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THE MISSION OF MAJOR JOVAN DRAGASEVICIN BUCHAREST IN 1876
Summary

This paper examines the 1876 mission of Major Jovan DragasSevi¢ in Bucharest,
a topic that has not yet been the subject of a dedicated scholarly study. Drawing on
unpublished archival materials and published sources, the paper reconstructs the
circumstances, objectives, and course of this diplomatic and political mission, as well
as its place within the broader foreign policy efforts of the Principality of Serbia on
the eve of the First Serbo-Ottoman War (1876). Particular attention is devoted to the
contacts between the Serbian government and Bulgarian revolutionary committees in
Bucharest, as well as to the reasons why broader coordination between the Serbian
and Bulgarian national movements did not occur. The research shows that internal
divisions within the Bulgarian political movement, together with Romania’s policy of
neutrality and the pressures exerted by the Great Powers, constituted significant
obstacles to such coordinated efforts.
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1. INTRODUCTION
The outbreak of the Herzegovina Uprising in July 1875 marked the beginning

of the Great Eastern Crisis (1875—-1878), one of the most significant political
upheavals in the Balkans in the second half of the nineteenth century. The rebellion

! This research was supported by the Ministry of Science, Technological Development and Innovation
of the Republic of Serbia through funding for scientific research at the University of Belgrade — Faculty
of Philosophy (Contract No. 451-03-33/2026-03/200163).
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of the Serbian population against Ottoman rule soon spread to other areas of the
Bosnian Vilayet, generating strong resonance in neighbouring Serbian lands as well
as in the broader European public. In the Principality of Serbia, the uprising stimulated
intense national enthusiasm and prompted preparations for a possible armed conflict
with the Ottoman Empire. The state leadership, headed by Prince Milan Obrenovic,
sought to conduct these preparations simultaneously on the military and diplomatic
fronts, aiming to secure the support—or at least the goodwill—of Russia, while also
establishing contacts with other Balkan states and Christian peoples under Ottoman
rule (for more on this, see: Pajuh, 2015, pp. 370-459; 2024, pp. 356—401; Panosuh,
2023, pp. 323-351). The mission of Major Jovan Dragasevi¢ to Bucharest in 1876
should also be viewed within this context.?

The mission of Major Jovan Dragasevi¢ has been noted within the broader
framework of research on Serbian—Bulgarian relations and the diplomatic activities of
the Principality of Serbia on the eve of the First Serbo-Ottoman War (1876), but it has
not, to date, been the subject of a dedicated scholarly study (MrustoBu4, 1969, pp.
284-287; Apuaynos, 1972, pp. 766-769; llambazoBcku, 1976, pp. 173-177;
CrojanueBnh, 1988, p. 355; Peyuh, 1992, pp. 187-196; Pajuh, 2015, pp. 425-450;
2024, p. 389; Panoswuh, 2023, pp. 342—343). The aim of this paper is therefore to shed
light, on the basis of archival materials of Serbian provenance, in particular the report
of Jovan DragaSevi¢ and the correspondence between the Serbian representative in
Bucharest, Milan A. Petronijevi¢, and the Serbian government in Belgrade, on the

2 Jovan DragaSevi¢ (Pozarevac, 16 February 1836 — Nis, 14 July 1915) belonged to the circle of the
most educated and versatile Serbian officers of the second half of the nineteenth century. He graduated
from the Artillery School in Belgrade—the forerunner of the Military Academy—in 1860, after which
he was commissioned as a second lieutenant. Already in 1861, he entered the teaching service at the
same institution, where, with brief interruptions, he taught until 1885, educating generations of Serbian
officers. Alongside his pedagogical work, he also developed a distinguished military career. He rose
through the ranks from lieutenant (1862) to colonel (1880), commanded the Lyceum Legion during the
bombardment of Belgrade in 1862, and the Bulgarian Legion in 1867. On the eve of the First Serbo-
Ottoman War (1876), he was appointed commander of the KruSevac Brigade. In 1877, he served as
Chief of the General Staff, while during the Second Serbo-Ottoman War he held the position of Chief
of the Adjutant’s Department of the Supreme Command. As an expert on territorial issues, he
participated in the work of the Serbian delegation at the Berlin Congress in 1878. He later served as
Chief of the Historical Department of the General Staff and as Assistant Chief of Staff of the Supreme
Command during the Serbian—Bulgarian War of 1885. He retired in 1888 and, in 1900, was promoted
to the rank of honorary general with the right to wear a uniform. In addition to his military and scholarly
activities, he was also a writer, belonging to the generation of Serbian intellectuals inspired by the ideas
of national romanticism. He achieved particular renown with the epic poem Jeka od gusala (1859),
whose famous verse—“Only unity saves the Serbs”—became a national motto (hupwuhi, 1940, p. 16;
Usetuh, 2000, pp. 13—14; Bjenajau, 2007, pp. 364-365; Bojsoauh, 2008, pp. 131-135; Joposuh &
Tysparuh, 2016, pp. 82—142, 157-186).
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course, circumstances, and significance of this mission. It also examines its place
within the broader context of Serbian foreign policy and diplomatic activity on the
eve of the wars of liberation and independence (1876—1878).

2. MISSION

At a session of the Council of Ministers held on 8 March 1876 in Belgrade, upon
the proposal of the Minister of War, Tihomilj Nikoli¢, it was decided that Major Jovan
DragaSevi¢ would be sent to Bucharest. His task was to establish contact with the
Bulgarian revolutionary committees and to assess the possibilities of coordinating
their activities with Serbian war plans against the Ottoman Empire. Two days later,
he was issued a passport, and by mid-March he had arrived in the Romanian capital,
where he immediately established contact with Serbia’s diplomatic representative,
Milan A. Petronijevi¢ (I'pyjuh, 1923, 150; Bojuu apxus (=BA), [Tonucuuk 16 (=I1-
16), K 33, @ 8, 1 4/1; Apxauu apxus Cpouje (=JAC), MuHuctapcTBO HHOCTPAHHUX
nena (=MUW]]), [Tonutuuko oxemewme (=I10), 1876, . I, @ II, I1/5-111, Conf. Ne 159).

Upon his arrival in Bucharest, Dragasevi¢ began carrying out the mission
entrusted to him. He sought to establish contacts with prominent representatives of
the Bulgarian political emigration, relying on the letters of recommendation he had
brought from Serbia. However, as he was not familiar with their content, this made
his initial steps somewhat difficult and left room for misunderstandings, as well as for
caution on the part of his interlocutors. He first turned to the so-called “Older”
Bulgarians, that is, the more affluent and influential segment of the Bulgarian émigré
community in Bucharest. Proceeding from the assumption that this group was the
most suitable for initial contacts, he visited Dr Georgi Atanasovich, one of the more
approachable and respected figures within the Bulgarian colony. He paid this visit
accompanied by Aleksa Spasié, secretary of the Serbian legation in Bucharest, who
was well acquainted with Atanasovich. The initial conversation was primarily devoted
to establishing mutual acquaintance and trust; however, it was already indicated on
that occasion that the Serbian officer wished to ascertain the mood and intentions of
the Bulgarian patriots at a time when the situation in the Balkans was rapidly
deteriorating (AAC, Jlmauau ponxa Jbybommpa Kosaueuha (=JbK), Ne 1446).

Through Atanasovich, a meeting was soon arranged with the Bulgarian
Metropolitan Panaret Rashev, the spiritual and political authority of the Bulgarian
colony in Bucharest. The meeting was also attended by Dr Petar Protich, another
prominent representative of the Bulgarian emigration. The conversation initially
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unfolded in an atmosphere of reserve and caution. The Bulgarian leaders considered
it necessary first to consult among themselves and harmonize their positions, and only
then to continue discussions with the Serbian envoy. Such an approach indicates that,
although interested in cooperation, they sought to avoid rash moves that could entail
political consequences (JIAC, JbK, Ne 1446).

During his stay in Bucharest, Dragasevi¢ also met with the most prominent
representatives of the so-called Older Bulgarians. Among them, the wealthy
merchants and financiers Evlogi Georgiev and Mihail Koloni stood out in particular.
Georgiev was regarded as the wealthiest Bulgarian in Bucharest and served as a
member of the board of a Romanian bank, while Koloni ranked immediately after him
in terms of wealth and influence. Together with Metropolitan Panaret, Atanasovich,
and Protich, they constituted the core of the Older Bulgarian political current, whose
influence derived from economic strength and social prestige (IAC, JbK, Ne 1446).

In addition, Dragasevi¢ also sought to assess the mood of the so-called
“Younger” Bulgarians, that is, the more radical and revolutionary current within the
Bulgarian émigré community. To this end, he contacted Ljuben Karavelov, one of the
leading representatives of the Younger Bulgarian movement. Karavelov displayed an
inclination towards a more active struggle against the Ottoman Empire; however, at
that moment he was unable to make concrete decisions, as other influential members
of his group were not in Bucharest. The Serbian envoy exercised considerable
discretion, seeking to assess each group separately and without revealing the full
extent of his contacts (JIAC, JbK, Ne 1446).

The decisive conversation with the Older Bulgarian leaders was held at the
residence of Metropolitan Panaret Rashev. At the outset, the Bulgarian leaders asked
the Serbian envoy to present his assessment of the political situation and the possible
courses of action. Proceeding from the broader European context, DragaSevic¢
emphasized the significance of the uprising in Herzegovina, which had already
attracted the attention of European public opinion and diplomacy. If the uprising of a
relatively “small and poor” people could arouse the interest of the Great Powers, then,
in his view, armed action by the more numerous Bulgarian population could likewise
draw Europe’s attention to the Bulgarian question. Within this framework, practical
preparations for a possible uprising were also discussed. It was emphasized that the
first step would be to establish contacts with the Bulgarian population in the areas
under Ottoman rule, in order to assess their readiness for armed action. At the same
time, the need to raise funds among wealthy Bulgarian patriots in Bucharest—who,
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by virtue of their social position, could provide the material basis for a future
movement—was also highlighted (JAC, JbK, No 1446).

Particular attention was devoted to the issue of armaments. Since the Romanian
government sought to maintain neutrality and did not permit the transport of weapons
across its territory, a solution was considered whereby weapons would be procured
indirectly through Serbia. If the Bulgarian leaders were able to raise the necessary
funds, the money could be sent to Belgrade, where the Serbian authorities—while
procuring arms for their own needs—could also secure a certain quantity of weapons
for the Bulgarian insurgent units. These weapons would then be stored in the border
regions of eastern Serbia, from where, at an appropriate moment, they could be
transferred into Ottoman territory. It was emphasized that the insurgents would be
better equipped with older rifles, the so-called sprednjaca (muzzle-loading rifles), as
ammunition for such weapons was easier to obtain. Gunpowder and lead could be
procured more readily, and even captured Ottoman ammunition could be adapted for
use. By contrast, modern firearms required ammunition that the insurgents would not
be able to obtain on a regular basis (JJAC, JbK, Ne 1446).

Despite this, the Older Bulgarian leaders displayed considerable reserve. The
main reasons cited were a lack of financial resources, fear of a reaction from the
Romanian authorities, and the belief that, under conditions of strict Ottoman control
in the Bulgarian regions, it was almost impossible to carry out the necessary
preparations. More importantly, they believed that the Great Powers were not, at that
time, prepared to allow the crisis to escalate into a broader conflict with the Ottoman
Empire. Accordingly, they held that an uprising would be feasible only once Serbia,
in alliance with the Principality of Montenegro, entered into open war, which would
provide the Bulgarian movement with more realistic prospects for success (JIAC, JbK,
Ne 1446). Such an attitude demonstrates that caution, pragmatism, and a careful
assessment of international developments prevailed among the more affluent and
influential representatives of the Bulgarian emigration. This did not imply an absence
of national sentiment, but rather a conviction that, without the support of the Great
Powers and neighbouring Christian states, a Bulgarian uprising had little chance of
success.

After that, Dragasevi¢ turned to the Younger Bulgarian movement. The meeting
with its representatives—besides Ljuben Karavelov and Kirjak Tsankov—was also
attended by Pavel Kalyanji, a Bulgarian tenant farmer from Chisindu; Trifon Panov,
a lawyer educated in Russia and described as a “travelling propagandist of the
Bulgarian national idea”; the secretary of the Serbian legation, Aleksa Spasi¢; as well
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as Vasa Zivanovié,® head of the Krajina District, who was attached to Dragasevi¢ as
an assistant. Although the meeting had initially been intended merely as an
opportunity for mutual acquaintance, the discussion soon assumed a serious and
polemical character. It became evident that there existed a strong degree of suspicion
among the Younger Bulgarian activists regarding Serbia’s intentions. As the
discussion progressed, the atmosphere grew increasingly tense, and criticism of
Serbian policy became ever more explicit (JIAC, JbK, Ne 1447; OBTU, 1, 1961, Ne
89).

The Younger Bulgarian circles displayed even greater reservations regarding
cooperation with Serbia than their Older émigré counterparts. Although they stated
that, in the event of a Serbo-Ottoman War (1876), they could raise an uprising, they
also emphasized that the moment was not yet favourable. The basis of their caution
lay in their distrust of Serbian policy. They feared that Serbia might initiate a war for
its own purposes and, upon obtaining certain concessions, subsequently abandon the
Bulgarian insurgents. While they acknowledged Serbia’s interest in Bosnia and
Herzegovina as a natural tendency, they regarded with suspicion its intentions towards
territories that they themselves considered part of the Bulgarian national space. From
such positions it followed that, in their view, an uprising should not be launched from
Serbian territory, but exclusively within Ottoman lands inhabited by Bulgarians. At
the same time, a certain contradiction was evident in their demands: although they
doubted Serbian intentions and emphasized the need for independent action, they
nevertheless expected Serbia to assist in the procurement of weapons, after which they
themselves would decide when and where to initiate the uprising JIAC, JbK, Ne 1447).

There were also differences within this group. The most radical positions were
represented by Pavel Kalyanji and Trifon Panov, while Kirjak Tsankov adopted a
somewhat more moderate stance. Ljuben Karavelov, despite his critical tone,
appeared more cautious and displayed a greater inclination towards cooperation with
Serbia. In his view, joint action could represent a realistic path to liberation, as the
Bulgarian people, once freed from Ottoman rule, would be sufficiently strong to resist
any external political pressure. The discussion was, however, further complicated by
the intervention of Vasa Zivanovié, who began to speak about the immediate
organization of volunteer units and the preparations already underway in Serbia. Such
an intervention was not in line with the tactic of gradually assessing the mood that

3 Vasa Zivanovié had previously served as secretary of the Serbian Legation in Bucharest and possessed
well-established contacts with the Bulgarian émigré community in Romania.
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Dragasevi¢ was attempting to implement and only served to increase the suspicion of
his Bulgarian interlocutors (JIAC, JbK, Ne 1447).

The primary objective of the Serbian envoy was to direct the talks towards
gradual preparation: establishing contacts within the Bulgarian regions under
Ottoman rule, assessing conditions on the ground, and securing material resources.
However, the immediate discussion of the formation of insurgent units and their
transfer aroused suspicion among the Younger Bulgarian representatives, who feared
that premature action might lead to the exposure of their plans. Another important
issue was Romania’s policy of neutrality, which did not permit the transfer of weapons
or the organization of armed groups on its territory. It was therefore emphasized that
any prospective insurgent units would have to be organized in Little Wallachia, Great
Wallachia, and Bessarabia, from where operations could be launched towards the
Balkan mountain range. Within such a framework, Serbia would assume a significant
logistical role, since without a continuous connection with it as a source of arms and
ammunition, the Bulgarian uprising would have had little chance of long-term
survival (JIAC, JbK, Ne 1447).

Despite the intensity of the debate, contacts with the Younger Bulgarian circles
continued in the following days. Ljuben Karavelov and Kirjak Tsankov sought to
mitigate the impression left by the initial meeting and proposed the convening of a
broader gathering in Bolgrad, as well as the establishment of a permanent coordinating
committee to oversee the preparations. Its composition was to include Karavelov,
Tsankov, a retired Bulgarian officer who had served in the Russian army, and Jovan
Dragasevi¢ (JIAC, JbK, Ne 1447).

At the same time, signs of increased interest in these activities began to appear
among diplomatic and police circles. Some Bulgarian émigrés received anonymous
messages and telegrams claiming that Serbia had no intention of entering the war at
all. Such information was clearly intended to undermine confidence in Serbian
intentions. Moreover, the Romanian Minister of Foreign Affairs was already aware of
the arrival of the Serbian major and his contacts with Bulgarian émigrés. During his
stay in the city, Dragasevi¢ repeatedly noticed suspicious individuals who appeared
to take an interest in his movements. Among them was a priest from Jasika near
Krusevac who frequently followed him, as well as an unidentified man who inquired
about him at the hotel in the middle of the night. He also attracted the attention of the
Ottoman consul. Nevertheless, DragaSevi¢ did not exercise sufficient caution, while
Vasa Zivanovié¢ even informed the Russian consul, Ivan Alekseevich Zinoviev, about
the purpose of the mission (JJAC, JbK, Ne 1447; MU/I, 110, 1876, 1 1, @ 11, IT/5-11I,
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Conf. Ne 167, 179; Ilocnanctio y bykypemry (Ilcbk), 1876, Conf. @ I, P 3; OBTH,
I, 1961, Ne 89, 91).

Despite this, the talks continued. In subsequent meetings, the Younger
Bulgarian representatives expressed their willingness to engage in preparations for an
uprising and accepted the possibility that volunteer units could assemble and train in
Serbia, given that Bulgarian volunteers lacked sufficient military experience. At the
same time, they emphasized the need to overcome the division between the Older and
Younger Bulgarian political circles, believing that a Serbian mediator could play an
important role in bringing them closer together. One of the ideas that emerged during
these discussions was the launch of a political newspaper in Bucharest. Such a
publication was intended to stimulate national consciousness and revive political
activity among the Bulgarian émigré community. Since a similar paper had already
ceased publication, the Younger Bulgarian activists believed that its revival could
contribute to the dissemination of political ideas and to preparations for a future
uprising (AAC, JbK, Ne 1448).

By the end of March 1876, the talks had entered a new phase in which, alongside
general principles of cooperation, specific issues related to preparations for armed
action and mutual trust increasingly came to the fore. In conversations with Ljuben
Karavelov, Kirjak Tsankov, and a certain Dr Georgi, it was observed that among the
Younger Bulgarian political circles there existed a willingness to discuss the
organizational and material foundations of the movement, but also a tendency towards
political manoeuvring and the tactical concealment of real intentions. Although they
claimed that funds could be raised, it remained unclear to what extent these assurances
were grounded in actual possibilities (JIAC, JbK, Ne 1448).

In these discussions, the Bulgarian conviction regarding the central importance
of their national question for the future of the Ottoman Balkans was strongly
expressed. From this perspective, it became clear that certain Bulgarian political
circles did not envisage their state solely within the framework of Danubian Bulgaria,
but in a much broader sense—encompassing Thrace, Macedonia, and likely also
territories that Serbian political circles regarded as parts of Old Serbia. This clearly
revealed one of the fundamental contradictions of Serbian—Bulgarian rapprochement:
while cooperation against the Ottoman Empire was possible, underlying it were
already discernible competing national visions regarding the future political order in
the Balkans (JIAC, JbK, Ne 1448).

Ljuben Karavelov, Kirjak Tsankov, and their circle did not openly articulate
claims of such a broad territorial scope as some more radical Bulgarian figures;
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however, they nevertheless expected Serbia to initiate open hostilities, while
Bulgarian forces would follow at a more favourable moment. It was precisely this
attitude that led DragaSevi¢ to adopt a more reserved stance. He emphasized the
necessity of timely preparation but avoided explicitly stating which side would have
to take the first step. However, it became evident from the circumstances that, owing
to Romania’s position and its policy of neutrality, he assumed that the initial blow
would have to come from the Serbian side (JIAC, JbK, Ne 1448).

In the following days, the Bulgarian interlocutors demonstrated a greater
willingness to transform the talks into a more permanent form of cooperation. The
idea also emerged that Serbia should maintain a permanent representative in
Bucharest who would work directly with Bulgarian circles on the preparation of the
movement. A particular role in the attempt to overcome internal divisions was played
by Kirjak Tsankov, who, unlike the more impetuous Ljuben Karavelov, gave the
impression of a more composed and tactful political actor. The idea of convening a
broader gathering in Bolgrad, however, proved difficult to implement. Consequently,
Bulgarian circles proposed expanding contacts through individual visits to influential
figures in other centres, particularly in Briila.* At the same time, the issue of
establishing a Bulgarian political newspaper in Bucharest was raised once again. This
proposal had significance beyond mere propaganda: the newspaper was intended to
stimulate national consciousness, overcome discouragement, and strengthen
confidence in joint action. Serbia was expected to provide financial support (JJAC,
JBK, Neo 1448).

In parallel, efforts continued to strengthen ties with the Older Bulgarian leaders,
particularly with Mihail Koloni, whose opinion carried considerable weight. Through
the mediation of Georgi Atanasovich, attempts were made to arrange a new meeting.
An important political idea also emerged in these discussions: namely, that the
enduring strength of Serbs and Bulgarians in the Balkans might rest upon some form
of federative community, or even a personal union. The Serbian envoy responded to
such proposals with great caution. He did not reject the idea of harmony between the

4 Jovan Dragaevi¢ requested that Milan Petronijevié provide him with 50 ducats for his planned
journey to Braila. The funds were sent from Belgrade for that purpose, accompanied by instructions to
submit regular reports, economize resources, and exercise the utmost caution. This caution was deemed
necessary because the Romanian representative in Belgrade, Aleksandar Sturza, acting on instructions
from his government, had informed the Serbian authorities that Serbia was dispatching administrative
officials and officers to Romania in order to incite the Bulgarian population to unrest. In the end,
Dragasevic¢ did not travel to Braila, most likely due to the aforementioned circumstances—namely, the
fact that he was compelled to leave Romanian territory (IAC, MU/, 110, 1876, I I, ® II, T1/5-111,
Conf. Ne 175, 179, 200).
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two peoples, but he consistently avoided any concrete formulation of a future state or
legal arrangement. In his view, the primary task was liberation from Ottoman rule,
while the regulation of subsequent relations should be left to a later stage (JIAC, JbK,
Ne 1447, 1448).

On the last day of March, the position of the Serbian envoy in Bucharest became
significantly more complicated. His activities among the Bulgarian émigrés attracted
the attention of the Romanian authorities, as well as of the diplomatic representatives
of the Great Powers. A direct summons was then issued from the office of the chief
of the Romanian police, requesting that the Serbian officer report to the station. The
Serbian representative, Milan A. Petronijevi¢, attempted to defuse the situation
through diplomatic channels. He first tried to initiate an indirect conversation with
Minister Ion Balaceanu, but the latter was not at home. Subsequently, the President
of the Romanian Council of Ministers, Lascar Catargiu, requested an explanation
regarding the matter. On that occasion, the Romanian Prime Minister openly informed
him that police agents had submitted reports on the activities of the Serbian major,
and that Bulgarian circles themselves had confirmed, in conversations with foreign
diplomats, that he had been involved in inciting action against the Ottoman Empire.
The situation was further complicated by the fact that representatives of several
foreign powers visited the Romanian Prime Minister daily, protesting that Bucharest
was tolerating activities that could call Romanian neutrality into question. In addition
to these political concerns, a further detail was mentioned that heightened suspicion
among the Romanian authorities. Upon his arrival in Bucharest, the Serbian major
had failed to report to the garrison command, as was customary for military personnel,
and instead registered at the hotel as an innkeeper from OrSava. Although it was later
explained that this had occurred due to an error on the part of the hotel staff, this
circumstance only reinforced, in the eyes of the police, the suspicion that he was
engaged in a covert mission (JAC, JbK, Ne 1449; MU/, T1O, 1876, I I, @ I1, I1/5-111,
Conf. Ne 200; OBTU, I, Ne 91).

At the request of Jovan Dragasevi¢, the Serbian representative spoke the
following day with the Romanian Minister of Foreign Affairs, lon Balaceanu. In the
course of the conversation, Balaceanu emphasized that every state has the right to
prevent foreign nationals from organizing revolutionary movements on its territory,
even when such movements are directed against a third state. In this context, he drew
a comparison intended to illustrate how a similar situation would be interpreted in
Serbia. If the Romanian government were to send its agent to regions of Serbia
inhabited by the Vlach population in order to incite unrest, this would undoubtedly be
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perceived in Belgrade as a hostile act. From this perspective, the Romanian authorities
considered that they were fully justified in preventing any comparable activity on their
territory (1AC, MU/, 110, 1876, 11 1, @ II, I1/5-111, Conf. Ne 206).

In addition to the issue of the Serbian officer himself, the Romanian government
also cited specific reasons that led it to tighten its measures. According to information
available to the police, Bulgarian revolutionary circles were preparing to form a
volunteer legion that would cross the Danube and initiate an uprising in Ottoman
territories. An investigation had already been launched in Craiova against certain
Bulgarians who had collected financial contributions for that purpose. At the same
time, reports circulated that a crossing point was being prepared along the river and
that a vessel carrying weapons intended for the insurgents was expected. For the
Romanian government, such activities constituted a serious threat. Romania was not
prepared for war, and the authorities in Bucharest were convinced that any armed
conflict in the region could have had disastrous consequences for national security.
Accordingly, the government sought to prevent the formation of Bulgarian insurgent
units and, if necessary, to seize weapons that could be used in an uprising. Within this
broader context, the presence of a Serbian officer in Bucharest assumed far greater
significance than it might otherwise have had (JIAC, MU/, T10, 1876, /] 1, ® II, I1/5-
III, Conf. Ne 206).

In the course of the conversation, Ion Baldceanu acknowledged that the
Romanian government’s decision had also been influenced by pressure from foreign
diplomatic representatives. In recent days, the phrase “Dragasevi¢ is still in
Bucharest” had effectively become a shorthand within diplomatic circles for the
broader question of Romanian neutrality. Particularly notable in this regard was the
representative of Austria-Hungary, who displayed considerable zeal in urging the
Romanian government to prevent any activities that might lead to a Bulgarian
uprising. Although the government’s decision was final, the Romanian minister
nevertheless adopted a cautious approach. The Serbian officer was not required to
leave the country immediately, but was granted several days to prepare for his
departure. The Serbian representative took advantage of this interval to inform
Belgrade of the situation and to request further instructions. When, in the meantime,
orders arrived for DragaSevi¢ to return to Serbia, the situation was effectively
resolved. According to the Serbian representative, the major himself had already been
preparing to depart in the following days (JIAC, MU/, 110, 1876, 11 I, @ II, I1/5-111,
Conf. Ne 205, 206; IIcbK, 1876, Conf. @ I, P 3).
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Jovan Dragasevi¢ used the remaining time to complete the talks he had initiated.
Contacts with Ljuben Karavelov and Kirjak Tsankov, which had been established in
order to overcome earlier misunderstandings and to return the discussions to the issue
of practical preparations for the future movement, were continued. At the same time,
he sought to maintain contacts with the Older Bulgarian circle, particularly with
Mihail Koloni, although this proved difficult, as the latter was frequently absent from
the city. During a meeting at the residence of Metropolitan Panaret Rashev, the
question of Serbian—Bulgarian relations in the event of a war against the Ottoman
Empire was also raised. In these discussions, some Bulgarian representatives
expressed doubts regarding Serbia’s actual readiness for war, pointing to the shortage
of arms and the need for larger quantities of weapons. Dragasevi¢ responded to such
remarks diplomatically, but also with a certain degree of irony: he noted that uprisings
in history are most often initiated by the poorer strata of the population, rather than
by the wealthy, who tend to be more concerned with their own security. In this sense,
the conviction was expressed that the Bulgarian people would likewise be mobilized
once Serbia raised the banner of struggle (JAC, JbK, Ne 1449).

Meanwhile, signs were emerging that concrete steps towards armament were
already being undertaken within Bulgarian circles. Ljuben Karavelov reported that
certain merchants in Romania were purchasing rifles and revolvers and secretly
transporting them into Ottoman territories. The Romanian authorities were therefore
showing increasing interest in these activities. Faced with the inevitability of leaving
Bucharest, Dragasevi¢ provided his Bulgarian interlocutors with clear instructions: to
continue disseminating the idea of an uprising among the Bulgarian population, to
proceed with the procurement of weapons, and to send the collected funds to Belgrade,
where arms could be acquired and stored until the outbreak of hostilities. He also
emphasized the need for those prepared for combat to gradually organize themselves
into insurgent units, either within Bulgarian regions under Ottoman rule or via Serbia.
Karavelov, however, warned that his arrival in Belgrade at that moment might attract
the attention of the Romanian authorities, and it was therefore agreed that contacts
would continue in writing (JAC, JbK, Ne 1449). Thus, under pressure from the
Romanian authorities and broader international circumstances, the mission of the
Serbian envoy to Bucharest came to an end. Although it was terminated earlier than
planned, over the course of several weeks direct contacts were established with the
most important representatives of the Bulgarian emigration, their political positions
were assessed, and the foundations for further cooperation were laid on the eve of
major Balkan developments.
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On 6 April 1876, after leaving Bucharest, Dragasevi¢ used his journey to Serbia
to establish several additional direct contacts with Bulgarian activists and merchants
in the cities of southern Romania. The first stop was Slatina, where he attempted to
contact the Bulgarian merchant Hadji Nikola Hadjistoyanov, to whom Karavelov had
referred him. Hadji Nikola, however, declined to meet the Serbian officer in person,
probably out of concern that such a connection might jeopardize his business interests
in the Ottoman Empire, and instead sent his associates, Atanasije Katranov and
Dimitrije Zenkovski, to the hotel (JIAC, JbK, Ne 1450).

The conversation with them revealed that Bulgarian circles were aware of the
rapid change in political circumstances and believed that the moment was
approaching when the Bulgarian question might become the focus of wider Balkan
developments. They emphasized the need to begin serious, yet cautious, preparations
for a possible uprising, while also pointing to the lack of material resources and
organizational foundations. In particular, they stressed that the wealthier strata of the
Bulgarian emigration often demonstrated patriotism in words, but not in their
willingness to sacrifice part of their wealth for the national cause. It was evident from
their views that initiative and political encouragement were expected from Serbia
(AAC, JBK, Ne 1450).

After Slatina, DragaSevi¢ continued his journey to Craiova, where he attempted
to meet several individuals to whom Karavelov had previously referred him.
However, he succeeded only in establishing contact with the Danilov brothers,
members of the Bulgarian mercantile colony in that city. The meeting in Craiova
revealed a markedly different mood from that in Slatina. The elder Danilov brother
displayed pronounced reserve and even open hostility towards Serbia. He argued that
Serbian and Bulgarian interests were fundamentally opposed and that Serbia’s policy
was primarily directed towards its own territorial expansion. As evidence, he referred
to events from the time of Prince Mihailo Obrenovi¢ (1860-1868), claiming that
Serbia had previously used Bulgarian revolutionary movements for its own purposes
and had subsequently abandoned the Bulgarians without support. In this context, the
movement of Georgi Rakovski was also mentioned, as were developments related to
the acquisition of Ottoman-held towns by Serbia (I1AC, JbK, Ne 1450).

Accusations were also made that Serbia was attempting to “Serbize” the
Bulgarian population in areas under Ottoman rule through cultural influence,
particularly by means of books and teachers. DragaSevi¢ responded to such remarks
calmly and with reasoned arguments, explaining that Serbia provided educational
assistance to all who requested it, but that it could naturally supply only those books

243



“Social Conflicts and Contemporary Law”

that it itself possessed—namely, Serbian books. As a historical parallel, he cited
examples from the past, when Serbs sent books and teachers to Russia not in order to
“Serbize” the Russians, but to contribute to the development of Slavic literacy.
Likewise, he noted that the Serbs themselves had not later interpreted Russian spiritual
and cultural assistance as a threat to their own national identity (JIAC, JbK, Ne 1450).

The discussion also raised the issue of national borders in the Balkans. The
Bulgarian interlocutor claimed that Bulgarians were present even in the towns of
eastern Serbia, such as Zajecar, using this as an argument in support of broader
Bulgarian territorial claims. DragasSevi¢ responded by emphasizing that the border
regions of the Balkans had always been ethnically mixed and that a clear-cut division
between peoples could scarcely be drawn. He further noted that Bulgarian populations
were present in other parts of the Balkans and Central Europe, just as Serbian
populations existed outside the borders of Serbia; however, territorial claims to entire
regions could not be automatically derived from such demographic circumstances
(JAC, JbK, Ne 1450).

From these conversations, it became increasingly clear that, in certain Bulgarian
circles, liberation from Ottoman rule was not viewed merely as an end in itself, but
also as a step towards the creation of a much broader Bulgarian state. Within such
conceptual frameworks, the idea of restoring the medieval Bulgarian state—often
associated with the name of Tsar Samuil—was revived. Consequently, the belief was
occasionally expressed that, if several million Bulgarians were to be mobilized, Serbia
itself could be overshadowed by the scale of the Bulgarian national movement (JJAC,
JBK, Ne 1450).

Nevertheless, DragaSevi¢ drew an important conclusion from these meetings:
such views were far more pronounced among Bulgarian émigrés outside the Ottoman
Empire than among the Bulgarian population itself under Ottoman rule. It was from
these regions that reports also arrived indicating that certain individuals were
travelling to Romania in order to establish contact with the Serbian representative and
to prepare for possible action in the event that Serbia entered the war (JIAC, JbK, Ne
1450).

On the basis of these experiences, Dragasevi¢ concluded that it would be useful
to draft a more extensive memorandum on the Bulgarian question and on the manner
in which Serbia should conduct its policy towards the Bulgarian movement. Such a
document was intended to encompass various political scenarios, both in terms of the
future development of the Bulgarian liberation movement and its relationship to
Serbia and Serbian interests in the Balkans. Despite the unfavourable course of events
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in Bucharest, he believed that the contacts established should not be left without
continuation. Should the political situation in Romania change, particularly in the
event of a change of government, the possibility of re-establishing direct ties with
Bulgarian circles in that country would re-emerge. In this way, the influence created
during his stay could be preserved, and connections with individuals who had
expressed an interest in joint action against the Ottoman government could be
maintained (JIAC, JbK, Ne 1450).

3. CONCLUSION

The mission of Major Jovan DragaSevi¢ to Bucharest represents a hitherto
insufficiently researched episode in the history of Serbian diplomacy during the Great
Eastern Crisis. It formed part of the Serbian government’s broader efforts to establish
cooperation with the Bulgarian national movement on the eve of the Serbo-Ottoman
War (1876) and to encourage coordinated action against the Ottoman Empire.

During his stay in Bucharest, DragaSevi¢ established contacts with several
prominent representatives of the Bulgarian political emigration; however, these
discussions revealed the absence of a unified position among Bulgarian political
circles regarding both the timing and the manner of launching an uprising. The
mission was further constrained by Romania’s policy of neutrality which, under
pressure from the Great Powers, resulted in the Serbian officer being required to leave
the country.

Although DragaSevi¢’s mission did not lead to a concrete political agreement
with the Bulgarian committees, it nevertheless constitutes a valuable source for
understanding political relations in the Balkans on the eve of the wars of liberation
and independence (1876—1878). It reveals both Serbia’s efforts to coordinate action
with the Bulgarian movement and the numerous limitations arising from divergent
national interests, internal divisions within the Bulgarian political sphere, and the
broader diplomatic constraints imposed by the prevailing European balance of power.
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Hp Anekcannap CABUR*

MUCHJA MAJOPA JOBAHA JIPATAIIEBURA V BYKVPEIITY 1876.
TOJIVHE

Caskerak

Mucuja renepanmrabHor Majopa JoBana [lparamesuha y Bykypemry 1876.
TOJMHE NPEACTaBba 10 TUIIOMAaTCKUX HacTojamba Kuexesune CpOuje youn IIpBor
cprcko-Typckor pata. Cpricka Biajaa je Texuia aa npeacrojehu cykob ca Ocmanckum
[IApPCTBOM MTOBEKE Ca YCTAaHHYKHUM MOKPETHUMA Y APYTUM jieioBuMa bankana, noce6Ho
ca OyrapCckuM HaIMOHAIHHM TOKpeToM. Y ToM 1uiby Jlparamesuh je ymyhen y
Bykyperur, jeaHo o raBHUX CpeaullnTa Oyrapcke MOJIMTHYKEe eMUTrpalyje, Kako Ou
yCIIOCTaBUO KOHTakTe ca OyrapckuM IOJUTUYKUM KpYroBUMa M HCIUTAO
MOTYNHOCTH 3a KOOpJAWHAINH]Y JeloBama. HberoBu m3Bemraju mokasyjy na mely
OyrapcKkuM TOJIMTHYKAM TIPEJCTAaBHUIIMMA HHje MOCT0ja0 JEIUHCTBEH CTaB O
MOKPETaky yCTaHKa, IITO je OrpaHWyaBano MOTyhHocTH capaname ca CpOujom.
Mmucujy je momaTHO OTeKaBana IOJMTHKA HEYTpPaTHOCTH PyMmyHHje, Kkoja mon
MIPUTHCKOM BEJIMKHX CHIIa HHjE JKeJIelia Ja JO3BOJIH PEBONTyIIMOHAPHE aKTUBHOCTH Ha
CB0joj Teputopuju. Mako HuUje j0Bea JO KOHKPETHOT MOJIMTUYKOI CIIopasyma, OBa
MHUCHja NPEACTaB/ba 3HauajaH U3BOP 32 Pa3yMEBambE CPICKO-OyrapcKux OJHOCA U
JUIuioMaTckux aktuBHoct CpOuje youu partoBa 3a 0clioOOheme M HE3aBUCHOCT
(1876-1878).

Kisbyune peun: Josan [Iparamesuh, Cpouja, Oyrapcku komuretd, Bykypemr,
OcMaHCKO apCTBO.
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