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The life and activities of Bishop Sophronius of Vratsa (1739—about 1813, secular
name: Stoyko Vladislavov) fell during a turbulent period in the history of the entire
European continent. The Napoleonic wars, unrest in the crumbling Ottoman Empire,
successive armed conflicts between St. Petersburg and Constantinople! and the de-
veloping national liberation movements in the Balkans? created conditions in which

I See W. Morawski, S. Szawlowska, Wojny rosyjsko-tureckie od XVII do XX wieku, Warszawa 2006.
2 See M. Dymarski, Konflikty na Batkanach w okresie ksztattowania sie parstw narodowych w XIX
i na poczqtku XX wieku, Wroctaw 2010.
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Bulgarians, having been enslaved for more than four centuries, could once again at-
tempt to fight for political independence. In the then existing realities, these efforts
ultimately proved fruitless,® but the activity of individual representatives of the na-
tive National Revival,* falling in the years between the writing of “Slavic--Bulgarian
History” by the monk Paisius in 1762 and 1878, when the subsequent Russo-Turkish
War (1877—-1878) resulted in the establishment of an autonomous (though not yet ful-
ly independent) Principality of Bulgaria, marked an important stage in the formation
of concepts and specific political plans for the next generation of revivalist activists.

Undoubtedly, it was Sophronius of Vratsa who constituted the most prominent
figure in the Bulgarian national liberation movement of the early 19 century. He be-
came actively involved in political activity during the Russo-Turkish War, fought be-
tween 1806 and 1812. His curriculum vitae is by no means limited to the commitment
of this nature; to the Bulgarian public he is known primarily as the author of collec-
tions of sermons and moral instructions, as well as autobiographies (“Xutue u ctpa-
nanus rpemHaro Cogpponns™), and as one of the codifiers of the modern Bulgarian
language.’ It is pointed out that although his worldview was still shaped by the ideas
of the previous century, Bishop Vrachanski’s work is the most notable manifesta-
tion of the transition from one era to another, symbolized by Western Enlightenment
philosophy, with its rationalism and optimism, and its treatment of the individual as
an independent entity.® Sophronius’s patriotism was formed under the influence of
Damascene, on the one hand, and Paisius’s “Slavic-Bulgarian History” on the oth-
er, which he personally acquainted with in his native village of Kotel in 1765, and
where he made the first known copy of the work of Hilandar monk that same year.”
The later bishop of Vratsa was also inspired by the works of Christophor Zepharovich
and Partheniy Pavlovich. From the latter he adopted the idea that the liberation of the

3 The Napoleonic wars played a catalytic role in the transformation of consciousness and politics
especially in the case of Croats, especially after the creation of the Illyrian Provinces in 1809, which be-
came part of Napoleon’s empire. Both Serbs and Bulgarians remained outside the framework of these ac-
tivities, nevertheless the wars of the early 19™ century also played a role in their case. See L. Bazylow,
Stowianszczyzna [in:] Europa i swiat w epoce napoleonskiej, ed. M. Senkowska-Gluck, Warszawa 1989,
p. 374-384.

4 See H. Tenues, Buieapckomo ev3pasicoane, Copus 1988.

> More extensively on the character of Sophronius Vrachanski . Panes, Cogpponuii Bpauancku.
Jluunocm u meopuecxkomo deno, Copust 1983; B. Kucenxos, Cogpponuii Bpauancku. 2Kusom umeopuecmso,
Codust 1963; Cogpponuii Bpauancku. Coopruk uscreosanus, pen. J. Kapamxosa, C. Tapuncka, Codust
2004; K. HuueBa, E3uxsT Ha Cogponuesus Heoennux 6 ucmopusma na 6wieapckus esuk, Copust 1965;
H. Aperos, Cogponuii Bpauancku. 2Kusom u deno, Copus 2017; B. Marapoc, [laucuii Xunenoapcku u
Cogpponuii Bpauancku. Om npagociagnama udeonoaus KoM u3epadicoane na 6vieapckama uoeHmuyHocn,
Codus 2012.

6 C. JloitnoB, Bwreapckomo nayuonanno-oceobooumento osucenue 1800—1812, Copus 1979,
p. 40-41.

7 M. Anrenos, Mcmopus na npenucume na ,, dcmopus ciasanobwizapcka” 0o nauaiomo na XIX
sex [in:] Ce. IHaucuu Xurenoapcku: medxncdy mucusma u u ucmopusima, eds. A. Jlenunanazos, C. Uunukos,
A. JTrobenosa, [Tnosnus 2022, p. 25.
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Orthodox Slavs in the Balkans — including the Bulgarians — could only be accom-
plished with the help of Russia.? It is also impossible not to mention Sophronius’s in-
terest in the civilization of Antiquity and the philosophy of ancient Greece and Rome,
held by him in high esteem not only for their aesthetic or cultural qualities, but above
all as a potential source of ideas for the stimulation of the national spirit and the pos-
sibility of forming the awareness of the Bulgarians as a separate community among
other nations in the Balkans.? There are well-known translations from the Greek by
Sophronius. In the context of the present text, we will mention here first of all the trans-
lation of the 17™ century work “Theatrum politicum” (completed in 1809), which pro-
motes the ideas of Enlightenment absolutism, approved by the Bishop of Vratsa.!”
Sophronius Vrachanski conducted his political activities not on Bulgarian soil,
but mainly in exile in Bucharest, where he moved permanently at the beginning of
the 19™ century, specifically in 1803.!" The reason for leaving his native land was,
as for many Bulgarians, the social unrest in the Ottoman Empire at the turn of the
18™ and 19" centuries.!? This was reported, among other things, by Russian diplo-
mats in their reports to St. Petersburg, describing the rebellions of separatist troops of
pasha of Vidin, Osman Pazvantoglu, attempting to establish an independent state on
Bulgarian lands.'® There were constant robberies together with entire villages burn-
ing, which, of course, involved a constant fear for dwellers’ lives and their loved ones
among the masses of civilians. The situation was said to be so serious that it even
threatened the breakup of the Turkish state itself.!* Bound periodically by an alliance

8 According to Stefan Doynov, it was Partheniy Pavlovich who was the first to openly express the idea
of liberating the Balkan nations with the help of Russia and its ,,belligerence in the name of Christ” (,.xpucro-
nrobuBoe BoHCTBO”). See C. JIOWHOB, bbieapckomo HAyuOHAIHO-0c80600umento dguicetue, p. 36-37.

9 W. Panes, op. cit., p. 26-28.

10 C. NoiiHoB, Bvreapckomo Hayuonaino-oceo600umento osudicenue, p. 43.

"' In many places one can find the information that Sophronius’s first stay in Romanian lands took
place in 1803, although there are testimonies that he had already been there earlier, as early as February
of the previous year, and the first document here signed with his name is dated December 1802; N. Dura,
New Discoveries — On the Basis of Original Documentary Materials — on the Life and Activity of Bishop
Sofronij Vracanski (1739—1813) in Vallachia, His Adoptive Country, “Bulgarian Historical Review” 1991,
no. 1, p. 30-31.

12 B.IIL. Tpaues, Kvm 6vnpoca 3a npecenéanemo na 6wreapu é Pycus 6 nauvanomo na XIX eex [in:]
bwreapckomo evspascoane u Pycus, eds. J1. Koces et al., Codus 1981, p. 264-289. More extensive-
ly on the migration of the non-Muslim population from Bulgarian lands to the territories of the Danube
principalities and to Russia in the second half of the eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries (with spe-
cial emphasis on the outmigration during the period of the successive Russo-Turkish conflicts) K. Popek,
B. Rusin, Uchodzcy, czyli goscie Boga. Studia z dziejow migracji batkanskich w XIX wieku — przypadek
Bultgarii i Serbii, Krakow 2022, p. 24-70.

13 Panopm 0o umnepamopa om pyckusa nocnanux é Llapuepad Tamapa ¢ dama 25 maii 1802 2.
[in:] TI. OpewikoB, Hsakonko dokymenma 3a Ilaseanmoeny u Cogppornuii Bpauancku (1800—1812), no. 6,
“Coopnuk Ha benrapckara Axanemus vHa Haykure”, Codust 1914, vol. 3, p. 36-37.

14 B.IL. Tpaues, op. cit., p. 266. See B. Myraduuesa, Deonanuute pazvupuyu ¢ Cegepna Tpaxus
6 kpas Ha XVIII u nauanomo na XIX eex [in:] Iaucuii Xunenoapcku u necosama enoxa (1762—1962).
CoopHux om uscreosarnust no cayuai 200-ecoouwnunama om Hcmopus crasanobwvizcapcka, eds J1. Koces
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with the Ottoman Porte, Russia was unable to carry out resettlement activities offi-
cially, but the population nevertheless left the threatened areas throughout the period
in question. Bulgarians and other groups emigrated in two ways: by sea (mainly from
the ports of Constantinople) and by land — crossing the Danube, from where, under the
guidance of Russian diplomatic representatives, they were to head for the lands of the
Novorossiya governorates. Nevertheless, on the eve of the next Russo-Turkish war,
the Bulgarian population headed mainly to Austria and the territories of Romanian
Moldavia and Wallachia, on the one hand wishing to maintain contact with their na-
tive lands, while on the other hand the emigration was hampered due to strict border
controls between the Porte and the Romanov Empire. !’

The situation changed radically in late 1805, when the troops of the anti-French
coalition suffered defeat at the Battle of Austerlitz. The Turkish authorities, enticed
by French promises to regain their possessions on the western and northern coasts of
the Black Sea, declared the war on Russia in December 1806. The Russian army, an-
ticipating this fact, had previously occupied the entire territory of the Danube prin-
cipalities, except for a few fortified points on the left bank of the Danube, including
the fortress at Izmail, which was only conquered in September 1809. In the mean-
time, there was otherwise no serious military action — after the assassination of Sultan
Selim 111, the priority for the Turkish authorities was to control the deepening anar-
chy in the state. On the other hand, the Russian-Turkish truce concluded in Slobozia
was in effect from August 1807, and it lasted almost two years — hostilities resumed
in March 1809. The strength of the Russian army increased at this time to 80,000 sol-
diers, and Prince Alexander Prozorovsky became the commander-in-chief who de-
vised a new plan to capture the defending fortresses and then cross the Danube line
and enter Bulgarian lands.'®

The activity of Bulgarians during the war of 18061812 was expressed in two
main dimensions. They joined volunteer units formed by the Russian army, and soon
also established their own armed force under the name of the Bulgarian Land Army
(bbarapcka 3emcka Boiicka). The population supported the Russian troops by pro-
viding corodies, provender and animal fodder, and by providing a great deal of in-

etal, Codust 1972, p. 167-212; B. Mytaduuesa, A. Buany, ®eonanuute pasvupuyu ¢ Cesepra bvieapus
6 kpas na XVIII u nauanomo na 6 XIX. u maxnomo ompadxcenue 6v6 Bnaxus [in:] bvreapo-pymvHcku
6pB3KU U OmHOWeHUA npe3 éekogeme. Uscnedsanus, vol. 1, eds JI. Anrenos et al, Copus 1956, p. 193—
252; 1. AranacoB, Cenckume eévcmanus 6 bvneapus xvm xpaa na XVIII 6. u nauanomo na XIX 6.
u cv30asanemo Ha Ovicapckama zemcka eoticka, Codus 1958, p. 5-153.

15 B.II. T'paues, op. cit., p. 264-289; K. Popek, B. Rusin, op. cit., p. 38-39.

16 In this text, the author does not go into more detail about the warfare between Russia and the
Ottoman Empire, unless it is important to understand the context and the role played by Sophronius Vra-
chanski and other revivalists in these events. For more on the 1807—1809 campaign, see A. Iletpos, Bouina
Poccuu ¢ Typyueu 18061812 2e., m. 1, 1806 u 1807 2z., Cauxr-IlerepOypr 1885, p. 122-362; A. Iletpos,
Botina Poccuu ¢ Typyueti 1806-1812 22, m. 2, 1808 u 1809 ee., Canxr-Iletepbypr 1887, p. 1-537;
H. babunynra, Pyccko-mypeyras sovna 1806—1812 22. Ocsoboocoenue beccapabuu om ocmancrkozo uea,
“Pycun” 2012, no. 1 (27), p. 62—68.
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formation on the status and movements of the Turkish forces. This issue is elabo-
rated on in more detail elsewhere.!” The second type of activity of the Bulgarians
was of a political nature, which will be of our main interest here. Hence, we need
to go back a bit to 1804, when a diplomatic mission set out from the lands of north-
western Bulgaria to St. Petersburg, which is known in Bulgarian historiography as
the Nekovich-Zambin mission.!® The Bulgarians were inspired to send their own
delegation to the Russian capital by a slightly earlier initiative of the Serbs, who
sought support in their fight against the rebellious Turks first in Austria (which had
decided to remain neutral) and then in the Russian state. The very idea of send-
ing a deputation, however, has Bulgarian roots, and its genesis is to be sought in
a meeting of the Bulgarian elite in Vratsa, from where two of its representatives,
Atanas Nikolaev Nekovich and Ivan Atanasov Zambin,!° were later to set off.

17" K. Popek, B. Rusin, op. cit., p. 199-210; LI. 'enos, Bureapume u pycko-mypckume 6o

XVIII-XIX sex, Cobpust 1987, p. 46—65; C. JloiinoB, Bwvrcapume u pycko-mypckume otinu 1774—1856,
Coodus 1987, p. 65-92.

18 Some researchers reject the view that the action taken by Nekovich and Zambin can be treat-
ed as an official diplomatic mission as early as 1804. Until the end of 1807, before Sophronius joined
them in sending letters of credence, they were de facto private individuals. Before the outbreak of
the war, there was also no official political organization of Bulgarian emigration on Romanian soil;
B. PaueBa, Bwvnpocumentu oxono norumuueckama oetinocm na Cogponuti Bpauancku, “Uctopus”
1995, no. 1, p. 36.

19 In older studies, one can find the opinions that the idea of sending a Bulgarian delegation
emerged among the Bulgarian emigration in Wallachia, or that the two deputies went to Russia guided
solely by their patriotism and pointing out the acts of barbarism committed by the insurgent Turkish/
Ottoman troops against the Bulgarian population (the example of the destruction of Teteven, Nekovich’s
hometown in 1801). Zlatarski also mentions a secret Russian emissary who allegedly appeared in the
area in late 1800; his identity has not yet been established. If in fact the two delegates were guided
only by their private motivations, it means that no larger group of people participated in the decision-
-making, much less acted in an organized manner as representatives of the Bulgarian people as a whole;
B.H. 3narapcku, [Honumuueckama ponsi na Cogpponuii Bpauancku npes Pycko-mypckama souna 1806—
1812 2., “Tomumunuk Ha Coduiickust Yuusepcuter. Mcropuxo-duonorundecku daxyarer” 1923, vol. XIX,
no. 3, p. 7. By using documents from Russian archives, however, it was possible to establish that the
idea of sending a delegation to Russia had purely Bulgarian roots; B./l. KonoGees, hwvircapcrkomo
HAyUOHAIHO0C80600UmenHo osudicenue. HMoeonoeus, npoepama, paseumue, Codus 1972, p. 86-87;
C. JloliHoB, Bwvacapckomo HayuoHanno-oceobooumentno oguicerue, p. 66—67. Stefan Doynov also quotes
in his monograph an excerpt from a letter from Gen. M. Miloradovich, which shows that a larger group
of people knew about the mission of Nekovich and Zambin: “(...) seven people know [about the delega-
tion], among the most prominent citizens of Vratsa”; ibidem, p. 67 (all translations from Bulgarian and
Russian, unless otherwise noted, were made by the author of this text). Biographical data on the two del-
egates is quite limited. It is known that both were descendants of well-known Bulgarian families and rep-
resentatives of the nascent Bulgarian bourgeoisie, having obtained their fortunes through trade. They
were also both supposed to be highly educated individuals with knowledge of several foreign languages,
which, in a way, predestined them to undertake a diplomatic mission in the Russian capital; C. [loitHoB,
Bvreapckomo nayuonanno-océobooumeno osudicenue, p. 74-75. We have slightly more information on
the life and activities of Atanas Nekovich; I1. Bosmkues, 3a auunocmma u obwecmeenama 0euHocm Ha
Amanac Hexosuu, “Bexose” 1981, vol. 5, p. 43-47. More extensively on the functioning of Bulgarian
emigration from the city of Teteven and its environs during the Renaissance; H. 2Keues, U3 ucmopusima na
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According to Stefan Doynov, the two delegates left Vratsa in late August or ear-
ly September 1804 and, after a brief stopover in Bucharest, arrived in St. Petersburg
in mid-October. From the onset, the problem was the lack of any official documents
authenticating their mission, which the Russian administration cleverly exploited by
postponing any serious discussions with the Bulgarian delegates until the relevant
letters were in their possession. Their request for financial assistance and permis-
sion to travel to Wallachia, where they could continue their activities on behalf of
the Bulgarian people, was also met with refusal. Nekovich and Zambin’s request was
personally rejected by Tsar Alexander I, motivating his decision by the two dele-
gates’ earlier refusal to take possession of land on the Crimean Peninsula. Eventually,
due to the rapidly changing international situation and the outbreak of the Russo-
Turkish War, the right to leave was granted to Nekovich, while Zambin remained in
St. Petersburg (where he died in the fall of 1808).2°

From the beginning, Sophronius took part in organizing the deputation to St. Pe-
tersburg, reasserting his participation in a conversation with a Russian diplomat
I. Fonton. Hence, it may seem incomprehensible that the delegates did not receive
any official letter from Sophronius confirming their role and the nature of the mission
they undertook. However, the former bishop of Vratsa (he lost his title in 1804) was
at the same time careful to maintain maximum discretion (initially signing his name
on the documents as a Serbian hierarch) due to the fact that his son Ivan, who was en-
gaged in trade, was living and working in Constantinople. The cleric’s cautious at-
titude stemmed from a desire to protect his person from possible danger that could
have arisen if his father’s contacts with the Russian staff had been discovered.?! There
is also another interpretation of Sophronius’s “silence”, which lasted practically un-
til the end of 1807, before Russian officers established permanent and direct contact
with him. Namely, it concerns the question of whether and to what extent Sophronius
felt he could confer such power of attorney to the Bulgarian delegates residing in
St. Petersburg. As some scholars point out, he believed that a broader group of peo-
ple should first be organized to jointly lend their support to the actions of Nekovich
and Zambin, creating the impression that they had the support of the Bulgarian elite,
and not just Sophronius himself, who was otherwise highly respected among his
own people at home, but was initially poorly recognized in the Romanian lands.?

memegenckama emuepayust 8 Pymvrnus npes evspascoanemo [in:] Temesen. Coopruxk, ed. U. Yumxues,
Codust 1977, p. 42-71.

20 [Ipowenue om 3ambuna u Huxonoea (sic!), om mapm 1806 200., no. 15 [in:] I1. Operukos,
op. cit., p. 46—47; B.H. 3narapcxku, [Tvpsume ,, 6vreapcku denymamu” 6 Pycus, “bparapcka ucropudecka
oubnmoreka” 1928, vol. 3, p. 116-117; B. PaueBa, Henpumemmuvim obpaszom. Hauano 6oreapcro-poc-
CUTICKUX ROIUMUYeCKUx Kowmaxmoeg npu Anexcanope I, “Poccuiickuii ucropudeckuit xypran Ponuna”
2009, vol. 6, p. 37-40.

2l C. Jloiinos, Bvreapcrono nayuonanio-oceo6odumeno dgudicenue, p. 72-73.

22 Sophronius’s popularity in Bucharest increased significantly after the printed publication of
“Kiriakodromion” in 1806. He himself spoke of it to General Mikhail Miloradovich as follows: “through-
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The delegates themselves, moreover, turned for the power of attorney not to him,
but to their compatriots living in Vratsa. In the end, Sophronius signed the ready-
made proxy form received from Zambin, but this did not happen until January
1808.%3

Soon the Russian staff received an order from the head of the Interior Ministry,
Alexei Kurakin, to establish contact with Sophronius and to prepare a report on the
current situation in the Bulgarian lands and the characteristics of the cleric himself.?*
This task was entrusted to General Mikhail Miloradovich, who met with Sophronius
in June 1808. During the course of the conversation, he reasserted his conviction that
Zambin and Nekovich represent the wider Bulgarian society and not just themselves,
while assuring the cleric that they were well received in St. Petersburg and could ex-
pect comprehensive assistance from Russia. At the same time, Sophronius was given
the opportunity to directly address the head of the Russian Foreign Ministry, Prince
Nikolai Rumyantsev, which he did in his letter of June 8 (20), 1808. In the letter, he
thanked the minister for the good reception of the delegates, also emphasizing the
plight of the Bulgarian population in the lands on the right bank of the Danube and
expressing the devotion of all Bulgarians to the Russian people: “(...) because they
are closer to Russians, not only through the same religion, but also through language,
and of all nations they are the most devoted to the Russian state.”?> The change in
Sophronius’s own position on the expectations that the Bulgarians had of the Russian
Empire and the ongoing war is particularly noteworthy. As late as in January, he
wrote about the Bulgarians coming under Russian subjection, while later he asked
only for the protectorate of the Russian authorities and army. He expressed the same
opinion during the aforementioned conversation with Gen. Miloradovich, stressing
that a similar wish was held by all the Bulgarians he encountered while traveling in
the native lands (“everywhere the wish of the people was to pass under the protec-

out the period since I have been here [...]. Bulgarians from the other side of the Danube have been coming
to me asking for help and advice”; B.Jl. KonobGeeB, bvieapckomo Hayuorannooco600umento 08uxiceHue,
p- 88-89.

23 B. Pauesa, Bvnpocumennu okono nonumudeckama oeiinocnt, p. 35-36. Earlier Zambin had re-
ceived other powers of attorney from Sophronius, but in his correspondence with Nekovich he expressed
deep dissatisfaction about their form and content. He pointed out that in his letter Sophronius addressed
not the Russian government, as should have been done, but General Gorich, the liaison between the
Bulgarian delegates and the tsarist authorities. The letter from the former bishop of Vratsa also lacked
the explanation of the delegates’ motives for going to Russia, and did not indicate which social circles
they represented. This provoked Zambin to prepare his own proxy form, which he sent to Sophronius
for signature in December 1807; B.Jl. Konooees, Fvicapckomo Hayuonainooceo600umento osudicenue,
p. 92-93.

% Mucomo H.II. Pymanyesa A.A. Ilposoposckomy, 18 mai, 1808 2. [in:] B.JI. Konobees,
E.M. Illaroxuna, W3 wucmopuu nonumuueckux ceaszeii Poccuu ¢ pykogooumenimu HAYUOHATbHO-
oceobooumenvroeo dsusicenus boneapuu ¢ 1806—1812 ze., “N3Bectns na Uucturyra 3a Vicropus” 1968,
vol. 20, pp. 346-347.

25 B.JI. Konobees, bvreapckomo Hayuonainooceobodumento osudicenue, p. 97.
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tion of Russia”).?® For the time being, however, this was unfeasible — coming to the
Bulgarians’ real aid would have required Russia to cross the Danube line and seize
Bulgarian lands, meanwhile after the truce at Slobozia hostilities were halted until the
spring of 1809.

The Russian plan included the arduous capture of Turkish strongholds, but initially
there was little success. Only the assumption of supreme command of the Danube
Army by Gen. Peter Bagration (after the death of Gen. Prozorovsky) led to the capture
of the fortresses at Braila and Izmail. The Russian army crossed the Danube, but was
forced to retreat after the unsuccessful siege of Silistra. Hostilities resumed in February
1810, with General Sergei Kamensky already in command, and he achieved a num-
ber of successes on Bulgarian soil. He captured Silistra, Pazardzhik and Razgrad, and
Turkish garrisons in Ruschuk (now Ruse) and Giurgiu soon capitulated. However,
the Bulgarians’ hopes of Russian assistance and gaining any form of autonomy from
Constantinople proved faint. On Napoleon’s orders, the tsar ordered the withdrawal of
Russian troops beyond the Danube, which took place in late 1810.%

Two appeals by Sophronius, addressed to the Bulgarian people asking them to
help the Russian army crossing the Danube, are known from this period. The first
dates from March 21 (April 2) 1810 at the latest, while the second was announced in
September or October of the same year. As before, it was the Russian side that took
the initiative to contact Sophronius, but this time the relevant order was given by
General Bagration, who wanted to win the favor of the Bulgarian population even be-
fore the start of military operations on the right bank of the Danube.?® This task was
entrusted to the Russian diplomat Fonton, who met with the former Bishop of Vratsa
in December 1809 in Bucharest. The meeting was held in secret. Sophronius once
again pointed out the problem of looting and murdering civilians in the revolted areas
of Bulgaria, taking the success of a possible uprising into consideration, but neverthe-
less warned that the activation of the masses should take place gradually and in paral-
lel with the process of capturing Bulgarian territories by the Russian army. Otherwise,
the Bulgarians were to maintain a far-reaching restraint regarding participation in
military actions and “(...) keep their feelings [toward Russia] secret”. He also asked
that the Bulgarians not be betrayed, just as the Greeks were betrayed by the Russians
in the peace signed at Kuchuk Kajnardi in 1774.%°

26 Ibid, p. 98-100. A similar evolution can be seen in the case of the boyars and clergy of Molda-
via and Wallachia. As late as the autumn of 1807, they asked Russia to annex the Danube principalities; by
the middle of the following year, their appeal to Tsar Alexander I already spoke only of extending Russian
protection to this population. B. PaueBa, Bvnpocumennu okono nonumuueckama oetinocm, p. 37.

27 W. Morawski, P. Szawlowska, op. cit., p. 104-106.

28 For his part, Bagration also forbade Russian troops crossing the Danube to carry out any looting
or physical violence against the local population, indicating that efforts should be made to build the confi-
dence of Bulgarian society in Russia and Russian policy; [Ipuxas I1.1. bacpamuona eotickam Mondasckoii
apmuu, 7 cenmsops, 1809 2. [in:] B.J1. Kono6ees, E.M. 1llaroxuna, op. cit., p. 348-349.

29 Usnoocenue nucvma M.I1. @onmona I1.U. Bazpamuony, 29 dexabps, 1809 2. [in:] ibidem, p. 353.
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In his exhortation prepared in March 1810, Sophronius (in order to keep his par-
ticipation secret he used the name Seraphim) wrote to Bulgarians that here comes
the “sunny day” of their liberation and salvation, which they have been awaiting for
400 years. He urged his compatriots to give aid to the Russian army, stressing that
they had nothing to fear, as nothing would be taken from them by force. What’s more,
they can expect to receive payment from the tsar for their assistance, since his goal
is first and foremost to take care of and defend the Bulgarians from torment and de-
struction by Turkish troops. The document echoes the spirit of Slavic community and
the common origin of Bulgarians and Russians, and emphasizes the unity of faith be-
tween the two peoples.? At the same time, Sophronius most likely refused to return
to Bulgarian lands — he was urged to do so by General Kamensky — under the pretext
of his old age and poor health.!

In a summons drafted in the autumn of 1810 (already using the name Sophronius),
the Bulgarian clergyman thanked in his introduction the providence for granting the
Russian emperor, who was so dear to the hearts of the Bulgarians, for it was in Russian
strength that he saw the main reason why a part of the Bulgarian lands had been
liberated. He pointed out the necessity for the Bulgarian people to remain united, as
internal divisions were, in his opinion, to be the reason for the collapse of statehood at
the end of the 14™ century. Without having a sufficient understanding of what the cur-
rent political situation was like and what Russia’s goals were, he expressed confidence
that it would be possible now to obtain for Bulgaria not only autonomy, but also inde-
pendence.?? This exhortation by Sophronius was read in Orthodox churches north of
the Stara Planina mountain range, areas overrun by Russian troops. There was no en-
couragement in it — as in the previous one — to organize an anti-Turkish uprising, but
such events occurred nonetheless. As Russian troops approached Razgrad, the people
of Arnaut Kui (today’s Poroishte) and other surrounding villages joined the fight. In
Razgrad itself, there was also the formation of a detachment composed of Bulgarians,
which took part in military operations alongside the tsarist troops.*3

30 B.JI. Konobees, Buieapckono nayuonaniooceobooumento dusicenue, p. 132-133.

31 K. Benukwu, [lonumuueckama detinocm na 6vieapckama emuepayus 6v6 Braxus 6 nopeume ose
Odecemunemus na XIX eex [in:] idem, Cmpanuyu om munanomo na 6vieapckus Hapoo, Codus 1987, p. 58.
Bulgarian historiography so far has not taken a unified position on this issue. Some historians claim that
Sophronius may have found himself on Bulgarian soil following Russian troops, where he urged them to
support the Russians in battle. Others reject such claims, citing precisely the Bulgarian cleric’s advanced
age and poor health; I1. Mutes, [lorumuueckama Oeiinocm na Cogponuii Bpauancku 6 konmexcma
na Hosomo epeme [in:] Coghponuii Bpauancku — KHudcosHux u norumux om nogomo epeme. CoopHuk
¢ mMamepuanu om mexncoyHapoona nayuna kougepenyus, Coghus, 24 noemepu 2011 2., eds. I1. Mutes,
B. PaueBa, Codus 2013, p. 133; C. [loitHOB, Bwreapckomo HAYUOHATHO-0C80000UMENHO O8UINCEHUE,
p. 172-173.

32 Mocnanue Cogponus Bpauanckozo 6orzapckomy napooy, cenmabpo—oxmadps, 1810 2. [in:]
B.Jl. Kono6ees, E.M. Illaroxuna, op. cit., p. 362—-373.

3 B.JI. Konobees, Bvieapckono nayuonaniooceobooumentio dusicenue, p. 137-140.
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Undoubtedly, both of Sophronius’s writings came to the assistance for both the
authorities and the Russian staff, which envisioned neither the permanent control of
the lands on the right bank of the Danube, nor the creation of some form of Bulgarian
statehood. This was related, on the one hand, to the delicate position Russia occupied
in its relations with Napoleonic France — it should be recalled that it was under French
pressure that Russian troops withdrew from Bulgarian lands at the end of 1810 —
and, on the other hand, St. Petersburg was unable to field a sufficiently large num-
ber of troops capable of subduing or de facto dismembering Turkish territories in the
Balkans. This was also contrary to the Russian assumptions made at the beginning of
the war — the tsarist administration limited its interest to the territory of Bessarabia and
the Danube principalities from the very beginning, without considering at all the pos-
sibility of acquiring territorial acquisitions on the right bank of the Danube. Similar
instructions were given to all subsequent commanders-in-chief of the Russian army
in the Balkans. General Kamensky, too, was aware from the start that he could not
promise anything to the Bulgarians. However, he estimated that Sophronius’s procla-
mations to the Bulgarian people would benefit the fighting troops, in the form of as-
sistance provided by the local population, hence he encouraged the patriarch all the
more to take such action.?*

Together with the Russian troops, more groups of Bulgarians, Gagauz and rep-
resentatives of other nationalities withdrew to Wallachia and Moldova in late 1810.
Above all, the Danube was crossed by troops from the Razgrad area who had pre-
viously fought alongside the Russians, as well as by all the residents of the village of
Arnaut Kui, but also civilians from other places, fearing revenge from the Turks.?’
The Russian retreat made a strong impression on Sophronius, and he was all the more
preoccupied with the fate of the Bulgarian population displaced beyond the Danube,
which was already in his sphere of interest. The cleric was concerned about Russian
plans to resettle the emigrants in the Novorossiysk lands, which was handled by a spe-
cial chancellery set up at the Russian headquarters back at the beginning of the war.
It was headed by Councillor Anton (Antonio) Coronelli,*® who cooperated, among
others, with Russian Governor General Prince Armand de Richelieu,?’ in carrying out
this task. Russian officials, understanding well that promises alone would not get the

34 H. Yepsenkos, boneapwl 6 pyccko-mypeyxoii eotine 1806-1812 zz.: nonumuueckue udeu, “Py-
cun” 2011, no. 1 (23), p. 76-78.

35 On emigration from these and other Bulgarian areas, K. Popek, B. Rusin, op. cit., p. 45-54.

36 On the subject of this colorful character E. Msanos, [lx. Koponenu, Knuea Koponenno. Hcmo-
puueckue uccnedosanus. Memyapul, Mocksa 2011.

37 Mucomo Cogpponusa Bpauancrkozo A.A. Kopomennu, 16 mas, 1811 2. [in:] B.JI. KonoGees,
E.M. Ularoxusna, op. cit., p. 375-376. More extensively on the activities of Russian Governor General
I'. AcrBanarypoB, Hosopycuiickusim eenepan-eyoepnamop E.O. Puwenvo u npecensanemo na Ovizapu
no epeme na Pycko-mypckama eouina om 18061812 2. (Ho6u Ookymenmanuu OauHU 3d 3ACENBAHEMO
Ha Ovreapckume Kononuu 6 Xepcomcka 2ybepuus) [in:] bvaeapume 6 cesepromo npuuepromopue. Hz-
cnedsanus u mamepuanu, T. 5, pex. I1. Tonopos, Benuko TspHOBO 1996, p. 255-262.
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Bulgarians to agree to leave, offered a number of privileges — including, for example,
land holdings, exemption for a limited period from paying taxes and military service,
or financial assistance for the period of travel and immediately after resettlement until
the first harvest. For the most part, the Bulgarians did not want to resettle once again,
in which they were assisted by Sophronius, who persuaded General Mikhail Kutuzov
to cancel previous Russian orders and leave the Bulgarian population where it was
currently living. Kutuzov himself understood that forced resettlement could provoke
a negative reaction from the Slavic population, not just Bulgarians, and therefore pro-
posed sending a small Bulgarian delegation to Russia so that they could see for them-
selves the conditions there and report back to others upon their return.3?

At the same time, the Bulgarian bourgeoisie undertook to develop a new plan to
resolve the situation of the Bulgarians residing in the Danube principalities. In accor-
dance with the hopes of the Bulgarian elite, Russia was to annex these lands and es-
tablish a new border on the Danube, while at the same time taking care of the resettled
population, in line with Sophronius’s request, formulated in a letter to Russian Foreign
Minister Rumyantsev back in 1809. Differences of opinion between the Bulgarian
emigration with its most important representative, and the Russian commander-in-
-chief, on the question of the conditions under which the Bulgarian population could
settle in the principalities, led them to formulate a fifteen-point plan for the cre-
ation of a “semi-autonomous Bulgarian state®*” in the lands north of the Danube (see
Appendix, the entire document translated there). It was presented to Gen. M. Kutuzov
in Bucharest on May 29 (June 10) 1811. Bulgarian historiography considers this
document as the first substantive political program of the Bulgarian bourgeoisie.*’

The document was prepared by Sophronius Vrachanski, who acted as a repre-
sentative of all Bulgarians residing in the principalities. The very first paragraph de-
fined the territorial extent of the autonomous Bulgarian province, which was to ex-
tend from the town of Turnu Magurele, located southwest of Bucharest, to Galati,
located near today’s Romanian-Moldavian border. In the document, the Bulgarians
reserved a number of concessions and privileges for themselves, similar to those
offered to them if they wanted to resettle in Russian territories. According to the
program’s provisions, they were to be exempt from paying taxes for a period of
10 years and from military service (leaving them free to choose in this regard),
as well as to be granted autonomy in religious, judicial and educational matters.
A very important point was the desire to gain independence from the authorities of
the Danube principalities, so that they could not impose burdens and interfere with

38 K. Kanues, Porsima na pyckume 61acmu 6 HAYATHOMO OP2AHUSUPAHE U YCmpotieane na 6ui-
eapckume kononuu [in:] idem, Bwreapckama emuuuecka obwrocm 6 becapabus (XIX-XX 6.). Bv3Hu-
K6aHe, pazsumue, nPUHOC 8 0owornayuoHarHume npoyecu, Bennko TrproBo 2009, p. 52-56.

3 This is what the researcher of Sophronius’s biography, Vanya Racheva, calls this document;
B. PaueBa, Bvnpocumennu oxono nonumuyeckama oetinocm, p. 31.

40 11. loitnos, U. Cmosnos, Bv3obuosasarnemo na 6wneapckama ovpocasnocm 1762—1878 2. Hdeu
u npoexmu, Bapna 2002, p. 15.
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the free development of the Bulgarian emigrant community in these lands. The pro-
gram also envisioned the possibility of resettling in these territories more groups of
Bulgarians living on the right bank of the Danube, who would be forced to emigrate
due to Turkish tyranny and oppression. Researchers of the subject point to a very
strongly expressed desire in the document to preserve the Bulgarians as a separate
community, helped by cultural and religious autonomy. On the other hand, they also
point to some far-reaching tendencies evident in the letter — the desire for no longer
just economic, but also political recognition for the Bulgarian community against
other groups living in the territories. This can be seen in point 15 of the program,
which from today’s perspective seems highly controversial. According to some his-
torians, however, this was all about the protectionism of some sort, aimed primari-
ly at ensuring the conditions for the development of Bulgarian trade and defending
the interests of the young bourgeoisie against the competition from Jews and “her-
etics”, by which term one should most likely understand Old Believers or nekraso-
vian Cossacks.*!

As Constantin Velichi points out, the plan of Sophronius and the group of activ-
ists around him was prepared at a time when there was a significant group of emi-
grants from Bulgarian lands in the Romanian principalities.*> Their status remained
unclear, and with agitation for further resettlement in Russia, this state of affairs had
to be changed as soon as possible.** This was because they did not want to be allowed
to dissolve into the mass of foreign ethnic groups, all the more reason to hope for at
least a partial return of them to their native lands. Rumyana Radkova points out an
interesting point, namely that this was most likely not an original text prepared by
Sophronius, but a creative development of the original of a very similar plan prepared
almost 100 years earlier by Bulgarian Catholics living in Austria.** The second issue

41 Tbidem, p. 15-16. See C. JloitHOB, Bvreapckomo HayuoHaIHO-0C60600UMEnHO O6ulNCenue,

p. 181-184. Other scholars, on the other hand, point out that the negative references to the Jews as a group
were a kind of topos, in opposition to which the Bulgarians emphasized their faith in Christ and their na-
tive land. This was to be the case with Sophronius, emphasizing elsewhere his personal positive experien-
ces in dealing with the representatives of this group; O. Tonoposa, EBpeunte 6 6vreapckama cnogecnocm
om Hauanomo Ha XIX eex 0o Oceobocoernuemo, “Jlnbdepanen [pernen” 2012, no. 3, p. 274.

4 K. Benuku, Emuepupanemo na Bvreapume 6v6 Braxus no epeme na pycko-mypckama 6otina om
1806—1812 200una [in:] idem, Cmpanuyu om munanomo, p. 35-37. Constantin Velichi’s article was ori-
ginally published in Romanian: Emigrarea bulgarilor in Tara Romdneasca in timpul razboiului ruso-turc
din 1806—1812, “Romanoslavica” 1963, vol. 8, p. 37-68.

43 The greatest exodus of civilians occurred during the period when M. Kutuzov held the position
of commander-in-chief of the Russian army. The Russians burned many villages along the banks of the
Danube, often forcing the population to cross the river and making it impossible to return. This was the
case, for example, with the residents of Svishtov; B. Manues, Cnomenu. /Jonucku. Iucma, Codus 1982,
p. 25-26. On other Danube cities, K. Popek, B. Rusin, op. cit., p. 49-60.

4 P. PamxoBa, ExHa xunomesa sa ucmopuuecku 6pvsku Mexcoy SObI2apcKama Kamoauueckd
u npagocnasna emuepayus [in:] 300 eoounu Yunposcko evcmanue ([lpunoc xvm ucmopusima na
ovnecapume npes XVII 6.), Codust 1988, p. 345-346. This assessment is challenged by Plamen Mitev, who
recognizes the similarity between the two documents in his text, but at the same time argues that des-
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concerns Sophronius’ two proclamations in the spring and fall of 1810 addressed to
the Bulgarian population. According to Vanya Racheva’s findings, the idea of writing
the two appeals came neither from the former bishop of Vratsa nor from the Russian
staff. The campaign in Bulgarian lands was said to have been originated by Manuk
bey Marzayan,* an Armenian merchant and diplomat, former translator (dragoman)
of the Sultan’s court. The authorship of the idea that after the Russian troops crossed
the Danube, they would get help from 10,000 volunteer Bulgarians was also attributed
to him. According to another legendary version concerning the actions of the afore-
mentioned figure, it was also in his palace in Bucharest that a peace treaty ending the
conflict was to be signed.*®

Later, the ideas contained in the 15-point plan were taken over — due to Sophro-
nius’s deteriorating health and death — by a poet Dmitry Popski, one of the activ-
ists gathered around the cleric.*’ As late as 1813, he issued a special address to the
Bulgarian people, in which he called for a national liberation struggle to the best of
their ability, and pointed to the example of neighboring nations (Greeks, Serbs and
the people of Wallachia) who had already managed to achieve some degree of inde-
pendence from Constantinople.*® Sophronius’s intention to retain as much of the pop-
ulation as possible in the Romanian lands succeeded, regardless of the unfavorable
change in the position of commander-in-chief of the Russian army. For after Kutuzov,
these duties were taken over by Admiral Pavel Chichagov, who cared little for their
needs, and also ordered the payment of all outstanding taxes and abolished existing
privileges. This activated the group of emigrants (otherwise small compared to those
who chose to stay) to continue traveling and settling in Russian Budjak, as they did
not want to be subject to the authority of the boyars.*

pite this fact it cannot be concluded that Sophronius took over the concepts of the Bulgarian Catholics;
I1. Mures, op. cit., p. 135.

4 S. Costache, From Ruscuk to Bessarabia: Manuk Bey and the Career of an Ottoman-Russian
Middleman at the Beginning of the 19" Century, “Tarih ve Cografya Arastirmalari Dergisi” 2017, vol. 3,
no. 1, p. 23-43.

46 B. Pauesa, [lorumuxvsm Cogponuti Bpauancku u pyckama npecennuyecka noiumuxda no epe-
me Ha pycko-mypckama eotina (1806—1812) [in:] Copponuii Bpauancku — KHUNCOBHUK U HOIUMUK
om nosomo epeme, p. 136, 144—145. On the role of Manuk bey in the preparation and signing of the
Bucharest Peace Treaty of 1812: V. Mischevca, Din culisele diplomatice ale semnarii tratatului de pace
de la Bucuregti: rolul lui Manuc Bey [in:] Latinitate, Romanitate, Romdnitate, vol. 5, ed. L. Rotaru,
Chisindu 2022, p. 244-265.

47 So far we do not have a complete list of people who gathered around Sophronius during the con-
flict. A historian Stefan Doynov lists the following names: in addition to those already indicated in the
text of A. Nekovich and I. Zambin, there were Dmitry Popsky, as well as: Ivan Karanikolov from the vil-
lage of Kermen near Sliven, Archimandrite Benjamin Lovchanski, Simeon Kiparis from Vratsa, Haji Ilya
Panov from Stara Zagora, and Petar Sarchoolu; C. JloliHOB, bwreapckomo HayuoHarHo-0c80600umenHo
osuorcenue, p. 172.

4 Ibidem, p. 184. see: B.JI. KonoGees, b. Paiikos, O6pvuenue na 6vreapcrama emuzpayus 6 By-
kypew om 1813 kvm bvreapckus napoo, “MHBKM” 1971, vol. 12, p. 72-86.

49 K. Popek, B. Rusin, op. cit., p. 58-59, 61; C. Jloiinos, bvreapume 6 Yipaiina u Monooea, p. 82—83.
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At the beginning of the article we also mentioned a translation of the treatise
Theatrum politicum by Ambrosio Marliani, first published in Rome in 1621. This was
yet another work, referring in its content to Nicolo Machiavelli’s The Prince and treat-
ing the question of the ideal ruler, conceived, however, in a completely different way
than presented in the original from the first half of the 16" century. Sophronius com-
pleted a translation of the text in 1809, based on one of the versions in Greek, which
was not completely faithful to the original written in Latin. As researchers point out,
Marliani’s work influenced both the translation of that year and the cleric’s translation
of “Philosophical Wisdoms” (“®unocodcekust myapoctu’) of 1802, which was even-
tually included, as part four, in the “Second Vidin sbornik”.>! Like the other parts, this
one also had didactic purposes and political overtones, referring to historical figures
of philosophers or rulers, such as Alexander the Great, whom Sophronius referred to
most often in both texts. Thus, he was interested in political matters at an earlier peri-
od, before he took the trouble to be active in this field himself. As R. Adinolfi points
out, Sophronius additionally raised in his works the importance and power of Russia
(relative to the Greek text) and the prestige of the Orthodox Church.3? At the same
time, he criticized the low level of development of the Bulgarian population, which,
in his opinion, should make a greater effort to raise the level of culture, which was to
be done through the development of education. This was the only way, in his opin-
ion, to liberate Bulgaria from Turkish oppression in the future.> There are, of course,
many more themes appearing in both texts of the Bulgarian clergyman, as both re-
fer to many contexts and eras in European culture and history. To some extent, these
experiences shaped his political thought, which was expressed in the subsequent ex-
hortations written to the Bulgarian people and, above all, in the fifteen-point plan for
the creation of Bulgarian autonomy, which represents the apogee of the ideological
achievements of the Bulgarian emigration of the early 19 century.>*

The end of the war and the terms of the peace treaty signed in Bucharest on
May 16 (28), 1812, disappointed the Bulgarians. Indeed, they did not manage to ob-
tain any concessions or privileges, which was the case even with their neighbors,
the Serbs. Sophronius’s views from this period are not known. In fact, traces of his

30" There is doubt among scholars whether Sophronius was actually the author of the translation, or
whether he merely transcribed and signed with his name the work of another author; H. Apetos, op. cit.,
p- 92-93.

SUP. Anunondu, Umanuanckama xuuea ,, Theatrum Politicum” na Amépooaco Mapnuanu u neii-
Hama 8pwv3Ka CbC coppoHuesume npesodoHu meopou ,,I pasxcoanckoe nosopuwe” u ,, Quirocogcrus
myopocmu”’, “Ilnosauscku YHuBepcuter ‘[lamcuit Xunennapcku’ — bbarapus. Hayunu tpynose —
Ounonorus” 2014, vol. 52, no. 1, p. 20-21.

52 1In his translation, Sophronius also gave an uncritically positive assessment of the actions of
Empresses Anna and Elizabeth, who removed the Jews from Russia. Once again, he treated them here as
a group, and therefore negatively. O. Tonoposga, op. cit., p. 270.

33 P. Anunondu, op. cit., p. 26, 28.

3 He discusses extensively in his text the issue of both translations of Sophronius by Nikola
Aretov H. Aperos, op. cit., p. 87-116.
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political activity during the war broke off as late as 1811, when he was confined to
bed for more than two months due to a serious illness. During this time he remained
under the care of his family. At the same time, between the beginning of that year
and the spring of 1812, Sophronius served as an abbot of Michael Voyevoda Ortho-
dox Church in Bucharest, resigning from his post after the signing of the peace
treaty. He remained under the care of his family until his death.>> More significant
initiatives of other activists gathered around the clergyman are also lacking, ex-
cept for the call of D. Popsky, written, however, after the conflict had already end-
ed, and the actions of Atanas Nekovich. The latter, after receiving guarantees from
Adm. Chichagov, remained in Wallachia, where he tried to take care of the needs
of emigrants. In 1819 he also went on a mission to Constantinople (together with
his nephew Alexander Pavlovich), where he wanted to appeal to the Sultan to im-
prove the living conditions of the Bulgarian population. This task failed — neverthe-
less, Russian diplomatic representative G. Stroganov also insisted that the two of
them take steps to calm the mood of the population on both sides of the Danube in
view of the growing support for the Filiki Eteria movement and the activity of Tudor
Vladimirescu in Romanian lands.>

The activities of Sophronius Vrachanski and the circle of activists gathered around
him, constituted an important stage in the national liberation struggle, despite the fact
that they failed to achieve virtually any lasting gains. It is pointed out in this context,
first of all, that it was at this moment in history that the Bulgarians for the first time
established their own political organization,’” which, despite its undoubted weak-
nesses (few in number and financially weak, lacking wider influence) undertook
anumber of activities to support the Russian staff and troops, popularize the Bulgarian
cause at the tsarist court and care for the vast mass of emigrants. There was a wide-
spread notion among them of Russia’s pivotal role in Bulgaria’s liberation, although
in the course of the conflict a change was apparent in the question of what their de-
gree of dependence on the eastern power was to be. As late as in the first phase of the
war, both Nekovich, Zambin and Sophronius were still contemplating a direct adop-
tion of the authority of the tsar (this is clear from the contents of the proxies writ-
ten by Nekovich and Sophronius’ 1808 proclamation), but later this idea gave way to
another, namely, coming under Russian protection, or in other words, establishing
a kind of protectorate over Bulgarian autonomy — or as some scholars believe — “semi-
-autonomy”. We must also bear in mind here that at the time the document was pre-
pared, the Bulgarians were convinced that the planned territorial unit would be within
the borders of the Russian state, which was to reach as far as the Danube (sic!). Vanya
Racheva also points out that Sophronius’s 15-point plan remained the best conceptu-

35 N. Dura, op. cit., p. 40-41.

36 K. Benmukwu, [onumuueckama detinocm na 6vieapckama emuepayus 666 Braxus ¢ nopeume ose
decemunemusi Ha XIX 6. [in:] idem, Cmpanuyu om munairomo, p. 69-70.

57 C. JloitHoB, Bwreapckomo nayuonanio-oceobooumento osudicenue, p. 178.
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ally prepared indigenous political plan until the 1850s.3® The fact that the representa-
tives of the Bulgarian elite at the time took into account that Russia would reach so far
south with its borders clearly indicates their significant lack of political sophistication
still at that time and their complete ignorance of Russian goals and policies. During
this period, as well as in the next few decades, the idea of liberation with the help of
Russia remained a dogma in domestic political thought.

APPENDIX>’

15-point request from Sophronius Vrachanski to Gen. M. Kutuzov, Bucharest, May 29
(June 10) 1811

A request from all the Bulgarians staying here®?

1. On the left bank of the Danube, the right to hold land [for Bulgarians —
B.R.] into hereditary possession should be asserted, starting from Turnu Magurele,
through Zimnicea, Slobozia, Zhuzia [that is the notation in the original, the men-
tion is about Giurgiu], Brailova [Braila], Galati, as well as in the places where they
choose to settle, with acreage sufficient for farming, haying, growing vines, esta-
blishing fruit orchards, producing silk, and setting up various factories, businesses,
and raising cattle.

2. An exemption should be granted to all sub-taxes for a period of 10 years, not
only for Bulgarians currently settling on the left bank of the Danube, but also those
who, learning of the donated rights, decide to settle here. Also, many of the Bulga-
rians who, due to Turkish oppression and tyranny, have left their homeland for some
time, resettling in Moldova and Wallachia, where they live thanks to various types of
support, if they decide to settle with their fellow Bulgarians, should be welcomed and
allowed to enjoy the rights enjoyed by others on an equal footing.

38 B. Pauesa, Pyckama nonumuxa u 6v12apckama uoes 3a ROIUMu4ecka aemoHoMus. 6 HAKOU U3A6U
Ha emuepayusima om nvpsama norosuna na XIX 6, “Vcropuuecku [pernen” 2006, vol. 1-2, p. 46-49.

%9 The present translation was made by the author from Russian, based on a document published
in JI. Hoitnos, . CtosiHOB, 0p. cit., p. 157-159. The program has been published in many volumes. Those
interested can be referred to, among others, the following items: B./{. Kono6ees, E.M. lllaroxusa, op. cit.,
p-377-379 (in Russian); I". [lnetuboB, U. Cmosinos, [ianose u npocpamu 8 Hayuonainooceo600umentHono
odsuoicerue npe3 Bvspascoanemo (Coopruk doxymenmu), Benmuko TrproBo 1988, p. 11-13 (in Russian);
K. Benuku, Emuepupanemo na bvreapume 6v6 Baaxus no epeme Ha pycko-mypckama eouna om 1806—
1812 200una [in:] idem, Cmpanuyu om munaromo, p. 35-37 (in Bulgarian). Of more recent items, one
can also point to a collection of documents prepared by Petko Petkov: Joxymenmu 3a nosama ucmopus na
bwneapus XIX — nauanomo na XX eex, Benuko TepHOBO 2002, p. 99-101 (in Bulgarian).

0" “Here”, that is, in the territory of the Danube principalities.
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3. Church buildings, in all cities where [Bulgarians] will be settled, need to be
supplied with money from the budget.®' Clergy and clergy assistants are to be chosen
from among the clergy now on the ground from among their own people, and after
their deaths to choose new ones independently also from their own people.

4. In each of their cities, there ought to be appointed one doctor and his assistants,
who will be paid from the state budget.

5. A court in each Bulgarian city needs to be organized under the name of “magis-
trate”, to which the best representatives of the people will be elected every three years,
serving as judges, secretaries and clerical staff paid from the state budget.

6. Schools in every Bulgarian city ought to be established for the education of
young people in various languages. To appoint an appropriate number of teachers,
who will be paid from the state budget. These schools will be supervised by Bulgarian
magistrates.

7. Bulgarian towns and villages have to be exempted from the obligation to quar-
ter the army and maintain a post office.

8. A permission should be granted for them to send merchants to all ports and
cities of the Russian Empire and abroad, as well as to have their own merchant ships.
They ought to be made equal in rights with Russian merchants; a permission has to
be granted for all products made by them to be sold in Wallachia, Moldova and all
of Russia, also it should be allowed for Wallachian, Moldovan and Russian prod-
ucts to be imported duty-free, and all other goods imported from abroad be charged
a single customs duty, after which they can be sold by Bulgarians at home as well
as in Wallachia, Moldova and Russia without additional duties; goods bought in
Russian ports and cities, for which duty has once been paid, after being loaded,
ought to reach Bulgarian towns and villages by sea or land already without addi-
tional customs duties, which in Moldova and Wallachia exist in the form of various
pretexts, burdening Bulgarians, in short, so that Moldovan and Wallachian govern-
ments and boyars cannot disturb the Bulgarian population, and their magistrates are
dependent only on the Russian government.

9. Do not take Bulgarian recruits into the army against their will, and whoever de-
cides to join the service, that one should be accepted; they should be released from
service without the right of retention when they are no longer in strength to contin-
ue serving.

10. The lakes on the left bank of the Danube should be given to them in perpetual
and hereditary possession for the purpose of industrial fishing, and their right to exer-
cise this freedom should also be extended on the Danube.

11. There are families among the resettling Bulgarians who used the title of nobil-
ity in their homeland under Turkish rule, there are descendants of the old Bulgarian

61 Here Sophronius was referring to funds from the Russian state budget. The same comment also
applies to the following points in the document.
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aristocracy among them, they should not be deprived of this title and should be vali-
dated for all time.

12. To the poor and downtrodden to come, issue a pair of oxen and a cow each,
and a certain sum of money on credit as you deem just, for the purpose of building
houses for them and improving their situation.

13. Allow free trade in their cities and villages in wine and rakija, both in terms
of retail and wholesale.

14. If, with divine help, the Russian arms succeed in annexing the lands on the
right bank of the Danube to the Russian Empire, the Bulgarian resettlers, who have
their native land and hereditary possession there, will be given the right to rule these
lands.

15. Jews and heretics, both in cities and villages, are not allowed to settle among
the Bulgarians, so as not to interfere with the development of their trade.
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