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The last two decades made the east Europeans witnesses and participants in
intense migration processes. Their significant impact on the societies in political,
economic and social transition and on the developed countries which hosted the
flows of fimigriis has not been sufficiently explored. After 1989 Bulgaria has made
no exception to the global trend of group or single migration, and the numbers in
the official statistics are quite telling. Bulgarian emigrants numbered 87,900 peo-
ple in 1990; another 40,300 emigrated in 1991; and 68,000 Bulgarians left their
country in 1992. In 1996, seven years after the fall of the Berlin Wall, emigration
was no less intense and 62,000 Bulgarians left their motherland that year. These
numbers should be supplemented with the number of unofficial emigrants, which
is hard to calculate because emigration was disguised as tourist trips, international
brigades, friendly visits, and various other forms.!

It is currently assumed that during the past twenty years around a million
and a half, often well educated people in active working age, have left Bulgaria.
Whether this phenomenon has solely a negative impact is uncertain and clearly

! When considering the relative value of these numbers, one should bear in mind that, accord-
ing to census data, Bulgaria’s population counted 8,949,000 people in 1985. Some twenty years
later, in 2004, the country’s population was already down to 7,761,000 people. See for these and
other numbers: Kanunosa, E., H. Baesa. Brirapckure npexonu 1939-2005. C., 2006, p. 325, 423.
Another census was carried out during my work on this paper. According to the preliminary re-
sults published on the website of the National Statistical Institute, by the beginning of April 2011
Bulgaria’s population numbered 7,351,214 people. See: <http://www.nsi.bg/census2011/pagebg?2.
php?p2=36&sp2=37&SSPP2=38>.(web. 17 may 2011).
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contingent on the vantage point, especially when migration helps for the forma-
tion of socially adaptable, “mobile” identities. In the beginning of the twenty-first
century the emigrants’ nostalgia and rejection by the host society may be balanced
by the growing pluralism, cosmopolitanism and respect for other cultures. On the
other hand, the hosting societies’ fears and xenophobia may also grow rapidly,
resulting in more frequent application of what is usually referred to as “policy of
controlled migration.”?

There are almost no historical periods without migration processes, yet the
current trend in historiography is to overestimate their importance and to see them
as a panacea. Quite obviously, mass migrations are events with long-term conse-
quences, which periodically give rise to new interpretations. This article is focused
on the possible research avenues presented by a significant case of migration that
took place more than 180 years ago. The mass migration of Bulgarians, nationals
of the Ottoman Empire, was the result of the Russo-Turkish War (1828 1829)
which ended with the Peace Treaty of Adrianople and of Russia’s imperial migra-
tion policy at the time. This case of Bulgarian migration cannot be classified as
a new topic in historiography: it has been studied by Bulgarian, Russian, Soviet,
Moldovan, Romanian, Ukrainian, and other scholars.?

2 For a theoretical background on the different aspects of migration and a comparative his-
torical approach to the problem, as well as for a discussion on the century-long traditions of ,,poli-
cy-controlled migration,” see: Kamcuapou-Xepunz, O. Murpalius Ha HaceneHHeTo B IOrousrouna
EBpona or XV a0 nasanoto Ha XIX B. — BankauuctuueH dgopym, 1999, issues 1-2 3, p. 10-13;
Bpybetixvp, P. Tlocnepuuy oT pasnajJaHeTo HA UMIEPUUTE H OTCABAHETO Ha HapoauTe. — bpybei-
kbp, P. HanMoHams3MBT B HOBH paMkH. HansoHanHara o6UHOCT ¥ HallMOHAIHHUAT Bbiipoc B Hoea
Espona. C., 2004, 262-296 [First published: Rogers Brubaker. Nationalism Reframed. Nationhood
and the National Question in the New Europe. Los Angeles: U of California Press, 1996]; Hctopus
Ha YoBeLIKHTe MurpauuH. ITox o6uara pen. Ha P. Kune. C., 2009 [First published: The History of
Human Migration. Ed. R. King. New Holland Publishers, 2007], 12-13; Juues, U. I'paxxnanu orBba
Mectara. HoBH MOGHIIHOCTH, HOBH IpaHHIH, HOBU opMu Ha oburaBane. C., 2009.

3 Cranvkosckuti, A. Bonrapckue konoHun B Beccapabuu 1 HoBopoccuiickoM kpae. Opnecca,
1848; Cranvrosckuii, A. OnbiT cTatucTHyeckoro onucanue Hosopoccutickoro kpas. Y. I-1I. Onec-
ca, 1850-1853; Jepowcasun, H. bonrapckue kononuu B Poccuu. — COHVYH, 1914, ki, XXIX; Hep-
arcasun, H. Bonrapckus kononuu B Poccuu. T. 2. Ilerporpan, 1915; Beprwumeiin, C. CTpaHuusl U3
ucTopuu Gorapcko# smurpanuu B Poccuu Bo BpeMs pyccko-TypeLkoi BoiiHbl 1828—1829 rr. — Yye-
Hble 3anuckd UHcTHTyTa cnaBaHoBeaenus (Y3HUC). T. 1. M.-J1., 1949, 327-342; Beauxu, K. Pymsl-
HO-pycCKasi MOMOILb, OKa3aHHas 601rapaM SMUIPHPOBABUIMM B PyMEBIHCKHE KHAXKECTBA BCIEACTBHU
Bo#HEI 1828—1829 rr. — Romanoslavica (Bucuresti), 1958, No 2; Konobees, B. HaumonansHo-0CBO-
6oautenbHoe ABUWxkeHHE B Bonrapuu B 1828-1829 rr. — Y3UC. T. 20, 1960, 221-274; Jukynecky, B.
IIpuBnneruy, gaBaHH Ha OBITapcKUTE NpeceqHHUM BbB Bramko npe3 1803-1834 . — Bwe: C6.
Hacnensanus B yect Ha M. C. [lpunos. C., 1960, 399-415; Kpucmaros, 1]., C. Macnes, H. Ilenakos.
JI-p Mpan CenMMHCKH KaTo y4HTeN, Jekap 1 obmectseHuk. C., 1962, 69-96; Mewepiok, . Tepe-
cenenne 6onrap B IOxHy10 Beccapabuto, 1828-1834 rr. (3 ucTopHH pa3BuTHs pyccko-601rapckux
JApyXecKkHx cpsaseit). Kumunes, 1965; Manko, A. BropoTto MacoBo mpeceneHnne Ha O6biarapute B Py-
cHA B IIEPHO/A HA PyCKO-Typckara BoHHa 1828-1829 r. — BoenHo uctopuuecku cGopuuk (BUC6.),
1966, Ne 2, 53—60; Beruxu, K. U3cenBanero ot KapHoGar pbB Bramko npes 1830 r. — M3BecTus Ha
HHCTHTYTa 1o uctopus (MMH), 1966, 16-17, 453—466; Ipek, M. brarackure 1o6poBony (BONOH-
TepH) ot 1828-1829 romuna. — Bexose, 1975, Ne 5, 8-20; boes, P. Briarapckust n0GpoBoadecku
Kopmyc B pycKaTa apmus or 1829 r. — BHC6., 1978, Ne 4, 84-90; Beruxu, K. EMurpupaneTo Ha 6b1-
rapute ot CriueH pbB Bnaxus npe3 1830 r. — Bwb: Crpannuy or MHHaOTO Ha 6BArapcKHs Hapo.
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The possibility of resettling Christians from the Balkan and the Asian territo-
ries of the Ottoman Empire and from Persia, with a view to the forthcoming end
of the Russo-Persian War of 1826—1828 and the forthcoming Russo-Turkish War,
was planned well in advance among the political and military factions close to the
Russian Emperor Nicholas I (1825-1855). By imperial decree, a Committee was
set up in November 1827 to organize the newly added provinces. It had extensive
powers to establish rules for the management of the “Armenian” province, newly
founded after the Treaty of Turkmanchai (February 10, 1828) signed between
Russia and Persia. The province was formed by the former khanates of Erevan
and Nakhichevan. A significant part of the Committee’s tasks consisted in putting
into practice the grand plan for the resettlement of the Armenians from Persia and
for changing the ethnic composition of this new border province of Russia by set-
tling there a compact Christian population.® Not surprisingly, as members of the
Committee were appointed a number of functionaries of the Asian department of
the Russian Ministry of Foreign Affairs, as well as some important political fig-
ures like Count Karl V. Nesselrode and V. S. Lanski, in charge respectively of the
Ministry of Foreign Affairs and of the Ministry of Internal Affairs, the Minister
of Finance Egor F. Cancrin, the chief of the Headquarters of the Russian army
general Ivan Diebitsch (Karl Friedrich Anton von Diebitsch), and more.’

C., 1987, 77-111; Meodsedesa, O. PoccHiickus JUILIOMAaTHA H SMHIpalua GONrapckoro HaceNeHHS B
1830-¢ ronsl. (ITo HeomyGMHKOBaHHBIM HOKYMEHTaM ApxHBa BHeuIHe# nonmuTukH Poccun). — Cose-
TCKOE cnaBsiHOBeaeHue, 1988, Ne 4, 24-33; Cmenanosa, JI. ITepBoe xoHcynbcTBO Poccuu B Gonrap-
ckux 3emiix (Causen, 1830-1833). — Bwe: IIpobnemu etopuu ctpan FOro-Boctouno# Espornsr.
ITonutuka. Kynerypa. Hcropuorpadus. Kumunes, 1989, 155-185; Medeedesa, O. [lesTenbHoCcTh
poccuiickoro xoHcyna B Ciuere I. B. Bamenko (1830-1833 roper). — CnapsHoBenenne, 1999,
Ne 4, 71-76; benosa, E. BHyTpeHH:AA NMOIHTHKAa POCCHHCKOIO NMPABHUTENILCTBA 1O 3aCEJIEHHIO I0Ta
Poccuiickoit umnepun. (Ilo Marepuanam Hoeopoccuu u Beccapabuu 1751-1871 rr). Juc. M,
2004. The text is partially accessible on: <http://www.lib.ua-ru.net/diss/cont/64274.html> (Web.
15 April 2010); Jotinos, C. briarapute B Yxpaiina 1 Mongosa npe3 Be3paxaaneto. (1751-1878).
C., 2005, 84-115; Meodgedesa, O. Koraa roBopst AOKyMeHTHL. — BbB: ClaBSHCKHH MHp B TPETheM
TeICAYENeTHH. CnaBsAHCKas HACHTHYHOCTh — HOBBIE (hakTOpEI KOHCOMHAauuu. M., 2008, 209-226;
Cmanues, M. borrapet B Poccuiickoit nmMnepun, CCCP, ctpanax Bantuu u CHI. T. 1 (1711-2006).
Craructuyeckuii cbopuuk. C., 2009; Medgedesa, O. IlepBeiit poccuiickuit KOHCYN B 60IrapcKHX 3e-
miix I, B. Bamenko o MecTHoM HaceneHHH. 1830-e ronsl. — BeB: Poccus — Bonrapus: BeKTopsI B3a-
umononuManua. XVIII-XXI Be. Poccuiicko-6omrapckie Haydnsie guckyccuu. M., 2010, 36-55.

4 Hluwoe, A. Pycckue renepan-densamapiuans Ju6ua-3abankanckuii, [TackeBuu-IpuBan-
ckuii. M., 2001, 60—61. The text of the Treaty of Turkmanchai between Russia and Persia from
February 10, 1828 is published in: Buemsa nomituka Poccun XIX u Hauana XX Bexa. JIoKyMeHTHI
Poccuiickoro MunucrepcTBa HHocTpaHHbIX aeil. Cep. II (1815-1830). T. 7 (15). 4. JI. Hapounuy-
xuti (OTBETCTB. pel.). M., 1992, p. 410413, doc. 138. During the Armenian migration from Persia
there even emerged an idea to dislocate the Muslims from the territory newly acquired by Russia.
The establishment of ethnically and religiously homogeneous districts was considered to ensure
conflict-free coexistence and easier government. More on this topic in: I[Ipucoegusente BoctouHoi
Apmenun k Poccun. C6opuuk nokxymentos. T. IT (1814-1830). ITog pen. Ha . I1. A2aana. Epesa,
1978, p. 566567, doc. 332.

3 Hluwos, A. Op. cit., p. 61, 290. An important role in the justification and organization of the
Persian Armenians’ migration was played by the Armenian Christopher E. Lazarev, a Russian states-
man, official from the Russian Ministry of Foreign Affairs, and founder of the Moscow Institute of
Oriental languages. He was also among the first, who immediately after the migration took an active
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This Committee, however, was preceded by another organization with simi-
lar tasks, established earlier in 1827. Its head was the chief of staff of the Emperor
Nicholas I, Count Tolstoy, who was charged with the thorough rationalization
and organization of the government in the Transcaucasian region, a region with
strategic importance for Russia. The staff members under Count Tolstoy were
chosen with that task in view: the Little Russia military governor Knyaz Nicholas
Repnin-Volkonski, the chief of the Khersonian settlements General-Lieutenant
Count Ivan O. Vitt and the chief of staff of the military settlements General
Kleymichel. One of the eamnestly discussed projects concerned the resettlement
of 80,000 Little Russian Cossacks and their families to the Persian border. This
move would allow the formation of a protective shield of militarized Christians
in the newly acquired territories where the population confessed different reli-
gions. The project was impressive, but not one to withstand careful consideration.
Consequently, Emperor Nicholas I, who at the time trusted most in the Caucasian
affairs the commander of the Caucasian front, general-field-marshal Count Ivan
Paskevich (1782-1856), actually transferred the decision-making to him. Without
directly rejecting the idea, general Paskevich undermined it by facilitating instead
the resettlement of Orthodox Armenians from Persia to Russia. After signing the
Peace Treaty of Adrianople, general Paskevich further organized the resettlement
of more than 10,000 Armenian families from Asian Turkey to the Transcaucasian
Russian provinces.®

The Armenian migration will be discussed in more detail later on. Here we
need to emphasize that both generals Paskevich and Diebitsch were given ex-
traordinary powers and enjoyed the Emperor’s complete trust during the military
campaigns against Persia and the Ottoman Empire. A number of interesting docu-
ments from their correspondence have survived, which will allow us the oppor-
tunity to trace (in a following paper) the mechanisms of decision-making as well
as the parallels between the events at the Balkan and the Caucasian fronts, which
lead to the migration of a great number of people.

Similar projects for the resettlement of Christians from the Balkan provinces
of the Ottoman Empire to Southern Russia were discussed immediately before the
start of the Russo-Turkish War in 1828-1829. Because of the uncertainties imma-
nent in every emerging military and political crisis, however, no particular speci-
fications or practical measures were devised.” Such measures were discussed in

part in formulating the official Russian version about the events. See: Onucanue nepeceneHus apms-
He afnepOUIKaHCKHX B Npeensl POCCHH, ¢ KDaTKMM [IPEIBapUTENHBIM H3I0XKEHHEM HCTOPHYECKHX
BpeMeH ApMeHnH. [lodepnHyToe M3 coBpeMeHHBIX 3anucok Cepzeem Iunkoio. Mocksa, B Tunorpa-
¢un Jlazapesbix FIHCTHTYTa BOCTOUHBIX A3BIKOB, 1831. There are several photo-type editions of this
publication. Only in 1990, for example, it was re-published in Baku in thirty thousand copies.

¢ Huwos, A. Op. cit., 290-292, 311, 318, 426—427; BHemuss nonmutika Poccuu XIX 1 Hauana
XX Bexa. JloxymenTrl Poccuiickoro MHHHCTEpCcTBa HHOCTpaHHEIX fen. Cep. II (1815-1830). T. 8
(16). A. JI. Hapounuyxuii (otB. pen.). M., 1995, p. 357, 402.

7 A suggestion about settling a number of Bulgarians in Russia has been expressed on the eve
of the war by Emperor Nicholas I himself, but in the context of the terms for forming volunteer de-
tachments. Volunteers had to commit themselves on their free will to an obligation to migrate along
with their families to Southern Russia after the conclusion of the peace treaty. Recruiting volunteers
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earnest and actually undertaken only at the time of the second, successful but also
very risky Russian military campaign in 1829 and were directly linked with the
organization of volunteer irregular formations of Bulgarians. These formations
were distributed arms and were directed to assist the Russian army not only in the
area of hostilities but also at the rear of the Turkish army after the Russians passed
the Balkan Mountain Range in the summer of 1829. At a suggestion by general
field-marshal count Ivan Diebitsch (1785-1831) and other military and civil of-
ficials and on the orders of the Emperor, Bulgarian volunteers committed in writ-
ing to migrate with their families to Russia after the war was over.® This condition
shows without a doubt that the Bulgarian emigration was not only planned, but
also expected by the persons directly involved in the war. However, its magnitude
would depend on a number of factors, among which were: the actual strength of
volunteer units; the policy of the Sultan’s administration towards the Bulgarians,
and the conduct of the Turkish army towards civilians in the area of hostilities;
the campaign launched by emissaries, who were sent by circles and persons di-
rectly interested in settling the fugitives in specific areas and estates; the spread-
ing epidemics; the non-observance of the amnesty guaranteed by the Peace Treaty
of Adrianople; and even the mass psychosis that affected some settlements...

It appears obvious that during the first years of his rule, Emperor Nicholas I
and a number of high government and military officials followed the nearly cen-
tury-old Russian tradition to complete “a number of internal and foreign goals”
by displacing great groups of people.’ Yet even before the beginning of the Russo-
Turkish War of 1828-1829 some differences had already occurred in the views of
the political and military figures bound up in the affair; these concerned the scope,
the manner of resettlement, and the response to the anticipated objections of the
Sublime Porte. Different notions existed also regarding the required professional
qualification of the settlers, their eventual settling in Crimea or Bessarabia, as
well as the actual benefits and the burdens on the imperial treasury ensuing from
such a large-scale initiative. Despite the fact that the commanders of the Balkan
and the Caucasian fronts, generals Diebitsch and Paskevich, were the driving
force behind the practical realization of the migration of thousands of Christian
families that were subjects of Sultan Mahmud II (1808-1839), the mediation role

for irregular military formations assisting the regular Russian army had been a practice at both the
Balkan and the Caucasian theaters of war during the Russo-Turkish wars. Hockosa, H. ®opmupo-
BaHue Kprimckoit rpynel 6onrap B XIX B. — Bws: Teopeuesa, H., K. Cmounoe (eds.). bparapure B
Kpum. C., 2009, p. 81; Buemnsia nonutuka Poceun..., T. 8 (16), p. 206.

8 See: Buemnsa nomtika Pocenn... T. 8 (16), p. 10, doc. 1, p. 51-53, doc. 17, p. 62, doc. 20,
p- 206, doc. 217, doc. 80, p. 227, doc. 85; Ileitues, A. OnepaTHBHUTE NEHCTBHA IO BPEME Ha PYCKO-
Typckarta BoHHa ot 1828-1829 r. — BeB: Onpunckusar Mup ot 1829 . u 6ankaHckute Hapoau. C.,
1981, 106-110; Boes, P. ARTHTYpPCKOTO ABHXXEHHE Ha HaCENEHHETO OT Bhirapckoto uepHOMOpCkO
Kpaiibpexxue npe3 pycko-Typckara BoitHa 1828-1829 r. — BHC6., 1970, Ne 5, 18-38; boes, P. bui-
TapcKHAT JO0OPOBOTYECKH KOPITYC..., 84-90.

® The mass migrations of Slavs to Russia supplied “human and material resources for its mili-
tary forces and its economy; the southern borders of the country were fortified, the cultivation of the
uncultivated steppe lands was speeded up.” See: Cnasanckue Hapoar FOro-Boctounoit EBponsl ¥
Poccus B XVIII B. Jewunosckasn, H. (ed.). M., 2003, 312-313.
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of count Alexander Chernishev (1785-1857), a general from the cavalry and a
future war minister, who at that time acted as a chief of the headquarters, should
not be neglected. No less important were the views on the migration policy held
by the New Russian and Bessarabian general-governor Count Mikhail Vorontsov
(1782-1856). He had the heavy task to balance the needs of his region, the impe-
rial fiscal policy and the interests of the big landowners and the old colonists in
Southern Russia. The success of the planned resettlement would largely depend
on his administrative experience and actions. As pointed in previous research on
the topic, Vorontsov had earlier proposed to man the Russian Black Sea navy
by campaigning among sailors and shipbuilders from the Black Sea ports of the
Ottoman Empire. The inadequate success of this initiative had been attributed to
the poor popularity of the idea of migration among the Greeks, who formed the
majority of the sea-farers of the Ottoman Empire.'°

Migration of separate groups of Bulgarians to Southern Russia'! started im-
mediately after the beginning of the hostilities. According to the official Russian
records, 242 families arrived in 1828 in Southern Bessarabia, mainly from
Northern Bulgaria, which had become the terrain of hostilities. Fewer Bulgarians
came from the left bank of the Danube, seeking the assistance of the Russian
consuls in Bucharest and Iassy for obtaining passports for migration.'? The epi-
sodic migration continued until the start of the active hostilities during the sec-
ond campaign of the war in the spring of 1829. During the first half of the year
Bulgarian families emigrated from the regions captured by Russian troops. They
settled mainly in coastal cities on the Russian Black Sea coast, in the agricultural
Bulgarian colonies on the Crimean Peninsula and in Bessarabia.'* Some schol-

10 One of the first to study the decision-making mechanisms in the process of the Bulgarians’
resettlement to Russia during the war of 1828-1829, was the Soviet linguist and scholar of Bulgarian
studies Samuel Bernstein (1911-1997). See: beprwyetin, C. Op. cit., 327-342. See details about the
activities of Vorontsov’s emissaries (the Greeks Kumbari, Pheognosti and Kokinos) and about the
financial support provided for the popularization among the Bulgarians of the idea of migration to the
Russian Black Sea settlements, in: Meweprox, H. Op. cit., 74-76, 163-164, 172-185; Hockoea, H.
Op. cit., 83-84.

1! The present article is focused on the migration of Bulgarians to Russia. The examples related
to the Bulgarian migration to Wallachia and Moldova (both were under Russian occupation between
the Peace Treaty of Adrianople and 1834) are given only to provide a basis for comparison. More
details on the privileges of the Bulgarian immigrants who settled in the Danubian principalities as
a result of the war, as well as the obstacles they met and the reasons that caused some of them to
return to their native places, can be found in: Tpaiixos, B., H. JKeuee. Bbirapckata eMHrpaLus B
PymbHua. XIV Bek — 1878 1. M yuacTHETO 11 B CTONAHCKHA, OOIIECTBEHO-MONHTHYECKHA H KYITYD-
HHA JKHBOT Ha pyMeHCkHsa HapoA. C., 1986, 76-98, 103; Koces, 4., B. Juxynecxy, B. Ilackanesa.
3a MONIOKEHHETO H CTOMAaHCKara AeHHOCT Ha Gbarapckara eMurpauus BB Bnamko npes XIX B.
(Mo pycko-typckara BoitHa 1877-1878 r.). — BuB: brirapo-pyMBHCKH Bpb3kH H OTHOLIEHHS Mpe3
BekoBete. Hacneapanus. T. 1 (XII-XIX B.). C., 1965, 287-290; Juxynecxy, B. Op. cit.; Beauxu, K.
PyMpIHO-pycckas noMomme. ..

12 Mewepiox, H. Op. cit., p. 66, n. 3.

13 According to archive data, in 1829 a total of 653 people were transported by steamers to
Crimea; 1,375 people — to Bessarabia, 47 people — to Odessa, and 80 families ~ to Wallachia and
Moldova. There is evidence of the activity of emissaries and of their obligations in assisting the
emigrants from the area of Dobrudzha; one such emissary was the Bulgarian — and a Russian na-
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ars claim that in the heat of the war from June until September 1829 migrations
stopped. All are unanimous, however, that the climax of the legal Bulgarian mi-
gration in the Russian territories was in the spring and the summer of 1830. It
coincided with the schedule for the phased withdrawal of Russian occupation
troops from the Sultan’s Balkan territories, and in particular from the Bulgarian
lands, which had been previously regulated in clause XI of the Peace Treaty of
Adrianople and by the following Convention of Petersburg from April 1830. The
withdrawal from Eastern Thrace started in the spring of 1830. Each step of the
withdrawal was carried out upon payment by the Sublime Porte of a portion of
the war contribution.'

AVAILABLE DOCUMENTARY SOURCES ABOUT THE BULGARIAN MIGRATION
AND THEMATIC RESEARCH OPPORTUNITIES

Despite the long history of research on the topic, there are still many factual
and thematic gaps concerning the migration discussed here and its consequences.
Several factors impede the researchers’ progress. The first is the nature of the ex-
amined problem: most Bulgarian emigrants'® from the beginning of the 1830s did

tional — Peter Ganchev. There is also information about the similar engagement of the military com-
mandants of the Black Sea cities and fortresses conquered by the Russians. More information on this
topic in: Manxo, A. Op. cit., p. 56, Meweprox, H. Op. cit., 75-76, 118.

" Mewepiox, H. Op. cit., p. 93, 111-112. The text of the Peace Treaty of Adrianople and
the additional Convention of Petersburg are published in: BremHsas nonutuka Poccun..., T. 8 (16),
p. 266270, doc. 103; Lllepememn, B. AnpraHononbCKUi TpakTaT U noconsctBo A. @. Opinosa B
Typumio (1829-1830 rr.). — Hctopusa CCCP, 1972, Ne 1, p. 145. Clause XIII of the Peace Treaty
of Adrianople provides with general amnesty nationals of both Empires who took part “in the hos-
tilities” or “supported either of the two negotiating states.” Despite the guaranteed amnesty, these
persons were also allowed to immigrate with their families and movables during a period of eighteen
months to a country of their choice: Russia, the Ottoman Empire, or the autonomous principalities
of Wallachia and Moldova.

15 This article discusses mainly the migration of Bulgarians. Some national historiographies
pay particular attention to the so-called Gagaouz (Turkish-speaking Christians). A part of them in-
deed emigrated en masse during the first quarter of the 19% century, mainly from the areas of Silistra
and Varna. In this article, however, all emigrants are terminologically referred to as Bulgarians. My
motives for this come from the indisputable fact that the majority of emigrants were Bulgarians,
compared to Gagaouz and Greeks. Another reason is that in the official Russian documents on the
Bulgarian colonies at least until the middle of the 19* century no distinction was made between Bul-
garians and Gagaouz. According to the expert in Bulgarian history Ekaterina Chelak from Kishinev,
the ethnonym Gagaouz was first mentioned in the confidential “Statistical synopsis of the colonies
in the Bessarabian area,” drawn up in 1837 for the needs of the Russian Ministry of Internal Affairs
by the official Ivan Tolstoy. In: Yenax, E. YIuIHIIHOTO JENO M KYNTYPHO-IPOCBETHHUAT XHBOT Ha
6nirapexuTe npecensuny B becapabus (1856-1878). C., 1999, p. 32; XpoHonoruueckuii ykazartenb
MaTepHaJIoB AJs HCTOpHH HHopoaLeB Esponetickoit Poccuu. CocrasneH noa pykoBoacTsoM ITempa
Kennena. Canxrnerep6ypr, 1861, 62—63. More about the origin of the Gagaouz in: Jumumpos, C.
I'arayskuar nmpo6neM. — Bu: Briarapute B Ceeproto ITpuuepHomopue. Uscnensanns u Matepua-
au. B. TeproBoO, 1995. T. 4, 147-168 and cited bibliography. Statistics on the number and the propor-
tion of Bulgarian, Gagaouz and Greek colonists compared to the population of Southern Russia in:
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not settle at one place or immigrate in just one country. Many left with the notion
of temporary migration, dictated by specific critical circumnstances (for instance, the
policy of preliminary dislocation of population from the war theatre prompted by
the Sublime Porte; the threat of retaliation for their partiality for or actual partici-
pation in the war on Russia’s side; the dangers to physical survival caused by the
epidemics of plague and cholera that had broken out; the active Russian agitation;
the direct threats and violence to their fellow citizens from disbanded volunteers
who had already signed up for resettlement, etc.). Some of the emigrants set off
with the intent to leave the Ottoman Empire. However, they did not cross the border
but settled in abandoned homes in the settlements along their route, especially in
Dobrudzha and the ports along the Northern Black Sea coast as well as on the right
bank of the Danube.!® Many refugees, after settling initially at Wallachia, Moldova,
or Southern Russia, failed to adapt economically or politically, or could not cope
with homesickness and moved on, putting their families to ruin. A significant part
of them took advantage of the eighteen-month period fixed by the Peace Treaty of
Adrianople, and of the urgent policy of the Sublime Porte to bring them back, and
had already returned to their homeland before the end of 1831. Yet many managed
to settle well and started a new life in their new homeland. Therefore, we aim to in-
vestigate not a single act of emigration, but a process of transition and adaptation of
a large group of people in very different environments; a process that over the years
spanned thousands of lives and had economic and social repercussions on domestic
policy in certain parts of the Ottoman Empire, Russia and the Danubian principali-
ties of Wallachia and Moldova.

Second, difficulties to evaluate the magnitude of the migration process af-
ter the Treaty of Adrianople stem from the need to establish the approximate
number of the Christians who left the Balkan territories of the Ottoman Empire.
Such attempts have been made by the Bulgarian historical science as well as by
contemporaries of the events, some of whom were also either participants in the
migration, or their immediate descendants. It seems to me, however, that even
today these challenging estimates, which rely on different numbers stated in vari-
ous surviving documents, defy an objective calculation and get embellished by
social or political motivations. These motivations differ in time and affect not
only the national historiography. They are the product of political partisanship, of
disappointment caused by national catastrophes and the failed attempts at nationat
unification, and of a methodology burdened by the obligatory postulates of the
class-party approach.

Intriguing, for instance, are the numbers of the Bulgarian emigrants mainly
from the eastern Bulgarian lands, which were “swept by the hurricane of massive

Hepocagun, H. Borrapckus kononuy B Poccun... T. 2, VI-VII.

' Interesting data about this internal migration, which has never been studied in its own right,
is provided by many witnesses and participants in the process. Later testimonials about the fate of the
settlers and their descendants are published in works on local history. This interesting topic deserves
separate examination.
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emigration”’, as pointed out by the Bulgarian Marxist historiography until 198918,
The following examples are extracts from the works of recognized historians, ex-
perts in the problems of the Bulgarian emigration during the 19 century. In 1980
the Romanian specialist in Bulgarian history Constantine Veliki and the Bulgarian
historian Veselin Traykov published a collection of documents of the Ministry of
Finance of Wallachia. They report the emigration of Bulgarians there during and
after the end of the Russo-Turkish War of 1828-1829. The collection is restricted
by the thematic scope of the volume and does not include materials about other
regions where the refugees headed to. In the introduction the compilers discuss
the problem in general terms and assume that “some regions of Southeastern
Bulgaria remain depopulated”, because “in total, more than a hundred thousand
people” have emigrated. In 1981, when Bulgaria celebrated thirteen hundred
years of statehood, a valuable joint collection was published to present works of
Bulgarian and Soviet historians dedicated to the Russo-Bulgarian relations dur-
ing the Revival period. The volume contains an article by the Bulgarian historian
Stefan Doynov about the migration movements from the Bulgarian lands during
the Russo-Ottoman wars in the first half of the 19" century. On the basis of his
work in Russian archives but also relying on other data, the author calculated
that “during the war and in 1830” “about 140,000 Bulgarians sought refuge” in
Bessarabia, Odessa, Crimea, Moldova and Wallachia. (In 1978 the Academy of
Sciences of the Armenian Socialist Republic issued a documentary collection, in
the introduction of which the number of Armenian immigrants to Russia as a re-
sult of the Russo-Persian War of 1826—1828 and the Russo-Turkish War of 1828—
1829 was calculated. Accidentally or not, the exact same number was pointed out:

17 This figurative comparison was articulated by Viktor Teplyakov, a witness of the events,
Russian traveler, amateur archeologist, writer and aide to the New Russian and Bessarabian general-
governor S. Vorontsov. Teplyakov was sent for the period from March to July 1829 to the Balkan
territories under Russian control with the task to explore and collect archaeological artifacts: [7e-
naaxos, B.]. TluceMa u3 Bonrapun. Iucansr Bo Bpems kamnanuu 1829 . Buktopom TemnsxoBuiM.
M., 1833, p. 124.

'8 Historians who are aware of the mechanisms of ideological legitimacy that function in to-
talitarian societies would probably bear in mind some features of the Marxist historiography prac-
ticed in the countries of the former socialist bloc. In the Bulgarian case, works on Russia’s role in
the massive Bulgarian migrations from the first half of the 19* century, clearly show an inclination
towards commenting on Jess dangerous aspects of the problem; the sanctioned discourse draws on
the terminological array of categories and epithets that became a fixture of the Soviet and the Bul-
garian historiographies. For instance, the controlled launching of armed detachments of Bulgarian
volunteers in the Russian army during the war of 1828-1829 is regarded exclusively as a manifes-
tation of the “struggle for national liberation” from Ottoman rule. A customary convention in the
historiographical tradition is the inclusion of statements regarding the “deep-seated historical roots
of amity between the Bulgarian and the Russian nations” and the important role of the “strong Bul-
garian Diaspora” that was instrumental in the following decades. Even the usual negativism towards
tsarism in general, and to the “policeman of Europe”, the Russian emperor Nicholas I, in particular,
fails to cast doubt on the assertion that Russia did not organize the migration which in reality led to
a demographic and economic collapse of entire areas in Eastern Bulgaria. Therefore I am inclined
to reflect on the possibility that the conspicuous focus placed by the Bulgarian historians from the
pre-perestroika period on the number of Bulgarian emigrants is their tacit and only possible means
of dissent against the obligatory historiographical tenets of the totalitarian period.
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“around 140,000 people.”*®) Another Bulgarian example appeared in 1986 in a
monograph on the economic, political and cultural aspects of Bulgarian emigra-
tion beyond the Danube from the 14* century until the Berlin Congress in 1878.
In this volume Bulgarian historians Veselin Traykov and Nikolay Zhechev as-
sumed that from 1828 to 1830 “around 140,000-150,000 people emigrated from
Bulgaria”. They even speculated that “these numbers are only approximations,
for multiple crossings of the Danube have remained undocumented”.?

These examples illustrate that the vast amount of primary sources on a
certain topic does not a priori facilitate its investigation. Here lies the next
significant challenge to the researcher of the Bulgarian migration waves in
the second quarter of the 19" century. In contrast to the lack of information
about previous Bulgarian migrations, thousands of diverse Russian (as well
as Romanian, Ottoman, Bulgarian, etc.) documents have been preserved about
the events of 1828-1830, including many lists of (potential) immigrants pre-
pared by the Russian authorities at different phases of the planning stage and
the actual migration process. These documents include further data about the
later process of partial reverse migration back to the Ottoman Empire through
the end of the 1830s. One of the reasons for the abundance of primary material
is that the convoys of refugees were accompanied by Russian soldiers all the
way from their homelands in the Ottoman Empire through the principalities
of Wallachia and Moldova to the Russian border; then the refugees stayed un-
der quarantine controlled by Russian civil authorities, and were registered by
Russian or by Romanian officials. From 1829 to 1834 the latter carried out the
instructions of general count Pavel Kiselyov (1788-1872), chairman of the
Wallachian and Moldovan parliaments (Divan) during the Russian occupa-
tion regulated by the Peace Treaty of Adrianople. This documentation, when
it becomes available to more researchers, will make possible a multifaceted
interpretation, including statistical research. Currently, however, the migra-

1 See: Ipucoenunenue Bocroynoit Apmenuu..., p. 5. To the best of my knowledge the lat-
est published figures on the number of Armenian immigrants estimate a total of 14,047 families,
or between 90,000 and 100,000 people, see: llascausn, C. UcTopus Ha ApMEHHS OT HadyeHKHTE 10
Hamu aHu. C., 2011, p. 124 [First published in English: Simon Payaslian. The History of Armenia
from the Origin to the Present. Palgrave Macmillan, 2007]. See and: Xadoxap, B., P. I'ycetin-3ade.
,-PONOCIIOBHAsA™ apMAH H X MHrpauus Ha Kaskas ¢ Bankan. Baky, 2003, Application Ne 3.

2 For the examples see: Beauxu, K., B. Tpaiikos. Briarapckara eMurpalus B»B Biaxus crnen
pycko-Typckara BoiHa 1828-1829. C6opuuk ot noxymentu. C., 1980, p. 7; Jotinos, C. Ipecentu-
4eCKH ABWXEHHUA OT OBIrapckHTe 3eMH IO BpEME Ha PYCKO-TYPCKHMTE BOMHH Ipe3 IbpBaTa MoNo-
BuHa Ha XIX B. — BwB: bearapckorto Be3paxaane u Pycus. C., 1981, 310-311. Later on, the author
changes his estimate, and in his monograph already mentions “the greatest migration wave — around
150,000 people”, see: Joiinos, C. brnrapure B Ykpaiina 4 Monposa..., p. 9, 111. (He is also among
the first ones who after 1989 openly judge the Russian migration policy towards Bulgarians as nega-
tive: Joiinos, C. ITocnenHoTo MacoBo npeceneHue B FOxua Pycus (1861-1862). — HcTopHuecku
npernen, 1992, Ne 11-12, 18-39); Tpaiixos, B., H. JKeues. Op. cit., p. 113; Cmanues, M. Op. cit.,
p. 25. It should be stated that the authors (representatives of different national schools) who have
explored the migration only to a particular area or state point out a comparatively smaller number of
Christian emigrants. See: Yerax, E. Op. cit., 30-31; Manko, A. Op. cit., p. 54; Tpaiixos, B., H. XKe-
ueg. Op. cit., p. 92; Hocxosa, H. Op. cit., 89-90; Mewepiox, H. Op. cit., p. 94-95, n. §7-88, p. 124.
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tion archives are in the possession of at least six countries (Russia, Ukraine,
Moldova, Romania, Turkey, and Bulgaria) that in the course of over 180 years
have passed through different stages of co-operation or confrontation, neigh-
borly relations or hierarchical dependence. Only an insignificant part of what
is preserved has been published.!

To this context belongs also the following feature in the representation of the
discussed migration: the thesis that the Bulgarian migration “has not been urged”
by the Russian government, an assertion which has been persistently promoted in
the Russian and Soviet historiography over the past 150 years. According to its
proponents, the Russian government not only did not organize the process of mi-
gration, but, “proceeding from its economic and political interests, was skeptical
about it and took measures to stop it”.?? This thesis was advanced immediately after
the Peace Treaty of Adrianople. On the one hand, it was part of the attempts of the
Russian diplomacy to prevent further confrontation with Great Britain and the other
Great Powers in view of the forthcoming decisions about the status of the young
Greek state. On the other hand, public declarations by the commander-in-chief gen-
eral Diebitsch and the chancellor Nesselrode (and some partial and belated initia-
tives of Russian officials? to restrict the migration) were meant to prevent further
deterioration of the relations with the Sublime Porte after the signing of the Peace
treaty, when Russia was apprehensive of the Ottoman administration’s response to
the significant loss of taxpayers from the Balkan and Asian provinces. Not surpris-

2 Without any claims for a comprehensive review, the iconic works on the topic include:
Kucumos, II. BATCTBO Ha CIMBEHLM NOAMP pycKHTe BoiCckH Ha 1830 r. — Brarapcka c6upka, 1903,
Ne 1; Cenumuncxu, H. Hapopsorto 6parctBo B rpaj CIMBEH H ToISMOTO HapOAHO NpECENEHHE B
1830 r. — Bubnuotexa Hcmopuuecku cnomen. Ku. 9. C., 1928; Pomarcku, C. Benrapute BeB Bnamr-
ko U Mongoga. oxymentn. C., 1930; HoxymeHTH 3a O6bnrapckara ucropus. T. 11I. Cwcras. Ilanyo
Hopee. — JIokyMEHTH H3 TypcKMTE AbpikaBHH apxuBH (1564-1908). U. 1 (1564-1872). C., 1940;
Todopoe, H. PyckH NOKyMEHTH 3a JeMOrpagCKOTO CCTOSHHE Ha 9acT oT M3touHa Bwarapus npes
30-te ronunn Ha XIX B. — U3BecTus Ha nppxaBHuTe apxusH (MIA), 1967. T. 13; Tpaiixos, B. bya-
rapckara eMuTpalus b Bnaxus...; 5oes, P. Pycku JOKyMEHTH H MaTepHaiH 3a kpenoctra BapHa
or 1828 . — BUCG., 1980, Ne 3, 168-172; Ilnemnsos, I. Pycko-Typckara BoitHa 1828-1829 r. u
NoNoXeHHeTo Ha Obnrapckus Hapoa. (ITo mpunucku n neronuck). — BUCG., 1988, Ne 6, 124-131;
Medsedesa, O. IIpobnemsT 3a 6birapckara eMurpalus B Pycus npes 1830 . B neiiHocTTa Ha py-
ckara AMILIOManus (1o HeommyGiHKoBaHM HOKyMeHTH Ha ABIIP). — UJIA, 1989. T. 57, 155-205;
Xpucmaxues, B. loxymenTth 3a Cozonosckara Gbirapcka 106poBoHa APYKHHA 110 BPEME Ha PYCKO-
Typckara BorHa 1828-1829 . — BUC6., 1992, Ne 1, 154-168.

2 Cmenanosa, J1. Op. cit., p. 177; Medgedesa, O. Marepnankl POCCHI1CKOTO KOHCY/LCTBA B
CrnuBeHe KaKk HCTOYHHK JUIS H3YUEHHS NONOXKeHHUs 6onrapckoro Hacenenus B 30- roas X1X seka. —
CnassHosenennre, 1995, Ne 5, p. 70; Medeedesa, O. IlpoGnemsT 3a Ghiarapckara eMHrpanH...,
p. 157; Meoeedesa, O. Korna roBopaT AOKyMEHTHL..., 208-218; Bueunas nonutuka Poccun... T. 8
(16), p. 5. Few studies disagree with this thesis. For example, see the work of the Soviet linguist and
expert on Bulgarian history Samuel Bemstein: bepnuyeiin, C. Op. cit., p. 327-342.

2 Such as Gerasim Vashtenko, for example, an official of the Russian embassy in Istanbul,
who in the spring of 1830 was appointed for interim Russian consul in Sliven. By January 13, 1830
general Diebitsch had already foreseen the scale of the forthcoming migration and duly informed the
Emperor through general Chernishev. Being well-informed about the situation in the Bulgarian ter-
ritories, the commander-in-chief considered it “useful not to weaken the Christian population in this
area.” Mewepiox, H. Op. cit., §81-82.
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ingly, the authors who interpret Russian policy in this vein base their arguments
specifically on diplomatic correspondence from the period.*

Even current Bulgarian historiography ignores many significant topics di-
rectly related to the Bulgarian migration. The nineteenth-century observers have
already stated the profound demographic and economic consequences for the
Bulgarian ethnic community in the affected areas. Nevertheless, the decade after
1829, when the abandoned settlements in the Ottoman Empire were gradually re-
covering, has not been sufficiently studied. The attitude of the Sublime Porte and
the local authorities to the Bulgarian emigration has never been the object of ade-
quate research. The response of the Muslim population in these regions and the at-
titude of the other Bulgarians to the migration and its consequences have not been
discussed. The subsequent Ottoman policy of encouraging the emigrants’ return
has not received serious attention. This transitional period for the Bulgarians was
part of the greater process of reform in the Ottoman Empire and it is potentially an
appropriate vantage point for a study of the changes in the local power structures
and the interpersonal, socio-political and economic relations and dependencies at
the local level. The mechanisms for the social and psychological adaptation of the
refugees in the host countries have been insufficiently studied. Only some recent
studies have begun to address the adaptation and the rationalization of the mass
emigration into the collective memory of the community.?

Let us revert to the place of Bulgarians in the Russian imperial policy dur-
ing the 1820s—-1830s. The role of Russia as the mastermind of the Bulgarian
emigration after the signing of the Peace Treaty of Adrianople can be interpret-
ed correctly only if understood in the context of the general Russian strategy for
the defense of Southern Russia, for its settling and economic development.?

SOME ASPECTS OF RUSSIAN MIGRATION POLICY UNTIL THE BEGINNING
OF THE 1830S AND ITS IMPLICATIONS FOR THE BULGARIANS

The Russian policy to stimulate migrations of Christians from the Ottoman
Empire and the Austrian monarchy started under Peter I (1682-1725, emperor

% Successful policy implementation, however, often requires some difference between pub-
licly declared intentions and real actions. At thirty one years of age, Emperor Nicholas I was already
aware of this in 1827. On the occasion of the forthcoming parley with Persia, he commented in front
of general Paskevich on the rules of the oriental policy, where “lie and deceit” aren’t’ considered
vices if only “they provide an opportunity for gaining any benefit.” Buemmnsaa nonutuka Poccun...
T. 7 (15), p. 71-72, doc. 26.

2 Drosneva, E., M. Kirova, Wars and Migrations: Field Observations, 1828-2009. — In: Mi-
tev, P, I. Parvev, M. Baramova, V. Racheva, (eds.). Empires and Peninsulas. Southeastern Europe
between Karlovitz and the Pease of Adrianople, 1600—1829. Berlin, 2010, 271-279, and cited bib-
liography.

% In this article we do not discuss in detail Russian settlement policy. It is interpreted, however,
as a consistent imperial policy for assimilation of the new frontier territories with a focus on the
period of the Bulgarian migration.
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from 1721). In 1715 he issued a decree on allocating land in the large provinces
of Kiev and Azov for the settling of Moldavian, Wallachian and Serbian officers
and soldiers and on supplying them with adequate annual financial and food sup-
port. These measures were related to the formation of Hussar regiments according
to national-territorial affiliations; the measures were aimed at ensuring security
at the western and southern borders.?” The practice of transplanting militarized
Russian population started at the same time and with the same aim. Although at
first the policy of displacement was used as a punishment for disobedience, after
1722 and the so-called Caspian campaign against the Persian fortress of Derbent
it acquired a new aspect. Emperor Peter I ordered the construction of a special
fortress, called the Saint Cross, and the resettlement of 1,000 Don Cossacks to
serve as its garrison and frontier security guard.?

Between the death of Emperor Peter I in 1725 and the ascension of Empress
Catherine IT in 1762 there had been eight coups d’Jitats in Russia. Each new leader
“would replace the members of the ruling elite.”? Such dynamics are not sup-
posed to lead to the establishment of a lasting political strategy and policy. This
supposition is disproved however by the Russian colonizing policy, and particu-
larly its success in guarding the border, reinforcing the army, and the gradual but
permanent economic reclamation of the steppes. Difficulties were not insignifi-
cant. Researchers stress the pervasive lack of “material and human resources” to
protect the southern Russian frontier. Therefore, as early as in the 1740s under
Empress Elizabeth Petrovna (1741-1761), a project to fortify the border and to
settle farmers there (Russian colonists, escaped serfs or immigrants) was worked
out along with plans for military colonization.*

With that end in view the Russian government started a practice of dispatch-
ing officers and officials abroad to recruit Christians, mostly among the Austrian
Serbs, to settle in the Southern Russian territories. The initiative was facilitated
by the demilitarization undertaken in the mid-18" century in some parts of the
Austrian Military border along the Middle Danube and by the transition of these
territories under the jurisdiction of Hungarian civil authorities. As a result of a set-
tlement between Vienna and Petersburg in 1751-1752 the so-called New Serbia
and Slavo-Serbia were established and populated. Military colonists were orga-
nized in military-type settlements and separated in Hussar and infantry regiments.
They received in “eternal and hereditary possession” land and annual financing
in accordance with their rank, and in peacetime they were allowed to engage in
trade and crafts. In 1760 the two regions had a population 0f 26,000, settled in 122

7 Recruitment of migrants, especially from the Austrian territories, and their transportation to
the Russian borders was carried out secretly. Jlewunoecxas, H. Cep6sl B Poccuu. — Bbs: Cnas-
CKME Hapoasl..., 277-279; benosa, E. Pyccko-TypeUKHe BOHHBI H MHTPALIMOHHAA MOIMTHKA PoccHu
B nepBoi nonosuHe XVIII B. — Bonpock uetopun, 2008, Ne 5, p. 141.

3 Hluwos, A. Kazaubn araMaHsl. M., 2008, p. 95, 98, 101. See also: XpoHonorsueckHii yka-
3aTelb MaTEPHaNoB JJI1 HCTOPHH HHOPOMIEB..., p. 7, 14.

¥ Kamenckuii, A. Poccniickas umnepus B XVIII Beke: Tpanuumu 1 MoepHusauus. M., 1999,
p. 137.

% Benoea, E. Op. cit., p. 144,
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towns and villages. In the mid-18" century among the Slav immigrants in the New
Russian steppes there were around 1,600-1,800 Bulgarians.?!

Under Empress Catherine II (1762-1796) the Russian immigration policy
saw a new development that affected the future Bulgarian immigration in the
Russian Empire. Catherine II continued the efforts of her predecessors for recruit-
ment of Christian immigrants from the Balkans and from the frontier areas of the
Habsburgs for the Hussar regiments. On her ascendance to the throne she issued
a manifest which summoned foreigners to settle in Russia. At the same time the
Empress initiated political and administrative changes aiming at the administra-
tive centralization of the areas along the southwestern border inhabited by privi-
leged colonists. In 1762 the Office for Supervision of Foreign Settlers, presided
by count Grigoriy Orlov, was founded by imperial order. Soon New Serbia and
Slavo-Serbia were transformed administratively and included in one of the many
Russian provinces, New Russia, established in 1764. Imperial manifests were is-
sued providing privileges to attract German and Balkan Christian colonists, but
these were now encouraged to settle as farmers and craftsmen.*?

The extension of the southern Russian borders and the strategic and economic
interests of the Empire in Crimea and Transcaucasia led to further changes. After
the Treaty of Kuchuk-Kainarji (1774) the province of New Russia encompassed
new lands along the northern Black Sea shore. The shift of the borders elimi-
nated the need of semi-autonomous Cossack governance in the Ukrainian terri-
tories that had lasted for almost two centuries and was known as the Zaporizhian
Sich. The formal reasons for the abolishment of the system of self-governance
in 1775 were the crushing of the riot led by Yemelyan Pugachev and the crack-
down on heresy. After the annexation of Crimea in 1783 New Russia was turned
into Ekaterinoslavsko namestnichestvo (a district named after Catherine II the
Great).>® The Russian-Ottoman wars of 1768—1774 and 1787-1791 resulted in the
first compact groups of Bulgarian immigrants coming to New Russia. Although
there is no precise data on the number of Bulgarian immigrants at that time, it is

3! See more in: XpOHOJIOrHYECKHH YKa3aTeNb MaTEPHAIIOB U1l HCTOPHH HHOPOAUESB..., 59-60;
Kocmswos, FO. Cepbexue rpannyapsl. — Bonpocs! uctopuu, 1997, Ne 5, 143—144; Yenax, E. Op.
cit., p. 26. Medeedesa, O. lepecenenue Gonrap B Poccuio. — Bbe: CniaBsHckHe Hapoasl..., 299-301;
Jewunoackasn, H. Op. cit., 283-286, 295; Cmanves, M. Op. cit., 17-18.

32 One of the reasons for withdrawing the special status of the military settlements was their
inefficiency as well as the widespread corruption and the permanent quarrels between the settlers, the
local residents, and the neighboring Cossacks. Some researchers point out that by 1764 the huge sum
of seven million rubles had been spent for New Serbia alone: Jewyunosckas, M. Op. cit., p. 288.

33 Some of the former Zaporozhians found refuge and an opportunity to pursue their traditional
way of life at the mouth of the Danube under Ottoman rule. Later others settled in Banat by permission
of the Austrian Emperor Joseph II (1765-1790). Still others were settled between the rivers West-
ern Bug and Dniester by Prince Grigoriy A. Potyomkin-Tavricheski, who rehabilitated the Cossack
army during the Russo-Turkish war of 1787-1791. He was the architect of the Russian settlement
policy in Crimea and as a statesman began its actual implementation. Bodapckuti, 4., O. Enuceesa, B.
Kabysan. Hacenenne Kpeima B koHue XVIII — konue XX BekoB. (UHCNEHHOCTE, pa3MEILEHHE, STHH-
yeckui cocras). M., 2003, p. 70, 78, 87-88; Hluwos, A. Op. cit., 133-138, 141, 156-157, 160-163;
Kocmawos, IO. Op. cit., p. 141; Jlewyunosckas, Y. Op. cit., p. 288 and cited bibliography. Following the
Peace of Iassy (1791), Ochakov and later Bessarabia in 1812 were also added to New Russia.
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well-known that the majority of them entered the newly formed military detach-
ments. Along with other settlers from the Ottoman Empire and former Zaporozhian
Cossacks, they formed the so-called Black Sea Cossack army.**

Colonization has clearly proven its effectiveness since the Roman Empire,
shortly after the conquest of the hostile regions along its frontiers, settled there
loyal citizens from the interior. Researchers of global migrations appropriately
focus on the myth of the Trojan hero Aeneas, who survived the destruction of
Troy and settled in Latium in Italy, where he founded a dynasty. Not incidentally,
Aeneas was depicted in Roman mythology as a warrior-turned-colonist.?® A clear
indication of the effectiveness of the Russian colonization policy was the fact
that in 1787 when Empress Catherine II visited New Russia the population of the
province had already reached 700,000 people.*

It should be pointed out that the resettlement of Bulgarians from the Ottoman
Empire to Russia was carried out as an illegal operation in peacetime. According
to the treaties of Kuchuk-Kainarji (1774) and lassy (1791), only the inhabitants
of the Danubian principalities of Wallachia and Moldova were entitled to im-
migrating in Russia.’’ Yet many Bulgarians lived in the two principalities. The
resettlement of Christians beyond the Danube in Russia was not regulated by any
other treaties. This circumstance, reinforced by the neighborly relations between
the two empires during part of the rule of Emperor Paul I (1796-1801) and Sultan
Selim III (1789-1807), obstructed legal migration.

Migration did not stop, however. On the contrary, a new tendency in the Russian
policy was launched towards immigration of Bulgarians to South Russia, which
became quite obvious at the beginning of the rule of the next Russian Emperor,
Alexander I (1801-1825). I refer to the support of the Russian ambassadors in
Constantinople and the Russian consuls in Wallachia and Moldova, as well as the
Kherson military governor Armand Emmanuel du Plessis, Duc de Richelieu, to the
illegal transfer to Russia, by land and by sea, of hundreds of Bulgarian refugees.
They originated mostly from Thrace and the Black Sea coast, but there were also
people who came from more distant territories, fleeing from the anarchy that swept
large parts of the Balkan provinces of the Ottoman Empire. The preferred settlers
were experienced farmers and stock-breeders, gardeners, vine-growers and crafts-
men. They were accommodated for the most part in the Crimean Peninsula, in the
districts of Kherson, Tiraspol and Odessa, and less in Southern Bessarabia.*® The

3 Tromwondxcues, M. Bparapcku BoeHuH dopmuposanus B Ykpaiina npes XVIII . — Bos:
brarapurte B CesepHoto ITpudepHoMopue. U3cnenBanusa u marepuanu. T. 4. B. Teproso, 1995,
132-134; [oiinos, C. benrapure B Ykpaitna 1 Monposa..., 5-58; Jepocasun, H. Op. cit., p. VI;
Hockosa, H. Op. cit., 66—67; Meodseodesa, O. Op. cit., 301-303; Berosa, E. BHyTpeHHss nonuruka
POCCHHCKOTO IPaBHTENBCTBA 110 3aCENEHHIO... — BpB: CilaBAHCKHE HApOLEL.., p. 238, 243-244.

3% See more in: McTopHs Ha YOBELIKMTE MUIPalIHH..., p. 50.

36 Jlewyunoscxas, M. Cep6r1 B Poccu... — Bes: CnaBsHcKHe HapoEL..., p. 288.

3 Medeedesa, O. Op. cit., 305-306.

3® Hepocasun, H. Op. cit., p. VI; Tpaixos, B., H. Xeues. Op. cit., pp. 53, 55-56; I'eopzu-
eéa, M. brarapute B Kpum. — BuB: brarapure B Kpum..., p. 8, 10; Hockosa, H. Op. cit., 69-74;
Bepnwein, C. U3 ucropun 6onrapckux mocenenui B Kpeimy (ITo Matepuanam Onecckoro HCTOpH-
yeckoro apxusa). — Bes: Hacnenpanus B uect Ha M. C. Ipunos. C., 1960, 273-281.
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details of the process such as preparations, mechanisms for recruitment and con-
cealment of the emigrants, the financial provision for all links along the chain as
well as for the direct organizers, many of whom were Balkan employees of the
Russian missions, were elaborated on for the first time by the Soviet historian Victor
Grachev (1926-2010), an expert on the history of the Southern Slavs in the first
half of the 19" century. Grachev’s interesting yet not quite popular article exam-
ines the role of the Russian government in the successful organization of illegal
and exploitative human trafficking. (Accuracy requires to note that when Gradichev
wrote in 1981 about the Bulgarian migration of 1800—1806, he did not employ the
present-day terminology used in this paper.) From 1800 through 1805, as a result of
secret arrangements, 3,731 people “of this very useful in agriculture and tirelessly
hardworking nation [i.e. Bulgarians]” were transported by sea; twelve piasters were
paid for each person to the ships’ captains.*

The Russo-Turkish War of 1806—1812 put an end to the secret resettling of
Christian subjects of the Sultan on the right bank of the Danube. One of its con-
sequences was the first organized mass migration of Bulgarians to Russia. Many
documents about these events have been published and many of the facts and
aspects have been studied. During the war of 1806-1812, however, the Russian
government had not yet settled on a strategy for the future status of the settlers.
Already in May 1805 the provincial authorities in Crimea were ordered to acquire
land from the local estates and to hand it in possession of the Supervisor of the
Crimean colonies for the settling of the Bulgarian colonists. An imperial decree
from September 1, 1807 bestowed additional privileges to the Bulgarian settlers
in Russia. It provided 60 tenths*® for each family “in perpetuity.” These measures
proved hard to put into practice mainly because a significant part of the land in
Crimea and Bessarabia was private. As a result, the first attempt to accommodate
the immigrants from 1807-1808 ended with many being resettled in the interior
of New Russia, where they were awarded with “all the benefits, advantages and
patronages of the law, prescript to the Russian nationals by birth.”*! In practice,

% I'paues, B. KsM BBIpOCa 3a mpecenBaHeTo Ha Obirapu B Pycus B Hauanoro Ha XIX B.
(1800-1806 r.). — BwB: brarapckoro me3paxaane u Pycus. C., 1981, 264-289. See also: XpoHo-
JIOTHYECKHH yKa3aTelb MAaTEPHAIOB AJI HCTOPHH HHOPOALEB..., p. 60, 156; Cmanues, M. Op. cit.,
p. 25. Later authors describe the initial settling of Bulgarians on Crimea as “considered carefully
and adequately organized by the authorities.” See: Hockosea, H. Op. cit., p. 71, 81. Traditional in-
terpretations of Soviet historiography on the nature of the migration policies of the Russian Empire
have been recently re-introduced with the assertion that the Slavs’ migration to Russia represented
“the humane aspect of the Petersburg’s policy on the Balkans”: JTewyunosckasn, H. (ed.). Cnapsauckue
Hapoxbl..., 312-313; Meodsedesa, O. bonrapckue nepeceneHus B POCCHIO B NOJIHTHKE POCCHIACKOTO
rocynapctBa B XVIII — nepsoii Tpetn XIX BB. — BBB: ClaBsaHCKHI MHD B TPETBEM TBICSYEIETHH.
Poccus 1 cnaBHACKHE HApOXBI BO BpEMEHH H ITpocTpancTBa. M., 2009, 35-38.

“ A tenth is equal to 10,925 decares. Cited: Yenax, E. Op. cit., p. 29.

1 Tpaiikos, B., H. JKeues. Op. cit., 58-67; Hockosa, H. Op. cit., 73-74, 19; Yenax, E. Op. cit.,
28-29; I'pex, M. Opranu Ha ynpaBJi€HHE Ha ,,33/UTyHaBCKHTE NPECEIHULN" Mpe3 ThpBaTa M0/I0BHHA
Ha XIX B. — BeB: brirapute B CeepHoto Ilpuuepromopue. T. 3. B. TeproBo, 1994, p. 127; Barpa-
THOH B Jlynaiickux xusmkecTBax. C6. nokymenTos. T. 3. M., 1949; M. U. Kyty3os. C6. JOKyMEHTOB.
Cxcras. JI. I Beckposnazo. T. 3, M., 1952; KyTy3os B yHaiickux kusxecrBax. C6. 10KyMEHTOB.
Cucras. H. B. bepesnsxos. Kuinnes, 1948.
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this meant expanding serfdom over the refugees, and was met with considerable
resistance.

The arrangements regarding the civil status and assimilation of Bulgarian
refugees during this long Russo-Turkish war obviously caused some difficul-
ties to the Russian commanders-in-chief. General Mikhail Kutuzov (1745-1813)
placed refugees under the care of a special official, state chancellor Coronelli. The
reluctance of a great part of the Bulgarian emigrants in the Danubian principali-
ties to be transplanted to Bessarabia and the attempts of some representatives of
the Bulgarian political elite to find a way out of this predicament have been dis-
cussed in historiography. Led by the bishop Sophronius of Vratsa (1739-1813),
a group of Bulgarian notables suggested to the Russian authorities a project for
giving territorial, cultural, educational, and judicial autonomy to the Bulgarian
emigrants in Wallachia and Moldova after the Peace Treaty of Bucharest (1812).
The proposed district would include the areas of temporary settlement on the left
bank of the Danube.* The project was not approved. With an eye on the forthcom-
ing resettlement of the emigrants to Bessarabia, on the eve of the signing of the
Peace Treaty of Bucharest on May 5, 1812, Coronelli organized the collection of
comprehensive statistical data about them. His list, however, included Bulgarians
that had settled in the principalities before 1806. It appears, consequently, that
an attempt to point out an accurate number of Bulgarian emigrants during the
war will be somewhat speculative.®® It is noteworthy, however, that before the
first Russo-Turkish War in the 19" century, in the district of Budzhak (the south-
ern part of Bessarabia enclosed between the mouths of the rivers Danube and
Dniester, nowadays in Moldova and Ukraine) there were around 8,000 Bulgarians
that were Transdanubian emigrants. By 1819, the official Russian statistics about
Bessarabia showed a much larger number of Bulgarian families, from 2,524 to
4,348.* These numbers include the families of Bulgarian volunteers who partici-
pated in the war on the Russian side. At first, they kept their militarized status in
the new settlements.

2 Benuxu, K. EMUrpHpaHeTo Ha Gpirapure BbB Biaxus 10 BpeMe Ha pyCKO-TypCKara BOM-
Ha or 18061812 r. — BeB: CTpanHuu or MHHaNOTO Ha Obarapckus Hapon. C., 1987; Payesa, B.
HenpumeTHeM 06pasoM. Hauano 6onrapcko-poCCHHCKHX MOJUTHYECKHX KOHTAKTOB IIPH AJIEeKCaH-
ape 1. — Poccuiickuit Hcropuyeckui xkypran Poguna. M., 2009, Ne 6, 37-40.

4 Coronelli was a governor of all territories conquered by the Russians on the right bank of the
Danube. He was appointed in 1809 by the commander-in-chief general Petar 1. Bagration (1765-1812)
and granted extraordinary authority on all civil matters. The data Coronelli collected refers to 20,316
Bulgarian families numbering in total 87,037 people. Ipaues, B. KM BbIIpoca 3a MpecenBaHeTo Ha
6virapH..., p. 275; Hoiinos, C. IlpecemHudecky ABHKeHUs ot Obirapckure 3emH..., 300-301.

“ Statistics about the number and dislocation of Bulgarians in Bessarabia and in Crimea during
the first half of the 19* century, when the majority of the Bulgarian colonies in Russia were actually
established, is included in: Yerax, E. Op. cit., p. 28, 32; Joiinos, C. Op. cit., p. 301; Hockoea, H.
Op. cit., p. 80; Cmanues, M., Op. cit., p. 25, 27-30; Veaposa, E. I'pexo-Gonrapckae KONOHHMH 10Ta
YkpaHHel B Hadanie XIX B.: ONBIT CPaBHUTEIBHOIO aHANK3a. — BBB: YHHBEPCHTETCKH YeTEHHA H
u3cnenBaHus Mo 6wnrapcka ucropusa. Pen. A. baesa, I1. Mumes. C., 2008, 145-155; Hoamopax. B.
OcHopanHe 6onrapckHx konoHH# XepcoHckoit rybeprun B Hagane XIX Beka B cBeTe TOIOHHMHYEC-
KHX JaHHbIX. — BEB: [Ipocsera H npomsana. C6. B yecT Ha PymsHa Pankosa H no ciy4aii 150-roquuu-
HuHaTa Ha Bonrpanckara rumuaszus. C., 2010, 425-458.
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Emperor Alexander I continued the policy of his famous grandmother about
restricting the freedoms of the Cossack regiments.* In 1803 he issued Rules for
the Ural Cossack Army that marked another step for turning them into regular
formations. A symbol of the new arrangements was the introduction of a standard
uniform for the Cossacks, but the most essential aspect was the concentration
of the civil and military power over the Cossacks in the hands of a single ad-
ministrative authority. The reforms caused unrest and riots among the Cossacks,
many of which were “staroobryadtsi” (“old-believers”). After the Peace Treaty
of Bucharest (1812) when Bessarabia was added to Southern Russia, the need
of frontier service on the Dniester diminished. One of the results of this was the
transformation in 1817 of the Bugski Cavalry Cossack Regiment into an Ulan
division. This reform affected around 600 families of Balkan immigrants, most
of them Bulgarians, which were also included in the personnel of the so-called
military settlements.*

Obviously, the status of the Bulgarian colonists in Russia was established
under Emperor Alexander I. However, for a number of reasons, including the
Napoleonic Wars, the final decision on the issue was postponed until 1818. Then
the Board of Trustees for the foreign settlers in the Southern part of Russia was
established, presided by General Ivan Inzov (1777-1845) who reported directly
to the Minister of Interior Affairs. In the following year, the Bulgarian settlers
were granted rights of foreign colonists. A decree of the Governing Senate of
December 29, 1819, followed by a written act of the Ministry of Interior Affairs
of March 12, 1820, determined their social, economic, legal and administrative
status. Fifty-seven Bulgarian colonies were organized in four colonial prov-
inces: Kagulski, Prutski, Izmailski and Budzhashki districts, managed by the
Bessarabian Office of Foreign Settlers.*” The Bulgarian colonists were considered
a special category of rural population. According to the documents, each of them

4 The tendency of settling only married Cossacks in the frontier areas was firmly established
at the end of the 18" century, when by Catherine II’s order Cossacks and their families were trans-
planted in the devastated Black Sea steppes in the Kuban region. Around 25,000 people were divided
across 40 Cossack settlements. Their administration, despite the Cossacks’ resistance against the
practice of serfdom and the occasional desertions, irreversibly progressed towards centralization.
Hluwos, A. Op. cit., p. 136.

% Tbid., 172-179, 194-195, 203; Konobees, B. BrIrapckoTo HAUMOHATHOOCBOBOAMTENTHO
nasvxenue. Mneonorus, nmporpama, passutue. C., 1972, 170-171; Aumenuxun, K. DXOHOMHYECKHI
MOTEHIHAN BOEHHBIX MocesieHuit B Poccun. — Bonpocs! HecTopuy, 1997, Ne 2, 40-43.

47 Since we are discussing the Bulgarian migration to Bessarabia (the area between the rivers
Prut and Dnepr was given the administrative name District of Bessarabia in 1813), our focus is on the
administration of the Bulgarian colonists there. The administrative reorganization affected also the
Bulgarians in Crimea, who used to be subordinate to the Offices of Kherson and Tauric and (along
with the district of Bessarabia) were directly subordinate to the Board of Trustees and general Inzov.
In 1818 the settlement of Bulgarians in Crimea was already discontinued and even an official order
of the Ministry of Internal Affairs of August 5, 1819 was issued on this matter. See: Xpononoruyec-
KHH yKa3aTeb MaTepPHaNOB IUI1 HCTOPHH HHOPOALEB..., p. 61; Hockosa, . Op. cit., p. 80; Yenax, E.
Op. cit., p. 28, 31; Bodapckuii, A., O. Enuceesa, B. Kabysan Op. cit., p. 79, 81, 92-93. The colonist
status of Bulgarians, as well as the other foreign colonists, was abolished in 1871, when they were
given the same status as the former state peasants. See: Fenosa, E. Op. cit.
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received 60 tenths for use in perpetuity, without the right to sell it. The colonists
were allowed to import in Russia property and goods to the value of 300 rubles
per family without paying taxes. Theoretically, they were granted the opportunity
to found factories, practice crafts, trade and sell goods throughout the country.
They could also buy land as a private property, but out of the territory of the
establishment. Bulgarians who settled in Bessarabia during and after the war of
1806—-1812 were exempted from taxes and communal and military service for
seven years, and those who came earlier — for three years. After this period, each
family would pay 14 rubles a year in state taxes as well as a land tax of 15-20
kopecks per tenth.*® The colonists were exempted from civil and military service
as well as from sojourn and support of army staff at their homes in peacetime. The
decree also guaranteed them “freedom of worship according to their customs.”**

With regard to the Bulgarian topic, special attention deserves the Russian im-
migration policy in the first years of Emperor Nicholas I'’s rule. Some facts were
discussed in the beginning of this article where also emerged the main figures
involved in the implementation of the imperial migration policy. Now I will pay
attention to the migration of Orthodox Armenians from Persia and the Ottoman
Empire to Russia, which was organized by Russia in the late ‘20s and the ear-
ly ¢30s of the 19* century. The exploration of this event would allow for more
adequate interpretation of contemporary Russian immigration policy regarding
Bulgarians. A detailed comparison between the two topics would provide inter-
esting, perhaps surprising parallels. However, here I will only attempt to outline
some aspects of such a comparison:

— Figures and administrative structures with crucial role in the process of
migration;

— Organization, protection and escort of the refugees’ convoys to the quar-
antine stations;

— Allocated financial resources for the enterprise;

— Specifics of the initial reception and accommodation of the refugees.

The migration of Armenians from Persia to Russia and their settlement in the
newly acquired frontier province, which was purposely named Armenian, was
established by Clause XV of the Treaty of Turkmachai (February 10, 1828). The

“ After the new settlers arrived in 1830 some provisions were revised: the tenths of land in
the colonist districts were decreased from 60 to 50 and the land tax was increased to 22 kopecks per
tenth. Those settlers who due to the lack of vacant land were accommodated in settlements outside
the Bulgarian colonies were allotted the same amount of land as the state Russian peasants (30
tenths) by an ordinance of the Committee of the Ministers from October 1830. Yerax, E. Op. cit.,
30-31; Meweprox, H. Op. cit., 137-138.

* Yenax, E. Op. cit., 29-33. The magnitude of the administrative reforms in the South Russian
frontier territories which were undertaken by Emperor Alexander I can be understood better, if we
bear in mind that the administrative, territorial, financial, and agrarian changes covered also the gov-
ernment of the Don Cossacks’ and the other military-cum-agricultural settlements. In 1818, a special
commission was entrusted with suggesting changes in the regime of land ownership and financing of
the Cossack settlements. It was led by the aforementioned general-aide-de-camp Alexander Cherni-
shev, a future Military Minister under Emperor Nicholas I and an upholder of the immigration policy.
See further details in: IlJuwos, A. Op. cit., p. 203, 219.
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process of resettlement was paced in accordance with Persia’s promptly paying
its war-contributions and with the deadlines for withdrawal of the Russian troops
from the occupied Persian territories. The withdrawal deadlines were specified in
an additional act of the treaty and bound to the payment of contributions.’® The
resettlement started in the early spring of 1828 from the vicinity of Maragi from
where the Russian army had to withdraw in the end of March. Afterwards, in the
end of May, it was turn of the emigrants from Urmiyski and Hoyski districts.
“Eight thousand two hundred forty-nine families with a total number of approxi-
mately 45,000 people” were included. By preliminary calculations of the Russian
government the emigrants would receive land lots, would be exempted from taxes
for a period of six years, and the poorest among them would be granted a one-time
financial aid. For that purpose, 50,000 rubles from the Persian contribution would
be committed to the commander-in-chief general Ivan Paskevich.”!

Behind the initiative for Armenian migration in Russia stood two Armenians,
closely bound to Russian state and apologists of its role as a protector of the
Orthodox Christians. The first of them is an official of the Russian Ministry
of Foreign Affairs and, the aforementioned Colonel Christopher Ekimovich
Abamalek-Lazarev (1786—1858), an heir of a wealthy and prominent Armenian
family. In 1816 Lazarev, who played a major role in organizing the migration, had
founded and backed financially the Institute of Oriental Languages in Moscow.
Numerous published documents about Armenian immigration expose his direct
participation in recruitment of immigrants on behalf of the Russian government
during the war. Lazarev participated also in collecting the detailed statistics of the
migrants’ property status and in the preparations of preliminary lists of immigrants.
His contribution to the organizing of the refugees’ convoys is undoubted, along
with his efforts to ease the difficulties of the emigration and to prevent the ruin
of his compatriots who took the path of emigration. The second important figure
involved in the organization of the Armenian mass migration to Russia in 1828
was the chief of the Armenian eparchy in Georgia, Bishop Nerses Ashtaraketsi
(1771-1857).%2 The activity of a wealthy Armenian lobby among the Russian rul-

5% An Imperial decree from 21 march 1828 established “Armenian province” out of the former
Erevan and Nakhichevan khanates, see: XpoHONOrHYeCKHii yKa3aTenb MaTePHAIIOB Ui HCTOPHH
HHOPOAUEB..., p. 18; Tlpucoennnenne Bocrounoit ApMennu..., p. 446451, doc. 245; Breunss
nonutHka Poccuu... T. 7 (15), p. 422423, doc. 139, p. 692, n. 196. The Treaty of Turkmanchai
provided a one-year period, during which all who wished were allowed to emigrate. For arrangement
of property or other financial issues, however, were provided five years as well as an opportunity for
authorization of special persons to represent the emigrants locally. The obstacles from the Persian
government and the difficulties in realization of the procedure itself are probably among the reasons
why the Peace Treaty of Adrianople’s provisions regarding the same matters are simplified. The
treaty of September 2, 1829, which gave legal opportunity for resettlement of Christian nationals of
the Ottoman Empire, provided a period of only eighteen months for exchange of population and sale
of property: Buemnsin nonntaka Poceuu... T. 8 (16), p. 266-270, doc. 103,

5! BHemnas nomuthka Poccun... T. 7 (15), p. 692—693, n. 196; Tlpucoenunenne BocToyHoi
ApMeHHH..., p. 463—466, doc. 255. In comparison, in 1830 from the Asian provinces of the Ottoman
Empire to Russia would migrate “more than 90,000 Armenians”. Mewepiox, H. Op. cit., p. 200.

52 There are many published documents and comments about the two, see for instance: XpoHo-
JIOTHYIECKUH yKa3aTeIb MaTepHAJIOB AJi1 HCTOPHH HHOPOILEB..., p. 15; BuemHsas nonutrka PocchH...
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ing circles is one of the crucial differences, easily detected by even a cursory com-
parison between the Armenian and the Bulgarian migrations. In the early ‘30s of
the 19 century Bulgarians were much less known in Russia and mostly Russian
officers and officials without any connections to Bulgaria were bound up in orga-
nizing the migration. The single evidence of Bulgarians sent as emissaries among
their compatriots during the Russo-Turkish war I have discovered, concerns few
Russian nationals, most of whom were with the status of colonists.>

It is interesting to elucidate the mechanism of organization, security and es-
cort of the refugee convoys of Armenians and respectively of Bulgarians to the
quarantine stations at the Russian borders. In the case with the resettlement of
the Persian Armenians, there are detailed instructions, the application of which
in the spring and summer of 1828 can be traced in many published documents.
Unfortunately, no such instructions concerning the Bulgarian emigration in the
spring and summer of 1830 have been published, neither a sufficient amount of
Russian documents concerning their putting into practice has been issued. It is
quite striking that in the interesting series ,,BHewnss nonutka Poccun XIX u
Hayana XX Beka. JJokyMeHTh! Poccuiickoro MUHHCTEPCTBA MHOCTPaHHBIX Aen”
(repeatedly cited here) only two notes in volume 8 (16), which includes docu-
ments from October 1828 to July 1830, concern the Bulgarian migration.>* This
lack of documents contrasts sharply to the number of documents and annota-
tions, which elucidate the migration of Armenians from the Asian provinces of
the Ottoman Empire, which migration was guaranteed by the same Clause XIII of
the Peace Treaty of Adrianople and took place at the same time. Yet, thanks to a
number of articles and monographs, intriguing facts are still available, and these
allow for some parallels to be drawn.

General Paskevich was a skillful commander-in-chief and a diligent administra-
tor determined to implement the instructions to increase the number of the Christians
in the former Nakhichevan and Erevan Khanates, transformed in the new Armenian

Vol. 7 (15), p. 382, 438, 554; IIpucoenunenue BoctouHoit ApMeHHH..., p. 21-22, doc. 3, p. 443444,
doc. 243, p. 456-457, doc. 249, p. 479480, doc. 270, p. 552-553, doc. 321, p. 564-568, doc. 332,
p. 617, n. 6; [Jezoes, B. Poccus u Kaska3z XVIII — nepsoit nonosunnr XIX BB.: B3rian ¢ 3anana.
— BoB: Jezoes, B. bonemias urpa Ha Kaskase: Fctopus u coBpemenHocTts. M., 2001, p. 72.

33 Even in the commission formed in the fall of 1830 to manage the Bulgarians’ accommodation
in the vacant state lands outside the colonists’ districts, the two Bulgarians recommended by the
President of the Commission Colonel Harchevnikov for the positions of “officials for special missions”
were not approved by the authorities. The Bulgarians in question, Petar Gavrilovich Ganchev and
Petar Ivanovich Dimov, were Russian nationals, who had fulfilled several assignments concerning
resettlement of Bulgarians in Russia between 1824 and 1830. See: Mewepiox, H. Op. cit., 118-119.
As an exception to the rule of the few Bulgarian emissaries being former colonists in Russia, can be
mentioned Ivan Seliminski from the town of Sliven. Thirty-one year old, Greek-educated, Seliminski
lived in Europe for a few years and was among the supporters of the immigration in Russia, though
after 1830 he himself settled in Wallachia. Seliminski even refused an offer of the Russian authorities
to contribute to the establishment and arrangement of the new colonies in Bessarabia. His memoirs are
among the most cited Jocal, Bulgarian sources about the resettlement in 1830 and its consequences.
Kpucmanos, L]., C. Macnes, H. Ilenaxos. Op. cit., p. 98, and the works cited there.

54 See: BuewHsas nonutHka Poccun..., p. 649—650, n. 298 to doc. 188 and p. 651-652, n. 303
to doc. 196.
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province. Pashkevich himself signed detailed instructions for “moving the Armenians
from their places and escorting them to our borders™ just two weeks after the singing
of the Russian-Persian Peace Treaty. Under Colonel Christopher Lazarev’s command,
General-major Pankratiev, supported initially by twenty five Cossacks and an officer,
was put in charge of organizing the refugees in accordance with the schedule for
the withdrawal of the Russian troops. Pankratiev was responsible for the immigrants
up to their crossing the border, where they would pass under the care of a specially
formed temporary Erevan management, later replaced by a special Committee to the
Armenian district management. In his instructions General Paskevich recommended
that no force should be used in the process of recruiting prospective immigrants to
Russia. Instead, the Armenians should be persuaded to expect significant privileges,
following their adoption of Russian citizenship. They were to be encouraged in the
belief that after their resettlement in the Russian territories, they would be able to en-
gage in trade, to settle in towns and benefit from having common rights with the local
merchants®, while villagers would get proper land in a sufficient amount... All fami-
lies who voluntarily wanted to immigrate in Russia were registered in lists prepared
in accordance with detailed list templates, with special references to the poorest and
those most in need of assistance with the travel. The lists were transferred to general
Paskevich and then, after his departure from the occupied Azerbaijanian province,
to the chief of the occupation army who replaced him.>¢ All families (or even entire
settlements) were given free standard passes. The passes contained the number of set-
tlers as well as a statement guaranteeing their exemption from taxes. For convenience
and logistic and security purposes, people were divided into groups of 150 to 300
families. Colonel Lazarev was initially provided with 25,000 silver rubles from the
contribution paid by Persia, to distribute among the poorest in the form of a loan, and

55 Documents interpreted by Ivan Meshteryuk suggest that similar promises were also given
by Russian generals to Bulgarians from towns along the Black Sea and in Eastern Thrace. It is
known, however, that in the early ‘30s of the 19" century in the four Bulgarian colonists’ districts
there was only one urban-type settlement — Bolgrad (Bolhrad). Most merchants and craftsmen
among Bulgarian immigrants wanted to settle in the seaport towns of Reni, Kishinev, Galatz, Izmail,
Akerman, etc. The cases of immigrants who originated from urban areas and insisted to stay in the
towns of Reni and Izmail are interesting. Many of them could no longer wait for permission and
returned to the Ottoman Empire. In their stubborn struggle against the town administration and
the judicial authorities, the few families who remained insisted that they had arrived in 1830 at the
“beneficent invitation” of the generals [. Diebitsch and L. Rot, who had assured them that they would
receive protection and would not be left without the “necessary support.” By 1837 only 27 Bulgarian
immigrants had remained in the town of Reni. They complained that they have not yet been able to
restore their property to its “original state”, i.e. to the prosperity they had achieved in Varna. Mewe-
piox, H. Op. cit., p. 152, n. 159, p. 153-157.

56 What is known regarding the involvement of general Diebitsch in organizing the Armenian
migration, allows us to conclude that two years later he acted similarly in the Balkan territories
of the Ottoman Empire. Not surprisingly, through 1828 General Paskevich was promptly and
regularly informing Diebitsch, then chief of the Headquarters, about the course and the effectiveness
of the measures concerning the Armenian resettlement. General Diebitsch was accompanying the
Emperor who personally attended the Balkan theater of war during the first campaign of the Russo-
Turkish War. The two were constantly in touch with each other, and probably were able to track the
effectiveness of the measures concerning the Armenian migration. See: Ilpucoeaunesne BoctoyHoH
Apwmenuu..., p. 496498, doc. 286; Buewmnss noautuka Poceun... T. 7 (15), p. 554.
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also for incidental expenses. Each family in need received aid, not to exceed 10 rubles,
in return for a special receipt.”’

Resettlement of so many people in a region devastated by war was indeed
accompanied with considerable incidentals. In May 1828 General Paskevich was
informed that many of the emigrants had come to “extreme poverty” and needed
money to buy or hire pack-animals to transport their property. Those who had left in
April were in the worst situation because they not just hadn’t been able to arrange
their property and financial affairs, but also could not benefit from the harvest of the
crops. More funds were needed also because the refugees had to be supplied with
food through the next harvest and to be provided with sowing-seeds. The situation
of the specially founded Committee for assistance of the settlers was difficult as the
resources of the region were primary calculated to support and provide food sup-
plies for the Russian army, which was already engaged in the war with the Ottoman
Empire which had started in April 1828. As it often happens, the refugee wave soon
led to a humanitarian crisis: a part of the Armenian immigrants were doomed to
famine and bankruptcy and many did not survive the winter.*®

Russia’s growing interest towards the frontier Asian provinces of the Ottoman
Empire, where Armenian Christians lived, can be traced from the fall of 1828
on. Then the Headquarters of the Russian army gave orders for data to be col-
lected regarding the number, material status and the disposition toward migra-
tion among Armenians in the districts of Bayazed, Vaspurkan, Mush, Kar and
Ahaltsik. Published diplomatic and military documents prompt that the strategy
of Russia towards these territories and the Armenian and other Christian popula-
tion living there was determined not only by the imperial interests for securing
“stable borders,””® but also by the course of the war itself. And in 1828, as it is
well-known, it went better for Russia on the Caucasian front. Logically, in some
circles of the Russian Ministry of Foreign Affairs gained popularity the idea to
use “the current situation to obtain all sorts of benefits for the districts” under
Russian control, by “attracting people from the newly conquered areas through
peaceful means for voluntary resettlement to the Russian frontier territories of the
Caucasus”. However, the forthcoming second campaign of 1829 and its financial
funding, the problems with the establishment of the Armenians in Persia, the lack
of vacant lands in Georgia and in the Armenian province, as well as Commander-
in-chief General I. Paskevich’s sober view on the topic, were among the reasons
which delayed “the hasty migration” of Christians from the Turkish Asian dis-
tricts. Thus, in the beginning of February 1829 General Paskevich was given the
right to determine, on his own, the scale of the migration by taking into account
the “necessary political cautiousness as well as the local circumstances.” It can

57 IlpucoeanHenne BocTouHoi ApMenuH..., p. 463-466, doc. 255, p. 564-568, doc. 332.

58 [IpucoemuHenye BoctouHoi Apmennu..., p. 481-483, doc. 271, p. 486, doc. 275, p. 487—
488, doc. 277, p. 496-498, doc. 286; BHewnss nonutuka Poccun... T. 7 (15), p. 554.

% TlpucoenunenHe BocrouHoit ApMeHMH..., p. 552-553, doc. 321; BHemHsas IIOIMTHKA
Poccun... T. 8 (16), p. 48.

% Buemmnsas nomutika Poccun... T. 8 (16), p. 48, 87-88, 92; XpoHonornyeckmii ykasarenb
MAaTepHasoB U1 HCTOPHH HHOPOALEB..., p. 19, 160.
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only be added that at the same time, general Ivan Diebitsch, the other favorite of
Emperor Nicholas Iwas appointed for Commander-in-chief at the Balkan theater
of war with extensive powers, similar to those of General Pashkevich.

In order to complete the brief description of the Armenian migration in
Russia, I will add a few more details about the steps made after the signing of
the Peace Treaty of Adrianople. In October 1829 General Paskevich asked for
official permission to organize the immigration of 10,000 Armenian volunteers’
families, who despite the amnesty guaranteed by the treaty, were considered in
danger of Turkish persecution. The General calculated that one million rubles in
bank-notes should be sufficient for the purpose (grown wiser after the difficul-
ties of the migration in 1828, now Paskevich stipulated for 25 silver rubles per
family®'). Emperor’s answer was soon received through the commander of the
Headquarters General Chernishev. Nicholas I allowed for “90,000 chervontsi” (a
gold coin, costing 5 or 10 rubles) to be used for the Armenians’ migration. This
sum had been initially granted by the treasury for the recruitment of Kurds in
Russian military service. There was also a proposal that a part of the Armenians
who participated in the war would settle in the vicinity of the fortress of Ahaltsik
in order to secure the new border.®

In December 1829 many Armenian families in the Turkish pashalics occu-
pied by the Russian troops had already received their tickets for resettlement “in
Georgia and other Russian territories”. To meet their needs, General Paskevich, in
his capacity of a Commander-in-chief of Georgia, set up a special Committee un-
der the chairmanship of the Georgian governor Sergey S. Strekalov to supervise
the immigrants’ settling down at the new places.®® In the summer of 1830, at the
height of the emigration from the district of Erzerum (which coincided with the
climax of Bulgarian migration), the Sublime Porte, worried about the economic,
fiscal and demographic consequences for the affected provinces, started address-
ing complaints to the Russian government.%

But let us return to the Balkans and trace some significant steps of the
Bulgarian mass migration in 1830. It affected the areas of the hostilities and espe-
cially the settlements along the Bulgarian Black Sea shore, Eastern Thrace (main-
ly the towns of Sliven, Yambol, Karnobat, Aytos, Kotel, Nova Zagora and the
settlements in their vicinities, as well as the area of Edirne), Dobrudzha and the

8t It might be interesting to know that according to the account of the contemporaries, at the
same time the monthly pay of a soldier in the Turkish irregular military forces at the Balkan theater
of war was “around 16 Russian rubles.” [Tenaskog]. Op. cit., p. 181.

2 BHeluHss nonutrka Poccun... T. 8 (16), p. 357, 407.

 Ibid, p. 404, 437.

#1bid, p. 552. Two years earlier Persia reacted similarly to the financial losses and “depopulation
of Maraga, Salmas and Urmiya”: Buewnsas nmomuruka Poccuu... T. 7 (15), p. 594-595, doc. 196.
Ethnic resettlement undoubtedly affects the regions of origin for many decades to come. For an
intriguing 21-century point of view on the topic, with valuable historical references, see: @opecm, B.
Hosuat T Ha xonpuHara. — National Geographic — Bwirapus. 2010, Asryct, 51-77. [Forrest,
Brett. The New Silk Road. A railroad through the southern Caucasus will soon connect Europe and
Asia, fueling dreams and discord in the region. — National Geographic, 2010, August], See: <http://
ngm.nationalgeographic.com/2010/08/new-silk-road/forrest-text> (Web. February 2012).
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eastern part of the Bulgarian bank of the Danube. In July 1829 General Diebitsch
undertook a move surprising to many — he passed the Balkan Mountains with
two columns near the Black Sea coast. The manoeuvre was successful, albeit
extremely risky — as the Russian Commander-in-chief had at his disposal no more
than 37,000 people according to the most optimistic calculations.® In this diffi-
cult situation the successful advancing of the Russian army (which was shrinking
because of the plague and cholera epidemics), was definitely facilitated by the
volunteer detachment forces formed of local Christians (the same strategy was
applied at the Asian theater of war). After May 1829 Emperor Nicholas I allowed
the Commander-in-chief to equip the volunteer detachments with trophy Turkish
arms. Considering the mass participation of Bulgarian population from some set-
tlements in the hostilities during the last stage of the war, but also their taking part
in plundering the property of those who had fled, it is easy to imagine the fears
and the sentiments in favor of emigration to Russia even after the amnesty, which
was proclaimed by the Sublime Porte and set forth in Clause XIII of the Peace
Treaty of Adrianople.

In Russia, in this situation, the details of the impending migration were under
discussion. On October 8, 1829, the Committee of Ministers passed a decision
of interning the emigrants “from Rumelia” in Bessarabia, and the Minister of
Internal Affairs was obliged to advance the issue. Meanwhile, the leadership was
undertaken by General Diebitsch, who organized Bulgarian migration committee.
Under his supervision were the generals Rot (who would replace Diebitsch as a
commander-in-chief of the Russian troops on the right bank of the Danube and re-
tain the post until the troops’ final withdrawal), Obruchev, Vahten and a consider-
able number of military functionaries. They were engaged both in collecting data
about the Bulgarians willing to resettle and in issuing special “migration tickets”
on behalf of the commander-in-chief. In the beginning of February 1830, in the
course of the preliminary arrangements for the migration, Diebitsch received spe-
cial instructions from Nicholas I. The Emperor granted the right to settle in Russia
mainly to those Christians who had participated in the war and had reasons to fear
for their lives. However, he did consider an influx of poor emigrants from the
Balkans in Russia undesirable. The instructions stated documents of migration to
be issued only to those who could resettle “on their own expenses.”” Whether this
order was observed strictly or not it is hard to prove; yet it was hardly accidental.
General Diebitsch and his subordinates would spend the winter in the eastern
Bulgarian districts of the Ottoman Empire. This would allow them to collect reli-

& letiues, A. Op. cit., 106-107; Llluwos, A. Pycckue reHepan-penpaMapmanst..., 88—100;
Payega, B. OtpaxeHneTo Ha pycko-Typckarta Boina ot 1828-1829 . u QapunckusT Mup ot 2 cen-
TemBpH 1829 1. Bpxy 6barapute B Jo6pynxa. — BuB: Bpemero Ha Jlescku. C6. cratun. C., 2010,
20-28, 34-40.

8 It must be specified that these measures concern the emigration during the spring and
summer months of 1830. From September 1829, when the Peace Treaty of Adrianople was signed,
through March 1830 only 2,399 people had resettled, according to the unpublished , Register of the
number of the citizens of Rumelia, to whom passes are issued for resettlement in Besarabia.” See:
Mewepiok, H. Op. cit., 85-86, 137.

7 Hockoea, H. Op. cit., p. 82.
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able information about the material status of the Bulgarians in the Empire through
the spring, when the withdrawal of the occupation army from the territories south
of the Balkan had been scheduled. Not surprisingly, the first detailed lists of those
who wished to resettle were prepared as early as February 1830. Apart from data
about the number of the family members and their property status, they included
also the men’s professions.®®

The information about the anticipated migration was dispatched by the
Headquarters of the Commander-in-chief of the Balkans to a number of key figures
in Russia directly involved with the decisions concerning the resettlement of the
Bulgarians. Thus, in February 1830, the trustee of the Bulgarian colonies General
Ivan Inzov recommended decreasing of the colonists’ land shares from 60 to 50
tenths, a suggestion which was provoked by the lack of vacant state lands in the ter-
ritories under his control. Inzov calculated that around 4,000 families could settle in
Budzhak.*® His proposal was approved by the Emperor. Moreover, measures were
undertaken to decrease the land shares of the old colonists with 10 tenths and thus to
provide more space for the new immigrants in the four colonists’ districts.”

¢ About the relative prosperity of the population in the southeastern Bulgarian lands back then,
as well as for statistical information based on unpublished Russian archives regarding the social and
economic characteristics of the 32,000 Bulgarian emigrants expected by February 1830, see: Tpaiixos,
B., H. 2Keues. Op. cit., p. 83, 92,95; Mewepiox, Y. Op. cit., p. 124, 172—175. A big part of the Bulgarians
arrived in Bessarabia with property consisting of a considerable number of domestic animals, Ottoman
currency, and various goods, imported over the border in accordance with the colonists’ privileges not
to pay duty or taxes. However, many of them had left their inmovable property in their homeland and
only few had managed to sell it at a fair price. It is interesting that the Russian authorities registered “not
a few wealthy families” even among the emigrants who spent the winter in Bessarabia in temporary
lodgings and did not settle, but started to return back to their homelands in 1831. This group included
“families who possess a great quantity of live-stock, various movable property and carts for its
transportation.” Such examples give good reasons to the Soviet historian Ivan Meshteryuk to suggest
that mostly “well-off emigrants” emigrated abroad: Mewepiox, H. Op. cit., 183—184.

¢ The trustee of the Transdanubian colonists General Inzov and his subordinates initially did not
have accurate information about the available vacant lands in the districts under their subordination,
namely Kagulski, Prutski, Izmailski and Budzhashki districts, which had been populated with earlier
Bulgarian colonists. One of the reasons was that many governmental offices and high-standing officials
demonstrated involvement in the settling of the new immigrants, but their efforts lacked coordination.
Reception and accommodation of the migrants was concentrated in the hands of the civil authorities of
New Russia and Bessarabia districts, of the Trustee Committee for Foreign Settlers in Southern Russia,
and of the trustee of the Transdanubian settlers in Bessarabia. The general management was carried
out by the Committee of Ministers and by the Minister of Internal Affairs. However, the final success
depended on “callous and indifferent officials from the central and local institutions.” The measures
taken for securing the necessary land shares resulted in acquisition of between 140,000 and 250,000
tenths of land, on which, in accordance with the new norm, around 5,000 newly arrived families could
settle. In Bessarabia, however, the newcomers turned out to be around 7,000 families. A similar lack of
accurate information regarding the amount of vacant lands became obvious in May 1830 when count
Vorontsov asked the departments of the Tauric civil governor and the mayors in Crimea for a reference.
An easy solution of this serious problem happened to be the permission for femporary settlement of
the migrants on privately owned lands, in the estates of the big landowners. Mewepiox, H. Op. cit,,
102-103, 111, 131-133; Hocxosa, H., Op. cit., 86-87.

0 X pOHOJTOTHYECKHH YKa3aTe b MaTEPHATIOB 1711 HCTOPHH HHOPOALES. .., 61-62; Mewepiok, H.
Op. cit., p. 90, n. 79, p. 111, n. 30, p. 133, 137.
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The commanders of the Second army, preparing for the migration of “tens
of thousands of people,” ordered the emigrants’ convoys guarded by Cossacks
and disbanded volunteers, to head for several major border stations. Depending
on the final destination, marked on the migration tickets, these were: Nikopol—
Magurele, Svishtov—Zimnicea, and most often Silistra—Calarasi, Harsova—Pioa
Pietri, Micin—Briila, and then northwards to Galatz and Akerman. Among
General Diebitsch’s greatest concerns, apart from the food supplies for the emi-
grants, which were managed by the commissariat, was the need to prevent epi-
demics among the troops returning to Russia, Thus, in April he had already urged
on Vorontsov the necessity of sufficient control over the quarantine facilities as
well as of supplying food to the emigrants during their stay at the stations.”

However, the General-Governor of Southern Russia chose to act upon logic
very different from the considerations of the military officials. Well-known for his
proverbial pursuit of economies, he supposed that “even at small cost and with less
effort the diseases among the immigrants can be prevented, if those among them
who are in need are provided with what is the most necessary.” It was decided to
give aid only to the poor, and more specifically to those among them who wanted
to settle as colonists-farmers in Budzhak. In most cases the townspeople among
the migrants were refused any “monetary and food aid.” The treasury paid for the
immigrants’ sojourn in the quarantine (which lasted from 15 to 45 days) 30 ko-
pecks per adult and 15 per child “daily aid for food supplies.” Those who arrived in
Russia “with tickets” signed by the Russian consuls or commanders did not receive
any “state quarantine aid.”” In order to exchange the Turkish currency which im-
migrants brought with them, initially 15,000, and later 10,000 rubles more were
given in disposition of the official Zolotarev. However, Vorontsov ordered him to
exchange money only to the ones in need and in such amounts which would allow
them to meet only their most urgent needs. Obeying this order, Zolotarev used for
exchange only about half of the provided money. Thus, in the words of the expert in
the problem Ivan Meshteryuk, the government undertook measures from the very
beginning in order the immigrants “to manage without state material support.””
As a result of all this even wealthy Bulgarians fell into hardship and were not able
to benefit from the Turkish money they brought, because the food suppliers at the
army refused to accept these as a means of payment...

These data, issued by Ivan Meshteryuk on the grounds of his work in the
Soviet archives, reflects the situation at the quarantine station Sotunovo in
the peak of the Bulgarian migration in the spring and the summer of 1830.
The same author makes an attempt based on incomplete data to calculate the
total amount of the governmental aid, provided to the Bulgarians who ar-
rived in Bessarabia. He grounds his estimate on the calculations of Samuel

" Tpaiixos, B., H. XKeues. Op. cit., p. 88; Mewepiox, H. Op. cit., p. 90, 96, 103.

2 Hockosa, H. Op. cit., 85-86. For instance, the arrival of around 800 Bulgarians and Greeks
“in very poor condition” was expected in the beginning of May 1830 in Akerman. To meet their most
urgent needs and supply them with tents, flour, semolina (groats), and firewood, Vorontsov granted to
the frontier and quarantine officials only 3,000 rubles. Meweprox, H. Op. cit., p. 107, 108-109, 154.

" Ibid., 105-108, 115-116, 121.
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Bernstein (Meshteryuk considers these to be “clearly lowered”), according
to whom by the summer of 1831 the expenses “reached totally 65,000 rubles
and 71,000 leva.” According to Meshteryuk, the sum was much bigger. For
instance, according to a report by Vorontsov, the total amount of 95,754 rubles
in bank-notes had been spent on 51,150 people between June 1, 1829 and
September 29, 1830. But only 67,353 rubles were spent on food aid. The rest
were spent on building and heating of quarantines, on support of officials
and doctors, and on postal and other expenses. On the other hand, according
to data from the Headquarters, foods costing 96,926 rubles were granted for
food aid from the Bessarabian military stores. It seems that Meshteryuk just
summed up the last two numbers and thus reached the conclusion that by the
end of September 1830 the average sum of 2 rubles and 19 kopecks had been
spent per each emigrant.” However, we should not forget that a part of the aid
was raised from contributions by the old colonists. And also, that it was given
as a loan at interest.” In the following months and years this last circumstance
will be an impediment for the return to their homelands of those families who
lacked the means to repay their debts...

I have focused on the financial aspect of the reception and accommoda-
tion of the Balkan migrants in 1830 mainly because I do not deem it inappro-
priate to assume that the allocated financial resource indicated the overall at-
titude of the Russian government and local authorities towards the Bulgarians.
Moreover, I assume that the amount both of the allocated and of the practi-
cally realized financial support happened to be of crucial significance to the
success (or failure) of the Bulgarian migration in Bessarabia. In this context
it should be remembered that the actual contribution provided by the Peace
Treaty of Adrianople and paid by the Sublime Porte to Russia was around §
million Dutch ducats. I will make yet another comparison: on April 18, 1828
(i.e. four days after the announcement of the Russo-Turkish War) Emperor
Nicholas I ordered a secret payment of the first gratuitous grant for Greece
to Count Ioannis Kapodistrias, the first Greek president and former Russian
Foreign Minister. The grant amounted to 1,500,000 rubles, paid in Spanish
escudos. The second grant made at the end of March 1829 of the following
year approached one million rubles.’® At stake were the imperial interests of

™ Meshteryuk estimates the amount of money as insufficient and draws the conclusion that
“all these kinds of aid were one of the means to keep the emigrants in Budzhak.” It should be also
mentioned that in November 1830, because of the already critical situation for some of the emigrants
and also because of the approaching famine in the winter due to poor crop, the state treasury urgently
allocated new 100,000 rubles to Vorontsov for meeting the most urgent needs of those migrants who
were scattered in temporary lodgings. Thus, according to one of the few authors who tried to calculate
(though approximately) the expenses on the support of the migrants, the total sum allocated in Bessarabia
through the end of 1830 was about 265,000 rubles. Mewepiok, H. Op. cit., p. 110, 127—-128.

5 Mawnxo, A. Op. cit., p. 58; Mewepiox, H. Op. cit., p. 128.

7 For information regarding the financial compensations paid by the Sublime Porte to Russia
as well as how the contribution was spent by the Russian government see: BHelHas monuTika
Poccun... T. 8 (16), p. 266-270, doc. 103, p. 601-602, n. 165. Detailed and interesting data about
the financial expenses of Russia on the support of the Greek refugees after the outbreak of the Greek
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Russia in the newly founded independent Greece; undoubtedly these interests
were considered significant and supported accordingly.

But let us leave the financial aspects of the issue and eventually outline how
the accommodation of Bulgarian migrants in the towns and villages of Bessarabia
was put in practice. Basic instructions were prepared in April 1830 by General-
governor Vorontsov. According to these, all migrants who after leaving the quar-
antine wished to pass under the control of the main custodian of the Transdanubian
settlers General Inzov were accommodated according the colonists’ decree of
December 29, 1819, which provisions have already been commented on in this
article. By July 1, 1830, all the vacant lands in the four Bulgarian colonists’ dis-
tricts were occupied. There settled totally 4,393 families of farmers and crafts-
men, or around 27,000 people. Among these were also migrants from the towns
of Sliven and Yambol, the majority of whom preferred to establish themselves in
the only urban-type settlement in Bessarabia — Bolgrad. Official statistics show
that in 1832 the newcomers in the town were 3,841 people, and thus the number
of its citizens had increased more than four times.”

However, it is known that the Bessarabian quarantines continued accept-
ing Bulgarian immigrants even through the end of August. So the rest of the
migrants (the ones who for one reason or another were not admitted to or did
not wish to be granted the status of colonists-farmers) were allowed, again in
accordance with general Vorontsov’s instructions from April 1930, to live in
Bessarabia and in New Russia freely, “in accordance with the tickets issued
by the Bessarabian civil governor” Sorokunski. No one had the right to col-
lect taxes from them or to make them serve duties. These conditions, however,
were valid temporarily until new directives have been issued. The Minister of
Internal Affairs suggested that the colonists’ privileges should also spread over
the settlers outside the actual colonies. But for various reasons, among which
not without importance were the private interests of big landowners from the
area (some of whom were high state officials), the final decision was delayed,
and a voluminous correspondence was formed on it. A good illustration of the
dimensions of the problem is an imperial decree from July 4, 1830, which tem-
porarily suspended the resettlement of Russian state peasants and terminated
the distribution of lands in Bessarabia to private individuals until the situation
of the emigrants from Rumelia was resolved.™

The situation required a “Commission for temporary management of the
Rumelian and Bulgarian immigrants, interned on state lands in Bessarabia” to

riot from 1821 to 1829 and about the repeated financing of the Greek president Kapodistrias and his
administration see in: Buewnsas nonutrka Poccun... T. 7 (15), p. 506, 507, doc. 169, p. 550-551,
doc. 183; Buemnas nonutaka Poccun... T. 8 (16), p. 154-155, doc. 57, p. 578, n. 82, etc.

7 Mewepiox, H. Op. cit., 103-10S, 110-111, 133, 152-153, n. 159.

" Some clarity about the number of migrants whose status remained unsettled at that time is
provided by a partial statistics from November, concerning the immigrants temporarily settled in
state or private lands in Akermanski and Izmailski districts (no data about Banderski, Ogreevski,
Yashki and Hotinski districts has been pubslished). The statistics include more than 1,739 families,
who possess 830 horses, 4,127 head of cattle, 10,941 sheep and goats. Mewepiox, H. Op. cit., p. 103,
113-114; Yenax, E. Op. cit., 124-125, 133, 175.
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be founded, under the chairmanship of Colonel Harchevnikov. Harchevnikov
was well aware of the problems of the migration from its very outset as he
had been a subordinate of General Diebitsch. The Commission started its work
in mid-September 1830, and functioned as an independent body with sessions
in the town of Akerman. At the end of November 1830 the Commission was
placed under the direct command of General Inzov.”

The commission was entitled to communicate all issues that concerned
the settlers directly to the Bessarabian civil governor Sokorunski and to the
New Russian and Bessarabian General-governor Vorontsov. Thus the local
police and civil service officials were formally suspended from intervention
in all matters concerning the migrants. The civil service and police officials
had to refer to the Commission for any administrative or judicial interventions
in the migrant’s affairs. The commission’s tasks were formulated according to
instructions by Sorokunski, Inzov and the Corps commander Krasovski, and
which were eventually sanctioned by Vorontsov. These tasks were restricted
to the completion of the process of housing the migrants in either state or
landowners’ villages, as well as to the selection of sites for new settlements.
Among the Commission’s priorities was the determining of the settlers’ needs
and of the adequate aid to be given by the government. Although the food
supplies were also among the major tasks of the Commission, for a long while
Colonel Harchevnikov had no precise instructions on that issue. Not only do
we lack information today, but it also appears that it had not been clear to
Harchevnikov himself whether he was to help the immigrants who settled
on the landowners’ lands or in the cities, or just those who settled on state
lands. It remains unknown, too, how he was supposed to treat the immigrants
who considered their sojourn in Bessarabia as temporary and were planning
to return to their homeland or to settle beyond the river Prut. The conditions
in which the members of the Commission worked as well as the open or tacit
opposition of the local authorities, represented significant impediments to the
Commission’s initiatives. Yet by November 16, 1830, lists of all temporarily
settled migrants were completed; the needs of each family were determined as
well as the professions the settlers intended to pursue. The migrants who set-
tled in urban areas, however, remained out of the sight of the Commission.

Up to my knowledge, there is no comprehensive statistical data regarding the
Bulgarian merchants and craftsmen who in 1830 requested to settle in the towns
of Bessarabia. More data has been published and discussed concerning the mer-
chants and craftsmen who immigrated in the Danubian principalities at the same
time. After the war, the number of Bulgarian emigrants in the Vallachian capital
Bucharest only exceeded 10,000. Of a special interest is the case of the Bulgarians

 The immigrants who had remained in Bessarabia under the government of the Commission
of Harchevnikov were transferred under jurisdiction of the colonists’ department not earlier than the
end of September 1831. Thus, the commission’s formal abolition was on October 1, 1831, when its
archives were handed in the office of the Chief custodian of foreign immigrants. Our comment on
the commission’s activities draws on the study of Ivan Meshteryuk: Meweproxk, H. Op. cit., p. 117,
119-123, 126, 130, 134, 154.
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from the town of Sliven. Some of them, even though they reached the Russian
border, decided not to enter Russia, but to settle instead in Braila, Galatz, Giurgiu,
Bucharest, Ploesti, and even founded their own town — New Sliven (Nov Sliven,
later Alexandria).®

Regardless of the lack of comprehensive information, scholars who have
studied the migration of Bulgarians in Bessarabia in particular, state that in fact
“around the half of all immigrants” used to be townspeople in their homeland.
In the beginning of July 1830 the Russian government directed General-gover-
nor Vorontsov’s to facilitate the permanent settlement of this particular category
of migrants. As a result, the merchants and the craftsmen were offered to settle
freely in the towns, to benefit from considerable privileges, and to practice their
professions independently from local corporative communities and urban authori-
ties.®! However, if fully put into practice, these privileges would have threatened
to turn the newly arrived enterprising Balkan merchants and craftsmen into strong
competitors of the local entrepreneurs. The latter circumstance was one of the rea-
sons for the local authorities and district institutions’ delaying and sabotaging of
the instructions. The professional guilds and the local urban community logically
viewed the ten-year period of exemption of the newcomers from taxes and mili-
tary service as the greatest source of concern; that is well illustrated and discussed
extensively in the literature.®

From the preceding discussion it follows that there existed considerable rea-
sons for the significant number of Bulgarians leaving Bessarabia in 1831 (and
then through 1834, when the issuing of passports for the immigrants after the
Treaty of Adrianople would cease®®). Undoubtedly, crucial among those reasons
were administrative issues and the lack of accommodations and initial support for
the newcomers. Of no less importance, however, was the lack of natural resources
and the consequent impossibility for the migrants’ families to procure some basic
necessities. The requests for documents required for returning to the Ottoman
Empire, the numbers of which were growing quickly in the early spring of 1831,
were often backed up with complaints about the poor quality of the granted land,
lack of conditions for stock-breeding, lack of water, lack of buildings for living
and farming, as well as lack of building materials.

8 Kpucmanos, L., C. Macnes, . Ilenaxos. Op. cit., p. 110, 108, 111, 112; Tabaxos, C. Onut
3a ucropus Ha rpan Ciusen. T. 2. O6mecTBeHononHTHYECKH KUBOT B CnupeH 1 Cnupencko. 11 un.
C., 2002, 109-175; Beauxu, K., B. Tpaiikos. Op. cit., 7-11, 15-17, 21-22, 3745, 51-52, 60-61,
etc.; Kupoea, M. ,Tonamoro npecenenue” ot CnuseHcko mpes 1830 ronuua — HAKOH HCTOPHUECKH
npoekivd. — BeB: Bearapckara emurpanss npe3 Brapaxnanero. Coeras. Kp. [Laposa. CnuseH,
2003, 93-97.

8 Manxo, 4. Op. cit., p. 59; Meweprok, H. Op. cit., p. 149, 151, 157.

82 Meweprox, Y. Op. cit., 134-135, 150, 153-159, 161, etc.

8 By 1835, when the measures undertaken by the Russian government seized the reverse
migration to the principalities of Wallachia and Moldova and to the homelands in the Ottoman
Empire, nearly 19,000 people had emigrated from Bessarabia. More see in: Tpaiixos, B., H. JKe-
ueg. Op. cit., p. 100; Mewepiox, H. Op. cit., 198-199. For information regarding the number, the
territorial distribution, and the economic status of the immigrants “from beyond the Danube” who by
1832 still remained in Bessarabia, see: Cmanues, M. Op. cit., 31-35.
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A careful study of the impact of the Bulgarian migration of 1830 on the
community’s collective memory is still to come. However, the outlines of the rep-
resentation of the Bulgarian Bessarabia in one of the first public accounts of the
events, which was published by an anonymous author in the Istanbul Bulgarian
magazine “berrapcku kHkHIK” in April 1859, are quite telling. “When they
came,” the text reads, the Bulgarian “refugees” found the area “a barren desert”
where “only wolves were howling”. However, for “a few years ... the hard-work-
ing Bulgarians ... drove away the wolves..., and the bank became green with
vines and gardens.. ., and in the wide fields sheep started to bleat,” and the wind to
bring “the voices of Bulgarian maidens” in the wild fields and desolate valleys.

INSTEAD OF A SUMMARY

What would have been the destiny of the thousands of Bulgarians who set off
for Southern Russia in 1830, to Wallachia and Moldova, or settled in Dobrudzha
and in towns along the Danube, if there had been no Clause XIII in the Peace
Treaty of Adrianople, but instead the treaty had declared the division of the
Ottoman Empire? Some say that in history there is no if. But others state that the
questions we formulate might be more important than the answers discovered. Is
the question about the possible future of those Bulgarians completely speculative,
when during the Russian-Turkish War of 1828—1829 there was no lack of Russian
projects for a fundamental resolution of the Oriental issue by the reorganization
of the European part of the Ottoman Empire?

When discussing the potential consequences of the Russo-Turkish war for the
Bulgarians, I would like to take into consideration the following fact. According
to the records of the sessions of the “Special Committee on the Eastern Question”,
which was formed by Emperor Nicholas I just two days after the signing of the
Peace Treaty of Adrianople, the aforementioned projects were considered the de-
parting point for the decisions regarding the further policy towards the Ottoman
Empire.® But the predetermined decisions of the Committee actually legitimize
the Russian imperial policy to benefit from the preservation of the weak neighbor
in the person of the unreformed Ottoman Empire.

Authors of the documents under discussion are experienced Russian diplo-
mats and high-rank officials in the Asian department of the Ministry of Foreign
Affairs. Among those were the former Russian Foreign Minister and now President
of the newly established Greece, count Ioannis Kapodistrias, a Greek by origin,
the Corsican at Russian service and an ambassador in Paris at that time, count
Pozzo di Borgo, and one of the few who were experts in the details of the Russian
oriental policy, the secret adviser Dmitry V. Dashkov, who was also a confidant of
Chancellor Carl Nesselrode.®

Reduced to the question of what should emerge in the Balkans in lieu of the
collapsed Ottoman Empire, the contents of the projects can be summarized thus.

% Buewnss nonutrka Poccun... T. 8 (16), p. 278-280, doc. 106, p. 285-287, doc. 107.
8 The summary of these projects is in accordance with: Baemissis nonmmruka Poccum... T. 8 (16),
p- 287-294, doc. 108.
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The decision will clearly be a collective one of the Great Powers, but Russia must
be master of the situation with an opportunity to “set the pace” of the discussions.
In case of a sudden dissolution of the Sultan’s empire there are two possible vari-
ants: “division of the Ottoman territories among the big states, or their fragmenta-
tion in a few independent districts”. The latter variant appears more interesting to
us. According to it, the Balkan territories of the Ottoman Empire would constitute
five districts: Dacia (to cover Wallachia and Moldova), Serbia (which would an-
nex Bosnia and Bulgaria), Macedonia (“under this name are understood the en-
tire contemporary Rumelia and the islands in its possession”), Epirus (along with
“Upper and Lower Albania”) and “the district of the Hellenes” (or Greece). It is
clear that the lack of a Bulgarian lobby in the Russian Foreign Ministry is among
the reasons no Bulgarian state is envisioned and the Bulgarian ethnic territories
are divided mainly between two of the planned districts. In this reading of the
pertinent history, the Bulgarian migration perhaps doesn’t appear only as an event
of tragic proportions...
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