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ATTEMPTS AT MENDING THE GREEK-BULGARIAN 
ECCLESIASTICAL SCHISM (1875-1902)

The decision of thè Grand Synod of June 1872 to declare thè Bulgárián 
Exarchate schismatic put an end to repeated efforts for réconciliation in Greek- 
Bulgarian ecclesiastical relations. The field was now wide open for naţionalist 
confrontation1.

Undoubtedly, thè decision was favourably received by the most national
isée elements on both sides. On the Greek side, they believed that the Schism 
would provide an adequate barrier to the expansion of Bulgárián naţionalism 
in the mixed régions of Thrace and Macedonia. On the Bulgárián side, they 
expected that the struggle for ecclesiastical autonomy would harden intő a 
general naţionalist movement in the disputed régions. For the Ottomans the 
Schism offered the reassurance that the Christian subjects would not find it 
easy to rise jointly against Ottoman rule.

It was precisely this negative aspect of the Schism, that raised much 
concern among advocates of an all-Balkan coopération. Strangely enough, 
the most concerned of all was the architect of the independence of the Bulgá
rián Church, that staunch supporter of the emerging Bulgárián naţionalism,

1. Useful bibliographical data on this issue are cited below: Bishop Chrysostomos, 
“Voulgariki Ekklisia”, Megali Elliniki Engyklopaideia “Pyrsos”, VII, pp. 679-80; M. Gedeon, 
Engrafa Patriachika kai Synodika peri tou Voulgarikou Zitimatos, 1852-1873, 1908, pp. 
243-47; Nikolai Ignatiev, “Zapiski Grafa N. P. Ignatieva, 1864-1878”, Izvestiia Ministerstva 
lnostrannykh, Petrograd, 1914-1915; Patriarch Balgarski Kiril, Balgarskata Exarkhia v 
Odrinsko i Makedonia sled Osvoboditelnata Voina 1877-78, I, a, Sofia, 1969; (Same author), 
Balgarskoto Naselenie Makedonia v Borbata za Sazdavane na Exarkhiata, Sofia, 1970; Evan- 
gelos Kofos, Greece and the Eastern CriSis, 1875-1878, Thessaloniki, 1975, pp. 52-57; (same 
author), O Ellinismos stin Periodo 1869-1881 : Apo to telos tis Kritikis Epanastaseos stin 
Prosartisi tis Thessalias, Athens, 1981, pp. 18-27, citing Greek archivai sources; Gerasimos 
Konidaris, / Elliniki Ekklisia os Politiki Dynamis en ti Istoria tis Hersonisou tou Aimou, 
Athens, 1948, pp. 144-5; Ep. Kyriakidis, Istoria tou Synhronou Ellinismou (reprint 1972), 
pp. 482-500; Michael Laskaris, To Anatolikon Žitima, I, 1948, pp. 145-8; Thomas Meininger, 
Ignatiev and the Establishment of the Bulgárián Exarchate, 1864-1872, 1970, pp. 89-96; Petar 
Nikov, Vazrazdanie na Balgarskia Narod; Tserkovno-Natsionalni Borbi i Postizenia, Sofia, 
1929, pp. 218-335.
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Count Nikolai Ignatiev, Russian Ambassador at the Porte. Certainly, he had 
worked hard to see thè realization of thè dream of so many Bulgarians. But 
he had equally endeavoured—even to the point of causing ili feelings among 
the most naţionalist Bulgarians—that this achievement should not ruin the 
chances of his most-cherished objective, namely a pro-Russian alliance of 
the Balkan peoples against the Ottoman Empire. Having failed to avert the 
Schism, he set himself the task to mend it2.

What were really the chances for such a course in the mid-’70’s? Among 
the Greeks, there were still those who condemned the extreme measure of 
the Schism, for ruining the chances for a Balkan rapprochement. Such voices 
were weak, but they could be heard both in Athens and Constantinople. In 
the mixed régions, however, of Thrace and Macedonia, thè struggle over the 
control of the local churches and schools hardened naţionalist feelings. 
Indeed, many Greeks thought that the ecclesiastical conflict would block the 
spreading of Bulgárián naţionalist agitation among the peasantry3.

The first opportunity for an agreement

The uprisings in Bosnia and Herzegovina in the summer and autumn of 
1875, gave rise to spéculations for the reopening of the Eastern Question. For 
Ignatiev, there was no time to loose. Having cultivated very close ties with 
Grand Vezier Mahmoud Nedim, he convinced him to take the initiative to 
mediate a solution to the ecclesiastical dispute. Early in 1876, the Porte set 
up a Mixed Commission of two Greek and two Bulgárián Ottoman administra
tore to work on a compromise proposai. The Patriarch and the Exarch were 
not directly involved, but they directed the deliberations behind the scenes. 
It is interesting to note that the Greek Ambassador at Constantinople,Andréas 
Koundouriotis, was kepi in the dark until the very end of the deliberations4.

2. On Ignatiev’s efforts to mend the Schism, see Meininger, op. cit., pp. 90-96. Anti- 
Russian feelings among a segment of the Constantinople Greeks, echoed in the pages of 
Thraki, demanded that the Russian Church should endorse the Schism and in case it refused 
should also be declared schismatic. Koundouriotis Archives (KA), Koundouriotis to Trikoupis, 
No. 2353, 20.6/2.7.1875.

3. Kofos, O Ellinismos..., op. cit., pp. 25-29. From Monastir, Consul Petros Logothetis 
expressed the opinion that the Schism would force the Bulgarians to join the Uniate Church. 
If this happened, the Russians might find it to their interest to support the Ecumenical 
Patriarch against the dissident Bulgarians. AYE/76/1/1872, Logothetis to For. Ministry, 
No. 52, 23.2/6.3.1872.

4. Details in Kofos, Greece..., op. cit., pp. 53-57.
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Late in February, thè agreed text of 15 articles was submitted to Foreign 
Minister Rashid Pascha who in turn presented it to the Patriarch and the 
Exarch, indicating his own approvai.

Reviewing the text, one is impressed by the meticulous effort to strike 
an accommodating balance between the ecclesiastical and national daims of 
both sides. It appears that the emphasis was placed on satisfying the 
Patriarchate’s sensitivities over ecclesiastical rules, precedence and jurisdiction, 
without placing a break on Bulgárián immediate and long-term national 
objectives. Briefly speaking thè agreement provided for the récognition of 
a self-governing Bulgárián Exarchate, under the nominal spiritual authority 
of the Patriarchate, operating within a clearly defined territory. Outside this 
territory, in régions inhabited by Bulgarians, the people could elect Bulgárián 
priests and choroepiskopoi, to be ordained, however, by the local Metropolitan 
of the Patriarchate, to whom they would be responsible. Similar rights were 
to be conferred on Greeks living within régions passing to the Exarchate. 
Churches, schools and other communal property were to remain in the hands 
of the members of the parish in whose language the Church service had always 
been conducted. The minority sect, however, could build and administer its 
own churches and schools. The thorny boundary issue, was regulated by Art. 
15. All the Macedónián bishoprics remained under the jurisdiction of the 
Patriarchate. The Exarchate received the bishoprics, more or less of present- 
day Bulgaria, with the following réservations : the districts of Philippopolis, 
Varna, Mesimvria, and Anchialos, with large Greek populations, would revert 
to the Exarchate. The Bulgárián communities within these provinces would 
be detached and joined to neighbouring Bulgárián bishoprics. Varna, Mesim
vria and Anchialos would then form one Greek entity under the name of 
Province of Varna, while Philippopolis would form a second Greek province. 
Both of these would hâve the right to elect their own Greek Metropolitan and 
clergy, but the Metropolitan would hâve to be ordained by the Exarch.

The Bulgarians were offered official récognition of their Church and 
jurisdiction over the Northern Thracian bishoprics. Although Southern Thrace 
and Macedonia were excluded, provisions were made for the establishment 
of Bulgárián religious and educational institutions in these régions. On its 
part, the Patriarchate could be satisfied with the provision that the Exarchate 
would be established according to the canons of the Church and would 
acknowledge the precedence of Constantinople. Moreover, the Exarchate 
could not expand its jurisdiction to régions outside its confines, even in districts 
where there were Bulgárián majorities6. 5

5. See Appendix “A” for füll text of the Mixed Commission’s Report.
24
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Thus, thè Patriarchate won most of its daims of an ecclesiastical order, 
while the Bulgarians appeared to gain most of their national objectives. This 
is why much opposition was voiced against this agreement when its terms 
became known in Athens. When, however, Patriarch Joachim II confided to 
Koundouriotis that he intended to ask that the districts of Philippopolis and 
Hankioy be ceded to the Patriarchate in exchange for certain northern Mace
dónián districts, the Greek Government appeared satisfied to go along with 
the scheme, provided certain amendments were accepted. These referred neither 
to ecclesiastical precedence nor even to the geographical limits of the Exarchate 
(provided the proposais on Philippopolis and Hankioy were accepted). Rather, 
they aimed at the curtailment of any Bulgárián ecclesiastical or educational 
activity in régions to remain under the exclusive jurisdiction of the Patriarchate. 
In addition the Greek Government asked the Patriarch to obtain the consent 
of the Bulgarians or the Russians to the récognition of the ecclesiastical 
boundaries as the national boundaries between Bulgarians and Greeks within 
the Ottoman Empire; an unrealistic request which Joachim II had no difficulty 
in explaining why he could not endorse6.

Undoubtedly the Greeks in Athens did not react in unison. Those who 
believed that the Schism was, indeed, beneficiai to long-range Greek aspira
tions—and such were among others the members of the Association for the 
Advancement of Greek Leiters, as well as Foreign Minister A. Kontostavlos— 
tried to put forward such terms that the Bulgarians would hâve no choise but 
to turn them down. Others, including Prime Minister A. Koumoundouros, 
who believed in Balkan collaboration at some not too distant date, were more 
moderate. To judge from a private letter sent to Ambassador Koundouriotis 
by King George in March 1876, the Greek monarch appeared, at this time, 
to view favourably the proposed compromise, on the basis of the Patriarch’s 
recommendations7. Meanwhile, at Constantinople, the extremist supporters 
of the Schism, mainly influencial Greeks originating from Northern Thrace 
and Macedonia, were exerting much pressure on the Patriarch against the 
ratification of the agreement.

Given Ignatiev’s détermination and the Porte’s support, such opposition 
could bave been overriden were it not for rapid politicai developments which 
altered drastically the prerequisities for an agreement. In Aprii, the Bulgarians

6. AYE/Constantinople Embassy/1874-76. The Greek Government’s instructions appear 
in the dispatches to Constantinople Nos. 3273, 25.2/8.3.1876; 556, 2/14.3.76; 17 (secret), 
29.3/10.4.76. Koundouriotis’ relevant replies are in Nos. 597, 17/29.2.76; 715, 26.2/9.3.76; 
785, 2/14.3.76; 833, 12/24.3.76; 1224, 9/21.4.76; 1874, 12/24.5.76.

7. KA, King George to A. Koundouriotis, 9/21.3.76 (handwritten, private).
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revolted, soon to be followed by a déclaration of war on thè Ottomans by 
Serbs and Monténégrins. On 11 May, Ignatiev’s friend Mahmoud Nedim was 
replaced as Grand Vezier by thè anti-Russian Midhat Pasha, who realized 
that a general crisis was rapidly approaching8. In his view, thè Porte had no 
interest to work for thè conciliation of its Christian subjects, but rather for 
thè widening of their différences9. Under thè circumstances, discussions on 
thè proposed plan were left incomplete.

San Stefano and thè Schism

During thè Russo-Turkish war, it was not possible to undertake serious 
initiatives to bring about a Greek-Bulgarian réconciliation on the ecclesiastical 
issue. Yet, the Bulgárián Exarch Iosif showed interest in renewing negotiations. 
Koundouriotis expressed himself in favour of the idea, believing that it was 
to Hellenism’s long-range interests to draw the geographical lines between 
Greeks and Bulgarians, even if these were merely boundaries of an ecclesiastical 
nature. But he was categorical against any idea of imposing by force such an 
agreement, as Sultan Abdul Hamid appeared to favour. Writing on 8/20 June 
1877 he warned10:

“The Sultan might enforce a solution on the Bulgarians, taking 
advantage of prevailing circumstances. This, however, would hâve 
no practicai value for Hellenism, because when the time comes and 
peace is imposed on Turkey, as it is likely to happen, Russia would 
compel the Sublime Porte to recali its decision, to the detriment of 
Hellenism and the Great Church. For this reason, we ought to work 
so that conciliation might not be imposed but rather corne about 
willingly and sincerely by both sides”.

The Greek Government, however, took a negative attitude. Other issues

8. Writing a year later, Koundouriotis confirmed that agreement on the Patriarch’s 
amended draft, which had been endorsed by the Greek Government, would hâve been reached 
were it not for Mahmud Nedim’s replacement by Midhat Pasha. AYE/Constantinople 
Embassy/1877, No. 1846, 25.5/6.6.77.

9. Midhat was reported to hâve approached certain influential anti-Russian Constanti
nople Greeks offering them the Porte’s support in overthrowing Joachim II, who appeared 
ready to accept the lifting of the Schism. AYE/Constantinople Embassy/1876-78, Koundou
riotis to Kontostavlos, No. 1874, 12/24.5.76.

10. AYE/Constantinople Embassy/1877, Koundouriotis to Koumoundouros, No. 
1846, 25.5/6.6.77 and to Trikoupis, No. 2065, 8/20.6.77.
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had priority and discussions on the Schism could wait. Its fate, as, indeed, that 
of all outstanding questions in the Balkans, would be resolved in the battle- 
fields rather than around a Conference table.

The war ended triumphantly for the Russians. No doubt the terms of 
the Adrianople Armistice (and subsequently the preliminaries of peace signed 
at San Stefano on 3 March 1878) were enthousiastically acclaimed by the 
Bulgarians and Ignatiev. The latter, however, could hardly conceal his concern 
about the durability of this edifice. He was aware of the strong opposition of 
the other European Powers and their intention to use the Greeks as an excuse 
for demanding major révisions of the San Stefano terms. If the Greeks could 
be lured—even at such a late stage—to corne to terms with the Bulgarians over 
their ecclesiastical dispute, then the British and Austrians would loose their 
“Greek card”11.

Russian approaches to Greek ecclesiastical and lay leaders in Constanti
nople for mending the Schism, took place in February and March 1878. The 
argument now was based on the assumption that since the Bulgarians had 
acquired their own state, the Exarch needed no more hâve his seat in Constanti
nople. This would relieve the Patriarch of what constituted in his eyes the most 
obnoxious clause of the 1870 firman. No doubt the Patriarchate circles at 
that moment were uncertain and perplexed. Thus, the Russian initiative 
appeared promising. If they could induce the Bulgarians to accept the 
Patriarchate’s jurisdiction over the Northern Thracian diocèses, where a 
sizeable Greek element lived, then the mending of the Schism might not be 
so harmful. The arrivai in Constantinople, at that criticai moment, of the 
Metropolitan of Beotia, David, who—as it was rumored—was conveying 
similar views of leading circles in the Greek capital, increased the excitement 
among the Greeks, both in the Kingdom and in Constantinople12.

This time, however, the Greek Government lost no time to instruet his 
Ambassador to exert ail possible pressure on the Patriarch, including, if neces- 
sary, the instigation of popular démonstrations, in order to restrain him 
from entering intő negotiations with the Russians on the ecclesiastical issue. 
On his part, King George even addressed an appeal to Layard, the British

11. Kofos, Greece..., op. cit., pp. 187-190.
12. British Museum/Layard Papers/Add. Mss. 39019, Wyndham (Athens) to Layard 

(Constantinople), 20.3.78 (private). PRO/FO 32, 496, Wyndham to Derby, No. 167, 22.3.78. 
AYE/Constantinople Embassy/1878, Koundouriotis to Delyannis, Nos. 648, 10/22.3.78; 
666, 12/24.3.78; 679, 13/25.3.78; and Delyannis to Koundouriotis, Nos. 752, 17/29.3.78 and 
767, 18/30.3.78.
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Ambassador at Constantinople, to use his own influence with thè Patriarch13.
Such maneuverings, however, proved unnecessary. Toward thè end of 

March, thè terms of San Stefano became known. Greek violent reaction to 
them was such that the Patriarch lost no time to disclaim any intention to act 
contrary to public opinion. In tears, he confided to Koundouriotis that he 
had no other thought but to serve, as best as possible, the interests of Hellenism. 
If some Greek newspapers in Constantinople had supported the idea of con
ciliation with the Bulgarians, they would be instructed to withdraw their 
support14.

The initiatives of Patriarch Joachim III

The Berlin Congress averted the catastrophe the Greeks had feared. Late 
in 1878, a new Patriarch, Joachim III, former Metropolitan of Varna and 
Thessaloniki, was elected. Immediately he tried to take advantage of the 
Exarch’s absence from Constantinople. Arguing that an autonomous Bulgárián 
state had been established, he asked the Porte not to allow thè return of the 
Bulgárián prelate to Constantinople who should remain in Sofia, with juridic
tion in the Bulgárián Principality and possibly Eastern Rumelia. He further 
demanded that Bulgárián bishops, who had been assigned to certain northern 
dioceses in Macedonia, should not be allowed to take their posts, while the 
Porte should officially acknowledge the existence of the Schism a nd accept 
the Patriarchate’s request that Bulgárián priests in Ottoman régions be 
compelled to wear different attire so as to be distinguished from Greek orthodox 
clergy. The Porte, however, turnéd a deaf ear to these demands. In the midst 
of the chaotic post-Berlin period, the Ottoman Government was not eager 
to open up new problems with its Christian subjects and especially with Russia 
which was certain to uphold the case of the Bulgarians15.

Early in 1880, Joachim tried to internationalize the ecclesiastical dispute 
with the Bulgarians. In a detailed mémorandum to the ambassadors of the 
European Powers at the Porte he presented a well documented exposition of 
his case. But the ambassadors and their governments had other more pressing

13. Br. Mus./LP/Add.Mss. 39019, Wyndham to Layard, 26.3.78 and 3.4.78 (both private).
14. Br. Mus/LP/Add.Mss. 39131, Layard to Wyndham, 27.3.78 (private), and PRO/ 

FO 424/69, Layard to Derby, No. 397, 23.3.78. AYE/Constantinople Embassy/1878, Koun
douriotis to Delyannis, No. 772, 22.3/3.4.78; K A, Koundouriotis to Delyannis, Nos. 609, 
8/20.3.78 and 959, 5/17.4.78.

15. AYE/Constantinople Embassy/1879, Koundouriotis to Delyannis, No. 1638,22.5/3.6. 
79 and to Koumoundouros, No. 323, 1/13.2.1880.
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issues to solve and ignored thè Patriarchi pleadings16.
Certainly the position of the Patriarchate in thè years after thè Eastern 

Crisis had weakened, and its jurisdiction curtailed. Joachim was aware of 
these developments. The last approaches to the foreign ambassadors convinced 
him that he could expect no help from Russia’s adversaries. Not even the Greek 
Government could offer him meaningful assistance in facing the Porte’s 
demands for the curtailment of certain age-old prérogatives of the Great 
Church. Indeed, the state of hostility that prevailed in Greek-Turkish rela
tions in the years following the Congress of Berlin, rendered Greek démarchés 
to the Porte in favour of the Patriarchate futile17. Under the circumstances, 
there was no other way for Joachim but to seek an understanding with Russia.

On their part, the Russians appeared eager to do what they could to 
regain their influence with the Ecumenical Patriarchate. From the summer of 
1878 to 1880, the Russian Government tried to maintain a balance between 
Greeks and Bulgarians on the ecclesiastical issue. As a matter of fact, the new 
Russian Ambassador at Constantinople Evgeni Novikov appeared to favour 
the Patriarch over the Exarch on a number of points, particularly tliose of 
an ecclesiastical nature, which could affect the prestige of the Patriarch. More- 
over, the Russian Church, which had not joined the Grand Synod of 1872 
in voting for the Schism, had avoided offending the Ecumenical Patriarchate 
by entering intő spiritual communion with the Bulgárián Exarchate. And this 
line continued to uphold after the Congress of Berlin. Thus, both the Russian 
Government and Church appeared as suitable mediatore in the Greek-Bulga- 
rian dispute18. It is true that throughout 1880-1, and to a lesser extend in 1882-3, 
Joachim conducted unofficial negotiations with the Russians, without prior 
consultation with the Greek Government. Various approaches toward finding 
a solution were tried, but they hinged frequently on canonical as well as politicai 
considérations. A thorny problem remained thè removai of the Bulgárián 
Exarchate from Constantinople and its confinement to the Bulgárián Princi- 
pality and possibly Eastern Rumelia. Joachim, however, had no much space 
to maneuvre as there was much opposition to his initiatives not only from the

16. AYE, 99/2, 1880, Koundouriotis to Delyannis, No. 323, 1/13.2.1880.
17. On Greek policy following the Congress of Eerlin see: Evangelos Kofos, “Dilemmas 

and Orientations of Greek Policy in Macedonia, 1878-1886”, Balkan Studia, 1980, pp. 45-55. 
Also, Evangelos Kofos, “Greece at the Crossroads, 1878-1881; Reappraisal of Priorities in 
an Evolving Balkan Setting”, Actes: Symposium: 'La dentière phase de la Crise Orientale et 
l'Hellénisme', Voios, 1981, Athens, 1983, pp. 31-48.

18. Kiril, Balgarskata Exarkhia..., op. cit., I, a, pp. 660-1, 663, 666-8.
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Greek Government but also from influential ecclesiastical and lay leaders in 
Constantinople19.

On a parallel line, thè Bulgarians faced with serious internai issues and 
thè question of Eastern Rumelia, realized that thè continuation of thè Schism 
would be to thè detriment of their national interests, particularly in Macedonia. 
Thus, after thè crushing of thè Kresna-Razlog uprising in autumn 1878, certain 
feelers began to reach thè Greeks from thè Bulgárián side. No sooner had a 
Greek diplomatie agent been appointed to Sofia, when Prince Alexander took 
thè initiative to convey to him his views on reaching a Greek-Bulgarian under- 
standing on conflicting daims in Macedonia, as well as on mending thè Schism. 
In thè event, he considered a solution to thè latter as thè starting point for 
an agreement on other outstanding issues. To flatter thè sensitivities of the 
Greek clergy, he proposed that the Bulgárián Exarch ask for the Patriarch’s 
pardon as a prerequisite to any agreement. If the Greeks responded favourably, 
he wished to conduct personally and secretly ail relevant negotiations with 
the Greek Government, apparently in order to avoid pressure by the most 
extremist elements within the Bulgárián Church and among the Bulgárián 
public20. The Prince, and probably members of the Government, appeared 
to be encouraged in their hope for a Greek-Bulgarian understanding, by a 
report from Balavanov, the newly-appointed Bulgárián agent in Constantinople, 
who reported, in July 1880, that the Greek ambassador to the Porte, Andréas 
Koundouriotis shared his views for an understanding on Macedonia and 
Thrace21.

19. Numerous detailed dispatches from Koundouriotis in 1880-1883 contain valuable 
details on this issue. In some of them, the Greek ambassador attached the original, unsigned 
letters written to him by Patriarch Joachim III. Koundouriotis, however, had insight informa
tion on Joachim’s initiatives from certain lay and religious leaders who opposed Joachim. 
(Files of the Constantinople Embassy, in AYE, for the period 1880-1884).

20. AYE/Sofia Legation/1880, Vyzantios (Sofia) to Trikoupis, No. 9, 15/27.9.80.
21. As reported by Balavanov, Koundouriotis, speaking personally, indicated that 

Eastern Rumelia was Bulgárián, that Macedonia should be divided between Greeks and 
Bulgarians, with its northern part ceded to the Bulgárián Principality. If these issues were 
thus settled, the Greek diplomat believed that the two countries will be able to establish 
stable relations and no third power could intervene. He even suggested that the two sovereigns 
discuss the problem personally. Text of Balavanov’s memorandum in: Bulgárián Ministry 
of Foreign Affairs, Vanshnata Politika na Balgaria, I, 1879-1886, Sofia, 1978, p. 122. Also, 
Elena Statelova, Diplomatsiata na Kniazestvo Balgaria, 1879-1886, Sofia, 1979, p. 127 and 
148-9. Reporting on his conversation with Balavanov, Koundouriotis informed his superiors 
in Athens, that it was Balavanov who took the initiative to propose that the two countries 
should collaborate in Macedonia and reach an agreement, because otherwise the Austrians
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The Greek response was not encouraging. In no uncertain terms Prime 
Minister Charilaos Trikoupis instructed Vyzantios, the Greek agent at Sofia, 
to avoid entering into such talks, because, in his view, the Bulgarians were not 
yet in a position to appraise, in a conciliatory manner, the issues that divided 
the two peoples. Nevertheless, he was to continue working for friendly rela
tions between the two countries. Trikoupis’ views were endorsed by the new 
Koumoundouros government22.

Undoubtedly, the Greek Government’s response was influenced by 
consular and private reports reaching Athens from Macedonia and Thrace 
which offered a dark picture to any prospect for réconciliation. Throughout 
1879 and 1880, armed Bulgárián incursions into Northern Macedonia had 
created the impression that the Bulgarians, with Russian aid, were preparing 
a major coup in Macedonia. On the communal level, daily conflicts between 
Patriarchists and Exarchists were increasing. Such conflicts, however, tended 
to strengthen the détermination of the Hellenic element of the Macedónián 
population to withstand Bulgárián proselytizing efforts in the mixed régions23. 
As a resuit, the view that the Schism could act as a barrier to Bulgárián 
naţionalist expansion in the contested zone, was gaining considérable support 
among leading Greek circles in Athens.

Under the circumstances, Patriarch Joachim’s on and off pourparles with 
Russians and Bulgarians throughout 1879-1883, strained his relations with 
the Greek Government and an influential segment of the Greek public opinion. 
Foreign Minister Kontostavlos, on the counsel of the leaders of the Association 
for the Advancement of Greek Letters, went as far as to ask Joachim to convene

would profit from their quarrel. On his part, the Greek diplomat indicated that he had no 
authority to negotiate, but he suggested that if the Bulgarians were sincere, they could 
approach the Greek Government in Athens. His personal views, however, coincided with 
Balavanov’s. AYE/Constantinople Embassy/1880, to Trikoupis No. 2523, 28.7/9.8.80 and 
to Koumoundouros, No. 3487, 27.10/8.11.80.

22. AYE/Sofia Légation/1880, Trikoupis to Vyzantios, Nos. 1257, 29.7/10.8.80 and 1804, 
20.9/2.10.80. Nevertheless, Prince Alexander continued to explore ways of reaching some 
understanding with the Greeks, including the ecclesiastical issue. He tried to pursue the 
same line during his Athens visit in 1883, but the Greek Government was not responsive, 
believing that the time was not yet ripe for such talks as the Bulgárián daims in Thrace and 
Macedonia were considered far from conciliatory. Kofos, “Dilemmas...”, op. cit., pp. 50-51, 
citing Greek diplomatic archives.

23. AYE. The files of 1879-1881 contain numerous dispatches from the Greek consulates 
in Thessaloniki, Monastir, Serres and Kavala on this issue. See also, Konstantinos Vakalo- 
poulos, O Voreios Ellittismos kata tin Proimi Fasi tou Makedonikou Agona (1878-1894), 
Thessaloniki, 1983, pp. 79-92.
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a new Grand Synod to examine and possibly condemn thè Russian Orthodox 
Church for its neutral if not friendly attitude toward thè Bulgárián Exarchate 
—an attitude that was contrary to the Orthodox Church’s canons. Under- 
standably, Joachim’s response could not satisfy the Greek Government. In 
no uncertain words, he spelled out thè politicai as well as the ecclesiastical 
impossibility of carrying out such a request. On his part, he emphasized, he 
continued to believe that the continuation of the Schism harmed not only 
the Church but also the long range interests of Hellenism. He even went on 
to express his strong opposition to the Greek Government’s involvement in 
thè educational affaire of the Ottoman Greeks in Macedonia and Thrace, 
a policy which, in his view, was bound to hâve adverse effects and străin the 
relations with the Ottoman Administration24.

24. The influential leaders of the Association for the Advancement of Greek Letters 
adopted a very criticai attitude toward Patriarch Joachim not only for his efforts to reach 
an understanding with the Russians and Bulgarians on the Schism, but also on the question 
of the administration of Greek éducation in the Ottoman provinces, particularly in Mace
donia (AYE/Macedonian Question/1882, AAGL to Prime Minister Koumoundouros, 
No. 32, 12/24.1.1882, accusing the Patriarch for leaning too much toward theSlavs, and to 
Prime Minister Trikoupis, No. 321, 20.3/1.4.1882). Foreign Minister Kontostavlos (in Prime 
Minister Trikoupis’ cabinet) believed that Joachim was ready to make vital concessions on 
the ecclesiastical issue in order to obtain Russian support in his feud with the Porte over the 
question of the Patriarchate’s privilèges on educational and social matters (AYE, “Circulars”, 
1884, Kontostavlos to Logothetis, No. 513, 5/17.4.1884). The quotation for Kontostavlos’ 
instructions to Koundouriotis (AYE/Constantinople Embassy/1883, No. 626, 3/15.6.1883) 
is revealing:

“It is known that the Russian Church, in violation of indisputable [canonica!] 
principies not only refrained from anathematizing and ostracising those so 
condemned by the Grand Synod of Constantinople [1872], but it did not cease to 
offer them its moral support. This, in my view, is the canonical and ecclesiastical 
question raised by the Russian Church’s behaviour on the Bulgárián Schism... 
If the Great Church had insisted, on a purely canonical basis, that the Russian 
Church declare the Bulgarians officially as schismatics, then it could hâve forced 
the Russian Church and the Russian Government into a very difficult position. The 
Great Church, however, considered more politic—probably rightly so—not to 
make such a démarche for the time being. [But this decision] offered the Russian 
Church a way out from its predicament on a canonical issue”.

Kontostavlos went on to reiterate the view that a new Synod should be convened to isolate the 
Russian Church, even though there was the risk that Romanians, Serbs and Monténégrins 
might side with the Russians. The Patriarch’s views on ail these points had been outlined in 
a long conversation and letter to Koundouriotis (his dispatch No. 1271, 24.5/6.6.1883). 
J oachim explained that the Russian Church had not yet entered into canonical relations with
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In thè end, Joachim’s real Problems developed with thè Porte. On assuming 
his office, he had tried to obtain thè Administration’s support to certain 
requests involving Bulgárián ecclesiastical daims in Macedonia. More 
specifically, he had asked for thè withdrawal of berats to Bulgárián bishops 
to certain Macedónián diocèses and thè compulsion of Bulgárián Exarchist 
clergy to wear different religious attire in order to be distinguished from the 
Patriarchist priests. The Porte had turnéd down both requests. Worse yet, 
it had began to curtail certain of the Patriarchate’s age-old privilèges, particular- 
ly in matters of ecclesiastical justice and éducation. Both issues, being of 
cardinal importance, led to an open crisis between the Patriarchate and the 
Porte, and finally compelled Joachim to resign in protest25.

What the Greeks at the time failed to appreciate was that Bulgarian- 
Russian politicai relations were similarly worsening. Despite much support 
given to the Bulgarians on a number of issues, the Tsar and his Government, 
as well as the leadership of the Russian Church, had tried to restrain excessive 
Bulgárián daims on the ecclesiastical issue and convince them to accept some 
of the Patriarchate’s requests, more specifically thè removai of the Exarch’s 
seat from Constantinople. As, however, the prospects for improvement of 
Russo-Bulgarian relations deteriorated, the ability of Russian diplomacy to 
mediate the Patriarchate-Exarchate feud became meagre.

A decade of abortive efforts (1885-1896)

Meanwhile, in Athens the debate was going on. Responding to a pamphlet

the Bulgárián Exarchate and its ability to act as mediator was still valid. The convocation 
of a new Synod, from a canonical aspect, had no basis. Furthermore, it was unlikely that 
the Sultan would give the necessary permission, while it was almost certain that all the other 
Balkan Orthodox Churches would side with the Russians, at a great loss of prestige for the 
Great Church. Joachim still believed that the great danger to Hellenism in Macedonia was 
not the existence of a Bulgárián Church, but the prospect of the dissémination of Bulgárián 
éducation through the rapid growth of the number of Bulgárián schools established with the 
assistance of the Bulgárián Government.

25. When Joachim was asked by the Greek Government to retum to the Ecumenical 
throne (1901), he wrote a long memorandum in which he strongly criticized Greek official 
policy in Macedonia after the Congress of Berlin, for attempting to subject the Church’s 
officiais under the tutelage of the Greek diplomatie représentatives in the Ottoman Empire. 
Quoted by E. Kofos, “Agones già tin Apeleftherosi, 1830-1912” Makedonien 4000 Chroma 
Ellinikis Istorias kai Politismou, (Athens, Ekdotiki Athinon, 1982), pp. 460, 555-6. On 
Joachim’s résignation in 1884: AYE/“Circulars”/1884, Koundouriotis to Kontostavlos, 
No. 868, 3/15.4.1884.
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written by thè Imperial Commissioner to thè Russian Church Povodonotchev, 
Professor of Theology N. Damalas issued in 1884 his own pamphlet “Réponse 
au mémoir de l’Honorable M. Povodonotchef” which summarized thè views 
held by a segment of thè Greeks on thè ecclesiastical issue. According to 
Damalas, thè Exarch’s jurisdiction should be limited to thè Bulgárián Principa- 
lity and Eastern Rumelia, while thè Patriarch’s authority in thè Ottoman 
provinces should be supreme. In Macedonia, however, a line could be drawn, 
leaving to thè Patriarch thè régions up and including thè dioceses of Nevrokop, 
Meleniko, Strumnitsa, Monastir and Korytsa. North of that line, thè dioceses 
should be assigned to Bulgárián bishops. Despite thè fact that this brochure 
was translated into French and sent by thè Greek Foreign Ministry to all 
Greek missions abroad, its contents were criticized as damaging to Greek 
national interests by other influencial Greeks, among them Professor of 
history C. Papparigopoulos and the leaders of the Association for the Advance- 
ment of Greek Leiters26.

Following Joachim’s résignation in March 1884, his successor, Patriarch 
Dionysios V pursued an unbending attitude towards the Bulgarians which 
hardened even more after the proclamation of the union of Eastern Rumelia 
with the Bulgárián Principality in 188527.

For the next decade other issues took precedence, such as the question 
of granting or denying by the Porte of new berats for Bulgárián bishops in 
Macedónián dioceses, as well as internai problems within the two quarreling 
camps. The latter sprang from the steady assertion of the iniative of the 
respective national States over the tradiţional ecclesiastical establishments 
which hitherto commanded a leading role on ail issues involving the fellow 
nationals in the Ottoman provinces. Nowhere was this contest more pro- 
nounced than in the administration and control of éducation which traditional- 
ly had been dominated by the Church. As schools became the harbinger of 
national ideas, the lay leaders of the communities and the teachers, supported 
by the représentatives of the national States—consuls, agents, national

26. AYE/Circulars/1884, Kontostavlos to Missions, No. 368, 7/19.3.84. See pamphlet: 
N. M. Damalas, Réponse au mémoire de l'honorable Meur. Povodonotchef, Athènes, 1884, 
18p. Also, AYE/File A.A.G.L.-Consulates/1884, Papparigopoulos (president ofAAGL)to 
For. Minister Kontostavlos, No. 1709, 13/25.12.1884 and No. 1758, 24.12.84/5.1.1885, and 
Damalas to Kontostavlos, dated 18/30.12.1884.

27. AYE/Telegrams/1885, Koundouriotis to Kontostavlos, No. 252, 25.1/6.2.1885, 
attaching long memorandum addressed by Patriarch Dionysios to the Porte complaining 
of the Porte’s concessions to the Bulgarians since 1870, and requesting the withdrawal of 
the Exarch from Constantinople and of the Bulgárián bishops from Macedónián dioceses.
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societies—sought to curtail thè former dominant role of thè local bishops28.
In such a climate, as naţionalism swept more and more thè leaders and 

thè masses, confrontation rather than conciliation was bound to be thè logicai 
conséquence. Under thè circumstances, thè maintainance of thè Schism 
appeared in certain quarters to be useful. On thè Bulgárián side, it provided 
a rallying point for whipping up naţionalist belligerency among thè elites as 
well as thè peasantry, which gradually began to realize that, after all, it was 
not that damning to be called “schismatic”. On the Greek side, it helped to 
retain thè loyalties to Hellenism of a significant segment of the Slav-speaking 
inhabitants who did not wish to compromise their allegiance to the Ecumenical 
Patriarchate and to tradiţional loyalties and values29.

Certainly an equally strong setback for the advocates of réconciliation 
and the mending of the Schism was delt by the détérioration of Russo-Bulga- 
rian relations, following the annexation of Eastern Rumelia. Undoubtedly, 
Russian leaders had not ceased to endeavour for a rapprochement between 
the two Orthodox peoples and particularly their Churches. The belief that 
Russian interests in the Balkans would better be served in alliance with the 
Orthodox ethnie groups and national States of the region, had not been aban- 
doned. The Schism remained a focal point of antagonism that had to be re- 
moved, at best with Russian médiation. Nevertheless, Russia’s mediating role

28. On Bulgárián educational policies in Macedonia and Thrace during 1878-1885 and 
the Exarchate’s leading role at the time, see: Voin Bozinov, “Balgarskata Prosvetna Deinost 
v Makedonia i Odrinska Trakia (1878-1885)” in Bulgárián Academy of Sciences, Osvoboditelni 
Borbi na Balgarskoto Naselenie v Makedonia i Odrinska Trakia sled Berlinskia Kongres (Sofia, 
1981), pp. 5-36. Details on Greek intercommunal friction on educational matters, and 
particularly the impact of the árrést of prominent Greek Macedónián leaders, with Anastasios 
Picheon at the head, in 1886; K. Vakalopoulos, O Voreios Ellinismos..., op. cit. and Nikolaos 
Vlachos, To Makedonikon os Fasis tou Anatolikou Zitimatos, 1878-1908 (Athens, 1935), 
pp. 104-8.

29. The Greek Consul General at Thessaloniki Dokos believed that the Schism benefited 
Hellenism : “Our national interests in Macedonia”, he wrote, “would suffer certain destruction 
if the barrier of the Schism were to be removed” (AYE/Thessaloniki Consulate/18 87, Dokos 
to Stefanos Dragoumis, No. 652,23.5/4.6.1887). From the Bulgárián capital, however, another 
diplomat, Kleon Rangavis, believed that the excommunication of the Bulgárián Exarchate 
and the Schism opened a chasm between the two peoples without benefiting Greek objectives 
in Eastern Rumelia, Thrace and Macedonia. The ecclesiastical rift stirred fanatical sentiments 
among the Bulgarians, and encouraged the adoption of oppressive measures against the 
Hellenic element in both the Principality and Eastern Rumelia. Without the Schism, Rangavis 
believed that the two peoples would coexist peacefully and work for their respective national 
interests in Macedonia, without resorting to force. AYE/Sofia Legation/1883, Rangavis to 
Trikoupis, No. 96, 11/23.2.1883.
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had been substantially curtailed, fór almost a decade, as a resuit of the poor 
state of Russo-Bulgarian relations30.

In the mid-1890’s, however, the situation changed. Stambulov, by far 
not a Russophile, was murdered, and close Russo-Bulgarian relations reverted 
to their tradiţional cordial patterns. Once again, Russian politicai and religious 
circles began to search for new ways to find a solution to the Greco-Bulgarian 
ecclesiastical dispute. They realized that time was running short, as the old 
ecclesiastical and politicai dispute was on the verge of turning into an armed 
confrontation in Macedonia.

Russian feelers in 1895-96 for initiating new discussions on the Schism 
were first made to Bulgárián religious and politicai leaders who, in generál, 
responded favourably. The Russians now aimed at bringing about not only 
a réconciliation between the Patriarchate and the Exarchate, but also a 
rapprochement between the governments of Greece and Bulgaria. At Constanti
nople the intermediary was Karacanovsky, the Bulgárián physician of the 
Russian Embassy. Karacanovsky visited the Greek Ambassador N. Mavrocor- 
datos and told him that the Russians were proposing, in return for the récogni
tion of the Bulgárián Church, the acceptance by the Bulgarians of the Ecume- 
nical Patriarch’s spiritual authority; the transfer of the Exarch’s seat to Sofia, 
with only a tokén Bulgárián représentation in Constantinople along the lines 
of similar arrangements of the other Orthodox Churches; the maintainance 
of the Patriarch’s jurisdiction in the Ottoman diocèses in exchange for the 
appointment of Bulgárián bishops, in the predominantly Bulgárián districts, 
or even Greek bishops who spoke Bulgárián. Serbian bishops, however, 
ought to be definitely excluded from Macedonia. Karacanovsky intimated 
that similar Russian suggestions were made to a Bulgárián délégation visiting 
St. Petersburg late in 1895 to discuss the baptism of Crown Prince Boris. Both 
Prince Lovanov and D. Povodonochev, the powerful imperial commissioner 
to the Russian Church, had been active in canvassing thè idea not only of an 
ecclesiastical, but also of a politicai understanding between Greeks and Bulga
rians. If Karacanovsky is to be believed, these ideas had found the Bulgárián 
Government and Prince Ferdinand receptive to the point that they concurred 
to a politicai solution of their daims in Macedonia. In a final settlement of 
the Eastern Question, they were willing to consent to Greece annexing the 
Aegean islands, Epirus and a large part of Macedonia, including Thessaloniki, 
on condition that Bulgaria acquired access to the Aegean littoral. The future,

30. L. S. Stavrianos, The Balkans since 1453 (New York, 1963), pp. 428-438; Charles 
Jelavich, Tsarist Russia and Balkan Naţionalism, (Berkeley, 1958), pp. 205-284.
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however, of Constantinople would not be discusseci, at thè request of thè 
Russians31.

Whether these ideas had thè endorsement of thè Bulgárián Government 
and thè Prince cannot be ascertained. What, however, is known is that Ferdi
nand, as well as certain Bulgárián politicai leaders, had repeatedly expressed 
to Greek diplomate their desire to reach an understanding with the Patriarchate 
and the Greek Government32. Apart from such confidenţial soundings, some 
more tangible initiatives developed in 1896, for opening a Greek-Bulgarian 
dialogue. Early, in 1896, Constantine Caratheodory, a leading Phanariot, 
visited Sofia as Sultan Abdul Hamid’s représentative to attend Crown Prince 
Boris’ baptism. While in the Bulgárián capital, he was asked by Bulgárián 
leaders to convey to the Patriarch a proposai for regulating the ecclesiastical 
dispute. As a basis for an agreement, the Bulgarians were proposing the 
removai from Constantinople of the Exarch and his substitution with a simple 
mission of the Holý Synod of the Bulgárián Church headed by a bishop. A 
similar proposai was made to N. Mavrocordatos by the Bulgárián agent at 
Constantinople, in order to enlist the Greek Government’s support. Needless 
to add, the support of the Russian Government had been assured33.

While these initiatives and soundings gave rise to múch spéculation and 
vivid discussions among Greek circles in Constantinople and Athens, a second 
bolder initiative was undertaken by Prince Ferdinand himself. During his 
state visit to the Ottoman capital, in March 1896, he took the unprecedented 
step to pay a personal visit to Patriarch Anthimos at the Phanar. Undoubtedly 
this was a courageous and well calculated initiative, which would win for 
himself much credit among leading Russian circles, and, in case of failure, 
place the onus on the Greeks. Certainly, on both sides, the most naţionalist 
elements looked at these developments with much concern, fearing that their 
leaders would make concessions which would jeopardize “vital” national 
interests. The meeting, however, was a complete failure. Neither the Prince

31. AYE/Sofia Legation/1895, Mavrokordatos (Constantinople) to Skouzes, No. 917, 
14/26.11.1895. Also, Tombazis (St. Petersburg) to Skouzes, No. 454, 13/25.12.1885. On 
Russian Ambassador Nelidov’s activities, see: AYE/“Macedonian Consulates-Schism”/ 
1896, Mavrokordatos to Skouzes, No. 123, 28.2/11.3.1896. For Bulgarian-Serbian relations 
in the 1890’s see papers by R. Bozilova and R. Popov in Osvoboditelni Borbi..., op. cit., pp. 
40-73 and 74-111.

32. AYE/Sofia Legation/1895, Argyropoulos to Skouzes, No. 383, 6/18.6.1895 and 823, 
31.10/12.11.1895.

33. AYE/“Macedonian Consulates-Schism”/1896, Mavrokordatos to Skouzes, No. 135, 
3/15.3.1896.
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nor thè Patriarch ventured to départ substantially from their respective well 
known positions. To judge from Mavrocordatos’ dispatches, Patriarch Anthi- 
mos appeared to adopt a hard line on all issues of ecclesiastical nature, empha- 
sizing the need to eradicate all “anti-canonical” irregularities that had led to 
the establishment of the Exarchate. In his view, only a Local Synod, similar 
in composition to the one that had declared the Exarchate schismatic in 1872, 
could repel the Schism. This, the Patriarch insisted, presupposed the annulment 
of the 1870 firman, the departure of the Exarch from Constantinople and the 
Bulgárián bishops from Macedónián diocèses. Once these terms were met, 
the Patriarch would proceed to discuss all outstanding issues concerning the 
Exarchate which would include the appointment by the Ecumenical Patriarch 
of Bulgárián bishops to certain districts of the Ottoman Empire, on lines 
similar to those adopted in the case of Serbian bishops. Faced with such 
unbending terms, Prince Ferdinand could proceed no further, even if he 
intended to. Disappointed, he confided to Mavrocordatos that he had found 
the Patriarch “obstinate” and unmovable34.

Certainly Anthimos could not claim the diplomatie dexterity or politicai 
foresight of Joachim III. But he could hardly maneuvre. The situation in 
Macedonia had worsened, following the previous year’s incursions of armed 
Bulgárián bands in certain northern Macedónián districts. Already in Athens, 
the Ethniki Etairia was preparing its own armed bands to enter Macedonia 
from thè south, while in Crete, revolutionary activities were pointing to an 
imminent outbreak of Greek-Turkish hostilities. Thus, the failure of the 
“summit” talks at Constantinople was to a great extend received on both sides 
with relief. The Greek and the Bulgárián press immediately came out with 
violent articles against réconciliation, trying to show that it was the other 
side which had the initiative for the unpopulär attempi at a rapprochement35.

The return of Patriarch Joachim (1901) and the Schism

Despite repeated setbacks, thè idea of finding a solution to the ecclesiastical

34. AYE/“Macedonian Consulates”/1896, Mavrocordatos to Skouzes, Nos. 123, 28.2/ 
10.3.96; 135, 3/15.3.96; 164, 12/24.3.96,197, 29.3/10.4.96. Relations between the Ecumenical 
Patriarch and the Serbian Church: Athanasios Angelopoulos, “I Serviki Orthodoxos Ekkli- 
sia”, O Kosmos tis Orthodoxias (Thessaloniki, Institute for Balkan Studies, 1968), pp. 261-6.

35. AYE/Constantinople Embassy/1896, Mavrokordatos to Skouzes, Nos. 233, 15/27.4. 
96, and 243, 20.4/2.5.96, enclosing article by the Varna Greek newspaper, Evxinos “The 
Question of the lifting of the Schism”. On Macedónián developments in the 1890’s : Kofos, 
“Agones...” in Makedonia...op. cit., pp. 462-5. Also, Istoria tou Ellinikou Ethnous, XIII 
(Athens, 1977), pp. 99-100 (text by Ioannis Pikros).
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issue emerged once again during thè re-election of Patriarch Joachim III, 
early in 1901. The deteriorating position of Hellenism within the Ottoman 
Empire since thè debacle of the Greco-Turkish war of 1897, required a strong 
Personality at the head of the Ecumenical Patriarchate. The Greek Govern
ment of G. Theotokis took the initiative to encourage Joachim—who had 
secluded himself in Mount Athos since his abdication of 1884—to return to 
the Ecumenical throne.

The message was brought to him by Ambassador N. Mavrokordatos 
who visited him in Mylopotamos on the Holy Mountain. Joachim replied 
frankly on all criticai issues which included relations between the Ecumenical 
Patriarchate and the Greek Government, relations between Hellenism and 
the Balkan peoples, the Russians and the Ottoman state. For the eminent 
prelate, the ecumenicity of the Patriarchate had a high priority and ought to 
be safeguarded. While he consented that the Government of the Greek state 
should take the lead in national questions, its représentatives should not 
interfere in ecclesiastical matters, nor should act in a way that would harm 
the prestige of the clergy. For the Patriarchate, the support of Russia was of 
primary importance in order to be able to face the hostility of the Ottomans 
Administration and the Sultan personally. On the other hand, the continuous 
conflict between the Balkan States and peoples as well as Greek hostility 
toward the Russians served only the interests of the Turks. In his view, the 
Greeks should work for an understanding with the Balkan peoples who, after 
all, were “co-heirs” with the Greeks in the East. If they sincerely adopted this 
line, then they could aspire at assuming a leading role among the Balkan 
peoples. To achieve this, however, peaceful coexistence was a prerequisite. 
A step in that direction, he concluded, was the abolition of the Schism36.

When Joachim’s views—particuarly on the Schism—became known 
in Athens, they raised a storm. Former Minister of Cuits Ath. Eftaxias 
expressed the prevailing opinion at the time in a lengthy study entitled “The 
Bulgárián Schism”37. His main thesis was that the Schism had benefited 
Hellenism as well as the Church because it had sustained and encouraged the 
Patriarchists in their struggle to withstand Bulgárián incursions intő Mace
donia. Because of the Schism, a moral barrier had been constructed around 
the Bulgárián Exarchate and affected negatively its relations with the other 
Orthodox Churches—including the Russian one—while on the other hand, 
the Patriarchate’s fundamental interests had been upheld.

36. AYE/Constantinople Embassy/1900, 1901, Mavrokordatos to Romanos, No. 1037, 
25.11/7.12.1900, and Romanos to Joachim (Mylopotamos), No. 446, 2/14.3.1901.

37. Text of study attached to Romanos’ letter to Joachim, No. 446, op. cit.
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In conclusion, Eftaxias outlined the following prerequisities for lifting 
thè Schism : a) The Bulgarians should abandon racism in ecclesiastical matters 
and acknowledge that the Exarch cannot be thè religious leader of Bulgarians 
everywhere, but of a concrete geographical region; in this case the Bulgárián 
Principality (including Eastern Rumelia). Within this region, a self-ruled 
Bulgárián Church would operate under an Exarch who would appear as the 
représentative of the Ecumenical Patriarch, b) The Bulgarians should 
relinquish any ecclesiastical daims to the Ottoman-held régions of Thrace 
and Macedonia, c) In the mixed Greco-Bulgarian régions of former Eastern 
Rumelia, the Bulgárián Exarch and his Synod should elect bilingual bishops, 
while the liturgy and éducation should be conducted in the tradiţional language 
(apparently Greek). d) A similar arrangement should be introduced in mixed 
régions in Thrace and Macedonia where the Ecumenical Patriarch and his 
Synod should appoint bilingual bishops, e) The linguistic démarcation for 
the liturgy and éducation in Macedonia should be drawn along “the prevailing 
of old linguistic lines”, i.e. Nevrocop-Meleniko-Strumnitsa-Stobi (near Cerna 
Voda)-Axios (Vardar) river-Monastir-Ohrid.

The Greek Government, however, was reluctant to discuss even these 
terms—or any terms—for lifting the Schism. Foreign Minister Romanos 
informed Joachim that if negotiations were initiated on the Schism the 
Patriarchate will find itself under constant pressure for more concessions38. 
Suspecting that Joachim might prove too hard to compromise on his views 
about the Russians and the Schism, the Greek Government began to hâve 
second thoughts about his candidacy to the Ecumenical throne. For a moment 
it tried to averi it, but in the end it chose to follow a neutral attitude during 
his élection39.

Nevertheless, Joachim, on assuming office, gave proof that he was not 
only a visionary, but also a pragmatist. While cultivating close relations with 
the Russians—in order to strengthen his position vis-à-vis the Sultan—he 
gave assurances to the Greek Government that on the question of the Schism 
he would work in close consultation with Athens.

On their part, the Russians did not fail to communicate to the Bulgarians 
the conciliatory disposition of the newly-elected Patriarch. Despite the pro- 
Russian climate that prevailed in the Bulgárián capital at the time, Bulgárián 
ecclesiastical and politicai leaders appeared negative to any substantia!

38. Ibid.
39. AYE/Constantinople Embassy/1901, Romanos to Mavrokordatos, No. 3190, 15/27. 

12.1900, and No. 991, 30.4/12.5.1901.
25
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concessions which might sacrifice vital Bulgárián interests in Macedonia and 
Thrace in exchange for questionable benefits from the lifting of the Schism40. 
Nevertheless, the Danev Government, wishing apparently to accommodate 
the Russians, ventured to open discussions with the Greeks. Certain indirect 
feelers were made to the Greek diplomatie représentative in Sofia, but were 
left unanswered41. It was evident that the Bulgarians, while they could probably 
discuss the withdrawal of the Exarch’s seat from Constantinople, they would 
in no way concede to abandoning their gains in Macedonia and Thrace—where 
they already had secured the appointment of seven prelates—or to forfeiting 
future advances in the two régions.

Certainly events had overtaken both Greeks and Bulgarians. Even 
Joachim, the advocate of réconciliation and collaboration, found himself 
involved in developments that were soon to lead to an armed struggle between 
Greeks and Bulgarians in Macedonia (1904-1908).

*
* *

In assessing the unsuccessful attempts at mending the Schism over a 
quarter of a Century, one is struck by the faci that they actually took place. 
Düring the last quarter of the 19th Century, naţionalism had seized the minds 
and guided the actions of dites and masses. The drive for national émancipa
tion of fellow brethren, living in mixed régions, contested by more than one 
aspiring heir, left little room for conciliatory maneuvering. The fact that 
mixed populations had lived for centuries peacefully, one next to th other, 
and had enjoyed a community of interests and sufferings under the same 
oppressor, was not a sufficient, valid basis for achieving peaceful co-existence. 
Old values and even venerable institutions—like their common “Great Church 
of Christ”—were swept away.

The ecclesiastical controversy that thrust itself into Greek-Bulgarian 
relations, was equally a resuit as well as a cause for nationalistic antagonisms. 
It emerged out of the Bulgarians’ struggle to shake off what they considered 
the spiritual tutelage of the Ecumenical Patriarchate. Once this was achieved, 
its product, namely the Bulgárián Exarchate, became by itself an element that 
enhanced further nationalistic hostilities. This probably explains why the Rus
sians, throughout the last quarter of the 19th Century, moved energetically

40. AYE/Constantinople Embassy/1901, Romanos to Joachim, No. 446, 2/14.3.1901 and 
Mavrokordatos to Romanos, No. 397, 19/31.5.1901. AYE/“Circulars”/1901, Zalokostas 
to Romanos, No. 519, 21.4/3.5.1901, and No. 725, 3/15.6.1901.

41. AYE/Embassies 700-1500/1902, Zalokostas to Zaimis, No. 463, 15/27.4.1902.
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and spent so much time and effort to find a solution, which would remove 
this divisive issue that kept apart two potential supporters of Russia’s Ottoman 
policy.

For Greek nationalists the ecdesiastical question was a manifestation 
of Bulgárián naţionalism threatening the tradiţional Greek positions in the 
contested mixed régions of Thrace and Macedonia. For Greeks, however, 
who viewed the role of Hellenism as an “ecumenical” movement in the régions 
of the Ottoman Empire and the Balkans, it was mainly a challenge to long- 
established positions of supremacy, safeguarded by a panoply of “canons”, 
“privilèges” and rules of protocol. On the Bulgárián side, the establishment 
of an independent Church was considered of cardinal importance in the road 
for national émancipation. Once this was achieved, particularly after 1878 
and 1885, the ecdesiastical issue became merely an instrument for expanding 
the Bulgárián national movement over the Thracian and Macedónián régions 
that had remained under Ottoman rule. As, however, other means—éduca
tion, armed struggle—began to be introduced and to assume a more important 
role in carrying out this policy, the significance of the ecdesiastical question 
began gradually to move to second place.

Within such a context, various initiatives at finding a solution to mending 
the Schism were destined to fail, even though at times the prospects of success 
appeared promising. Nevertheless, those repeated efforts at reaching a 
negotiated solution, reveal that both sides were aware that, in the long run, 
they could expect mutuai advantages for solving their différences. But in the 
last decades of the 19th Century, long-rangé benefits played second fiddle to 
immediate and tangible results. It took the painful expérience of three wars 
and almost half a Century, before the two Churches finally mended their 
Schism in 1945, and thus removed one of the obstacles in the rapprochement 
of the two neighbouring peoples.

Yet, the inévitable question arises: What were the gains and the losses 
for both sides of their failure to mend the Schism before they chose to enter 
the warpath for solving their overall différences?

On the Greek side, the Patriarchate failed to obtain the “repentance” of 
the Bulgárián “rebels” which would hâve reinstituted its prestige and regained 
for it its former uncontested leadership within the Orthodox world. To achieve 
however, this repentance, the Greek side would hâve to make considérable, 
concessions on what constituted at the time the vital interests of Hellenism 
in Macedonia and Thrace. The Greeks chose the latter. Whether these interests 
were served, dépends on how they are defined. At the time, however, most 
authoritative observe rs, particularly Greek diplomats serving in Macedonia,
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expressed their belief that thè existence of thè Schism helped thè Greek cause 
in thè contested régions42. On thè one hand, it assisted large numbers of 
inhabitants to remain firm on their tradiţional loyalties to thè Patriarchate 
and to reject Bulgárián naţionalism, while on thè other, it transferred national 
antagonism—at least in thè minds of many—to thè level of ecclesiastical 
contest, which, in thè mixed régions proved a more favourable ground for 
thè Greeks.

For thè Bulgarians, if mending of thè Schism meant loss of ecclesiastical 
independence, thè failure of thè negotiations was a gain. During thè first two 
decades since its establishment, thè Exarchate was a living manifestation of 
Bulgárián national émancipation. Similarly, if mending of thè Schism meant 
that thè Bulgarians consented to thè exclusion of thè Bulgárián ecclesiastical 
presence in Macedonia and Thrace, thè status quo, established in 1870, was 
préférable. Of course, such maximalist daims on thè Greek side, were not 
usually thè case. But even when there was some prospect for more accommoda- 
ting solutions, thè Bulgarians were, at least, divided over what was more 
suitable to their interests. There is no doubt that during thè first two decades, 
thè existence of an independent Church became a pivotai institution for 
Bulgárián ethnici ty to thrive in Bulgaria, as well as in mixed régions. Fanaticism 
was probably a useful weapon in cementing ethnie consciousness, and the 
existence of the Schism certainly harboured it.

In retrospect, however, it may be argued that despite tactical gains for 
both sides, the continuation of the Schism acted negatively on the prospects 
for réconciliation and rapprochement between the two peoples. And this 
should weight heavily in assessing the impact of the Schism on the course of 
Greek-Bulgarian relations and Balkan history in general.

42. In 1896, Foreign Minister Skouzes in the Th. Delyannis’ Government, sent a circular 
to the Greek consulates in Macedonia to assess their views on the impact of the lifting of the 
Schism. Their reaction was negative. The Consul General in Thessaloniki, Andreas Papadia- 
mantopoulos was categorica! that such a course would be “harmful to our interests”. AYE/ 
Thes'aloniki Consulate/1896, Papadiamantopoulos to Skouzes, No. 547, 1/13.6.1896.



ΠΑΡΑΡΤΗΜΑ
(Φεβρουάριος 1876)

(Έ κ θ ε σ ι ς
Μικτής Έλληνο-βουλγαρικής Επιτροπής)

Ή Επιτροπή συνεπεία τής 'Υψηλής διαταγής ήν ελαβε, συνελθοϋσα 
εις διαφόρους συνεδριάσεις προάγεται εύσεβάστως ΐνα ύποβάλη ώς έφεξής 
τό άποτέλεσμα των άπό κοινού διατυπωθεισών σκέψεων αυτής άναφορικώς 
προς τις μεταξύ του Οικουμενικού Πατριαρχείου καί τής Εξαρχίας ύπαρ- 
χούσας διαφόρους γνωστάς διαφωνίας.

Καί περί μέν τής συστάσεως τής Εξαρχίας, των σχέσεων αυτής μετά 
των Οικουμενικών Πατριαρχείων, των θεμελιωδών βάσεων τής έσωτερικής 
έκκλησιαστικής αύτοδιοικήσεως αύτής, τής έκλογής τών αρχιερέων αύτής 
καί τής υπό του Οικουμενικού Πατριάρχου κυρώσεως τής έκλογής τού Έξάρ- 
χου, τών έντός τής Εξαρχίας μή Βουλγαροφώνων Όρθοδόξων καί τών εν 
ταΐς έπαρχίαις τού Οικουμενικού Πατριαρχείου βουλγαροφώνων Όρθοδό
ξων, τής γλώσσης εις ήν αί άκολουθίαι θέλουν ψάλλεσθαι έν ταΐς έκκλησίαις 
καί λοιπών τοιούτων αντικειμένων συνεκεφαλαίωσε τά άκόλουθα: ήτοι

1

Έκ τών κατωτέρω όριζομένων καί άριθμουμένων έκκλησιαστικών έπαρ- 
χιών καί χωρών συνιστδται υπό τήν έπωνυμίαν Βουλγαρική Εξαρχία εν 
ιδιαίτερον έκκλησιαστικόν θέμα άπολαΰον πλήρους έσωτερικής έκκλησια- 
στικής αύτοδιοικήσεως.

2

Είς τών έν τώ θέματι τούτω Αρχιερέων έκλέγεται εξαρχος τού όλου θέ
ματος, εστι δέ έν ταυτώ καί κανονικός Πρόεδρος τής περί αύτόν έσομένης 
'Ιερός Συνόδου. Κατά συνέπειαν κανονική έδρα τού Έξάρχου καί τής περί 
αύτόν 'Ιερός Συνόδου εσεται όριστικώς ή πρωτεύουσα πόλις τής έπαρχίας 
αυτού.
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3

Τά άφορώντα είς τήν έσωτερικήν έκκλησιαστικήν διοίκησιν του ρηθέν- 
τος θέματος, οΐα φερ’ είπεΐν τοΰ περί έκλογής τοΰ Έξάρχου καν τοΰ περί 
έκλογής καί χειροτονίας τών Αρχιερέων, περί αριθμού αυτών καί όνομασίας 
των θρόνων αυτών (ίσχυουσών πάντοτε τών έν τώ έπομένφ 15φ άρθρω άνα- 
φερομένων έξαιρέσεων), περί χειροτονίας ιερέων καί ίεροδιακόνων, περί 
γάμου καί διαζυγίου, περί ευταξίας καί έκπαιδεύσεως τού ιερού κλήρου, περί 
τοΰ κηρύγματος τοΰ θείου λόγου, περί άποδοκιμασίας θρησκευτικών βιβλίων, 
ταΰτα πάντα καί τά τοιαΰτα κανονισθήσονται δι’ ιδιαιτέρου κανονισμού 
συνφδά τοΐς ίεροΐς κανόσι τών 'Αγίων καί 'Ιερών Συνόδων καί τοΐς πατρο- 
παραδότοις έθίμοις καί ταΐς διατυπώσεσι τής 'Ορθοδόξου Ανατολικής Εκ
κλησίας.

'Ως προς τούτο δέ ό Οικουμενικός Πατριάρχης δικαιούται, εάν ΐδη τό 
έν τφ κανονισμώ άντιβαίνον προς τούς άνωθεν όρους, ΐνα προεπκρέρη τάς 
παρατηρήσεις του έντός τριών τό πολύ μηνών άφ’ ής ήμέρας έπιδοθή ούτος 
εις τήν Α' Παναγιότητα.

Έν τώ Κανονισμώ τούτφ θέλει έξασφαλισθεΐ ή πλήρης έκκλησιαστική 
αυτοδιοίκησις τής ρηθείσης έξαρχίας έν γένει καί ίδίςι ώς προς τάς έκλογάς 
τοΰ τε έξάρχου καί τών άρχιερέων αύτής, άποκλειομένης πάσης παρ’ οίου- 
δήποτε άναμίξεως.

4

Πάντες οί Αρχιερείς τών Επαρχιών τής Έξαρχίας θεωρούνται κανο- 
νικώς έπίσκοποι τής Έξαρχίας· έπομένως αυτοί μέν ίερουργοΰντες μνημο- 
νεύουσι κανονικώς τοΰ όνόματος τοΰ Έξάρχου, ό δε Έξαρχος τοΰ όνόματος 
τοΰ Οίκ. Πατριάρχου.

5

Έπί τή έκλογή τοΰ Έξάρχου έπιφυλάττεται τό κανονικό κΰρος τώ 
Οίκουμ. Πατριάρχη όστις άμα ειδοποιηθείς έπισήμως περί τούτου παρά τής 
Συνόδου τής Έξαρχίας θέλει όσον τάχιον χορηγεί τήν έπικύρωσιν τής έκλο
γής αυτοΰ καί γνωστοποιεί έπισήμως είς τήν 'Υψηλήν Πύλην τήν τε έκλο- 
γήν καί τήν Πατριαρχικήν έπικύρωσιν, όπως έκδοθή τό άναγκαΐον υψηλόν 
βεράτιον τοΰ διορισμού αυτοΰ.

6

Ό βηθείς Έξαρχος θέλει εχει τό δικαίωμα τοΰ άναφέρεσθαι διά πάσαν
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ύπόθεσιν άφορώσαν τήν Εξαρχίαν αύτοϋ είς τάς διοικητικός άρχάς είτε 
τής Εξαρχίας αύτοϋ είτε τής πρωτευούσης άπ’ ευθείας καί δι’ Ιδίων έκθέ- 
σεων. Ιδίως δέ τα παρά τής 'Υψηλής Κυβερνήσεως χορηγηθησόμενα βερά- 
τια καί φιρμάνια των έντός τής Εξαρχίας Αρχιερέων, έκκλησιών καί λοι
πών έκδοθήσονται έπί ταΐς παρά τοΰ βηθέντος Έξάρχου προς τήν Ύψ. 
Πύλην ύποβληθησομέναις έκθέσεσιν.

7

Έάν συμπέσωσιν εκκλησιαστικοί καί θρησκευτικοί ύποθέσεις χρήζου- 
σαι, προς συντήρησιν καί έμπέδωσιν του όρθοδόξου πολιτεύματος, κοινής 
σκέψεως καί συμπράξεως, ή Σύνοδος τής βηθείσης Εξαρχίας θέλει άναφέ- 
ρεσθαι προς τόν Οικουμενικόν Πατριάρχην καί τήν περί αύτόν 'Αγίαν καί 
'Ιερόν Σύνοδον παρ’ ών θέλουσι χορηγείσθαι αυτω προθύμως ή άπαιτουμένη 
σύμπραξις καί αί άναγκαίαι απαιτήσεις. Εννοείται δέ ότι έν τοιαύταις περι- 
στάσεσιν, ή καί οσάκις ό Οϊκ. Πατριάρχης έγκρίνη, ό Έξαρχος προσκα
λούμενος θέλει παρευρίσκεσθαι έν τή Συνόδω τοΰ Οικουμενικού Θρόνου.

8

'Η τής βηθείσης Εξαρχίας Σύνοδος θέλει λαμβάνει παρά του Οίκουμ. 
Πατριαρχείου τό άγιον Μϋρον, όσάκις αν χρήζη αύτοϋ.

9

Οί Αρχιερείς τοΰ τε Οίκουμενικοΰ Πατριαρχείου καί τής Βουλγαρικής 
Εξαρχίας θά δύνανται έλευθέρως νά πηγαινοέρχωνται καί νά διέρχωνται 
άμοιβαίως διά των Εκκλησιαστικών Επαρχιών τοΰ τε τοΰ Οίκουμ. Θρόνου 
καί τής βηθείσης Εξαρχίας καί διά τάς τυχόν παρεμπιπτούσας άνάγκας νά 
διαμένωσι τή κανονική άδεια τοΰ έπιτοπίου άρχιερέως έν ταίς εδραις τών 
Βιλαετίων καί έν τοϊς διαφόροις διοικητικοΐς κέντροις, χωρίς όμως νά 
δύνανται έπ’ ούδεμια προφάσει καί έπ’ ούδενί λόγω νά συγκαλώσι περί 
έαυτούς Συνόδους καί νά έξασκώσιν οίανδήποτε έκκλησιαστικήν δικαιοδο
σίαν έπί τών έκτος τής Εξαρχίας αύτών εύρισκομένων είτε Γραικών είτε 
Βουλγάρων, ούτε νά ίερουργώσιν άνευ τής κανονικής άδειας τοΰ τής έπαρ- 
χίας Επισκόπου.

10

Τό έν Κων/πόλει Βουλγαρικόν Μετόχιον καί ό παρ’ αύτφ εύρισκόμε-
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νος Βουλγαρικός Ναός, έξαρτώνται καί έποπτεύονται άμέσως υπό του Έξάρ- 
χου τοδ Βουλγαρικού θέματος, ώς τό 'Αγιοταφικόν Μετόχιον έξαρτάται 
καί έποπτεύεται άπό τον Μακαριώτατον Πατριάρχην 'Ιεροσολύμων.

Δύναται δέ ό ψηθείς Έξαρχος όσάκις ή χρεία τό καλέσει, νά έρχεται 
άπολύτως μετά προηγουμένην κανονικήν άδειαν τοδ Οικουμενικού Πατριάρ- 
χου ώς ποιοδσι καί αυτοί οί Πατριάρχαι, καί νά ένδημή έν αύτφ διά τάς 
παρεμπιπτούσας έθνικάς του καί έκκλησιαστικάς αύτοδ ύποθέσεις, χωρίς 
όμως ν’ άναμιγνύεται ούδαμώς έν τοΐς άναγομένοις εις τούς έκτος των όρίων 
τής Βουλγαρικής Εξαρχίας είτε έν Κων/πόλει είτε αλλαχού ευρισκομένους 
Βουλγάρους. Όσάκις δέ συμπέσει νά τελέσει ιεροπραξίαν είτε έντός είτε 
έκτός τοδ Μετοχιού οφείλει λαμβάνειν έκδοσιν τοδ Πατριάρχου κατά τούς 
κανόνας, οπερ πράττει καί αύτός ό 'Ιεροσολύμων καί οί άλλοι Πατριάρχαι 
όσάκις ένδημοδσιν έν Κων/πόλει.

11

Ή τάξις τών κατά κανόνας Σταυροπηγίων Μοναστηρίων έν (;) τή £η- 
θείση Έξαρχίμ κειμένων θέλει μείνει άναλλοίωτος.

12

Οί έντός τοδ Βουλγαρικού θέματος μή βουλγαρόγλωσσοι όρθόδοξοι 
καθώς καί οί έκτος τής περιφερείας αύτοδ βουλγαρόγλωσσοι όρθόδοξοι, 
οΐτινες άποτελοδσι τόν όλικόν πληθυσμόν μιας πόλεως, ένός χωρίου ή μιας 
ένορίας δικαιούνται άμοιβαίως, έάν θέλωσι, εχειν όμόγλωσσον κλήρον καί 
δή καί χωροεπίσκοπον άπ’ ευθείας ύποδεικνυομένους μέν παρ’ αύτών, έγκρι- 
νομένους δέ καί χειροτονουμένους πάντας υπό τοδ έπιτοπίου Άρχιερέως, 
κανονικώς υποκειμένους εις αύτόν καί μνημονεύοντας τοδ όνόματος αύτοδ.

13

Όσον άφορμ τήν γλώσσαν εις ήν αί ίεραί άκολουθίαι θέλουν ψάλλεσθαι 
έν ταίς έκκλησίαις μικτής τίνος πόλεως, χωρίου ή ένορίας, τόσον έντός 
τής Εξαρχίας καθώς καί έκτος τής περιφερείας αύτής, θέλει ισχύει ώς βάσις 
τό άνέκαθεν καθεστώς, ήτοι έν γένει θέλει διατηρηθεί ή γλώσσα εις ήν έν 
έκάστη τούτων τών Εκκλησιών άνέκαθεν αί άκολουθίαι ψάλλονται. Εις 
έκεϊνα δέ τών μικτών μερών, όπου αί άκολουθίαι ψάλλονται έν πάσαις ταϊς 
ύπαρχούσαις έκκλησίαις εις μίαν μόνην γλώσσαν ήτοι τήν 'Ελληνικήν ή 
τήν Σλαβωνικήν δύναται μέν έάν θέλει ή έτέρα τών δύο τούτων μικτών μερί
δων νά κάμη χρήσιν τοδ δικαιώματος οπερ άμοιβαίως παρέχεται διά τοδ
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προηγουμένου άρθρου, ήτοι το εχειν ίδιον όμόγλωσσον κλήρον, άλλα προς 
τοϋτο απαιτείται ΐνα άπαντα τά μέλη τά άπαρτίζοντα τήν τοιαύτην μερίδαν 
να σχηματίσωσιν ιδίαν κοινότητα μετά Ιδίας έκκλησίας. Έν τοιαύτη δέ 
περιπτώσει εις μέν τά μέρη όπου ήδη ύπάρχουν πλείονες τής μιας έκκλησίας, 
μία έκκλησία έκ των ύπαρχουσών (έκτος τής έκκλησίας τής Μητροπόλεως) 
καί ίδίςι έκείνη τής οποίας ή ένορία περιλαμβάνει τούς περισσοτέρους έτερο- 
γλώσσους ένορίτας θέλει καθιερωθεί διά τήν τοιαύτην κοινότητα, ή δέ έκ
κλησία αυτή, έν ή αί άκολουθίαι θέλουν ψάλλεσθαι άποκλειστικώς εις τήν 
γλώσσαν τής μερίδος έκείνης θεωρηθήσεται ώς κέντρον τής κοινότητος 
έκείνης. Εις δέ τά μικτά μέρη όπου μία μόνη έκκλησία υπάρχει ή ίδιον όμό
γλωσσον κλήρον, ώς άνωτέρω εϊρηται, θέλουσα νά εχη μερίς, οφείλει προς 
τοϋτο προηγουμένως νά κτίση ίδίαις δαπάναις ιδίαν έκκλησίαν, τοϋ άνέ- 
καθεν καθεστώτος ίσχύοντος όσον άφορα τήν ήδη ύπάρχουσαν κοινήν Έκ
κλησίαν.

14

Τόσον έντός τής Εξαρχίας όσον καί έν ταϊς υπό τόν Οίκουμ. Θρόνον 
έπαρχίαις, αί έτερόγλωσσοι κοινότητες αΐτινες κατά τό προηγούμενον άρ- 
θρον θέλουν ένασκήσει τό δικαίωμα τοϋ εχειν ίδιον όμόγλωσσον κλήρον 
μετά Ιδίας Έκκλησίας, θέλουσιν, ύπό τήν άνωτέραν έποπτείαν τοϋ έπιτο- 
πίου Άρχιερέως, άποκλειστικώς διευθύνει καί διατηρεί αί ϊδιαι τάς Έκκλη
σίας, τά Σχολεία καί λοιπά αυτών έθνικά καί κοινοτικά καταστήματα. Όσον 
άφορμ δέ τά μικτά μέρη όπου μία μόνη Έκκλησία υπάρχει, ή ετερόγλωσσος 
μερίς ήτις, μή θέλουσα νά κάμη χρήσιν τοϋ έν τώ 13ω αρθρω άναφερομένου 
δικαιώματος, θέλει έξακολουθεΐ συνεκκλησιαζομένη μετά τών λοιπών συγχω- 
ρίων της, θέλει μέν ώς άνωτέρω διευθύνει καί διατηρεί τό σχολεΐον καί τά 
ίδια αύτής καταστήματα, τά περί διευθύνσεως όμως τής κοινής Έκκλησίας 
καί τών εισοδημάτων αυτής θέλουσι κανονισθεϊ έπί τή βάσει τοϋ άνέκαθεν 
καθεστώτος ή όπως άλλως ήθελον συμφωνήσει άμφότερα τά μέρη.

'Ως προς τόν προσδιορισμόν δέ τών Επαρχιών καί τών μερών άτινα 
περιληφθήσονται έν τώ κύκλφ τής Εξαρχίας ή Επιτροπή ελαβεν μέν ύπ’ 
όψιν καί ώς βάσιν τό γνωστόν σχέδιον τοϋ πρώην Πατριάρχου Κωνσταντι
νουπόλεως Κύρ. Γρηγορίου, προς περισσοτέραν δέ διευκόλυνσιν τής άμοι- 
βαίας πνευματικής διοικήσεως έθεώρησεν εύλογον νά έπενεχθώσιν έπ5 αύ- 
τοΰ αί άκόλουθοι τροποποιήσεις: ήτοι έκ μέν τών έπαρχιών καί μερών άτινα 
έν τώ είρημένω σχεδίω άφίενται τή Έξαρχίμ νά άφαιρεθώσιν, άπασα ή 
έπαρχΐα Βελεσσών, ό Καζάς Περλεπέ τής έπαρχίας Πελαγωνίας, καί ό 
Καζδς ’Αχή-Τσελεπή τής έπαρχίας Ξάνθης, προστιθεμένου τή Εξαρχία
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έκ τής έπαρχίας Σκοπείων μόνον του Καζδ Βράνιας, ώς πλησιεστέρου προς 
τήν επαρχίαν Νύσσης παρά προς τήν των Σκοπείων.

Τά δέ μέρη τής Έπαρχίας Φιλιππουπόλεως άπερ κατά τό είρημένον 
σχέδνον εμενον υπό τον Οικουμενικόν θρόνον, να υπαχθούν μέν υπό τήν 
Εξαρχίαν επί τω őpcp όμως τού ν’ αποτελούν εις τό έξής αύτά μόνον τήν 
επαρχίαν Φιλιππουπόλεως οι δέ κάτοικοι αυτών να εχωσιν τό δικαίωμα τού 
ύποδεικνύειν τή Εξαρχία τόν Αρχιερέα αυτών. Επίσης καί έκ τών μερών 
τών Επαρχιών Βάρνης, Μεσημβρίας καί Άγχιάλου, τά όποια κατά τό βηθέν 
σχέδιον εμενον ύπό τήν δικαιοδοσίαν τού Οίκουμ. Πατριαρχείου νά σχημα- 
τισθή άποκλειστικώς μία έπαρχία, ύπαγομένη μέν έπίσης εις τήν δικαιοδο
σίαν τής Εξαρχίας άλλ’ έπί τφ δρφ τού νά εχωσιν καί οί κάτοικοι αυτής, 
ώς οί τής έπαρχίας Φιλιππουπόλεως τό δικαίωμα τού ύποδεικνύειν τή Εξαρ
χία τόν Αρχιερέα αύτών.

Έπί ταύταις όθεν ταΐς βάσεσιν ή έπιτροπή προέβη εις τό νά διατυπώση 
τό ακόλουθον άρθρον:

15

Ή Βουλγαρική Εξαρχία άπαρτίζεται έκ τών Επαρχιών: Τσερβενοΰ, 
Δρύστρας, Πρεσλάβας, Τουρνόβου, Σόφιας, Βράτζας, Λοφτσού Βιδύνης, 
Νύσσης, Νυσσάβας, Κεστεντηλίου, Σαμακοβίου καί τών Καζάδων, Συ- 
λήμνου, Γιαμπόλεως καί Νοβάϊ τής έπαρχίας Άδριανουπόλεως, καί τού 
Καζά Βράνιας τής Έπαρχίας Σκοπείων.

Αί δέ έπαρχίαι Φιλιππουπόλεως, Βάρνης, Μεσημβρίας καί Άγχιάλου, 
θέλουσι μέν έπίσης αποτελεί μέρος τής Εξαρχίας καί έξαρτώνται άπ’ αυτής 
άλλ’ ύπό τούς έξής όρους: ήτοι ή μέν έπαρχία Φιλιππουπόλεως θέλει εις 
τό έξής, υπό τό αυτό πάντοτε όνομα, άποτελεΐσθαι έκ μόνης τής πρωτευού- 
σης τής έπαρχίας (έκτος τού προαστείου Καρσή-Γιακά), καί έκ τού Νιαχιέ- 
Κόνους. Ό δέ Καρσή-Γιακδς καί τά λοιπά αυτής μέρη έξ ών σήμερον σύγ- 
κειται, θέλουν προσαρτηθεΐ είς μίαν τών παρακειμένων βουλγαρικών έπαρ- 
χιών ή θέλουν άποτελέσει, ύπό άλλο όνομα, ιδίαν τινα έπαρχίαν, κατά τήν 
εγκρισιν τής Συνόδου τής Εξαρχίας. Τά είρημένα όρια τής έπαρχίας Φιλιπ- 
πουπόλεως εσονται έσαεί άναλλοίωτα καί άμετάτρεπτα, οί δέ κάτοικοι τής 
έπαρχίας ταύτης θέλουσιν εχει διαρκώς τό δικαίωμα τού ύποδεικνύειν τή 
Εξαρχία τόν Αρχιερέα αύτών, όστις θέλει, ώς οί λοιποί άρχιερεΐς τής Εξαρ
χίας, χειροτονεΐσθαι παρά τού Έξάρχου καί μνημονεύει κανονικώς τού 
ονόματος αύτοΰ.

Έκ δέ τής πόλεως Βάρνης, τής Κωνστάντζας καί τών μεταξύ τών δύο 
τούτων πόλεων ύπαρχόντων είκοσι περίπου παραλίων χωρίων, καθώς καί
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έκ τής Επαρχίας Μεσημβρίας (έκτος του Καζα-Προβατί) καί έκ τής Επαρ
χίας Άγχιάλου (έκτος τών Καζάδων Αετός καί Καριαβάτι), θέλει σχηματι- 
σθεΐ μία Επαρχία, ήτις θέλει φέρει πάντως τό όνομα Βάρνης εχουσα πρω
τεύουσαν τήν όμώνυμον αυτής πόλιν. Τά δέ λοιπά μέρη έξ ών σήμερον άπαρ- 
τίζονται αί ουτω εις μίαν συγχωνευθησόμεναι αύται έπαρχίαι, θέλουν ωσαύ
τως κατά τήν εγκρισιν τής Συνόδου τής Εξαρχίας προσαρτηθεΐ είς μίαν τών 
παρακειμένων Βουλγαρικών έπαρχιών, ή θέλουν άποτελέσει μίαν ή πλειο- 
τέρας έπαρχίας, υπό άλλα όμως ονόματα παρά τά τών ώς άνωτέρω συγχωνευ- 
θησομένων τριών έπαρχιών.

Τά όρια τής έκ τών είρημένων μερών άποτελεσθησομένης καί σχημα- 
τισθησομένης Έπαρχίας Βάρνης, εσονται έσαεί έπίσης αναλλοίωτα καί 
άμετάτρεπτα, οί δέ κάτοικοι αύτών θέλουσι έχει διαρκώς, ώς οί τής έπαρχίας 
Φιλιππουπόλεως τό δικαίωμα του ύποδεικνύειν τή Εξαρχία τόν Αρχιερέα 
αύτών, όστις θέλει ώσαύτως χειροτονείσθαι παρά τού Έξάρχου καί μνημο
νεύει κανονικώς τού ονόματος αύτοϋ*.

* Διαβιβάσθηκε στό "Υπουργείο "Εξωτερικών με τά έγγραφο τής Πρεσβείας Κων/πό- 
λεως άρ. 715, 26.12.1846 (ΑΥΕ/Φάκ. Πρεσβείας Κων/πόλεως/1876).


