200uHe,
CnomeHuk CKA LXXXII (1936) 7-56. . A. BnaHku, MvmysaHe npe3 bvnzapua Ha 1841.
200uHa, Codua 2005, 99-100. ®. KaHuu, JyHalickaa bonzapia u bankaHckil nonyocmpos:
Ucmopuyeckia, 2eoepaguveckia u samHozpaduyeckia nymesvie HabnwooeHia, CaHKT
MNetepbypr 1876, 51-54.

2 After the failed uprising against the Ottoman rule in 1688, some Bulgarian Catholics from the
environs of Ciprovci (Pavli¢ani) emigrated to Banat. This process unfolded in parallel with
the migrations of the Serbs to Hungary. M. NeitkoBcka, EmHodemozpaghcka xapakmepucmuka
Ha 6aHamckume 6bs2apu 8 YHzapua npe3 emopama nosnosuHa Ha XIX u 8 Hayaanomo Ha XX
ek, in: JINYHOCT, HapoA, UCTopua, HaunoHanHoocsoboauTenHute 60pbu npes nepmoaa XV—
XIX B., Copua 2014, 88-103, 88—89.

27 See notes 3 and 4.
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Bulgarian national revival was based on the educational and church activity.? Given
the proximity of Constantinople, many Muslim populations in Bulgarian countries and
their strategic importance, the possibility of an armed struggle for liberation was hard
to achieve. That is why the struggle for church autonomy in Bulgaria was of primary
importance. The support of Russian diplomacy to the Bulgarian objectives, personified
in the activity of Count Ignatyev, a Russian envoy in Constantinople, was very
important in this process.” The Ecumenical Patriarchate opposed the creation of the
new church within the country that it was active in — the Ottoman Empire, and in
regard to this issue, it sought support and understanding of autocephalous and
autonomous churches. On the other hand, the Bulgarian circles maintained that the
Ecumenical Patriarchate did not respect their religious rights, such as the use of the
Church Slavonic language in liturgical practice and the appointment of a sufficient
number of metropolitans of Bulgarian nationality.>° After failed negotiations between
the two parties, the Porte got involved in their dispute. The Ferman of 28 February
1870 declared the creation of the Bulgarian Exarchate, an autonomous church that
was to remain within the Ecumenical Patriarchate.3! According to llia Todev, the
creation of the Bulgarian Exarchate was “the start of Bulgarian statehood” as the
Exarchate had some features characterising the state: territory, people and, to an
extent, spiritual and educational authority. Some later border solutions suggest that
this attitude was justified as the borders of the Principality of Bulgaria established by
the Russo-Ottoman Treaty of San Stefano and the Bulgarian Exarchate partly
overlapped.32 Under Article 10 of the Ferman on the establishment of the Bulgarian
Exarchate, it was possible for more than two thirds of the faithful, who opted for it,
to join the eparchies not initially included in its composition.*? The Greeks, Vlachs and
Slavs faithful to traditions of the Pe¢ and Ohrid Patriarchate lived in these eparchies.

2 0. Topoposa, MMadiculi XuneHdapcku, Koii koli e cped bvnzapume XV-XIX e., Copua 2000,
200-201. Naucwuit XuneHgapcku, Ucmopus cnasaHobbaapcka: npeaaaeHa Ha HOBOGbArapcku
e3ukK ot M. AunHekos, Copua 2003.

2 Th. A. Meininger, Ignatiev and the establishment of the Bulgarian exarchate 1864 / 1872, a
study in personal diplomacy, Madison 1970, 109-120.

30 D, Stamatopoulos, The Bulgarian Schism Revisited, Modern Greek Studies Yearbook 24/25
(Minesota 2008/2009) 105-125, 106-107.

31 3, MapkoBa, bwvneapckama ek3apxus 1870-1879, Codpua 1989, 27-30; M. Hwukos,
Bw3paxcoaHe Ha 6ba2apcKua HaPoO: YbPKOBHU U HAYUOHAAHU nocmuceHuA, Cooua 1929,
308-310; M. Fedewv, ‘Eyypaca Matpiapyikd Mepi Tou BouAyapikou Zntripuatog (1852-1873),
KwvotavtivoumoAn 1908, 243.

32 . Topes, Ex3apxuama: hakmu4ecko Hayan0 Ha modepHama 6bazapcka ObpxasHOCM?,
in: ObpkaBa u ubpkea: Libpksa u abpxasa, Codua 2006, 235-241; Idem, bvazapcko
HaYUuoHanHo dsuxceHue 8 Tpakua 1800-1878, Copua 1994, 20; C. Pajuh, CnoseHa nonumuka
Cpbuje: usmehy ovexusarba u peanHocmu 1876—-1878, beorpap 2015, 532.

33 Xp. Temencku, LbpkosHo-HapodHuam cvbop 1871. 2., Apxusute rosopaT 15 (Copua 2001)
39-40; 1. 2. Kohdnoulog, H Makebovia oto enikevipo twv edvikwv avraywviouwv (1870-
1897): H Neotepn Kai Zuyxpovn Makedovia |, A topog, Oecoalovikn 1990, 492.
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The authors dealing with the Bulgarian church issue emphasised the intention of the
Porte, with the above Ferman, to prevent a potential joint work on the liberation of
Balkan peoples, by the principle divide et impera, and to create a permanent conflict
between the Greeks and Bulgarians.®* This idea was successfully realised. The
publication of the Ferman marked the struggle for the patriarchal, i.e. Bulgarian
exarchian influence not only in the so-called mixed eparchies, but even in those which
became part of the Bulgarian Exarchate. The population of these areas, often illiterate
in large numbers, was found in the situation to declare whether they belonged to the
Patriarchate or the Bulgarian Exarchate. The rift became particularly prominent when
the Patriarchate, at the Local Council in Constantinople in 1872, proclaimed that the
new church was schismatic, and this decision was valid until 1945.3° The Greek
population, traditionally devoted to the Ecumenical Patriarchate, did not accept the
spiritual authority of the Bulgarian Exarchate in mixed eparchies. In many villages and
towns, there were parallel patriarchal and exarchian church structures.> The creation
of the Bulgarian Exarchate influenced the relations between the Bulgarians and
Romanians. The large Vlach population, in whose interests Romania was interested,
lived in the territories in Macedonia to which the Bulgarian Exarchate aspired.
Although they did not have aspirations to annex these territories to their state in the
near future, Romanian statesmen followed with great interest the expansion of the
territory of the Bulgarian Exarchate, trying to protect the rights of the people to use
the Vlach language in education and church activities, although they were already
largely used to the use of the Greek language as liturgical.?’

The Ferman on the establishment of the Bulgarian Exarchate created a problem
between the Bulgarians and Serbs, and their closeness was turned into the reason
for their later conflict. The territories included by the Ferman into the Bulgarian
Exarchate were also the Metropolitanates of NiS and Nisava, which were under a
strong influence of the Principality of Serbia and in which a significant number of the
faithful cherished the Serbian national feeling. This particularly concerns the Nis
Metropolitanate, where the traditions of the Patriarchate of Pe¢ to which it used to
belong were still alive.3® The formation of national awareness among the Slavic
population in the Ottoman Empire exclusively on the linguistic or religious principle

343, Mapkosa, op. cit., 30. 3. MbpeaHoBa, [lpasocnasue, eMHOHAUUOHAAU3bM U OCMAHU3bM:
Mpykama nampuapwus, bvnzapckama ekapxusa u maadomypckuam pexcum (1908-1912),
in: Uctopwma, peanrna n nonnTnKa, C60pHUK cbe cTyamm u ctatum, Codua 2016, 83-84.

35 A. TpajaHoBcku, Monumukama Ha 6yzapckama ez23apxuja 6o MaxedoHuja (1870-1893),
CnucaHue Ha Cojy30T Ha ApyWwTBOTO Ha UcTopuyaputeHa CP MakegoHuja, roa. 16, 6p. 2
(Ckonje 1980) 49-63, 49; M. lebewv, ‘Eyypaga Matpiapyika lMepi Tou BouAyapikoU
Zntiuarog (1852-1873), 427.

36 That was the case with the Ohrid and Skopje Metropolitanate. M. Feopruesa, Jopomeli
Cogputicku, in: Koli Koit e cpep 6bnrapute XV-XIX ., Codpua 2000, 88-89. 3. Mapkosa, op. cit., 94.

37 . bapbynecky, PymyHu npema Cpbuma u byzapuma, Hapo4umo ¢ no2n1edom Ha numare
makedoHckux PymyHa, Beorpag 1908, 57-73.

38 Xp. Temencku, LivpkosHo-HapodHuam cvbbop 1871. 2., ApxusuTte rosopaT 15 (Codua 2001) 40.
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was not possible, since the areas where they lived covered a large zone of transitional
dialects, while their religion was the same. The exception were Bosnia and
Herzegovina and a part of Old Serbia, where the belonging to the Serbian nation was
unquestionable. The joint history, culture, tradition, literacy, the same liturgical and
very similar spoken language, are only some of the elements making the Bulgarians
and Serbs close. The separation between the Bulgarians and Greeks was quickly
carried out. This was made possible because of the different origin and language, and
disputes within the Ecumenical Patriarchate. However, in regard to the Bulgarians
and Serbs, this process was complex and not always voluntary.

At the time when the struggle of the Bulgarians for church autonomy began, their
degree of achieved freedoms was much more modest than those enjoyed by a
significant part of the Serbian people. In the specified chronological framework, there
was the autonomous Principality of Serbia, the state with full internal self-governance,
and the autonomous Orthodox Church in it. On the other hand, the Bulgarian
Exarchate was created. The Slavs, Serbs and Bulgarians lived predominantly in the
Principality of Serbia and within the new Church —the Bulgarian Exarchate. Linguistic
differences existed between them, but were not large. This is also confirmed by the
fact that even in the modern times, after the orthographic reforms of both languages,
the Serbs and Bulgarians can easily understand each other. In the period observed,
the transitional dialectical area between the Serbs and Bulgarians was very wide.* In
such areas, the awareness of the population about their nationality was fluid.

Two national propagandas, Serbian and Bulgarian, acted by different means. As a
vassal state, the Principality of Serbia could not create a network of consulates in the
Ottoman Empire, and often lacked reliable and privileged information, while under
the Tomos of 1831 the Orthodox Church in it was also limited by its state borders. The
only possibility that remained was the educational mission, which involved the
sending of teachers and books, and aid to schools and some churches.*’ The Bulgarian
national propaganda had more possibilities. The Bulgarian Exarchate was in the
Ottoman Empire, and the authorities considered its activity legal. As the educational
activity was also under the jurisdiction of the millet, it also acted at the church and
educational level.

3% According to Jovan Cviji¢, the area between the Timok and Iskar rivers was a transitional
area between the Serbs and Bulgarians, inhabited by the local Torlak population, whose
national awareness was more closely defined only at the Congress of Berlin, with the
demacartion between the Principality of Serbia and the Principality of Bulgaria. To illustrate
this, he mentions the St Patron’s Day (krsna slava) which, after the demarcation, disappeared
in the areas belonging to the Principality of Bulgaria. J. Lisujuh, bankarcko nosnyocmpso,
Beorpag 2000, 437-438.

40V, Vojvodi¢, Skolovanje nacionalnih radnika za rad van Srbije 1873-1877: zavod u Beogradu
za skolovanje pitomaca iz susednih oblasti Turskog carstva i Crne Gore (1873-1877), Beograd
1963, 24-58; M. Jaroguh, Momoh KHexcesuHe Cpbuje ypkeama, maHacmupuma u wxkonama
ussaH Cpbuje (1839-1868), Cpncke ctyaumje 9 (Beorpag 2018) 50-101.
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To explain the influence of the Principality of Serbia and its institutions on the one
hand, and the Bulgarian Exarchate on the other hand, on the national affiliation of
Ottoman Slavic subjects, we have taken as an example three eparchies with a
dominant Slavic majority of the faithful. Those are the metropolitanates of Nis, NiSava
and Skopje. The vicar bishop of Vranje was active in the Skopje Metropolitanate. The
Principality of Serbia did not show any major interest in the areas south of the Skopje
Metropolitanate and the areas to the east from its state borders. The Metropolitanates
of Kyustendil and Samokovo prove this. Until 1766, they were a part of the
Patriarchate of Pe¢ and maintained its tradition, though the Bulgarian identity of the
population of these areas was indubitable.*

The Metropolitanates of Ni§ and NiSava were initially included in the Bulgarian
Exarchate, while the others, including the Skopje Metropolitanate, could achieve that
with the declaration of two thirds of the faithful. They also cherished different
traditions. The Metropolitanates of Nis and Skopje were part of the extinguished
Patriarchate of Pe¢. In contrast, the Metropolitanate of Nisava did not exist until 1761.
That year, it was removed from the Sofia Metropolitanate and became a separate
eparchy.* The Metropolitanate of Ni$, just like the Sofia Metropolitanate, cherished
the tradition of the medieval Bulgarian Tarnovo Patriarchate. The issue of ethnic
affiliation of the population of the border areas between the Bulgarian Exarchate and
the Principality of Serbia became even more topical after the end of the Russo-Turkish
War of 1877-1878. Under the San Stefano Treaty concluded between Russia and the
Ottoman Empire, the major part of the territory was to belong to the future Bulgarian
state. However, several more months passed until the final resolution of borders. The
decisions of the Congress of Berlin defined the borders between the Principality of
Serbia, Principality of Bulgaria and Ottoman Empire.*3

The city of Nis and the environs had the population with an awareness about
belonging to the Serbian nation. Educated teachers and priests, who consolidated
the Serbian national idea, were coming from Serbia to the Ni§ Metropolitanate or
were returning to it.* This was the area of strategic interest for Serbia.** The Bulgarian
propaganda in the Ni§ Metropolitanate did not have great strength, and was hindered
even from the inside. Ni§ Metropolitan Viktor Colakov, a Bulgarian who for a long
time administered the Hilandar metochion in Ni$, quickly shaped the position which
enabled him to be always along with the faithful. The Bulgarian schism of 1872 was
inacceptable for him as a monk of Hilandar, and he remained passive in terms of

41 pursuant to the Ferman, these two metropolitanates became part of the Bulgarian
Exarchate, which did not change in the future. Xp. Temencku, op. cit., 39-40.

42 1. Anactacujesuh, Kpos jedHy 36upky Hosujux akama Liapuzpadcke nampujapwuje o
weHum enapxujama, Borocnossbe VI, 2 (Beorpag 1933) 111-114.

43 Ocnobohere Huwa od Typaka 1877. 2z0duHe, npup. B. Netposuh, Huw 1997, 235.

44 V. Vojvodié, op. cit., 26-27.

45 B. Crojanuesuh, Cpbuja u byzapcka 08 CaHcmegaHckoz mupa 0o bepauHckoz KoHzpeca,
Beorpapg, 1986, 32-33.

169



Jelena Radosavljevic¢

activities in the bodies of the Bulgarian Exarchate. However, he personally intervened
in the exarchian Holy Synod in regard to the use of the language in schools and the
church administration, which is why this body declared that it did not oppose the use
of different “dialects” in the church.* The Synod did not manage to limit his direct
communication with the Metropolitan of Serbia Mihailo Jovanovi¢, unsuccessfully
trying to make sure that it went through the Bulgarian Exarchate and the Serbian
diplomatic agent in Constantinople. The deposition of Metropolitan Viktor Colakov
was not considered as his reputation in the eparchy was strong. If that had been done,
the faithful would have joined again the Ecumenical Patriarchate.*” With the liberation
of Ni$ in 1878, the Ni§ Metropolitanate became part of the Orthodox Church in the
Principality of Serbia, and the Bulgarian national propaganda no longer existed in
serious form.*® Even from the entry of the Serbian army in Ni§ in January 1878, it was
clear that the population greeted it as the liberation army and that they were in
favour of being ceded to the Principality of Serbia.*® The exarchian metropolitan Viktor
Colakov immediately established communication with the temporary Serbian
authorities in NiS. As the Congress of Berlin decided that Ni$ with the environs should
belong to the Principality of Serbia, he was accepted into the structure of the
Orthodox Church in the Principality of Serbia, where it continued to work.*®

The Metropolitanate of NiSava was in a different situation. Geographically close
to Sofia, it had a significant concentration of the population with the Bulgarian
national feeling, and the activity of the Bulgarian Exarchate quickly took root. The
economic and educational links with Serbia existed, as did the Serbian influence, but
was not as strong as Bulgarian. The Bulgarian Exarchate was sending to Pirot well
educated metropolitans (Parteniy Zografski, Evstatiy Pelagoniski).’! Evstatiy
Pelagoniski had a strong Bulgarian identity. Influential social strata also supported
the Bulgarian Exarchate.>? The educational activity of Serbia was hindered with the

46 N. Radosavlevich, Viktor Tcholakov. Taxidiote de Hilendar et métropolite de Nich, Bulgarian
Historical Review XXXVII, 1-2 (Sofia 2009) 127-142; LUiapurpag, 6. ¢ebpyapa 1873, Ceemu
CUHOO mumponoaumy Huwkom Bukmopy Yonakosy, UWUAWN Codua, MpoTokon Ha
eK3apxuckute nucma, ¢oHa 1, on. 1, a. e. 6, Ne 54, 16.

47 LUapurpag, 16 jyna 1873, Cesemu cuHod mumpononumy HuwKkom Bukmopy Yonakosy, LNAU
Codwua, NpoToKon Ha eK3apxuckute Nucma, ¢ponHa 1, on. 1, a. e. 6, Ne 203, 75-76.

48 . Cnunjenuesuh, Muxausno, apxuenuckon 6eozpadcku u mumpononum Cpbuje, MuHxeH
1980, 580.

4 . . Mupetuh, BojHa ucmopuja Huwa, Huw 1994, 167.

0. Canjenuesuh, op. cit., 580, 594.

51 N. Radosavljevich, Partenius of Zograf, Metropolitan of Nishava (of Pirot), Supplement to a
Biography, Bulgarian Historical Review XXXIX, 3-4 (2010) 45; H. FeHueB u ap., Eecmamuli
3ozpagcku MenazoHujcku / ceemcko ume [leopau [umumpakues, in: Bbarapckara
Bb3POXKAEHCKa UHTenureHumn, Copua 1988, 233-234; P. b. byraHos, E¢pcmamudi, in:
MNpaBocnasHaa IHumknoneaua, Tom 17, Mocksa 2008, 307- 308; 3. Mapkosa, op. cit., 90.

52). H. Papocaemwesuh, Mumponoaum Eecmamuje u ycnocmaesbare cprcke UpKeeHe ynpase
y Huwasckoj mumpononuju 1878, 249.
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claims that it was the Serbian propaganda directed against the Bulgarians, which was
discussed by the Holy Synod and the Mixed Council of the Bulgarian Exarchate.*
Unlike the Metropolitanate of Ni$, the measures undertaken by these bodies in the
NiSava Metropolitanate were successful. After the entry of the Serbian army in Pirot,
the faithful soon got divided into the Bulgarians and those supporting the annexation
to Serbia. The temporary Serbian church administration did not manage to impose
strict discipline. The names of Prince Milan and Metropolitan Mihailo were not always
mentioned in services, and the two opposing parties wrote letters both to the Serbian
Prince and the Russian Emperor, with the requests that Pirot should belong to Serbia,
i.e. Bulgaria.>* The exarchian Metropolitan of Ni§ Evstatiy took part in it — he
supported the Bulgarian propaganda and communicated with the Russian military
authorities in Sofia.>> He also tried to eradicate the celebration of St Patron’s Day,
which was a Serbian custom. To that end, he ordered priests to charge more the
consecration of the special bread made for St Patron’s Day, so that the faithful would
give up on it.*® The thin ethnic difference among the faithful in the NiSava
Metropolitanate is also attested by the fact that the Metropolitan himself often stated
that the language spoken by people in villages could not be called either Serbian or
Bulgarian.’” He had problematic relations with the new temporary Serbian
administration, and due to his Bulgarian activity he was interned in KruSevac for a
shorter time before conclusion of the Treaty of San Stefano.>® After a larger part of the
NiSava Metropolitanate was ceded to the Principality of Serbia after the Congress of
Berlin, he was offered to get involved in the structure of the Orthodox Church in the
Principality. However, he decided to leave Pirot and continued his activity in the
Principality of Bulgaria.>® After the departure of Metropolitan Evstatiy Pelagoniski to
Sofia in 1878, the NiSava Metropolitanate was abolished and was no longer restored.
A part of the population of Pirot then moved to the Principality of Bulgaria.

Two national ideas, Serbian and Bulgarian, existed in parallel in the Skopje
Metropolitanate, without major conflicts until the end of the 1860s. A focus was
placed on cooperation to prevent the Hellenisation of the Slavic population. The fact
that a very small number of households related to the Ecumenical Patriarchate
remained in the Skopje Metropolitanate after the faithful stated they would join the

53 135. 3acbaaHie Ha CeaTit CuHoab, 1873, 8. aekemspiin, UMAN Codusa, CB. KOAMKD Ha
CUHO[ANHUTDL AbAHUA Ha BbAr. ek3apxua, doHa 2, on. 1, a. e. 2, 318.

54 ). H. Pagocasmesuh, op. cit., 257.

55 Ibidem, 256.

56 ). H. Papocasmeswuh, Huwaecka mumpononuja 0d ocnobohera 00 ocMaHcke enacmu 60
bepauHckoa KoHepeca, 112.

57). H. Papocaemwesuh, Mumponoaum Eecmamuje u ycnocmassbare CprcKe UpKeeHe ynpase
y Huwasckoj mumpononuju 1878, 256.

58 ). H. Papocasmeswuh, Huwaecka mumpononuja 0d ocnobohera 00 ocMaHcke enacmu 60
bepauHckoa KoHepeca, 112.

59 ). H. Papocaemwesuh, Mumponoaum Eecmamuje u ycnocmassbare CprcKe UpKeeHe ynpase
y Huwasckoj mumpononuju 1878, 263.
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Exarchate 1873, while only later, when the Serbian and Bulgarian national propaganda
efforts were strictly opposed, this number rose to a third — indicates that both
currents, Serbian and Bulgarian, at the beginning saw the Bulgarian Exarchate as their
own, national Slavic church.?® The non-existence of a strict division between the two
currents also suggests that some of their leaders were switching from one side to the
other.®! The situation gradually changed in the seventies as the public on both sides
showed reservations in terms of further cooperation. In regard to the creation of
national identity in Macedonia, the question of the name of the language was also
sensitive. A change in this regard was gradual. In the Bulgarian archival records and
press articles from this period it is possible to see a gradual change in the term they
used to denote the language used in the territories of the Bulgarian Exarchate,
including mixed eparchies. The “native tongue” was first mentioned, followed by the
“mother tongue” and, finally, a language with a particular national name. Due to
different influences, it was even called differently (Bulgarian, Serbian-Macedonian,
Bulgarian-Macedonian, Bulgarian-Serbian).

The situation in Vranje was particularly delicate. The Serbian influence was strong
there, as well as the Bulgarian endeavours to suppress it. The extreme example was
the burning of Serbian books and the map of the Principality of Serbia, which took
place in this town in 1868.52 The so-called “Bulgarian party” and “Greek party” were
also strong in Vranje.®® The Slavic population (the Serbs, Bulgarians) was divided into
the supporters of the Ecumenical Patriarchate and the Bulgarian Exarchate, and the
divisions were so deep that neighbours and acquaintances with different affiliation did
not even go to each other’s funerals.® The Bulgarian Exarchate did not manage to
impose its full supremacy in ecclesiastical terms, and the liturgy was often served in
Greek.®® On the eve of the Congress of Berlin, the Slavic population of Vranje was
interesting even to foreign consuls. The British consul, on his visit to Vranje, asked
the gathered inhabitants what their ethnicity was. The majority of them answered

60 p. Bacunes, LvpkosHo-HapodHama 6opba 8 Ckonckama enapxusa, in: 100 roauHu ot
yypegnasaHeTo Ha bbarapckata eksapxua, Copua 1971, 267-269; Cr. Hosakoswuh,
EnapxujanHuyu Pawko-npu3percke u Ckoncke enapxuje, bankaHcka nutara, beorpag 1906,
527-537.

51 |n Skopje, Kara Jovo, the leader of the exarchian faction, claimed that he “was a Serb”, but
did not receive the requested help from the Principality of Serbia in the form of school and
church books, and joined the Bulgarian Exarchate in order to prevent the Hellenisation of the
local population. J. Xayuu Bacumwesuh, Ckonswe u we2oea okonuHa, beorpapg 1930, 531.

52 MakedoHus, 6p. 31 (29. jyH 1868); Ct. PaitiueBcku, op. cit., AoK. 87, 113.

% Bpawve, 11. ¢pebpyapa 1878, Cuvhen GupmunujaH Mumponoaumy Muxauay, ACNL,
KoHsuctopuja Mutpononuje 6eorpaacke, ® 1-1878.

5 Bpatbe, 16. maja 1878, Cunhen dupmunujas Mumpononumy Muxauny, ACTLL,, KoHsuctopuja
MuTtpononuje 6eorpaacke, ® 1-1878.

% Bpate, o¢ebpyap 1878, Cunhen ®upmunujaH mumpononumy Muxauny, ACNU,
KoHsuctopuja Mutpononuje 6eorpaacke, ® 1-1878.
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that they were the Serbs, but the Bulgarian current in the town was very strong.%® In
this area as well, the question of ethnic affiliation was resolved with the ceding of
one its part to the modern Serbian state in 1878, while in the areas which remained
in the Ottoman Empire, the Bulgarian Exarchate was more successful in its activity.®’

The opening and development of the Bulgarian church question brought about a
more clear national self-determination of the Balkan Orthodox Christians. The division
into the Greeks and Slavs was clear and was not hard to achieve. However, a number
of questions opened between the Serbs and Bulgarians, which led to the clash of the
two national ideas which used to be compatible in the past. This particularly came to
the fore in the broad transitional dialectal zones between them. The two peoples that
shared the same religion and had a similar spoken and literary language were
separated by different church and state borders.

% Bpatbe, 11. jyHa 1878, Cunhen dupmunujas mumpononumy Muxauny, ACML, KoHsucropuja
MuTtpononuje 6eorpaacke, ® 1-1878;
57 B. Crojanueswh, op. cit., 129.
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L’AUTOCEFALIA DELLA CHIESA BULGARA E LA FORMAZIONE DELLE NAZIONI
NELLA PENISOLA DEI BALCANI 1870-1878.

Riassunto

Durante il XIX secolo, i processi di rinascita nazionale ebbero luogo tra i popoli
balcanici, i quali includevano delle attivita culturali e letterarie, la standardizzazione
delle lingue letterarie, ma anche la lotta armata contro il dominio ottomano. La
rinascita nazionale bulgara portd alla formazione della propria chiesa, I'Esarcato
bulgaro, nel 1870. L'avvio della questione dell’autocefalia della chiesa bulgara ebbe
una grande influenza sulla formazione della coscienza nazionale dei cristiani ortodossi
nell'Impero ottomano. Nella maggior parte dei casi, religioni o lingue diverse
contribuivano a una differenziazione pil rapida su basi etniche. Questo non fu il caso
dei serbi e dei bulgari, poiché erano popoli slavi geograficamente ed etnicamente
vicini, con lingue parlate simili. Le tre diocesi di Ni$, di NiSava e di Skopje, sono esempi
di quanto complesso fosse il processo di graduale orientamento nazionale in quelle
aree nelle quali operavano, sia Il Principato di Serbia che I'Esarcato bulgaro, con
successi alterni. Dopo il Congresso di Berlino del 1878, i due popoli furono separati dai
confini di stato, mentre la loro propaganda nazionale nelle aree slave rimaste
nell'impero ottomano continud a essere presente.

Parole chiave: Patriarcato ecumenico, Esarcato bulgaro, Principato di Serbia,
Impero ottomano, Ortodossia, Slavi.
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JeneHna PapgocaBmesuh

BYFAPCKO LPKBEHO NUTAHE U OBNIMKOBAE HALIMIA
HA BANKAHCKOM NOAYOCTPBY 1870-1878.

Pe3sume

Tokom 19. BeKa Kog, 6anKaHCKMX HapoAa cy ce 0ABMjann NpoLecy HaunmoHanHor
npenopoda. OHM cy noapasymeBann KyATYPHY W KbUXKEBHY aKTUBHOCT,
CTaHAapAM3aLMjy KUKEeBHUX je3nKa, anu 1 opyaHy 6opby NpoTMB OcMmaHCKe
BnacTn. Byrapckun HaumoHanHu npenopog pesynTnupao je popmuparem concTseHe
upkBe, byrapcke ersapxuje, 1870. roanHe. MoKpeTarbe 6yrapckor LpKBEHOr NUTakba
MMano je BeNMKW yTUUAj Ha popmuparbe HauuoHaNHe CBeCTU NpPaBOCAABHMUX
xpuwhaHa y OcmaHckom uapcTsy. Y BehuHu cnyyajeBa pasnnmumta BEpoMcnoBecT Uam
pasnnuuT jesnk aonpuHocUnu cy 6pxoj audepeHumjaumnju no eTHMUKOM ocHosy. Kog,
Cpb6a u byrapa 1o Huje 610 cny4vaj, c 063nMpom aa cy y nuTaky 6mMnm reorpadckm m
€THWUYKM 6IMCKM CNOBEHCKM Hapoau, CAINYHOT FOBOPHOT je3unka. Tpu enapxuje, HULwKa,
HuwaBscka n CKONCKa, cy Npumepu KONMKO je BMO CnoXeH npouec nocteneHor
HauMoOHaNHoOr onpeaesberba y TMM KpajeBuma. Y HMMa je ca NPOMEH/bUBUM
ycanexom paenosana u KHexesmHa Cpbuja, ann un byrapcka ersapxuja. Mo
BepnuHckom KoHrpecy 1878, aBa HapoAaa pa3aBojeHa Cy ApXaBHUM rpaHuLama, 40K
Cy HbUXOBE HalLMOHanHe nponaraHAe y c1oBeHCKUM obnacTuma Koje cy ocTane y
OcmaHCKOM LapcTBY HacTaBwu/e ga nocroje.

KrmoyyHne pevu: BacesbeHcka natpujaplmja, byrapcka Ersapxuja, KHexeBuHa
Cpbuja, OcmaHcKo LapcTeo, NpaBocnassbe, CNoBeHM.
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