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Abstract

The article discusses the issue of the political activity of Bulgarians during the Crimean War,
which was a breakthrough moment in the national liberation movement in the era of the National
Revival (1762—1878). During this conflict, the Bulgarians exercised the widest efforts for liberation
so far, which was manifested by the functioning of as many as three emigration centres. The first one,
represented by Georgi Rakovski, focused on the preparations for the uprising and disappeared quite
quickly. After that, the priority in conducting political action was taken over by the Bulgarian émigré
elites on the Romanian lands and in Russia, which in the first period of the war (1853—1854) devel-
oped a far-reaching activity, promoting the Bulgarian issue and organising recruitment to volunteer
troops. The political action of the Bulgarians was not effective but the political concepts they estab-
lished were used and developed in the forthcoming years.

Keywords: Crimean war, Bulgarian national liberation movement, Bulgarian emigration in the
19" century, Bulgarians in Romania, Bulgarians in Russia

The outbreak of the Crimean War (1853—1856), also known as the “Eastern War”, as
the previous Russo-Turkish conflicts in the 19" century, stimulated once again the Bulgarian
national liberation activists. As in the preceding years', the Bulgarians hoped that the Rus-
sian army would eventually make a decisive march to the lands south of the Danube River
and, by making concessions to the enslaved population in a victorious peace treaty with
the authorities in Constantinople, would lead to the restoration of the Bulgarian statehood
in the Balkans?. At the same time, it was obvious that in the face of the escalating crisis one

' On the political and military involvement of Bulgarians in earlier Russo-Turkish conflicts, cf, i.a.:
C. loiiHoB, bvreapume u pycko-mypckume gotinu 1774—1856, Codus 1987, pp. 5-159; L. I'enos, bvreapume
u pycko-mypckume gotinu XVIII-XIX eex, Codus 1987, pp. 23-90; I1. Yonos, Bwreapckume svopvocenu yemu
u ompaou npes XIX 6., Codus 2003, pp. 11-41; K. Popek, B. Rusin, Uchodzcy, czyli goscie Boga. Studia z dzie-
Jow migracji batkanskich w XIX wieku — przypadek Bulgarii i Serbii, Krakéw 2022, pp. 191-225.

2 K. Benmuku, PymwHus u 6b12apcKomo peoioyuoRHO O8UJICEHUE 3a HAYUOHATHO 0c8060dicOenue (1850—
1878), Codust 1982, p. 11.
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could not remain inactive, thus Bulgarian activists undertook a wide-ranging political and
military action, both within the borders of the Turkish state and in exile. Because of the
limitations imposed on them by the conditions of functioning within the Ottoman Empire,
the leading role in this undertaking was quickly taken over by emigration centres, headed
by Bucharest and Odessa, although the first impulse to act came from Constantinople
through Georgi Rakovski and his “Secret Society”.

While preparing for war, the authorities in St. Petersburg considered the possibility of
using the Bulgarians and other Balkan nations for their purposes. The original plans were
to suddenly conquer the Black Sea straits and Constantinople or the march of the Russian
army by land through the Balkans, additionally blowing up the naval landings at Varna and
Burgas, which would then head to Adrianople and ultimately to the capital of the Ottoman
Empire. Thus, the Balkan Front Marshal, Ivan Paskevich, who considered the number of
Russian troops insufficient, proposed the idea of appointing 10,000 volunteers from the
Danube principalities and another 10,000 from the Bulgarians and Serbs living on the lands
south of the Danube. He ordered to store additional 30 thousand rifles in the warehouses
of the garrison in Izmail in case of the outbreak of war®. The Russians also had similar plans
to provoke national uprisings in relation to other Balkan nations, but due to the unfavour-
able development of the international situation (isolation of the Empire) and the war, they
had to resign from them®. These plans were not implemented by the Russian command, but
in the peak period, the volunteer units consisted of about 4,000 soldiers, composed of
Bulgarians and the representatives of other Balkan nations®. In addition, over a dozen small
Bulgarian chets were formed spontaneously®. The text focuses primarily on the discussion
of the Bulgarian political action during the conflict, which was inseparably accompanied
by the agitation for the voluntary recruitment carried out on Romanian lands and in Russia.
Nevertheless, the thread of the fate of these units during the conflict was generally omitted.
We wrote about this issue more in another place’.

As we have already mentioned, the war did not go well for Russia. After the initial
successes in the form of the takeover of the territory of Moldova and Wallachia in the
second half of 1853 and the victory of the fleet under the command of Pavel Nakhimov in
the Battle of Synopa at the end of November, the next year was not so fruitful. In fact,
already in the first half of 1854 the Russians entered the Bulgarian lands and began a siege
of the fortress at Silistra®, but due to the formation of an alliance between Turkey, England
and France, which had already supported Constantinople in the resistance, the Russian
troops were withdrawn. Then, they retreated to their native lands in a short time, due to the
allied nations’ landing near Yevpatoria on the Crimean Peninsula in September 1854. Soon

3 E. benosa, Boneapckuii 6onpoc 6 Kpvimckyio éotny (1853—1856), in: Bvieapume 6 ceseprnomo npuiepromopue.
Uzcneosanus u mamepuanu, 1. 10, pen. A. Jlepmemxues u ap., Oneca — Benuxo TeproBo 2009, pp. 55-56.

* W. Yypxkuna, K 6onpocy 06 opeanuzayuu éoccmanus ciagsm 8o epems Kpvivckoii éoinvr 1853—1856 ee.,
in: Cnassne u Poccusi: npobremsi 6otinvt u mupa va bankanax XVIII-XXI 6. K 100-nemuto co Ous posxcoeHus
akaoemuxa FO.A. I[Tucapesa, pen. C.W. Jlanyenko u np., Mocksa 2017, pp. 47-64.

> M. TonopoBa, Bwreapckume 006posonyu 6 Kpumckama 6oiina, “V3sectus ua boiarapckoro Mcroprdecko
JpyxectBo” 1985, T. XXXVII, pp. 391-439.

¢ I1. YonoB, Bwvreapckume evopwoicenu..., pp. 41-53.

7K. Popek, B. Rusin, Uchodzcy, czyli goscie Boga..., pp. 225-235.

8 C. Numurposa, Cunucmpa npe3 kpumckama eotna (1853—1856 2.), “V3Bectust Ha HAPOAHHS My3eil —
Bapna” 1980, 1. 17, pp. 47-65.
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after, the war turned into a defensive conflict for the Russians, with the main point of resist-
ance being the fortress in Sevastopol. Eventually, it fell in the autumn of the following year,
and Petersburg was forced to initiate peace negotiations. They concluded with the signing
of the Treaty of Paris on 30 March 1856°. A weakened Russia lost one of its main assets in
foreign policy, which was its armed forces, looking for other tools to influence the situation
in the Balkans, among others, by developing a network of consular posts and animating
the Slavophilic movement!'.

The first attempts to organise the Bulgarian population came from the capital of the
empire, where at that time one of the greatest Bulgarian revolutionaries of the 19" century
— Georgi S. Rakovski — stayed'!. Most probably, at the end of 1852 or at the beginning of
1853, he established the so-called Secret Association (“Taiino o61ectBo”)'?, which deter-
mined its goal of collecting funds for equipping and arming volunteers for the planned
uprising and conducting pro-insurrection agitation on Bulgarian lands. For this purpose,
an action was taken to organise insurgent groups in the various parts of the Bulgarian lands,
headed by Vidin, which, due to its proximity to the Serbian and Romanian lands, would
constitute the central point of the revolt. What was also significant was the fact that the
revolutionary atmosphere prevailing on these areas was still in the air after the unsuccessful
uprising in 1850'3. The task was facilitated by Rakovski becoming the chief translator
(dragoman) of the Turkish Danube army, allowing free travel on the native lands. He was
accompanied by a group of collaborators, headed by Ivan Bacov, who contacted the Russian
diplomatic representatives on Serbian lands and was the main animator of the insurgent
centre in Vidin. In Svishtov, in turn, the preparations were led by the Apostol Konkovic,
who in earlier years had raised an official protest to Russia about the forcible suppression
of the uprising in the district of Vidin in 1850; in July 1853, together with a group of his
collaborators, he sent a request to the Russian authorities to free the Bulgarian population
from the Turkish captivity. Rakovski highly regarded Konkovic, calling him, in one of his
letters, “a patriot recognised by all”'*.

® The Crimean War is described vastly in literature, in Polish see, inter alia: E. Tarle, Wojna krymska,
vol. 1-2, Warszawa 1953; M. Klimecki, Krym 1854—1855, Warszawa 2006; idem, Wojna krymska 1853—1856.
Jak wywolano pierwszq wojne globalng w Europie?, Warszawa 2014; O. Figes, Wojna krymska 1853—1856.
Ostatnia krucjata, O$wigcim 2019.

10 Cf. K. Popek, B. Rusin, Uchodzcy, czyli goscie Boga..., pp. 115-129; M.M. ®pomnosa, K eonpocy
0 OesmenvHocmu Ouniomamuyeckux npeocmagumenvcms Poccuu 6 boneapckux 3emasx Ocmanckou umnepuu
u ux oeamenbHocms 8 nepuood ¢ 1856 no 1866 2., in: Crassauckuii mup 6 mpemoem moicsiyeremuu. CiassaHckas
UOEHMUYHOCMb — Hogble akmopul KoHconuoayuu, pen. E.W. V3enesa, C.U. lanuenko u ap., Mocksa 2008,
p. 173-193; A. Aunpees, Pyckume ciagancku Komumemu 612apckomo 6b3podcoeHcko obujecmeo (1857—-1878),
Benuko TwpuoBo 2014; 1. T'enoB, Crasanckume komumemu 6 Pycus u Ovreapckomo oc0600umento 0eno
(1858-1878), Cocpus 1986.

It was not the first time that the Bulgarian colony was in the city. Cf. I1. Boxxunos, Pakoscku cped
yapuepadckume dvreapu, “brirapcko Bu3paxknane. Mnen — nuunoctu — cvOutusa” 2002, 1. 4, pp. 311-315;
C. Kucenkos, 43 swcueoma na Paxoscku 6 Llapuepao, “Cnucanune Ha BAH” 1923, T. XX VI, pp. 71-117.

12 There is a difference of opinion among historians as to when exactly the “Secret Society” was established.
Rakovsky’s biographer cites the versions of the establishment of the organisation in April or May 1853, claiming
that its beginnings may be as far back as the end of 1852. Vide B. TpaiikoB, I eopeu Cmoiixos Paxoscku. buozpaghusi,
Coodust 1974, p. 105. Cf.: B. KonobGeeB, bvreapckomo HayuoHarHooc80600umenno osudxcerue. Hoeonozus,
npoepama, pazeumue, Codpus 1972, pp. 290-291.

13 Cf. C. AumutpoB, Bocmanuemo om 1850 2oouna ¢ bvacapus, Codpust 1972.

14 J1. CaBosa, [ eopeu Cmotixosé Pakoecku u Ceuwyos, “Anamuesa” 2021, ron. XVI, ku. 5, p. 81.
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During this period, Rakovski still believed in the decisive importance of the Russian
factor in the liberation of his nation. An integral part of this concept was — as we have
already said — the preparation and initiation of an uprising with the aim of supporting the
Russian military effort and ultimately liberate the Bulgarian lands from the Turkish domi-
nation. It was not a new idea; the Bulgarians had already organised their own armed forces
at the time of the previous Russo-Turkish conflicts. This time, however, Rakovski introduced
several new elements to the national liberation movement. Above all, organisational efforts
were transferred from abroad to the Bulgarian lands, where the revolutionary tried to create
a network of insurgent cells (the continuator of this line of action will be in later years
Vasil Levski). The idea of creating a single political centre to coordinate all the activities
and represent all the Bulgarians was also something new. In historiography, it is underlined
that the “Secret Society” was the first nationwide organisation with the ambition to gather
around itself all the forces aiming at national liberation'’.

As the course of events demonstrated, what seemed to be a strong point of association,
turned out to be its greatest weakness, as well. Namely, relying the whole movement on one
person, the leader who was the only one able to subordinate his surroundings and animate
all the preparations, failed when Rakovski was arrested in Calafat. After being imprisoned
in the capital of the Turkish empire, where he stayed for several months, the revolutionary
leaves Constantinople, taking command of a dozen men’s insurgent cheta'. This action
stopped over time, and Rakovski decided to break up the unit and hid himself in the family
village of Kotel. These events coincided with the Russian failures. Firstly, the Russians
withdrew from the Bulgarian lands in the middle of 1854, after which they also left the
previously occupied territories of Moldova and Wallachia. This was undoubtedly a blow to
him and a sign of the failure of his own political concepts. As he wrote himself: “It broke
my heart and made me despair”!”. Rakovski hid in Kotel for several months, still believing
in the possibility of Russia’s victory in the war. Faced with the threat of arrest, he decided
to flee to Wallachia, as it was supposed to turn out, becoming an emigrant forever®. In the
following years, the Bulgarian revolutionary also revalued his attitude and concepts from
the Crimean War and earlier years, preparing in 1858 the first of several plans for the lib-
eration of Bulgaria, where the element decisive for the victory was to be primarily the

15 B. Tpaiikos, Ieopeu Cmoiikos Paxogcku..., pp. 103, 106; idem, HMoeonocuuecku meuenus u npoepamu
8 HAYUOHATIHO-0Cc80000UmenHume 0gudxicenus Ha barkanume 0o 1878 2oouna, Codust 1978, p. 253. Furthermore,
some researchers nowadays indicate that Rakovski’s organisation may be treated as a prototype of the Bulgarian
military intelligence. Cf. M. Mupues, “Taiinomo obujecmeo”’ Ha Pakoscku kamo nvpeoobpas Ha Cb8peMeHHOnO
bvreapcko 6oeHHo pasysHasare, in: I'eopeu Cmotikos Pakoscku — 200 eodunu 6escmvpmue. COOpHUK QOKIAOU
OM HAYYHA KOHGepeHyus ¢ MexcOyHapooHo yuacmue 12—13 anpun 2021 2., pen. J1. [lanuesa, K. AntoHOBa, Codus
2021, pp. 58—62. More information about Rakovsky’s insurgent plans is provided in B. Kono6ees, bvreapckomo
HAYUOHATHOOC80D00UMENHO ..., pp. 292-314.

16 M. Apuaynos, Hsronko memuu enuzooa om scueoma na Paxoscku 6 185354 2., “Tonnuauk Ha Cobuiickus
yHuBepcuteT. Mcropuko-dunonoruyecku dakynrer” 1936-1937, . XXXIII, pp. 46—64. In the quoted text,
the author extensively discusses and compares the memories of various people related to Rakovski’s person and
his activity during this period, not only in relation to the Crimean War, but also years earlier from his stay in
Constantinople.

7M. Apuaynos, [ eopeu Cmotixos Paxoscku. JKusom — oeno —udeu, Codust 1969, p. 52; B. Tpaiikos, I eopeu
Cmotixoe Paxoscku..., p. 112.

18 M. Apuaynos, [ eopeu Cmotixoe Pakogcku..., pp. 53-56; B. Tpaiikos, [ eopeu Cmoiikog Pakogcku...,
p. 115.
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preparation of the nation’s own forces (both in exile and native lands), and not just putting
all hope in Russia'®. He assessed the latter quite negatively, criticising decisively (like almost
the entire Bulgarian emigration) the resettlement action of the early 60’s of the 19 cen-
tury, which in historiography is known as the so-called Vidin resettlement®.

More extensive activity was undertaken by the Bulgarian emigration centres outside
the Ottoman Empire. In the first place, Epitropia (renamed in March 1854 as the Central
Care Committee «CpenoTounoro nomeuntenctBoy» and recognised officially by Russia)
was established, which was initially represented by four representatives of the Bulgarian
elite in Bucharest: Christo Georgiev (the younger brother of the largest merchant from
Galati and also the revival activist, Evlogi Georgiev), Christo Mustakov, Ivan Bakaloglu
and Dr. Vasil Beron?!. In the period under discussion, a significant group of Bulgarians
lived in the Romanian lands, emigrating in earlier decades due to the successive Russo-
-Turkish wars, but also seeking a better place to live and develop. Some authors assume
that in the 19* century (until 1878) there lived at least 10,000 Bulgarians in Bucharest
alone?, performing various professions and having a positive contribution to the overall
development of the city. In this context, the aforementioned Georgiev brothers are often
referred to as the most distinguished and richest representatives of the Bulgarian people on
Romanian lands. Their department store was supposed to play a significant role until the
90’s of the 19 century throughout South-Eastern Europe. However, the representatives of
other well-known Bulgarian families also lived in the city®.

The two brothers observed the course of events in the period leading up to the outbreak
of the war, correctly predicting that the differences between Constantinople and St. Peters-
burg would lead to a military clash between the two sides. However, as some researchers
point out, Bulgarian emigration in the Romanian principalities was not politically prepared
for the upcoming conflict, which did not prevent them from establishing the aforementio-
ned organisation in early 1853%. They also made contact with the representatives of the
diaspora living in Odessa, led by Nikolay Hristoforovich Palauzov®, to whom we will

¥ ITnan na I'C. Paxoscku om 1858 2. 3a oceéoboducdenue na Bvacapus, in: Bvieapckama ovpocagnocm
6 akmoee u dokymenmu, cueT. B. ['to3enes, Codus 1981, pp. 142-145.

20 This topic is approached more extensively in K. Popek, B. Rusin, UchodZcy, czyli goscie Boga...,
pp. 129-152.

2! Finally, already after the official constitution of the committee in March 1854, it consisted of 7 people:
Konstantin Chokan, Christo Mustakov, Ivan Bakaloglu, Georgi Anastasyevich, Aleksandr Haji, Christo Georgiev
and Petar Protic. Cf. A. Bypmos, Koza u om kozo e ocnosana “/lo6pooemennama opysxcuna”, in: idem, H30panu
npouseedenus, T. 2, Copus 1974, pp. 15-16.

22 JL.U. Kepuosa-ITbuan, JL.II. Benuos, Bykypew — mecma u ausHocmu Ha 612apckama emuspayust npe3
Buwspasxcoanemo. Hayunononynsapen ouepk u 0okymenmu, 3narapuna 2007, s. 19. The number of 10,000 Bulgar-
ian inhabitants of Bucharest is also indicated in the monograph by V. Trajkov and N. Zhechev, but they refer
to the data provided by Yuriy Venelin and relating to the years 1830—1831, when he himself stayed in the city.
Cf. B. TpaiikoB, H. XeueB, Bvicapckama emuepayus 6 Pymvrus XIV eex — 1878 co0una u yyvacmuemo
1l 8 CMONAHCKUSL, 0OUWeCMBEHO-NOIUMUYECKUS U KYIMYPHUSL HCUBOM HA pyMbHCKUA Hapoo, Codus 1986, p. 128.
Therefore, the total number of Bulgarians in this city during the Crimean War must have been larger.

2 B. Tpaiikos, H. XKeues, bvireapckama emuepayus 6 Pymvnus XIV eex..., pp. 194-203.

24 X. ImyuixoB, Eenozu u Xpucmo 'eopeuesu. JKusom u detinocm, Codust 1982, p. 63. In the opinion of some
historians, the organisation was established before 20 January 1853 and it was a kind of the renewal of the
operations of the Bulgarian association in Bucharest from 1848. Vide I1. Konenapos, Kvm npeducmopusma na
“/lobpooemennama opyxcuna”’, “N3Bectust Ha UucTrTyTa 32 VcTopus™ 1966, 1. 16-17, pp. 397-398.

2 11. AuroBa, Huxonaii Xpucmogoposuu Ilaraysos, “Crucanune na BAH” 1972, ku. 1, pp. 57-62.
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devote more attention later in the text. In his letters addressed to Bulgarians in the princi-
palities, Palauzov encouraged to send official appeals to Russia for help, highlighting the
hardships of the existence of the population in the Ottoman Empire. And in fact, on the
inspiration of Odessa, the representatives of the Bulgarian people in Wallachia and Mol-
davia addressed a special letter to Tsar Nicholas I of Russia, in which it was underlined
that all the legal acts issued by Constantinople, starting with the so-called Tanzimat reforms
in 1839, remained only on paper, not making life easier for Bulgarians in any aspect. They
were to face constant violence, pressure and assault by fanatical Turks, seeking salvation
in the Tsar of Russia. At the end of the letter, the authors expressed their hope of obtaining
a form of autonomy and the possibility of creating a separate national authority and having
their own archpastor, which indicated the growing importance of the struggle for the
establishment of an independent Bulgarian Orthodox church, which entered a decisive
phase after the war?. The special letter to the Tsar of Russia was signed by a total
of 37 people, headed by the Episcopate Polycarp Patarski of Kotel, Evlogi Georgiev,
W. Mikhailovich and Ivan Seliminski, another prominent representative of the Bulgarian
elite on Romanian lands, the main organiser of the resettlement of the population from the
Bulgarian territories in the spring of 1830%". Similar requests were also made by the in-
habitants of the Bulgarian lands. The figure of Dimitar Panov-Ginin can serve as an exam-
ple here, one of the leaders of the 1850 uprising, on whose initiative a similar letter was
issued by the inhabitants of the northern-west Bulgarian lands. Panov personally headed
a delegation that stopped in Bucharest on the way to Russia. Here he met with General
Mikhail Gorchakov, whom he tried to convince to surrender the Bulgarians to the Russian
Tsar and start recruiting volunteers. Due to the unfavourable course of the war, the deputa-
tion joined the retreating Russians and most likely met with Nicholas I in Kishinev. Bulgar-
ians were disappointed by the attitude of the ruler, who did not make any binding declara-
tions, urging the delegates to establish schools and promote education, as well as devote
more attention to the struggle for the establishment of an independent Orthodox church.
Panov-Ginin remained in Russia until the conflict ended®.

After the official recognition of the Committee in Bucharest by the Russian side, the
branches of the organisation also started to be established in other Romanian cities, e.g.,
Braila, Ploeshti or Galati. Evlogi Georgiev confirmed this in his correspondence to his
brother Christo, writing from the latter city in March 1854, that in connection with the
arrival of the Russians in the city there was a noticeable improvement in mood and joy
among emigrants. Various people offered financial support to the benefit of the organised
volunteer units, and Georgiev declared to donate 100 cents for this purpose?®. The activity
carried out by the Bucharest Committee and the local subsidiaries was focused on this

26 Vide B. BoneBa, bvreapckomo yvpkogHonayuonanio osudicenue 1856—1870, Codust 2010.

7 1. Kpucranos, C. Macnes, U. [lekanos, /-p Hean Cenumuncku kamo yuumen, 1ekap u 00w ecmeeHux,
Codus 1962, pp. 191-192. More information about the resettlement of 1830 is provided in K. Benuku,
Emuepupanemo na 6vicapume om Cnugern 6v6 Baaxusa npesz 1830 200., in: idem, Cmpanuyu om munanromo Ha
ovreapckus napoo, Codust 1987, pp. 77-111.

8 C. HamsiroB, Jumumwp Ilanos Tunun (Kem ucmopusma na pycko-6vieapckama 60uHa opyscoa npes
mpemama yemevpm Ha XIX 8.), in: B namem na axademux Muxaun /Jumumpos. Hzcneosanus evpxy Bvacapckomo
swv3padicoare, pen. E. Crosnosa, Codus 1974, pp. 608—611.

¥ I1. Konenapos, Kvm npeducmopusma..., p. 401.
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aspect in the initial period. In this work, Dr. Ivan Seliminski, cooperating with Epitropia,
had significant merit, and in November 1853 he was called to Bucharest and appeared
before general Gorchakov. Almost immediately, he conducted an initial survey campaign
(which consisted in sending a series of letters to well-known activists in various places,
while recommending the preservation of discretion), and then travelled twice around many
towns, agitating for the joining of volunteers to the newly formed troop. During his first
mission, Seliminski visited, among others, Giurgiu, Zimnicea, Alexandria, Ploeshti, Buzau,
Fokshani, Galati and Braila, appointing special commissioners in each of these places.
After obtaining the official mandate for his actions from the Russian side, in January 1854,
Seliminski undertook a second tour of the Romanian lands, organising recruitment offices
in all the major points for the recruitment of volunteers. The latter, from the beginning,
achieved the best results in Bucharest and Braila, which became the second Bulgarians’
activity centre after the Romanian capital®®.

Bulgarians living in Romanian cities also set themselves other goals. One of them was
the establishment of a special Commission, composed of competent and authoritative
members of the diaspora, who were to remain in constant contact with the Russian head-
quarters. Their task was to inform the Russians (which was undoubtedly facilitated by the
developed network of trade contacts) about the mood of the population on the right bank of
the Danube, the Turkish preparations for war, as well as to represent the Bulgarian people
before the command and the Russian authorities. They hoped that at the right moment dur-
ing the peace talks, it would be possible to present their own position supported by the
strength of the victorious power (there was a common belief about the future triumph of
Russia), which would ultimately lead to the improvement of the living conditions of the Bulgar-
ians and would also allow to obtain certain religious, cultural and political privileges®..

At that moment, at the beginning of 1854, the Odessa Bulgarians®? joined more
extensively in the political action for the liberation of their native lands, led by Nikola
Palauzov. Despite the fact that it was Palauzov who was one of the first to take far-fetch-
ing actions in relation to the Russians, informing them widely and promoting the Bulgar-
ian issue, and came into contact with the Bulgarian emigration in the principalities, inspir-
ing its activities, at first he did not have the support in the form of his own organisation.
The Odessa Committee (bpnrapcko omecko HacToaTencTBo) was established only on
2 (14) February 1854 in this city, at a meeting convened by Palauzov®. The invitation was
accepted and the members of the new group were, among others, Stefan Dimitrievich
Toshkovich, Nikola Mironovich Toshkov, Konstantin Nikolaevich Palauzov and Nikolay
Hristoforovich Palauzov himself. Its existence was also confirmed almost immediately

3 11. Kpucranos, C. Macunes, U. [lekanos, J-p Hean Cenumuncku..., pp. 210-216; X. nyuikos, Jeinocmma
Ha Ovaeapckama emuepayus 6vb6 Baiawko u Monodosa npe3 Kpumckama eovina 1853—1856 2., “U3Bectus Ha
WucrutyTa 32 Boenna Hcropus™ 1979, 1. 28, pp. 101-104. This article is also available in Russian, see idem,
Hesmenvrocms boneapcrou smuepayuu 6 [pudynatickux kHsxcecmeax 6o epems Kpvimckoi eotinbt (18531856 22.),
“Bulgarian Historical Review” 1979, no. 4, pp. 59-70. In the text, we cite only the text in Bulgarian.

31 X. InyuxoB, Eenoeu u Xpucmo ['eopeuesu..., pp. 67-68.

32 The information concerning the establishment of the Bulgarian colony in Odessa, see H. I'erues, Odeckomo
ovacapcko Hacmosmencmeo, Copust 1972, pp. 5-128.

3 Yet, he claimed that the idea of appointing such a committee had already existed among the Odessa
activists and it was clarified after the commencement of the occupation of Romania principalities by the Russian
army. Vide ibidem, p. 135.
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by Tsar Nicholas L. In the protocol, in addition to the appeal to the help of the Russian
ruler in the work of liberation of Bulgaria (point 1), the members committed themselves
to collect funds that were to be paid for the development of education (purchase of text-
books, opening of new schools) and other needs of the community. Members agreed to
make decisions only in a larger group (at least three people), it was excluded that any
arrangements be made by a single member of the organisation. The money from the donors
was to be kept in a commercial bank in Odessa, and each donor had the right to inspect
the books, where all decisions made by the Council and all the sums donated by the indi-
vidual donors** were entered. Nevertheless, it is unlikely that Nayden Gerov took part in
the meeting, but he certainly knew about its decisions. On the next day, in his letter to
Christo Georgiev in Galati, he wrote about the establishment of the Odessa Committee,
at the same time informing about the sum of 5,400 rubles, collected for the organisation
and equipment of the volunteer unit®.

The occurrence of two competitive centres almost immediately led to clashes among
activists since everyone claimed a right to be a leader of the national liberation movement.
This problem was only aggravated by the staff of the Danube army, which favoured the
already known Palauzov, who — as a Russian official — earned more trust. While visiting
Braila and Galati, he tried to persuade the local communities of Bulgarians to donate for
Odessa, and also attempting to win Christo Georgiev, a secretary and cashier of the Bucha-
rest Committee and its chairperson, Constantine Shokan. It was the younger of the Georgiev
brothers who endeavoured the most to maintain the independence of his own centre, which
eventually resulted in their separate operations, thus clearly weakening the prestige of both
committees and the outcomes of their work. According to some historians, Palauzov acted
with the full awareness of the consequences of his actions*®.

The situation of the Romanian Bulgarians improved in March 1854 when Nayden
Gerov arrived in Bucharest. According to some accounts, he was to fulfil his duties at the
Russian staff, thus improving the possibility of communication between them and Georgiev
brothers. At the same time, Gerov corresponded a lot with the younger Christo, who was
staying in Galati, and he informed him about the sums of money collected in Moscow for
the needs of the committee. He was persuading him to send all the contributions to Bucha-
rest, arguing that in this place (and not in distant Odessa), due to the proximity of the front
and the headquarters of the Tsarist Army, an intensified political campaign must be con-
ducted, which needs as many funds as possible. He also asked for being discreet because
he did not want to disclose that he supported Bucharest in his actions and not Odessa, to
which he was unquestionably more related in terms of organisation. In his letters, Gerov
also frequently referred to the information concerning the war and the progress of the Rus-
sian Army; he went to the Danube in order to observe closely the position of the Turkish

3 C. CnaBoBa, Yuacmue na npecennuyu 6vizapu 6 Becapabus u 1odicna Pycusi ¢ bopbama 3a 0c60602icoeHuemo
Ha 6vaeapume om mypcko ueo (1841-1876), “U3sectus va AppxaBaure Apxusu” 1968, 1. 15, pp. 230-232. The
complete text of the minutes of the meeting held by the Odessa Bulgarians is presented on the indicated pages.
Cf.: H. Bapcos, Tpuoyamunemue desmenshocmu Odecckozo 6oneapckozo nacmoamenscmea (1854—1884 ze.)
u mamepuanvl 0 ucmopuu 0ce06odxcoenus boneapuu, Onecca 1895, pp. 8—11.

3 E. JlarrteB, Poccutickuti ouniomam Hauioen I'epos u poccuticko-boneapckue ceéazu (1853-1877), Yoa
2011, p. 47.

3¢ X. I'mywkos, Jetinocmma na 6vizapckama emuepayust 668 Brawxo u Monoosa..., p. 110.
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forces*’. Since the terrains on the right bank of the river were seized and the Turkish troops
and local authorities fled, he recommended that Bulgarians take control of reinstating the
order because Russians did not want to tackle this issue®. Hence, Gerov knew well that
the distant political centre in Odessa would not have proper funds and opportunities to
actively animate the Bulgarian national liberation campaign. In his opinion, that mission
belonged to Bucharest which was to collect funds for subsequent tasks connected with the
Russians’ seizure of a part of Bulgarian territories. Nevertheless, in his analyses he did not
go beyond the issues of current activities®.

Unquestionably the most complete (although still vague) action plan and post-war
arrangement of Bulgaria was presented by Christo Palauzov in his letters. Nevertheless, the
ideas and views he demonstrated in his actions were not expressed in any specific document,
they are dispersed in the various places of notes and correspondence. Plamen Mitev researched
Palauzov’s concepts most comprehensively in the Bulgarian historiography. In the historian’s
opinion, he expressed his fundamental thoughts in the “Note concerning the current situation
of Bulgarians in the European Turkey”*: 1. The only possible saviour of the Bulgarians may
be Russia, from which the Bulgarians should also take over the monarchical regime, to which
they were naturally inclined, remembering that “[...] Bulgaria was once a famous and power-
ful kingdom”; 2. Bulgarians should aim to gain autonomy like other nations in the region (he
did not take into account the example of Greece), with the support of a stronger state, prefer-
ably an Orthodox one (another nod towards Russia), which basically indicated the lack of an
alternative vision also among other activists during this period; 3. The necessary condition
for the success of the whole action was the establishment of a special representation at the
Russian staff, owing to which it would be easier for the Russians to communicate various
Bulgarian requests or complaints (the representatives were to facilitate contacts with the
civilians by following the orders of the headquarters); 4. It was also necessary to gain broad
support among the nation, and a properly directed propaganda was to serve this purpose;
5. Palauzov was the only one who outlined the boundaries in which the Bulgarian nation was
supposed to function. According to him, the Bulgarians inhabited territories stretching between
the Danube in the north and the cities of Solun (Thessaloniki) and Kavala in the south, and
between the Black Sea in the east and reaching to the west as far as the Timok River and the
city of Ohrid. Within these borders he was supposed to see a rebuilt Bulgarian state, defend-
ing the historical rights of the Bulgarians to these lands against the Russian command. All
these concepts were to be developed and concretised by Palauzov during the ongoing war!.

37 Some historians suggest that both Nadyen Gerov and Sawa Radulov, who also came to Odessa at that
time, fulfilled the intelligence tasks for the Russian Army. Vide P. boeB, Owe 3a yuacmuemo na 6vacapu
6 Kpumckama sotina (1853-1856), “Vcropuyecku [Ipernen” 1968, xu. 1, p. 92.

38 E. JlarrteB, Poccutickuii ouniomam Haiioen I'epos..., pp. 50-53.

3 After the end of the war, Gerov was resent to Bucharest to persuade local Bulgarians to provide financial
aid for the nationwide needs. In his letter to S. Toshkowitz, he complained that he had not received any help and
that the local diaspora had an ambition to act completely independently and not to be subject to anyone, espe-
cially the committee in Odessa. Vide H. I'enueB, Odeckomo Owvaeapcko..., p. 151.

40 The full text of the document is provided in H. Bapcos, Tpudyamunemue desmenvrnocmu..., pp. 31-46.
At the same time, Mitev made a mistake by specifying the date of preparing the letter as July 1853. The last page
clearly shows the date of 20 January 1854. Vide ibidem, p. 46.

4 T1. MuteB, “/lano 20cnoo nu cnooobu 0a UOUM 0MeYecmeomo Cu 0C8000ICOeHO ... " U 3a KpUMCKAma
sotina, Huxonaii Ilanayso6 u 6vnzapckume vorcoenenus om cpedama va X1X 6., in: 130 2o0unu modepua bvizapcka
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The Odessa activist also came up with the idea of establishing a press body, in which
the information and propaganda campaign was to be conducted among the population®. In
the end, the Bulgarians were not able to create a newspaper, but the foreign press repre-
sentatives widely informed about the events of the Crimean war, and about the events and
moods in the Balkans, which were within the interest of the Russians, also the Russian
press informed through its envoys (often reprinted in the West, e.g. in Prussia). Russian pe-
riodicals informed the public about various issues even at the beginning of the occupation
of the Danubian Principalities, for instance, in articles about the history and contemporary
times of the Ottoman Empire and its armed forces. After the outbreak of the war and cross-
ing the Danube River, the materials appeared describing subsequent engagements and
movements of individual armies. The press reported on the pro-insurgency spirits among
the population and the bloody pacification actions carried out by the Turks. As some authors
claim, they were to execute (e.g. 16 people in Shumen in February 1854) or send rebellious
Bulgarians to exile. Therefore, the population willingly joined the partisan units and helped
in fights, accepting the arrival of the Russians with joy as the long-awaited salvation.
Similarly, more space was devoted to the wave of emigration from the Bulgarian lands
after the departure of the Russian troops, informing the readers that this population had
already resettled in the past to Romanian lands and to Russia. Later, when the fights moved
mainly to the Crimean Peninsula, the press continued to publish the material about Bul-
garia and Bulgarians, e.g. its history or the national character of the population living there
and the Turkish oppression under which they were forced to live. The Russian press also
published materials provided by Palauzov, for instance, his correspondence with Nayden
Gerov. To some extent, it certainly helped to promote the Bulgarian issue abroad, espe-
cially when it did not have its own newspaper*.

A separate problem faced by Bulgarian activists from Bucharest and Odessa was
another wave of displacement from the lands south of the Danube connected with the
decision to withdraw the Russian troops. We have discussed this issue extensively in
another place*, and there is no need to recall all the information provided there once
again, therefore, we will only quote the figures specifying this emigration (and subsequent
remigration). According to the data most frequently repeated in various studies, in
the first wave, together with the retreating Russian Army, about 6—7 thousand people
accompanied by a portion of their possessions went to the Romanian lands. Stephan
Doynov claims that in the first two years of the conflict, a total of over 7,000 people left
the Bulgarian lands, in several waves, to which he also added individual families or in-

ovporcasnocm. Hean Cmosinos 60 200uHu, omoadenu Ha ucmopusma u eucuiemo obpaszosanue, pen.
M. Iananrypcku, I1. Tonopos, X. I'mymkos, B. JleueB, A. Auxnpees, Benuko TsproBo 2009, pp. 35-36.
Cf.: B. KoHoOeeB, bvieapckomo HayuoHaiHooceobooumento..., pp. 314-320.

42 H. bapcos, Tpuoyamunemue oesmenvHocmu..., p. 48.

3 A.A. Ynyusia, Pycckas nepuouueckas newamos epemer Kpulmckou otinvl 1853—1856 22. o Boneapuu
u boneapax, in: Poccus u bankawnel. M3 ucmopuu obujecmeenHo-norumudeckux u Kyivmypuoix cesseti (XVIII 6.
— 1878 2.), pen. U.C. Joctsin, Mocksa 1995, pp. 163-207. The “Constantinopolitan Newspaper” also informed
about the fortunes of the Bulgarian people during the Crimean War. Vide I1. Mures, “Ljapuepadcku secmuux”,
Kpumckama eotina u ovreapume, in: Bvaeapckama scypuarucmuka 160 eoounu. Munano — nacmoawe —
nepcnexmusu. Hayunu cmyouu, cmamuu, cvoowenus, pea. 3. Koncrantunona, M. ITerpos, M. [leennuuna, Codust
2006, pp. 180-187.

4 K. Popek, B. Rusin, UchodZcy, czyli goscie Boga..., pp. 86-98.
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dividuals®. Most of them returned to their native lands after the end of the war with
a significant contribution of the active Turkish immigration policy implemented during that
period*®. Nevertheless, some of the refugees were forced to provide food and shelter for
their stay outside their own habitats. An example here may be the inhabitants of the north-
ern part of Dobrudja town of Micin, who in the years 1854—1856 stayed in Bessarabia®.
A separate group consisted of several hundred former volunteers who decided to stay in
Russia after the end of the military action, out of concern for the possible adverse conse-
quences of their activities during the war. The Russian authorities were to help them ma-
terially*®. Some of the inhabitants of southern Bessarabia (the so-called Budjak), which
under the Treaty of Paris of 30 March 1856 was included in the borders of the Romanian
principalities®, were resettled to Russia.

Along with the population, some of the most significant emigrant activists also emi-
grated. Together with the Tsarist troops heading the north-east, the following individuals,
among others, went: Ivan Seliminski, Aleksandr Haji, Kostaki Popovich, Sava Radulov
and Nayden Gerov. What is quite understandable, the main motive in this case was their
help provided to Russia before the outbreak of the conflict and in the first period of the
conflict. At this moment, the political action of the Bulgarians significantly lost its dynam-
ics, but this was not the end of the troubles and mutual rancour was reported by some activ-
ists. They included some accusations of abuse connected with the use of the funds held,
whose victims were, in the first place, Seliminski, Popovitz and Ch. Georgiev. In at least
some cases, they were motivated by personal reluctance and had nothing to do with the
truth, nevertheless, they further wallowed individual activists and were detrimental to
the consolidation of the Bulgarian emigration®. The similar allegations as regards financial
abuse were put forward after the war by Odessa activists against Nayden Gerov. As they
claimed, as early as in March 1854, Gerov was to receive 600 rubles to cover the costs of
travel on the Bulgarian lands and collect information on the spirits of the population and
the war preparations of Turkey. It is not clear whether he in fact fulfilled the task commis-
sioned by the Odessa Committee, nevertheless, in the light of the call for reimbursement
(in the end, half of this amount was ordered) this seems doubtful. During the war, Gerov
explained himself with other duties, among other things, printing his dictionary in St. Pe-
tersburg, which infuriated Nikola Palauzov, and he rebuked him for not devoting to his

4 C. HoitaoB, Bwacapume ¢ Ykpaiina u Monoosa npes Bwspascoanemo (1751-1878), Codus 2005,
p. 124.

4 B. MyuuuoB, Muepayuonnama norumuxa na Ocmanckama umnepust 6 ovazapckume 3emu npes XIX eex
(00 1878), Cocpus 2013, pp. 126-135.

4T Uzeopu 3a ucmopuama na [Hobpyosxca 1853—1878. Bvreapcku doxymenmu, 1. 3, pen. B. Toues,
H. 3anpsnoBa-Ilenesa, Codus 2001, pp. 7-8.

8 Pycusi u 6b12apckomo HayuoHAIH0-0c80600umento osudicenue 1856—1876. JJokymenmu u mamepuanu,
m. 1, u. 1 (pespyapu 1856 — dexemepu 1860), pen. X. XpucroB, M.A. bupmaun u ap., Codpust 1987, pp. 36-37;
A.A. Ynynsu, [oxkymenmsi 06 yuacmuu 6012ap 6 KpbIMCKOU 60UHe U HAYUOHAIbHO-0C80000UmMeNbHO 60pbhe
6 60-e 200vb1 XIX 8., in: B namem na akaoemux Muxaun Jumumpos..., pp. 735-739.

4 C. doiiuos, bvreapume 6 Ypaiina u Mondosa..., pp. 124-137; W. I'pex, [Ipecensanemo na 6wvieapu om
becapabckama uacm na Mondosckomo kHaxcecmso 6 Ilpuaszosuemo (kpas Ha 50-me — Hauanomo Ha 60-me 200uHu
Ha XIX 8.), in: bvreapume ¢ Cesepromo npuueprnomopue. Hzcneosanus u mamepuanu, T. 2, pea. I1. Tonopos,
I1. [aBnos, Benuko TepHoBO 1993, pp. 129-142.

30 X. ImymkoB, Jetinocmma na 6vreapckama emuepayust 666 Brawxo u Monoosa..., p. 113.
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homeland at such an important moment®'. The Bulgarian activist arrived at his native lands
no sooner than after the war, taking the position of a Russian consul in Plovdiv®2.

One of the last initiatives of the activists in Kishinev in February 1856 was to send
a request to Tsar Alexander II to intercede for the Bulgarian nation concerning the peace
negotiations held in Paris. In their letter, the Bulgarians complained about the oppression
of the Turks, which forced them to emigrate to the Romanian lands, Bessarabia and Russia
from the middle of the 18" century. They also reminded about the continued support given
to the Russian side in subsequent Russo-Turkish conflicts and requests addressed to previ-
ous rulers, which for various reasons could not be fulfilled. Finally, they once again ex-
pressed their hope that this time Russia would intercede for the Bulgarian nation, which
would help in obtaining certain rights. The document was signed by a total of 10 Bulgar-
ian activists, headed by Ivan Seliminski®. Their request was not left without response. The
Russian Minister of Foreign Affairs, Karl Nesselrode, in his draft response to the Bulgarians,
advised the Tsar to confirm that the adversity of the Bulgarians was never indifferent to his
country and that, if circumstances were favourable, he would do his best to help improve
their fortune and living conditions in the Ottoman Empire®.

Unfortunately, taking this justifiable and important initiative in the face of the actual
failure of the Bulgarian activists, did not improve the mutual relations between rival groups
after the conflict was finished. At the request of the authorities, Nikolay Palauzov prepared
a list of the names of activists who helped in the Russian efforts during the war, for which
they were to receive awards. The list of dozens of names™ was opposed by some people,
which resulted in their refusal to accept the proposed commendations. Sava Radulov and
Christo Georgiev were among those who refused the orders and motivated their decision
with the love to their homeland and their readiness to make sacrifices. Georgiev added in
his letter to Nayden Gerov that in the future, he and other Bucharest activists are ready
“[...] if need be and in the future with a pure heart [to act for the good of the homeland
— B.R.], without thinking of any remuneration”*. Another issue was the fact that in his
census, Palauzov assigned to Christo Mustakov and Seliminski, who undoubtedly had the
greatest merit in the recruitment campaign, a lower-level commendations than those that
were to be received by the members of the Odessa Committee associated with him. This
issue continued for several years, and the tenacious Seliminski finally received the desired
medal for his participation in the Crimean War in June 1863%’.

According to Plamen Mitev, it was only during the Crimean War that political centres
(Odessa, Bucharest) and the circles of activists gathered around them were established,
which can be said to have initiated an organised Bulgarian national liberation movement>,

SUE. JlarrreB, Hatioen I'epog u 6oneapckoe nonumuyeckoe 08udiceue 8 200bl KpblMcKol gotinul (1853—1856
22.), “Becrnuk bamkupckoro Yausepcurera” 2014, 1. 19, no. 3, pp. 1081-1082.

32 A. Kupunoa, Omixpusane Ha pyckomo KOHCYICKo azenmemeo 6 [noeous npes 1857 2oduna, “Vicropudecku
TIpernen” 2009, ku. 1-2, pp. 48-76.

3 Pycust u 6612apckomo HayuoOHAIHO-0C80600umento ogudicenue..., T. 1, 4. 1, pp. 29-30.

3 Ibidem, p. 35.

3 For a full list of names of persons to be honoured with orders and medals from Russia, see A.A. ViynsH,
Loxymernmot 06 yuacmuu 6012ap 6 KpbLMCKOU 6oliHe ..., pp. 7139-742.

3¢ X. I'mymkoB, Jetinocmma na 6vneapckama emuepayust 666 Brawxo u Monoosa..., pp. 114-115.

57 1. Kpucranos, C. Macnes, U. llexanos, /-p Hean Cenumuncku..., pp. 221-222.

8 I1. Mures, “/lano 2ocnoo Hu cnodobu...”, p. 32.
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It is characteristic that this researcher excluded the “Secret Association” from this collec-
tion, which, however, was an organisation so unstable that after the departure of its main
animator, that is Rakovski, it actually disappeared, leaving no deeper plans or demands for
the organisation of the Bulgarian national life after the end of the conflict®. Nonetheless,
the association established by the revolutionary existed from the very beginning in the
conditions which were the most politically unfavourable for the Bulgarians, being a virtual
competitive centre against the central authorities and in the very capital of the collapsing
empire. Under such conditions, it had no chance of surviving, and Constantinople remained
chiefly a centre of the economic emigration in Bulgaria. This was the specificity of the
Bulgarian colony until the restoration of statehood in 1878,

The actions taken by the Bulgarian emigration had an incomparably greater extent than
during the previous Russo-Turkish conflicts in the 19 century. Each of the described
organisations consisted of at least several members of the top management, around whom
other representatives of emigration were involved, for instance, supporting the Bulgarian
action with some form of financial aid for the volunteer units. Thus, it was a political action
much more numerous than the one undertaken at the beginning of the 19* century by
Bishop Sophronius of Vratsa and a small group of emigrants, still weak economically and
organisationally®!.

The Bulgarian activists, notwithstanding the centre they represented, did not have any
complete and clearly defined political plans, both before the outbreak of the war and in the
first phase of the war, when Russian troops were stationed on the Danube. However, it does
not mean that they did not have any views or intuitions as regards the direction and type
of actions that everyone considered necessary to take — in connection with the opportunity
that emerged for the Bulgarians. Undoubtedly, the most important aspect of their actions
was the desire to involve in military activities on the side of Russia. Rakovski’s organisa-
tion aimed to provoke an uprising on the Bulgarian lands, as well as a recruitment campaign
conducted in exile by activists from Bucharest and other branches on Romanian lands and
in Odessa. Yet, due to the unfavourable course of Russia’s military operations, these units
were not used, except for the few ones that reached the Crimea and fought later®.

The Bulgarians did not create a comprehensive document that would contain any detailed
provisions concerning the form of the future regime of their own state or the degree of its
dependence on Constantinople. It is not possible to state unequivocally whether and how
many of them believed in the possibility of a full revival of Bulgaria as an independent po-
litical entity in the Balkans. It rather appears that they were hoping to create an entity similar
to other nations of the region, which managed to gain some form of autonomy already in

% V. Konobieyev, on the other hand, wrote that two wings appeared in the Bulgarian national liberation
movement during the Crimean War: revolutionary — represented by the Rakovski’s organisation and liberal, whose
emanation were the committees in Bucharest and Odessa (and their subsidiaries). Vide B. Konobees, bvieapckomo
HAYUOHATHOOCB0OOOUMETNHO ..., P. 344.

0 T1. BoxkuHOB, L]apuepadckume owreapu medxncoy pepopmume u pegonoyusma (1875-1877), Cocust 2013,
pp- 32-33.

® Vide B. 3narapcku, [lonumuuecka ponsi ha Cogpponui Bpauancku npes pycro-nmypcrkama eotina 1806-1812 2.,
“Tomumnauk Ha Coduiickus YHuBepcutet. Mcropuuecku ®axyarer” 1923, ron. XIX, ku. 3, pp. 1-85; idem,
ITvpsume “Ovreapcku oenymamu” ¢ Pycus, “Benrapcka ucropuyecka oubmuoreka” 1928, k. 3, pp. 109-129.

2 Pvaeapcka eoenna ucmopus. Iloobpanu uzeopu u dokymenmu, 1. 1, pen. 1. Aurenos, Codust 1977,
p. 443.
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the earlier decades of the 19" century. These ideas were expressed most fully by Nikolay
Palauzov, who was thus imagining the post-war shape of the reborn Bulgaria, supported by
one of the great powers. In his opinion, as a Russophile, the only such state could be the
Russian Empire. We also indicated that among other emigrant activists, despite the defeat
suffered by this country, the idea of Russia as the main factor that could help in the liberation
of their homeland remained alive and still popular. Palauzov also was the only one (at least
as far as we know) to leave a record on the territorial extent of Bulgarian claims. They reached
the terrains inhabited by other Balkan nationalities, which was a clear signal that in the future
there must be a conflict between these groups over disputed territories. The weakness of the
whole Bulgarian movement was also seen by some historians as the lack of any reference to
agrarian issue and the prevailing Turkish oppression in this matter, especially in the context
of the significant role that the population was supposed to play during the conflict. Some,
like Rakovski, hoped to attract them to the uprising, while Palauzov made plans to gain
public support through skilful agitation. However, there were no appropriate plans and official
declarations regarding the improvement of the economic situation of this group®.

The position of the Bulgarians was further undermined by the mutual grievances and
ambitions of individual activists. They led to conflicts and rivalries between centres, whose
goals were largely convergent. Nevertheless, it also reflected the increasing political aware-
ness of the growing part of the diaspora, which, after consolidating its presence in exile
and economic consolidation, drew attention to the fate of native lands, trying to support
the inhabitants living there and care for their spiritual and intellectual development. In the
subsequent years, they also undertook a number of new initiatives in various spheres,
contributing to the overall development of the native culture and economy. The Bulgarian
political action after the end of the Crimean War entered a new stage, which in the following
years manifested itself in the improvement of forms of political and revolutionary activity,
continued by the representatives of all the mentioned centres®, who during the conflict
often gained their first experience related to the national liberation movement. This practice
brought in tangible results in the upcoming decades and helped to restore the Bulgarian
statehood in the Balkans in 1878.
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