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The Macedonian People and Macedonian
National Consciousness

The development of nearly all European peoples and nations has been accompa-
nied by numerous and various historical and political difficulties and upheavals.
Even in the case of some of the most highly developed modern nations of the
European and other continents, history has dictated situations which are not too
different from those of the Macedonian people: tribes and ethnicities have become
mixed, languages and names have been borrowed, territories and state boundaries
have been altered, faiths and cultures have intertwined with each other...

Let us take the example of France and the French. The ancient Gaul covered
the territory of what is today northern Italy, France, part of Switzerland, Luxem-
bourg, Belgium and the Netherlands, and was populated by Gauls, a Roman name
designating Celtic tribes. In the 1st century BC Julius Caesar conquered Gaul and
itremained within the borders of the Roman Empire up to the end of the 5th century
AD. This was a period during which a complex process of assimilation of the Gauls
and Romans took place and when Vulgar Latin became the spoken language of the
population. It was from this basis that later, influenced by the vernacular of some
Germanic tribes, modern French developed. The present-day name of the French
derives from the state of the Franks, a group of western Germanic tribes who lived
around the River Rhine in what is today Germany and who, towards the late 5th
century, conquered almost the whole of ancient Gaul and, by the end of the 8th
century, most of Central and Western Europe. With the 843 Treaty of Verdun,
however, the powerful and vast state of Charlemagne (Charles the Great, 768-814),
composed of various peoples, split into three individual states: France, Germany
and Italy. Following the 9th century the French gradually evolved as an ethnicity
that constituted itself as the French nation in the late 18th century.

We can hence conclude that the modern French are the descendants of a Celtic
tribe (that mingled with other tribes and peoples), speaking a Romance language
and using a Germanic name. Can present-day Germans claim that the French were
or are, perhaps, still Germans? Can the Italians, as the heirs of the old Roman
Empire, assert that the French are Italians? And can anyone today refute the history
and culture of the Belgians, Dutch and other former Gauls? Can anyone consider
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the people of the Netherlands as being German because they, too, still call their
language Duutsch (akin to Deutsch)?

Is there not a similar situation with the Russians who have taken the name of
the present-day Ukrainians, and these, in their struggle for national affirmation in
the 19th century, had to take the regional geographical designation as a national
name in order to be constituted as a separate Slavic nation?

Did not the Turan-Mongol tribes of the ‘proto-Bulgarian’ khans conquer the
territories of ‘the seven Slav tribes’ between Mount Stara Planina and the Danube,
and create a single state with a Bulgarian name and a Slavonic language? Was not
the Bulgarian people formed of the Turan-Mongol Bulgars and Lower Danube
Slavs mixed with Vlachs, Thracians, etc., which in the 19th century constituted
themselves as a separate Slavic nation?

On the other hand, the present-day Serbian nation draws its origins from
mediaeval Serbia, even though this feudal Serbian state (not bearing even the
Serbian name in the beginning) was conceived mainly on the territory of modern
Montenegro and Kosovo. Even at the peak of its power it did not include the whole
territory of present-day ‘Central Serbia’, whereas the modern capital of the
Serbian nation, Belgrade, was to become ‘Serbian’ as late as the 15th century, and
even then for only 23 years (1404-1427). In certain periods feudal Serbia control-
led the territories of present-day Kosovo, Montenegro, Albania, Macedonia, part
of Greece and even parts of Bulgaria and Bosnia, but can anyone today dispute
the Serbian character of modern Serbia or of Belgrade?

Is not the development of the Greek nation highly illustrative? In various
periods (after the age of ‘Hellenism’ and the conquest of the Greek poleis by Philip
I1, the King of the Macedonians), the borders of ‘Greece’ (in particular, later, those
of the Byzantine Empire) encompassed almost all the peoples of the Balkan
Peninsula, and even some outside it. The Greek language and the Greek alphabet
from various phases of their development were used in all these territories, and
the Greek name was also in use. But even though they have used a number of
names in their history (as aresult of their mediaeval state-constitutional traditions),
the Greeks bore for a long time the Roman name Romaioi which was also used in
our regions in the form of Rum-millet until the expulsion of the Turks in 1912, and
the ethnonym ‘Hellene’ was long used by the Greeks themselves as denoting a
pagan (‘non-Christian’). Can we now claim that the countries of the Balkans and
the Middle East are populated by Greeks and that they should be annexed to the
Greek state only because they were once part of the Byzantine Empire, because
there are today remains of the ‘Greek’ culture or because up to the 19th century
most of these territories were under the domination of the Greek Patriarchate of
Constantinople, or because a large number of Greeks or at least Graecophiles lived
in the major centres? Was it not the case that a Greek uprising was started in 1821
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first in Wallachia and Moldavia, in what is today Romania? Or perhaps the modern
Romanians are of Greek descent?

Hence, is it possible from a scholarly point of view, and can we still manipulate
from a political point of view with the terms ‘Greek lands’, ‘Bulgarian lands’ or
‘Serbian lands’ as regards the territories which were once parts of mediaeval states
bearing the present-day Greek, Bulgarian or Serbian names? These same territo-
ries in different periods used to have different masters and bear different names,
and therefore Macedonia, for instance, cannot be a ‘Greek’, ‘Bulgarian’, ‘Serbian’
and ‘Turkish’ land at the same time. The feudal state paid no attention to the ethnic
character of its subjects, but was only concerned with the greater wealth of the
appropriate areas and with the expansion of its territory, on which its power and
security depended.

Hence the only reliable and fair approach is to study the history of different
peoples and cultures which were part of different states at different periods, and
not to identify those peoples with the former feudal states whose borders often
changed and were usually short-lived. Accordingly, we can speak of the history of
the Greek, or the Bulgarian, or the Serbian people during their development over
the centuries independently of whether these peoples sometimes found themselves
within the state borders of other rulers. Following the same historical logic, we
can speak of the historical development of the Macedonian people who very often
had different rulers, but who developed an identity of their own, resulting in the
birth of a more recent social and historical category, the nation.

The paths of this long process have not always been traced, but its result is
already known to us.

After the downfall of ancient Macedonia and the partition of the Roman
Empire, towards the early 7th century, the Slavs had already inhabited Macedonia,
penetrating deeply into the borders of present-day Greece and Albania. They
mingled with the natives from this part of the Byzantine Empire and gradually
(owing to their geographical, economic, cultural, linguistic and even political
individuality) started constituting themselves as a separate people with a Slavonic
language and Macedonian-Slavic-Byzantine culture. The frequent changing of
political masters and the long subjugation under Shariah Turkey did not create
conditions for the establishment of a definite ethnic name for this people which
could later be used as a designation for the nation. As a result, the completion of
the process of development of this people seems to coincide with the early stages
of the process of formation of the nation in Macedonia. The long duration and
erratic character of the former process resulted in a highly complicated and long
process of national consolidation among the Macedonians. Closely connected with
this is also the relatively late development of the idea of the independent political
constitution of the Macedonian people. As far as the Greeks, Serbs and Bulgarians
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were concerned, their national development followed a more or less straight line,
inheriting the names and the past of the corresponding mediaeval states and
defining immediately the goals of political liberation and state-constitutional
individualization. Among the Macedonians, however, these questions arose some-
what later, in different circumstances, in the absence of state-constitutional tradi-
tions under their own name, and even without a consistent ethnic name of their
own, in circumstances of a complex mixture of ethnic, religious and social
affiliations inherited from the mediaeval period and specific circumstances of
development under Ottoman domination. At the time when the neighbouring
peoples were fighting for or had already secured their political liberation, the
Macedonians remained in the central part of the Ottoman Empire in the Balkans,
without opportunities for true revival and without defined national ideals or
concrete tasks, and became the target of various conflicting aspirations on the part
of their neighbours in the period of their national romanticism. Hence the first
questions to be raised in the 19th century by the more awakened Macedonians
were: who are we, what are we, and where are we? It was first necessary to define
the geographical and ethnographic borders vis-a-vis those of their neighbours. An
ethnic ‘birth’ was necessary first; and only then could they raise the question of
political liberation.

1. The emergence and development
of the Macedonian people

With no ambitions to cover all the aspects of this problem — bearing in mind that
there are still no generally accepted theoretical models in scholarship concerning
the constitution of a people as a social and historical category — we shall
concentrate on certain questions which seem more important to us and which have
without doubt aroused great interest. This is even more important in view of the
fact that some of these questions have already been analysed by certain historians
from neighbouring nations, utterly ignoring the ethnic and cultural identity of the
Macedonians. We shall pay particular attention to the period from the 7th to the
11th centuries, the time when certain significant processes relevant to the forma-
tion of the modern Macedonian people were completed or initiated.

Just like any other people, the Macedonian people was formed neither from a
single tribe nor from a single ethnic entity in the broader sense of this term: during
the centuries of development, it encompassed different ethnic groups that had lost
their individuality, while leaving significant traces not only in history and archae-
ology, but also in the living spiritual and material culture of Macedonia. To believe
that we are ‘pure’ Slavs means to follow the road of blind racism. True, it is very
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likely that the large majority of the present-day Macedonian people are descen-
dants of the Slavs, most of whom are assumed to have reached this part of the
Balkan Peninsula from the 5th to the early 7th century, but (in spite of all pogroms)
they certainly did not find this region utterly uninhabited. By absorbing parts of
the peoples living there (ancient Macedonians, Illyrians, Thracians, Greeks,
Romans, etc.), the Slavs also absorbed their culture, and in that amalgamation a
people was gradually formed with perhaps predominantly Slavic ethnic elements,
speaking a Slavonic language and with a Slavic-Byzantine culture.

Why, when and how has this people differentiated itself from the neighbouring
Slav peoples?

An increasing number of Bulgarian scholars have been putting forward the
thesis that the territory bordered by the Morava, the Danube, the Black Sea,
Constantinople, the Aegean Sea, Central Greece and Albania up to the Sar
Mountains was populated by a certain ‘Bulgarian group’ of Slav tribes,' whose
basic (and only!) characteristic was the language, and its “most characteristic
feature” was the article!” In his study entitled ‘The Bulgarian Nationality and the
Work of Clement of Ohrid’ Prof. Dimit’r Angelov writes that all these Slav tribes,
“regardless of some dialectal features, had a common language, and therefore they
belong to one and the same group — the Bulgarian — in contrast to the tribes of
the Serbo-Croatian group, which in the 7th century settled in the north-western
regions of the Balkan Peninsula (parts of present-day Yugoslavia)”.” Precisely
because of the character of these Slavs, the entire period from the 7th to the 9th
centuries was characterized “by a constant and increasingly strongly outlined
tendency — namely the aspiration of the Bulgarian rulers gradually to include all
the Slav tribes of the Bulgarian group within the territory of their own state”.*

Whether these and similar theories and assumptions have a serious basis can
be seen from the following historical facts.

Firstly, even if we allow the retroactive meaning of a certain term which
appeared considerably later, it is not true that there was a tribal unity of the Slavs
that settled in this vast area (except if referring to the general unity of all Slavs).
Before their arrival in the Balkans, the Slav tribes of the Slavini (Sclavini) and

1 Dimitsr Angel ov, ,,Bbl garskata narodnost i deloto na Kliment Ohridski“, KiIiment
Ohpi oski 916-1966. CoopHi k ot st at ii po sluuait 1050 200i Hi ot smopt t a mu, BAN,
Sof is, 1966, 7. These views are also expressed in other papers by this author. We should mention his
article ,,P o veprosa za nasel eni et o v Makedoni s prez srednovekovnat a epoha (VII-HIV v.)“
in the journal Mskust eo, HII, 4-5, Sof i s, 1962, and they are expounded in greater detail in his book,
published later, ,,Obr azuvane na bsl gar skata nar odnost “ (Sof i, 1971), covering the period to
the 11th century.

2 Dimitsr Angel ov, ,,Bl gar skat a nar odnost ...“, 12.
3 16io., 8.
4 16io., 7.



Antians (Antes) lived separately. According to Emperor Mauricius (6th century),
they had “the same way of life and the same customs”,’ and yet they were distinct
Slav tribes and during their settlement they inhabited different territories in the
Balkans. Whereas the Slavini settled Macedonia and parts of present-day Serbia,
Greece and Bulgaria, the Antians settled mainly the territory of present-day
Bulgaria. Even if we assume that the Slavinian (Sclavinian) and Antian tribes were
of the very same stock, even if we neglect their subsequent historical fate in the
Balkans, we shall have to admit that this ‘Bulgarian group’ must have involved the
people living in a large part of what is today Serbia! In addition, it has to be
underlined that the Bulgarian Slavs between the Danube and Mount Stara Planina
mingled chiefly with the indigenous Thracians, Dacians, etc., and later with the
newly-arrived Bulgars (a Turan-Mongol tribe that gave its name and state organi-
zation to the subsequently formed Bulgarian people).

Secondly, in the formation of peoples it is not the ethnic composition of the
population which is primary, but the population’s historical development. The
history of many European and non-European peoples can prove this. Likewise,
this part of the Balkans saw the development of the Bulgarian, Serbian and
Macedonian peoples.

Known facts on the Slav tribes in Bulgaria are more than scarce. Even though
Bulgarian scholars speak of some tribal union which later concluded an alliance
with the newly-arrived Bulgars, serious historical sources from that period do not
confirm such assumptions. It is known with certainty that by 681 the Bulgars had
already established a state organization controlling the Slavs from the Timok to
the Black Sea and from the Danube to Stara Planina, which was recognized by the
Byzantine Empire. It is also known, however, that as early as the late 6th century
and the first half of the 7th century, on the territory between the rivers Volga and
Dnieper there was an established tribal union of Turan-Mongol tribes calling
themselves Bulgars, but that in 650 this state of Khan Kubrat broke down under
the pressure of the Khazars, as a result of which Kubrat’s son Asparuh moved to
the Balkans with a part of his people and there established his new state comprising
(primarily) people of Slavic stock.’

5 Prof . Aleksandsr K. Burmov i Doc. Petsr Hr. Petrov, Xpist omat i s po ist opia Ha
bwl zapi a, 1. Ot Haii-st api epemena 0o speoat a na XVIII eex, Sof i, 1964, 67.

6 The view of the Russian historian, Academician Nikolay Derzhavin, seems a rather interesting one; it

is presented in the ‘abridged shorthand minutes’ of the lecture he delivered at the 6th Plenum of the
Pan-Slavic Committee in Moscow, on October 16 and 17, 1943. It deals with a number of questions
which concern and elucidate our subject. Derzhavin pays special attention to the Antians, their
movement to the south of the Balkans and their relations with the Proto-Bulgarians, but he also
expresses his views on the composition of Asparuh’s company in moving to what is today Bulgaria,
which may be relevant for further research (,,I storiueskie osnovel druxbsl russkogo i bol -
gar skogo nar odov®, Cl asane, Ne 11, Moskva, 1943, 30-31).



It must be noted, however, that this was not the only Bulgarian state at that
time. Another Bulgarian tribe (the Kotrags) crossed the Don and arrived at the
Volga where, together with the local tribes, they established another Bulgarian
state which existed up to the 13th century, when it was destroyed by the Tartars.
The fourth Bulgarian state (if we consider Kubrat’s Bulgaria as the first one!) was
founded by Kubrat’s eldest son, Batbayan, in the territory lying between the River
Kuban and the Sea of Azov. Even though it was soon subjugated by the Khazars,
its remains could be found for several centuries after that.

Trying to prove not only that the Bulgarian Slavs mingled with the Turan-Mon-
gol tribe, but that Bulgars came also to Macedonia, leaving there their own blood
and their own name and culture, Bulgarian historians very often underline the
significance of a certain company of Asparuh’s brother Kuber, who came to the
Bitola and Salonika regions and remained there. Yet there are still no reliable
sources supporting this. It is true, Bulgars are mentioned in connection with the
attacks against Salonika in the 7th century, but only as one of the many allies of
the Macedonian Slav tribes, such as the Avars or Kumans, most of which moved
back. Even if we suppose that they remained in Macedonia, owing to their
insignificant number they could not have changed the general ethnic character of
the Macedonian people. There were also Bulgars across the Danube, even in some
parts of Croatia, and it would really be difficult to put forward similar claims
concerning the Bulgarian character of the people or territories there.

While the Bulgarian state of Asparuh and his heirs constantly expanded and
grew stronger, gradually forming one people of the various ethnic elements of its
population, as early as the beginning of the 7th century, i.e. before the foundation
of the Bulgarian state, the Slavs in Macedonia had already established a tribal
union and acted quite independently in the wars against the Byzantine Empire in
the siege of Salonika. This tribal union, named Slavinia (Sclavinia), existed for
about six decades and marked the beginning of the formation of the Macedonian
people. But the military power of the Byzantine Empire, putting Macedonia under
its control, prolonged the process of this formation, although individual Slav tribes
continued their half-independent development.

It is important to note at this point that while the various ethnic groups in
Bulgaria melted together under the name ‘Bulgars’, and that they are referred to
in the sources only under that name, in Macedonia they blended using the name
Uasini ((clasini) or ass, and the older ethnic groups are not mentioned. The life
and development in two states with different levels and characters of culture
gradually differentiated the Macedonians from the Bulgarians. This situation
continued for more than two and a half centuries, a period sufficient to bring about
the formation of two ethnic individualities, which had absolutely no material or
spiritual contacts during that period.



Thirdly, there were no aspirations — and there could not be any — on the part
of the Bulgarian khans and princes towards the unification of “all Slav tribes of
the Bulgarian group”, because for a long time those heading the Bulgarian state
were non-Slav leaders who simply could not nourish aspirations for a Slavic-cen-
tred policy. Furthermore, it is well known from history that Bulgarian expansion
took place to the north and the east rather than the south-west. It is interesting that
the first territories to be conquered were those of present-day Romania, Serbia and
parts of Bosnia-Herzegovina, and only later the territory of Macedonia, whose
conquest lasted for nearly a century. How can these “aspirations” of the Bulgarian
khans and princes be linked with the “Bulgarian Slavic group” only within the
boundaries of “Moesia, Thrace and Macedonia” when it is a well-known fact that
in the 9th and 10th centuries Bulgaria included the territories of Romania, parts
of Ukraine and Hungary, Serbia, Montenegro, Albania, Macedonia (without
Salonika) and parts of Bosnia and Croatia? These lands were not populated solely
by Slavs, and they certainly cannot be included in the “Bulgarian group”. More-
over, strong resistance is mentioned in the sources on the part of the Slavs against
Bulgarian conquests; there were fierce conflicts, for instance, between Krum or
Omurtag and the subjugated Slavs. Military alliances were also concluded be-
tween Bulgaria and the Byzantine Empire and the Franks against the Slavs, and
bloody military campaigns were fought by the Bulgarian leaders against the Slavs
in Paeonia, Moravia, Thrace and Macedonia.

Fourthly, and no less importantly, the language of the Slavs of that “Bulgarian
group” was not particularly different from the language of the other Slavs at that
time, nor can we speak of some article form in those centuries, as this was the
result of the subsequent development of the Macedonian and Bulgarian languages
in the Balkan environment. To confirm this it is sufficient to mention that the
language of the Macedonian Slavs from the Salonika region, which Cyril and
Methodius took as the literary standard in the 9th century, was also fully under-
standable to the Greater-Moravian Slavs, and that the language or the written
records, at least up to the 11th century, showed no article forms in either Macedonia
or Bulgaria or Thrace. Attention must also be paid to the fact that the article form
has never appeared (and will probably never appear) in the language of the Serbian
Slavs who, however, were incorporated into the Bulgarian state much earlier and
remained a part of it longer than Macedonia.

If one has to seek any differences between the Bulgarian and Macedonian
peoples as early as that period, one should pay attention not only to the ethnic
composition, but above all to the historical development as well as the individuality
and character of the cultures of these lands. The independent life in two different
environments (one pagan, the other Christian) created two different cultures: a
Slavic-Bulgarian pagan culture in Bulgaria and a Macedonian-Slavic-Byzan-
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tine Christian culture in Macedonia. This is so in spite of the fact that even today
the Macedonian language is the closest to Bulgarian, in the same way that
Slovenian is the closest to Croatian, Slovak to Czech and Ukrainian or Belorussian
to Russian.

2. When did Macedonia come under Bulgarian rule
and for how long did that rule last?

The first incursions of Bulgarians into Macedonia were recorded around 789 when
a Bulgarian detachment entered the area around the River Struma, but had to
withdraw immediately. In 805 Khan Krum annexed the lands of Banat, Transyl-
vania and the region west of the River Timok together with Belgrade. In 809 he
destroyed Sofia, and somewhat later he conquered it, but the whole of Macedonia
continued to remain outside the Bulgarian borders. In 807 some Bulgarian detach-
ments again penetrated into the Struma region, but were unable to remain there.
There are also highly unreliable sources from which some assume that during the
time of Khan Pressian (836-852) the khagan Izbul conquered the Western Rho-
dopes and the region between the rivers Struma and Mesta, and that in this period
“the whole of Central Macedonia together with a part of Southern Albania” was
conquered, as (allegedly) confirmed by a special accord towards the mid-9th
century.” Bulgarian scholars assume that, as there are no data relating to the
conquest of Macedonia, this automatically means that the Macedonian Slavs were
“voluntarily” annexed to Bulgaria. But known instances of resistance and rebel-
lions against the Bulgarian conquerors confirm that the Macedonian Slavs were
far from pleased with the new conquerors. What can be accepted with certainty is
the fact that in 864, following the peace accord with the Byzantine Empire, Prince
Boris (852-889) received a part of Macedonia as a reward for accepting Christi-
anity from the Constantinopolitan Church.

Thus the struggle for the conquest of Macedonia by Bulgaria continued for
nearly a century, but Bulgaria’s full control of the land lasted less than half a
century. Following the attack of the Russian Prince Svyatoslav against Bulgaria
in 968 and after the occupation of the whole of Danube Bulgaria in the following
year, during the next few years battles were fought between the Russians and
Byzantines, after which the Bulgarian state collapsed and was included within the
Byzantine Empire.

In 969 there was an organized insurrection in Macedonia headed by the four
sons of Prince Nicholas, which finally led to the establishment of the vast Empire

7 Hst opisana Bwl zapi 2,1, Sof i, 1954, 93.
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of Tsar Samuel (Samoil), whose centre and capital was Prespa and Ohrid. This
first state of the Macedonian Slavs succeeded in expanding its territory over a large
part of the Balkans, but kept it only up to 1018.

This marked the beginning of a new, two-century-long subjugation under the
Byzantine Empire, disturbed by powerful insurrections and short-lived autono-
mies of some Macedonian feudal lords. Among the most significant in this period
were the uprisings of Petar Deljan (1040) and I orfi Vojteh (1072) and the
autonomous regional administrations of Dobromir Hrs (1185-1202) in the Stru-
mica region and of Aleksij Slav (1207-1230) in the Melnik region. The Crusades
incorporated Macedonia for a brief period into what was known as ‘the Latin
Empire’, and the Bulgarian Tsar Kaloyan succeeded in occupying parts of it. Yet
this Bulgarian reign of Macedonia, too, lasted for no more than two or three years,
as following Kaloyan’s death (1207) Macedonia once again fell under Byzantine
rule.

Of particular significance is the emergence of new independent feudal lords in
Macedonia, among whom the most important was Strez (1207-1214) in central
Macedonia. His rule saw a continuation of its statehood in some way, but after his
death the Epirote despot Theodorus Comnenus took control of Macedonia. In 1230
the Bulgarian Tsar Ivan Asen Il once again incorporated Macedonia into Bulgaria,
but this reign, too, lasted for only 11 years; after his death (1241) Byzantine rule
continued.

In 1282 the Serbian King Milutin began the struggle for Serbian control of
Macedonia and this process was completed by Tsar Duman in 1345. During the
reign of the latter, for a certain period Macedonia even became the centre of the
Serbian state, the seat of the Tsar and the Patriarch. It is important to note that
Duinn retained the autonomy of the Archbishopric of Ohrid, even though he
somewhat decreased its competencies. In addition, the regional feudal lords in
Macedonia under Dumn enjoyed a special status and were granted a great degree
of autonomy. As a result, following Dumn’s death (1355), the Dejanovci and
Mrnjadevei families established fully independent feudal rule. Around 1365
Volkanin proclaimed himself “the King of the Serbs and the Romaioi” and ruled
independently until the year 1371, when in the battle near the River Marica,
fighting against the Turks, he was killed together with his brother, the despot Jovan
Uglem. Volkanim’s son, known as King Mark (Marko), had to acknowledge Turkish
rule after 1390, whereas Konstantin Dejan recognized the supreme authority of
the Turks earlier and became a Turkish vassal, continuing, as it were, the semi-in-
dependence of that part of Macedonia. It was only after the battle near Rovine
(1395), in which both of them were killed, that the Turks were able to establish
full control not only of Macedonia, but almost of the whole of the Balkans. The
long period which ensued (lasting up to 1912) was the darkest subjugation of the
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Macedonian people, when Macedonia experienced stagnation and decline, al-
though it was also a period of popular resistance expressed through mass insur-
rections.

Bearing in mind all these facts, we can draw the following conclusions:

(1) The Slavic character of the main ethnic group is of considerable importance
for the history of the Macedonian people, but we cannot and should not overlook
the significance of the ancient Macedonians, who gave this people its territory,
name, culture and blood. If the history of the Turan-Mongol Bulgars is considered
as an inseparable part of the history of the modern Bulgarian people, why should
not the Macedonians respect the past, glory and culture of their own land, their
own name and part of their own blood? For, as Dimitar V. Makedonski said in
1871, “the earth did not gape open to swallow” those ancient Macedonians;® they
melted into the mass of the people.

(2) The people of Macedonia, in the course of some 13 centuries (after the
arrival of the Slavs in the Balkans), mostly lived together in the same state, sharing
the same economy and culture; Macedonia was nearly always incorporated as a
whole into the different territories of neighbouring states and sustained common
influences, which undoubtedly contributed to the formation of this people’s
individuality.

(3) Under the feudal system, at least as far as the Balkan region is concerned,
most of the states were not states of peoples but of territories; hence the borders
of the Byzantine Empire, Bulgaria, Serbia, and even Turkey, comprised different
peoples which later secured a completely independent popular and national
development.

(4) During its history from the beginning of the 7th century up to 1912, the
Macedonian people invariably came under the control of four principal powers:
for more than four and a half centuries it was under Byzantine rule (7th-9th,
11th-13th); slightly more than a century under the Bulgarians (9th-10th, 13th);
nearly a century under the Serbs (13th-14th), and five centuries under the Turks
(14th-20th). Even if we exclude these five centuries when Macedonia was under
Turkish domination, as were the neighbouring peoples, if we take only the period
from the 7th to the 14th century, it follows that (during these eight centuries)
Macedonia was under Bulgarian rule for no more than 110 years. Bearing in mind
that other Balkan Slavic and non-Slavic peoples also came within the Bulgarian
borders, that there were no means of mass communication, that the Macedonians
had no contacts with the Bulgarians beyond Mount Stara Planina, and that the
foreign military-administrative authorities could not exert any stronger influence
on the broad masses of the Macedonian population — it can be safely assumed

8 D.V. Makedonski 2, ,,P o makedonskbiat b VEpross“, Maxkeoonia, V,7, Caregr ads, 16.11.1871.
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that it was impossible that only the populations of Moesia, Thrace and Macedonia
formed a single people, without those of the other regions of the state which came
for even longer within the boundaries of Bulgaria. For example, the Romanians
(they chose this name as late as 1862, following the unification of Wallachia and
Moldavia, which became the national name of the unified Roman people!) were
under Bulgarian rule uninterruptedly from the 7th to the 10th centuries, and even
later they remained under the strong influence of the Bulgarian state. The Albani-
ans, too, were under the authority of the Bulgarians at least as long as the
Macedonians. But if these peoples were not ‘Slavic’, then why did the Serbs,
Montenegrins and part of the Bosnians and Croats not become and remain
Bulgarians?

(5) In the course of their history, the modern Macedonians formed their own
state-political organizations more than once, but these were either not fully
developed or remained restricted to smaller territories and were not recognized by
others, or bore foreign names, as a result of which contemporary historians
included them within pages dealing with other peoples. As early as the 7th century
the Macedonian Slavs founded a state organization of their own which was of no
lower level that the state organization of the tribal unions of the Serbs and Croats
in the 9th and 10th centuries. The constant struggle and insurrections against the
Byzantine Empire united the Macedonian Slavs as a community and resulted in
that popular unity finding its expression in the first state established by the Slavs
in Macedonia headed by Samuel, which, just like any other feudal state, later
expanded its borders over a large part of the Balkans. That this state was basically
a state of the Macedonian Slavs is confirmed by the historical fact that following
its collapse (1018), Basil II made Macedonia a separate theme (thema), giving it
the name which was probably used by both the state and its church.

In spite of the complications with the designation, it was in the state of Samuel
that the Macedonian people began its affirmation as a people: it formed a state-
political whole; it introduced an official standard literary Slavonic language with
Ohrid as its cultural and literary centre; it created an autonomous church organi-
zation with the elevation of the Bishopric of Ohrid to the rank of patriarchate; it
also grew as a single economic entity and its towns experienced great progress,
developing the Slavic consciousness of its people, although under a dual appella-
tion: under the popular name ‘Slavs’ and the state name ‘Bulgars’. The develop-
ment of Macedonia in the following two centuries as a Byzantine administrative
territory whose inhabitants were designated as ‘Bulgars’ increasingly replaced the
popular name which was retained only in the language of traditional literature and
in the vernacular of the neighbouring Albanians, resulting in the widespread use
of the appellation ‘Bulgars’, which in the meantime disappeared in the Danube
Region theme (or at least it is not mentioned in the surviving written sources from
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these centuries). The fall of Macedonia under Serbian rule brought about further
obfuscation of the popular name. The result of the long Ottoman subjugation and
the specific political, social and religious position of the Macedonian people (when
the usual terms of address were ‘raya’, ‘kaurin’ (non-Moslem), ‘Christian’, etc.)
was a process of obliteration of the ethnic designation, which took place very
slowly and was not completed, as in the 19th century it was superseded by a new
process in the nation’s formation, which in turn created new problems as a result
of the aforementioned historical development of the Macedonian people.

(6) It is also important to mention that the Balkan ‘Slavic’ Orthodox peoples
constituted themselves and managed to survive the mediaeval period and right up
to the 19th century thanks, to a considerable degree, to the church organizations
of their own which guided their spiritual and educational life, regulated the judicial
and family relations and united the people under the symbol of their own name.
The Archbishopric of Ohrid as an autonomous church organization in Macedonia
for eight whole centuries, although retaining the Bulgarian name in its title,
maintained a sense of the popular and territorial unity of Macedonia.

There is no doubt that, for instance, the Serbian people was able to fully
constitute itself and survive only after the establishment of its own church. It was
only thanks to the expansion of the jurisdiction of this church to the territories of
Sumadija, Belgrade and Vojvodina that the Serbian people — and, subsequently,
the Serbian nation — was able to form its state within the present-day borders.
The same refers to Bulgaria, which as early as the second half of the 9th century
gained its own church organization, losing it in the 10th century to restore it in the
13th century, and losing it once again in the next century after the country’s
conquest by the Turks. But precisely because of the emergence in the mediaeval
period of two autonomous churches bearing the Bulgarian name amidst the Slavic
world in the Balkans (whose existence was interrupted in the 14th and 18th
centuries), during the age of national revival, in the 19th century, a struggle began
for the appropriation of the mediaeval past “under its own name”, resulting in the
well-known conflicts and complications which have lingered to this day. How
great the significance of the church was in this period can be seen by the
establishment of the Bulgarian Exarchate in 1870, whose eparchies were also
taken as the basis for drawing the ethnographic borders of the Bulgarian people,
creating political aspirations which have remained alive up to the present day.

If three peoples and three nations (Russians, Ukrainians and Belorussians)
developed from the core of the ‘Russian’ Church, if two peoples and two nations
(Serbs and Montenegrins) emerged in their historical development from the
‘Serbian’ Church, why should not two peoples and two modern nations (Bulgari-
ans and Macedonians) develop from the population under the jurisdiction of the
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Ohrid and Trnovo (Turnovo) Churches in the mediaeval period when the entire
historical evolution dictated precisely such development?

3. Some basic components of the culture
of the Macedonian Slavs

Krste P. Misirkov was the first to pose the question of the independent Macedonian
culture as early as 1903, but 20 years later, in 1923, when Macedonia’s subjugators
used all methods and means for genocide and denationalization’ of the Macedo-
nian people, Misirkov once again felt responsible to declare before the whole
world:

There used to be and there still is an independent Macedonian culture, and it has
been the strongest weapon in helping the Macedonians to preserve their present-day
cultural matrix and survive all the reversals in the history of their fatherland: not
Byzantium nor Bulgaria nor Serbia, nor Turkey, could make changes in the character
of the Macedonians of such a nature as to destroy their individuality and estrange
them from their Slavic forefathers.

And since these claims were refuted by both Sofia and Belgrade, Krste
Misirkov offered a more elaborate answer to the question “Is there indeed a
Macedonian national culture and Macedonian national history?” He wrote:

Fortunately enough, we can give an affirmative answer: yes, there is a Macedonian
culture and Macedonian national history, distinct from those of the Serbs and
Bulgarians, even though they have so far not been the object of extensive and
impartial study: the Serbs and Bulgarians have one-sidedly and with a strong bias
chosen from Macedonian culture what glorifies their own national name, ignoring
questions of capital importance only because they do not concern them or contradict
the national aspirations of the choosers and their compatriots.

Unfortunately, the independent study of Macedonian history is only beginning
now, [carried out] by those same Macedonians who towards the end of the past
century started disbelieving Belgrade and Sofia scholars, who had almost unani-
mously declared that during the Middle Ages the Slavs were a disorganized people,
without national [sic!] consciousness, who were saved from Greek assimilation only
thanks to the establishment of the state of the Turan Bulgars, and later of the state
of the Nemanja dynasty...

We, Macedonians, believe this to be an erroneous idea as a result of which the
Bulgarians and Serbs have wrongly understood not only the history of the Macedo-

9 The terms denationalization and Oenationalize are used throughout this book with the meaning of
‘obliterating the national (i.e. ethnic) character of a people with the purpose of assimilation’ (translator’s
note).

10 K. Mi si rkovs, ,Makedonska kul tura, Ili pi ne, 1,2, Sof ia,21.H.1923, 2.
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nians and Macedonia in the Middle Ages, but also the very history of the Serbs and
Bulgarians.

Offering an answer to the question of the significance of Macedonian national
culture and Macedonian national history, Misirkov concluded:

The sum total of the centuries-long efforts towards cultural growth and national
self-preservation of the Macedonians, starting 400-500 years prior to the emergence
of the Serbian state of the Nemanja dynasty and continuing during its rise and
decline, together with the similar efforts on our part to win church and political
freedom in the 19th century, constitutes our Macedonian national culture, our
Macedonian history.!!

With justified reason Misirkov concentrates on those “saints” and heroes,
Macedonians “by birth and deeds”, such as Cyril and Methodius, Clement and
Naum, Tsar Samuel, Strez, King Volkann and King Mark, as well as on the
Archbishopric of Ohrid, on “the pleiad of Macedonian writers in the Middle Ages
and in the 19th century” and on the pleiad of legendary heroes killed in the struggle
for freedom in the past 30 years. Accepting this basic idea of Misirkov’s, we believe
that the formation of the Macedonian people cannot be understood if we do not
consider some of the basic components of Macedonian culture since the mediaeval
period which has been either usurped or obscured up to the present day.

(a) When were the Macedonian Slavs converted to Christianity?

The question of the Christianization of the Macedonian Slavs'? is undoubtedly one
of the most important where Macedonian culture is concerned. The first and rarely
categorical answer to this question can be found as early as the end of the 9th or
beginning of the 10th century, in the oration of Yernorizec Hrabar, and the first
analysis of this problem among the Macedonians was made a millennium later by
Krste P. Misirkov in his book Za makedonckite paboti (On Macedonian Matters,
1903). As these documents are used in the analysis of other components of culture,
we shall here quote them in greater detail. Yernorizec Hrabar writes:

In the past, however, the heathen Slavs had yet no books, but read and told
fortunes using lines and notches. And when they received Christianity they had to
write Slavonic words with Roman and Greek letters, without a standard. But how
could you write dobro, bogn or ki vot ' or yklw or crakve or ul ovkks or
wi rot a or yedrot ni or wnost b or AdY or AZbIK's or ade% and other words
similar to them? And thus it continued for many years...

11 K. Mi si rkovs, ,Makedonska kul tura“, Mi pv, HHH, 7155, Sof i s, 19.1V.1924, 1.

12 For more details see: D-r Bl axe Ri st ovski, Makedouski ot Hapoo i makedoHskat a Haci ja, 1,
Mi sl a, Skopje, 1983, 88-116.
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Then man-loving God... had mercy on the Slav people and sent Saint Constan-
tine the Philosopher, called Cyril, a righteous and true man, who created 38 letters
for them, some after the example of Greek letters, and others after Slavonic speech.”®

If Yernorizec Hrabar (St Naum?), as an authority and contemporary, appears
as a witness to the emergence of Macedonian literacy and culture, and simultane-
ously as the author of its first periodization, Krste Misirkov is its first theoretician,
understanding and expounding the laws of this process. Writing about the alphabet
and orthography of a new literary standard, he also deals with that initial process
when a foreign script may be used for writing in one’s own language, saying:

But if his own language contains sounds which are not present in the language
from which the alphabet 1s borrowed, the borrower of the foreign alphabet will make
certain modifications and amendments to it to mark the differences in the sounds
between the two languages. This borrowed and reconstructed alphabet is handed
down from generation to generation and is thus changed and adapted to the features
of the borrowers’ language. So, gradually and imperceptibly the alphabets of less
cultured peoples are made in the contact with more cultured ones. But this gradual
process is justified only if two neighbouring peoples are in politically unequal
circumstances, namely if one of them, i.e. the more cultured one, rules, and the other
one, the less cultured one, is subjugated, or at least deprived of full political
freedom... Thus Christianity and literacy took root among us, the Macedonians,
earlier than among any other Slav people. They spread over the centuries, moving
gradually in an upward direction. Hence history says nothing about the conversion
of our people to Christianity. But literacy always comes along with Christianity. By
hushing up our adoption of Christianity, the process of the formation of our literacy
is also hushed up.

Accordingly, our spiritual revival and the enlightenment in this land, and even
the development of our literacy, owing to the geographical and historical circum-
stances, took a different course in the first millennium AD from that of the other
Orthodox Slavs. In this land the process was gradual and imperceptible, while among
the others it was swift and comparatively clearly defined.

These two extensive and very important quotations may successfully lead us
to the clarification of the puzzles of that distant age when some process crucial to
the development of Macedonian literacy and culture and also to the Macedonian
people in general was completed. They illustrate what the process was and how it
was carried out, but not when it took place. For instance, they do not mention when
the Macedonian Slavs were converted to Christianity.

There is no doubt in Misirkov’s assumption that the adoption of Christianity
in Macedonia took place slowly, silently and continually, because the people were
subjugated and lived within the frontiers of stronger and culturally more developed

13 1 vant Duduevs, Hzo st apat a 6vl zapska kri xHi Ha, 1, Sof 151, 1940, 65-66.
14 K P . Mi si rkovs, Za makedoncki t e pabot i,Sof is, 1903, 142-143.
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rulers. This process, however, could have started sometime in the 6th or 7th century
and been completed by the 9th century at the latest. It was certainly aided by the
fact that the native Macedonian Christian population in this part of the Balkans
continued to develop unhampered in the Slavic environment and in the Byzantine
state, thus exerting influence on the Slavs as well. On the other hand, the constant
wars and uprisings and the disobedient heathen Slavs made the Byzantine admin-
istrators use the strongest means at the time for neutralizing and attracting them:
Christianity. That Christianity in Macedonia developed uninterruptedly since the
missionary activity of St Paul is also confirmed, in addition to the archaeological
finds and the Bible, by some historical sources.

Whereas Christianity was fiercely persecuted in pagan Bulgaria, in the Byzan-
tine province of the Macedonian Slavs there was not only a numerous Byzantine
Christian administration, but Christian education was spread among the Slav
masses, as a result of which the tribes increasingly melted into each other and
mingled with the indigenous Macedonian population; instead of the former tribal
princes, regional administrators were instituted. This, in turn, created the precon-
ditions for the establishment of a single ethnic mass which gradually built its
individuality as a people.

These conclusions are also supported by the fact that the Slavonic educator
Methodius himself was for ten whole years, up to the year 850, the administrative
head of the Bregalnica region, while his brother Constantine at the same time, in
the same region, still converted Slavs to Christianity; he had created “Slavonic
letters” for them and wrote “books in the Slavonic language”."” And that the
Christian faith was widespread or perhaps the conversion to Christianity in
Macedonia was already completed (although the hagiographies of Clement say
that there were still heathens) is indirectly confirmed by the following two
arguments. Following the Church Council of Constantinople in 870, when the
Bulgarian Church was recognized and Joseph, a Greek, was appointed Archbishop,
eight dioceses were recognized or created, of which only two were in original
Bulgaria — to the far north, in Silistra (Durostorum) and Ovech (Provadija) —
while all the other six remained in Byzantine territories and were gradually
(chiefly in the 9th century) annexed to Bulgaria: Philippopolis (Plovdiv), which
lay within the theme Macedonia and developed within the sphere of Byzantine
culture with continuous Christian life; Sredec (Sofia), which came within Bul-
garia’s borders as late as 809; present-day Serbia — Belgrade and Morava
(somewhere around the mouth of the River Morava), which were conquered by

15 Emil Georgiev, ,,Kiril i Metodia i razvitieto na bsl garskata kultura®, Xilaoai st o
200i Hi sl asanska pi smenost 863-1963. CoopHi k 6 uest Ha Kipil i Met 00iii, BAN, Sof i,
1963, 27.
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the Bulgarian state in the early 9th century (but before the capturing of Sofia),
while two dioceses were recognized on the territory of the newly-conquered
Macedonia: Ohrid, and the Bregalnica region. It is also known that at the ‘False
Council’ of Patriarch Photius in 879 one of those taking part was Bishop Theoc-
tistus of Tiberiopolis, whose seat is believed to have been in Strumica. These data
confirm that preconditions had been created earlier for a widespread spiritual
activity in the territory of Macedonia, as illustrated by the facts in the charters of
Basil IT of 1019, 1020 and 1025, written immediately after the destruction of the
state of the Macedonian Slavs, and testifying to the much more developed spiritual
life in Macedonia as compared with Bulgaria. These documents point to the
existence of the following dioceses in the Devol komitat: Ohrid, Kostur, Glavinica,
Meglen and Bitola, while the komitat covering the region between the rivers Vardar
and Mesta involved the dioceses of Strumica, Morozdvizd, Velbusxd and Sredec,
whose south-western gravitation was beyond any doubt at the time.

Accordingly, even on the basis of these few facts we can conclude that the
conversion to Christianity in Macedonia was completed by the 9th century, a
process which took place gradually and without shocks, before Macedonia found
itself within the borders of Bulgaria, while the conversion of the Bulgarian people
to Christianity was carried out only after 865, using force and bloody reprisals,
events which were reflected in written records and documents concerning the
relations between Byzantium, Bulgaria and Rome. On the other hand, this is an
illustration of the character of the culture in these two regions: while a pagan
Bulgarian-Slavic culture with Thracian elements was created in Bulgaria, a
Christian Macedonian-Slavic-Byzantine culture (with elements of all the native
peoples and ethnic groups) developed in Macedonia, which undoubtedly, as
testified to by Yernorizec Hrabar (and confirmed by Misirkov), gave rise to the
development of literacy.

(b) When did Slavonic literacy develop in Macedonia?

Literacy appeared largely as a result of Macedonia’s conversion to Christianity.'®
Hrabar recorded this fact, and it is also mentioned by Misirkov. There are no
concrete data as to the time when this took place, although we can fully accept the
periodization of Yernorizec Hrabar: by the early 10th century literacy in Macedo-
nia had already passed through three stages.

16 Bl asxe Ristovski, ,Nekoi pramawa okolu pojavata na hristijanstvoto i pismenosta kaj
Sloveni te vo Makedoni ja“, in: Ki pi I Col unsxi . Ci mpozi um 1100-200i wni na 00 smpt t a Ha
Kipil Col unski , kni ga 2, 23-25 maj 1969, Skopje-S ti p, MANU, Skopje, 1970, 319-337.
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The first stage was the period when the Slavs were still not converted to
Christianity and when they “read and told fortunes using lines and notches”. This
was probably the period before they arrived in the Balkans and immediately after
their arrival. It is difficult to say how long this stage lasted, because there are
shepherds even today in some areas of Macedonia who cut various lines (pa6oui)
on their sticks, using them for taking notes and counting. We believe that Hrabar
is right when he says that this “literacy” was used at the time when the Slavs were
still heathens, and yet we do not know when exactly their conversion to Christi-
anity started, nor do we know for how long this process lasted.

The second stage involved a considerably higher form of the Slavonic written
culture, when foreign scripts — Latin and Greek, as scripts of a more developed
culture — were used for writing in the Slavonic language. This process started
with the conversion to Christianity, but even though we do not know when it began
or for how long it lasted, its conclusion is nevertheless marked by the ‘invention’
of the Slavonic alphabet by Constantine (Cyril) the Slav. The practice of using the
script of amore cultured environment for a Slavonic language is not unknown even
up to recent times, but it was not only the privilege of the Slavs: for a long time
the Greeks themselves wrote using the Phoenician script, the Armenians used the
Syrian script, and until the creation of their own alphabet, the Georgians wrote in
the Armenian script. The fact that these foreign symbols were used for writing
Slavonic texts in the period of conversion to Christianity points to the fact that
some church literature in the Slavonic language had already been created, and that
conversion to Christianity in Macedonia was carried out in the vernacular lan-
guage.

This course of development is not impossible. The Byzantines saw their interest
in converting the Slavs to Christianity, as this would provide opportunities for
holding them in subjection within their empire, particularly at a time when Rome
was making efforts to retain and expand its influence in the Balkans, and especially
among the Slavs. On the other hand, it is very interesting that in all the hagiogra-
phies of Cyril, Methodius, Clement and Naum the dispute concerning the three
languages takes place between the Slavonic educators and the Latin clergy, not the
Greeks, with the exception of the oration of Yernorizec Hrabar, which could also
be areflection of the position of the Greek clergy in the Bulgarian state. The Greeks
certainly fought to secure domination against the Slav clergy who had already been
established, particularly within the Ohrid literary school. In principle, the Con-
stantinopolitan Church was not against the introduction of vernaculars in the
preaching of Christianity, even though there was, in certain periods, a tendency
for the texts which dealt with the essence of Christianity, texts of strictly dogmatic
character (the Gospel, Acts of the Apostles, Symbol of Faith, etc.), to be in Hebrew,
Greek or Latin, because, it was believed, there was a danger of inaccurate
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translation, or incorrect interpretation of the Christian doctrine. In the Byzantine
Empire itself, church books were translated into Gothic in the 4th century, in
Armenian in the 5th century, and from Armenian into Georgian. As early as the
4th century, however, the Goths were proclaimed heretics. At this point let us
mention that the other churches preaching in vernaculars were proclaimed as
adherents to various heresies and schisms: the Syrian Chaldean church was
Nestorian, the Syrian Jacobite, the Coptic and Armenian churches Monophysitic,
and the Gothic church was Arian.'” The position of the Constantinopolitan Church
in the 9th century was clearly defined by the famous statesman and patriarch
Photius, who in his work Own the Fpanks ano Othep Latins accused the Latins of
adhering to the principle of trilingualism and expressed the view that God could
be worshipped in other languages as well, and not only in Hebrew, Greek or Latin.

We can hence conclude that the Macedonian Slavs, after receiving Christianity,
were given the basic books in their own language, thus also receiving the Christian
culture of the contemporary civilized Graeco-Roman world. That this is close to
the truth is confirmed by the excerpts already quoted from the hagiographies and
from Hrabar’s oration, to which we can add that part of the letter of the Greater-
Moravian Prince Rostislav where, among other things, he writes:

For our people who have given up heathendom and received Christianity we do
not have such a teacher who will preach the true Christian faith in our own language,
so that when other lands see it they may follow us. Therefore, O ruler, send us such
a bishop and teacher!®

This quotation points to the possibility that Rostislav already knew that there
were Christianized Slavs within the borders of the Byzantine Empire and that they
had teachers and priests using the Slavonic vernacular. Is it possible that, as is
described in the hagiographies, Cyril and Methodius were able in such a short time
(half a year) to create the alphabet, translate and copy the principal church books,
and prepare other teachers to go to Moravia, if there had not been an already
established written tradition, a fixed terminology and a well-developed style of
use of the vernacular? Both the alphabet and language of Cyril and Methodius
testify to the existence of a fully established literary language and a perfect script
which corresponded to the phonetics of the Slavonic dialect in the Salonika region.
This can by no means be an accidental result of the circumstances of the time.

Accordingly, there is no doubt that Christianity in Macedonia was preached
and spread prior to 864 (when the Bulgars started receiving Christianity) and that
the Macedonian Slavs had an already well-developed Slavonic written culture.

17 Kuao M. Kuev, Yepropi zec Xpa6wp, BAN, Sof i, 1967, 83.
18 Al.Teodor ovb-Bal ans, Kipilwsi Met 00iii, 1, Sof is, 1920.
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The only question that remains to be answered is: what script did that literature
use?

First of all, the old dispute as to what alphabet Constantine (Cyril) created is
still very much alive. The majority of scholars, however, believe that it can be
safely assumed that it was Glagolitic. But two other very important questions
automatically arise here: how did Cyrillic develop and when was Glagolitic
created?

From what has been said so far it is obvious that the first alphabet for the Slavs
in Macedonia was created long before the mission of Cyril and Methodius to
Moravia, that it was built mainly on the basis of the Greek alphabet and that it was
probably closest to modern Cyrillic. Yernorizec Hrabar himself writes that this
alphabet was used for Slavonic sounds, but that it could not suitably render
Slavonic phonetics, as a result of which Constantine (Cyril) designed an alphabet
in accordance with the phonetics of these Slavs. This allows the possibility that
Cyrillic, “without a standard” (i.e. without the symbols for the characteristic
Slavonic sounds, as quoted by Hrabar) was used in Macedonia even before 862.

At this point we are faced with the question: when did this process start? This
is indeed only a single component in the whole process of conversion to Christi-
anity and civilization of the Macedonian Slavs. Many scholars do not consider it
a mere fantasy that such Slavonic literacy existed as early as the 7th century.
Relying mainly on the Salonika Legend, the Ascension of Cyril the Philosopher,
the Life of the Tiberiopolis Martyrs, a record in the Kastamonia monastery on
Mount Athos, two surviving chronicles and other written records, the Bulgarian
scholar Jordan Ivanov in 1906 concluded that for a whole 200 years before Cyril
and Methodius “there was a man who tried to give an alphabet to the Slavs in
Northern Macedonia” and that that man was Cyril of Cappadocia who worked in
Syria and Egypt." A similar view was put forward somewhat later by his younger
colleague Emil Georgiev, who believes that Cyrillic was created earlier than 863,
and that its creation was a continuous and gradual process. Georgiev writes: “Even
before Cyril, the Slavs used to have books written in Cyrillic, but they were of
local significance and did not spread to a wider area, and besides, which is more
important, they were not accepted by the official church.”*’ In another text on this
question, published in 1966, Georgiev states his views even more precisely:

Jordan Ivanov allowed the possibility that the alphabet of Cyril of Cappadocia
was Glagolitic. Yet it is considered a proven fact that Glagolitic was the work of
Constantine-Cyril the Slav. Hence it cannot be excluded that Cyril of Cappadocia
may have taken part in the creation of Cyrillic, which was created before Glagolitic

19 Hordans I vanovs, Cweepua Makeoowi s, Sof i, 1906, 70.

20 Emi 1 Geor gi ev, Cl asanskas pi sbmenrost b 0o Kipillai Megooi s, Sof is, 1952, 84.
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and in which the Semitic symbols IIl, I] and Y were used; coming from the east,
Cyril of Cappadocia could have introduced these symbols into Cyrillic. These same
symbols, as they were not Greek and did not provoke the discontent of the Roman
Catholic Church, were later introduced by Cyril of Cappadocia into his alphabet —
the Glagolitic — adapting them in style and form to the rest of the Glagolitic letters.2!

We can thus conclude that the Slavonic language written in Greek script was
used in Macedonia; that it was only a cultural, and not literary language, as it was
not the language of a specific state or specific church, and that this situation
continued “for many years”. The first recognized Slavonic language and the first
Slavonic alphabet (for precisely these reasons) reached that degree only when they
became the alphabet and the language of the Greater-Moravian state and its church,
even though they were built on the basis of the vernacular of southern Macedonian
Slavs.

The third stage in the development of literacy and Christianity in Macedonia,
as underlined by Hrabar as well, started at the moment when Cyril and Methodius
designed the Slavonic alphabet and translated the religious books into the language
of the Salonika Slavs, which had already been established as a literary one.

Scholars have long been debating these questions: when, why and what
alphabet did they create?

The hagiographies usually state that it was only after Rostislav’s letter to
Michael III that work on the preparation of the mission to Greater Moravia started,
meaning that the alphabet was created at that time. The same sources give indirect
indications that Cyril and Methodius worked even earlier on this task. We have
already pointed out that even before the brothers went on their state and diplomatic
missions among the Arabs and Khazars, Methodius had been the stpatez us of the
Bregalnica region for ten years, that his brother Constantine came there, converting
many Slavs to Christianity, creating an alphabet and writing books for them. It is
also mentioned that in 851, almost simultaneously, the two brothers went to a
monastery on Olympus (Asia Minor) where they “talked to the books” for nearly
ten years. Yernorizec Hrabar writes that Constantine designed the alphabet in 855,
no doubt after many years of work. Even though there are arguments disputing
this, if we accept this date, it seems that in the Bregalnica region Constantine
spread Christianity and Slavonic literacy using Greek and Roman symbols, i.e. a
Cyrillic alphabet “without a system”. Perhaps it is for this reason that this alphabet
bears his name up to the present day, if it is not connected with the name of Cyril
of Cappadocia.

2L prof . dr Emil Georgiev, Lit epat upa na izost peni 60p6i 6 spednosexosna Bol zapi a,
BAN, Sof is, 1966, 315.

24



The hagiographies also state that in 859/860, when Cyril and Methodius
departed on their new mission among the Khazars, their work in the Polychron
monastery was continued by their disciples, which is not only a confirmation that
the alphabet was already prepared, books were translated and copies made, but
also that the brothers had their own disciples who were actually those companions
on their journey to Moravia. As a result, Rostislav knew what to ask for and where
to ask, and Michael III was able to send people with the necessary qualifications,
who would nevertheless know how to protect properly Byzantine state and church
interests in Central Europe.

At this point let us answer the question concerning the character of the
Salonika brothers’ mission to Moravia.

There is certainly no doubt that, being Byzantine state-political and church
dignitaries of the highest rank, Cyril and Methodius did not depart only on a formal
church-religious mission; it was a purely state, political and strategic mission, and
they remained, until the end of their lives, faithful to the highly complex task they
had undertaken. The result of that mission, however, was of invaluable significance
for the entire Slavic world and in particular for Slavonic literacy and culture,
although later it did have negative repercussions on the Byzantine Empire’s
aspirations in the Balkans.

(c) What political and strategic moments dictated this Byzantine
mission and what were relations with Bulgaria like?

The moment of sending the mission was determined by purely political and
military-strategic factors. By the year 861 the relations between Moravia and the
Germans had been strained for a long time and were characterized by permanent
wars and tension. Nearly always Bulgaria was the ally of the former state of the
Franks, and later of that of the Germans, actually fighting against the Slavs in
Moravia. This traditional Germanophile policy of Bulgaria since those early
centuries was also the result of the constant military conflicts with Byzantium, at
whose expense Bulgaria expanded its territories. In 862 Louis the German sent his
own mission to the Bulgarian Prince Boris to negotiate a war against Slavic Greater
Moravia, and perhaps proposing to him the conversion of the Bulgarian state to
Christianity through the Roman rites. At the same time, in order to thwart the new
war and hamper the Germano-Bulgarian military alliance, knowing of the attitude
of the Byzantine Empire towards Bulgaria, the Greater-Moravian Prince Rostislav
sent a mission to Constantinople and asked for direct military assistance in
political alliance with Byzantium, as well as preachers and teachers in the Slavonic
language, to protect Greater Moravia from the subversive actions carried out by
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the German Roman clergy, who supported the Germano-Bulgarian alliance. The
result of all these military, strategic, political and other combinations was the
mission of Cyril and Methodius to Greater Moravia in 862/863. To understand
better the anti-Bulgarian character of Cyril and Methodius’s mission it is sufficient
to mention that in 863 the Bulgarian Prince Boris, together with Louis the German,
waged a war against Greater Moravia and against Louis’s disloyal son Carloman,
while in early 864 the Byzantine Empire attacked Bulgaria and compelled Boris
to break up his alliance with the Germans, and, among other things, to receive
Christianity through Constantinople.

(d) What was the language of Cyril and Methodius:
Old Bulgarian or Old Macedonian?

Slavistics most often designates the language of Cyril and Methodius as ‘Old
Slavonic’ or ‘Old Church Slavonic’, but in the works of the majority of Bulgarian
scholars and a number of German and other Slavists we can also find the term ‘Old
Bulgarian’. More recently we have seen the designation ‘Old Macedonian’ being
increasingly used, although it is of a fairly limited character, as even we in
Macedonia nearly always use the designation ‘Old Slavonic’. At the beginning of
this century, in the works of Krste P. Misirkov (1903 and 1905) and in the journal
Makeoonskij Golos (Makeoonski Glas), 1913-1914, we can find the designation
‘Old Macedonian’, but this term was soon suppressed with the suppression of
Macedonian scholarly thought.

We do not consider the term ‘Old Slavonic’ to be incorrect, as it, too, originates
from the Slavic name borne by the Slavs in Macedonia, but it is likely that the
designation ‘Old Macedonian’ will be increasingly used in the future, in contrast
to ‘Middle Macedonian’ (15th-18th centuries) and ‘New Macedonian’ (19th-20th
centuries).

But is the term ‘Old Bulgarian’ justified?

There is no doubt that the language of all the Slavs in the 9th century was similar
and comprehensible to all of them, but it is also beyond any doubt that even then
there were individual variants and tribal dialectal differences which have been
retained to a large degree up to the present day. Yet to claim that only the
Macedonian and Bulgarian Slavs had one and the same language which was
already different at the time from the languages of all nearby peoples (in present-
day borders), means to lose the sense of reality. It is true that Bulgaria was
predominantly populated by the Slavic tribes of the Antians, and Macedonia and
a part of Serbia with the Slavini (Sclavini), but it was the historical development
of the peoples following their arrival in the Balkans — bearing in mind all the
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elements examined above — that subsequently determined the development of the
language, which adopted a large number of Balkanisms, particularly prevalent
among the Macedonians and Bulgarians. The second half of the 9th century
already saw the creation of Old Bulgarian literacy and the initial formation of the
Old Bulgarian language, but this can by no means refer to the language of Cyril
and Methodius, even though this language was indirectly introduced into Bulgaria,
exerting a decisive influence on Bulgarian culture. Mutual relations, such as these
between Macedonia and Bulgaria, were also to remain unknown and unstudied in
the subsequent period.

In a written record from the 7th century (‘The Miracles of St Demetrius’), in
connection with an attack of the Avars and an insignificant group of Bulgars as
allies of the Macedonian Slavs in the siege of the city of Salonika, a counsellor to
the Bulgarian Kuber is mentioned as speaking Greek and the languages of the
Romans, Slavs and Bulgars.” This indirect and highly unreliable piece of infor-
mation is today used for assuming that the language of the ‘Proto-Bulgarians’ was
“fairly spread” in both north-eastern Bulgaria and southern Macedonia as early as
the 7th century, neglecting the fact that even here a strict ethnic differentiation is
made between the Bulgars and the Slavs (i.e. Macedonian Slavs) and that it was
quite possible that the counsellor spoke all these language, as a man can speak
several languages, but is it possible to assume that the people in Macedonia could
have learnt or needed to learn or even master the language of the ‘Proto-Bulgarians’
during the brief and insignificant visit of Kuber’s company to the territory of
Macedonia?

On the other hand, with what right can the Slavs from the Salonika region be
called ‘Bulgars’ or ‘Bulgarian Slavs’ bearing in mind that they had never come
into longer contact with the Bulgars and that they constituted an inseparable part
of the people of the Macedonian Slavs which subsequently formed the Macedo-
nian nation?

Accordingly, in the third period of the development of Macedonian written
culture, the Slavonic script, the Slavonic language and Slavonic translations and
original literature were created on the basis of the Macedonian language and were
carried to Greater Moravia and later brought back. Although it is very likely that
Cyril’s script was Glagolitic, designed perhaps specially for the needs of the
Moravian Slavs, but on the basis of the Old Macedonian vernacular from the
Salonika region (as the Cyrillic script already used might have been too reminis-
cent of the Greek alphabet, creating political difficulties in the implementation of
the mission in the realm of Roman influence), this does not imply that the older
Cyrillic literacy did not continue to develop in Macedonia; it was later adopted

22 Gpweki izeopi za 6wl zapskat aist opi a, 11, Sof i, 1960, 111-157.
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(with small modifications) as the standard state script of the Bulgarian court in
Preslav.

The time in which Yernorizec Hrabar lived, which is not mentioned in his
periodization, and the period up to the 14th century, constitutes the fourth stage
of the development of written culture in Macedonia, when Cyril and Methodius’s
disciples Clement and Naum established the Ohrid Literary School, which, to
quote Blasie Koneski, “stands out by its clearly outlined physiognomy”> with
characteristics of the Glagolitic traditions of Cyril and Methodius which can be
found in Macedonia as late as the 14th century. It is important to mention that
following 886 an exceptionally rich cultural, educational and spiritual life devel-
oped in Macedonia, which undoubtedly had many common elements and in-
tertwinement with the Bulgarian centre at Pliska and later in Preslav and Trnovo.
At the same time, however, it built numerous independent traditions, which
certainly contributed to the formation of the Macedonian people and Macedonian
culture: the establishment, in Macedonia, of what is considered the first Slavonic
university; the first Slavonic bishop in the entire Bulgarian state (and probably the
only one in the Slavic world at the time); the construction of a large number of
churches and monasteries, and a whole complex of related subjects, among which
the development of the arts and architecture deserves particular mention.

From what has been established so far concerning this early period, we know
that Clement’s Literary School in Ohrid used exclusively the Glagolitic script as
an alphabet designed by Cyril and Methodius, although it is very likely that
Clement added several new symbols for certain sounds; he used their translations
and preserved and developed their language — in contrast to the Preslav Literary
School, which developed on the basis of the Cyrillic alphabet and made modifi-
cations in the language in accordance with the characteristics of the Bulgarian
vernaculars of the time, also carrying out modifications of the translations and
church books or making new translations. It is also important to mention that
Clement, less than a year after his arrival in the Bulgarian capital, left it and came
to Macedonia, as did Naum a few years later. Even though the sources — which
are, however, of a considerably later date — offer explanations of these facts
(exploited extensively by Bulgarian scholars), it seems that this question will
preoccupy serious researchers of these problems for a long time to come.

There is practically no doubt that both Clement and Naum were from Mace-
donia. The following facts confirm this assumption.

It is known that in the 11th to 13th centuries Macedonia was a Byzantine
administrative region (theme) which bore the name ‘Bulgaria’. The surviving

23 Bl axe Koneski, ,,Ohridskata kni xovna mkol a*, Lit epat upen z6op, 111, 1, Skopje, 1956,
17-18.
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sources do not confirm whether the terms ‘Bulgar’ or ‘Bulgarian’ were used to
refer to north-eastern Bulgaria, but underline that these designations were quite
normal in this period for the inhabitants of Macedonia. And as the names bulz apia
and Moesia were identified with each other, a new distinction was beginning to be
made between these two territories: ‘Upper Bulgaria’ and ‘Lower Bulgaria’, i.e.
‘Upper Moesia’ and ‘Lower Moesia’. This is reflected in the various hagiographies
from that period of Byzantine domination in Macedonia, where we can come
across the following interesting details.

The Shorter [version of the] Life of Clement written by the Archbishop of Ohrid
Demetrius Homatian in the first decades of the 13th century says that Clement
“devotedly studied the Holy Scriptures, translated, with the help of God, into the
local Bulgarian dialect of Cyril, a true godly-wise and apostolic father, and he was
from the beginning, together with Methodius, the eminent teacher of piety and
Orthodox faith of the Moesian people”.2* As in Clement’s time the church was still
not divided into the Catholic Church (Rome) and the Orthodox Church (Constan-
tinople), these commentaries are obviously made by Homatian in the 13th century.
That the terms ‘Moesi’ and ‘Moesian” was not a synonym for the general desig-
nations ‘Slavs’ and ‘Slavic’ is also shown by other references. For example,
Homatian continues by writing that Clement since “his young age” had already
“become the driving force of the leaders and a leader of the entire Moesian people
in piety”.”> “This great father of ours and the beacon of Bulgaria,” says the
hagiography, “was by birth from the European Moesians, usually known among
the people as Bulgars”.*® The Second Life of Naum asserts that “Naum originated
from Moesia”,”’ while the other hagiography points out that he was “a friend and
fellow-sufferer of Clement’s”.” If we add the assertion of Theophylact of Ohrid
(the Archbishop of Ohrid, two centuries after Clement’s death) that Clement knew
the life of Methodius “like no one else,... as since his early and young years he
has accompanied him”, we can draw the conclusion that both Cyril and Methodius,
and Clement and Naum, came from the same land, Moesia, i.e. from the theme
subsequently called ‘Bulgaria’, i.e. present-day Macedonia; it was from this same
Moesian (i.e. Bulgarian, i.e. Macedonian) people that they came, travelling the
same road to Moravia. Perhaps all this, in addition to some of the older political

24 Aleksandwr Milev, Xit ianase. Kliment Ohpiodsxi,Sof is,1961,127.
25 iio., 128.
26 igio., 127.

27 Petwr Hr.Petrov, Kl iment Ohridski i negovat a epoha®, in: Kl i ment Ohpi Oski ...,Sof i4,
1966, 42. See also: bvl 2apski st apini izv Maxeooui n, CoOpani i o0asHeni ot o ppog.
Hopoanw Hearnosw. Vtoro, dopsl neno i zdani e, BAN, Sof is, 1931, 312.

28 Petsr Hr.Petrov, op. cit., 42; P rof HMordans I vanovs, op. cit., 360.
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associations concerning the Moravian mission, was one of the reasons for their
abandonment of the Bulgarian capital.

The high level, the deep foundations and the broad sway of Christian Slavonic
culture in Macedonia can also be seen in the fact that the Slavonic written and
literary tradition in Macedonia never ceased to exist, even though this land was
occupied by numerous and different conquerors, whereas in the only recently
Christianized Bulgaria it died down immediately after the fall of the Bulgarian
Empire (11th-12th c.) and was briefly restored during the Second Bulgarian
Empire (13th-14th c.). It was directly dependent on the existence of church
independence: whereas in Macedonia this tradition existed and developed unin-
terruptedly up to 1767, in Bulgaria it appeared twice, only to disappear soon.

Let us mention another detail. The famous Council of Simeon in 893 in
Preslav® is believed to have adopted the following four principal decisions:
(1) the capital of Bulgaria was moved from Pliska to Preslav; (2) Simeon was
proclaimed the Prince of Bulgaria; (3) Slav priests were instituted in place of the
former Greek clergy, and (4) Slavonic was introduced as the official state and
literary language instead of the former Greek language, and Cyrillic was adopted
as the official script after specific symbols for the characteristic Slavonic sounds
had been added.

Here we must point to some not insignificant differences which are confirmed
by these decisions: whereas in Bulgaria the church was controlled by the Greek
clergy who used the Greek language (both in church services and administration
up to the year 893), in Macedonia, even before the time of Cyril and Methodius,
Slavonic was used in written records, and after the coming of Clement in 886 to
the Ohrid region, on the basis of the Slavonic language and the Glagolitic script,
a large number of teachers and native priests were educated, firmly taking the
church into their own hands. This was particularly reflected somewhat later, after
the elevation of the Bishopric of Ohrid to the rank of patriarchate by Samuel, and
even after the downfall of his state.

The further development of Macedonian culture was characterized by huge
oscillations, but also by an uninterrupted line which was ultimately to lead to its
full affirmation. The cultural individuality of Macedonia in the period of the new
Byzantine bondage and during the reign of the Serbian state did not lose its
character, and developed even further. It became an important part of the overall
culture of the Orthodox Balkan Slavs.

29 Petur Hr.Petrov, I storiueskite osnovi na Kirilometodievoto del 0%, in: Xiladai st o
200i Hi sl asanska pi smenost 863-1963, Sof i1, 1963, 90; Bl axxe Koneski , op. cit.

30



4. The name of the Macedonian people

Since we know that we took the Macedonian name as the name of our nation as
late as the middle of the 19th century, two questions are of paramount importance:
what was the Macedonian people called up to that period, and how come that
they took the Macedonian name? Both questions are of crucial significance for
the formation of the Macedonian people and the emergence and development of
the Macedonian nation.

From the existing historical sources it can be seen that the names of the native
peoples in this part of the Balkans were lost after the arrival of the Slavs. The
inhabitants of the Bulgarian state accepted the Bulgarian name, and in the written
sources we can find them only under that designation, whereas the inhabitants of
Macedonia are mentioned under the names Uasiri ((clasini) or Uass. By the 9th
century specific tribal Slavic names were in use in Macedonia, but later, after its
division into regional (and not tribal) administrative units, these names disap-
peared almost completely. It is interesting to note one fact which is often not
mentioned, namely that up to the 10th century we find the Slavic name as
designating almost exclusively the Macedonian Slavs; the claims that there was
some kind of ‘mixing’ of the Slavic and Bulgarian names as both referring to the
‘Bulgarian people’ are absolutely incorrect. Dimit’r Angelov acknowledges that
in Bulgaria after 681, “in the course of time, even before their conversion to
Christianity, there had been a certain intermingling between the religions of the
Slavs and Proto-Bulgarians, an intermingling which could also be seen in the field
of material culture”. The author considers that “certain customs, beliefs, cults”,
even before the conversion of Bulgaria to Christianity, were “spread not only
among the Proto-Bulgarians, but also among the Slavs, and they represented, as
itwere, one common spiritual possession of these two ethnic elements”.** The
same also referred to the language. As Greek was used in Bulgaria as the language
of the state, and Slavonic prevailed as the language of the people, there are two
possibilities: either the Proto-Bulgarians received the language of the Antians as
early as the period when they were living as neighbours, before they came to the
Balkans, or this took place during the process of intermingling in the Balkan
region, where the much more numerous Slavic tribes imposed their own language.
The aforementioned Bulgarian scholar confirms this, writing: “When Slavonic
literacy was created and our first literary works appeared, the influence of the

30 Di mi t Br Angel ov, ,,Bsl gar skat a nar odnost i del ot o na Kliment Ohridski“, in: KI i ment
Ohpi oski 916-1966. Coopri k ot st at ii po sluuaii 1050 200i Hi ot smopt t a mu, BAN,
Sof is, 1966, 10-11.
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Proto-Bulgarian (Turan) language was quite negligible, and there remained almost
no traces of it to influence the language of our writers towards the end of the 9th
and beginning of the 10th century.””' And because the language of the Thracians
and their name in Bulgaria totally disappeared, with the exception of certain
toponyms, some conclude that the process of the creation of the Bulgarian people
within the borders of the Bulgarian state (perhaps even before its conversion to
Christianity) was completed. Motivated solely by their desire to amalgamate the
Macedonian and Bulgarian peoples, Bulgarian scholars claim that, for instance,
the Byzantine historian Theophanes (8th c.-818) still mentioned “‘Bulgars’ and
‘Slavs’ separately as two components of the Slavo-Bulgarian state in this period”.*?
The document Theophanes has left us explicitly states: “This year [i.e. 688, Blase
Ristovski] Justinian started a campaign against Slavinia and Bulgaria [i.e. two
distinct and different regions, B.R.]. He repelled the Bulgars who intercepted him
at that time [moving from Constantinople towards Bulgaria and Macedonia, B.R.],
and attacking them as far as Salonika, he captured a great multitude of Slavs”*
(from Macedonia!). Thus Theophanes clearly differentiates between the Bulgars
(subjects of the Bulgarian state, recognized by Byzantium, who had already been
accepted as the Bulgarian people) and the Slavini (Sclavini) who lived in Mace-
donia, called Slavinia (Sclavinia) at the time. The same source quotes that “the
lord of Bulgaria sent a twelve-thousand-strong army and noblemen to enslave
Berzitia [part of Macedonia, B.R.] and make it a part of Bulgaria”, but that the
Byzantine emperor found out about this plan and destroyed the Bulgarian troops.
Accordingly, Theophanes is consistent in differentiating between the Bulgars and
the Macedonian Slavs.

Bulgarian scholars also claim that the Byzantine sources from the 7th and 8th
centuries “often speak of individual Slavic tribes”, quoting the Greek word ethwoi
(the plural form) and mentioning the names of the tribes [Brzaci (Brsjaks, Brzaks,
Berziti), Rinhini (Rinhins), etc.], but that in the second half of the 9th century, i.e.
when Macedonia, too, was incorporated into Bulgaria, “the word ethuos in the
singular form appeared more and more often in use, meaning ‘people’ and
designating the entire population of Bulgaria”.** These conclusions, however, are
incorrect.

Firstly, individual Slavic tribes are mentioned only when referring to Slavic
tribes in Macedonia, as confirmed by the quotation of the names of Brsjaks and

31 1gio., 11-12.
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Rinhins. Secondly, at that time these tribes were still not part of the Bulgarian
state. Thirdly, and most importantly, the designations ethnoi and ethros in the
Greek sources are used side by side even before the settlement of the Slavs in the
Balkans, and continued to be used indiscriminately in the following period: “the
Slavic people” (John of Ephesus, 584); “the people of the Slavs” (Theophylact
Simokata, early 7th c.), and the designation “Slav people” for the Macedonian
Slavs can be found as early as the 7th century in many sources, while, for instance,
the Miracles of St Demetrius of Salonika, where the allied attackers of Salonika
in 622 are even specifically mentioned (“countless army of all the Slavs, Bulgars
and other countless peoples”) speak simultaneously of the whole “Slav people”
and of “the tribes of the aforementioned Slavs, namely Strymons and Rinhins, as
well as Sagudats”, of “the princes of the Dragovit tribe”, etc. All this unequivocally
shows that it is difficult to draw conclusions with full reliability upon mediaeval
sources as regards the categories ‘tribe’ and ‘people’, and that the assumptions of
Bulgarian scholars suggesting a unity in terms of ethnicity and name of the people
in Bulgaria and Macedonia cannot be taken seriously.

From what has been said above we can see that the first name of the Macedonian
people was (asini (Cclasini) or Uass, this form being retained up to the 11th
century,” independently of the imposition of other, foreign names through admin-
istrative means. It is interesting that the Slavic name referring to the Macedonians
has been preserved in the neighbouring Albanian language up to the present day.

Although the Macedonian people later received different names, there is no
doubt that the Bulgarian name has left the most permanent and significant mark.
For this reason, we shall elaborate this question in greater detail.

As we have already pointed out, the first contacts of the Macedonian Slavs with
the Bulgaro-Slavs were made as late as the second half of the 9th century, after
the departure of Cyril and Methodius to Moravia, when the multiethnic Bulgarian
state incorporated Macedonia. On the other hand, the Branidevo and Srem regions,
together with present-day Belgrade, came within Bulgaria’s frontiers half a
century earlier than Macedonia. So why was the Bulgarian name retained the
longest in Macedonia, and not in Belgrade (which is now the centre of the
distinct Serbian nation)?

35 This is mentioned by Prof. A. Burmov in the quoted work, Xpi st omat i apoist opi anabvl z2api 1,
1, 425. Here we must underline that most of the tribal names of the Slavs in Macedonia which can be
found chiefly in Byzantine sources were most probably received from the Byzantines, generally
according to the place of settlement: the Strymons were given their name according to the River
Strymon, the Rinhins according to the River Rinhos, etc. We still do not have reliable information
whether they themselves used these names. It is interesting that, of all these, only the names of the
Mijaks and Brsjaks have been retained to this day, the etymological origins of which appear not to have
such roots.
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Even though all the ethnic entities which were formerly part of the Bulgarian
state later changed numerous masters, they nevertheless, in the course of time,
established states under their own names, which in turn founded church organiza-
tions under their own names, being the basis for their designations when they
subsequently developed as nations. Hence the Bulgarian name was retained among
these peoples as long as the frontiers of that Bulgarian state and church lasted.

Macedonian history is different in this respect from the history of the other
Balkan Orthodox Slavs. It is true that the Macedonian Slavs succeeded in estab-
lishing a strong state towards the late 10th and early 11th century, but its founder
was crowned with the Bulgarian imperial crown and received the Bulgarian name
for his state, as even earlier the Macedonians had been Bulgarian subjects for some
time; he elevated the Bishopric of Ohrid to the rank of patriarchate, so that during
their existence, both the church and the state bore Bulgarian appellations. This
phenomenon was quite usual in the mediaeval period and in all feudal states: for
instance, the most powerful European emperors — those of the Byzantines and
Franks — proclaimed themselves successors to the Roman crown and proudly
called themselves Romans!

Of crucial importance for the strengthening of the Bulgarian name in
Macedonia, however, was another factor which we have already mentioned:
following the downfall of Samuel’s state, the Byzantine emperor Basil II, in
accordance with the usual practice in the empire, divided the newly-conquered
territories into themes, and thus Macedonia, as the centre of the destroyed
‘Bulgarian’ state, became a theme bearing the name ‘Bulgaria’. At the same time
he gave the name ‘Paristrion’ (the Danube region) to the territory of Bulgaria; the
Thracian coast became known as the ‘Strymon’ theme, and the region between
Adrianople and Constantinople as the ‘Thrace’ theme. It is of particular signifi-
cance to mention that as early as 802 the continental part of present-day Thrace,
with its centre at modern Plovdiv, can be found as a theme bearing the name
‘Macedonia’.*® In addition, Basil II immediately demoted the Patriarchate of Ohrid
to the rank of archbishopric, but left it as an autocephalous church which,
nevertheless, until its abolition in the 18th century, retained the Bulgarian appel-
lation in its title. Highly illustrative in this respect is the report concerning the
patriarchal thrones and their subordinate dioceses made by Archimandrite Nilus
Doxopater by order of the Sicilian King Roger IT in 1143. This is what it says with
regard to the autocephalous Archbishopric of Ohrid: “The Bulgarian Church is
like the Cypriot Church: independent and subordinate to none of the supreme
thrones, but autonomously governed and consecrated by its own bishops. In the

36 Di mi t br Angel ov, Ust opi a Ha Bi zant i a, Sof is, 1965, 295.
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beginning it was not called Bulgarian, but later, as it came under the control
of the Bulgars, it received the Bulgarian name. It also remained independent
when it freed itself from the Bulgarian hand and did not join the Constantinopolitan
Church.””” Somewhat later the Archbishopric of Ohrid was made subordinate only
and directly to the Oecumenical Patriarchate in Constantinople, its former epar-
chies were curtailed and its jurisdiction was reduced mainly to the territory of
Macedonia.

The long Byzantine domination in Macedonia (over two centuries, 11th-13th
c.), together with the administrative division and conservatism of church traditions
described above, was accompanied by a highly developed economic and, in
particular, cultural life of the Macedonian Slavs. It is a period from which a large
number of cultural and historical written records — in the Slavonic and Greek
languages — have been preserved. In all these documents Macedonia is invariably
referred to as the theme bulzapia, and the former Slavini (Sclavini) are now
described under the administrative appellation bulzaps, while the Macedonian
language is called bulzapian. The same applies to the various hagiographies and
orations connected with Clement and Naum, and even those with Cyril and
Methodius, where the nomenclature is in full accord with the administrative
division. This is understandable as the majority of historical texts were written by
Greeks.™ Using these appellations as ‘arguments’, Bulgarian scholars stress the
“Bulgarian character” of Macedonia and use the designations which were the result
of a situation in the 12th and 13th centuries to draw conclusions relating to issues
from earlier periods. At the same time they forget that during the same period,
when we can find Macedonia referred to under the Bulgarian name, the
Bulgarian name is absent in the written records relating to Bulgaria and the
Bulgars! It is curious (which has long been and still is the cause of dispute between
Bulgarian and Romanian historians) that even the founders of the ‘Second Bul-
garian Empire’, the brothers Ivan and Peter Asen (1185-1197), did not use the
Bulgarian name. Instead, the sources mention ‘Wallachians’, ‘Moesi’, Scythians,
etc.”” As late as the early 13th century, Ivan and Peter Asen’s heir, Kaloyan

37 Mozl eoi , 1V, 3, Skopje, 1967, 110.

38 With the exception of Haralampie Polenakovik’s chapter entitled ,,KIi ment Ohridski — xi vot i
dejnost“ (in: Kwui 2a za Kliment Ohpioski, Skopje, 1966, 5-68) and Branko Panov’s article
»Kliment Ohridski“ (Mst opija, 111, 1, Skopje, 1967, 32-53), we have yet no detailed account of
these hagiographies that are full of contradictory and very interesting data. Written considerably later,
mostly by Greeks within and outside Macedonia, they present sufficient reasons calling for a critical
survey which will provide important information — both for us and for others.
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(1197-1207), proclaiming himself “the Emperor of the whole of Bulgaria and
Wallachia” and demanding recognition from the Roman Pope, in his letters writes,
among other things, that he found in old books that in the past the Bulgars used to
have glorious empires and emperors, whose “legitimate” heir he is.*’ Yet he
succeeded in conquering and controlling a part of Macedonia and S