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Arncrpakr

Kon xpajor Ha XIX m mouetokoT Ha XX Bek, byrapmwja 3a peanmsanuja Ha CBOjaTa
MaKeZ0HCKa MOINTHKA, MHUIMpalla BOCTAHWIKH JI¢jcTBHja BO MakenoHuja. Bo Toj KoHTEKCT
nBarrate (Bo 1895 u 1902 ronuHa), Taa ro nckopuctiiia BMK, koj mpeTcTaByBai opraHmsanmja
Ha MaKeZOHCKNTE eMUrpanTH Bo byrapuja. Ox npyra crpana, KoH kpajot Ha 1902 1 moueTokoT
Ha 1903 rommua, Byrapuja, BeTyBajku IOMOII, MHAMPEKTHO ja MOTXpaHWJA Hjejara 3a
BOCTaHHE BO Make/oHHMja 1o BOJACTBO Ha TajHara MakeIOHO-OAPHHCKA PEBOIYLHOHEPHA
opranmsanuja (TMOPO), koja momoiaro Bpeme, caMOCTOJHO, MOPAJIHO M MaTepUjaHO ce
MoAroTBYBasna 3a BocraHue. Ilopaau cBojaTa MakeJOHCKa nojuTuka, byrapuja Bo 1903
TOJIMHA CE COOYMJIA CO OMAacHOCT of BojHa co Ocmanimckara VMMnepuja. 3a u30dernyBame
Ha TaKBaTa OMACHOCT W Bpakame Ha moBepOara koH Ocmaniuute, Byrapuja, HajupBo, ro
3abpanmnna oncrojyBameto Ha BMK, a motoa mpesena gexopu 3a ga ja yoenu TMOPO na ce
OTKa)kKe OfI COIICTBEHATa O/UTyKa 3a BocTaHue. Hajmocre, oTkako Toa He ycmeano, byrapuja
TOBeJIe TUPEKTHH MperoBopy co Ocmanmmcka Mimmepnja, mpuToa, HyJiejKH 1 JOTOBOP 32 COjy3
W TIPHjaTeCTBO, @ KAKO MPUYMHM 32 BOCTAHUYKOTO JABMKEH-E¢ BO MakeloHM]ja TH OCOYMIIa
OCIIO00IUTETHUTE TeHACHINN Ha MaKeIOHINTE U CITa0OCTHTE HAa OCMAHIMCKHOT CHCTEM.

Knyunu 360poeu: byrapuja, Makenonuja, Mnunaencko Bocranue, TMOPO, 1903.

The Macedonian issue monopolized the foreign policy of the Principality of
Bulgaria towards the end of the XIX and the beginning of the XX century. All of the
Bulgarian governments, as well as the Prince Regnant, Ferdinand, strove to bring
about unification of Macedonia with Bulgaria, and accordingly, all Bulgarian political
factors had a single strategic objective. Various differences existed only in terms of
the means to achieve this, the methods and tactics that were favoured and made
use of. These differences are noticeable from one government to another, from the

! Crarunjara e o0jaBeHa Ha MaKeJIOHCKH ja3uK TIOJ] HACTOB ,,byrapuja ,3a ‘ win ,POTUE
oJyTyKara 3a Boctanue Bo Makezouuja Bo 1903 roguna® Bo 36opHux na mpyodosu Ha 3aBOJOT
3a 3aIITHTA HA CIIOMEHUIMTE Ha KyJATypara u my3ej, Ctpymuna, 2014, 221-231.
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government and the Prince Regnant, the coalition partners in the government, the go-
verning and the opposing parties. Some favoured political-diplomatic activity, others
— propaganda, others, yet, militarism. Often, all of these were combined and used
together. The Macedonian issue in Bulgaria was exploited both as an instrument in
the internal, as well as the external politics, while the means to bring this about varied.

Bulgaria often made use of the Macedonian revolutionary movement in order to
bring the Macedonian issue to the forefront, at which time the two most well-known
Macedonian organizations that were used were: the Supreme Macedonian Committee
(SMC), with headquarters in Sofia, and the Secret Macedonian-Adrianopolitan
Revolutionary Organization (SMARO), with headquarters in Thessalonica. The
Bulgarian political subjects made constant attempts to control and direct the
Macedonian movement in accordance with their interests, and the influence they
exerted was much more obvious upon the SMC than the SMARO, which strove to
maintain its independence in terms of decision-making and operating.

The first instance where the patriotic feelings of the Macedonian emigrants in
Bulgaria became the object of manipulation occurred in the summer of 1895. At this
time, the SMC, having obtained discretionary support from official Bulgaria, attempted
to provoke an “uprising” in northeast Macedonia. The Bulgarian encouragement of this
“uprising provocation” had a specific political background, namely, to gain international
recognition of the Prince Regnant, Ferdinand, as well as to gain more advantages for
the Bulgarian Ecclesiastical and educational propaganda in Macedonia.” Once the
first signs indicating that things were moving along in the direction of the Bulgarian
endeavours came to light, the authorities in Sofia undertook rigorous measures to quell
and contain the Macedonian movement.* Thus, once Bulgaria, having first initiated the
unrests in Macedonia, realized that it would attain its objectives it began to represent
itself as a constructive factor in front of the large powers, as well as the Ottoman
Empire. In this way, the image that Bulgaria was able to project was that the key to
peace and stability in Ottoman Macedonia could be found in Sofia.

Once the Macedonian revolutionary movement started to gain in having obtained
the informal support of some government circles, and that of the Prince Regnant,
Ferdinand, the SMC, under the leadership of president Stojan Mihajlovski and
General Ivan Tsonchev, made another attempt to provoke an uprising in Macedonia.
However, due to the opposition put forth by the SMARO, this attempt achieved only
partial success, primarily in the northeast regions of Macedonia, bearing the name
“the uprising of Gorna Dzhumaya”.* Gjorche Petrov, one of the creators and thinkers
of the SMARO, had two reasons why he felt that this “varhovist” (i.e., “supremist”)
uprising had been carried out with the blessing from the Bulgarian Prince Regnant and
the government. The Prince Regnant planned to make use of the SMC to convey on a
diplomatic level the uprising that the SMARO was organizing, while the government
saw it as an easy way to gather together all the patriotic factors in order to achieve

2 See: Banuo Toprues, Cro6oda unu cvpm, MakedoHCKomo peonyyuoHepho Hayuo-
HaHooc10600umento osudicerve 6o Conyrnckuom sunaem (1893-1903), Cxomje 2003, 181-204.

3 HayuonanHooceobooumenHomo 08uiceHue Ha MakeOHCKume u mpakutickume OwJi-
eapu 1878-1944, m. 2, Codus 1995, 83-84.

4 B. fopreB, Cnobooda unu cmpm..., 400-453.
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its political ends.® Regardless of this, politically speaking, the uprising of Gorna
Dzhumaya prompted the February reforms.® In fact, these reforms represented an
attempt to prevent the Macedonian uprising, which the SMARO had been preparing
for both psychologically and financially. On the other hand, the uprising of Gorna
Dzhumaya induced repercussions by the Ottoman authorities over the Macedonian
Christian population in the vulnerable regions, which led to a wave of refugees fleeing
to Bulgaria. The repercussions for the Macedonian revolutionary movement under
the leadership of the SMARO were even more serious. Its networks were shaken,
the majority of its activists were arrested and sentenced, and a significant amount
of arms that the Organisation was illegally in the possession of was discovered and
confiscated. On top of everything else, the plans for the internal uprising that the
SMARO had long been preparing for were partially compromised.

The propaganda circulated by the SMC that a massive uprising was taking place
in Macedonia, did not cause confusion in diplomatic circles. Almost everyone saw that
this was a previously set up scenario from abroad, which was neither supported by
the Macedonian population, nor by the SMARO. Furthermore, this made it clear that
the revolutionary potential in Macedonia had not been depleted. Thus, the Russian
representative in Thessalonica Girs, wrote the following in a report dated 7 October (0.s.)
1902: “the movement that has begun ... does not come even close to having the stre-
ngth that has been ascribed to the Macedonian Committee (SMC, V.G.)”.” The French
consul in Thessalonica, L. Steeg, in his report dated 3 December, 1902, wrote: “Today
we have managed to learn more about the last uprising attempt and it is clear that it has
been instigated by the Commiittee in Sofia ... (The SMC, V.G.), by speeding up the events,
intended to take control of the leadership of the Macedonian national movement. With
regards to the Committee, it is clearly Macedonian, whose internal organization remains
a mystery, and, bearing completely autonomous tendencies, it opposes the annexationist
tendencies of the Committee of Tsonchev. The internal organization did not simply content
itself by keeping its distance from the movement, but rather energetically opposed it as
a foreign premature venture, cursed to failure”. Steeg noted that “the supporters of the
Macedonian revolutionary organization are far more numerous and better organized than
those of the Commiittee in Sofia. It is justified to suppose that when they feel that the time
has come to take initiative ... the uprising movement, despite not having great chances
of success, will, nevertheless, have serious consequences ... According to some pieces
of information, it seems that that Organization has made significant preparations for an
uprising in the upcoming spring”.®

On the other hand, the Bulgarian diplomatic representatives were also aware of the
fact that an uprising provoked from abroad, not having the support of the Macedonian

5 I'opue Ilempos, Cnomenu. Kopecnondenyuja, (BOBel, peiakimja u komenTap: Jbyben
Jlame), Crorje 1984, 167.

¢ Jlokymenmu 3a 6opbama na MakeOOHCKUOM HAPOO 3d CAMOCHOJHOC U 34 HAYUOHAL-
Ha opacasa, m. 1, Cxonje, 1981, 412-413.

7 Cumon [lpakyn, Maxedonuja mery asmonomujama u oenexcom, m. I, KymaHoso
1995, 473.

8 @penckama JKrima xnuea no makeoonckus évnpocs. (Ilpbeen ore opurunama Jl.
PuzoBs), Codus 1903, 35-37.

95



TVIACHHK 59 1-2 2015 Vanco Gorgiev

people, would not achieve much for the Bulgarian policy concerning the Macedonian
issue. As such, the Bulgarian diplomatic representative in Belgrade, K. Velichkov,
wrote the following on 18 October (0.s.) 1902: “If an uprising is necessary to bring the
Macedonian issue to the forefront ... this aim would not be achieved simply through an
uprising, which would begin in Macedonia, and would be organized in such a fashion as
to encompass the whole country, and over a longer period in order to oppose the enemy
powers”.? His colleague from Constantinople, I. S. Geshov, in his report dated 25 October
(0.s.) 1902, wrote that some of the European diplomatic representatives in Constantinople:
“did not miss the event without noting that the results of such an insurgent movement,
provoked from abroad, could not have been any different ... The truth is that all of the
diplomatic offices of the great powers here (Constantinople, V.G.) have a clear and precise
comprehension concerning the strenuous opposition put forth by the Internal Revolutionary
Organization of Macedonia against the last insurgent attempts by the Supreme Committee
in Sofia; yet, not everyone admits that that is the main reason why the movement did not
manage to grow in popularity within the Macedonian population”.!* Geshov summarized
that had the “varhovist” uprising been accepted by the Macedonian population and had it
received a “local national character” and lasted longer, then the great powers would have
forced the Ottoman government to sit at the “green table”, where the “uninvited guest: the
Macedonian question”!! would have been present.

The uprising of Gorna Dzhumaya, as well as the “varhovist” threat con-
cerning another such adventure in the upcoming spring, in its own way managed to
“coax” the decision brought by the Central Committee of the SMARO concerning
the uprising in Macedonia in 1903. In the autumn of 1902, when the “varhovist”
movement started to subside, the Central Committee of the SMARO and the External
Representative Office launched the question regarding initiating the uprising from
the inside. Despite the fact that no formal decision had been made, for the CC of the
SMARO and the External Representative Office, there were no quandaries. As such,
in December 1902, Dr. Hristo Tatarchev, as an external representative, informed the
Bulgarian Prime Minister, Stoyan Danev, and the Prince Regnant, Ferdinand, that
insurgent acts were “inevitable” in Macedonia in the following year.

Soon afterwards, in January 1903, the CC of the SMARO held a congress where
a resolution was passed concerning an uprising in Macedonia.!* The then-President
of the CC of the SMARO — Ivan Garvanov, advocating the idea of an uprising, noted,
amongst everything else, that should the uprising last two weeks, Bulgaria would enter
into a war against Turkey." 1. Garvanov supported this with a correspondence note

® Xpucro CuinsinoB, Oceobodumennume 60pou na Makedonus, m. I, (GoroTUnHO U3-
nanue), Copust 1983, 183.

19 Jdem.
" Idem.

12" II-p Xpucro Tarapues, Bvmpewnama makedOHO-00PUHCKA PEBOTIOYUOHHA OPeAHU-
3ayust kamo mumonozusi u peaina cviyrnocm, Codus 1995, 124-125.

13 Baruo I'oprues, Comynckuor korrpec Ha TMOPO ox 1903 roauua i npamamero 3a
BOCTaHue, cn. Ucmopuja, t. 40, 0p.1-2, Cromje 2004.

4 Manon ITannescku, Maxeoonckomo ocirobooumenno oeno 6o XIX u XX eex, m.2,
Crormje 1987, 188.
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from the Bulgarian Minister of War, Stefan Paprikov, sent to Boris Sarafov, in which
he persistently “begged” him to not miss the opportune moment for an uprising in
Macedonia, and that Bulgaria would back him up by proclaiming war against Turkey.'?
The delegate from Bitola, A. Lozanchev, acted in much the same fashion, claiming
that he had been authorized by Nedelko Kolushev, the secretary of the Bulgarian trade
agency in Thessalonica.'® This speculation, that Bulgaria would support the uprising
in Macedonia by proclaiming war against Turkey, was further passed along by Boris
Sarafov at the Congress of Smilevo (May 1903), when a resolution concerning the
uprising was adopted in the Revolutionary district of Bitola."”

Rightafter the Congress in Thessalonica had ended, Ivan Garvanov and Velko Dumev
set off for Sofia in order to elaborate the resolution before the external representatives and
the local Macedonian activists who had been sitting regarding this issue.'® In Sofia, Ivan
Garvanov, Hristo Matov and Hristo Tatarchev (the two external representatives), held a
meeting with Dimitar Petkov, the Bulgarian Minister of Internal Affairs. He promised
that they would receive “moral and financial support for the upcoming uprising, on the
condition that they ceased compromising the Principality...”."

Up to now, the facts indicate that the Bulgarian political factors were able
to provoke uprisings in Macedonia from abroad with the help of the SMC on
two occasions (in 1895 and in 1902). With the uprising of Gorna Dzhumaya, a
resolution had been extracted from the CC of the SMARO for an uprising initiated
from the inside. And what is more, the Bulgarian bodies (the Prince Regnant and
the Government), were sounded out by certain factions of the SMARO before the
resolution for an uprising had been passed, and once passed, were immediately
informed. Certain government circles had even gone so far as to promise support,
even by having Bulgaria enter into a war against Turkey.

The resolution for the uprising, as well as the hasty preparations made for its
realization complicated Bulgaria’s international standing, especially in the eyes of the
Ottoman Empire, and particularly since Bulgaria had the burden of the uprising of
Gorna Dzhumaya. In such circumstances, once the issue regarding the uprising had
been resolved internally, the Bulgarian government, in order to distance itself from all
responsibility, undertook measures to present itself in the light of peacekeeper, so as
to avoid the threat of a war with Turkey. In that context, on 30 January (o0.s.) 1903, the
Bulgarian Council of Ministers, presided by the Prince Regnant, Ferdinand, passed a
decision to ban the SMC.? Setting out from the fact that the SMC “is compromising the

15 Pymen IlackoB, bopuc Capaghos (1872-1907), buoepagpus, Codust 1996, 146-147.
16 Idem, 147.

17 Banuo fopreB, Hooszemnama penyonuxa, ame I pye u makeOoHckomo pesonyyu-
onepro osudicerpe, Crorje 2010, 293 f. 110.

8 TI-p Xpucmo Tamapues, Cnomenu, 0okymenmu u mamepuanu, chberasurent: [{ouo bu-
nsipeku, Codust, 1989, 233.

19 Kexo ITomos, Tumurap IleTKoB 3a Obirapckara MOJUTHKA [0 MAKEIOHCKHUS BHIPOC
(1903-1907), Maxeooncku npeaned, XX1/2, Codus 1998, 59.

2 Kusocecmeo Boaeapus u maxeoonckusm evnpoc. [pomoxonu 00 konepecume na Bo-
pxoenust Maxeoono-oopuncku komumem 1895-1905, coeraButen: Llouo busmsipcku, Codust
2002, 333.
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security of the Principality”, the government decided to: abolish the SMC and its folds
in the state, to prosecute its members, and to undertake measures in order to prevent the
units from crossing the borders and carrying out their weapons.?! The following day,
the Prime Minister, S. Danev, informed the diplomatic representatives in Sofia of these
measures.” At this time, S. Danev told the Turkish commissary in Sofia, Ali Ferouk
Bey, the following: “These measures serve to reaffirm our loyalty towards the Ottoman
Empire”. In addition, Danev continued that Bulgaria had not undertaken, nor did it want
to undertake any military preparations, but if the Ottoman Empire continued with their
military preparations, then Bulgaria would not simply sit back idly and do nothing.”

In confirmation of their decision, the Bulgarian authorities closed down the
offices of the SMC that very same day, and confiscated all of its correspondence
material. At the same time, they arrested Stojan Mihajlovski (the president of the
SMC), Ivan Tsonchev (vice-president) and Lieutenant Anastas Yankov (a member).?*
These arrests were rather demagogical in nature since the afore-mentioned persons
were soon afterwards released. On 8 February (0.s.) 1903, the Bulgarian Ministry of
Foreign Affairs forbade all its employees and officials from having any contacts with
the SMC, its branches or any of its members, as a result of the fact that it was illegal.*
Following the accusations voiced by the opposition, that banning the SMC was an
unconstitutional and illegal move, Prime Minister Danev replied that this had been
done in order to protect the interests of the country, as well as to remove all doubts
that Bulgaria was the centre breeding the Macedonian discontent.?

However, some of the measures that were taken appear to be more of a farce
than an actual political decision. This can be confirmed by the fact that the resolution
to ban the SMC and to tighten up border control had been discovered even prior to
its adoption, and that all affected sides had been duly informed. Thus, Pere Toshev
(renowned leader of the SMARO) informed Nikola Maleshevski on 24 January (0.s.)
1903 that “rigorous measures” would be passed against the Komitadjis, which would
in all probability also have an effect on the SMARO.?”” On 28 January (0.s.) 1903,
Aleksandar Protogerov (SMC member) wrote to 1. Tsonchev that the SMARO would
organize an uprising in the spring, while the Bulgarian government would participate
so that its activists would be able to enter Macedonia and announce the uprising from
the inside, thus allowing the government to shift the responsibility from itself.*® A.

2L Idem.

22 Bemmuko T'eoprues u Craitko Tpudonos, Hcmopus na Bereapume 1878-1944 ¢ do-
kymenmu, m. I, 1878 -1912, wacm emopa, Codus 1996, 402.

23 Idem.
2 Idem.

» JlpxkaBeH apxuB Ha PemyOnuka Makenonuja (JJAPM), dboun, Byrapcku renepancu
ronsynar — ConyH (BI'K), md. 4278, Ne. 50, 8. II. 1903.

% Kpcre burocku, Maxedonuja u xnescecmeomo bByeapuja (1893-1903), Cxomje
1977, 304.

2 Apxue Xpucmo Mamos, Joxymenmanen coopnuk, cbheraButen: Llouo Bumsipekw,
Codust 2004, 76-77.

28 B. I'eoprues u C. Tpudonos, Hcmopus na bvreapume..., 401.
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Protogerov felt that the border controls would be weaker by 15 February (o.s.) 1903,
and members of the SMARO would be able to bring the necessary materials into
Macedonia. According to Protogerov, the government would immediately afterwards
tighten up border control, begin to intern the members of the SMC, and even break
up the Committee, in order “to prove to the great powers, mainly Russia, that it had
carried out their demands, but that the uprising had been organized from the inside, by
the people.” On the basis of this information, several days later, the SMC issued an
appeal to the officers of the Bulgarian army who were of Macedonian descent or from
the vilayet of Adrianople to leave the army in order to participate in the upcoming
uprising, giving them until 15 February (0.s.) 1903 to state their intentions.*

It appears that the resolution to abolish the SMC was not discovered by
accident. The discovery most probably had the aim to warn all the parties involved
so that they had sufficient time to adapt to the newly-created situation. Hence, the
afore-mentioned resolution is nothing more than an example of hypocrisy for the
sake of the international world, and especially for the sake of the Ottoman Empire.
Its aim was to reduce the political pressure that was exerted on Bulgaria, who was
shown as the source in provoking the unrests in Macedonia, as well as a factor
in compromising the peace in the region. On the other hand, with the resolution
Bulgaria was hoping to display its loyalty towards the Ottoman Empire in order to
decrease the Ottoman military presence on the Bulgarian border, as well as to avoid
the danger of a war between Turkey and Bulgaria.

Banning the SMC did not decrease the pressure that was heaped on Bulgaria.
Everyone felt that the threat of an uprising had not been eliminated since the internal
preparations were progressing at full steam. As a result, Bulgaria found itself in a
situation having to prevail on the leaders of the SMARO to abandon their planned
uprising. As such, on 5 February (o.s.) 1903, the Bulgarian government tasked its
trade agencies in Macedonia and Adrianople to make use of their powers of persuasion
to convince to leaders of the SMARO to cease their preparations for the uprising.
At the same time, they were supposed to categorically warn them that should they
not abandon their plans regarding the uprising, they would not receive any support
from Bulgaria.’! All the diplomatic representatives from the great powers stationed
in Sofia were also made aware of this decision.*

On 21 February (0.s.) 1903, the Bulgarian Ministry of Foreign Affairs delegated N.
Kolushev in Bitola, to once again bring to the attention of the leaders of the SMARO, as
well as the leaders in the Vilayet of Monastir, the possible consequences of continuing
to pursue their plans for an uprising.*® Regarding this, N. Kolushev in Bitola talked to
representatives from the SMARO. They openly informed him that they were undaunted
in their intentions to carry out an uprising, and that they could not, even if they had wan-
ted to, do anything to prevent it since they had been instructed to do this by the Central

2 Idem.

Kusoicecmeo bvaeapus u makedonckusm unpoc. .., 334-355.
B. I'eoprues u C. Tpudounos, Hcmopus na Bvieapume..., 404.
K. burocku, Maxedonuja u xuescecmeomo byeapuja..., 314.
B. I'eoprues u C. Tpudonos, Mcmopusa na bBvreapume..., 405.
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Committee and that they would not abandon the plan without first receiving orders from
them. The uprising could possibly be postponed only if there was serious evidence proving
that the situation in Macedonia was improving. According to Kolushev, the leaders of the
Organization were self-confident because they exerted authority over the population, who
were their loyal subjects and saw them as a greater power than the Ottoman government.>*
In Bitola, N. Kolushev came across answers of the type: “We are Macedonians and the
advice given by some Bulgarian minister is of no significance to us”.?

This is just one side of the game called politics.

In any case, Bulgaria simply could not remain impassive towards Macedonia in light
of the upcoming uprising. Hence, on 22 February (0.s.) 1903, the Bulgarian Council of
Ministers adopted a resolution where the Bulgarian trade agency in Thessalonica had to
delegate a military official as secretary. His salary was to be secured by the Ministry of
War, whereas the expenses for his activities were to be covered by the Ministry of Foreign
Affairs.* Racho Penov was soon assigned to this post.>’ In such a situation, the function
of such personnel should not be debated.

The political games did not end here.

On 15 February (0.s.) 1903, in an effort to smooth over the strained Turkish-Bulgarian
relations, Grigor Nachovich, an experienced Bulgarian politician, set off on a special
mission to Constantinople as a personal envoy of the Prince Regnant, Ferdinand. His
objective was to persuade the Sublime Porte in the friendly policy of Bulgaria towards the
Empire, and in general, in Bulgaria’s attempts to relax the tensions in Macedonia, even
suggesting the formation of a Turkish-Bulgarian alliance.

Apart from the negotiations with official Ottoman authorities, G. Nachovich also
made attempts to even win over the Young Turks. In that context, he sent a detailed
Memoir to the Young Turks of Bulgarian origin,®® in which he explained that the unrests
in Macedonia were not the result of Bulgarian policies, but rather that “the Macedonians
are striving for independence, separate from the Bulgarians and from the Principality”,
that “the Macedonians are against Bulgaria as defined by the Treaty of San Stefano...
their aim is to achieve Macedonian autonomy”.** Nachovich also posed the question as to
what advantage the Sublime Porte would get out of a war between Turkey and Bulgaria,
even if the Turks did manage to trample over Bulgaria, all the way to the Danube. In
that case, “the Macedonians will still remain Macedonians and after the war they will
continue to carry out their assassinations in the vilayets, with even greater power ... The
Macedonians would continue to organize their uprisings, just like they are doing now”.4!

3% Idem, 406-408.
35 K. butocku, Makedonuja u kneacecmeomo byeapuja..., 315.
3¢ TAPM, ¢. BI'K- Conyn, md. 4278, Ne. 96, 22. I1. 1903, ITosepnuso.

37 Idem, Ne. 205, 17.111. 1903. R. Penov arrived in Thessalonica on 25 March 1903, and
remained at his post until 18 October 1903, at which time he was replaced.

3% Banentun Kuranos, [Ipunoc kom ouniomamuueckama ucmopusi Ha bveapus. [nu-
eop Hauosuu u 6waeapo-mypckomo cnopasymenue 00 1904 2, Codus 2004, 19; XK. Ilomos,
Jlumumap Ilemkog 3a 6vacapckama noiumuka..., 59-60.

3 B. Kutanos, [lpunoc kvm ouniomamuyueckama ucmopust na bvieapus..., 40-43.
40 Idem, 40.
4 Idem, 41.
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On the other hand, according to Nachovich, in the event of a potential Turkish-Bulgarian
war, the Russians would enter Bulgaria and send the Prince Regnant into exile, while
the Austrians would enter Macedonia. In such a scenario, both sides could make use of
the Macedonians against the Ottoman state. Bearing all this in mind, Nachovich saw the
solution in an alliance between Turkey and Bulgaria, as well as carrying out reforms in
Macedonia. “Should that happen, the Macedonians, who are today appealing to Austria
to occupy them, will fight neck and neck with the Turkish nizams against Austria, and
Bulgaria even, should it dare to sink its claws into Macedonia”.**

In the context of avoiding a Turkish-Bulgarian conflict, in connection with the
Macedonian issue there is the Memorandum of the Bulgarian Prince Regnant, Ferdinand,
sent to the Russian Emperor Nicholas II on 8 June (0.s.) 1903. Ferdinand, addressing
the Russian Emperor as “supreme patron of Slavicity”, who has the desire “to maintain
the peace on the Balkans” bearing in mind that “the revolutionary movement in this
unfortunate country cannot be stopped” asks Nicholas II to use his authority to bring
about reforms in Macedonia.” Furthermore, Ferdinand suggests five points of reforms,*
which he believes will be accepted with “alacrity” by the Macedonian population, who is
in no way led by pan-Bulgarian ideas”.*

Banning the SMC, the Bulgarian diplomatic initiative in Constantinople, as well
as Bulgaria’s insistence that the SMARO delay its plans for the uprising are all clear
indications of the unpleasant situation that Bulgaria had found itself in with regard to
the issue of the uprising in Macedonia. On the same day (15 February (o.s.) 1903),
when Nachovich left for Constantinople, Vasil Paskov (a SMARO member) writes to
the External Representative Office, saying that the Bulgarian initiative to postpone the
uprising should not be accepted. According to Paskov “the early halt to that premature in-
surgent movement, while the preparation period is still underway, and while the uprising
has still not been formally announced, is vital and of great importance. On the other hand,
however, that would serve to support the diplomacy ... to confirm that the revolutionary
movement in Macedonia and in the vilayet of Adrianople is being organized, supported
and led by Bulgaria, which is displaying military objectives in the eyes of those circles
whose sympathies lie with us, the internal organization will lose the traits of being inde-
pendent and autonomous, and that will compromise the liberation act”.* This estimate
by V. Paskov is a clear indication that the Bulgarian game concerning the Macedonian
liberation movement had been seen through by the members of the SMARO. In the

2 Idem.

4 B. Kuranos, [Ipunoc kvm ouniomamuieckama ucmopust a bBvacapus..., 32-33.

# These are: 1. Assigning a Christian head over the three vilayets in the Turkish Em-
pire, where the Slavic element prevailed. The following were suggested as potential candidates:
Prince Regnant Mirko of Montenegro, Prince Valdemar of Denmark, and Prince Franz Joseph
von Battenberg; 2) The general-gubernator to reign over the region with the help of a local
assembly which would be elected by the population; 3. A special local assembly to be formed
which would uphold the law and order in the land; 4. The budget and the taxes in the region to
be determined by the local assembly; and 5. To offer general and complete political amnesty to
all political offenders.

4 Idem, 33.

4 JI-p X. Tarapues, Cnomenu, 0okymenmu u mamepuanu...,239-240.
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beginning, Bulgaria provided incentive to the movement, and then once it found
itself placed in an awkward situation as a result it tried to stop it at an attempt at self-
protection. However, the SMARO’s refusal to postpone the uprising upon Bulgaria’s
request represents an expression of independent Macedonian character.

The manipulations caused by the Bulgarian circles in connection with the
Macedonian uprising in 1903 were clearly understood by Hristo Matov and Hristo
Tatarchev, both of whom were involved in the contacts with the government and the
Prince Regnant. On 22 July (0.s.) 1903, when the uprising in Macedonia was under way,
the Bulgarian Prime Minister, Racho Petrov, invited Hristo Matov to a meeting. At that
time, Petrov noted that the SMARO was taking advantage of Bulgaria by announcing
the uprising, and was trying to push it into war. Furthermore, he expressed displeasu-
re that the uprising had not been postponed, since Bulgaria was not ready to go to war.
H. Matov answered this in the following way: “We have informed you ... what you
decide to do, that is not up to us ... We have got used to hearing and not believing all the
promises made to us by ministers, who have said that they were lying and have wanted
to disrespect the Macedonian work™.*” Towards the end of August 1903, the External
Representative Office of the SMARO informed the Headquarters of the Revolutionary
district of Bitola that “the Prince Regnant is scared to enter into a war” so as not to allow
“some authoritative general-gubernator” to spoil his plans in Macedonia.*®

In the most difficult moments, the hope for help dies last, especially if that help has
already been promised. The external representatives and the Headquarters, despite having
received clear signals that Bulgaria had no intentions of entering into a war, during the
fiercest moments of the Ottoman military initiative to suppress the uprising, though not really
believing that Bulgaria would offer military intervention, nevertheless, did hope for it. As a
result, on 22 August (0.s.) 1903, Hristo Tatarchev requested a meeting with the Prince Regnant,
Ferdinand.* Soon afterwards, on 7 September (0.s.), H. Tatarchev requested a meeting with
the Bulgarian Prime Minister, Racho Petrov.® Two days later, on 9 September (0.s.) 1903, the
Headquarters of the Revolutionary district of Bitola sent a letter to the Bulgarian government,
asking for concrete help by announcing war against Turkey.>! The initiator of this idea, Boris
Sarafov, admitted that he expected nothing from this appeal.’> Obviously, the appeals for
help from Bulgaria through direct military intervention were the result of previous promises.
However, it is a fact that Bulgaria was more concerned about its own interests and image than
the Macedonian insurgents and the fate of the insurgent Macedonian population.

47 Idem, 243.
¥ Idem, 256.
Y Idem, 254.

30 Bvmpewnama maxedono-oopuncka pesomoyuonna opeanuzayus (1893-1903). Jlo-
Kymenmu Ha yeump. pakogoonu opeanu. T. I, wacm 1, Codus 2007, 319.

St Maxeoonus, Cooprux om doxymenmu u mamepuanu, Copust 1978, 489-495.
52 B. I'optues, [lodzemnama penyéuuxa..., 328-329.
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