THINGS FALL APART: ARCHIVES
The Disintegration of Empire and the Causes of War,

[~ MASSAGHUSETTS INSTITOTE
OF TECHNOLOGY
By
MAR 0 2 2001
Jonathan E. Ladinsky
B.A. Political Science LIBRARIES

University of Chicago, 1989

SUBMITTED TO THE DEPARTMENT OF PGLITICAL SCIENCE IN PARTIAL
FULFILLMENT OF THE REQUIREMENTS FOR THE DEGREE OF

DOCTOR OF PHILOSOPHY IN POLITICAL SCIENCE
AT THE
MASSACHUSETTS INSTITUTE OF TECHNOLOGY
February 2001
© 2001 Jonathan Ladinsky. All rights reserved.
The author hereby grants to MIT permission to reproduce

and to distribute publicly paper and electronic
copies of this thesis document in whole or in part.

Signature of Author: e eneae s saessaesnes
\Department of Political Science
December 22, 2000

Certifled bY: .ccceceeeees et s
Stephen Van Evera
Associate Professor of Political Science
Thesis Supervisor

Accepted by: ......... L s
N— Barry R. Posen
Professor of Political Science

Chairman, Graduate Program Committee






THINGS FALL APART: The Disintegration of Empire and the Causes of War
By
Jonathan E. Ladinsky

Submitted to the Department of Political Science on December 22, 2000
in partial fulfillment of the requirements for the degree of
Doctor of Philosophy in Political Science

ABSTRACT

This dissertation argues that the disintegration and collapse of empires cause wars and crises
by creating some of the conditions and causes of war commonly identified by scholars. When
empires disintegrate and collapse, the metropole withdraws its power from its peripheral territories
and newly independent successor states emerge. This new situation gives rise to several problems:
a power vacuum develops forcing successor states to provide for their own security and leading them
and other states to try to fill the vacuum; successor states engage in state-building, which occurs at
different rates for different states; ethnic groups are divided from their homelands; multi-ethnic states
are created; and, territorial borders become issues of dispute. As a result of these problems, five
causes of war develop, which can lead to wars an crises. International rules of the game become
unsettled and ambiguous because a new balance of power develops and new issues of international
concern arise. Power shifts as successor states build institutions for self-rule, and alliances form and
collapse in response to the ever changing situation. Third, the new situation that occurs 2s the
empire disintegrates increases uncertainty about the capabilities of the successor states, about the
alliances that exist, and about the intentions of states, making it difficult to determine the new
balance of power and the intentions of other states. Fourth, nationalism grows as states seek to unite
with their diaspora and protect them from the discrimination of the multi-ethnic state’s government.
Fifth, competition for leadership in successor states cause leaders to have a weak hold on power.
To test this argument, I look at the seven wars and two crises that occurred when the Ottoman
Empire in the Balkans disintegrated in the nineteenth century.

This study serve three purposes. First, it studies the causes of war that result from the
disintegration and collapse of empires. Second, and more relevant for today’s policy-makers, this
study can help us understand the consequences of the disintegration of multi-ethnic states and, in the
process, provide guidance for policy-makers. Third, this dissertation tests several hypotheses about
the causes of war.

Thesis Supervisor: Stephen Van Evera

Title: Associate Professor of Political Science






TABLE OF CONTENTS

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS ...\ttt iteitttiatenaneennateennnnnnns ix
Chapter 1

INTRODUCTION ..ottt ittt iiiee i ieaee et iiatenennnnns 13

LI DefiNitions . ...ovvittie it iiet i ettt i e e 14

12Related Literature . .. .. ...ovviiinen et iin e ii ittt niraranennnananns 15

121 AncientHatreds ............. ..ottt 16

122International Order ........... 0.ttt 17

1.23State-building ............ciiiii i 19

1.2.4 Multi-ethnic Statesand Diaspora ............... ... ... i, 20

1.3 Summaryofthe Argument . . ...ttt 21

1.4 Methodology and Case Selection .. ..., 23

1.5 Theoretical and Policy Relevance .............cooiiiiiiiiiiiiineennn.. 25

1.6 Organization of the Dissertation ............... .. ... oottt 27
Chapter 2

HYPOTHESES ON IMPERIAL DISINTEGRATION AND WAR ................ 28

2.1 The Disintegration of Empires: Issuesand Concerns ........................ 28

2.2 Imperial Disintegration and the Causesof War ....................... ... ... 37

2.2.1 Imperial Disintegration, Regimes,and War ........................ 37

2.2.2 Imperial Disintegration, the Balance of Power, Opportunism, and the Causes

L0 B, £ PP 41

2.2.3 Imperial Disintegration, Miscalculation of Power, Misperception of Intentions,

ANd WAL ... ittt it et it e 50

2.2.4 Imperial Disintegration, Nationalism,and War ..................... 56

2.2.5 Imperial Disintegration, Domestic Politics,and War ................. 60

23 Testingthe Theory ........ooiiiniiereiiiiiiiii et ians 65

00N | - S PP 68
Chapter 3

THE OTTOMAN EMPIRE, ITS COLLAPSE AND THE EASTERN QUESTION ... 70

3.1 The Rise and Fall of the Ottoman Empire ..............ooiiiniiiiiina., 70

3.2 Decline of the Ottoman Empire, Rise of the Eastern Question, and the Great Powers

............................................................... 74

3.3 The SystemofOttomanRule . .............. . .ot 76

3.4 NationalismandtheBalkans ............ ..ottt 78
Chapter 4

THE CRIMEAN WAR ............... T 84

4.1 Great Power Interests and the Development of Rules of theGame .............. 88

4.2 The Internal Situation in the Ottoman Empire . .............. ..o, 96



4.3 The Dispute overthe HolyPlaces .................ccoiiiiiiiiniinnnnnnnn. 98

4.4 Russia’s Expectations of Allied Support ................co i, 101

4.5 The Menshikov Mission ............. ... ..ttt iiiiiiieiiinnnnn, 106

4.6 Failed Diplomacy and the Start of the Russo-Turkish War ................... 111

4.7 The Crimean War Expands: Britain and France declare waron Russia ......... 116

48 The Austrian Ultimatum ........... ... .. ... ... ... iu.... e 119

49 CoNCIUSIONS . ... .iiitiiii it i i e i e e e e 121

Chapter 5

THE BALKANS 1860-1885 .......cc.niiiiiiiiiiie it iiiineieneeennns 123

5.1 THE BALKAN ALLIANCE OF THE 1860s AND BALKAN PEACE ......... 127

5.1.1 Prince Michael and His Nationalist Program ...................... 131

5.1.2 The Fortress Crisis and Serbia’s Decision Notto GotoWar .......... 137

5.1.3 Peaceinthe Balkansin 1866 .................... ... ... ...... 138

5.2 THE SERBO-TURKISHWAROF 1876 ...........ccoiiiiiiiiiinennnnnn. 140

5.2.1 The Insurrections in Bosnia and Herzegovina ..................... 145

5.2.2 The Great Powers and the Balkan Crisis ......................... 149

5.2.3 Pressures for War: Domestic Politics in Serbia, Serbc-Montenegrin

Competition, and the Balkan Crisis ..................... ... ... 154

5.2.4 Why War was Averted in 1875: Serbian Military Preparations, the Lack of

Allies, and Great Power Pressure .. ............coiiiiiienennnn 157

5.2.5 The Coming of the Serbo-Turkish Warof 1876 .................... 160

5.2.6 Serbia’s Miscalculations ............... ... .. i iiiiii., 171

5.3 THE RUSSO-TURKISH WAROF 1877-78 . . . .. ...t 173

5.3.1 Russian InterestsintheBalkans ................................ 177

5.3.2 Russian Diplomacyand ItsFailure .............................. 178

533 Russiaandthe Great Powers..............c.ooiiiiiiiiiinnnn. 184

5.3.4 Russia and Its Romanian Alliance .............................. 186

5.3.5 Russia’s Declaration of War and Optimistic Miscalculations ......... 188

5.4 THE SERBO-BULGARIAN WAROF 1885 .............c.iiviiiiiinn. 189

5.4.1 The Treaty of San Stefano, the Congress of Berlin and the Creation of Bulgaria

........................................................ 194

5.4.2 Russia and Bulgarian State-Building ............................ 198

5.4.3 Bulgarian Unification ........... .. ... oottt 199

5.4.4 Greek and Serbian Reaction to Bulgarian Unification ............... 206

5.4.5 The Great Powers’ and Turkey’s Reactions to Bulgarian Unification ... 207

5.4.6 Serbiaand BulgariaGotoWar ............... ... ..o, 212

5.4.7 Greece StaysOutofthe War . ...................ooiiiiiiinns. 216

5.5 CONCLUSIONS ... ittt ittt ettt inn i ainennns 216

Chapter 6
THE BALKANS, 1960-1914:

THE BOSNIAN CRISIS, THE BALKAN WARS, AND THE FIRST WORLD WAR

.................................................................... 220

vi



6.1 THE BOSNIAN ANNEXATION CRISIS, 1908-1909 ...................... 223

6.1.1 The Berlin Settlement and Balkan Peace, 1878-1903 ................ 229
6.1.2 Changing Circumstances and the Austriai Decision to Annex Bosnia and
Herzegovina .........ooiiiiiiniiiiiniannnnenenennenennnns 235
6.1.3 The Annexation of Bosnia-Herzegovina ... ....................... 243
6.14TheBosnian Crisis ............ccoiiitiiiiiiinniiennennennnnnn 248
6.1.5 The Peaceful Resolution of the BosnianCrisis . . ................... 260
6.2 THE BALKAN WARS, 1912-1913 ... ... ... . ittt iii i iinaann, 266
6.2.1 TheBalkan Quagmire .................cuiiiiinennennennnnennns 277
6.2.2 Consequences of the Bosnian i_zisis . ............ ... ... oiuat, 289
6.2.3 Failed Attemptsata Balkan Alliance ............................ 293
6.2.4 The Formation of the Balkanleague ............................ 299
6.2.5 Turmoil in the Ottoman Empire ................................ 312
6.2.6 The First Balkan War: Originsand Outcome ...................... 316
6.2.7 The Great Powers and the Division of the Spoils of the First Balkan War
........................................................ 326
6.2.8 The Balkan States and the Division of the Spoils of the First Balkan War
........................................................ 331
6.2.9 The Second Balkan War: Originsand OQutcome . ................... 335
6.3 THE AUSTRO-SERBIANWAROF 1914 ........... ... ..ciiiiiiiinnn.n. 341
6.3.1 Serbia and the Serbian Threat to Austria-Hungary After the Balkan Wars
........................................................ 346
6.3.2 Serbian Nationalism and the Assassination of Franz Ferdinand . . ... ... 356
6.3.3 The Austrian Reaction to the Assassination of the Archduke ......... 358
6.3.4 Austrian Secrecy and the TripleEntente . ... ...................... 364
6.3.5 The Austrian Ultimatum and the Serbian Respcnse . ................ 368
6.3.6 The Failure of Peace Initiatives, the Austro-Serbian War of 1914, and Its
Impending Escalation................ ..., 372
6.4 CONCLUSIONS ... ittt iiieteee ittt eeiesetaen e 373
Chapter 7
(000, (0 518 1] () " [ 377
7AMain ATGUMENt ......connnniit ittt ttiataeerttaaaaaeaaaaas 377
7.2 Theoretical Implications for the Causesof War ........................... 386
7.2.1Regime TheoryandWar ...............coiiiiiiiiiiiiiinnnn... 386
722Realismand War..............oiiiiiiiiiiiiii ittt 387
7.2.3 Nationalismand War ............. ..ottt iiiiiinnennns 388
7.2.4 Domestic Politicsand War .............. ... .. ot 389
7.3 Implications forPolicy . .......... ... i 390
BIBLIOGRAPHY .. ittt it ittt et ettt et ia e enaannens 391

vii






ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

While the responsibility for this dissertation rests squarely on my shoulders, many people had
roles in its final form, some without even knowing it. First, I would like to thank my dissertation
committee. Stephen Van Evera was priceless, both as the chair of the dissertation committee and
as a model for how to do good social science. Those who know Steve and his work will see his
finger prints throughout. Barry Posen’s input was no less important. From my first weeks at MIT,
Barry provided both support and criticism for my ideas, which he continued to provide during the
writing of this dissertation. Most important, whether consciously or not, he taught me that criticism
is a natural part of the scholarly world and one must quickly develop a thick skin or fail. Steve
Meyer was a late but useful addition to my committee. Without his advice and willingness to listen,
this dissertation would be significantly weaker.

In addition to my committee, I would like to thank Hayward Alker, Dave Burbach, Eugene
Gholtz, Dave Mendeloff, John Mearsheimer, Darryl Press, Rachel Kaganoff-Stern, and Richard
Wilcox for the advice and comments they gave on various ideas and drafts of chapters.

I would also like to thank MIT, the Department of Political Science, the Security Studies
Program at the Center for International Studies, and the Merck Foundation for financial support.

More important than these intellectual and financial debts are the personal debts owed to my
friends. Getting a PhD is an isolating task, and writing a political science dissertation is, perhaps,
the most isolating part of the entire process. I would like to thank my friends for helping me survive
it, five of whom were, and continue to be, particularly important. Linda Kato provided the love,
support, sympathy, and home cooked meals that only a true friend could provide, which is made all
the more impressive by the fact that she was going through her own doctoral trials and tribulations
at the same time. James Valverde and Ramon Vela, provided me with opportunities to complain,
to joke, or to escape from my work when I needed it. During the final stages of the
dissertation—which tock much longer than anybody wanted—Russ and Tanya Like were the truest
friends anybody could ask for. To all my friends, I thank you.

Finally, I want to thank my family. My brother demonstrated the joys of an intellectual’s life
and provided love, support, and an eagerness to talk about my work, even when I was tired of it.

Most important of all, I want to thank my parents, Heddy and Robert. Through the dark and
lonely times, when even I doubted myself, their love for me and confidence in me cleared away the
darkness. They provided me with an ear that always listened, a shoulder to cry on, and a home to
return to. They were and continue to be my shelter from the storm. I came to MIT believing I had
the best parents. I leave knowing it. For all that they have been, for all that they are, and for all that
they continue to be, I dedicate this dissertation to them. They are responsible for all that is good and
worthy in me and in my work. For the rest, I alone am responsible.






For My Parents,
Because of the foundation they provide,
I can build my casties in the air.



Turning and turning in the widening gyre
The falcon cannot hear the falconer;

Things fall apart; the center cannot hold;
Mere anarchy is loosed upon the world,

The blood dimmed tide is loosed,

and everywhere

The ceremony of innocence is drowned;
The best lack all conviction, while the worst
Are full of passionate intensity.

The Second Coming
William Butler Yeats



Chapter 1
INTRODUCTION

A cursory look at history suggests that wars are more frequent in regions of imperial
disintegration and collapse. Since the conclusion of the French revolutionary wars, three “world
wars” have occurred—the Crimean War, World War I, and World War [I—partly in response to the
disintegration and collapse of empires.! The disintegration of the Russian Empire as a result of the
First World War also spawned several conflicts.> During the mid-1800s, the disintegration of the
Habsburg Empire contributed to the Wars of Italian Unification and the Austro-Prussian War of
1866. Europe, however, is not the only region of the world to suffer from wars that resulted form
the disintegration and collapse of empires. In the Middle East, the Arab-Israeli conflict can be
traced, in part, to the collapse of the Ottoman Empire and the Great Powers’ responses to it In
Latin America, the coliapse of the Spanish Empire also led to several wars.*

This poses an important puzzle: why and how does imperial disintegration and collapse cause
war? In this dissertation, I provide an answer to this question. While answering this question, I am
also able to weigh in on important theoretical and policy questions. For theoreticians, the study of
this question provides a laboratory in which to test theories on the causes of war. Many theories
purport to explain the causes of war. These theories, however, need to be further developed and
tested. While this research does not provide a definitive test of any general theory about the causes
of war, it elaborates and uses some of these theories to explain why wars occur when empires
collapse. In so doing, it should provide some insight into the applicability of these theories. For

policy-makers, the answer to this question sheds light on the nature of dangers that they will face in

'On the Crimean War, see chapter 4; on World War I, see Chapter 6; and on World War II, see P.M.H. Bell, The
Origins of the Second World War in Europe, (New York, NY: Longman, 1986), pp. 14-38.

2Stephen M. Walt, Revolution and War, (Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press, 1996), pp. 129-209 discusses these
conflicts. Even though his purpose is to use these conflicts to demonstrate the relationship between revolutions and war,
his case studies also provide evidence for the relationship between imperial disintegration and war.

30n the Arab-Israeli conflict, see Ian J. Bickerton and Carla L. Klausner, 4 Concise History of the Arab-Israeli
Conflict, (Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice Hall, 1991).

*Petham Horton Box, The Origins o/ the Paraguayan War, (New York: Russell & Russell, 1967); and Robert N.
Burr, By Reason or Force: Chile and the Balancing of Power in South America, 1830-1905, (Berkeley and Los
Angeles, CA: University of California Press, 1967).
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the future when multi-ethnic states disintegrate. Few empires will collapse in the future, but many
muiti-ethnic states will, and policy-makers will need to deal with the consequences. The answers
provided in this dissertation will provide information about future dangers and possible policy
prescriptions.
1.1 Definitions

This section defines three key terms: empire, zone of imperial retraction and successor states.

An empire is a political unit in which a dominant political unit, the center, determines the
international and domestic politics of a subordinate political unit, the periphery.® The center, which
will also be referred to as the metropole, is the dominant political actor in the empire;® it determines
the politics of the imperial territories and provides the bulk of the capabilities needed for imperial
defense and for imperial order. The periphery is either the state(s) or territories(s) controiled by the
center. The periphery has two essential characteristics: (a) the people in the peripkery must consider
themselves to have a separate identity from the people of the center; and, (b) the people of the
periphery must consider themselves to have an ethnic homeland that lies within the territory that the
empire controls. Thus, the Soviet Union was clearly an empire. Russia, and Moscow in particular,
performed the role of the center, while the Eastern European states and republics of the Former
Soviet Union were peripheral territories with people who had distinct identities and territories.
Furthermore, Russia determined the politics of its peripheral territories by instaliing communist
regimes and by maintaining their hold on power when local opposition threatened to overthrow these
regimes.

Empires differ from multi-ethnic states. A multi-ethnic state, like an empire, has people who

The term empire has been defined in many ways. Unfortunately, these definitions are frequently fuzzy, making it
difficult to identify an empire when one sees one. Definitions of empire, and the study of empires, also suffer from the
emotional and politica! baggage that pecple associate with them. This problem leads people to define empires either
too broadly or too narrcwly in order to support particular views of empires and imperialism. For definitions of empires,
the best source is Michael W. Doyle, Empires, (Ithaca, NY: Comell University Press, 1986), pp. 30-47. Doyle defines
empire as "a relationship...in which one state controls the effective political sovereignty of another political society.”

My definition comes from Alexander Motyl, "From Imperial Decay to Imperial Collapse: The Fall of the
Soviet Empire in Comparative Perspective,” in Nationalism and Empire: The Habsburg Monarchy and the Soviet
Union, edited by Richard L. Rudolph and David F. Good, (New York, NY: St. Martin's Press, 1992), pp. 15-43. While
this definition does not conflict with Doyle's definition, it is more specific.

*The metropole can be a city, like Rome, or a state, like Spain.
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have separate identities; however, in multi-ethnic states, these people do not have their own territory
within the borders of the state. The fifty states of the United States provide an example of a multi-
ethnic state, not an empire. Today, the US is a multi-ethnic state because the many ethnic groups
that live in its territories have no "homeland" within the territorial boundaries of America.’

The zone of imperial retraction is the territorial area where the empire's control once was, but
is now weakened. When the empire declines and collapses, it begins to lose control over some of
its territories either because the territories gain their independence or because they are incorporated
into other empires and states. These former imperial territories, which become successor states,
encompass the area known as the zone of imperial retraction.

Finally, a successor state is a former imperial territory that has gained its autonomy or its
freedom from the empire. In other words, it is any political-territorial unit that exists in the zone of
imperial retraction. Two types of "states" can be successors states: those territories which were once
part of the empire, but have gained some level of independence form the empire and the rump empire
that remains once it has lost control of some of its territory. Thus, in 1829, Greece gained its
independence from the Ottoman Empire. Both Greece and the remainder of the Ottoman Empire
were successor states.

1.2 Related Literature

Little sustained work on the consequences, particularly war, of the disintegration and collapse
of empires and multi-ethnic states exists.® Almost all of the work that addresses this issue falls into
one of two categories. The first category briefly mentions the relationship between imperial
disintegration and war. The second category is the theoretically informed case studies of the collapse
of empires. Many people have offered hypotheses to explain why wars occur when empires collapse.
These provides a useful field from which to cull ideas. Four areas of study appear to be particularly

common when studying the collapse of empires and war.

For most of America's existence, one could consider it an empire because of the presence of the American Indians
who had their own territories and their own identities.

*One scholar has said that "It is surprising that more scholarship in the field of Intenational Relations has not been
directed toward examining the coming apart of empires, particularly since present-day scholars have been eyewitnesses
to the disintegration of severai great empires.” Donald J. Puchala, "The History of the Future of International
Relations,” Ethics & International Affairs, Vol. 8 (1994), p. 189.
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1.2.1 Ancient Hatreds’

Some scholars, politicians, and journalists claim that when empires collapse ancient hatreds
among groups and states cause war.'® Groups and states will have interacted with each other both
before they were incorporated into the empire and during their time under imperial rule. These
interactions may have been either peaceful or conflictual. If their interactions have been peaceful,
then their post-imperial relations tend to be peaceful. If their interactions have been violent, for
example if they fought wars or if one side committed atrocities against another group, then they tend
to want to go to war to seek revenge for these wrongs. During the empire's existence, they cannot
redress these wrongs. The center's power and authority maintains order within its territories and
prevents conflict from breaking out. When the empire collapses, the constraints that prevented these
adversaries from fighting each other disappear, and the newly freed groups and states may take
advantage of this opportunity to settle their ancient hatreds.

This argument has at least three problems. First, not all adversaries with ancient hatreds go
to war with each other. Some go to war, and some do not. Furthermore, not all wars that occur
when central authority collapses occur between adversaries who have ancient hatreds. For example,
the Europeans who settled in America and their descendants seriously mistreated the American

Indians, yet the two groups are not constantly at war."" This hypothesis fails to provide the

*While analysts refer to this explanation as the "ancient hatreds" argument, it is somewhat of amisnomer. The events
that create these hatreds are not necessarily ancient. For example, the animosity between the Croats and Serbs stems
from the Second World War, not from the pre-Ottoman era. Instead, it would be better to refer to "historical
grievances.” Since the literature refers to "ancient hatreds,” however, I will use this term here.

YFor discussions of the ancient hatreds argument, see Michael E. Brown, "Introduction,” in The International
Dimensions of Internal Conflict, edited by Michael E. Brown, (Cambridge, MA: MIT Press, 1996), pp. 12-13; S.M.
Burke, The Mainsprings of Indian and Pakistani Foreign Policies, (Minneapolis, MN: University of Minnesota Pr¢ :
1974); Robert D. Kaplan, Balkan Ghosts: A Journey Through History, (New York: Vintage Press, 1993); Charles A.
Kupchan, "Introduction: Nationalism Resurgent,” in Nationalism and Nationalities in the New Europe, edited by
Charles A. Kupchan, (Ithace, NY: Cornell University Press, 1995), p. 9; Serge Schmemann, "Ethnic Battles Flaring
in Former Soviet Fringe,” New York Times, May 24, 1992, p. 10; Jack Snyder, "Nationalism and the Crisis of the Post-
Soviet State,” in Ethnic Conflict and International Security, edited by Michael E. Brown, (Princeton, NJ: Princeton
University Press, 1993), pp. 79-102; and Stephen Van Evera, "Hypotheses on Nationalism and War," International
Security, Vol. 18, No. 4 (Spring 1994), pp. 23-25.

''On the treatment of the Indians and the large scale death that followed the colonization of America, see David E.
Stannard, American Holocaust: Columbus and the Conquest of the New World, (New York: Oxford University Press,
1992).
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conditions under which ancient hatreds will lead to war. Second, this hypothesis fails to distinguish
mythical history from reality. Sometimes, leaders and analysts justify or blame wars on ancient
hatreds when no ancient hatred actually exists. These hatreds may be non-existent, or they may be
myths created by leaders or historians for their own reasons.” For example, some analysts blame
the conflicts in South Asia on ancient hatreds, when history does not necessarily support this
interpretation.”

Third, even when the ancient hatreds explanation has some validity, it tells us little about
how to prevent war. The best theories should provide policy prescriptions. They provide policy-
makers with information that helps them develop policies to prevent or to stop wars. The ancient
hatreds argument does not help policy-makers prevent war. It suggests that war results from
historical grievances that must be avenged. The only solution that follows from this hypothesis,
therefore, is to change the past.

Despite these problems, the ancient hatreds argument highlights two issues that help us to
understand why wars occur when empires and multi-ethnic states collapse. First, this argument
focuses our attention on the withdrawal of central authority as an important condition for post-
imperial war. With the coliapse of central authority, the interests of the successor states and the
situations in which they find themselves become important issues. Second, this argument suggests
that history influences the foreign policy of successor states.'* Analysts should consider a state's
history, particularly its perception of history, to understand when, where and why wars occur.
1.2.2 International Order

A few scholars have asserted that the collapse of empires and states creates an ambiguous

120n the manipulation of history, see Holger H. Herwig, "Clio Deceived: Patriotic Self-Censorship in Germany after
the Great War," in Military Strategy and the Origins of the First World War, revised and expanded edition, edited by
Steven E. Miller, Sean Lynn-Joncs, and Stephen Van Evera, (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 1991), pp. 262-
300; Barry Posen, "The Security Dilemma and Ethnic Conflict," in Ethnic Conflict and International Security. edited
by Michael E. Brown, (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 1993), p. 107; Jack Snyder, Myths of Empire:
Domestic Politics and International Ambition, (Ithaca, NY: Comell University Press, 1991), pp. 17-19, 312-14; and
Van Evera, "Hypotheses on Nationalism and War,” pp. 26-30.

130n ancient hatred as it relates to South Asia, see Sumit Ganguly, "Explaining the Kashmir Insurgency: Political
Mobilization and Institutional Decay," International Security, Vol. 21, No. 2 (Fall 1996), pp. 85-6.

4Several analysts look at a state's or group's history, particularly its perception of history, to help explain when and
why war occur. See footnote 10 for cites.
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international order, which leads to war."”” An international order is a set of rules that define the
rights, responsibilities, and spheres of influence of states.® Thus, during the Cold War, the
international order defined American and Soviet spheres of influence. Rules are ambiguous in two
situations. First, when states disagree about what the rules actually are, the international order is
ambiguous. In this case, two or more states have different interpretations of what the rules are.
Second, when states disagree about what the rules ought to be, the internationai order is ambiguous.
In this situation, states agree about what the international order is, but they disagree about whether
the existing order accurately reflects the interests, will and power of the states that compose the
international system.

Many scholars who argue that the collapse of empires and states unsettles the interational
order fail to explain why this change occurs. Still, they do provide two explanations. First,
hegemonic stability theory and the theory of hegemonic war claim that changes in the distribution

of power cause the international order to change.'” When empires and states collapse, the distribution

5Peter Calvocoressi, World Order and New States, (Toronto: Clarke, Irwin and Co. Ltd., 1962); Ted Hopf,
"Managing Soviet Disintegration: A Demand for Behavioral Regimes," International Security, Vol. 17, No. 1 (Summer
1992), pp. 44-75; Peter Lyon, "New States and International Order,” in The Bases of International Order: Essays in
Honour of C.A.W. Manning, edited by Alan James, (New York: Oxford University Press, 1973), pp. 24-59; Kemal
Shehadi, Ethnic Self-Determination and the Break-up of States, Adelphi Paper 283, (London: Brassey's, 1993), pp. 51-
52; and Stephen Van Evera, "Primed for Peace: Europe Aftes the Cold War,” in The Cold War and After: Prospects
Jor Peace, edited by Sean M. Lynn-Jones, (Cambridge, MA: MIT Press, 1991), pp. 231-2.

1Few of the scholars who discuss the relationship between imperial collapse and international order actually define
what is meant by international order. Instead, I equate international order with "international rules of the game.” For
a discussion of international rules of the game, see Raymond Cohen, International Politics: The rules of the game,
(New York: Longman Group Ltd, 1981). The literature on international regimes is also useful on this issue. See
Stephen D. Krasner, editor, International Regimes, (Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press, 1983); Robert O. Keohane,
After Hegemony: Cooperation and Discord in the Worid Political Economy, (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University
Press, 1984); and idem, International Institutions and State Power: Essays in International Relations Theory, (Boulder,
CO: Westview Press, 1989).

"On hegemonic stability theory, see Robert Gilpin, U.S. Power and the Multinational Corporation: The Political
Economy of Foreign Direct Investment, (New York: Basic Books, 1975); Charles Kindleberger, The World in
Depression, 1929-1939, (Berkeiey, CA: University of California Press, 1973); Keohane, "The Theory of Hegemonic
Stability and Changes in International Economic Regimes, 1967-1977," in Change in the International System, edited
by Ole Holsti, Randolph Siverson, and Alexander L. George, (Boulder, CO: Westview Press, 1980), pp. 131-162; and
Stephen D. Krasner, "State Power and the Structure of International Trade,” World Politics, 28 (April 1976): 317-47.

On theories of hegemonic war, see Robert Gilpin, War and Change in World Politics, (New York: Cambridge
University Press, 1981); idem, "The Theory of Hegemonic War," in The Origin And Prevention of Major Wars, edited
by Robert 1. Rotberg and Theodore K. Rabb, (New York: Cambridge University Press, 1989), pp. 15-38; A.FK.
Organiski and Jacek Kugler, The War Ledger, (Chicago, IL: University of Chicago Press, 1980); idem, "The Power
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of power changes, which causes the international order to change. Second, new issues and new
events can cause the international order to become ambiguous.'®

When the international order is ambiguous, war is more likely for three reasons. First, states
can go to war to change the international order. In other words, the purpose of the war is to create
a new set of rules and territorial boundaries.' Second, an unsettled international order can lead
states to adopt competing policies, leading to violence.”

While this hypothesis provides an interesting argument, it suffers from two significant flaws.
First, it is under-specified. The causal logic relating international order to war is under-developed.
Second, this hypothesis has not been empirically tested. This flaw is particularly problematic
because of the controversy that surrounds the debate relating international regimes to war.”'
1.2.3 State-building

When empires collapse, successor states need to engage in state-building.?? Successor states
frequently lack legitimate, developed institutions when they gain independence. Thus, they must

develop political, economic, social, and military institutions. They must also train personnel to

Transition: A Retrospective and Prospective Evaluation,” in Handbook of War Studies, (Ann Arbor, MI: University
of Michigan Press, 1989). pp. 171-194; and Thucydides, History of the Peloponnesian War, translated by R. Wamer,
(Baltimore, MD: Penguin Books, 1954).

18Van Evera, "Primed for Peace," p. 231 asserts this explanation.
¥Gilpin, War & Change in World Politics.
wghehadi, Ethnic Self-Determination and the Break-up of States, p. 51.

21The best work on this is John J. Mearsheimer, "The False Promise of International Institutions," International
Security, Vol. 19, No. 3 (Winter 1994/5), pp. 5-49. Also useful is Robert Jervis, "Security Regimes," in International
Regimes, pp. 173-194. For criticisms of Mearsheimer’s argument and his reply to these criticisms, see Robest O.
Keohane and Lisa L. Martin, "The Promise of Institutional Theory," Charles A. Kupchan and Clifford A. Kupchan, "The
Promise of Collective Security," John Gerard Ruggie, "The False Premise of Realism,” Alexander Wendt, "Constructing
International Politics,” and Mearsheimer, "A Realist Reply," International Security, Vol. 20, No. 1 (Summer 1995), pp.
39-51, 52-61, 62-70, 71-81, and 82-93.

20 the need for successor states to engage in state-building, see Ali Banuazizi and Myron Weiner, "Introduction,”
in The New Geopolitics of Central Asia and Its Borderlands, edited by Ali Banuazizi and Myron Weiner, (Bloomington,
IN: Indiana University Press, 1994), pp. 3-5; P.J. Boyce, Foreign Affairs for New States: Some Questions of
Credentials, (New York: St. Martin's Press, 1977), Calvocorressi, World Order and New States, pp. 34,42; Robert C.
Good, "State-building as a Determinant of Foreign Policy in New States,” in Neutralism and Nonalignment: The New
States in World Affairs, edited by Laurence W. Martin, (New York: Frederick A. Praeger, 1962), pp. 3-12; and Wilson
Carey McWilliams, "Political Development and Foreign Policy,” Foreign Policy and the Developing Nations, edited
by Richard Butwell, (Lexington, KY: University of Kentucky Press, 1969), pp. 11-39.
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manage these institutions. This problem is made more difficult because these states are normally
poor. They lack the resources needed to accomplish this goal. In addition to the need to develop
institutions, successor states will develop institutions at different rates.”? Some states will build
institutions faster than other states.

The need to engage in state-building and the problems associated with it can create domestic
instability, which can lead to war.?* Domestic instability can cause war because insecure leaders may
try to divert attention from domestic problems or because outside powers take advantage of the weak
state.

This hypothesis provides a potentially reasonable explanation relating the disintegration of
empires to war. Nevertheless, the existing literature suffers from two problems. First, it is
extremely limited; it makes sense that domestic politics should cause war in more ways than one.

Second, the diversionary war hypothesis has not been adequately tested, and those empirical tests
that exist are inconclusive.”
1.2.4 Multi-ethnic States and Diaspora

Successor states aiso tend to suffer from ethnic problems.® When empires collapse,
territorial borders rarely coincide with ethnic, linguistic, or religious boundaries, creating ethnic
problems for successor states; they tend to be multi-ethnic. In other words, more than one ethnic
group may live within a single state. In addition, successor states may have diaspora, ethnic brethren

who live outside their ethnic homeland.

BOn uneven state-building, see Posen, "The Security Dilemma and Ethnic Conflict,” pp. 110-111.

3On the general issue of domestic instability and war, see Jack Levy, "The Diversicnary Theory of War: A
Critique," in Haridbook of War Studies, edited by Manus Midlarsky, (Ann Arbor, MI: University of Michigan Press,
1990), pp. 259-288. For a discussion that specifically relates domestic instability in new states to war, see Steven R.
David, "Why the Third World Still Matters,” in America’s Strategy ina Changing World, edited by Sean M. Lynn-Jones
and Steven E. Miller, (Cambridge, MA: MIT Press, 1992, pp. 332-336.

3Levy, “The Diversionary Theory of War.”

3Q0n ethnic divisions and successor states, see Banuazizi and Weiner, "Introduction,” pp. pp. 1-3; Istvan Deak,
"Uncovering Eastern Europe's Dark History,” Orbis, Vol. 34 (Winter 1990), pp. 51-66; Good, "State-building as a
Determinant of Foreign Policy in the New States”; Lyon, "New States and International Order,” p. 51; McWilliams,
"Political Development and Foreign Policy,” pp. 27, 34; Van Evera, "Primed for Peace,” pp. 233-236; and Myron
Weiner, "The Macedonian Syndrome: An Historical Model of International Relations and Political Development,”
World Politics, Vol. 22 (July 1971), pp. 665-683.
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These ethnic problems can cause war for two reasons. First, states may go to war to unite
with their ethnic brethren. Second, multi-ethnic successor states may suffer from domestic
instability and conflict that can lead to war.

As with the previous hypothesis, this one provides a reasonable explanation of the
phenomena. It identifies a real issue that arises when empires collapse and relates it to war.
Unfortunately, most scholars who frame this hypothesis fail to develop the hypothesis fully or to test
it.

1.3 Summary of the Argument

This dissertation argues that the disintegration and collapse of empire is a significant cause
of war. Its argument is straight forward. Simply put, the disintegration of empires causes problems
that cause causes of war that scholars have identified. These causes, in turn, cause wars and crises.
Thus, imperial disintegration does not cause war in some new, unique way. It causes war in ways
that scholars have recognized for years. Wars are more common when empires disintegrate and
collapse because imperial disintegration and collapse increases the frequency and intensity of these
causes. At the same time, disintegration and collapse also increases the number of potential causes

of war, further increasing the number of wars that occur.

Disintegration Causes and Conditions War
of Empires for War

STRUCTURE OF THE ARGUMENT
FIGURE 1-1

Three characteristics of imperial disintegration and collapse contribute to the outbreak of war:
the withdrawal of the metropole’s power and influence from its peripheral territories helps create a
power vacuum in the zone of imperial retraction; the creation of newly independent successor states
that must now provide for their own security; and, the legacy of imperial policies that last long after
the empire has disintegrated.

These characteristics lead to several problems that give rise to the causes and conditions of
war. First, when empires disintegrate a power vacuum develops in the zone of imperial retraction.

Where the metropole once maintained order and provided security within its peripheral territories,
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the newly independent successor states must provide for their own security. Second, both outside
powers and successor states compete for power and influence in the zone of imperial retraction.
Third, the successor states must engage in state-building; they must develop the social, economic,
political, and military institutions necessary for self-rule and seif-defense. Different successor states,
however, will develop at different rates. Fourth, ethnic groups will be divided from their ethnic
homeland and live in multi-ethnic states, creating the potential for nationalism to be a problem.
Fifth, borders between states will become issues of dispute because they are poorly defined or poorly
drawn.

As a result of these five problems, five potential causes of war arise. First, the rules of the
game become unsettled. The new issues, new actors, and new balance of power may lead some
states to believe that the old rules are outdated and no longer apply. This can lead to wars and crises
for three reasons. One reason is that states can unknowingly disagree about the applicability of the
old rules or the new rules that replace them, which, in turn, can lead to miscalculations and war.
Another reason is that states may compete to create new rules of the game that satisfy their
conflicting goals and interests. A third reason is that the absence of mutually acceptable rules makes
diplomacy a blunt tool for resolving disputes, forcing states to fall back on their militaries to settle
their differences.

Second, power shifts, creating new opportunities for conflict. The successor states are
generally weak actors in the international system, making them easy prey. Furthermore, their power
is in a state of flux as they engage in state-building and attempt to reform their domestic institutions.
Alliances are also shifting. Imperial alliances may weaken and disintegrate, allowing new alliances
to form. These new alliances may also be temporary; as the successor states develop their militaries
and as all states begin to better understand the new international environment, alliances continue to
change. Consequently, new balances of power that form, contributing to the outbreak of war. Both
old and new states alike take advantage of the new situation to improve their power and their
prestige. States may also compete for power and influence over the spoils of empire, leading to wars
and crises. Since the balance of power is temporary, some states will confront windows of
opportunity, leading them to go to war quickly while they and their allies are stronger than their
potential adversaries. Third, miscalculation occurs. The newness of the situation and the frequent
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changes that occur make it difficult to determine the balance of power and the intentions of other
states. As a result, states may overestimate their capabilities, overestimate the hostility of other
states, or underestimate the threat posed by other states. Each of these problems can cause war and
crises.

Fourth, nationalism frequently develops and leads to war. Ethnic groups are frequently
divided between their ethnic homelands and other states. When a groups diaspora is mistreated or
discriminated against, nationalism frequently develops creating pressures for unification, which can
only be achieved through war. Also, states that are home to ethnic diaspora may be threatened by
the dangers ethnic nationalism pose to its territorial integrity. To address this threat, these multi-
ethnic states may attack the diaspora—militarily, politically, or culturally—or the group’s ethnic
homeland, which can result in war and crises.

Fifth, most successor states suffer from domestic instability. Weak institutions, corruption,
military failure, and discrimination make leaders feel insecure about their hold on power. When
these leaders believe that they may lose their power, they tend to act in ways that increase the
likelihood of war. They may create diversionary threats that can cause war. They may also be
unwilling to oppose public pressure for war. Instead of leading, they follow the crowd and go to war
whether or not it is a good policy. Finally, weak, insecure leaders may be unwilling to enact the
tough policies necessary to prevent or prepare for war because these policies are unpopular. Asa
result, diplomacy becomes a weak instrument, leaving military force, or surrender, as the only
dispute resolution tool.

1.4 Methodology and Case Selection

This dissertation attempts both to test hypotheses and to explain the past. It takes hypotheses
about the causes of war, and uses them to explain why wars occurred when empires disintegrate and
collapse. At the same time, it uses historical cases to test the explanatory and predictive power of
the hypotheses.

My dissertation accomplishes its tasks both by process tracing and comparing cases.”’

710n case studies see Alexander L. George and Timothy J. McKeown, "Case Studies and Theories of Organizational
Decision Making," in Advances in Information Processing in Organizations, Vol. 2, (Greenwich, Connecticut: JAI
Press, 1985), pp. 21-58; Arend Lijphart, "Comparative Politics and the Comparative Method,” American Political
Science Review, vol. 65 (1971), pp. 682-693; Alexander L. George, "Case Studies and Theory Development,” paper
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Process-tracing allows the researcher to test hypotheses against individual cases.?® A researcher who
process-traces seeks to determine whether the process by which the case unfolds conforms with the
expectations generated by the hypotheses. To accomplish this, the researcher seeks to develop
details of the occurrences and decisions that led to the outcome in order to determine if they conform
to the predictions of the hypotheses. The more predictions that are born out by the case and the more
demanding these predictions are, the stronger the confirmation of the hypothesis is. These results
are then compared across cases.

The case studies in this dissertation are the wars and crises of the successor states to the
Balkan territories of the Ottoman Empire. Looking at many events in a single empire helps to
control for variables and conditions, such as culture, that may infiuence the outcomes.

The Ottoman empire was selected for two reasons. First, the disirtegration and collapse of
the Ottoman Empire occurred over a long period of time and involved many wars and crises, which
provides many cases. Second, a large literature exists on the Ottoman Empire and many of the cases.
Thus, selecting this case allows me to follow the dictum of “looking under the light.” Third, one of
the most important goals of this dissertation is to help us understand the consequences of the break-
up of multi-ethnic states. The Balkan territories of the Ottoman Empire were contiguous to each
other and to the metropole, as are the territories of multi-ethnic states. Furthermore, these territories
were. more tightly controlled than the Empire’s Arab and Asian territories. Thus, the Ottoman
Empire provides greater similarity to a multi-ethnic state than the British or French Empires.

This selection of cases has a few problems. First, these cases cannot provide sufficient

variation on the dependent variable. Looking at the wars and crises of the collapse of one empire

presented to the Second Annual Symposium on Information Processing in Organizations, Carnegie-Mellon University,
Pittsburgh, PA, October 15-16, 1982; Alexander George, "Case Studies and Theory Development: The Method of
Structured Focused Comparison,” in Paul Gordon Lauren, editor, Diplomacy: New Approaches in History, Theory, and
Policy, New York: Free Press, 1979), pp. 43-68, Harry Eckstein, "Case Study and Theory in Political Science,” in
Handbook of Political Science, Vol. 7, Strategies of Inquiry, (Reading, MA: Addison-Wesley, 1975), pp. 79-137.

More recent work includes Gary King, Robert O. Keohane, Sidney Verba, Designing Social Inquiry: Scientific
Inference in Qualitative Research, (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 1994); and Stephen Van Evera, Guide
to Methods for Students of Political Science, (Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press, 1997)

On process tracing, see George and McKeown, "Case Studies and Theories of Organizational Decision Making,”
pp. 34-41; Van Evera, Guide, pp. 64-67; and Andrew Bennett and Alexander George, “Process Tracing in Case Study
Research,” Presented at the MacArthur Foundation Workshop on Case Study Methods, October 17-19, 1997,

http://www.georgetown.edu/bennett/PROTCG.htm.
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cannot provide sufficient variation to develop conclusive results. To do this would require the study
of wars that did not happen. Unfortunately, as with deterrence, it is difficult to study an event that
did not happen. Second, even though I look at many cases within one empire, historians have not
studied these cases in equal depth. Of the cases I study, the Crimean War and World War I have
received the most study. The Balkan Wars and the Serbo-Turkish War of 1876 have also received
a significant study. Unfortunately, cases like the Serbo-Bulgarian War of 1885 have received
significantly less study. Third, to do these cases justice, one would need to read the primary and
secondary sources in a variety of different languages—including French, German, Russia, the Balkan
languages, and Turkish—more than one political scientist can be expected to know.

Finaily, some may claim that this study suffers from a degrees of freedom problem; there are
too many causal arguments and not enough observations to test them. To some extent, this may be
true. Nevertheless, I do not believe that this criticism invalidates this study. First, each case study
actually contains many observations. This is one of the advantages of process tracing. Second, most
of the causes of war hypotheses that I use and test have, to some extent, already been tested by other
scholars, which limits the burden placed upon me.”

Despite these problems, this dissertation should provide useful answers to the proposed
questions. Future research and future events should tell us how useful these answers are.

1.5 Theoretical and Policy Relevance

A topic worthy of serious social science research should have relevance both for the real
world and for theory. This belief may lead some people to wonder "why study imperial collapse and
war?" Empires are now in the dust bin of history. With the collapse of the Soviet Empire, the great
empires of history have left the international landscape, making the study of the consequences of
imperial collapse historically interesting, but politically irrelevant.

In fact, studying the relationship between the collapse of empires and war is relevant both
for policy and for theory. First, the collapse of the Soviet Empire is a recent phenomenon, and we

will be dealing with its consequences for many years to come. The states of Eastern Europe and the

One could also argue that the analogy between quantitative and qualitative research that forms the foundation of
this issue is inappropriate. See, Timothy J. McKeown, “Case Studies and the Statistical Worldview: Review of King,
Keohane, and Verba’s Designing Social Inquiry: Scientific Inference in Qualitative Research,” International
Organization 53 (Winter 1999), pp. 161-190.
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Former Soviet Union are in the process of developing domestically and internationally.
Domestically, they are building economic, political and legal institutions. Many of these states are
also attempting to incorporate diverse ethnic popuiations into single political units. Internationally,
these states are trying to develop economic, political, and military relationship with each other and
with other states in the wider international system. This process will take time to develop, and, in
the mean time, there is the danger that conflict may erupt. And, even though these conflicts may be
regional, they may spread to include more states as the Austro-Serbian conflict in 1914 and the
French conflict with the Vietnamese did. This dissertation will help to determine where and why
dangers of conflict exist, and possibly help to prescribe policies to avoid military conflicts or to limit
them if they do occur.

Second, the results of this dissertation may help us to understand the consequences of the
disintegration and collapse of multinational states. Multi-ethnic states, like empires, are political
units that rule over two or more distinct ethnic groups. The similarities between multi-ethnic states
and empires suggest that they may have face similar problems when they disintegrate. Therefore,
the lessons learned from the disintegration of empires may help us to understand the consequences
of the disintegration of multi-ethnic states. Since the current international system is populated with
multi-ethnic states, many of which suffer from serious domestic problems, this study can help us to
understand a current and future political problem.

Third, the dissertation allows for the development and testing of theories related to the causes
of war. An enormous academic literature attempts to determine what causes war. Some of this
literature is theoretical, and some is empirical. Unfortunately, a great deal of the theoretical literature
has not been empirically tested. The empirical literature, on the other hand, frequently is not stated
in generalizabie terms; each explanation claims to apply to one and only one case. Neither approach
can work alone. Theoretical explanations help us understand why wars happen and allow policy-
makers to develop better policies to prevent the occurrence of war in the future. However, without
empirical tests of these theoretical claims, we do not know if the theory is accurate. Empirical
explanations of particular wars are also useful, but if they are not stated in general theoretical terms,
their utility for policy-makers is limited.

I hope 1o take theories of the causes of war—theories already in the literature and theories
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that I develop—and test them against historical cases. Doing this will provide a number of
advantages over pure theory-building and pure case explaining. Testing the theories will help
determine whether or not they accurately represent reality. If they do, they may provide a useful
guide for future research and policy. If they are not accurate, then policy makers may be forewarned.
Of course, they may only be accurate under certain conditions. The empirical tests will help
determine what these conditions may be. Finally, many of these theories are poorly specified.
Frequently, their independent and intervening variables are specified in a fuzzy, unclear manner,
making it difficult to apply them to real world cases. Empirically testing hypotheses may lead to
more specific and useful theories.

Fourth, studying the consequences of imperial disintegration and collapse provides us with
a better understanding of the consequences of international change. Imperial decline and collapse
is one type of international change. The center is normally a major international actor who loses
both power and prestige in the international system. Imperial disintegration also leads new actors,
the successor states, to enter the international system. Furthermore, the empire’s disintegration
forces new issues onto the table. In addition to being a type of international change, imperial decline
and collapse is also an extreme form of change. The extremity of this change should make the
consequences starker, making it easier to study the consequences of international change.
1.6 Organization of the Dissertation

The remainder of the dissertation is presented in six chapters. The second chapter develops
the dissertations theoretical argument. It presents the hypotheses that best explain why wars occur
when empires disintegrate. The third provides background for the historical cases by discussing the
rise and decline of the Ottoman Empire and its system of imperial control. Chapters four through
six discuss many of the wars and crises that occurred during the collapse of the Ottoman Empire.
The seventh and final chapter is the conclusion. In the conclusion, I summarize the theoretical and

empirical results and look at lessons learned.
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Chapter 2
HYPOTHESES ON IMPERIAL DISINTEGRATION AND WAR

The argument presented in this dissertation has a very simple structure. (See Figure 2-1)
It starts with the disintegration of empire. The issues and concerns asssciated with the disintegration
and collapse of empires create the causes and conditions associated with existing hypotheses on the
causes of war. By so doing, the decline, disintegration, and coliapse of empires increase the
likelihood of war by increasing the number of causes and conditions of war that occur, by increasing
the intensity of the causes and conditions of war that occur, and by increasing the frequency of the

causes and conditions for war that occur.

Disintegration Causes and Conditions War
of Empires for War

STRUCTURE OF THE ARGUMENT
FIGURE 2-1

The remeinder of this chapter presents the argument in four sections. Section 2.1 discusses
the issues and concerns associated with the disintegration of empires. Section 2.2 presents the
hypotheses relating the disintegration of empire to the causes and conditions for war. Section 2.3
presents the predictions of the argument. The final section, section 2.4, presents a few caveats to the
argument.

2.1 The Disintegration of Empires: Issues and Concerns

The issues and concerns that develop when empires disintegrate and collapse result from
three factors. First, they result from the policies and actions employed by the empire during its
tenure of rule over its periphery. Second, they result from the process of disintegration and collapse
and the responses and interests of the metropole and other states to the empire’s disintegration.
Third, they result from the policies, actions, and interests of the successor states.

When empires develop, the metropole attempts to incorporate new, previously free, territories
into the empire’s territorial-political system. Many issues make the development of this a
particularly difficult problem, including the distance of the metropolitan state from some of its
peripheral territories, the difficulty finding capable people to manage the new territories, tensions
among the peripheral peoples, and the tendency for the conquered people to resist foreign rule. The
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metropole, therefore, needs to develop institutions to manage the ecoromic, military, political, and
social relations within these territories, among these territories, between these territories and the
metropole, and between these territories and the outside world. When developing institutions of
rule, the metropole must be conscious of the costs of empire and seek to minimize these costs.! To
help minimize these costs, empires sometimes adopt a divide and rule strategy. This strategy can
take two forms. One is to separate members of the same group either by creating adminisirative
borders that separate the groups or by forcing large segments of a group to migrate to another area
of the empire, sometimes even outside of the empire. Another way to implement a divide and rule
strategy is to try and create conflict between groups. A popular way to achieve this goal is to put
members of one group in positions of power over other groups. By doing this, the empire gives the
groups in authority a stake in the continued existence of the empire. At the same time, since the
groups in power exercise influence over other groups, other groups may grow to resent those in
power, thereby reducing the possibility of collusion among different peripheral people. Since the
center is most concerned about its own interests and not those of the peripheral peoples and
territories, these institutions may contribute to problems when the empire declines and disintegrates.
Over time, the empire begins to lose control of its peripheral territories and begins to
disintegrate and, eventually, collapse. When empires disintegrate, the metropole's power and
influence decline relative to other states and recede geographically. Where the metropole was once
able to use its power and influence to coerce other states to obey its demands, it must now work with
them or obey their demands. Furthermore, they lose control over their peripheral territories. These
territories either gain their independence, or are incorporated into other states and empires.
Imperial disintegration and collapse result from three sources. First, the international system

IRational choice assumptions would suggest that the empire is unlikely to expand if the costs of managing the empire
exceed the benefits. Nevertheless, history presents us with many examples of over-expansion. Even when over-
expansion occurs, the imperial power is still likely to try to minimize the costs of empire. On overexpansion, see Paul
Kennedy The Rise and Fall of Great Powers, (New York: Vintage Press, 1989); Charles Kupchan, The Vulnerability
of Empire, (Ithaca, NY: Comell University Press, 1994); and Jack L. Snyder, Myths of Empire: Domestic Politics and
International Ambition, (lthaca, NY: Cornell University Press, 1991).
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helps to cause empires to decline and disintegrate.? Most theories that identify the international
system as the cause of decline and disintegration focus on the military and econemic costs of empire.
As an empire grows, the metropole takes on greater military commitments because it must defend
and control 2 larger area. These commitments force the metropole to divert resources from
investment and internal order to external defense. Over time, this diversion of resources leads to the
loss of relative power by the empire and, eventually, to its disintegration.

Second, tensions within the periphery can cause empires to disintegration. Individuals and
groups within the empire's peripheral territories develop interests, demands, and bases of power that
conflict with those of the metropole.’ As these interests and capabilities develop, groups within the
periphery may resist the demands of the metropole, and, eventually, demand their independence.

Third, imperial disintegration can result from pressures within the metropole. If, as some
people argue, states build empires in response to domestic pressure, it seems logical that imperial
disintegration can also result from pressures in the metropole.’* Groups and institutions within the
metropole may oppose imperialism on economic, military, political, or moral grounds. If they gain

sufficient power, they may force the metropole to decolonize.

2On the international causes of imperial disintegration, see Robert Gilpin, War and Change in World Politics, (New
York: Cambridge University Press, 1981); Kennedy, The Rise and Fall of Great Powers; and Stephen Peter Rosen,
"Introduction and Overview," in The Decline of Multinational Empires, edited by Stephen Peter Rosen, unpublished
manuscript, pp. 1-15.
Also useful on this issue is Theda Skocpol, States and Social Revolutions, (New York: Cambridge University
Press, 1979).

*These demands may come from regional leaders, see Alexander Motyl, "From Imperial Decay to Imperial
Disintegration: The Fall of the Soviet Empire in Comparative Perspective,” in Nationalism and Empire: The Habsburg
Monarchy and the Soviet Union, edited by Richard Rudolph and David F. Good, (New York: St. Martin's Press, 1992),
Pp. 15-43. They may also come from nationalist movements as occurred in British India and French Vietnam. On
colonial nationalism, see Anthony D. Smith, Theories of Nationalism, second edition, (New York: Holmes & Meier
Publishers, Inc., 1983), pp. 65-85. Also useful is Christopher Clapham, Third World Politics: An Introduction,
(Madison, WI: University of Wisconsin Press, 1985), pp. 25-37.

“Some of the classic works on imperialism claim that domestic interests in the metropole cause imperialism. Two
of the most prominent works in this genre are J.A. Hobson, Imperialism: A Study, (Ann Arbor, MI: University of
Michigan Press, 1991) and V.1. Lenin, Imperialism: The Highest State of Capitalism, (Peking, China: Foreign
Languages Press, 1975). For a summary of this school of thought, see Michael Doyle, Empires, (Ithaca, NY: Cornell
University Press, 1986), pp. 22-24. Making a related argument is Snyder, Myths of Empire.

SAlthough few comparative, theoretical works address this issue, two that do are Miles Kahler, Decolonization in
Britain & France: The Domestic Consequences of International Relations, (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press,
1984) and Charles A. Kupchan, The Vulnerability of Empire.

30



While each imperial disintegration is a unique event, the above description suggests five
issues that frequently arise when empires disintegrate. First, with the withdrawal of the metropole's
power and influence, a power vacuum develops in the zone of imperial retraction. During the
empire's existence, the metropole's capabilities prevent outside powers from interfering in its
peripheral territories. Any state that considers attacking these territories knows that the metropole
will defend them. This knowledge helps deter attacks on the empire's territories. The metropole's
power also helps it maintain order among the peripheral territories. The empire's military and police
forces help prevent conflict from breaking out within the empire. When conflict does occur, these
forces restore order.

When the empire disintegrates, the metropole may no longer have the capability or the will
to maintain peace and order in the zone of imperial retraction. The withdrawal of the metropole's
influence and forces from the periphery makes it necessary for the new!y independent states to use
their own capabilities to maintain order and to deter conflict. The successor states must use their
military, police, bureaucrats and leaders to manage their domestic and international relations.
Unfortunately, these states tend to lack the military and political abilities necessary to fill the vacuum
that develops with the metropole's withdrawal.®

The power vacuum causes an additional problem. States will compete for influence in the
zone of imperial retraction. Upon gaining independence, the successor states and their leaders want
to gain their autonomy. They have just thrown off the imperial shackles and wish to control their
own politics. Unfortunately for them, they frequently confront other states—both Great Powers and
non-Great Powers—that try to take advantage of the vacuum. As these states compete for power and
influence, they interfere in the domestic and international politics of the new states, creating
resentment among the newly freed states. These states will then act to maintain or to regain their
autonomy. We can see this process occurring in post-World War II Yugoslavia when Tito tried to
balance the United States and the Soviet Union against each other. In this way, he was able to use
his ties with the United States to prevent Stalin from controlling Yugoslavia while also using his ties

A power vacuum is les= likely to develop if these states are incorporated into another state or empire; the state that
incorporates these territories provides domestic and international security and order for the newly incorporated
territories.
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with the Soviet Union to limit the control that the United States exercised over Yugoslavia.

Third, most successor states need to engage in state-building.” States need to have legitimate,
developed civil, political, economic, military and police bureaucracies and institutions and trained
bureaucrats to manage them. Without these institutions and bureaucrats, states will have difficulty
managing their domestic and international politics. Either they will lack the ability to manage the
many tasks that a state must manage, or, if the institutions lack legitimacy, social groups within the
state will not support the institutions® goals and actions.

Successor states may suffer from both problems. They may lack developed institutions either
because no institutions exist, or, more likely, because those institutions that exist are under-
developed. For example, the post-communist states of Eastern Europe needed to develop laws to
define property rights in order to create a climate for capitalism to succeed. Without these laws, it
is extremely difficult for a free market to grow and thrive. Second, the institutions that exist may
lack legitimacy; individuals and groups within new states may not recognize the authority of the
existing institutions. People may consider a successor state's institutions to be illegitimate for many
reasons, including their failure to represent societal values® or to address domestic and international
issues. For example, as Belgium prepared the Congo for independence, African nationalists feared
that the Belgians were trying to trick them. Instead of creating an independent political system, the
nationalists believed Belgium was trying to maintain the empire by different means. They, therefore,

demanded to be included in the creation of the Congo's post-imperial institutions.’ If they were not

"Discussing the need for imperial successor states to develop institutions are Barry Posen, "The Security Dilemma
and Ethnic Conflict,” in Ethnic Conflict and Internationai Security, edited by Michael E. Brown, (Princeton, NJ:
Princeton University Press, 1993), pp. 103-124, particularly pp. 110-111 and Ali Banuazizi and Myron Weiner,
"Introduction,” in The New Geopolitics of Central Asia and its Borderlands, edited by Ali Banuezizi and Myron Weiner,
(Bloomington and Indianapolis: Indiana University Press, 1994), pp. 1-16, particularly pp. 3-5. On the problem of
inexperienced and untrained personnel, see P.J. Boyce, Foreign Affairs for New States: Some Questions of Credentials,
(New York: St. Martin's Press, 1977).

For a more general discussion of state-making, see the essays in The Formation of National States in Western
Europe, edited by Charles Tilly, (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 1975). The introductory and concluding
chapters by Tilly are particularly useful as a general introduction to the subject.

*Discussing problems when a state's institutions fail to correspond to that society’s values is Goran Hyden and
Michael Bratton, eds., Governance and Politics in Africa, (Boulder & London: Lynne Reinner Publishers, 1992).

*Crawford Young, Politics in the Congo: Decolonization and Independence, (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University
Press, 1965), pp. 162-183.
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inciuded, they would perceive the resulting institutions to be illegitimate.

Undeveloped or illegitimate institutions can result from at least three causes. First, the
empire may have ruled its territories directly.' Direct rule occurs when the metropole uses its own
institutions and bureaucrats to manage affairs in the periphery.!' The metropole, therefore, does not
need to develop institutions in its peripheral territories. When the peripheral territories gain their
independence, they will need to develop their own institutions. South Vietnam provides an example
of this type of successor state. France used its bureaucrats and army to rule this territory. As South
Vietnam gained its independence, it needed to develop its own institutions to maintain domestic
order and international security."?

Second, successor states may also need to engage in state-building to centralize power
within a single set of political institutions. Many successor states develop by combining two or more
imperial political units to form a single state.'’ The new state must incorporate these political units
into a single, centralized state. It must create a modus vivendi that balances the need to centralize
power with each political unit's desire to maintain its rights and power. Unfortunately, few regional
politicians will want to surrender power to a central government that may not represent their
territorial or personal interests. For example, Bosnia, Croatia, Macedonia, Montenegro, and Serbia
united to create Yugoslavia. Each of these territories were separate political units before Yugoslavia
was created. After Yugoslavia’s creation, Yugoslav leaders attempted to create a centralized state,

but regional leaders resisted ceding too much power to the central government.™

'"Michael Doyle, Empires, (Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press, 1986), pp. 37-8. Doyle uses the term "formal rule”
instead of direct rule.

"Direct rule is the opposite of indirect rule, or, as Doyle refers to it, "informal rule.” Ibid, pp. 38-40. When the
center rules its empire indirectly, it rules through institutions in the periphery. Sometimes, this requires the center to
create institutions that do not exist. Otherwise, the center selects institutions that already exist and uses them. It is
important to realize that these are not bivariate variables, they are continuous. Direct rule is on one end of the
continuum and indirect rule is on the other end.

2George C. Herring, America’s Longest War: The United States and Vietnam, 1950-1975, third edition, (New York:
McGraw Hill, Inc., 1996), pp. 47-79 discusses the issue of state-building in South Vietnam.

BSeveral types of political units can be incorporated into an empire. They can be city-states, territorial states, or ever:
large regions that are not, and never will be, states.

140n the conflict between regionalism and centralization in inter-war Yugoslavia, see Alex N. Dragnich, Serbds and
Croats: The St~egle in Yugoslavia, (New York: Harcourt Brace Jovanovich, 1992), pp. 36-99.
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Finally, the increased number of people and groups that enter politics when successor states
gain their independence may require these states to engage in state-building. Under imperial ruie,
few groups are involved in politics, and the institutions that exist tend only to be responsive to these
groups. When the successor states gain their independence, previously disenfranchised, groups gain
avoice in politics and make demands upon the existing institutions. Unfortunately, these institutions
may be incapable of handling the demands and interests of these groups.!® Successor states,
therefore, will need to develop institutions that respond to all of society's interests. For example,
until recently, the political and economic institutions in South Africa excluded a majority of its
population from participating in these institutions on equal terms.

Ineffective governments of successor states may try to reform their institutions. Upon
gaining independence, successor states will have economic, social, political, and military problems.
Economic growth stagnates, political corruption may run rampant, and military defeat in war, to
name a few problems, may force leaders to reform their institutions. The Habsburg Empire instituted
reforms in 1867 when the Emperor created the Dual Monarchy, providing Hungary with significant
internal autonomy.'®

These reforms take time to produce results. Social, econcmic, pelitical, and military
problems are complicated issues, and identifying the causes of these problems is a difficult and time
consuming task. Pecple may disagree as to what the cause of these problems are. Once the
problems are identified, it may be difficult to develop solutions. Then, once these solutions are
developed, it may be difficult to implement them. Implementation will be particularly difficult when
reform threatens entrenched organizational and political interests. Those people and organizations
whose interests are threatened may oppose reform both passively and actively. For example, in 1926
when the Polish government finally introduced much needed land reform legislation, the Socialists
left the government coalition. They believed that this reform would hurt the workers, who were their

*On the inability of institutions to respond to the interests and demands of groups in society, see Samuel P.
Huntington, Political Order in Changing Societies, (New Haven, CT: Yale University Press, 1968). Also useful on
this topic is Robert W. Jackman, Power without Force: The Political Capacity of Nation-States, (Ann Arbor, MI:
University of Michigan Press, 1993).

'For a brief discussion of the creation of the Dual Monarchy, see Barbarz Jelavich, Modern Austria: Empire &
Republic, 1815-1986, (New York: Cambridge University Press, 1987), pp. 59-71.

34 \



key supporters.'’
Not only do reforms take time to produce results, but they may also have adverse effects,

even if only in the short-term, thereby reducing the institution's capabilities. Reform frequently
involves creative destruction.'® In this case, creative destruction refers to the need to destroy
institutions, or at least parts of institutions, in order to reform and to develop better institutions.
Thus, when states reform institutions, they destroy the existing institution while developing the
improved institutions. Since it is easier to destroy than it is to create, there may be a period of time
during the process of reform when the old institution's effectiveness has been reduced and the
reforms have not been completed. During this time, the effects of the reforms will be deleterious.
For example, as the post-communist states attempted to create free market economies, they needed
to replace the old state-controlled economic system with a free market system. During the period
of transition, their GNP plummeted. If the transition is successful, the economy’s decline will be
temporary. If the reforms are not successful, the economy’s decline will be a long-term problem.

Fourth, the intermingling and division of ethnic groups become a more significant concern
when empires disintegrate.'”” When empires disintegrate, territorial borders rarely if ever coincide
with ethnic, religious, and linguistic boundaries. Instead, the borders of the newly independent states
tend to create states inhabited by two or more ethnic groups. These borders also tend to divide
individual ethnic groups between two or more states, creating diaspora.

Multi-ethnic states and diaspora occur for two reasons: the migration of groups within and
away from the empire and the placement of state borders. During imperial rule, some groups migrate
from their ethnic homeland either by choice or by force. When the empire disintegrates, these groups
end up living outside of their homeland in states that are populated by more than one ethnic group.

C.A. Macartney and A.W. Palmer, Independent Eastern Europe: A History,(New York: St. Martin's Press, 1962),
p. 186.

18Creative destruction is an idea developed by Joseph A. Schumpter, Capitalism, Socialism and Democracy, (New
York: Harper & Row Publishers, 1975), pp. 81-86 to refer to the process of industrial evolution.

“Banuazizi and Weiner, “Introduction,” pp. 2-3.
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Thus, we see Russians living in many of the successor states to the Soviet Union.”® Not only do
groups migrate within the empire, but they may also emigrate to territories outside the empire,
thereby creating both multi-ethnic states and diaspora. Serbs, for example, fled the Ottoman Empire
and took up residence in the Austro-Hungarian Empire.”'

The migration of ethnic groups is not only a problem as the metropole creates and maintains
its empire. It is also a significant problem during and after the empire disintegrates. The process of
disintegration can cause people to leave their home. Wars frequently cause the empires to
disintegrate and the violence, or fear of violence, associated with these wars cause people to flee to
other territories within the zone of imperial retraction, to other regions of the empire, or away from
the imperial territories. After the disintegration, groups may still leave their homes to avoid
violence, persecution, and discrimination. During the bloody disintegration of the Yugoslav state,
we saw massive movements of Muslims, Croats, and Serbs as they were forced from their homes.
And, following the disintegration of the Soviet Empire we have seen and continue to see the
emigration of Russians from the Baltic states, where strict citizenship laws limit their rights, back
to Russia. These migrants may then form a powerful voice speaking out against the governments
of the states they left, calling for reparations for the losses they suffered.

The territorial borders of successor states also influence the demographics of these states.
During its tenure of rule, the metropole creates internal administrative borders that rarely, if ever,
correspond to ethnic borders. Instead, the location of these borders tends to be determined by the
order in which the territories were incorporated into the empire and by the center's desire to minimize
the costs it pays to rule the periphery.> When the empire disintegrates, the empire's internal
administrative borders become the territorial borders of the successor states, which occurred in
Africa. The borders of successor states may also be determined by the interests and the diplomacy
of the Great Powers, as occurred with North and South Korea. Great Powers, for example, may wish

®Vladimir Shlapentokh, Munir Sendich, and Emily Payin, eds., The New Russian Diaspora: Russian Minorities in
the Former Soviet Republics, (Armonk, NY: ME Sharpe, 1994).

*'Gunther Erich Rothenberg, The Austrian Military Border in Croatia, 1522-1747, (Urbana, IL: University of Illinois
Press, 1960), pp. 92-95.

ZFor example, the metropole may locate borders as part of a divide and rule strategy to help minimize the costs to
police the peripheral territories.
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to create buffer states between each other to limit the possibility for conflict between two states, as
occurred following the First World War with the creation of many of the newly independent states
of Eastern Europe between Germany and the Soviet Union. As with the empire's administrative
borders, these borders may divide ethnic groups, creating multi-ethnic states and diaspora.

Fifth, territorial borders can become issues of concern in their own right. Since outside
powers frequently impose borders on successor states, these borders may lack legitimacy. For
example, the borders of a successor state may not correspond to what it considers its historical
borders to be. In the early 1960s, Morocco and Algeria engaged in a border war because Morocco
considered the French imposed border between the two countries to be illegitimate.” Furthermore,
even if leaders of successor states believe the borders imposed upon them are legitimate, the location
of these borders may be poorly specified, causing states to disagree upon the exact location of the
borders. For example, two treaties may define the borders between two countries differently, as they
did between Paraguay and Argentina.”* Finally, some successor states will have indefensible
borders, which they will want to change.

2.2 Imperial Disintegration and the Causes of War

In this section, I develop the rest of the hypotheses. Each sub-section looks at a particular
cause of war to explain how imperial disintegration causes the cause of war. The hypotheses are
organized into five groups: regimes, balance of power, miscalculation and misperception,
nationalism, and domestic politics.?

2.2.1 Imperisl Disintegration, Regimes, and War

Rules of the game are explicit and implicit rules and norms that help define acceptable and

expected behavior as well as the rights and responsibilities of states.”* These rules help to limit

BJohn Ruedy, Modern Algeria: The Origins and Development of a Nation, (Bloomington, IN: University of Indiana
Press, 1992), p. 202.

%0On the Paraguay-Argentine border dispute, see Petham Horton Box, The Origins of the Paraguayan War, (New
York: Russell & Russeil, 1967), pp. 54-69.

3For a summary of the hypotheses see table 2-1.

0n rules of the game, see Raymond Cohen, Infernationai Politics: The rules of the game, (New York: Longman,
1981) and Gilpin, War and Change, pp. 34-7. In the international political economy literature, they use the term regime
to refer to the same, or at least a similar, concept as rules of the game. A good introduction to this literature is Stephen
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conflict by providing a context in which states can interpret each other’s actions. Actions that violate
a rule of the game can lead other states to consider the violator to be a threat. Thus, when the Soviet
Union stationed missiles in Cuba, which was generally considered to be in America’s sphere of
influence, American leaders believed this action demonstrated an escalation of the Soviet threat.?’
Rules can also provide standards of behavior that help regulate diplomacy. For example, following
the Second World War, the United States helped to create an international trading system that
provided for fair and equal treatment among all members of the regime. As a result, all GATT
members agreed that any tariff reduction provided to one trading partner would be provided to for
all. Without this rule, protectionism would have been greater. These rules develop as the result of
many variables, including common interests among states, treaties, precedents, and the power and
interests of the most powerful states.?®

But, as Bismarck once said about treaties, rules tend to apply "as long as conditions remain
the same.” The decline and disintegration of empires weaken the international rules of the game by
changing the conditions that form their foundation.”” Once these conditions change, that is once
interests, power, and treaties change or new issues that the current rules do not address arise, the
rules of the game weaken. Frequently, the metropole is one of the great powers in the international
system. Even if it is not a great power, the metropole's power and interests help define the rules of
the game in its peripheral regions. As its power declines, its influence with respect to the rules of
the game weakens. Thus, history shows us that changes in relative power tend io correlate with
changes in, or at least challenges to, the rules of the game. Newly independent states also enter the
international system when empires disintegrate. Their entry into the international system causes new

issues and concerns to arise. States lack rules to help them manage their interactions with respect

D. Krasner, editor, International Regimes, (Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press, 1983).

7'On rules of the game and US-Soviet competition, see John Lewis Gaddis, "The Long Peace: Elements of Stability
in the Postwar International System,” in The Cold War and After: Prospects for Peace, edited by Sean M. Lynn-Jones,
(Cambridge, MA: MIT Press, 1991), pp. 34-42, particularly, pp. 35-36.

2Ibid, p. 35 and Gilpin, War and Change, pp. 35-6.

PRules tend to be weak in the best of times, but during periods of rapid or intense change they may become even
weaker. Stephen Van Evera, "Primed for Peace: Europe After the Colder War," in The Cold War and Afler: Prospecis
Jor Peace, Sean M. Lynn-Jones, editor, (Cambridge, MA: MIT Press, 1991), pp. 231-232.
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to these new issues and concerns. Or, the attitudes and interests of these states, as well as the
attitudes and interests of other states with respect to these successor states, are not represented by
the rules of the game. Furthermore, as a result of these changes, treaties and precedents lose their
applicability in the new international order, further weakening the rules of the game.

As the rules weaken, they become unsettled—Iless clear—and states become less likely to
obey them. States may question the applicability of the existing rules of the game. These states may
believe that the rules ought to be changed because the rules do not provide them with the rights and
benefits that they want and believe that they deserve. Thus, as the power of pre-World War |
Germany increased, Berlin believed that the spheres of influence ought to be changed to provide
Germany with more influence. The rules may also become ambiguous, leading to disagreements
among states. Some states may believe that the old rules of the game still apply, while other states
may believe that a new set of rules exists to regulate international relations. Still, others may believe
that no rules exist, and new ones must be developed. When states have different perspectives about
what the actual rules of the game are or ought to be, the international order becomes more ambiguous
and less effective.

This ambiguity is further exacerbated by the unwillingness of states to prepare for the post-
imperial order. States, particularly the Great Powers, could negotiate new rules prior to, during, or
just after the empire's collapse. Unfortunately, they rarely do so. Even when they try to negotiate
post-imperial rules of the game, they develop vague, incomplete rules that are open to conflicting
interpretations.”® Whether they avoid negotiating new rules or develop vague ones, the result is the
same; these states must frequently negotiate and clarify the rules when the issues to which they relate
arise. These situations frequently occur during periods of heightened tensions when the rules

become issues of greater salience, making diplomacy more difficult.

States are unwilling to negotiate clear rules of the game prior to the disintegration of empire for several reasons.
In some situations, domestic politics may prevent leaders from making the concessions necessary to reach an agreement.
In other situations, states may have different opinions on what the appropriate rules of the game ought to be. These
opinions could be based on treaties, interests, history, or perceptions of the balance of power. In still other situations,
some may consider the action to be premature and more likely to cause conflict than to prevent it.

In addition, the process or form of these negotiations can cause trouble for at least two reasons. First, these
negotiations can be secret, thereby limiting the number of people who know about and participate in the negotiations.
Second, the agreements reached during the negotiations can be either written or oral. If they are oral, people are more
likely to have different interpretations and memories of what rules they actually agreed to.
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Perhaps an example can clarify the issue. In the early Cold War years, the rules of the game
between the United States and the Soviet Union were ambiguous. Prior to the Second World War,
the key actors in international politics were the European Great Powers—France, Germany, Great
Britain, and Italy. During the inter-war years, the United States and the Soviet Union were

. isolationist and, therefore, had littie role in the development of the rules. The war, however, thrust
them onto the world stage and demonstrated that they would be the dominant powers in the post-war
international system. During the war, they tried to develop a new, post-war international order at the
Yalta and Potsdam conferences, but the rules they developed failed to provide a clear guide for their
behavior. Some issues were unforeseen, such as what each side’s rights in Berlin would be. Other
issues were difficult to resolve because of domestic interest groups, such as the Soviet Union’s rights
in Poland. Still other issues led to genuine conflicts of interest, such as Russia's placement of
nuclear weapons in Cuba. Time, experience, and several crises helped to resolve these and other
issues.”!

When the international rules of the game become unsettled, war becomes more likely for
three reasons. First, weak or ambiguous rules of the game can cause miscalculations. The more
unsettled the rules of the gamie, the greater the likelihood that states will unknowingly have different
interpretations about what the appropriate behavior in particular situations ought to be. When a
state's behavior conflicts v.:th another state's inter retation of the rules, the other state may consider
these actions to be attempts to change the status quo and will interpret these actions as evidence that
the state is a threat. This problem can occur even if the state has no aggressive intentions. It believes
that its actions are in accord with the rules of the game. Unfortunately, conflicting interpretations
of the rules can cause states to miscalculate each other’s intentions, leading to crises and even war.
One could argue that this problem occurred during the early years of the Cold War. The United
States and Soviet Union were acting in an ambiguous international environment. Actions that the
United States believed to be violations of the rules of the game, such as the failure to have free and

*'During the Cold War, there were several superpower crises, including three Berlin Crises, the Taiwan Straits Crisis,
Korean War, the Quemoy Crisis, and the Cuban Missile Crises. A useful discussion of these crisis can be found in
Alexander George and Richard Smoke, Deterrence in American Foreign Policy: Theory and Practice, (New York:
Columbia University Press, 1974).
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fair elections in Poland, were considered to be acceptable behavior by the Soviets.

Second, unsettled rules of the game can lead to war as states compete to build a new
international order. Since rules define the rights and responsibilities of states, all states will want
rules of the game that benefit them most. When the rules are unsettled, states have their best
opportunity to alter them. The distribution of benefits, however, frequently is a zero-sum game,
leading states to desire different or conflicting rules because their interests conflict. These different
desires can lead states to compete to create rules that favor them. The more unsettled the rules of
the game, the greater the likelihood that they will compete to create a new set of rules.”? In some
situations, this competition leads to crises that can lead to war. Thus, scholars have argued that the
growth of German power led Wilhellmine Germany to seek to change the international rules of the
game with the Fashoda and Moroccan Crises and the First World War.

Third, the weakness and ambiguity of the rules can contribute to war because they limit the
ability of states to manage disagreements and conflicts of interests. When the rules of the game are
strong and clear, procedures for the management of disputes are clearer. As the rules become weaker
and more ambiguous, this process of dispute management becomes less effective. If states believe
that the rules fail to address the issue of dispute, they may resort to force to satisfy their interests.
2.2.2 Imperial Disintegration, the Balance of Power, Opportunism, and the Causes of War

Imperial disintegration and collapse helps cause shifts in the balance of power in three ways.
First, there is the effect disintegration has on the metropole. Imperial disintegration causes the
metropole to lose control of its peripheral territories, which can reduce its power because it loses the

resources* provided by the periphery.** In addition, the loss of these territories can reduce the

32This hypothesis comes from Gilpin, War and Change in World Politics.
3These resources include, among others, natural and industrial resources, geographic location, and manpower.

MImperial disintegration does not always reduce the metropole’s power. Sometimes the loss of peripheral territories
can increase the center’s power. Even though the peripheral territories provide the center with important resources, they
can also divert resources from more important interests to less important interests. The metropole uses some of its
resources to provide the periphery with security: resources that might be better employed elsewhere, such as to defend
the metropole. For example, France’s attempt to hoid onto its territories in Indochina diverted important military
capabilities away from Europe to a region of the world that was a relatively unimportant French interest. The loss of
peripheral tetritories can also increase the center’s power by reducing internal, particulariy ethnic, divisions. Different
ethnic groups may have conflicting interests that create serious divisions among the various groups. These divisions
can lead to violence or the threat of violence, forcing the metropole to use its resources to address this problem. By

41



metropole’s ability to influence events in some regions of the world because he metropole loses
bases in strategic regions. For example, when Britain lost its Middle Eastern territories, London’s
access to the region's oil and its ability to project power into the region were reduced.

Second, imperial disintegration can alter the distribution of power by its effect on the
peripheral territories. When the empire disintegrates, the peripheral territories tend to lose the
support and resources previously provided by the metropole. These territories can no longer depend
on the metropole's military, political, and economic resources to maintain domestic and international
order. Instead, they must use their own resources to provide for their security. Furthermore, these
territories tend to fragment into several separate, independent states. They cannot depend upon each
other to help provide domestic or international order; each new state must provide for its own
defense. This fragmentation makes the balance of power among the successor states an important
issue. Independence forces the successor states to concern themselves with the balance of power
among the successor states because of the threats and the opportunities that can and will develop
within the zone of imperial retraction.”

The balance of power is further aggravated because successor states tend to lack developed
institutions and experienced leaders. Military, police, economic, and political institutions and
leaders are necessary for states to be able to extract, to mobilize and to use their resources efficiently.
Without developed institutions and experienced, trained leaders and bureaucrats to man these
institutions, the successor states are likely to be weak. This problem clearly effects post-colonial
Africa. When the states of Africa gained their independence, they lacked the institutions necessary
to manage their domestic and international relations.* As aresult, these states were unable to extract
sufficient taxes from society or to build the infrastructure, such as highways, needed for economic
and political development.

relinquishing peripheral territories, the metropole may reduce the internal divisio:is, allowing it to focus its attentions
and resources on other issues.

*Discussing this issue with respect to South America is Robert Burr, By Reason or Force: Chile and the Balancing
of Power in South America, 1830-1905, (Berkeley and Los Angeles: University of California Press, 1967).

“Jeffrey Herbst, States and Power in Africa: Comparative Lessons in Authority and Control, (Princeton, NJ:
Princeton University Press, 2000).
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Once they gain their independence, the successor states try to develop these institutions and
train bureaucrats to manage them. As they develop these resources, the power of the successor states
should increase. The more the state develops its institutions, the more efficiently it should be able
to extract and use its resources. Over time, as successor states build more effective institutions and
as their leaders gain experience, these states should become more powerful. The United States
provides a very good example of this trend. When the United States gained its independence, the
central government lacked developed military and political institutions; it lacked a powerful
executive that could mobilize and use the resources of all thirteen states as it saw fit. This situation
changed when the states adopted the Constitution, which furthered the process of state-building and
created a more efficient set of institutions.”’

Even though state-building should increase each successor state's power over time, their
power will increase at different rates. Those successor states that develop their institutions and
manpower more quickly than other successor states will increase their power at a faster rate. This
differentia! rate of growth among successor states occurs for at least four reasons. First, successor
states will start at different levels of development. The empire’s resources will be unevenly divided
among the successor states. Those states that receive a larger share of the empire's assets will
initially be stronger than those states that receive fewer of the empire's assets. For example, when
the Soviet Empire collapsed, the empire's resources were distributed among the successor states with
Russia getting the lion's share. In addition, within a single empire, the metropole may rule its
territories differently. Some territories may be ruled directly by the center, while other imperial
territories may be ruled indirectly. When the center rules territories directly, these territories will not
develop the indigenous institutions needed for self-rule. Territories ruled indirectly, however, have
a greater opportunity to develop domestic institutions, or at least the beginnings of them, before they
gain their independence. Thus, in the Soviet Empire, the Eastern European countries were given a
great deal of autonomy, which allowed them to develop some of the political, economic, social, and
military institutions needed for independence, while the republics of the Soviet Union had less

autonomy and were less likely to develop these institutions prior to independence.

¥The classic argument for the efficiency of the Constitution is Alexander Hamilton, James Madison and John Jay,
The Federalist Papers, (New York: Penguin USA, 1961).
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Second, some successor states will have more resources than other successor states, which
will allow them to develop their domestic institutions quickly. To build the institutions necessary
for self-rule requires resources. The more resources a state has, the easier it will be for that state to
engage in state-building. Therefore, those states that have better resource endowments are more
likely to develop their states faster than those states that are poorly endowed with resources.

Third, successor states face different levels of international and domestic threats, which can
influence the rate of state-building. When states face domestic or international threats, they must
use their resources to address these threats which, consequently, cannot be used for state-building.
Internationally, successor states will face different threats to their security. Some successor states
and non-imperial states will pose threats to other successor states. To m.: age these threats, these
successor states will divert resources to deal with the threat.® The United States demonstrates the
value of a low threat environment for state-building. When the US gained its independence, it faced
few threats, which provided America with the opportunity to spend relatively little on defense.*
Instead, America was able to invest its resources in its'infrastructure and in private investment that
helped form the foundation of its future Great Power status.

Conflict among groups within a state can also limit the ability of successor states to develop
the institutions needed to extract and utilize the country's resources.”’ Institutions frequently result
from negotiation and compromise among groups. When groups disagree about the form their state's
institutions should take, these institutions tend to develop slowly. Institutional development in

**This statement is not intended to argue that international conflict always prevents successful state-building. In fact,
history shows us that external threats and war can contribute to state-building. The exigencies of war force leaders to
create more efficient means for extracting resources from society. Arguing for the importance of war for state-building
is Charles Tilly, "War Making and State Making as Organized Crime," in Bringing the State Back In, edited by Peter
B. Evans, Dietrich Rueschemeyer & Theda Skocpol, (New York: Cambridge University Press, 1985), pp. 169-191; and
Bruce D. Porter, War and ihe Rise of the State: The Military Foundations of Modern Politics, (New York: The Free
Press, 1994). Arguing that African states are weak because of the lack of war in Africa is Jeffrey Herbst, "War and the
State in Africa," International Security, Vol. 14. No. 4 (Spring 1990), pp. 117-139.

History also demonstrates that some states cannot accomplish both tasks. This may be particularly common
when authority has not been sufficiently centralized.

0On US diplomacy in the early years of the Republic, see Reginald Horseman, The Diplomacy of the New Republic,
1776-1815, (Arlington Heights, IL: Harlan Davidson, Inc, 1985).

“Adam Przeworski, Democracy and the Market: Political and economic reforms in Eastern Europe and Latin
America, (New York: Cambridge University Press, 1991) discusses the difficulties states have building and reforming
institutions because of competition among groups.
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successor states can be a slow process because they tend to have significant domestic cleavages.*
As long as these cleavages limit the ability of groups within these states to negotiate and
compromise, they are unlikely to develop the necessary institutions in a timely fashion. The more
time it takes for a state to develop its institutions, the longer it will take for the state to increase its
power. Greece provides an excellent example of this problem. Greece suifered from serious
domestic cleavages before gaining its independence from the Ottoman Empire and spent seventy
years overcoming them.

Finally, imperial disintegration influences the balance of power by its effect on alliances.
Although external threats divert resources from state-building, thereby impeding the process of state-
building, allies may provide successor states with resources to help further the process of state-
building. Allies can help successor states develop their economic, military, and political potential:
they can contribute military resources to help provide the successor states with security; they can
provide economic aid and markets to help the successor states develop economically; and, they can
provide advisors and training to help the successor states develop politically.

More importantly, imperial disintegration causes alliances to change, which can influence
the distribution of power in at least three ways. First, states provide military forces to their allies in
the event of war. Second, states can help deter attacks against their allies. If state A knows that a
war with state B will also lead to a war with state C, then state A is less likely to initiate a war with
state B. Thus, when Austria-Hungary annexed Bosnia-Herzegovina, Germany informed Russia that
a Russian attack on Austria would bring Germany into the war on Austria's side.*? Third, states can
supply their allies with weapons, munitions and other rescurces to support the war effort. Early in
the Indochina War, the United States assisted both the French and the South Vietnamese government
in this way.*

As empires disintegrate and collapse, states may reduce their commitment to their imperial
alliances by limiting the support they provide to their allies, by withdrawing from the alliance, or by

“"These cleavages can be ethaic, ideological, regional, religious, or charismatic.

“2Gamuel R. Williamson, Jr., Austria-Hungary and the Origins of the First World War, (New York: St. Martin's
Press, 1991), p. 71.

“Herring, America’s Longest War, pp. 3-79.
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forming alliances with new allies.* Imperial disintegration causes alliances to shift for four reasons.
First, disintegration changes the threats states face, which, in turn, can cause alliances to change.*
As already stated, the disintegration of empire alters the aggregate and relative power of states. The
newly independent states may have revisionist designs against each other or against states outside
the imperial zone. They may wish to adjust borders, create ethnically homogenous states, resolve
historical grievances, maintain their power and prestige, etc. Even status quo powers may appear
threatening when they take actions to provide for their own defense.** Both the successor states and
the states outside the zone of imperial retraction must adjust to the newly forming environment.
These new states must develop militaries, form alliances, and develop domestic political parties,
laws and procedures. The states that were not part of the empire must also adapt to this new environ-
ment. Even when these states do not have aggressive intentions, these changes may lead other states
to perceive their actions to be aggressive. All of these changes can alter the threats that states
perceive and create incentives for them to form new alliances.

The successor states to the Habsburg Empire demonstrate the relationship between alliances
and threats. After the First World War, these states—Czechoslovakia, Yugoslavia, and
Romania—faced threats from Hungary, the Soviet Union, and Italy. As these threats increased, the
successor states formed an alliance known as the Little Entente. According to Robert Rothstein,

the overwhelming factor in this development was undoubtedly a common realization that
they were more threatened by other states than by each other. None could stand alone
against the myriad threats of Hungarian revisionism, Italian Irredentism, Soviet revolution,

“Scholars have not devoted sufficient attention to the issue of when and why alliances persist or collapse. A useful
recent survey of potential hypotheses to explain this phenomenon is Stephen M. Walt, "Why Alliances Endure and
Collapse,” Survival, Vol. 39, No. 1 (Spring 1997), pp. 156-179. Walt adapts these hypotheses, in part, from the
literature that seeks to explain why alliances form. For hypotheses explaining alliance formation, see Steven R. David,
Choosing Sides: Alignment and Realignmens in the Third World, (Baltimore, MD: Johns Hopkins University Press,
1991); George Liska, Nations in Alliance: The Limits of Interdependence, (Baltimore, MD: Johns Hopkins University
Press, 1962); Robert L. Rothstein, Alliances and Small Powers, (New York: Columbia University Press, 1968); Randall
K. Schweller, "Bandwagoning for Profit: Bringing the Revisionist State Back In,” Infernational Security, Vol. 19, No.
1 (Summer 1994), pp. 72-107; and Stephen M. Walt, The Origins of Alliances, (Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press,
1987).

“*On alliances and threat, see Walt, The Origins of Alliances, pp. 17-33. Walt defines threat to be a function of four
varizbles: aggregate power, geographic proximity, offensive capabilities and offensive intentions.

“This problem is known as the security dilemma. On the security dilemma, see Robert Jervis, "Cooperation Under
the Security Dilemma,” World Politics, Vol. 30, No. 2 (January 1978), pp. 186-214.
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and British and French indifference or indecisions. Still, when specific problems arose, the
new states invariably reacted in strictly nationalistic terms. It would take the threatening
external environment of the first postwar years to create a felt need for alliance.”’

Second, as the disintegration and collapse of empires occur, states with common, or at least
complementary, goals may ally to achieve these goals.** Two or more states may wish to take
advantage of the opportunities presented by the new situation to increase their territory, to gain
resources, or to exact revenge. If these states wish to take advantage of the same adversary,” they
may form an alliance against this adversary. Thus, prior to the First Balkan War, Serbia, Bulgaria,
Greece, and Montenegro formed the Balkan League to gain territory from the Ottoman Empire.

Third, when empires disintegrate, successor states may develop new ideologies leading them
to form alliances with other states that have similar ideologies.”® The history of the past two
centuries suggests that successor states and their leaders frequently adopt similar ideologies. During
the nineteenth century, many successer states adopted national ideologies. During the twentieth
century, successor states tended to adopt anti-colonial, national, and communist ideologies.
Successor states that have similar ideologies may consider each other to be natural allies.”
Successor states, however, were not the only states to adopt these ideologies. Other independent
states also subscribe to these ideclogies. Nineteenth century France, for example, was intensely
nationalistic and supported nationalism in other states. Successor states may ally with those states
that have the same ideology.

Fourth, divisions within the society, within the leadership and between society and the

“'Rothstein, Alliances and Small Powers, p. 129, italics added. For a fuller discussion of the Little Entente, see ibid,
pp. 128-178; and Robert Machray, The Little Entente, (New York: Howard Fertig, 1970).

40, states allying to achieve similar goal, see Schweller, "Bandwagoning for Profit: Bringing the Revisionist State
Back In," International Security, Vol. 19, No. 1 (Summer 1994), pp. 72-107.

“This adversary can be a single state or an alliance of states.

%90n alliances and ideology, see Walt, Origins of Alliances, pp. 33-40; and Rothstein, Alliances and Small Powers,
p. 62.

siSimilar ideologies do not necessarily lead to similar interests. In fact, in some situations, similar ideologies can
hinder the formation of alliances. Walt, Origins of Alliances, pp. 35-6.
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leadership in successor states may can influence alliance decisions.’”> Domestic divisions are
prevalent in newly independent states. Ethnicity, ideology, regionalism, and charismatic leadership
create the potential for domestic competition among groups and leaders. As a result of this
competition, these groups and leaders may seek support from a foreign ally to provide them with aid
against domestic opposition as Prince Milan of Serbia did in the 1880s when he allied with Austria-
Hungary to aid him against the pan-Slavists in Serbia. The state’s leaders are not the only ones who
seek outside support. Political and social groups that wish to take control of the state may also seek
outside support to aid them in their competition, which was relatively common in Africa during the
Cold War where some domestic groups allied with the Soviet Union while others allied with the
United States.

Not only do alliances tend to change when empires disintegrate, but they may continue to
shift over time, particularly in the short-term. The newly independent states face unsettled
international and domestic environments. They are trying to determine their own interests and the
interests of other states. As more information becomes available, they may discover new threats and
new opportunities. As they engage in state-building and nation-building, they may increase their
capabilities, thereby increasing the threat they pose to others. Furthermore, ruling coalitions within
states may shift, and these new coalitions may have different ideologies than the previous coalition.
These coalitions may also face different internal threats to their leadership. All of these changes can
lead old alliances to collapse and new alliances to form, thereby creating a new balance of power.
The same is true for outside states; their alliances may also shift. These states also confront an
unsettled international environment in which they are trying to determine their interests and the
interests of other states. As more information becomes available, they tco may discover new threats
and opportunities which can lead old alliances to collapse and new alliances to form.

These changes in the balance of power create threats and opportunities. The successor states
are prime targets for outside states to take advantage of. These outside states may seek to improve
their relative power, security, or prestige by increasing their territory or their influence in regions
previously controlled by the empire. Just like outside powers, the stronger successor states may also

take advantage of the weaker to improve themselves.

David, Choosiig Sides.
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This situation may lead to war and crises for three reasons. First, the changing balance of
power causes windows of opportunity, presenting the outside powers and the successor states with
a temporary power advantage.”> The declining state will need to act before it loses its advantage.
This process can be seen in the aftermath of the First World War and the collapse of the Ottoman,
Habsburg and Russian Empires. A power vacuum developed in Eastern Europe that Nazi Germany
filled in the 1930s.%

Second, competition among states may lead to crises and war. States may compete for the
same spoils, leading to conflict. Or, states that are already competitors may oppose gains by their
adversaries and try to prevent them from obtaining the spoils of empire. Thus, during the Cold War,
the United States was constantly vigilant in the Middle East lest the Soviet Union gain influence over
strategic territories that would provide it with military bases to threaten American and allied access
to oil. Or, these powers could seek the same gains, such as a particular territory because of its
location or natural resource endowments. Successor states are in the same position as outside
powers. For example, in the 1830s, Chile opposed the confederation of Peru and Bolivia because

any system in which the population, wealth and resources of Peru and Bolivia might be at
the disposition of a single government, and of a government that has given incontestable
proof of its will, is incompatible with the security of this Republic.”

Third, the new situation may create security dilemma problems.*® As a result of the

$Discussing windows of opportunity and war are Alfred Vagts, Defense and Diplomacy: The Soldier and the
Conduct of Foreign Relations, (New York: King’s Crown Press, 1956), pp. 263-350; Richard Ned Lebow, Between
Peace and War, (Baltimore, MD: Johns Hopkins University Press, 1981), pp. 229-265; Jack S. Levy, “Declining Power
and the Preventive Motivation for War,” World Politics, Vol. 40, No. 1 (October 1987), pp. 82-107; idem, “Long
Cycles, Hegemonic Transitions and the Long Peace,” in the Long Postwar Peace, edited by Charies Kegley, Jr., (New
York: Harper Collins Publishers, 1991), pp. 147-176; Stephen Van Evera, Causes of War: Power and the Roots of
Conflict, (Ithaca, NY: Comell University Press, 1999), pp. 73-104. For a critique of this argument, see Richard Ned
Lebow, “Windows of Opportunity: Do States Jump Through Them?,” International Security, Vol. 9, No. 1 (Summer
1984), pp. 147-186.

*Discussing the disintegration of empires in Europe as a cause of WW1I is P.M.H. Bell, The Origins of the Second
World War In Europe, (New York: Longman Inc., 1986), pp. 14-38.

Diego Portales, one of the leaders of Chile, quoted in Burr, By Reason or Force, p. 40.
¢The classic statement of the security dilemma is Jervis, “Cooperation Under the Security Dilemma.” Also useful
is the literature on offense-defense theory. See Sean M. Lynn-Jones, “Offense-Defense Theory and Its Critics,” Security

Studies, 4 (Summer 1995), pp. 660-691; George H. Quester, Offense and Defense in the International System, (New
York: John Wiley and Sons, 1977); and Van Evera, Causes of War, pp. 117-239.
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international situation and the uncertainty and threats associated with it, successor states and outside
powers will take actions to provide for their security. Frequently, however, these actions will
threaten the security of other states. For example, internal turmoil in one of the successor states may
threaten to spread into a neighboring state. This neighboring state may mobilize its military forces
in order to defend its border from attacks. Even though the intentions are defensive, other states with
interests in the region may believe that the neighboring state is preparing to take advantage of the
instability in the successor state. As a consequence, tensions will rise, increasing the likelihood of
war.
2.2.3 Imperial Disintegration, Miscalculation of Power, Misperception of Intentions, and War

When empires collapse, uncertainty increases. Other states will have difficulty determining
the capabilities and intentions of the new states, at least in the short-term. In addition, these new
states may have trouble determining their own capabilities and the intentions and capabilities of other
states. Furthermore, other states may have difficulty determining each other's intentions with respect
to the zone of imperial retraction. Finally, the nature of post-imperial alliances increases uncertainty.

The capabilities of the newly independent states are particularly difficult to measure. Upon
gaining independence, the successor states must provide for their own defense. These states,
however, have not been involved in war; they lack recent military experiences upon which leaders
both of the new state and of other states can judge their capabilities. Since war provides a yardstick
for measuring a country's power, when a state has not been tested in battle, all states, including the
successor state itself, will have difficulty determining its capabilities.”” The technological base and
military organizations of successor states are untried. Furthermore, as they become involved in wars
and other conflicts, leaders will be able to use these experiences to help them determine the
distribution of power.

State-building also increases uncertainty about the new state's power. As the state develops,
its power should increase. Unfortunately, it will be difficult to determine by how much its power
has changed. This problem effects successor states even if they gained their independence by force

of arms. Wars of independence may help leaders estimate the relative power of these successor

If the state gained its independence by fighting a war, the power of successor states will be easier to determine
because this war of independence provides some, albeit limited, information about the state’s capabilities.
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states, but future changes in power that result from state-building increase the level of uncertainty.

Domestic instability also increases the difficulty leaders have in determining the successor
state's power by reducing the resources a state can use to defend itself. When a state suffers from
instability, leaders divert resources from external defense to internal policing. Instability may also
limit the state's ability to mobilize resources, particularly personnel resources, because some
segments of society may refuse to support the government's policies. For example, people may
refuse to serve in the military, as has occurred in post-Soviet Russia. Instability, however, is nota
constant. Even when instability significantly reduces a state’s power, external threats may cause the
competing domestic groups to put aside their differences and unite against the threat to their state.
These problems make it difficult for all states—the unstable state, its allies, and its adversaries—to
know how much instability will effect the state's power.

When empires collapse, it is also difficult to determine if the new state has revisionist or
status quo intentions. Newly independent statcs lack a record of experiences upon which states can
base their estimates of the successor states' intentions. Since states use past interactions to help
determine what a state's interests are and how the state will respond to specific actions, they will
have difficulty determining the successor states’ intentions. The inexperience of the leaders of the
newly independent states also makes it difficult for other states to determine the new states'
intentions. Inexperienced leaders fail to develop clear, consistent strategies, causing them to react
to similar situations differently. Thus, other states may miscalculate the interests and intentions of
new states because they base their expectations on the new states' past behaviors. One of the most
glaring recent examples of this problem occurred when Gorbachev began to reform Soviet domestic
and international policies. Many in the United States questioned the sincerity of Gorbachev’s desires
to reduce tensions between the US and USSR because of the Soviet Union’s past behavior.

To overcome this lack of information, states use whatever information is available to
determine the intentions of others. Three types of information are frequently used: the previous
history of the state, the presence of unresolved issues, and the ideology of the state. These states
interacted both in pre-imperial and in imperial times. If their relations were positive, a state is more
likely to assume benign intentions. If these relations were not positive, a state is more likely to

assume the other state has aggressive intentions. For example, Poland may fear post-Soviet Russia
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because of their troubled historical relationship. The second type of information that helps determine
the intentions of successor states is the existence of unresolved issues between the states. The more
unresolved issues between states and the more serious these issues are, the greater the likelihood that
these states will assume that others have aggressive intentions. This problem can be seen in the
relationship between India and Pakistan. Upon gaining independence, these two states needed to
determine the status of Kashmir. Unfortunately, they did not resolve this issue and, to this day, it
creates fear and suspicion betv..cn the them.® The third type of information that states use to
determine the intentions of other states is ideology. Ideologies provide both a world view and a
guide for action, thereby helping others understand the interests and intentions of other states.”® The
most common ideology that successor states adopt is nationalism; but, there exist a plethora of other
ideologies that they could adopt such as pan-Slavism, communism, and pan-Africanism. The
information gained from these sources sometimes leads to an accurate estimate of intentions, and
sometimes it can lead to an inaccurate estimation of intentions. Nevertheless, whether or not the
information is accurate, leaders use it to help determine the intentions of other states. If it is
inaccurate, states are likely to miscalculate the intentions of other states.

The interests and intentions of successor states are also difficult to determine when they
suffer from domestic instability. Domestic instability can cause the leadership of these new states
to change. Coups may occur, or new coalitions with different ideologies may take power. This
change in leadership may cause the states' interests to change to reflect the interests of the new
leaders. Thus, King Alexander of Serbia was pro-Austrian. Afier his assassination in 1903, he was
replaced by King Peter who was pro-Russian.

Domestic instability also makes intentions difficult to determine by causing leaders to use
aggressive rhetoric. Leaders need to maintain domestic support for their policies and leadership.
To maintain this support, they can either satisfy domestic interests or focus society's attention on a

**The Kashmir issue has created such high tensions that it has led to two wars. See Sumit Gangly, The Origins of
War in South Asia, second edition, (Boulder, CO: Westview Press, 1995) and Alistar Lamb, Kashmir: A Disputed
Legacy, 1846-1990, (Hertingfordbury: Roxford Books, 1991).

*Discussing the role of ideology and intentions is Wak, Revolution and War, pp. 9-10, 22-30, 33-37. Also of interest
is Judith Goldstein and Robert O. Keohane, editors, /deas & Foreign Policy: Beliefs, Institutions, and Political Change,
(Ithaca, NY: Comell University Press, 1993).
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common threat. Aggressive rhetoric helps focus the opposition’s attention on a common threat,
thereby maintaining the leadership’s hold on power.** Even though this rhetoric may not represent
the actual opinions or policies of the government, other states may still use it to determine the state's
intentions. Some leaders, for example, may use nationalist propaganda to help them keep the
support of nationalists without planning to advance a nationalist agenda.

Not only will others have difficulty determining the intentions and capabilities of successor
states, but successor states will also have trouble determining the capabilities and intentions of other
states. When successor states gain their independence, they have little or no experience managing
foreign policy. They lack the institutions needed to manage their foreign policies. Furthermore, they
frequently lack an experienced or educated foreign policy elite.”’ Without these institutions and
experiences, successor states may lack the ability to accurately acquire and process the information
needed to determine their own capabilities and the intentions and capabilities of others. In addition,
disagreements within other states will make it difficult for the successor states to determine what the
intentions of these other states are. The disintegration of empire forces all states to determine what
policies they should adopt. Diiferent individuals, groups, and organizations within the state will
adopt different, perhaps competing, policy positions. Each will defend its position and may actually
adopt the position and communicate it to the media, to diplomatic representatives, or to decision-
makers in other states. With the conflicting information, miscalculation of intentions is more likely
to occur.

Great powers and other states outside the zone of imperial retraction will also have trouble
determining each other's intentions with respect to the zone of imperial retraction. Some states may
take advantage of the power vacuum that develops in the zone of imperial retraction. Others,
however, will respect and support the new status quo. Unfortunately, these states will have difficulty
determining which states wants to take advantage of the new opportunities and which are satisfied.

Finally, alliances can create uncertainty in three ways. First, it will be difficult to determine

“This argument is related to the theory of diversionary war, see section 2.2.5.

) Boycé, Foreign Affairs for New States: Some Questions of Credentials, (New York: St. Martin's Press, 1977)
discusses the issues of foreign policy institutions and foreign policy elite in the states that gained their independence
after the Second World War.
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which states are allied. New states and groups will attempt to develop alliances with other states and
vice versa. In fact, after gaining their independence, alliances among successor states and between
successor states and other states may be in flux, constantly shifting as new relationships develop.
Until the situation settles down, states will have trouble determining what alliances exist. The new
situation may also make alliances among states outside the zone of imperial retraction uncertain.
The new opportunities and threats may create pressures for old alliances to collapse and new,
previously unforeseen, alliances to form. For example, prior to the Crimean War, Russia believed
that Britain would not form an alliance with France. Nevertheless, Russia’s actions in the Near East
eventually led Britain to ally with France against the Russian threat.

Second, states will have difficulty determining the level of support each member will commit
to the alliance. The alliance may only apply against certain adversaries. Or, the alliance may only
require the allies to remain neutral in the event of a war. Without this type of knowledge, states may
have difficulty determining the balance of power. While this problem arises with all alliances, it is
particularly acute in post-imperial alliances. Finally, states will have difficulty determining whether
these alliances are offensive or defensive. Afiter empires collapse, many states will have unresolved
disputes with each other. When two or more states form an alliance and these states engage in
disputes with other states, the other states will not know if this alliance formed to provide defense
or to settle these disputes.®

The uncertainty about the power and the intentions of states that occurs when empires
disintegrate and collapse makes war a more likely outcome. When states are uncertain about the
power of other states, the possibility exists for them to optimistically miscalculate. In other words,
they may believe that they and their allies are more powerful than their adversary and its allies even
when this is not the situation. When states are uncertain about the intentions of other states, the
possibility exists for them to overestimate the hostility of other states. In so doing, they may
perceive a threat where none exists or a great threat where only a small one exists. Uncertain
intentions can also lead them to fail to recognize a threat where one exists, causing a false sense of

security.

“On the problems associated with the inability to distinguish the offense from the defense, see Jervis, "Cooperation
Under the Security Dilemma.”
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When states optimistically miscalculate their relative power position, war becomes a more
likely scenario for at least two reasons.* First, when leaders believe that their side is more powerful
than their adversary’s side, they tend to believe that they will win a war at a reasonable cost. This
belief can result from several causes: states can believe that they have a quantitative and/or
qualitative superiority over their adversary; states can believe that their allies provide them with a
quantitative and/or qualitative superiority over their adversary; and, states can believe that their will
and the will of their allies is greater than their adversary’s will and the will of its allies.* Second,
when states optimistically miscalculate their relative power position, diplomacy becomes a less
effective tool for peaceful dispute resolution. For diplomacy to work, leaders must be willing to
compromise on contentious issues. Unfortunately, when leaders believe that they are more powerful
than their adversary, they are less willing to compromise because they will believe either that their
adversary will recognize its weakness and concede, or that they can achieve all their goals by military
means.

Miscalculating the intentions of other states can also cause war.* When states overestimate
the hostility of a potential adversary, the probability of war can increase for at least two reasons.
First, leaders may believe that the other state represents a significant threat to their state’s security,
and go to war to reduce that threat. Second, as with optimistic miscalculation of relative power,
overestimating the hostility of a potential adversary can also cause war by its effect on diplomacy.
The more hostile an adversary seems to be, the more likely leaders are to believe that the adversary
will not compromise during negotiations. This means that, unless the leaders are willing to concede
on all key issues, negotiations will be futile, and war becomes the last remaining solution to the
problem. American policy with respect to North Vietnam provides a good example of this issue.
Because American leaders believed that there was no compromising with communism, they

overestimated Vietnam’s hostility and were unwilling to take advantage of opportunities for the two

$0n miscalculation and war see Jack S. Levy, “Misperceptions and the Causes of War: Theoretical Linkages and
Analytical Problems,” World Politics, Vol. 36 No. 1(October 1983), pp. 76-99; Geoffrey Blainey, The Causes of War,
third edition, (New York: Free Press, 1988), pp.35-56; and, Van Evera, Causes of War, pp. 14-34.

SWill refers to the costs that a state is able to bear in pursuit of its objective.

On misperception of intentions and war, see Levy, “Causes of War,” pp. 280-282.
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sides to develop a peaceful relationship.

Underestimating the hostility of an adversary can also cause war. Without a threat or the
perception of a threat, leaders will not prepare for war, and thereby deter it. They will not build the
necessary forces, mobilize them for battle, or wamn their adversary of the consequences of its
potential actions, causing the leaders to be unprepared for war if a threat actually exists. The
adversary will see the situation and take advantage of the opportunity. Unfortunately, war may have
been avoidable. If preparation had been undertaken or warnings had been given, the adversary may
have been deterred from attacking. The Korean war provides a good example of this problem. If
the US had recognized North Korea’s hostility and clearly stated its interests in the Korean
Peninsula, the North might have been deterred from attacking.

2.2.4 Imperial Disintegration, Nationalism, and War

Nationalism is a movement that seeks to provide the national, particularly ethnic, group with
its own, independent state endowed with the same rights and responsibilities as any other state.®
When nationalism develops, the group tends to develop any of three demands. If the group does not
have a state of its own, it may demand either independence from the state in which it currently lives
or increased autonomy within the state. If the group already controls a state, it tends to demand
unification of its ethnic brethren with the ethnic homeland. Sometimes, nationalism does not focus
on the unification of an ethnic group into a single state. Instead, it can focus on the state’s desire to
increase its independence and defend its sovereignty from outside influence. In the international
system, the powerful tend to exploit the weak by trying to force the weak to adopt specific domestic
and international policies. These policies may not be in the interest of the weak state, leading the
weak state to oppose the policies. In reaction to outside interference, the weak state may become

““The litersture on nationalism is large. Much of the discussion on nationalism has tried to define the term. Some
of the most prominent works are Benedict Anderson, /magined Communities: Reflections on the Origin and Spread
of Nationalism, revised edition, (London: Versc, 1991); John Breuilly, Nationalism and the State, (Chicago, IL:
University of Chicago Press, 1985); Rogers Brubaker, Citizenship and Nationhood in France and Germany,
(Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1992); Liah Greenfeld, Nationalism: Five Roads to Modernity,
(Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1992); Emest Geliner, Nations and Nationalism, (Ithaca, NY: Comell
University Press, 1983); E.J. Hobsbawm, Nations and Nationclism since 17806, (New York: Cambridge University
Press, 1992); Charles A. Kupchan, editor, Nationalism and Nationalities in the New Europe, (Ithaca, NY: Comell
University Press, 1995); Anthony D. Smith, Theories of Nationalism, second edition, (New York: Harper & Row,
1983); and, idem, The Ethnic Origins of Nations, (Oxford: Basil Blackwell, 1986).
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nationalistic and demand an end to outside influence and interference.

During the era of imperial rule, the metropole may enact policies that create or exacerbate
the potential problems that nationalism can cause. One way in which the metropole helps to create
virulent nationalism is through its policy of divide and rule. Empires frequently create borders that
divide groups between two or more regions. Or, they can be more direct and simply engage in
popuiation transfers. This creates the potential for future problems because, by dividing an ethnic
group between two or more territories, the metropole creates the potential that the group will want
to unify in the future. Another way in which the empire can create nationalism is by helping to
develop ethnic divisions that either previously did not exist or were not politically or culturally
salient. The empire does this in at least two ways. It can favor one group over another, which,
essentially, is a form of discrimination. It helps stir nationalism among the members of the group
against which the empire discriminates as they seek equal rights. The empire can also try to change
aspects of the identities of people living in the periphery, thereby creating incentives for individuals
to change their identity. For example, many European empires attempted to convert their subjugated
people to Christianity. Those who converted, in some situations, developed into new ethnic groups
that were not previously present in the region.

The disintegration of empire also causes nationalism to develop and become a problem for
several reasons. First, the withdrawal of the empire's power and influence can lead to the growth of
nationalism.”” The metropole's power may have suppressed nationalism. In other words, nationalist
interests always existed, but the metropole prevented nationalism from developing. When the
metropole withdraws its power, nationalism can return and flourish. Thus, after the collapse of the
Soviet Union’s East European empire, Czech and Slovak nationalisms had the opportunity to express
themselves, leading Czechoslovakia to split into a Czech state and a Slovak state.

Second, successor states can suffer from nationalism because of the weakness of their
political institutions. The withdrawal of the metropole’s power can lead to weak, ineffective states.
Institutions help organize society's interests and overcome problems of collective action.

Specifically, states provide their citizens with economic and physical security. Since weak states

“’Charles A. Kupchan, "Introduction: Nationalism Resurgent,” in Nationalism and Nationalities in the New Europe,
p-17.
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have difficulty providing security to their citizens, their r itizens may seek alternative institutions to
provide security. The ethnic group provides an existing identity around which to organize politics
and to provide security when state institutions fail.® Thus, with the death of Tito and the decline of
Yugoslavia's economy, nationalism intensified among the Slovenes, Croats, Albanians,
Macedonians, Muslims, and Serbs in Yugoslavia.®®

Third, nationalism develops when states systematically discriminate against minorities.”
Multi-ethnic successor states must decide how to integrate ethnic groups into a single nation, and
what rights, benefits, and responsibilities to provide to these groups. If states grant their minorities
the same, or similar, rights as they grant to members of the dominant group, nationalism is less likely
to develop. On the other hand, if minorities are economically, politically, culturally, or physically
discriminated against, nationalism tends to develop. We see this problem in Georgia, where attempts
to force a Georgian identity on minorities threatened their identities and helped increase nationalism
among them.”

Not only does nationalism result when successor states mistreat and discriminate against
minorities, but it can aiso occur when outside states discriminate against minorities whose homeland
recently gained its independence.” This treatment can exacerbate nationalism in the ethnic
homeland because leaders try to use nationalism to gain power and popular support,” because the
public responds to the news that its ethnic brethren is being mistreated by engaging in nationalist
behavior, or because members of the group flee to their ethnic homeland and pressure the

“*Snyder, "Nationalism and the Crisis of the Post-Soviet State," pp. 81-85 and Kupchan, "Introduction,” p. 8.
For a simple test of this hypothesis, see Jonathan Ladinsky, "The Collapse of the Yugoslavian Empire and the
Origins of the Balkan Conflict,” Paper presented at (he Tenth International Conference of Europeanists, Chicago, IL,
March 14-16, 1996.

“On institutional problems in Yugoslavia following Tito’s death, see Lenard J. Cohen, Broken Bonds: Yugoslavia’s
Disintegration and Balkan Politics in Transition.

™Michael E. Brown, "Introduction,” in The International Dimensions of Internal Conflict, Michael E. Brown, editor,
(Cambridge, MA: MIT Press, 1996), pp. 16-17, 19-21.

"'Suzanne Goldenberg, Pride of Smail Nations: The Caucasus and Post-Soviet Disorder, (Atlantic Highlands, NJ:
Zed Books Ltd, 1994), pp. 100-1. :

"This problem can aiso occur in states that are not newly independent.
BJack Snyder, From Voting to Violence: Democratization and Nationalist Conflict, (New York, NY: Norton, 2000).
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government to intervene.

Fourth, external, particularly Great Power, interference in the internal and foreign policies
of successor states helps spur nationalism, particularly when this interference attempts to force
successor states to adopt policies that are unimportant or contradictory to their interests. Thus,
Russian interference in the Baltic countries has helped spur nationalism in the region.

When empires disintegrate, ethnic groups gain their freedom from the metropole’s control.
Independence, however, does not necessarily mean that these states have political or territorial
control over all their co-nationals. Sometimes, several ethnic groups live within a single state. At
other times, ethnic groups may control their own state, but some of their ethnic brethren may live
in other states. The existence of these multi-ethnic states and diaspora makes nationalism a danger
because force can become an option to achieve national goals. The stronger nationalism becomes,
the greater the risks that it will lead to war.”™

As the empire disintegrates, nationalism can lead to wars in at least two ways. First,
nationalism can cause states to go to war to incorporate their diaspora into their state. As
nationalism develops and grows, the desire to unite all of one’s ethnic group into a single state
grows, leading the state to try to acquire the diaspora and the territory in which it lives. This
territory, however, is generally a part of another state, and the leaders of that state are unlikely to
peacefully cede it. Diaspora of other states may also live in this territory, and they may also lay
claim to the territory. As a result of these multiple claims, attempts to incorporate one’s diaspora
and the territory on which it lives into its ethnic homeland may lead to conflict.

Second, multiethnic states in which the diaspora of another ethnic group that has its own state
lives may initiate war as a defensive reaction to nationalism. These states face two threats related

to the nationalism of minority populations. First, nationalism in the ethnic homeland, and among

"*The literature on nationalism and war is limited but growing. Some of the best works on the subject include V.P.
Gagnon, Jr., “Ethnic Conflict and International Security: The Case of Serbia,” International Security, Vol. 19, No. 3
(Winter 1994/5), pp. 130-166; Posen, “The Security Dilemma in Ethnic Conflict”; Snyder, “Nationalism and the Crisis
of the Post-Soviet State”’; and Stephen Van Evera, “Hypotheses on Nationalism and War,” International Security, Vol.
18, No. 4 (Spring 1994), pp. 5-39, a version of which also appears in Kupchan, Nationalism and Nationalities in the
New Europe, pp. 136-158.

One of the more interesting attributes of some of this work is that nationalism is not really the cause of conflict,
but a tool used by leaders or a goal of war. For example, in Posen’s article, the causes of war are insecurity and power
disparities; ethnic groups just happen to be the actors in the conflict.
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its diaspora, may cause demands for unification. In this way, nationalism may become a threat to
the territorial integrity of the multiethnic state as the ethnic homeland demands the return of its
diaspora and the territory in which the diaspora lives. The second threat that nationalism poses to
the multiethnic state is known as the Trojan horse dilemma where the leaders of the multiethnic state
may question the loyalty of the minority group, viewing it as a potentially subversive threat.” If the
multiethnic state and its ethnic homeland become involved in a crisis, the minority may choose to
support its ethnic homeland and fight against the multiethnic state from inside, thus presenting an
offensive threat to the multiethnic state.”

Both of these dangers are limited as long as nationalism among the minority and in the
minority’s ethnic homeland is weak. As nationalism grows, so does the threat to the multiethnic
state. The multiethnic state may address the threat by going to war against the ethnic homeland and
annexing it. This war could take the form of a preemptive war in which the multiethnic state
initiates the war before the ethnic homeland acts. Or, it could take the form of a defensive war to
weaken the diaspora’s nationalism. By defeating and annexing the ethnic homeland, the multiethnic
state may remove a significant source and goal of nationalism from the international playing field.
2.2.5 Imperial Disintegration, Domestic Politics, and War

Imperial disintegration may also cause internal divisions that, in turn, cause domestic
instability in the successor states. Domestic instability occurs when leaders are insecure about their
hold on power and worry that they may lose their power. They feel insecure when there are sericus
divisions among the state’s elite or when there are divisions between the elite and society, or at least
significant segments of society. In these situations, either other powerful elites or significant social
groups may oppose the current leadership and seek to gain power. In the early decades of Brazil's
independence, for example, both regional and class divisions helped cause domestic instability.”

Problems associated with state-building can cause instability. Successor states must build

On the Trojan horse dilemma, see Aion Peled, A Question of Loyalty: Military Manpower Policy in Mulsiethnic
States, (1thaca, NY: Cornell University Press, 1998), pp. 1-2,16-22.

"*People commonly refer to this subversive threat as a potential “fifth column.”

"Ronald M. Schneider, "Order and Progress”: A Political History of Brazil, (Boulder, CO: Westview Press, 1991),
pp. 37-8.
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civil, military, and economic bureaucracies and institutions to manage domestic and international
conflict. The process of building these institutions can create internal resistance and conflict.”® To
build a state, power and authority must be centralized. This requires local and regional leaders to
transfer some of their power and authority to the central government. These leaders, however, do
not want to lose their power and influence, nor do they want to lose any of the benefits that go with
leadership. Thus, they may oppose attempts to centralize power. To some extent, the United States
faced this problem in the years leading up to the Civil War. Leaders often debated the issue of state's
rights versus federal control. In the years leading up to the Civil War, these concerns increased.
Southemners feared that Lincoln would reduce their power and rights. As Brian Reid writes,

There was a strong measure of defiance against a political system that had allowed a
candidate [Abraham Lincoln] who was a perceived threat to southern institutions and
liberties to walk through the door of the White House...Thus to protect those liberties and
institutions,...seven states claimed they had the power to leave the Union if their interests
so demanded it.”

State-building can also cause problems because of the demands it places on society. To build
states, the government must extract resources from society. Any resources that the government
extracts cannot be invested or consumed by society. The more resources the government extracts,
the fewer resources available for private consumption. The more onerous the government's demands
upon society, the more likely the people are to question the government's actions, to withdraw their
support from the state's leadership, or to rebel against the government. This is particularly true if
people believe that the government is misusing these resources.

Finally, if the successor state's institutions fail to satisfy society's interests and demands,
domestic instability may result. In most cases, successor states are both economicaily and politically
weak. During the empire's existence, the economy of the peripheral territories depends upon the
center. When the empire collapses, the economic ties between the center and periphery and among
the peripheral territories may weaken or end. These disruptions can cause the successor state's

economy to suffer, leading people to be dissatisfied with their lot in life.

On institution-building and the conflict among interest groups, see Adam Przeworski, Democracy and the market:
Political and economic reforms in Eastern Europe and Latin America, (New York: Cambridge University Press, 1991).

™Brian Holden Reid, The Origins of the American Civil War, (New York: Longman, 1996), p. 363.
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The successor state's political institutions may also fail to satisfy society's interests because
they are unable to incorporate the new groups that enter politics, their interests, and their demands
into the state's decision-making,® which can lead to two problems. First, the state may try to reform
its institutions so that it can incorporate the disenfranchised groups. Unfortunately, since reform
frequently leads to winners and losers, it can lead to disagreements and conflicts cver what reforms
should actually be enacted, thereby causing domestic instability. Second, those groups whose
interests are least satisfied by the government, may withdraw their support from the state's leaders.
These groups may then seek ¢ satisfy their interests outside of “legitimate governmental channels,"
as occurred in Yugoslavia in the 1980s. The Croats and Slovenes began to believe that Yugoslavia's
central government did not represent their interests; therefore, they withdraw their support from the
central government and tried to satisfy their interests through regional institutions.*’ Or, the groups
that believe the state is not satisfying their interests and oppose the current leadership can compete
with the existing coalitions for votes and power.

Because of these domestic divisions, successor states to empire may suffer from domestic
instability, causing the leaders of these states to have, or at least perceive that they have, a weak hold
on power causing two sets of problems. Cne of these problems results from the leadership’s own
insecurities; those in power may use diversionary tactics to create the perception that an external
threat to the state’s security exists. Rhetorically, the leaders may discuss the danger a particular
country or ideology represents to the state and its way of life. During the Cold War, for example,
American presidents used communism in this way. To help support this rhetoric, leaders may take
actions such as building weapon systems, mobilizing troops, and stationing these troops in strategic
locations.

Leaders of successor states may create these threats to achieve at least two purposes. First,
they can use these threats to divert attention away from ineffective leadership and domestic politics.
In other words, they may try to create a scapegoat. Creating or exacerbating an external threat may
allow leaders either to blaiJne the enemy for their state's problems or to divert attention from their

*Huntingon, Political Order in Changing Societies.

¥'Lenard J. Cohen, Broken Bonds: Yugosiavia's Disintegration and Balkan Politics in Transition, second edition,
(Boulder, CO: Westview Press, 1995).
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ineffective governance in the hope that this threat will cause the people to unite behind their
leadership.® Leaders adopt this policy in the hope that the people will unite with the them and
balance against the common external threat.

Second, leaders may create a threat or use existing threats to help mobilize society to support
their leadership and their policies.* In newly independent states, leaders frequently need to enact
costly, controversial policies such as raising taxes, centralizing power, mobilizing the military, and
restricting civil liberties. Under normal conditions, people may be unwilling to bear the costs of
these policies. To overcome this opposition, leaders may create a new threat or exaggerate an
existing one in the hope that the society will support the government’s policies in spite of the cost.

When leaders use these tactics to achieve domestic goals, war may result for at least two
reasons.® First, war can be the diversionary tactic leaders use to unite the people behind them.*
Second, diversionary tactics can lead to war if the elite becomes trapped by its own rhetoric and is
forced to go to war. The tactics used by the elite may lead the public to believe that the scapegoat

is a genuine threat to the state's security. The public may then demand that the leaders go to war to

“Discussing the unifying effects of external threats are Jack Levy, "The Diversionary Theory of War: A Critique,”
in Handbook of War Studies, edited by Manus Midlarsky, (Ann Arbor, MI: University of Michigan Press, 1990), pp.
259-288 and Arthur A. Stein, The Nation at War, (Baltimore, MD: Johns Hopkins University Press, 1980). This
hypothesis was originally developed by sociologists, who refer to it as the in-group/out-group hypothesis. On the in-
group/out-group hypothesis, see Lewis A. Coser, The Functions of Social Conjlict, (Glencoe, IL: The Free Press, 1956)
and George Simmel, Conflict and the Web of Group-Affiliations, translated by Kurt H. Wolff and Reinhard Bendix,
(New York: The Free Press, 1955).

Tests of this hypothesis have not proven it to be absolutely true. In some cases, outside threats unite the people
behind their leaders, while in other cases outside threats seem to divide a state. Some recent research has tried to
propose conditions under which external threats will unite a state. See Levy, "The Diversionary Theory of War,” for
a summary of recent research. For my purposes, the validity of the hypothesis that external threats increase a group's
cohesion is not important; it is only important for the leaders who use diversionary tactics to believe that these tactics
will increase their hold on power.

S Testing the argument that leaders create external threats to help mobilize domestic resources is Thomas J.
Christensen, Useful Adversaries: Grand Strategy, Domestic Mobilization, and Sino-American Conflict, 1947-1958,
(Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 1996).

¥Levy, "The Diversionary Theory of War," pp. 259-281.

%A good argument against this hypothesis is that when a state suffers from domestic instability it is normally too
weak to be able to fight a war. Diversionary tactics, therefore, do not include war. While this argument is logical, it
ignores the possibility that these tactics will be used against wezker states, thereby reducing the risks associated with
war.
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remove this threat.*® Christensen uses Sino-American relations in the early years of the Cold War
to demonstrate this problem.*” The US government needed to maintain a large, expensive military
to balance the Soviet threat. To help mobilize the public to support these expenses, the government
engaged in a massive anti-communist propaganda campaign. Unfortunately, the success of this
campaign also forced the United States to treat the People’s Republic of China as a hostile power
that threatened American interests.*®

The other problem that occurs in successor states suffering from domestic instability is a
result of the situation under which weak leaders rule; they tend to lack autonomy from domestic
opinion and pressure groups. Leaders who are insecure about their hold on power are susceptible
to pressure from large, powerful, vocal groups. They fear that if they do not satisfy the demands of
these groups, they may lose their position and even their lives. Strong leaders, on the other hand,
are not as concerned about their hold on power. Their legitimacy and power provide them with
greater control over the government, allowing them greater autonomy from societal demands.® The
stronger the leader, the more likely he is to implement the policies that he considers best. Weak
leaders who are insecure about their hold on power, however, may develop a “follow the crowd”
attitude. Instead of initiating policy and resisting public pressure, these leaders tend to do what the
public demands even when they do not believe it to be in the state’s best interests. Thus, according
to this hypothesis, war occurs when weak leaders believe that important groups in society want war
or policies that make war more likely.

Not only do these leaders who have a weak hold on power follow the crowd, but they also
have more difficulty resolving crises. Frequently, during crises, unpopular actions have to be taken,

€.g., concessions may have to be made. If leaders have a weak hold on power, they may be less

*“This concept has been termed "blowback,” Jack Snyder, Myths of Empire: Domestic Politics and International
Ambition, (Ithaca, NY: Comell University Press, 1991), pp- 41-42.

YChristensen, Useful Adversaries.

%A third hypothesis would claim that diversionary tactics cause the vilified state to overestimate the hostility of the
unstable state. I address this hypothesis in the discussion of miscalculation and war.

“This distinction between weak and strong leaders is analogous to the distinction between strong and weak states.
On strong and weak states, see Peter Katzenstein, ed., Between Power and Plenty: Foreign Economic Policies in
Advanced Industrial States, (Madison, W1: University of Wisconsin Press, 1978).
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likely to make concessions because compromise will cause them to lose power. Without the ability
to achieve negotiated settlements, war becomes more likely. This problem is particularly acute when
rivals for power are ready and willing to use any compromise to discredit the leadership and take
power. This can clearly be seen just prior to the First Balkan War. Turkey needed to extricate itself
from its war with italy in order to focus its attentions on the Balkan threat. Unfortunately, if the
current government had made the concessions necessary to end the war, the opposition would have
denounced the action and gained the support necessary to take power.
2.3 Testing the Theory
In order to test the argument made in this dissertation, it helps to have some guidance. This
section provides, in broad strokes, the predictions associated with the dissertations argument.
Two prime predictions exist for the argument that the disintegration and collapse of empires
causes war.

A: Wars and crises should be more common in eras when empires are disintegrating and
collapsing.
B: Wars and crises should be more common in regions where empires are disintegrating and
collapsing.

Testing these predictions would require a large-n study comparing wars and crises across time and
space. Because of the structure of this dissertation, I do not test these predictions.

The argument, however, also allows us to test two sets of explanatory predictions. The first
set of predictions relates to the first arrow in the argument, that the disintegration and collapse of
empires causes the causes and conditions for war. Three explanatory predictions can be derived
from this hypothesis.

P1: Do intervening phenomena identified by the hypotheses (see table 2-1) correlate with imperial
disintegration?

P2: Were the intervening phenomena present in above normal amounts? (This prediction is difficult
to address without having some baseline amount to compare them to.)

P3: Did elites explain their policies in terms that suggest the intervening phenomena identified by
the hypotheses?

Some analysts might have difficulty determining when some of the key causes of war are
present. Itis necessary, therefore, to provide standards with which to determine when unsettled rules
of the game, power advantages, miscalculation, nationalism, and domestic instability are present.

To determine whether the rules of the game are unsettled, one must ask three questions:
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What do the key actors consider the relevant rules of the game to be? When and to whom
do they apply?

Do the key actors disagree about either the relevant rules of the game or their applicability?
Dothekeyactorsbelievetlutihecurrentmlamdleappmpriatemles? In other words,
do they believe that a disequilibrium exists between the current benefits conferred by the
rules and the status of the states?

If the states have different opinions of the rules, their applicability, or their appropriateness, the rules
of the game are likely to be unsettled.

TABLE 2-i

® These hypotheses are deductive and receive little to no testing in this dissertation.
" These hypotheses are only partially tested in this dissertation.

. Ambiguous rules of the game

. Shifts in the balance of power

. Domestic instability

D. Nationalism

- Uncertain Capabilities and Intentions

D) ES OF W.

1. Changes in the distribution of power cause the rules of the game to become inappropriate or

issues of dispute.

2. nemm“ofmwlymdependmtminmtheimamﬁonalsystmmnew issues and new
interests that may not be represented in the existing rules of the game.?

3. Treaties and precedents become cutdated.

4. States may be unwilling to negotiate a new set of rules prior to the coilapse of the

empire.

5. Those rules that states do negotiate may be vague and open to different interpretations.

1. Successor states lose power relative to the empire.”
2. State-building increases the power of successor states.
3. Successor states build states at different rates.””

4. Inter-state alliances change and shift over time.

1. Disagreements about the process of state building create internal resistance to the state's leadership
and its policies.
2. The state may fail to satisfy society’s interests.””

i. Imperial and Great Power policies create ethnic divisions.

2. Ethnic groups are dispersed and intermingled.

3. The withdrawal of the metropole's power and influence creates the opportunity for
nationalism to blossom.®

4. Successor states that have weak, ineffective institutions spur nationalism.”

3. Discrimination against minorities spur nationalism.

6. External interference in the successor states iniernal politics increases nationalism.

1. The capabilities of successor states are uncertain.

2. The intentions of successor states are uncertain.

3. Successor states have difficulty determining the capabilities and intentions of other states.”

4. States outside the zone of imperial retraction have difficulty determining each other’s intentions.
5. The capabilities, intentions, and members of post-imperial alliances are difficult to determine.
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Power advantages and miscalculation are much easier issues to analyze. To determine the
relative power of states, one must compare the states’ quantitative and qualitative capabilities. Two

questions should be asked:
4, What are the distribution of forces among the relevant states?
5. How do the forces compare qualitatively? More specifically, one must look at the quality
of the weapons, leaders, and soldiers?

To determine whether capabilities have been miscalculated, after looking at the actual
capabilities of the relevant states, one must look at the perceptions of capabilities and ask three

question:
6. What did the key actors perceive the quantitative and qualitative balance of power to be?
Were these perceptions accurate?
7. Upon what evidence did they base these perception? Was the evidence accurate?

8. Did the outcome justify the perception?
If perception failed to match reality, then miscalculation probably occurred.

States, and their leaders, can also misperceive intentions; they can see hostility where none
exists and vice versa. To determine if they inaccurately perceived intentions, two questions must
be asked:

9. What were the relevant states’ intentions? Did these intentions change in response to the
actions of others?

10. What did leaders perceive these intentions to be? Were their decisions a function of these
perceptions? Did they understand the effects and consequences of their actions?

If states did not accurately perceive their adversary’s intentions or failed to account for the effect of
their actions upon their adversary, then misperceptions of intentions may have occurred.

Nationalism is a more difficult problem to address. It involves both intentions and actions.
Like pornography, one knows it when one sees it. Several questions must be asked:

11. Does some organization or organizations—societal or state—exist?
12. What goal do these organizations have? What is its ideologies?

i3. Is its goal to unite the ethnic group within a single, independent state?
14. Do the actions conform with this goal?

Finally, one must look at the issue of domestic instability. To determine whether domestic
instability exists, one must ask three of questions:

15. Do competitors exist for ieadership of the state?
16. Does the leadership fear that it will lose power?
17. Are the current leadership’s actions determined or constrained by its weakness?

The second set of explanatory predictions addresses the hypotheses relating the causes of war
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to war. These predictions follow the same pattern for each of the causes of war hypotheses as the
previous three predictions.

P4: Do intervening phenomena identified by the hypotheses (see table 2-2) correlate
with imperial disintegration?

PS: Were the intervening phenomena present in above normal amounts? (As above, to
test this prediction requires a baseline to which to compare it.)

P6: Did elites explain their policies in terms that suggest the intervening phenomena
identified by the hypotheses?

TABLE 2-2

N DIS TION WAR

H1. The more unsettied the rules of the game, the greater the likelihood of war.
H1A. Unsettled rules of the game cause miscalculation of intentions.
HIB. Unseitled rules of the game lead states to compete to build a new international order.
HIC. Unsettled rules of the game make diplomacy more difficult.

H2. The greater the change in the balance of power, the greater the likelihood of war.
H2A. Shifts in the balance of power create windows of opportunity for states to settle
outstanding grievances, to increase their power, or to increase their security.
H2B. Shifts in the balance of power lead to competition over the spoils of empire.
H2C. Responses to shifts in the balance of power create security dilemma probiems.””

H3. The more states optimistically miscalculate their relative power, the greater the likelihood of war.
H3A. Optimistic miscalculation causes leaders to believe that war can be fought and won at a
reasonable cost.

H3B. Optimistic miscaiculation makes leaders less likely to compromise on disputes.

H4. The more states overestimate the hostility of other states, the greater the likelihood of war.
H4A. Overestimating the hostility of other states increases a state's insecurity.?
H4B. Overestimating the hostility of other states makes negotiations more difficult.”

HS. The more states underestimate the hostility of other states, the greater the likelihood of war.
HSA. Underestimating the hostility of other states causes states to fail to take actions to prevent or to
prepare for war.

H6. The stronger nationalism, the greater the likelihood of war.
H6A. Nationalism leads to the desire to unite one’s ethnic brethren into a single state.
H6B. Nationalism lcads multicthnic states to fear the threat from 8 minority group and its ethnic
homeland.

H7. The more insecure leaders are, the greater the likelihood of war.
H7A. Insecure ieaders use diversionary tactics io maintain their hold on power.
H7B. Insecure leaders are susceptibie to public pressure for war.
H7C. Insecurc leaders are unwilling to enact unpopular policies that may resolve crises
peacefully.

” These hypotheses are deductive and receive little to no testing in this disseriation.
*T These hypotheses are only partisily tested in this dissertation.
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2.4 Caveats

Before continuing, it is necessary to present several caveats. First, I do not test or provide
evidence for all of the arguments presented in this chapter. Part of the purpose of this chapter is to
develop the theoretical argument linking imperial disintegration to war. This requires me to present
arguments that I believe to be theoretically accurate even if I do not test them in this dissertation.
Second, I am not arguing that the disintegration of empire causes war in new and unique ways. All
of the hypotheses presented in this chapter apply to many situations. Nevertheless, I have found
them to be useful for explaining the wars that occur when empires disintegrate. Third, some of
these hypotheses overlap. For example, wars of miscalculation can occur for at least three reasons:
as aresult of unsettled rules of the game, as a result of uncertainty associated with the new situation,
or as aresult of security dilemma dynamics. Since more than one hypothesis is necessary to explain
each case, it can be difficult in some cases to determine the relative strength of the hypotheses.
Fourth, even though these hypotheses come from more general hypotheses found in the causes of
war literature, I am not providing a complete test of the more general hypotheses. My purpose is to
understand the wars that occur when empires disintegrate. In the process, I hope to shed some light
on the validity of the general hypotheses. The results of this study can provide confirming evidence
for the general hypotheses, but only limited disconfirming evidence.

69



Chapter 3
THE OTYOMAN EMPIRE, ITS COLLAPSE AND THE EASTERN QUESTION

This section seeks to provide background to the case studies. It discusses the rise and fall
of the Ottoman Empire, the intemnational politics of the Balkans in the 19® century, the political
system in the Ottoman Empire, and nationalism in the Balkans.

3.1 The Rise and Fall of the Ottoman Empire
The Ottoman Empire was a large, long-lasting empire controlled by a group of Muslims who

descended from the Turkish nomads of central Asia.' They began to migrate towards the Middle
East in the ninth century. During the next four hundred years, various of these Turkish tribes took
advantage of the weakness of the many kingdoms, khanates, and empires in the region to expand
throughout Eastern Europe and the Middle East.

'In this dissertation, I use the Ottoman Empire, Turkey, Constantinople, and the Porte interchangeably even though
this is not strictly accurate.

70



It was not until the mid-eleventh century, under Osman I that the Ottoman Empire began to
form. From 1250 until 1683, Osman and his successors acquired territories in Europe, Central Asia,
North Africa, and the Middle East.? (See Map 3-1) By 1683, the Ottoman Empire claimed
territories that included present day Turkey, Albania, Armenia, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Bulgaria,
Croatia, Egypt, Greece, Hurgary, parts of Iraq, Israel, Lebanon, Macedonia, Montenegro, Romania,
Serbia, parts of Syria, and other territories along the coast of North Africa and in Central Asia. In
so doing, the Ottoman Empire also controlled people belonging to the many ethnic groups and
religions that lived in these territories.

Ottoman expansion finally came to an end in 1683 at the gates of Vienna where the Habsburg
army defeated Turkish forces. With this defeat, the Ottoman Empire began to lose territory, mostly
as a result of the expansion of the Habsburg and Russian Empires. For the next 140 years, the
Ottoman Empire fought war after war against these empires. With each war, it was pushed further
and further back, forced to concede bits and pieces of territory. The loss of these territories resulted
from external conflict, not internal instability, and the territories that the Ottomans lost did not
become independent, but were annexed by other states and empires.

Beginning with the Serbian rebellion in the early 1800s, the causes of the Empire’s decline
changed. Previous Ottoman losses had occurred when other states encroached on Ottoman territory.
The Serb rebellion, on the other hand, involved Ottoman subjects actively rebelling against Ottoman
rule, specifically against the repression and mismanagement of Otioman agents in Serbia.> The
Serbs, however, did not seek to gain their independence from Constantincple; they only wanted the
Porte to provide for their security. To achieve this goal, they demanded that the Ottoman
government aliow them local self-rule and provide for their security. Unfortunately, the Ottoman

Discussing the expansion of the Ottoman Empire are P.M. Holt, Egypt and the Fertile Crescent 1516-1922: A
Political History, (Ithaca, NY: Comell University Press, 1966), pp. 23-60; Albert Hourani, 4 History of the Arab
Peoples, (New York: Warner Books, 1991), pp. 212-216; Lord Kinross, The Ottoman Centuries. the Rise and Fall of
the Turkish Empire, (New York: William Morrow and Company, 1977), pp. 15-255; and, Stanford J. Shaw, History
of the Ottoman Empire and Modern Turkey Volume I: Empire and the Gazas 1280-1808, (New York: Cambridge
University Press, 1976), pp. 1-11,169-215. B

*Discussing the Serbian rebellion are Charles and Barbara Jelavich, The Establishment of Balkan National States,
1804-1920, (Seattle, WA: University of Washington Press, 1977), pp. 26-37; L.S. Stavrianos, The Balkans since 1453,
(Hinsdale, IL: Dryden Press, 1958), pp. 238-251; and, Michael Boro Petrovich, 4 History of Modern Serbia, Volume
1, New York: Harcourt Brace Jovanovich, 1976), pp. 3-128.
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authorities in Constantinople did not have sufficient control over the local administration and were
unable to guarantee the Serbs security. The Serbs tried and failed to achieve their goals for the first
twenty years of the nineteenth century. Finally, in the early 1830s Serbia gained a large degree of
autonomy as a result of the Greek revolution and Great Power pressure.

At least in its initial stages, the Serbian rebeilion sought greater autonomy within the
Ottoman Empire. It was not until the Greek revolution that any of the Balkan people of the Ottoman
Empire rebelled to achieve national goals.* Nationalism combined with the Ottoman Empire’s
mismanagement of Greece helped spur Greek revolts against Ottoman rule in the carly 1820s. While
these revolts initially led to great successes, internal divisions among Greek leaders prevented a
quick, decisive victery. It was not until ten years later that the Greeks, with the support of the Great
Powers, gained their independence.

The conclusion of the War of Greek Independence defines the beginning of the collapse of
the Ottoman Empire. This event signals the first time that any of the Ottoman territories gained their
independence at their own instigation. The Ottoman Empire had lost territory and influence
throughout its Empire since 1653, but these losses did not result in independent states and were not
due to internal resistance.’ For the most part, previous losses had resulted from the interests and
actions of the Great Powers. Furthermore, the territorial losses suffered by the Ottoman Empire had

“Short discussions of the Greek revolution and war of independence that occurred between 1821 and 1834 can be
found in Douglas Dakin, The Unification of Greece, 1770-1923, (London: Emest Benn Limited, 1972), pp. 36-65;
Jelavich and Jelavich, The Establishment of the Balkan National States, pp. 38-52; and, Stavrianos, The Balkans since
1453, pp. 279-292. More extensive discussions of the War of Greek Independence can be found in C.W. Crawley, The
Question of Greek Independence: A Study of British Policy in the Near East, 1821-1833, (New York: Cambridge
University Press, 1930); and Douglas Dakin, The Greek Struggle for Independence, 1821-1833, (London: B.T. Batsford,
1973).

*Some might argue that the Ottoman collapse began around 1806 when Muhammad Ali began his wars to incorporate
Arab territories into his Egyptian territories. Since Egypt was part of the Ottoman Empire and Muhammad Ali was a
subject of the Suitan’s, one could make a convincing argument for this claim. 1 do riot for two reasons. F irst, despite
Egypt’s victories over the Ottoman Empire, it remained part of the Empire, albeit with a great deal of autonomy. It was
not until 1882 when the British occupied Egypt that the Ottoman Empire lost complete control of this territory. Second,
the Ottoman Empire never exercised the same level of controi over Egypt that it exercised over its European territories.
Discussing Muhammad Ali is Holt, Egypt and the Fertile Crescent, pp. 176-192.
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resulted in the augmentation of the European empires, not in the creation of independent states.®
Starting with the war of Greek Independence and lasting until the complete collapse of the

Ottoman Empire following the First World War, the East European peoples of the Ottoman Empire

began to rebel against Ottoman rule and to create independent successor states. After Greece gained

RUSSIA

Map 3-2: The Decline of the Ottoman Empire, 1807-1924
Obtained from hitp://nagshbandi.org/ottomans/declinemap. gif

its independence in 1833, Serbia and Romania gained theirs in 1878; Buigaria gained its autonomy

in 1878 and became independent in 1908; Montenegro gained its independence in 1878;” Albania
become independent in 1913. Finally, as a result of the First World War, the Ottoman Empire
completely collapsed and Turkey became an independent state. (See Map 3-2)

The decline and collapse of the Ottoman Empire resulted from several causes. The empire’s
decline initially began as a resuit of external security threats. As the Ottoman Empire expanded, its

borders grew longer and became more costly to defend. In addition, over time, the Ottoman Empire

*Although L. Carl Brown, International Politics and the Middle East: Old Rules, Dangerous Game, (Princeton, NJ:
Princeton University Press, 1984), pp. 21-30 is trying to date the origins of the Eastern Question, his discussion is also
useful for explaining why different dates may be used to define the beginning of the collapse of the Ottoman Empire.

’Even though Montenegro legally gained its independence in 1878, it was never fully incorporated into the Ottoman
Empire.
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began to lose power relative to the two other continental Great Powers—Austria and Russia. These
two problems created opportunities for Austria and Russia to expand at the Ottoman Empire’s
expense.’

Internal problems also contributed to the decline and collapse of the Ottoman Empire. First,
the empire suffered from the problems of corruption and incompetence.® The Ottoman Empire was
ruled by a hereditary leader, the Sultan. As long as the Sultan was an intelligent, capable leader, the
Empire was likely to maintain its position. Unfortunately, weak, incompetent Sultans eventually
came to power, and, under their leadership, the empire suffered. Furthermore, many among the
ruling classes used their positions to gain profit at the expense of the well-being of the empire. For
example, they sold offices to the highest bidder rather than selecting the most capable leaders and
bureaucrats.

Finally, the resistance of national groups within the empire’s peripheral territories helped
cause the disintegration and collapse.”® Asamulti-ethnic empire, the Ottoman Empire incorporated
many ethnic groups within a single political unit. For a variety of reasons, nationalism developed
among these groups, leading them to demand increased autonomy and, eventually, independence.
With the support of the Great Powers, these groups were able to achieve some, if not all, of their
geals. As nationalism grew stronger, the empire grew weaker until it collapsed under the pressure.
3.2 Decline of the Ottoman Empire, Rise of the Eastern Question, and the Great Powers

With the weakening and resultant disintegration of the Ottoman Empire, the Great Powers
became concerned about the fate of the Empire’s European territories. During the previous
centuries, the Powers did not need to concern themselves with this issue because the Turkish military
was able to control these territories. But, as the Ottoman Empire began to lose power relative to the
Great Powers and began to lose control over the region, they could no longer be confident that the
territories wouid remain under Turkish control. The Powers now had the capability to influence
events in the region and, even, take territory from the Turks. Furthermore, as nationalism grew in

*Paul Kennedy, The Rise and Fall of the Great Powers: Economic Change and Military Conflict From 1500 to 2000,
(New York: Random House, 1987), p. 11.

*Shaw, History of the Ottoman Empire, pp. 170-175.
"°This is the theme of Jelavich and Jelavich, The Establishment of the Balkan National States.
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the Ottoman territories, the danger grew that these territories might seek and gain their independence.
Once independent, they were more likely to become arenas of competition for the Powers as they
sought to increase their influence in the region. The Powers, therefore, confronted the question of
what territorial arrangement should take the place of the Ottoman Empire; a problem that came to
be known as the “Eastern Question.”"!

The Eastern Question was important to the Great Powers because many of them had interests
in the Ottoman Empire, and any threat to the Ottoman Empire could threaten their inierests.'> Three
states had particularly strong interests in the region that they needed to defend-—.Austria, Russia, and
Great Britain."> Austrian interests in the region were two-fold. First, many of the Otioman territories
bordered Austria. If a potentially hostile Power, namely Russia, gained control of these territories,
its security would be significantly reduced. Second, the Austrian Empire was a multi-ethnic empire
composed of Germans, Hungarians, and South Slavs, among others. Until 1867, the Germans ruled
this empire. Then, in 1867, the Dual Monarchy was created whereby both Germans and Hungarians
ruled. Both of these groups feared that if the South Slavs living in the Balkan territories of the
Ottoman Empire gained their independence, the new states would become a magnet for the Habsburg
Slavs with three potential consequences: the Austrian Slavs would seek to unite with their newly
freed ethnic brethren; they would demand more rights and responsibilities within the Austrian state;
or, the new states would seek to annex the Austro-Hungarian territories in which their ethnic

brethren lived. None of these options pleased the Austrian Germans or the Hungarians.

1A large literature exists on the Eastern Question, a few of the most useful include M.S. Anderson, The Eastern
Question, 1774-1923: A Study in International Relations, (New York: St. Martin’s Press, 1966); Brown, Internationai
Politics and the Middle East; and, J.A.R. Marriott, The Easiern Question: An Historical Study in European Diplomacy,
(New York: Oxford University Press, 1940).

“For a concise discussion of the Great Powers’ interests in the Eastern Question, see Jelavich, History of the
Balkans, pp. 186-192.

3Prussia, later to become Germany, lacked any direct interests in the region. She was more concerned with events
among the German states, with France, with Austria, and with Russia. The Balkans only became important when it
impinged upon her relationships with any of these states.
France, on the other hand, maintained an interest in the Near East based on its imperial goals and on its prestige
as a Great Power. For the most part, Paris involved itself in events in North Africa, the Middle East and the Holy Lands.
The Balkans remained a peripheral concern.
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Russia’s interests in the Balkans were also based on geography and ethnicity."
Geographically, the Ottoman Empire bordered Russia in Europe and in Central Asia. In addition,
the Ottoman Empire controlled the Turkish Straits, which provided Russian warships and merchant
ships with access to the Mediterranean. If a Power other than the Ottoman Empire or Russia
controlled these territories, Russia’s security would be reduced. The ethnicity of the peoples of the
Balkans also increased the importance of the Eastern Question for Russia. As the largest Slav and
Ortkodox state, Russia considered itself and was considered to be the defender of the Slavs and of
the Orthodox faith. Since the majority of the Balkan people were Slav and Eastern Orthodox, their
well-being was of interest to Russia.

British interest in the Eastern Question resulted from its interest in India, the jewel of the
British Empire. Both the Euphrates and Suez provided access to India, and any state that controlled
them could threaten British interests there."* British leaders, therefore, worried that the weakening
of the Ottoman Empire could threaten India if some other power gained control of Ottoman territory,
particularly Russia.

3.3 The System of Ottoman Rule'®

The system of rule used by the Cttoman Empire varied both over time and in regions.'” For
example, as the Empire declined, leaders implemented reforn:s that decentralized power. Regional
variation can be seen in the relative independence of the Ottoman Empire’s Arab territories versus
the more centralized control that Constantinople exercised over some of the Balkan territories.

Despite these variations, key aspects of the system of rule remained relatively constant.

“David MacKenzie, Imperial Dreams Harsh Realities: Tsarist Russian Foreign Policy, 1815-1917, (New York:
Harcourt Brace College Publishers, 1994), p. 41.

"*Peter Hopkirk, The Great Game: The Struggle for Empire in Central Asia, (New York: Kodansha International,
1992), pp. 69-76; and Harold Temperley, England and the Near East: The Crimea, (Unknown: Archon Books, 1964),
pp. 93-96.

*This section is based upon Shaw, History of the Ottoman Empire, Volume I, Stanford Shaw and Ezra Kural Shaw,
History of the Otioman Empire, Volume II: Reform, Revolution and Republic,(New York: Cambridge University Press,
1977); and Barbara Jelavich, History of the Balkans: Eighteenth and Nineteenth Centuries, (New York: Cambridge
University Press, 1983), pp. 39-126.

""Discussing the Ottoman system of rule and the efforts at reform is Shaw, History of the Ottoman Empire ¥olume
1 and idem and Shaw, History of the Ottoman Empire and Modern Ti urkey Volume II.
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At the top of the Ottoman Etﬁpire’s leadership were the Suitan and the Porte. In theory, the
Sultan was both the autocratic leader of the Ottoman Empire and the religious leader for all Muslims.
In practice, his influence did not extend that far. He focused his attention on the promotion of Islam
and the physical and economic security of the empire and its inhabitants.'* Helping the Sultan with
these decisions was the Porte, sometimes called the Sublime Porte. The Porte refers to the central
government led by the grand vezir, whose purpose was to help advise the Sultan and to implement
his policies.!® As the quality of sultans declined, the Porte gained more power.”

Between the leaders in Constantinople and the peasants in the Ottoman periphery were two
groups that served as intermediaries. The first was a collection of Balkan notables who served as
tax assessors and tax collectors in the Balkan villages.?! The second and more important
intermediaries were the leaders of the various religions, in particular the leaders of the Muslims, the
Orthodox Church, the Armenian Church, and the Jews. The Ottoman Empire was organized along
religious lines called millets.> These millets were communities defined by religion and ruled by the
leaders of the particular religion who held both religious and civil authority over their co-religionist.
If an Orthodox Christian violated the law, it was the responsibility of the leader of the Orthodox
Church to punish the offender. By giving religious leaders this power, the Sultan also gave them a
stake in the existence and success of the Ottoman Empire, which he hoped would make them loyal
to the Empire.

Despite the rights that the millet system bestowed upon non-Muslims, they still suffered from
discrimination.” Legally, if a non-Muslim subject of the Ottoman Empire were accused of a crime

against a Muslim, the case would be tried before a Muslim court under Muslim laws. Non-Muslims

8Shaw, History of the Ottoman Empire, Volume I, pp. 164-165.
Ibid, pp. 280-284.

Jelavich, History of the Balkans, pp. 46-47.

bid, pp. 57-58.

ZWayne S. Vucinich, “Some Aspects of the Cttoman Legacy,” in Tke Balkans in Transition: Essays on the
Development of Balkan Life and Politics Since the Eighteenth Century, edited by Charles and Barbara Jelavich,
(Berkeley and Los Angeles: University of California Press, 1963), p. 81-114.

BJelavich, History of the Baikans, p. 39-72; and Vucinich, “Some Aspects of the Ottoman Legacy,”, p. 97.
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also were not allowed to serve in the Ottoman military. In lieu of military service, non-Muslims
aided the Ottoman government in two ways. First, they were required tc give the Sultan one
unmarried son who would be trained and serve the Empire in various ways, including as soldiers in
the Sultan’s military. Second, non-Muslims had to pay a head tax, which Muslims did not have to
pay. Discrimination against non-Muslims took other forms as well: they were not allowed to wear
certain clothing, to own horses, and suffered from other special restrictions that the Empire placed
upon them.
3.4 Nationalism and the Balkans

When trying to understand the growth of Balkan nationalism in thc nineteenth century, four
questions need to be addressed.?* First, why did Balkan ethnic identities survive? The Ottoman
Empire controlled the Balkans for several centuries, yet starting from the late 18" century the people
of this region began to rediscover and assert their ethnic identity. The survival of these identities
afier so many years of subjugation requires explanation. Second, and related, why did nationalism
return in the 19" century? During the Napoleonic Wars the Balkan people began to direct their
political energies towards the achievement of national goals. For the next hundred years, the various
people of the Balkans scught to gain political control over the territories they inhabited through
diplomacy and war. The timing of the revival of nationalism, therefore, also merits explanation.
Third, why did the various rational groups of the Balkans develop nationalism at different times?
The Balkan people could have rebelled against Ottoman rule at the same time and sought to create
a federated Balkan state.” Instead, different groups rebelled at different times seeking their own
independent states. The Greeks were the first to push for independence, later followed by the Serbs,
the Romanians, the Bulgarians and the Albanians. Finally, why was nationalism a potential problem
as the Balkan people gained their independence? In other words, what policies of the Ottoman
Empire and what actions taken by the Empire, the Great Powers, and the newly independent states
contributed to the potential for nationalism to lead to war? This section addresses each of these

L.S. Stavrianos, “Antecedents to the Balkan Revolutions of the Nineteenth Century,” Journal of Modern History,
29 (December 1957), pp. 335-348 directly addresses the first two questions and indirccily address the third question.
He does not, however, address the fourth question.

On the attempts to create a Balkan federation, see L.S. Stavrianos, Balkan Federation: A History of the Movement
Toward Balkan Unity in Modern Times, (Menasha, W1: George Banta Publishing Company, 1944).
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questions in turn.

The survival of the ethnic identities of the Balkan people during the centuries of Ottoman rule
can be explained, in large part, by two factors.”® First, the millet system helped to maintain a
distinction between Christians and Muslims, thereby keeping the Christian identity alive. As
previously stated, the Ottoman Empire ruled most of its subjects through their religious leaders. The
majority of the Balkan peoplie, therefore, were ruled by the Orthodox millet. This system of rule
helped the Balkan people maintain their identity by preserving a distinction between Muslims and
non-Muslims.?’ A consequence of this system was that the Ottoman Empire failed to assimilate the
Balkan people into the Empire, and the Balkan people failed to develop loyalty to the Empire.
Second, the Balkan people lived in compact ethnic blocs, allowing them to maintain memories of
past glories through oral histories and folk literature.® These memories provided the basic myths
upon which they could build nationalism.

Even though the Balkan people were able to maintain their identities, nationalism did not
come to the forefront until the 19" century. Prior to the 19" century, the Balkan people lived under
the Ottoman yoke without rebellion. In fact, some worked for the Ottoman Empire as diplomats,
soldiers, and tax collectors. During the late 18" and early 19" centuries, certain changes led to a
nationalist revival.” First, the decline of the Ottoman Empire provided both the opportunity and the
motive for nationalism to develop. As the Ottoman Empire grew weaker, the Balkan people began
to believe that the Empire was not powerful enough to maintain control in the Balkans. This led
them to believed they could achieve their independence. Furthermore, as the Empire weakened, the
Porte was unable to maintain order and security in the Balkans as those assigned to protect the
Balkan people preyed on the peasants, instead. As a consequence of the Empire’s failure to provide
security, the Balkan people were forced tc provide it for themselves.

Second, economic developments contributed to the rise of Balkan nationalism in the 19*

#*Stavrianos, “Antecedents,” pp. 336-339 provides a more complete list of factors that helped the Balkan people
preserve their identity.

Y}elavich, History of the Balkans, p. 174.
2Ibid; and Stavrianos, “Antecedents,” pp. 336-339.
PStavrianos, “Antecedents,” pp. 340-344.
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century in several ways. The Ottoman Empire’s economic system’s failure to satisfy the Balkan
peasants led to their dissatisfaction. As a result, these peasants formed a mass base for national
rebellions. The expansion of commerce also helped spur the development of Balkan nationalism.
With the growth of commerce came a corresponding growth in the size and demands of the middle
class. Members of the middle class demanded that the empire build roads, maintain law and order,
and provide them with economic and political opportunities.® The Empire, however, was unable
and unwilling to satisfy these demands, leading members of the middle <lass to look elsewhere. As
trade expanded, contacts with the Westem also increased. Merchants and other members of the
middle class met West Europeans and their ideas, particularly the ideas about nationalism and liberty
that had grown during the French Revolution.’!

To some extent, all the people of the Balkans experienced the pressures that helped cause
nationalism in the 19" century, yet they did not rebel at the same time. Instead of one united, Balkan
rebellion to create a single Balkan state or federation, several rebellions occurred throughout the
century. The different timing of the national revivals can be explained by several factors that vary
by case.” Greece had more contacts with the West than the other Baikan states, which helps to
explain why nationalism started here. Serbia’s high level of local self-government helps to explain
its early nationalism. In Romania, the high levels of social stratification limited the ability and desire
for all Romanians to unite in a common cause. And, Bulgaria’s close ties with Turkey helped delay
Bulgarian nationalism.

In the 19" century, nationalism led the Balkan people to rebel against the Ottoman Empire.
During the next hundred years or so, these groups gained their independence. Independence,
however, did not end the threat nationalism posed to peace and order in the Balkans. Nationalism
continued to pose a threat because the borders of the newly independent states never corresponded
to the ethnic or historical borders of the nation. In 1832, Greece, for example, contained only one-
third of the Greeks, while the remainder continued to live under Ottoman authority. Several factors

**Mentioning the desire for political opportunities, specifically high level positions in the bureaucracy, is Jelavich,
History of the Balkans, pp. 173-174.

bid, pp. 179-186.
Stavrianos, “Antecedents,” pp. 345-346.
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explain this problem. First, when the borders of these new states were drawn, nationalism and
ethnicity were rarely considerations. Most of the borders were drawn by the Great Powers who were
more concemned with the balance of power than with the desires of the Balkan people. They tended
to favor small, weak states rather than uniting ethnic groups within a single nation-state. Second,
during Ottoman rule, people migrated both within the Ottoman Empire and away from it. As a
result, ethnic groups moved away from their ethnic homeland to territories populated by other ethnic
groups.” These migrations created two problems: (1) ethnic groups lived in territories far from their
historical homeland and (2) multi-ethnic territories to which several ethnic groups could lay claim
developed. These migrations occurred both within the Ottoman Empire, as can be seen by the large
Greek population throughout the empire, and outside of the Empire. The largest group to migrate
out of the Empire was the Serbs. When the Ottoman Empire conquered Serbia, many fled from the
Turks and sought refuge in the Austrian Empire.>* In the 1800s, the descendants of these Serbs
continued to live in Austria. Third, under Ottoman rule, many non-Muslims converted to Islam,
frequently in an attempt to gain economic, political, and social rights and privileges.®* When the
Ottoman Empire began to disintegrate and the peripheral territories began to gain their independence,
the new states had large Muslim populations that the Ottoman empire claimed to represent. Fourth,
Austria-Hungary annexed the territory populated by Romanians and Serbs. In the late 1600s, Austria
defeated the Turks and re-conquered Hungary. Included in this territory was Transylvania, which
had a large Romanian population. Then, Austria occupied Bosnia and Herzegovina in 1878 and
annexed the provinces in 1908. These provinces had a large Slav population, particularly Serbian.
With the annexation of these territories, the Habsburg Empire became a potential magnet for
Romanian and Serbian nationalisms that were to develop when these two states gained their

independence from the Ottoman Empire.

BVucinich, “Some Aspects of the Ottoman Legacy,” pp. 97-102.

MGunther Erich Rothenberg, The Austrian Military Border in Croatia, 1522-1747, Urbana, IL: University of Illinois
Press, 1960.

»George G. Armakis, “The Role of Religion in the Development of Balkan Nationalism,” in The Balkans in
Transition: Essays on the Development of Balkan Life and Politics Since the Eighteenth Century, edited by Charles and
Barbara Jelavich, (Berkeley and Los Angeles: University of Califernia Press, 1963), pp. 115-144, especially pp. 120-
126.
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BULGARIAN, GREEK, AND SERBIAN MEDIEVAL EMPIRES
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Map 3-3
The Medicval Bulgarian, Greek, and Serbian Empires

Finally, national goals are not exclusively an ethnic issue, but also tend to be a historical
issue. Nationalist ideologies call for the union of the ethnic group within a single territory, while
frequently demanding that the nation be restored to its historical borders. They demand that the new
state have the same borders that it had in the past. Since states’ borders change throughout time, the
leaders of the national movement must decide which borders are the historical borders. They tend
to choose the time when the state’s borders were largest. Thus, many Greeks looked to the borders
of the Byzantine Empire, Serbs looked to the borders of the Serbian Empire of the 1400s, and the
Bulgarians looked to the Bulgarian Empire of the late 1300s. (See Map 3-3%) Since these three

*Stavrianos, The Balkans Since 1453, p. 25.
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empires reached their apogee during different eras, their borders overlapped, creating the potential
for nationalism to lead to conflict.
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Chapter 4
THE CRIMEAN WAR

In the early 1850s, France, for its domestic and national reasons, took advantage of the
decline of the Ottoman Empire to increase its influence in the region and the influence of the Roman
Catholic Church in the Holy Places. As a result of France’s actions, Russia’s influence and prestige
in the region were reduced. Russia, therefore, needed to act to restore its position. The Russo-
French dispute was easily resolved, but the Russo-Turkish dispute created a crisis that led first to a
Russo-Turkish War and then expanded into a war between Russia on one side and Britain, France,
and Turkey on the other. Eventually, the crisis escalated to the point that Austria threatened war if
Russia did not stop, leading Russia to agree to peace.
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The Crimean War supports this dissertation’s argument. (See Table 4-1 for amore complete
discussion of the relationship between the case and the argument’s predictions.) The key cause was
the weakening of the Ottoman Empire, which had two consequences. First, it caused the rules of the
game to become ambiguous. As Tsar Nicholas’s statements suggest, he believed that the Ottoman
Empire’s complete collapse was imminent. He also believed that its collapse could iead to Great
Power conflict over the spoils. To limit this conflict, he sought to negotiate a post-imperial order
with Austria and, more importantly, Britain. These negotiations led to vague, oral discussions. St.
Petersburg considered them to be solid agreements that would keep Britain out of a Russo-Turkish
conflict, while London considered them to be significantly less. Second, the weakening of the
Ottoman Empire contributed to competition for influence in Constantinople. This competition began
with French coercion of Constantinople, which led to a Russian response. Russia could not allow
any great power to have more influence of the Gttoman Empire than it had, as the Russian
government had made clear repeatedly during the previous twenty years.

Russia’s aggressive response caused a shift in alliances, which created a window of
opportunity. Britain slowly began to ally itself with the Otioman Empire. Constantinople
recognized this shift was occurring and avoided overly provocative actions as it waited for British
support to become stronger. Once the Porte had this support, it was ready to go to war to defend its
interests and try to regain some of its previous losses. The Porte knew that British support was
temporary; once the current crisis ended, the alliance would also end. In other words, the Ottoman
Empire had a closing window of opportunity. It had to go to war now, before the alliance collapsed.
Thus, once the Porte was convinced that Britain would support the Turks, it declared war.

This chapter has eight sections, Section 4.1 explains the development of the rules of the game
and their ambiguity. Section 4.2 looks at the internal situation in the Ottoman Empire in order to
better understand the problems the Empire confronted. Section 4.3 addresses the Holy Places
dispute. It explains France’s actions and why Russia needed to respond. Section 4.4 explains why
Russia expected British and Austrian support. It explains the relationship between the rules of the
game and Russia’s miscalculation of British support. It also explains the security dilemma between
Russia and Austria. Section 4.5 explains why Russo-Turkish diplomacy failed. Section 4.6 looks
at the beginning of the Russo-Turkish War and the importance of the British alliance for Turkey.
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Section 4.7 explains why Britain and France declared war on Russia. Finally, section 4.8 examines
the reasons why Austria threatened Russia with war.
4.1 Great Power Interests and the Development of Rules of the Game'

During the two decades prior to the Crimean War, Austrian, British, and Russian interests
in the Near East converged, which allowed these states to agree to rules that defined how they ought
to behave with respect to the Ottoman Empire and its territories. Both Austria and Britain wanted
to maintain the independence and territorial integrity of the Ottoman Empire. Prior to 1829,
however, Russia followed an expansionist foreign policy in the Near East. Following the War of
Greek Independence, Russia changed its Near Eastern foreign policy, and adopted one that favored
the maintenance of the Ottoman Empire, albeit under Russian influence. This modification caused
Russia's foreign policy to move closer to Austria's and Great Britain's interests. Once the interests
of these three powers began to coincide, they were able to deveiop rules to help regulate their
behavior in the Near East. Three rules were particularly important: first, the Turkish Straits were
to be closed to foreign warships when the Porte was at peace; second, the Ottoman Empire was to
remain independent and its territorial boundaries were to remain unchanged; and, third, if the
Ottoman Empire was collapsing, the three Great Powers would negotiate among themselves to create
a new order. Unfortunately, these rules were not fully spelled out, creating the potential for future
problems.

By the early 1800s, Austrian aud British foreign policy supported the maintenance of the
Ottoman Empire. From 1683 until 1780, the Habsburg Empire, along with its allies, was willing to
expand at the expense of the Ottoman Empire.’ The situation had changed by 1791 when Vienna
had come to recognize that the continued existence of the Ottoman Empire was best for Austrian
security. Austria feared that the nationalities of the Otioman Empire might have irredentist claims
against the Habsburg Empire if they gained their independence. Inaddition, these nationalities might
turn to Russia for protection, thereby allowing Russia to encircle Austria. Thus, since 1791, "[f]or

'See Map 4-1 for the region addressed in this case study. Paul W. Schroeder, Austria, Great Britain, and the
Crimean War: The Destruction of the Concert of Europe, (Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 1972), p. 117.

’Bemard Lewis, The Emergence of Modern Turkey, second edition, (New York: Oxford University Press, 1968),
p- 37; and Barbara Jelavich, Modern Austria: Empire and Republic, 1815-1986, (New York: Cambridge University
Press, 1987), p.9.



the Austrians it had been axiomatic that the Ottoman Empire, for all its faults, was the best possible
neighbour for the [Habsburg] Monarchy, which should do nothing to weaken it. "3

British foreign policy also supported the continued existence of the Ottoman Empire. In the
early 1800s, Britain's Near Eastern Policy was not explicitly stated. By the end of the French
Revolutionary Wars, Britain recognized that the maintenance of the Ottoman Empire’s territorial
integrity was in its interest.* To support this policy, the British and the Austrians attempted to
negotiate an agreement among the Great Powers to guarantee the integrity of the Ottoman Empire,
but Russia refused.’ The Near Eastern Crises of the 1830s forced London to be more explicit about
its interests in the Ottoman Empire.® Lord Palmerston, who controlled British foreign policy during
this period, believed two key interests justified Britain's support of the Ottoman Empire. First,
Britain needed to protect its access to India. Currently, British ships reached India by sailing around
the Cape of Good Hope. Nevertheless, London hoped to develop a quicker route either through the
Suez and Red Sea or across Syria to the Euphrates River and the Persian Gulf, both of which would
pass through the Ottoman Empire.’ British leaders believed that a relatively weak Ottoman Empire
was a better defender of the passage to India than a strong Russian Empire that would be a threat to

India. Second, British trade in the area was large and increasing,’ providing Britain with a strong

’F.R. Bridge, The Habsburg Monarchy among the Great Powers, 1815-1918, (New York: St. Martin's Press, 1990),
pp- 28-9.

‘R.W. Seton-Watson, Britain in Europe, 1789-1914: A Survey of Foreign Policy, (New York: Howard Fertig,
1968), p. 45.

SIbid, p. 141.

%On the Near Eastern Crisis of the 1830s, see Afaf Lufti Al-Sayyid Marsot, Egypt in the reign of Muhammad Ali,
(New York: Cambridge University Press, 1984),pp. 196-257; Philip E. Mosely, Russiar Diplomacy and the Opening
of the Eastern Question in 1838 and 1839, (New York: Russell & Russell, 1961); Frederick Staniey Rodkey, The
Turco-Egyptian Question in the Relations of England, France, and Russia, 1832-1841, (Urbana, IL: University of
Hlinois, 1923); and Paul W. Schroeder, The Transformation of European Politics 1763-1848, (New York: Oxford
University Press, 1994), pp.726-755.

Seton-Watson, Britain in Eurape, p. 193.

*Discussing British economic interests in the Ottoman Empire are Frank Edgar Bailey, British Policy and the Turkish
Reform Movement: A Study in Anglo-Turkish Relations, 1826-1853, (New York: Howard Fertig, 1970), pp. 39-128,;
and Vemon J. Puryear, International Economics and the Diplomacy of the Near East, a study of British Commercial
Policy in the Levani, 1834-1853, (Palo Alto, CA: Stanford University Press, 1935).
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economic interest in the maintenance of an independent Ottoman Empire.’

Russian foreign policy changed more slowly. Throughout the eighteenth century, Russia
sought to gain territory at the expense of the Ottoman Empire.'° In the early 1700s, neither Russia
nor the Ottoman Empire achieved significant victeries. By the mid to late 1700s, however, Russian
victories began to show significant results. Following the Russo-Turkish War of 1768-1774, Russia
and the Ottoman Empire signed the Treaty of Kutchuk Kainazji. This treaty gave Russian merchants
access to the Mediterranean via the Turkish Straits, prepared the way for Russia to annex the Crimea,
granted Russia certain rights in the Principalities,'' and, most importantly, granted Russia vaguely
defined rights to intervene in the Ottoman Empire on behalf of the Orthodox Christians. "

Russia's relations with the Ottoman Empire continued t. oe hostile during the first thirty
years of the nineteenth century. From the beginning of the 1800s through the 1820s, Russia
supported Serbia in its rebellion against Ottoman abuses.'’ During the 1820s, Russia also supported

the Greeks in their war of independence.' Finally, in 1828, Russia declared war on Turkey to force

*Seton-Watson, Britain in Europe, pp. 178, 192-195. For a more complete discussion of Britain's growing interest
in the Ottoman Empire, see Bailey, British Policy and the Turkish Reform Movement, pp. 39-62.

"John P. DeLonne, The Russian Empire and the World, 1700-1917: The Geopolitics of Expansion and Containment,
(New York: Oxford University Press, 1997), pp. 89-111; Barbara Jelavich, Russia’s Balkan Entanglements i806-1914,
(New York: Cambridge University Press, 1991), pp. 1-24; David MacKenzie, Imperial Dreams Harsh Realitics:
Tsarist Russian Foreign Policy, 1815-1917,(New York: Harcourt Brace College Publishers, 1994), pp. 12-25;and L.S.
Stavrianos, The Balkans since 1453, (New York: Rinehart & Company, Inc., 1958), 178-197.

""The Principalities refer to the Principalities of Moldavia and Wallachia, which iater united to form Romania. For
a discussion of Russia's rights in the Principalities in the late 1700s, see Barbara jelavich, Russia and ihe Formation
of the Romanian National State 1821-1878, (New York: Cambridge University Press, 1984), pp. 1-15.

"Discussing the Treaty of Kuchuk Kainarji are MacKenzie, Imperial Dreams Harsh Realities, p. 19; and Jelavich,
Russia’s Balkan Entanglemenits, pp. 3-5. For the text of the treaty, see J.C. Hurewitz, Diplomacy in the Near and Middle
East: A Documentary Record: 1535-1914, volume 1, (New York: D. Van Nostrand Company, Inc., 1956), pp. 54-60;
and M.S. Anderson, editor, The Great Powers and the Near East 1774-1923, (New York: St. Martin's Press, 1970),
pp. 9-13.

On the Serbian revolution, see Charles and Barbara Jelavich, The Establishment of the Balkan National States,
1804-1920, (Seattle, WA: University of Washington Press, 1977), pp. 26-35; Michael Boro Petrovich, 4 History of
Modern Serbia 1804-1918, volume 1, (New York: Harcourt Brace Jovanovich, 1976), pp. 3-128; and L.S. Stavrianos,
The Balkans since 1453, pp. 244-250.

"“On the War of Greek Independence, see Richard Clogg, editor, The Struggle for Greek Independence, (Hamden,
CT: Archon Books, 1973); and Douglas Dakin, The Greek Struggle for Independence, 1821-1833, (London: B.T.
Batsford, Ltd., 1973). For a Great Power perspective, see Schroeder, The Transformation of European Politics, pp. 614-
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the Turks to live up tc their treaty obligations."

Following the Russo-Turkish War of 1828, Tsar Nicholas I changed Russia's policy towards
the Ottoman Empire and adopted a policy to maintain the Empire’s territorial integrity under Russian
influence.'® The Russian government knew that if Russia were to try to capture Constantinople or
to cause the Balkan states to gain their independence, other European powers would oppose these
actions. If Russia could not control the Ottoman territories, the next best solution was to maintain
a weak Ottoman Empire that feared Russia. A Russian circular of May 1830 stated the Russian

position well,

[i}f we have allowed the Turkish government to continue to exist in Evrope, it is because
that government under the preponderant influence of our superiority, suits us better than any
of those which would be set up on its ruins. If we have left out of the Treaty of Adrianople
those stipulations which would have deleted the Porte from the list of powers, it is because
the clauses of this act, although marked by a visible magnanimity, appeared to us sufficient
to assure us the influence of which we speak, sufficient to demonstrate to the Porte that,
nevertheless, any serious difference with us would be a death sentence..., in order to
convince it that if it still is able to live, it will only be the life the emperor is in some manner
pleased to allow it."”

Russia demonstrated its commitment to this policy during the Egyptian-Turkish crisis in
1833. When the Egyptian army defeated Turkish forces, the Porte asked Britain and France for help.
After both of these powers refused, Turkey turned to Russia for assistance.'® Nicholas agreed to
provide both ground and naval forces to aid in the defense of Turkey. Once peace was achieved,
Russia negotiated the Treaty of Unkiar Skelessi with Turkey.' This treaty was amutual defense pact

beiween Turkey and Russia. In the event of war, it required the two signatories to provide military

620,637-663.

1*On the Russo-Turkish War of 1828, Barbara Jelavich, A Centwry of Russian Foreign Policy, 1814-1914, (New
York: J.B. Lippincott Company, 1964), pp. 73-81; and Jelavich, Russia’s Balkan Entanglements, pp. 75-89.

1Jetavich, Russia's Balkan Entangiements, pp. 78-9; and John Shelton Curtiss, Russia’s Crimean War, (Durham,
NC: Duke University Press, 1979), pp. 15-17.

"Quoted in Jelavich, Russia's Balkan Entanglements, pp. 86-7.
""Railey, British Policy and the Turkish Reform Movement, pp. 44-49.

1For the text to this treaty, see Anderson, The Great Powers and the Near East, pp. 42-44; and Hurewitz, Diplomacy
in the Near and Middle East, pp.105-6.
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aid upon request.”® Russia justified its willingness to come to the aid of the Ottoman Empire by
claiming "a most sincere desire of securing the permanence, maintenance and independence of the
Sublime Porte."?!

Once these three Great Powers decided that it was in their individual interests to .suppon the
Ottoman Empise's territorial integrity, they were able to agree to several rules that helped define how
they ought to behave in the Near East. The first rule was an agreement to close the Turkish Straits
to foreign warships when the Porte was not at war. Historically, when the Ottoman Empire was at
peace, Turkey would not allow foreign warships to pass through the Straits. The Egyptian crises of
the 1830s helped demonstrate the weakness of the Porte and its inability to support its historic policy.
To help maintain the Straits regime, Britain, Russia, Austria, and Prussia agreed in the Convention
for the Pacification of the Levant on July 15, 1840 to support the closure of the Straits to foreign
warships during times of peace.”? This policy was further reinforced and expanded to include France
in the Straits Convention of July 13, 1841.2 Thus, the closure of the Straits became a generally
accepted rule in Great Power politics. Any violation of this rule would suggest that the violator had
hostile intentions.

The second rule of the game required Austria, Great Britain, and Russia to maintain the
territorial integrity of the Ottoman Empire. Since each power recognized that the collapse of the
Ottoman Empire might lead to conflict among them, they agreed to support the maintenance of the
Ottoman Empire. To achieve this goal, Russia negotiated with Austria, Prussia, and Great Britain,

“In a secret article, Russia agreed not to ask for such aid. Turkey's only responsibility would be to close the Straits
to any foreign warships.

"'Hurewitz, Diplomacy in the Near and Middle East, p. 105.

“For the text of the Convention, see Anderson, The Great Power and the Near East, pp- 49-51; and Hurewitz,
Diplomacy in the Near and Middle East, pp. 116-119. Article 4 of the Convention states that
"the Suitan...hereby declares that ..it is his firm resolution to maintain in future this principle
invariably established as the ancient ruie of his empire; and as long as the Porte is at peace, to admit
no foreign ship of war into the Straits of the Bosphorus and of the Dardanelles; on the other hand,
their Majesties the Queen of the United Kingdom of Great Britain and Ireland, the Emperor of
Austria, King of Hungary and Bohemia, the King of Prussia, and the Emperor of all the Russias,
engage to respect this determination of the Sultan, and to conform to the above-menticned principle.”

BAnderson, The Great Powers and the Near East, pp. 51-52; and Hurewitz, Diplomacy in the Near and Middle
East, p. 123.
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individually. Russia and Austria signed the Convention of Miinchengritz in September 1833. In
this Convention, the two powers agreed to maintain the Ottoman Empire under its current leadership.
Article 1 of the Convention says

The Courts of Austria and Russia undertake mutually to implement their resolution to
maintain the existence of the Ottoman Empire under the Present dynasty and to devote to
this end...all the means of influence and action in their power.?*

About three weeks after the signing of the Convention of Miinchengritz Prussia agreed to the same
arrangement, in a slightly different form, in the treaty of Berlin.”

In addition, the Convention of Miinchengritz provided the basis for the third rule of the
game—to negotiate a new international order if the Ottoman Empire should be overthrown. Russia
knew that the collapse of the Ottoman Empire could lead to a European war over the Empire's
remains. To reduce the likelihood of an Austro-Russian conflict once the Ottoman Empire
collapsed, a separate, secret article was included in the Convention. According to this article,

in such an eventuality [that the present order of things in Turkey may be overthrown], the
two Imperial Courts will act only in concert to and in perfect spirit of solidarity in all that
concerns the establishment of a new order of things, destined to replace that which now
exists, and they will take precautions in common that the change occurring in the internai
situation of this Empire should not endanger the safety of their own States and the rights
assured them respectively by treaties, or the maintenance of the European balance.”’

Austria was not the only Great Power with interests in the Ottoman Empire. Russia was also
concerned about an Anglo-Russian conflict arising when the Ottoman Empire collapsed. To address
this problem, Russia negotiated an agreement with Britain in which the two countries agreed to
maintain the territorial integrity of the Ottoman Empire. In addition, the two powers agreed to
negotiate a new international order if the collapse of the Ottoman Empire was imminent. On several

occasions, Tsar Nicholas I tried to form an alliance with Britain to manage the Ottoman Empire's

%Eor the text of the Convention of Mtinchengritz, see Anderson, The Great Power and the Near East, pp. 44-5; and
Hurewitz, Diplomacy in the Near and Middle East, pp. 107.

Bibid.
*%Rodkey, The Turco-Egyptian Question, p. 32, footnote 95.

T Anderson, The Great Powers and the Near East, pp. 44-5; and Hurewitz, Diplomacy in the Near and Middle East,
p. 107.
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collapse and had repeatedly been rejected.” Lord Palmerston informed the Tsar that England could
not enter into an agreement about an event that had not happened or was not imminent because it
would be difficult to get the British parliament to agree. When Nicholas asked for a secret, spoken
understanding, Palmerston said

it [a spoken understanding] would scarcely be consistent with the spirit of the British
constitution for the crown to enter into a binding engagement of such a nature, without
placing it formally upon record, so that parliament might have an opportunity of expressing
its opinion thereupon, and this could only be done by some written instrument...But if the
engagement were merely verbal, though it would bind the Ministers who made it, it might
be disavowed by their successors, and thus the Russian Government might be led to count
upon a system of policy on the part of Great Britain which might eventually be pursued.?

Nicholas refused to be denied. In 1844, he traveled to England to meet with the British Prime
Minister, Lord Peel, and Britain's Foreign Secretary, Lord Aberdeen. In these meetings, Nicholas
informed them that he believed that Ottoman Empire would collapse soon.

Turkey is a dying man. We may endeavor to keep him alive, but we shall not succeed. He
will, he must die. That will be a critical moment...{The situation will lead to] a Russian
army, an Austrian army, and a great English fleet, all congregated together in those parts.
So many powder barrels close to the fire, how shall one prevent sparks from catching?*®

Nicholas claimed that he did not want any Turkish territory. He wanted to preserve the Ottoman
Empire as long as possible. But, if its collapse seemed imminent, the two countries should consuit
to determine the actions they should be take.**

These discussions resulted in an agreement among the two countries. Unlike the Convention
of Miinchengritz, however, the Russo-British agreement was neither a formal, written agreement
nor a public agreement. It was both oral and secret. To confirm the agreement, however, Count

Nesselrode, Nicholas' Foreign Minister, sent a memorandum, known as the Nesselrode

ZDiscussing these attempts is Harold Temperley, England and the Near East: The Crimea, (NA: Archon Books,
1964), pp. 251-253.

®Quoted, ibid, pp. 252-3.

%, This quote is from the memoirs of Baron von Stockmar discussing the Tsar's statements. Vemon Puryear,
England, Russia and the Straiis Question 1844-1856, (Berkeley, CA: University of California Press, 1931, reprinted
in 1965), p. 46.

¥'On the discussions, see John Sheiton Curtiss, Russia’s Crimean War, (Durham, NC: Duke University Press, 1979),
pp. 27-31; Puryear, England Russia and the Straits Question, 1844-1856, (Berkeley, CA: University of California Press,
1931), pp. 40-52; end Temperley, England and the Near East, pp. 253-257.
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Memorandum, to Lord Aberdeen. The British and Russians then exchanged letters confirming the
agreement on the poinis outlined in the Memorandum.*? According to this memorandum, the two
powers agreed to try to maintain the Ottoman Empire in its current condition. If they expected the
imminent collapse of the Ottoman Empire, Britain and Russia agreed to negotiate a new international
order with respect to the Empire's territories.

This agreement had several flaws. It was both oral and secret, making its applicability to
future British leaders questionable. Secrecy meant that the British parliament and public did not
know of the agreement. They never had the opportunity to debate the issue, thereby reducing the
applicability of the obligation for future administrations. Second, the agreement failed to specify
when the Great Powers would negotiate a new order. According to the Nesselrode Memorandum,

If we [Russia and Britain] foresee that it [the Ottoman Empire] must crumble to pieces, to
enter into previcus concert as to everything relating to the establishment of a new order of
things, intended to replace that which now exists, and in conjunction with each other to see
that the change which may have occurred in the internal situation of that Empire shall not
injuriously affect either the security of their own States and the rights which the Treaties
assure to them, or the maintenance of the balance of power in Europe.”

This statement was inherently vague because it was possible for one power to look at the Ottoman
Empire and consider its collapse to be imminent, while the other power could consider its collapse
to be years, or even decades, away. Without a clear understanding of the criteria that would
determine when the Cttoman Empire will collapse, the two powers could have different perceptions
of the imminence of its collapse. These differing perceptions, in turn, could lead to misunder-
standings and conflicts. Finally, the agreement failed to specify what the new international order
would be. It only required that the two powers establish a new order when they foresaw the Empire's
collapse. This failure was problematic because, when the Ottoman Empire collapsed, tensions and
confusion would probably be high, leading the powers to negotiate their agreement at a time when
misunderstandings could have serious, even violent, consequences.

While these issues could cause problem in the future, they were also insoluble at the time of

2Djscussing the Nesselrode Memorandum are Curtiss, Russia’s Crimean War, pp. 27-31; and Puryear, England,
Russia and the Straits Question, pp. 52-64. For the iext of the Memorandum, see Anderson, The Great Powers and the
Near East, pp. 66-68; and Hurewitz, Diplomacy in the Near and Middle East, pp. 130-132.

B Anderson, The Great Powers and the Near East, p. 67; and Hurewitz, Diplomacy and the Near and Middle East,
p. 132.

95



these discussions. If these negotiations became public, they could bring about the collapse of the
Ottoman Empire. Enemies of the Turks would take these negotiations as evidence that the Great
Powers no longer supported the Ottoman Empire, emboldening them to attack the empire now.
Determining what should replace the Ottoman Empire and when was equally problematic. Nobody
knew what the domestic or international situation would be like at some unknown, future date and
how best to address it. Furthermore, the domestic constituencies within Britain and Russia might
cause complications by demanding that their leaders satisfy their interests with respect to the
Ottoman Empire and its territories.
4.2 The Internal Situation in the Ottoman Empire

The internal situation in the Ottoman Empire was somewhat unsettled. The Turkish
government was in the process of reforming the Empire's system of government. In addition, there
was turmoil in three provinces of the Ottoman Empire. The leader of Montenegro was trying to gain
more autonomy, and the Turks wanted to prevent this from happening. In so doing, Turkey and
Austria conironted each other. The Greek provinces of Epirus and Thessaly were also causing
trouble. With the support of the Gicek government, these provinces were rebelling. These rebellions
threatened to develop into a Greco-Turkish War. Britain and France, however, acted to prevent this
war from occurring.

The first internal problem was the Tanzimat reforms. These reforms sought to centralize
power in the Ottoman Empire and to create equality between Muslims and Christians.>*
Unfortunately, many Muslims were upset with the reforms, leading to two problems.>* First, it led
to anger against the West and anything associated with the West. While some Ottoman leaders
supported these reforms, the main champion was Britain.* The Muslims, therefore, blamed any
problems raised by the reforms on the West. Second, Muslims reacted to the reforms by mistreating
Christians. This mistreatment was particularly problematic in Bosnia where it lead %o rebellions and

thousands of refugees, many of whom fled to the Habsburg Empire, causing tensions to develop

“Lewis, Emergence of Modern Turkey, pp. 74-128.

¥*Ann Pottinger Saab, The Origins of the Crimean Alliance, (Charlottesville, VA: University Press of Virginia, 1977),
pp. 4-7,17-22, 23. ;

*Bailey, British Policy and the Turkish Reform Movement.
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between the Ottoman and Habsburg Empires.

The second internal problem was an uprising in Montenegro.”’ Prince Danilo of Montenegro
tried to increase his autonomy without the approval of the Sultan.®® This action challenged the
Sultan's authority. The Sultan feared that caving in to Prince Danilo's actions could lead other
groups in the Balkans to try to increase their autcnomy. In response, Turkey massed forces along
the Montenegrin border, which happened to be next to Austri~. Vienna considered these Turkish
forces to be a threat :0 Austria’s internal security,”® and, therefore, demanded that these forces be
removed from the border.

When Turkey refused to remove its forces, Austria decided to send a special mission, the
Leiningen Mission, to force the Porte to withdraw its troops.* Count Leiningen went to
Constantinople to negotiate with the Porte to resolve the crisis. Atthe same titne Austria mobilized
troops and stationed them along the Austro-Turkish border to help coerce the Porte. Further support
was provided by Russia who encouraged Austria to support Montenegro and threatened the Turks
with war if they attacked Austria.*’ In the end, these actions succeeded. The Porte agreed to
Austria's demands.

The third internal problem was the uprising in Epirus and Thessaly.* The Greek government
had adopted an irredentist foreign policy; its goal wa. to expand its territorial borders to include all

David M. Goldfrank, The Origins of the Crimean War, (New York: Longman Publishing, 1994), pp. 101-2; Saab,
Origins of the Crimean Alliance, pp. 17-22; and Paul W. Schroeder, Austria, Great Britain, and the Crimean War, pp.
24-29.

3%Unlike other territories associated with the Ottoman Empire, Montenegro was never completely under the Sultan’s
control. Following the battle of Kosovo in 1389, the »icniznagrin ruler moved his court into the hills of Cetinje. From
there, the Montenegrins continued to resist the Oftoran attempts to control Montenegro. In fact, over the next 50¢
years, Montenegro expanded at the expense of the Ottoman Empire. See John D. Treadway, The Falcon and the Eagle:
Montenegro and Austria-Hungary, 1908-1914, (West Lafayette, IN: Purdue University Press, 1983), pp. 6-8.

¥Goldfrank, The Origins of the Crimean War, p. 102.

“On the Leiningen Mission, see Schroeder, Austria, (Great Britain, and the Crimean War, pp.23-40,

“'Schroeder, Austria, Great Britain and the Crimean War, p. 27.
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territories where Greeks lived. To further this goal, the Greek government supported uprisings in
Thessaly and Epirus as a prelude to a Greek attack against the Ottoman Empire. Starting in 1852,
the Russo-Turkish crisis provided Greece with an additional advantage because it created a window
of cpportunity during which the Greeks could attack the Cttoman Empire. The Turks would be
forced to divert their forces to deal with the Russian military threat. While these forces were
diverted, Greece would have a temporary advantage. King Otho of Greece prepared to take
advantage off the situatior. when he mobilized his troops and stationed them along the Greco-Turkish
border. Britainand France, however, opposed a Greco-Turkish war because it would divert Turkey's
attention from the current crisis, which they considered to be much more important. They, therefore,
sent warships to Greece and forced the Greeks to remain at peace with the Ottoman Empire.
4.3 The Dispute over the Holy Places

The crisis that precipitated the Crimear: War was a dispute over the Holy Places. France, for
reasons unrelated to the disintegration of the Ottoman Empire, decided to take advantage of the
weakness of the Ottoman Empire and came to the aid of the Roman Catholics in their attempt to
restore their rights in the Holy Places; rights they had lost a century earlier. By entering the dispute,
France threatened Russia's position in the Ottoman Empire and Europe. As a consequence of this
dispute, Turkey was put in a difficult position.

The Holy Places refer to the sanctuaries and churches in Jerusalem. These places held
significant symbolic importance for both the Orthodox and Latin Christians. Since the Holy Places
were Ottoman territories, the Ottoman Empire determined what rights each group had with respect
to these places. During the late 1700s and early 1800s, the Orthodox Church had increased its rights
in the Holy Places at the expense of the Roman Catholic Church. They received preferential access
to many of the Holy Places and the right to repair certain Churches as they saw fit.**

In the late 1840s, the Latin Catholics sought to regain the rights they had previously lost to
the Orthodox Church. To help them regain these rights, they turned to France, one of the key
supporters of the Latin Church, for support. In 1850 General Aupick, the French ambassador to

“While the right to repair the churches may seem to be a trivial matter to people today because "Christians are
Christians," this right was symbolically significant. Some of the omamentation, as well as the languages used by each
religion, differed.

98



Constantinople, demanded that the Porte restore to the Latins all the Holy Places that they controlled
under the Treaty of 1740.*

Although Napoleon III, the emperor of France, had no personal interests in the Holy Places,
he championed the rights of the Latins for two reasons. First, and most importantly, he sought to
overthzow the international order that constrained France.*® Following the Napoleonic Wars, the
Great Powers—Austria, Britain, Prussia, and Russia—created the Concert of Europe to prevent
France from again trying to conquer Europe.*® The most important pillar of the Concert system was
Russia and the Austro-Russian alliance. In 1812, 1838, 1840, and 1848, Russia helped prevent
France from achieving its goals.*’ By initiating the Holy Places dispute, Napoleon hoped to split the
Austro-Russian alliance and weaken Russia's prestige. Since this dispute pitted the Latin Church
against the Orthodox Church, Napoleon expected the dispute also to split Catholic Austria and
Orthodox Russia. Napoleon's foreign minister, Drouyn de Lhuys, explained the policy well when

he said

The question of the Holy Places and everything affecting them was of no importance
whatever to France...All this Eastern Question which provoked much noise was nothing
more for the imperial government than a means of dislocating the continental alliance which
had tended to paralyze France for almost a half a century. When finally an opportunity
presented itself to provoke discord within this powerful coalition, the Emperor Napoleon
immediately seized it.**

If successful, the Holy Places dispute would also weaken Russian prestige by weakening the

power of the Orthodox Church. Russia was an Orthodox nation, and the Tsar considered himself
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to be the defender cf the Orthodox Church. In previous negotiations and treaties with the Ottoman
Empire, St. Petersburg had sought to defend its co-religionists. Napoleon's challenge to the rights
of the Orthodox, therefore, was also a challenge to Russia’s prestige.

Second, and less important, Napoleon championed the Latins in the Holy Places to gain
domestic political support from Catholics.*” Napoleon needed the Clerical party’s support against
the revolutionaries who may have opposed his plans, particuiarly his plans to overthrow the
republic.”® Supporting the Catholic cause in the Holy Places was one way to try to gain the Church's
support in France.

All of this would not have been possible, however, if the Ottoman Empire had not been
disintegrating. During the previous twenty-five years, the Turks had suffered several serious
setbacks. In the 1820s, the War of Greek Independence led the Ottoman Empire to lose territory and
the Serbian rebellion led to the creation of an autonomous Serbia. Then, in the 1830s, the Empire
fought and lost two wars against Egypt, further demonstrating the Empire’s weakness. These losses
gave France the confidence needed to take bold action. Since the Empire was in the process of
collapsing, France did not fear strong military resistance from Turkey.

France's demands for increased rights in the Holy Places put the Porte in a difficult position.
Any rights that Turkey ceded to the Latins would be rights that were taken from the Orthodox. St.
Petersburg was likely to respond to protect the rights of the Orthodox Church and, by extension, to
defend Russia's honor. The Porte, therefore, needed to carefully deal with this issue.

Initially, the Porte avoided making any decision. Between May and mid-August, the Porte
did not try to resolve the issue. When the Porte finally attempted to resolve the issue, France, Russia
or both powers objected to the decision.”'

In the summer of 1852, France used its naval forces to coerce the Turks to rule in favor of

the Catholic Church. Early in the summer, France forced the Porte to allow the warship

“Curtiss, Russia’s Crimean War, p. 43; and Temperley, England and the Near East, Pp. 283-286.
**Temperley, England and the Near East, p. 286.
$!The details of these early attempts to resolve the crisis are not important for understanding the causes of the
Crimean War. For those readers interested in the early attempts, see Goldfrank, The Origins of the Crimean War, PP-
75-87; and Temperley, England and the Near East, pp. 280-300.
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Charlemagne to pass through the Straits and travel to Constantinople, even though it violated the
Straits Convention of 1841. Later in the same summer, twelve French warships threatened Tripoli
in an attempt to force the Ottoman authorities to return two French deserters. Even though these
actions were not explicit attempts to force the Porte to cave in to French demands in the Holy Places,
the Turks agreed to settle the dispute in a way that satisfied France and angered Russia.

More importantly, Russia believed that the Turks caved to French demands because of the
display of French naval power, which weakened Russia's interests in two ways. First, Russia's
prestige declined because its client, the Orthodox Church, lost rights to France's client, the Roman
Catholic Church.5? Second, Russia's strategy with respect to the Ottoman Empire was threatened.
As previously stated, Russia supported the maintenance of the Ottoman Empire so long as Turkey
feared Russia more than any other Great Power.>* France's successful coercion of Turkey
demonstrated that Turkey feared another Great Power, France, more than it feared Russia.

4.4 Russia’s Expectations of Allied Support

Tsar Nicholas wrongly believed that Britain and Austria supported his Near Eastern policy.
In 1844, he and the British government had reached an agreement about how to deal with the
Ottoman Empire. This agreement called for the two countries to maintain the territorial integrity of
the Ottoman Empire. Italso called for them to negotiate a new international order when the Empire's
collapse was imminent. Unfortunately, the agreement failed to define the conditions that would
demonstrate when collapse was imminent. By 1853, Nicholas believed that the Ottoman Empire was
going to coliapse soon, so he initiated discussions with Britain. After agreeing to several ground
rules, Nicholas believed that Russia was now prepared to address the coming collapse of the
Ottoman Empire, secure in the belief that the British supported him and his policies. The British,
on the other hand, believed that the Empire could survive for many more years, even decades. They
considered their discussions with the Tsar to be diplomacy intended to help manage the current crisis
in the Near East rather than negotiations to help determine a post-imperial international crder. Thus,

the negotiations created misperceptions. At the same time, Nicholas was so secure about his alliance

5?Curtiss, Russia’s Crimean War, p. 84.
S3Jelavich, Russia’s Balkan Entanglements, pp. 118-9; and Rich, Why the Crimean War?, p. 35.
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with Austria that he did not discuss the issue with Francis Joseph, the emperor of the Habsburg
Monarchy. Nicholas believed that his past support for Vienna had earned its loyalty. But, he was
wrong. He failed to take into account the danger the collapse of the Ottoman Empire posed to
Austria’s interests.

Nicholas wanted to confirm that he had British support. To confirm this support, he held a
series of discussions with Sir Hamilton Seymour, the British ambassador to Russia, between January
and March 1853. In these discussions, known as the Seymour Conversations, Nicholas sought to
reach an agreement on the new international order that would follow the collapse of the Ottoman
Empire.** By taking this action, Nicholas was following through with the Anglo-Russian agreement
of 1844 which called for the two countries to negotiate a new international order when the Ottoman
Empire's collapse appeared imminent. In early 1853, Nicholas believed that Ottoman Empire was
ready to collapse.” He justified this perception in two ways. First, he believed that the uprising and
conflict in Montenegro demonstrated that the Turks could not maintain order within their empire.
Further demonstrating Turkey’s weakness were Constantinople’s concessions to Austrian threats
during the Leiningen Mission and its concessions to France during the Holy Places disputes. By
making these concessions, Nicholas believed the Porte was demonstrating that it could not maintain
its sovereignty over its territories against an external threat.*

When Nicholas met with Seymour, he expressed his desire to prepare for the eventual
collapse of the Ottoman Empire. In his report of January 22, 1853 to Lord Russell, Seymour
reported that the tsar said

Turkey...has by degrees fallen into such a state of decrepitude that...eager as we all are for
the prolonged existence of the man...he may suddenly die upon our hands...; we cannot
resuscitate what is dead; if the Turkish Empire falls, it falls to rise no more; and I putitto

“Discussing the Seymour Conversations are M.S. Anderson, The Eastern Question, 1774-1923, (New York: St.
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1975/1947), pp. 1-14; Puryear, England Russia and the Straits Question, pp. 208-214, 223-230, 242-255; Rich, Why
the Crimean War?, pp. 28-33; Saab, Origins of the Crimean Alliance, pp. 14-17; Seton-Watson, Britain in Europe, PP-
305-307; and Temperley, England and the Near East, pp. 270-279.
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Watson, Britain in Europe, p. 305.
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you, therefore, whether it is not better to be provided beforehand for a contingency, than to
incur the chaos, confusion, and the certainty ¢f an European war, all of which must attend
the catastrophe if it should occur unexpectedly, and before some ulterior system has been
sketched; this is the point to which I am desirous that you should call the attention of your
government.”’

Nicholas did not require a formal agreement. "I do not ask for a Treaty or a Protocol; a general
understanding is all I require—that between gentlemen is sufficient."** Ina meeting on February 20,
Nicholas even proposed a partition scheme: No great power could have Constantinople; Serbia, the
Principalities, and Bulgaria would be put under Russian protection; and England would receive
Egypt and Crete.*

The British rejected Nicholas's proposals.®® The British did not believe that the Ottoman
Empire's collapse was imminent because they did not consider those events that led the Tsar to
believe that the Empire’s collapse was imminent to be significant. Lord Russeil wrote to Seymour
on February 9%,

Disputes have arisen respecting the Holy Places, but these are without the sphere of the
internal government of Turkey, and concern Russia and France rather than the sublime
Porte. Some disturbance of the relations between the Porte has been caused by the Turkish
attack on Montenegro; but this, again, relates rather to dangers affecting the frontier of
Austria than the authority and safety of the Suitan; so that there is no sufficient cause for
intimating to the Sultan that he cannot keep peace at home, or preserve friendly relations
with his neighbours.®'

In other words, the British believed that recent events reflected issues related to Great Power
politics while Nicholas believed that they demonstrated the Sultan’s weakness and inability to
maintain control over his territory. This is not to say that the British did not believe that the
Ottoman Empire had internal problems; but, Constantinople could fix these problems if it
reformed the Empire. Since London did not believe that the Ottoman Empire was about to

collapse, it could not negotiate an agreement about the post-Ottoman international order. Russell

S"Hurewitz, Diplomacy in the Near and Middle East, Volume 1, p. 136.
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justified this position by using some of the same arguments that Palmerston had used to resist
Nicholas's attempts to negotiate a similar understanding in the 1840s when he claimed that the
agreement would eventually become public and help cause the collapse of the Ottoman Empire.

In these circumstances it would hardly be consistent with the friendly feelings towards the
Sultan which animate the Emperor of Russia, no less than the Queen of Great Britain, to
dispose beforehand of the provinces under his dominion Besides this consideration,
however, it must be observed, that an agreement made in such a case tends very surely to
hasten the contingency for which it is intended to provide....An agreement thus made, and
thus communicated, would not be very long a secret; and while it would alarm and alienate
the Sultan, the knowledge of its existence would stimulate all his enemies to increased
violence and more obstinate conflict.... Thus would be produced and strengthened that very
anarchy which is now feared, ard the foresight of the friends of the patient would prove
cause of his death.?

Since British policy supported the territorial integrity of the Ottoman Empire, London refused to
negotiate.

London, however, did not completely reject Nicholas’s proposals. British leaders threw a
fig-leaf to St. Petersburg by agreeing to renounce any intentions to take control of Constantinople
and to communicate with Russia before making any agreement with another Great Power to create
a post-Ottoman international order.* In addition, Britain acknowledged that Russia had certain
rights with respect to the Orthodox Christians of the Ottoman Empire.

By agreeing to these conditions, the British government helped fuel Nicholas’s confidence.®
As stipulated in the Anglo-Russian agreement of 1844, Nicholas had consuited with Britain prior
to the Ottoman Empire’s collapse, and he now believed that he had assurances that Russia’s interests
were safe from Britain and any British alliances. He also believed that Britain had acknowledged
his right to represent the Orthodox Christians living in the Ottoman Empire. Thus, with these
assurances in hand, Nicholas was confident no conflict would develop over the remains of the

Ottoman Empire.® If the British had been clearer about their position or if the Anglo-Russian
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a clearer agreement and/or if the Seymour Conversations had occurred prior to the Russo-Turkish crisis, Nicholas may
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agreement of 1844 had been clearly spelled out, Nicholas might not have been as confident of
British support and may have behaved differently. In other words, war may not have occurred.

While the Seymour conversations may have contributed to Russia’s miscalculation, it is
unclear how they effected Britain. Since the agreement of 1844 was verbal and never ratified by
parliament, it did not bind British policy makers. Furthermore, British policy makers differed about
how to interpret the Seymour conversations. Some leaders, such as Russell and Seymour, grew
suspicious about Nicholas's repeated assertions that the Ottoman Empire was going to collapse and
his proposal to partition the Empire.®® Other more pro:ninent British statesmen, such as Aberdeen,
Clarendon, and Palmerston, however, did not fear the Russian threat.’’” They believed that Nicholas
was just talking and that he had no aggressive intentions against the Ottoman Empire or against
British interests. In addition, the hostility that developed may have been unrelated to the Seymour
conversations; the British press was Russophobic, and had begun to stir up anti-Russian public
opinion prior to these discussions.*® For both of these reasons, Nicholas’s statements probably did
not cause Britain to consider Russia to be a threat.

Not only did St. Petersburg need London’s support, but it also needed Vienna’s support, or
at least its neutrality. Austria bordered the Balkan territories of the Ottoman Empire. If Russia were
to attack the Ottoman Empire, Russian forces would be vulnerable to an Austrian attack. Nicholas
failed to consider the possibility that Austria would attack because he believed that Vienna would
support him and his policy.®> He based this belief on Russia’s past support of Austria. In 1348,
Russia had helped Austria put down the Hungarian rebeilion which might have succeeded without
this aid. Furthermore, Russia had supported the Leiningen Mission by supporting an Austrian

not have miscalculated British interests or attentions. Adding to the problem, Nicholas’s advisors failed to provide him
with a clear, truthful assessment of British interests and public opinion.
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occupation of Montenegro and Bosnia and, also, by threatening Turkey with war if the Turks
attacked Austria.” Nicholas believed that this past support obligated Austria to return the favor and
support him in the current crisis.

Nicholas’s calculations were wrong, and his actions helped create a security dilemma for
Austria. He failed to recognize that with the collapse of the Ottoman Empire, Russia posed a
potential threat to Austria, making the Austrian government less grateful than expected.” Since the
majority of the people living in the Balkan territories of the Ottoman Empire were Orthodox and
Slav, Austria believed that the Ottoman collapse would lead Russia to gain territory and influence
in the Balkans, resulting in the encirclement of Austria by Russia and its allies. Thus, even though
St. Petersburg’s actions may have been defensive, they threatened Austria. As a result, Austria
decided to support the maintenance of the Ottoman Empire.

4.5 The Menshikov Mission

Nicholas believed that he needed to restore Russia's position in the Ottoman Empire. To
achieve this goal, he sent a mission to Constantinople to negotiate an agreement. Unfortunately,
Russia's demands were too aggressive because they threatened the sovereignty of the Ottoman
Empire. The Porte, with the support of the British and French representatives in Constantinople,
rejected Russia's demands. As a result, diplomacy failed and brought war a step closer.

French actions had hurt Russia's interests, and Tsar Nicholas wanted to rectify the situation.
In response, he sought to accomplish three goals: to restore the Orthodox Church's rights in the
Ottoman Empire; to restore Russia's dominance in the Ottoman Empire; and to restore Russia's
position in Europe.” To accomplish these goals, Nicholas decided to send a special envoy, Prince
A.S. Menshikov, to demand that the Porte give Russia satisfaction.

To support this mission, Russia initiated military preparations in December 1852 and January
1853. First, Nicholas ordered the mobilization of the 4th and 5th corps, which totaled over 128,000

™Ibid, p. 27.
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troops.” With these forces he intended to coerce the Porte into accepting Menshikov's demands.
Second, Nicholas and his military advisers prepared military plans for an attack against the Ottoman
Empire.” These plans focused on an attack against Constantinople so that Russia could take the
Straits, thereby preventing foreign warship from entering the Black Sea, and against the Balkans.

The Menshikov Mission, named after the special envoy who led it, had two main goals.”
Prince Menshikov was to settle the Holy Places dispute to Russia's satisfaction. He would demand
that the Turks revoke most of the concessions given to France and the Latin Church and execute the
firman of February 1852, which granted Russia many of the concessions it had demanded.” If
Turkey agreed to these demands, the Holy Places dispute would be settled in Russia's favor.

Simply settling the Holy Places dispute, however, would not satisfy Nicholas; he also wanted
assurances that the Ottoman Empire would continue to fulfill its obligations in the future. To gain
these assurances, Menshikov was to demand that the Turks sign a formal convention guaranteeing
the new status quo.” This convention would guarantee the rights of the Orthodox church in the
Ottoman Empire. In addition, it would guarantee Russia's right to represent the Orthodox Church
and Orthodox Christians throughout the Ottoman Empire.

if Constantinople refused to agree to these demands, Menshikov had two options.”® On one
hand, if Constantinople rejected these demands because it feared French military reprisals,
Menshiksv was to offer a defensive alliance to Turkey. On the other hand, if Constantinople rejected
these demands under any circumstances, Menshikov was to leave Constantinople and cut diplomatic
relations with the Ottoman Empire. Diplomacy would have failed, making the confrontation a
military matter.

Menshikov was supposed to leave for Constantinople in early January 1853. This timing

NGoldfrank, The Origins of the Crimean War, pp. 109-110.
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would coincide with the Leiningen Mission, allowing Leiningen to support the Menshikov Mission
and Menshikov to support the Leiningen Mission. Menshikov, however, was ill, delaying his
departure until the end of January. He finally arrived in Constantinople on February 23", by which
time the Leiningen Mission had already achieved its goal. Even though Leiningen was not present
to provide diplomatic support for Menshikov, the Leiningen Mission influenced Russia's perceptions
about the likelihood that Menshikov would be successful.” Since Russia had supported Austria, St.
Petersburg expected Austria's support in return. Thus, Nicholas believed he had an ally in Austria.
Furthermore, Austria's successful coercion of Turkey increased Nicholas's belief that his threat would
also succeed. Leiningen used threats and military coercion to help Austria achieve its goal. Nicholas
believed that if the Porte caved in to Austrian pressure, the Porte would also cave to Russia when
Russia employed the same tactics. He failed to recognize that the Turks might consider Russia to
be a greater threat than Austria. Agreeing to Austria's terms allowed the Porte to focus on the
Russian threat without having to worry about the Empire's northern neighbor.

Upon arriving in Constantinople, Menshikov went to work in a very imperious manner.*
He met with the grand vezir, and announced that he would not meet with Fuad Effendi, the Turkish
foreign minister, because the minister had been duplicitous. He demanded that the sultan replace
him with somebody more to Russia's liking. In addition, Russia's troop buildup increased the threat
to Turkey. In the end, the Sultan caved to Menshikov's demand and replaced Fuad with Rifaat
Pasha.

St:¥ting on March 4, Menshikov presented Russia's demands. He presented a note to Rifaat
that focused on Russia's demands in the Holy Places, while also hinting at future demands.®' Then,
on March 10, he gave a second note to Rifaat in which Russia explained the historical basis of its
claim. In this note, Russia also presented a copy of the draft Convention and demanded Turkey sign
both as compensation for Turkey's actions with respect to the Holy Places and as a guarantee of

PCurtiss, Russia’s Crimean War, pp. 90-92.
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Turkey's future behavior. Russia made two key demands in this convention.® First, and less
important, Russia demanded that the Porte restore lifetime tenure to the patriarchs of the Orthodox
Church.® Second, Russia demanded the right to protect the Orthodox Church and its clergy in the
Ottoman Empire. Russia based this demand on the Articles 7, 8, 14, and 17 of the Treaty of Kutchuk
Kainardji and the Treaty of Adrianople.* These demands ied Rifaat to fear that Russia wished to
reduce Turkey's independence.

The convention was controversial for two reasons. First, the demands threatened the
sovereignty and independence of the Ottoman Empire. As I discussed in chapter 3, in the Ottoman
Empire religious groups were organized into millets, and these millets had civil as well as religious
responsibilities. Nicholas's demands to increase Russia's influence over the Orthodox Church and
its clergy was tantamount to providing Russia with control over Turkey's domestic affairs. Second,
the demands were based on a misinterpretation of the treaties. Neither Nicholas nor Nesselrode, his
foreign minister, had not read the Treaty of Kutchuk Kainardji. In Article VII, the key article, Russia
was given the right to represent the Church at Constantinople, not the entire religion. According to
this article,

VII. The Sublime Porte promises to protect constantly the Christian religion and its
churches, and it also allows the Minister of the Imperial Court to make, upon all occasions,
representations, as well in favour of the new Church at Constantinople, of which mention
will be made in Article XIV, as on behalf of its officiating ministers, promising to take such
representations into due consideration, as being made by a functionary of a neighbouring
and sincerely friendly power.*

The Treaty of Adrianople did not justify Russia's demands either. It only provided Russia with rights
in the Principalities of Moldavia and Wallachia and in Serbia.
The Turks were intimidated by Russia’s demands, and needed time to prepare. To gain this

*Discussing the convention and the problems with it is ibid, pp. 27-8

'The patriarchs were the leaders of the Orthodox Church in the Ottoman Empire.

“The Treaty of Kutchuk Kainardji was the peace treaty ending the Russo-Turkish War in 1774, while the Treaty of
Adrianople ended the Russo-Turkish War of 1828. The text of these treaties can be found in Hurewitz, Diplomacy in
the Near and Middle East, volume 1, pp. 54-61; and Anderson, The Great Powers and the Near East, pp. 9-14, 33-35.

“Hurewitz, Diplomacy in the Near and Middle East, Volume 1, pp. 56-7.
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time, they implemented their traditional strategy of procrastination.® Turkey used this time for two
purposes: to mobilize its forces and to gain European support.

Rifaat asked the French and British charges d'affaires to bring their leets into the Straits to
help support the Empire.” Colonel Rose, the British charges d'affaires, aid Benedetti, the French
charges d'affaires, agreed to have their fleets move closer to Constantinople. The British
government, however, refused to support the request and the British fleet remained outside the
Straits.® Even though the British did not move the fleet, these actions suggested to the Turks that
they might be able to gain European aid in time. Colonel Rose had been willing to support Turkey,
suggesting that some British favored aiding Turkey. This support was likely to grow as Russia
continued to take aggressive actions.

Napoleon III, seeing that he was isolated, decided to moderate his behavior. He blamed the
Holy Places dispute on a former French ambassador te Constantinople who was overly aggressive,
and expressed his willingness to withdraw from the confrontation if Russia would provide him with
a graceful exit. Since Russia did not wish to punish France, Nicholas was willing to help Napoleon
save face. All Russia wanted was the restoration of its rights, compensation, and guarantees that
Turkey would not challenge its rights in the future. Thus, the issue of the Holy Places seemed easily
resolvable.

Uncertain how to respond to Menshikov’s imperious demands, Rifaat turned to the new
British ambassador to Constantinople, Stratford de Redcliffe, for advice. Stratford advised him to
negotiate the two issues separately.” First, he should settle the Holy Places dispute. Then, if
Menshikov raised other issues, Rifaat should ask Menshikov to provide more details. If these
demands threatened the sovereignty of the Empire, he should reject the demands. On the other hand,
if Menshikov's demands were relatively minor, Rifaat should accept them.

When the Ottoman foreign minister suggested that he and Menshikov negotiate the issues

*Rich, Why the Crimean War?, p. 41.
*"Curtiss, Russia's Crimean War, pp. 90-102; and Goldfrank, The Origins of the Crimean War, pp- 134-140.

$*Even though the British fleet did not enter the Straits, the French fleet did with the expectation that the British fleet
would follow. Once this failed to occur, the French government withdrew its fleet.

®Tenperley, England and the Near East, pp. 316-319.
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separately, Menshikov agreed. The Holy Places dispute was resolved relatively quickly.” Since the
dispute was actually a Franco-Russian dispute, they negotiated a settiement that was agreeable to
France, Russia, and Turkey. This agreement was reached by the beginning of May 1853.

When Menshikov tried to negotiate a Russo-Turkish convention, Turkey rejected the Russian
proposal. One of the key reasons for rejecting Menshikov's demands was the support the Turks were
receiving from Britain and France.”' John Shelton Curtiss states it clearly when he writes,

When he [Menshikov] first arrived, the Turks, lacking the support of both the French and
the British ambassador, were terrified and would have signed almost any demand that he
might have presented to them.... When, however, the Russians advanced more far-reaching
demands, the Turks, now relying on Redcliffe to save them, rejected what earlier they would
have agreed to.”

Early in the crisis Britain had refused to send its fleet, suggesting that Britain would not support
Turkey. As time passed, the Turks grew to believe that Britain’s position was changing. On May
9% Turkey received a different message from Stratford. He informed the Porte that he could call the
British naval squadron from Malta.”” This information helped to strengthen the Porte's resolve, and
on May 10 the Porte rejected Russia's demands. Another reason for Turkey's refusal was its desire
to maintain its sovereignty. The Ottoman Empire, like all states, wanted to maintain its
independenice. If Constantinople accepted this proposal, Turkey would be subservient to Russia.

Once the Porte rejected Menshikov's demands, the mission was a failure. Direct Russo-
Turkish diplomaéy had not resolved the situation, so Menshikov followed his instructions and, on
May 21, 1853, left Constantinople.

4.6 Failed Diplomacy and the Start of the Russo-Turkish War

Turkey had suffered from Russian aggression throughout the eighteenth and early nineteenth
centuries. The crisis provided it with the opportunity to stand up to Russia and, possibly, recoup
some of its losses. But, the Porte could not stand up to Russia alone. It needé an alliance with
Britain, which the Porte had been trying to gain for years. Britain, however, continued to refuse to

®Goldfrank, The Origins of the Crimean War, pp. 146-148.
'Curtiss, Russia's Crimean War, pp. 135-137.

“Ibid, pp. 135-136.

BGoldfrank, The Origins of the Crimean War, p. 153.
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make any explicit promises.” This situation finally changed as a result of the harsh Russian
demands. Since this support was temporary, a window existed. The Porte had an incentive to act
before the crisis was resolved and Britain withdrew its support.

On May 31*, Nesselrode gave the Turks one more opportunity to resolve the crisis. He
informed the Porte that if it did not accept Menshikov's ultimatum, Russia would occupy the
Principalities.” He made it clear to the other powers that the purpose of this occupation would be
to coerce the Porte to agree to the Russian demands, not to annex any territory.

Despite the threat, Turkey rejected Russia's demands because of British and French navai
support. After Menshikov left Constantinople, Reshid, who replaced Rifaat as foreign minister,
asked the British and French for aid. Fear of a Russo-Turkish war led Lord Clarendon, the foreign
secretary, to give Stratford the authority to order the British squadron in the Mediterranean to sail
to Constantinople.”® This fear had developed because the Russians had been making military
preparations since January. By moving the squadron closer to Constantinople, the ships would be
available in the event of war. On June 2™, Clarendon ordered the squadron to move to Besika Bay,
close to the Dardanelles, and to be placed under Stratford's command. A few days later France
followed Britain’s lead and ordered its squadron to join the British at Besika Bay in order to better
cooperate with the British. When the two squadrons arrived at Besika Bay by June 14%, their
presence led the Turks to believe that Britain and France would support them in the event of a
Russian attack, leading Reshid to again reject Russia's demands.”

With Turkey’s rejection of Russian demands, St. Petersburg finally tired of diplomacy and,
in early July, ordered its troops to enter the Principalities. It was confident that these actions would
result in a satisfactory result: either Turkish concessions or a short, Russo-Turkish War. Russia’s
past victories over Turkey combined with Turkey’s continued weakness led Russian leaders to
believe that Turkey would not be able to stand up to a Russian military threat. They also believed

¥Saab, Crigins of the Crimean Alliance, p. 8.
*Ibid, p. 54.

%Ibid, pp. 53-5.

“Ibid, pp. 54, 56-7.
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that the Turks knew that the balance of power favored Russia, which heiped to justify the belief that
Turkey would concede to Russia’s demands. If Turkey did not concede and a war developed, Russia
was confident that the Turks would not have any Great Power allies.

The Porte, however, chose neither to go to war nor to concede Russia’s demands. Despite
Russia’s occupation of the principalities, Turkey did not declare war against Russia, primarily
because the Porte had yet to secure British support against Russia. Neither England nor Austria
considered the occupation of the Principalities to be sufficient provocation to justify a Turkish
declaration of war.®® In fact, Stratford specifically advised the Turks not to declare war against
Russia.” Although the majority of the Turks wanted to fight, they also recognized that the time was
not right.'” Their military preparations were weeks from completion, and they did not have the
alliance they needed. They knew that they had British support if Russian forces crossed the Danube
River, which provided Turkey with a defensive alliance, although they were not confident of British
support if Turkey initiated hostilities against Russia. The beliefthat a defensive alliance with Britain
existed gave the Porte the confidence not to cave to Russian coercion. Instead, the Turkish
government took the high ground by protesting that Russia's occupation of the Principalities violated
the treaty guaranteeing the integrity of the Ottoman Empire.

Russian actions also caused tensions between Russia and the other European powers to
increase. In addition to occupying the Principalities, Russia ordered the Romanian leaders to pay
their tributes to Russia instead of paying it to the Porte.'®" This action concerned Britain, Austria and
France because it suggested that Russia was planning to stay in the Principalities or to go to war.
It also suggested that Russia was taking actions that could bring about the collapse of the Ottoman
Empire, violating the international rule that supported the territorial integrity of the Empire. Britain
and Austria decided to respond. As previously stated, Stratford informed the Porte that he could call
the squadrons to Constantinople if needed. Vienna, on the other hand, mobilized 25,000 troops on

BCurtiss, Russia’s Crimean War, p. 151.
%Saab, Origins of the Crimean Alliance, pp. 56-57.
19Goldfrank, The Origins of the Crimean War, pp. 190-191; and Saab, Origins of the Crimean Alliance, pp. 56-57.

¥Goldfrank, Origins of the Crimean War, p. 190.
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its southern frontier because Austria feared that the Slavs living in the Habsburg empire might revolt.
This action was not intended to support Russia against the Ottoman Empire.'??

Despite the occupaticn of the Principalities, the Great Powers continued to seek a diplomatic
solution to the crisis. Two negotiations occurred simultaneously: one in Constantinople and one in
Vienna. In Constantinople, Reshid and the ambassadors of the Great Powers developed the "Turkish
Ultimatum."'® In this ultimaturs, the Turks protested Russia's occupation of the Principaliies,
replied to Nesselrode's demands, and sent copies of the latest Turkish decrees that confirmed the
spiritual privileges of the non-Muslims of the Ottoman Empire. The representatives of the four
Great Powers in Vienna, however, did not accept this proposal. Instead, they favored a proposal of
their own known as the "Vienna Note."'* On August 5%, Nicholas had approved the Vienna Note
on the condition that Turkey accept it without any modifications.'” This proposal, like the Turkish
Ultimatum, confirmed the spiritual privileges of the non-Muslims in the Ottoman Empire. Itdiffered
from the Turkish proposal in one key respect. In the Turkish Ultimatum, these privileges were
granted by the Sultan; the Vienna note attributed them to the Tsar. While this change may seem
minor, the Turks claimed that it violated the Empire’s sovereignty and, therefor, rejected the Vienna
Note.'®

The Porte felt secure when it rejected this Note for two reasons.'”” First, on August 4,
approximately 10,000 Egyptian troops arrived outside Constantinople; the presence of these troops
raised Turkish moral and strengthened the position of the war party. Second, Turkey did not believe
that all the powers supported the note. Specifically, the Porte believed that Britain supported the

12Tbid.

'®Rich, Why the Crimean War?, pp. 70-72.

'Rich, Why the Crimean War, pp. 73-4

"Curtiss, Russia’s Crimean War, p. 156.

"“This interpretation is not without its detractors. Rich, Why the Crimean War?, pp. 74-78 claims that the two notes
were identical in meaning. Saab, The Origins of the Crimean Alliance, pp. 51-75, however, claims that from the Turkish

spective the minor differences changed the meaning significantly. The text of the Vienna Note can be found in
perspecti
Anlerson, The Great Powers and the Near East, pp. 77-78.

'"Goldfrank, The Origins of the Crimean War, p. 206; Rich, Why the Crimear: War?, pp. 74-78; and Saab, Origins
of the Crimean Alliance, pp. 71-75.
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Turks.'® In July, Britain's attitude had become increasingly pro-Turkish. The British were upset at
Russia's occupation of the Principalities. Also, the British press was anti-Russian and pro-Turkish.
Most importantly, Musurus, the Turkish ambassador to London, had learned that Stratford had the
authority to call the British squadron to Constantinople. Since Stratford was more pro-Turkish than
the leaders in London, it was likely that Turkey would receive the support desired.

In early and mid-September 1853, riots occurred in Constantinople, which Turkey used to
help increase the British and French commitment to the defense of the Ottoman Empire.'® Muslim
students and members of the ulema, who were the Muslim religious leaders, protested and rioted
against the ranzimat reforms—which called for Muslim and Christian equality—and for war against
Russia. It is unclear how serious the riots actually were, but some peopie feared that the Sultan
would be overthrown or that the life and property of west Europeans might be threatened. To
prevent this from occurring, the Turks asked the British and the French to call their fleets to
Constantinople. Stratford feared that calling the entire fleet would add to the international tensions;
he, therefore, only called a few more ships to Constantinople. De ia Cour, the French ambassador,
did likewise.

These ships were not brought to Constantinople to help address the Russian threat, but they
influenced the Russo-Turkish conflict. While the movement of these ships violated the Straits
Convention of 1841 and angered the Tsar, it had a much stronger effect on the Turks. By bringing
the ships to Constantinople, England demonstrated its support for the Ottoman Empire. England's
credibility was now tied, in part, to the success of the Ottoman Empire. The Porte may not have
been given a blank check in dealing with Russia, but it now had concrete proof that Britain and
France would provide support.

On September 26™, Turkey was confident enough of Western support to declare war against
Russia. On September 23", the British and French governments had ordered their fleets to enter the

1%Mentioning Britain’s potential lack of support for the Vienna Note is Schroeder, Austria, Great Britain, and the
Crimean War, p. 59.

'®Goldfrank, Origins of the Crimean War, pp. 222-224; Rich, Why the Crimean War?, pp. 82-84; and Saab, Origins
of the Crimean Alliarice, pp. 82-85.
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Dardanelles."® The Turks did not learn about this order before they decided to go to war, but their
ambassador in London had informed the Porte that the British press and public were pro-Turkish.
This information combined with Stratford and La Cour's decision to have a few ships pass through
the Dardanelles provided the Porte with sufficient evidence that the two western powers would
provide military aid against the Russians. The Porte recognized, however, that this support was
temporary; it provided Turkey with a window of opportunity. Britain had never given Turkey this
level of military support and once the current crisis ended the Porte believed that the support would
disappear. The Turks, therefore, knew that they must take advantage of Western military support
to achieve their goals—revenge for past humiliations at the hand of Russia and, possibly, the return
of lost territories—before they lost it."'! The Turks faced another closing window of opportunity.!"?
The riots suggested the possibility of a revolution if the Porte did not oppose Russia. The longer the
Porte waited, the greater the likelihood that a revolution could occur. The Ottoman army was also
facing a closing window of opportunity. The forces that had been mobilized could only maintain
their spirits for so long. The morale of the army would become particularly problematic over time
because the Ottoman government was poor and unable to raise enough money to pay its soldiers.
If the war did not occur soon, the army would lose its fighting spirit and might even disperse. On
October 4", Turkey declared war on Russia, but it was not until October 23" that hostilities
commenced.
4.7 The Crimean War Expands: Britain and France declare war on Russia

Once Turkey and Russia were at war, it was only a matter of time before Britain and France
joined the Turks. They had acted to support the Turks and, in doing so, put themselves in a situation
where their credibility was tied up with Turkish success. But, this was not the only reason why
Britain and France favored war. Russia was Britain’s main rival in the Near East, and this crisis
provided Britain with the perfect opportunity to weaken Russia. France, on the other hand, had no
real interest in the Near East. Paris’s goal was to destroy the Concert of Europe that had constrained

""Goldfrank, The Origins of the Crimean War, pp. 222-226; and Rich, Why the Crimean War?, pp- 86-88.
""'Rich, Why the Crimean War, p. 5.
"?Goldfrank, The Origins of the Crimean War, p. 223 and Saab, Origins of the Crimean Alliance, p. 92.
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French behavior since the end of the Napoleonic Wars. This crisis, and a Russo-British war, would
go a long way towards achieving this goal. Thus, Britain’s and France’s declarations of war were
only loosely connected to the disintegration of the Ottoman Empire.

With the initiation of hosﬁlities, Britain and France needed to decide where o station their
fleets. Winter was coming and the two powers faced a choice; they could order their fleets either
to return to Greece or to go to Constantinople. Unfortunately, each option had its flaw. If the fleet
returned to Greece, Russia might interpret this action as a sign of weakness and press its attack until
the Ottoman Empire collapsed. On the other hand, moving the fleet to Constantinople would clearly
violate the Straits Convention of 1841, increasing tensions with Russia. Also, with the fleet at
Constantinople, Turkey would have even less reason to reach a diplomatic solution. The presence
of the warships would further convince the Turks that they had British support. Despite these
potential problems, the British cabinet decided to have the fleet enter the Straits while Britain
remained neutral. To maintain this air of neutrality, the fleet would not enter the Black Sea unless
Russia took aggressive actions.'"

On October 10™, the British cabinet ordered Stratford to tell the Russians that if their Black
Sea fleet attacked Turkish forces, Britain would intervene. Britain hoped that this warning would
prevent serious trouble from occurring. Instead, it helped to cause trouble. With the presence of the
fleet and the warning that Britain had given to Russia, Turkish confidence increased.'”* The Poste
believed that Britain’s warning would deter Russia from taking naval actions against the Turks,
freeing the Turks to act with impunity in the Black Sea. In mid-November the worst happen. A
Russian fleet pursued and destroyed a Turkish fleet in Sinope harbor in what came to be known as

"the Sinope Massacre."'"

13Saab, Origins of the Crimean Alliance, p. 99; and Schroeder, Austria, Great Britain, and the Crimean War, pp.
86-89.
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This massacre provided the British government with the opportunity to act.!'® When word
of the “Sinope Massacre” reached London, the already pro-Turkish public opinion pressured the
government to act. The government also believed that it had a responsibility to support Turkey.
Britain had provided Turkey with support, and, in so doing, created a link between Turkish and
British success. If London failed to support the Turks now, Britain’s prestige would suffer a serious
blow. Russell said it well when he told Clarendon, "[t]o have held out such encouragement to the
Turks as we have done, and afterwards to desert them would be felt as a deep disgrace and
humiliation by the whole country."'"’

On December 22™, Britain and France informed Russia that they would sink any Russian ship
found outside its harbor."® The Russian ambassadors to Britain and France asked if their fleets
would also protect Russia or if they would only protect Turkey. The ambassadors were informed
that the fleets would help move Turkish troops and war equipment and defend Turkish interests. In
response, the Russian ambassadors returned to St. Petersburg.'"

To help them implement their policy, British and French fleets entered the Black Sea on
January 3, 1854. Then, in March, Britain and France formed an alliance with Turkey and demanded
that Russia leave the Principalities. Finally, on March 27" and 28", Britain and France, respectively,
declared war on Russia.

While there were divisions among British leaders, Britain’s war aims show that the crisis
provided Britain with an opportunity to weaken the Russian adversary. Many leaders wanted to take
the Russian base at Sevastopol and sink the Russian Baltic and Black Sea fleets before they agreed
to any further negotiations.'® By accomplishing these tasks, Britain would reduce Russia’s

""“Rich, Why the Crimean War?, pp. 96-99; and Saab, Origins of the Crimean Alliance, pp. 119-130. The Sinope
massacre was not the only reason for Britain to escalate the war. Several factors caused this to occur, including cabinet
politics, public anger, French pressure and confusion. Discussing these other factors is Schroeder, Austria, Great
Britain, and the Crimean War, pp. 65, 116-121.
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"“Curtiss, Russia’s Crimean War, pp. 230-237.
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capabilities and prestige.
4.8 The Austrian Ultimatum

As the war continued, security dilemma concerns caused Austria io perceive that its interests
were threatened. Buol, the Austrian Foreign Minister, had begun to believe that Russia sought to
cause the complete collapse of the Ottoman Empire, thereby posing a serious threat to Austrian
interests. This beliefhad started when Prince Menshikov made his demands to the Porte,'*! and was
significantly strengthened when Russia occupied the Danubian Principalities. In itself, the
occupation threatened Austrian interests, particularly when the Russian occupation force was twice
the size that Austria expected.'” But, when St. Petersburg’s actions suggested that Russia would
incorporate the Principalities into its empire, the threat to Austria was even greater. Two other
Russian actions increased the threat to Austria.'”” First, Russia seemed to support a Balkan
revolution as part of its strategy against the Ottoman Empire. This policy concerned Austria because
of its potential to incite the Slavs living in the Austrian Empire. Second, some within Russia also
supported moving Russian troops across the Danube. If these troops crossed the Danube, they would
present an increased threat to Austria.

Initially, Austria tried to solve the problem by helping to negotiate a peace treaty that would
maintain the integrity of the Ottoman Empire.'”* No matter who won, war was not in Austria’s
interest.'” If Russia won the war, St. Peterburg would be able to expand its influence in the Balkans
and among the Balkan Slavs. If the western powers won, they might impose peace terms that
threatened Austrian interests. Finally, a long war would cause Austria to suffer serious commercial
and financial costs. Unfortunately, attempts to nzgotiate a settlement failed, forcing Austria to

'2ISchroeder, Austria, Great Britain, and the Crimean War, pp. 41-46, 53-55.
21bid, p. 43.

'BSchroeder, Austria, Great Britain, and the Crimean War, pp. 76, 113, 138-140.
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defend its interests more aggressively.'?

Once negotiations failed, Austria decided to use threats to obtain Russian concessions. In
late May 1854, Austria demanded that Russia evacuate the Principalities.'”’” If Russia did net do so,
Austria threatened war. On August 7*, Russia agreed to withdraw its troops, claiming that it was
a strategic move, not the result of Austrian pressure.

It is important to recognize that Austria’s threats of war were not an attempt at aggressive

‘expansion, but a means to improve iis security. The defensive nature of Austrian interests can be

clearly seen by the failure of France and Britain to force Vienna to join the war against Russia. Buol,
the Austrian foreign minister, opposed joining the Western allies as long as they refused to state their
war aims and to negotiate. On July 30", Buol advised his Emperor, “Your majesty could raise
justified scruples against proceeding any further with an ally [Britain] who cannot even speak out
openly on the purpose of the war.”'?*

Still, the war continued and Austria feared that the Western allies would agree to terms
without Vienna’s help and without supporting Vienna’s interests.'” Buol, therefore, decided to help
Britain and France by communicating peace terms to Russia. In addition to communicating these
termsto Russia, Austriaagreed to cut diplomatic relations with Russia—a prelude to war—if Russia
refused to accept them.'*°

St. Petersburg had not expected Austria to threaten war. Russia believed it could fight
France, Britain and the Ottoman Empire because they lacked large, capable armies bordering Russian
territory. Austria, on the other hand, was a continental power that had both the large army and the
geography from which to threaten Russia. When the war started, Russia had expected that
monarchical solidarity would lead to Austrian support or, at worst, benevolent neutrality. Now,

'For the most part, these attempts at negotiation failed as a result of British and French intransigence. These
g::l:rs, for their own domestic and international political reasons, did not want the war to end before they achieved their
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however, the Austrian threat changed the situation. Russia had miscalculated Austria’s actions and
was forced to agree to peace terms. ‘
4.9 Conclusions

The Crimean War helps to demonstrate the validity of the argument of this dissertation. First,
we see that the disintegration of the Ottoman Empire helped cause the causes of war. Three
problems were particularly prominent: ambiguous rules of the game; shifts in the balance of power;
and uncertainty about capabilities. The rules of the game became ambiguous as a resuit of the
weakening of the Ottoman Empire. Consequently, when the three key Powers—Austria, Britain, and
Russia—determined that it was in their interests to negotiate new rules, they did. Unfortunately,
these rules were vague and open to different interpretations. Specifically, they did not spell out when
the collapse of the Ottoman Empire would be imminent.

The balance of power also shifted. The Ottoman Empire had been weakemng for years, and
internal turmoil further reduced its power. In addition, the alliances were uncertain, although that
was not necessarily clear to the leaders at the time. Russia believed that it had the support of Austria
and Britain. Turkey was unsure who supported it initially, although, it eventually gained British and
French support.

These three factors provide a significant part of the explanation of how the decline and
disintegration of the Ottoman Empire led to war. The weakening of the Ottoman Empire provided
France with the opportunity to achieve its goals: increase its power and prestige and try to satisfy
domestic interests. French opportunism, however, threatened Russian interests and caused a Russian
response.

Unexpectedly for Russia, its response threatened British and Austrian interests. Russia
believed that the Anglo-Russian negotiations that led to the development of the rules of the game
had demonstrated a community of interests between the two states. Britain’s interpretation of the
rules, however, differed from Russia’s. Russia’s actions threatened British interests and, surprisingly
to Russia, led to strong British opposition and to support for Turkey. Russia’s actions also
unintentionally threatened Austria, creating security dilemma problems. In an attempt to restore its
influence in the region, Russia unknowingly engaged in several actions that could bring about the
collapse of the Ottoman Empire, which would threaten Austrian interests. Consequently, Austria
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eventually took sides against Russia.

By threatening British interests, Russia also helped Turkey decide to go to war. The Porte
had been trying to form an ailiance with Britain for years. The British, however, continually refused.
This changed as Russia’s actions became more threatening. As the crisis developed, British support
for the Ottoman empire became clearer and stronger. The Porte recognized that this support was
temporary. Once the crisis was resolved, Britain would withdraw its support. Turkey, therefore, had
a window of opportunity: act before Britain withdrew its support. As aresult, Turkey went to war.
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Chapter S
THE BALKANS 1860-1885

Following the Crimean War, over twenty years of peace occurred in the Balkans. None of
the Balkan states went to war. At the same time, none of the Great Powers went to war over Balkan
issues. Then, during the next ten years, three wars occurred—the Serbo-Turkish War of 1876, the
Russo-Turkish War of 1877-78, and the Serbo-Bulgarian War of 1885. This chapter seeks to explain
why peace reigned during the first twenty years and why three wars occurred during the next ten.
To do this, I look at two crises that could have led to Serbo-Turkish wars, but did not. Then, I look
at the three wars that were fought.

The first case looks at the formation of a Balkan Alliance in the 1860s and its failure to lead
to war. This case provides limited evidence for the hypotheses, partly, because the historical
literature does not delve into this event in significant detail.! Nonetheless, it provides useful
evidence for evaluating the hypotheses on nationalism and on power. As for the nationalism
hypotheses, there are three key pieces of evidence. First, we see Serbia develop a policy to gain
greater autonomy and independence from the Ottoman Empire. Second, this policy develops, at least
in part, as a response to Turkish intervention in Serbian affairs. Both of these pieces of evidence
support the hypotheses relating nationalism to war. The third piece of evidence weakens the validity
of this hypothesis: despite nationalism, war did not occur. This case also provides three key pieces
of evidence in support of the power hypotheses. First, we see that Serbia, the successor state, needed
to develop a military, which contributed to its weakness. Second, Serbia also lacked strong allies
to suppott its policies. Initially, Serbia had no allies. Then, over :ime, Serbia negotiated alliances
with several of the Balkan states. These states, however, were militarily weak. Third, as a result of
Serbia’s weakness and the weakness of its allies, Serbia never went to war to achieve its goals.

The second case, the Serbo-Turkish War, is a much more fruitful case for evidence related
tn the hypotheses. The evidence clearly demonstrates that nationalism had a role in the origins of
the Serbo-Turkish War. First, territorial borders separated Serbs between Serbia and Bosnia, helping
to create the potential for nationalism. Second, the taxation policies of the Ottoman Empire imposed

"Two factors help explain this lack of information. First, Serbian history in the 1860s has received very little study.
Second, this case addresses a non-event, peace, leading scholars to avoid it for more exciting issues of study.
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an onerous burden on the peasants of Bosnia and Herzegovina, which created a rebellion. The
suffering of the Bosnian peasants and their rebellion led to an increase in nationalism in Serbia, as
is demonstrated by the press, the public demonstrations and the actions of the government. Serbian
nationalism, in turn, led to increased tension in the region. The role of nationalism is also
demonstrated by Serbia’s goal of annexing Bosnia. Contrary to the theories prediction, however,
Serbia did not go to war when Serbian nationalism was at its peak in the summer and early fall of
1875.

The Serbo-Turkish War also provides evidence supporting the power-based hypotheses and
the miscalculation hypotheses. Because Serbia was militarily unprepared and lacked allies in 1875,
war was delayed. Serbia’s military weakness is clearly demonstrated by the failure to go to war in
1875, statements made by Prince Milan and Jovan Ristic, the leader of the pro-war Liberal party, and
the military reforms in which it engaged in late 1875 and early 1876. Serbia’s diplomatic
unpreparedness is clearly demonstrated by its lack of allies—both Balkarn and Great Power— and
its negotiations to gain these allies. In 1876, Belgrade believed that it was capable of defeating the
Turkish forces as is clear from Serbia’s declaration of war in 1876. While the improvement of the
Serbian military partly explains this decisions, the expectation of allied support appears to be the
most significant reason for this policy change. In particular, Serbia expected both Bulgarian and
Bulgarian military support. The expectation of Bulgarian. military support can be seen both from
Serbia’s military strategy and statements by Serbian leaders. The expectation of Russian support can
be seen from both from Serbia’s reaction to the arrival of General Chemiaev, a Russian war hero,
and from Milan’s discussions with Russia.

Serbia’s expectation of victory, which in large part was based on the belief in allied support,
was a miscalculation that resulted from two factors addressed by the dissertations argument. First,
and most importantly, were the divisions within Russia’s government that led Serbia to believe that
Russia would provide sufficient military support when the Serbo-Turkish War began. We see that
within the Russian government there was a division between those who favored a unilateral, pro-
Serb policy and those who favored a European solution to the crisis. The statements made by key
leaders shows that this division effected not only the policy-making process, but also the policy-

implementation process. Adding to these divisions was the strong pan-Slav public opinion in Russia
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that made it difficult for Serbia to determine Russia’s position. This can be seen by General
Cherniaev’s presence in Serbia and its influence on the Serbians. Russia’s failure to help Serbia
defeat the Turks demonstrates that Serbia’s expectation of Russian support was a miscalculation.
Second was the failure of the Bulgarians to rise up against Constantinople and support the Serbian
effort. While it is clear that Serbia expecied Bulgarian support, it is not clear why the Bulgarians
failed to provide it.

The evidence in this case also demonstrates that the rules of the game become an important
issue, aithough they do not provide a significant explanation for the outbreak of the Serbo-Turkish
war. The disintegration of the Ottoman Empire clearly helped to unsettle the rules of the game. The
instability in the Balkans led the Great Powers to recognize that the rules of the game were unsettled
and needed to be clarified as is clearly demonstrated by their attempts to deal with the situation. Tke
influence that these negotiations had on the issues of war and peace is unclear. Clearly, they did not
prevent Serbia and Turkey from going to war. Nevertheless, they may have influenced Austrian and
Russian decision-makers.

The case study of the Russo-Turkish War provides evidence relating to the hypotheses on the
balance of power, miscalculation, and unsettled rules of the game. Asa result of the Balkan crisis
of 1875-1877, Russia’s interests and prestige were engaged, increasing the necessity for St.
Petersburg to intervene and leading to the Russo-Turkish War of 1877-78. The timing of Russia’s
decision to for war clearly supports the power-based hypothesis. Russia did not go to war until St.
Petersburg reached an agreement with Vienna, out of fear that Austria would intervene. After
Austria agreed to remain neutral, Russia went to war. Further supporting this hypothesis was
Constantinople’s rejection of all Great Power attempts to negotiate and impose a settlement.
Constantinople rejected these proposals with the knowledge that the Great Powers were not united
and, therefore, were unlikely to unite to use military force to impose a settlement on Turkey.

This case also supports the miscalculation hypothesis. Russia expected a cheap, quick
victory over the Ottoman Empire as demonstrated by its rejection of allied support from the Balkan
states. Unfortunately, the cause of this miscalculation is unclear. In part, it resulted from
miscalculating how much the decline and disintegration of the Ottoman Empire weakened its
military. St. Petersburg’s expectations were clearly erroneous as demonstrated by the strong
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Ottoman resistance and by St. Petersburg asking for Balkan support once Russia’s military
encountered this resistance.

Unsettled rules of the game also influenced the crisis and war, as can be seen by several
pieces of evidence. First, Austria and Russia negotiated an agreement that sought to spell out each
states rights and responsibilities during the impending crisis and afterward. Second, the basis of this
negotiation were the Austro-Russian negotiations that occurred prior to the Serbo-Turkish War of
1876. These negotiations, however, were verbal, leading to confusion and disagreements about what
the two sides had agreed to. Third, as a result of this agreement, Austria did not oppose Russia’s
actions during the Russo-Turkish War and Russia declared war against Turkey, confident of
Austria’s neutrality.

The Serbo-Bulgarian War of 1885, the finai case in this chapter, provides strong support for
the power-based, miscalculation, and nationalism hypotheses. The evidence for the power-based
hypotheses is strongest. We see the effects of state-building on the perception of the balance of
power. Asanewly independent state, Bulgaria needed to develop the institutions necessary for self-
rule. When Russia responded to Bulgarian unification by recalling its troops from Bulgaria, Serbia
saw two windows of opportunity. First, since Russian officers held important posts in the Bulgarian
military, Bulgaria would be temporarily weakened by their loss. Second, when Sofia incorporated
the newly annexed territories into Bulgaria, the Bulgarian state would be significantiy more
powerful. Serbia needed to act while these windows were open. Further supporting the power-based
hypotheses was Serbia’s choice of compensation. Serbia could have sought compensation from
Austria or Turkey, but their strength deterred Belgrade. Instead, Serbia chose to seek compensation
from Bulgaria.

Two types of miscalculation—of power and of intentions—also played arole in this conflict.
Serbian leaders miscalculated the relative power between Serbia and Bulgaria as is clearly
demonstrated by Serbian expectations and the wars outcome. Serbia expected to win, and then lost.
Itisunclear why Serbia miscalculated. Sofia, on the other hand, miscalculated Belgrade’s intentions.
Bulgarian leaders did not expect Serbia to be oppose to Bulgaria’s gains as is clearly demonstrated
by Buigaria’s expectations and the placement of Bulgarian troops. Bulgaria expected a possible
Turkish attack. To address this potential danger, Bulgaria placed its military forces along the Turco-
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Bulgarian border, which left the Serbo-Bulgarian border defenseless.

This case also provides some support for nationalism as a cause of conflict. The division of
Bulgaria into three territories—Bulgaria proper, Eastern Rumelia, and Macedonia—created the
potential for nationalism to become a problem. Bulgarian nationalism became & problem as a result
of the conditions in Eastern Rumelia and Macedonia, the presence in Bulgaria of refugees from these
territories, and Russian interference in Bulgarian politics. Once Bulgaria unified, Bulgarian
nationalism threatened Serbia’s interests in Macedonia, which led Serbia to seek compensation at
Bulgaria’s expense.

Domestic politics and unsettled rules of the game seem to have weakly contributed to the
problems that led to war. In terms of domestic politics, we see internal divisions in Bulgaria that
helped to make Prince Alexander a weak ruler. This weakness forced him to follow popular opinion
and accept unification despite the possibility that it would lead to war with Turkey. Nevertheless,
this war did not occur. Bulgarian unification violated the rules established in the Treaty of Berlin.
If the Great Powers had enforced the rules peace could have been maintained. The failure to
maintain these rules limited Serbia’s options.

The remainder of this chapter is organized in five sections. The first section explains why
Serbia did not go to war in the 1860s despite two opportunities. The next three sections look at the
wars that did occur. In the second section, I look at the Serbo-Turkish War of 1876 first to explain
why war did not occur in 1875 and then to explain why it did occur in 1876. The third section
explains the causes of the Russo-Turkish War of 1877-78. In the fourth section, I explain the origins
of the Serbo-Bulgarian War of 1885. The fifth and final section briefly summarizes the conclusions
from these cases.

5.1 THE BALKAN ALLIANCE OF THE 1860s AND BALKAN PEACE

While monumental events were occurring in Europe in the 1860s, the Balkans were relatively
calm. No wars occurred among the Balkan countries, between the Balkans and the Ottoman Empire,
among the Great Powers over Balkan issues, or betwesn the Great Powers and the Ottoman Empire.
The lack of Great Power conflict in or concerning the Balkans is not a surprise since their attentions
were turned elsewhere. Britain had turned inward, Russia was addressing internal social and

economic problems, and the Wars of German and Italian Unification held the attention of the
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remaining powers. The lack of a war between the Balkan countries and the Ottoman Empire,
however, is more surprising.

In the Balkans, Serbian nationalism was deveioping. Its goals was for Serbia to gain its
independence and unite the Balkan Slavs. In 1862 and again in 1866, Serbia had the opportunity to
go to war to try to achieve its goals. This opportunity, however, remained untaken. The most
significant reason for this was the balance of power. The Serbian military was weak, even after
Prince Michael of Serbia introduced reforms, and Serbia’s Balkan allies were even weaker.
Furthermore, the danger of Austrian opposition added to Serbia’s hesitancy to act.

128



sip Suunp uvopmiBuuistp euRdun ._ss
QITALI0O 10U S0P ABjIQmsul oNsswo(] ON

"SISUD
sup Suunp uogeiBouistp [enadu um
219121300 J0U $30p AYIGRISU] INSALOQ ON

SISUO
sup Suump uopeBausp LA WM
218121100 10U 530 AYjiqEIsul dnsawoq ON

Asnqeisu susawoqy

“UOISRIII00 ULILY © YOwS 03 U1 003 51 Aotjod
nap pautedx 3T0 MOY JO JOUSPIAD N |

sumua0
0] paIsIXa pey ®BIqRG U0 SUOTLLSM
UBWICH( ‘SOUMSTIMIIID  [BuUlIOU  JIPUN
wewp 28uons sem wsifeuoneu YSnow uaAg
'sem wagoMd spp wAuB moy reajoun i I

“epuale is1peuoneu e dope
0 B1Q£9S 3] “|IRYIIN I0ULJ PUB UIINSRIRD)
§8 Yons S[ENPIAIPW MO0y Jo Surpueisiapun
e apiaasd 0} ey wsifeUOEY UO SyuUMAR
ap ‘Aipreunuojun)  -ouspuedopl s
ures o) ansop 5,81qIS paseansut ‘apeiBiog
Jo Suiquoq ap Ajpweu ‘Sq§ P jo
Jusumeanst s, Avn | pue sonjod spsowop
UBIQIdS UO SUOIDINSM USWON) ‘SNA

wsieuoleN

"TOLSTOU00 WL ¥ GOBaJ 03 U 003 51 A34jod
notp poureidxd S0 MOX] JO OUIPIAS oY ]

*Ajreusscu usip 278348 sem s9mod sAnBI SY
wmoqe Ajureysoun jey) sisa83ns souifiqeded
$,81Q296 1noque uotuido Jo vonBLIBA Y | ‘SIA

"PIP S498 o Uty 23318 9q 0)
3 pauspisuco syn oy, “1mod 5,21q:95 Jo
A0S ) AIMSEN O) YNOUJIP SeM 3] “OA

Aureuaou(

5 paursidica 10 MOY JO JOUIPIAD Y],

WOISN{OU00 WL § G 03 LIy 004 51 Aotjod | s

SN A PUB S19M0J TEAD AP
3o Awew Jo suosssazdun o 4q pue Amqijiu
unqRg ap W suamascsdun sanenwenb
ap Aq pamnsuowsp se somod ©BIGNS
ut aseasoul JuesyIuBis 8 0) poj SHOYS ISHL

pue Lumipw sem  BIQIS  'SIA

SIM04
18310 Y YIIM PUR SIS UBYTEQ AP BIM
sooueife dojaadp 0} oL VIS SR Juwes
v sanijiqeded Arynn $) 258320U1 03
sy ue u Surpjing-arns ui padeBud Biquag
‘SSRDfRIM ST (IM [EIP O], [ORUCO YSTUN ],

ewopdip | AqPoNuIl] pue YEIM sem ARITTI URIGIS )

QUG S} OO] [IVYDN VUL UM SOA

PMOd

——

“UOISN[IV00 BLIY § G 0F LI 00t 51 Adtjod
23 pourvdic> SA1}9 MOY JO SOUWIPIAD ],

"SISUD ST
Sump uoneBopnstp [eLadul Yim I78ILI00
wu p1p sunB ap Jo S popmsUN ON

Suump uoyriSausip reLdu fIM AB[ILOD
10u pip Sured oY) JO SN PAIASUN 'ON

ausmg o Jo sopny

Jeuswoudyd Buuaazan; ap 50
suug u saszjod nop upydio s P “€d

{SIUNOUTE [BULIOU JA0GE Ul
Judsad suswzotayd Sutusassiul Y1 29 17d

(uoriBoyuis:p [euadun Qim
apjaL00 suSwoud SursaAzsIul 3 0Q | 1d

$098] o9 ) suwHvg oY)
suopaipaad :1-§ ATAVL




"UOIFRIN00 WIL) B G3WaI 03 LI 004 51 Aojod STSLO ST Y "SISUO ST UM
2 pouwpdics Sspd Moy Jo Souptas 31 | awwraLIod 1ou s20p Aujiquisul susawoq “oN | a1sjanI0s jou s30p Aupiqesu onsewogq oN Kipquisu snsswoq
JEAEIA0W fevosreu syndod ‘Suons ou sem *2505% sapunuoddo
3 18q ‘vomdyIun 10j poysnd Y | tp Laym 5Te08 SIG 3431498 0) 198 O) pasTy wsIfeuoEN
"UOISNIOU00 ULs 8 ol 03 UR 008 51 A37j0d | 30Ul puR UTGRSEIED) ‘SIPEI] AL 'Sem | 31 ‘WEs ueiques afBuls ® W1 sAB|S UBeg
B pourmdio 3910 Moy JO 20U0pIAd o | Ajpensoe wsireuonsu uans moy mappunsty | sy aniun o1 paem e1qis YBnow UIAT ‘ON
“sonsiqudes 5,093 a1 Bunewmso-spun | T INOYIM JUSSNNS JpEwoldip © Youas
“VOIETIIN0O UL © (oWl 03 U1t 003 51 A3tjod | s I9AMMOY ‘GorSnofeosTw STy, “Ampn | 0 9jqe amm Aot snup ‘wmBuons sem oym vonEMOMEIsIN
2o poupsdid S0 MOY JO 0UPIAS YL | 4O BIGIIS ‘PORNIEISTI OYm JAOUN 51 1] | GMS Sem AIWN] JOU TGRS DPIN ON
"K1031A JO JUBPYUOS "KIOIOIA JO JUIPIFUOD 9q 0F Yeam
99 03 yBnoud Bunxs 10U nq ‘sxeak snotaaxd | 003 [jis Aom SAGE B} PUE TGRS “[EWS SPIS somod
"WOISN{IU00 WY ® (PRI 03 TP 003 81 Aotfod | wr wery 2aBuons Sem BIGRS SNY] EWS | M SMOPUIM 953U} SSIIDAIN "SOUBIfE
2 pourmida sauljs Moy Jo 0USPIAD L | SEm P00 W YIYs samod oyl ON | pue zmod s possanul mgES SO
"VOISTIOBOD WAL © Y3a3I 03 URY 004 81 Lorjod SISHD ST GUM R]ALI0O SIS ST (M N[00
S poureydio sa31o MOy JO S0UIPIAO L | 10U PIP SUNS S JO SN POEKSUN "ON | J0u PIP SureS oW JO SHRI popdsUN ON ow o Jo sony

JSIBID PUS SIRM ) ST SURBOGIYd
Susoasym o 15988ns e sy
w s3of10d 29 uRdx auP P A ‘94

{SIUNCUI? [BRLIOU JAOQR U}
16260ud wuamouoyd Suruoasul @ aom Sd

4SS0 pue Jem Ylim
orejaroo suawonsqd Sutusasoqul o o(] pd

(penupuos) sgogy 043 u) susyjeg o],
smopdipasd :1-5 FIGVIL




The Balkans in the 1860s provide limited support for this dissertation’s arguments.? (See
Table 5-1 for a more complete discussion of the relationship between the case and the argument’s
predictions.) The two key issues were state-building and uncertainty. In 1860, Serbia was militarily
very weak. To increase its power, Prince Michael sought to develop the Serbian state, namely the
military. Uncertainty existed as to how much Serbian power had grown as a result of this policy.
Several Great Powers and the Turks were impressed. Russian military leaders, however, were not
as impressed as their evaluations made clear. During the crisis of 1867, neither the Turks nor the
Serbs believed that they were significantly stronger than the other. Serbian leaders did not believe
that Serbia, along with its allies, were strong enough to defeat the Turks. The Porte, on the other
hand, was sufficiently impressed with Serbian improvements to agree to a diplomatic solution to the
crisis. Obviously, one side was wrong. But, since both underestimated their own capabilities, peace
was the outcome.

This case also provides important information related to the nationalism arguments. Clearly,
nationalism was an issue for Serbia. As this dissertation argues, part of the cause of this nationalism
was Turkish abuses and interference in Serbian politics. The main driving force for Serbia’s national
policy, however, was its leaders, Prince Michael and his foreign minister Garasanin, which can not
be adequately accounted for by this dissertation’s argument. Furthermore, despite the national policy
of Serbia’s leadership, war did not occur. This outcome suggests that while nationalism may
contribute to the outbreak of war, power is a more important variable.

This case is organized in three parts. The next part provides the background necessary to
understand the two opportunities that presented themseives to Serbia. Two issues are prominent.
The growth of Serbian nationalism and the development of the Serbian military. The remaining
sections look at the crises of 1862 and 1866 to explain why neither of them led to a Balkan war. The
Foriress crisis of 1862 resulted from the inability of the Ottoman Empire to maintain order among
its own military. The second crisis resulted, not from changes in the Ottoman Empire, but from
Great Power politics and its potential effect on the balance of power in the Balkans.

5.1.1 Prince Michae! and His Nationalist Program
In 1860, Prince Michael Obrenovic ascended to the throne of Serbia with a strong nationalist

2Gince the historical record on the Balkans in the 1860s is limited, the lessons from this case are also limited.
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program.’ While Serbia had been autonomous since the early 1830s, it was still part of the Ottoman
Empire as the Turkish troops and six Turkish-controlled fortresses in Serbia demonstrated. In
addition to Serbia, Turkey controlled other territories—such as Bosnia, Bulgaria, Herzegovina,
Macedonia, and Thrace—populated by Siavs. Michael wanted to lead these territories to freedom,
as Piedmont had done for the Italians. Piedmont freed the Italians from colonial rule and united the
Italian people in a single Italian state.* Following in Piedmont’s footsteps, Michael wanted Serbia
to free the Balkan Slavs from Turkish rule and, eventually, unite them within a single Slav state
dominated by Serbia.

To accomplish his goal, Michael set three tasks for Serbia.” First, he needed to develop a
strong army. The size of the Serbian military was limited by Turkey. if Serbia wanted to fulfill its
nationalist ambitions, it would need to build a large military capable of competing with the Turkish
military. Second, he needed to get the Turks to withdraw their troops from Serbian territory and
from the fortresses in Serbia. As long as the Turks controlled these fortresses, Serbia could not
become independent. Furthermore, as long as the Ottoman flag flew over these fortresses, Serbian
national pride would be injured. Third, Serbia needed to establish ties and alliances with the other
Christian states and people of the Balkans. Prior to taking the throne, Michael had traveled through
Western Europe, and learned that the Great Powers would not free the Balkan Christians from
Turkish, or Austrian, rule. They would need to act on their own. By developing a network of Balkan
alliances, the Balkan states and people would be better able to act together to throw the Turks out
of the Balkans and obtain independence.

Nevertheless, united Balkan action did not mean that they could succeed without Great Power
support. Great Power opposition could prevent the Balkans from achieving their goals. British and

*Discussing Michael’s political program is Michael Boro Petrovich, 4 History of Modern Serbia, (New York:
Harcourt Brace Jovanovich, 1976), pp. 295-297. While Michael deveioped his own opinions on a Serbian nationalist
program, the ideas were developed and implemented by Ilija Garasanin in 1844. Garasanin, who some have called the
Balkan Bismarck, became Michael’s Premier and Foreign Minister. See David MacKenzie, Nlija Garasanin: Balkan
Bismarck, (New York: Columbia University Press, 1985). MacKenzie discusses the two leaders’ goals and policies on
pp. 240-253.

“For a short discussion on Italian unification, see Rene Albrecht-Carrie, 4 Diplomatic History of Europe Since the
Congress of Vienna, revised edition, (New York: Harper and Row Publishers, Inc, 1973), pp.94-107.

SPetrovich, A History of Modern Serbia, pp. 312-316.
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Austrian opposition were particularly problematic. Both Austria and Britain continued to support
the status quo, and opposed any actions that might harm the Ottoman Empire.® Austrian opposition
was particularly problematic because Garasanin believed that Austria wanted Bosnia and
Herzegovina and would intervene if Serbia tried to annex these territories.” To help balance against
this opposition, Serbia looked to France and Russia for support. France had supported Italian
nationalist ambitions against the Habsburg Empire in 1859 and was an ardent supporter of the
principle of nationalism. Serbia, therefore, hoped that France would also support its nationalist
ambitions. Russia, on the other hand, was a Slav state who had supported the Balkan people in the
past and might support them again. This support would be necessary both to provide Serbia with
money and arms and to help protect Serbia from Austrian intervention. Russia, however, was still
recovering from the Crimean War and implementing domestic reforms,® which made Serbia
uncertain of Russian support.

When Michael became ruler of Serbia, the Serbian military was too weak and poorly
organized to achieve any of his goals. He knew he nesded to reform the military before
implementing his plans.’ The Serbian military suffered from three problems. First, it was small.
Turkey made sure that the Serbian military was only large enough to maintain internal order but no
larger. Thus, Michael needed to increase the size of the military. Second, Serbian soldiers lacked
weapons and training. Each soldier was responsible for supplying his own guns and ammunition.
In addition, no system of training or drills existed, which would reduce the military’s effectiveness
in the event of war. Finally, the Serbian military lacked officers to lead the military in the event of
war.

These problems partly resulted from Turkish control over Serbia, but that was not the only

“MacKenzie, /lija Garasanin, pp. 260-261.
Ibid, pp. 240-241, 258.

*Dietrich Geyer, Russian Imperialism: The Interaction of Domestic and Foreign Policy, 1860-1914, translated by
Bruce Little, (New Haven and London: Yale University Press, 1987), pp. 15-101.

*This discussion is based upon Petrovich, A History of Modern Serbia, pp. 312-316.
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reason. Domestic competition within Serbia also contributed to the problem.!® Serbia’s two
parties—the Liberals and the Conservatives—competed with each other and with the Prince for
influence, making reform difficuit."" The Liberals opposed centralizing power and developing a
centralized military because it would give too much power to the Prince and to the bureaucracy.
Also, Serbia’s geographic position limited its ability to acquire the weapons and ammunition needed.
To reach Serbia, this equipment had to travel either through Turkish-controlled territory or through
Austria. Since neither of these powers wanted Serbia to become stronger, they tried to prevent any
military equipment from getting through, v/hich limited the amount of equipment Serbia could
receive and made what little equipment they could get very expensive.

Despite these obstacles, Prince Michael began to improve Serbia’s military once he took the
throne. His first action was to increase the number of garrisoned troops from 2,529 to 3,529. Then,
in August 1861, he established a standing militia. He also established an organizational structure
for the military. In April 1862, he created a War Ministry. He also reorganized the militia, the
Serbian military districts, and created a system to train the military. Despite these efforts, Serbia did
not introduce modern drills, military science, or maneuvers until 1866. Thus, the military was still
not prepared for war. Michael also decided to supply the army with guns and ammunition so that
soldiers would not have to provide their own. In 1863, Serbia had only 7,000 rifles. In 1866, when
Prussia defeated Austria, 55,000 rifles and several cannons were able to reach Serbia. Unfortunately,
ittook the Serbs several years to assemble the rifles. Finaily, Serbia lacked officers to lead the army.
Officer training produce only ten officers a year. By 1868, Serbia still had cnly 200 officers, ten of
whom were generals. Recognizing that Serbia could not resolve this problem indigenously, Prince
Michael signed a law that made it easier to accept foreign officers into the Serbian military.

These actions helped Serbia develop a seemingly impressive military. Out of a population
of 1.25 million people, Serbia could field 90,000 soldiers." These results impressed Austria, Turkey

"“Ibid, pp.297-311. Also useful are Charles and Barbara Jelavich, The Establishment of the Balkan National States,
1804-1920, (Seattle and London: University of Washington Press, 1977), pp. 53-68; MacKenzie, llija Garasanin,
Pp-245-247; and Gale Stokes, Legitimacy Through Liberalism: Viadimir Jovanovic and the T ransformation of Serbian
Politics, (Seattle and London: University of Washington Press, 1975).

""The Conservatives supported a strong central government.

“*Petrovich, A History of Modern Serbia, pp. 313-314.
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and the Balkan Christians as Serbia became the leader of the Balkan people. Nevertheless, Serbia
was still weak. When three Russian officers inspected the Serbian military, they came away from
the inspection with an unfavorable view of its capabilities.”” It was still badly equipped and
undisciplined.

During the 1860s, Serbia was also negotiating alliances with the other Balkan states and with
the Balkan Christians." The most imporiant state for Belgrade to arrange an alliance with was
Greece.'* Greece was an independent state with a navy. Furthermore, it had outstanding grievances
against Turkey and, therefore, would be willing to join an anti-Turkish alliance.'® In late 1861 Serbia
and Greece began to secretly negotiate an alliance. Secrecy was necessary because they feared that
Austria would learn about their plans and intervene."” Once they reached an agreement, the two
countries decided to delay signing. Belgrade was unprepared to act against Turkey, and did not want
to commit to any actions until Serbia was prepared. Garasanin expressed this view when he said
“[Serbia] had proposed delay in signing a Serbo-Greek convention since it did not wish to enter into
solemn engagements without the hope of being able to fulfill ali its obligations.”® Belgrade,
therefore, needed to improve it military before formally agreeing to join an alliance. Serbia also
needed to unite the Serbian people behind this nationalist policy. Thus, Michael needed to end the
divisions between the Liberal and Conservative parties and unite them behind his policies before
Serbia could be prepared to go to war.”” Athens provided another reason to delay signing of the
alliance. Although willing to reach an agreement, Greece was unprepared to act. Its already weak

BIbid, pp. 314-315.

"“The best sources on the Balkan alliances are MacKenzie, /lija Garasanin, pp. 240-347; Petrovich, A History of
Modern Serbia, pp. 329-330; and L.S. Stavrianos, Balkan Federation: A History of the Movement Toward Balkan Unity
in Modern Times, (Menasha, WI: George Banta Publishing Company, 1944), pp. 84-121. For a short summary, see
idem, The Baikans Since 1453, (Hinsdale, IL: Dryden Press, 1958), pp 394-396.

YStavrianos, Balkan Federation, p. 84.

"For the Greek perspective on the Balkan Alliance, see Douglas Dakin, The Unification of Greece, 1770-1923,
(London: Emst Benn Limited, 1972), pp. 87-120.

"Stavrianos, Balkan Federation, p. 86,
"*Quoted in MacKenzie, /lija Garasanin, p. 248.
Ibid, p. 247.
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military had been further weakened by domestic turmoil that cventually led to the overthrow of the
Bavarian dynasty in Greece.?®

For the next six years, the alliance was put on hold as Serbia and Greece addressed their
domestic concerns. Nonetheless, Serbia continued to lay the groundwork for a Balkan alliance and
for united Balkan action against the Turks. Prince Michael negotiated with George Rakovski, a
leader of the Bulgarian revolutionaries. They agreed that Bulgaria would revolt against the Ottoman
Empire, and then Serbia would respond by declaring war.2! At the same time, Garasanin organized
a secret committee whose job was to spread propaganda in European Turkey and to prepare the
Balkan Christians to revoit against the Porte.? Romania and Montenegro were the only states with
whom Belgrade had not negotiated, and Michael decided to continue to put off negotiations with
them. Romania’s government was too weak to provide any support and Serbia was confident that
Montenegro would join an alliance whenever Belgrade asked.? He, therefore, decided to wait for
a more opportune moment.

In 1866, events created an opportunity for the Balkans to renew their negotiations for an
alliance.® The Austro-Prussian war diverted Austria’s attention from Balkan events, while the
Cretan revolt against Ottoman rule increased the likelihood that the Balkan states could force the
Porte to cave to their demands. The result was a series of alliances between Serbia and the other
Balkan states: in September 1866, Serbia and Montenegro signed an alliance; in August 1867,
Greece and Serbia signed an alliance; later in 1867, Serbia reached an agreement with the Bulgarian
revolutionaries; and, in 1868, Serbia and Romania signed an alliance.?*

Despite this effort, the alliances collapsed by the end of 1868 without taking any actions.
There were three reasons for this collapse. First, Prince Michael, who was the leader and catalyst

®Stavrianos, Balkan Federation, pp. 86-87.

Ubid, pp. 87-88.

ZMacKenzie, llija Garasanin, pp. 249-250.

BStavrianos, Balkan Federation, p. 86.

“Ibid, p. 90.

“Discussing the details of the negotiations and the alliances is ibid, pp. 91-96.
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for these alliances, was assassinated, leading the alliance to fracture. The new Serbian leadership
turned its attention away from foreign policy and towards domestic issues, and without Serbian
leadership the alliances could not hold together. Second, Bulgaria, Greece, and Serbia had
conflicting territorial ambitions; all three states had designs on the same territories and could not
agree how to divide the territories among themselves.?® Finally, the alliance had failed to achieve
its goals. Negotiations had begun in the early 1860s and were finally completed by 1868, yet no war
occurred. Thus, in the end, the divergent interests of the alliance partners combined with the
alliance’s ineffectiveness led to its collapse.
5.1.2 The Foriress Crisis and Serbia’s Decision Not to Go to War

On June 3, 1862, Turkish soldiers shot and killed a Serbian youth, precipitating a crisis.”’
When Serbian police arrived at the scene, the soldiers fired upon them and a night of conflict ensued.
The next moming the Serbs and Turks arranged a truce, which lasted until June 5* when the Turkish
fortress of Kalemegdan fired upon the city of Belgrade. In response, Michael called troops to
Belgrade. Constantinople reacted, in turn, by concentrating its troops along the Serbian border.
These events created public pressure for the Serbian government to respond more forcefully to the
Turkish behavior, while Turkish leaders asked the Great Powers for approval to deal with Serbia
as they saw fit. Except for Britain, the Great Powers refused to give Turkey a free hand against
Serbia. In fact, they supported the Serbs. This opposition convinced the Porte to try to settle the
crisis peacefully. It did this by removing the commander who had ordered the bombardment of
Belgrade and by evacuating all Turks living outside the fortresses.

This crisis confronted the Serbian government with a major decision: go to war against the
Turks or remain at peace. Belgrade wished to free Serbia from Turkish suzerainty and the crisis
presented the opportunity to try to achieve this goal. Prince Michael believed that Serbia should use
this crisis to free itself from Turkey. Garasanin, however, disagreed, believing that war was not the
appropriate policy at this time. In the end, Serbia followed this recommendation and remained at

peace.

*Ibid, pp. 97-103.
“The following description of events comes from MacKenzie, flija Garasanin, pp. 254-257.
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One of the most important reasons for this decision was Serbia’s lack of military
preparation.?* Serbian military reforms were in their infancy. Its military was small, untrained, and
under-supplied. If Belgrade went to war with Turkey, Serbia would lose. This weakness
strengthened Garasanin’s position against war because others also recognized it.

A second important reason for Serbia not to go to war was the lack of Great Power support
for aggressive Serbian action. Belgrade feared Austrian intervention if Serbia went to war with
Turkey.” At the same time, it lacked the support of its potential Great Power allies, France and
Russia.*® France could only offer moral support and Russia was involved with internal problems.
If Belgrade went to war, Serbia would have to face Turkey, and possibly Austria, alone. Instead, the
French Foreign Minister Thouvenel recommended that Serbia

Prepare as best you can, train your militia, arm yourselves, work on an alliance with

Montenegro, and gain for Serbia the support of ail Turkish Christians. The Porte believes

that Serbia is preparing for war against her; England and Austria agree and thus are aiding

Turkey in its accusations against Serbia. If Serbia wishes to fight Turkey, Russia is the one

which must help her and do for her what France did for Italy. France cannot aid Serbia with

troops. At this moment Russia also can do nothing for Serbia 3!

A third reason for Serbia’s decision was the lack of capable Balkan allies.”? Serbia did not
even begin to negotiate with any Balkan states until late 1861, and these negotiations had not
achieved anything. Even if Serbia developed these alliances, none of the states in the Balkans were
capable of helping Serbia. They were all weak and unprepared.

5.1.3 Peace in the Balkans in 1866

In 1866, Serbia and the Balkan states had another opportunity to g0 to war to achieve their
nationalist goals. The Austro-Prussian War occupied Vienna’s attentions. While Austria was
fighting Prussia, Vienna would not be able to prevent the Balkan states from trying to achieve their

[bid, pp.258, 264.
BTbid, p. 258.

“Ibid, pp. 258, 262-263.
bid, p. 263.

Ibid, pp. 264-274.
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goals.® In addition, Crete revolted against the Ottoman Empire in 1866 and declared its
independence.* This revolt diverted the Porte’s attention away from the Balkans and occupied its
military. Since the Porte was unable to put down the rebellion promptly, other groups under
Ottoman rule began to believe that they could successfully oppose Ottoman rule.*

In addition to these incentives for war, Germany, Russia, and Greece also pressured Serbia
to become more involved in the crises. Berlin tried to convince Serbia to join Germany in an
alliance against Austria.*® If Belgrade agreed to this alliance, Bismarck claimed that it might achieve
all its goals; however, he would not guarantee that it would achieve any of these goals. Greece and
Russia also tried to get Serbia involved. Greece wanted an ailiance in which the two states would
agree to go to war against Turkey, and Russia supported this alliance.”’

Despite these incentives, neither Serbia nor its allies went to war. The two most important
reasons for their remaining at peace were their Jack of timely preparation for war and their military
weakness. The Balkan states did not sign any of their alliances until late 1866. Belgrade and Athens
signed their alliance in August 1867. By the time they signed these alliances, the Austro-Prussian
War had ended, increasing the likeiihood that Austria would be able to intervene in any Balkan
conflict. Also, they did not have the time to prepare the Balkan Christians to revolt against the
Ottoman Empire. If the Austro-Prussian War had lasted a few more months, the Balkan states might
have been able to complete their preparations for war.>

Not only were the Balkan states diplomatically unprepared, but they were also militarily

3Both MacKenzie, llija Garasanin, p. 279-280; and Stavrianos, Balkan Federation, p. 91 claim that the Austro-
Prussian war provided Serbia with the chance to address its nationalist ambitions.

¥Discussing the Cretan revolt is Dakin, The Unification of Greece, pp. 107-114.

3$Stavrianos, Balkan Federation, p. 91.

*MacKenzie, Hlija Garasanin, pp. 279-283.

*’Dakin, The Unification of Greece, pp. 111-116; and MacKenzie, llija Garasanin, pp.303-304.
*Petrovich, A History of Modern Serbia, pp. 104-105; and Stavrianos, Balkan Federation, p. 91.
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unprepared.” As of September 1866, Greece only had 8,000 soldiers.*® Athens further reduced the
resources available for a Balkan war by diverting forces to Crete.*! At this time, Bucharest also was
in no position to participate in a Balkan war. Militarily, Romania was weak, having only 15,000
rifles, no ammunition, and untrained soldiers.”? Politically, it was even worse. Prince Cuza had
recently been expelled from Romania and replaced by Prince Charles, creating domestic turmoil
between those who supported Cuza and those who supported Charles.*’ Even the Serbian army was
poorly prepared. An evaluation of the Serbian military claimed that

Elements of the army in Serbia are good, but...it is as if organization were wholly lacking....
For defensive war, the most important points in the war theater...are not secured at all, and
the roads are in deplorable condition. They have general staff officers but no general staff,
and thus there are no precise maps.... From the foregoing you can see to what extent Serbia
is prepared, or more correctly unprepared to open hostilities. It could be considered
prepared only if the enemy were even less ready.*

In other words, the Serbian military could not defeat the Turkish military.

Despite the weakness of the alliance, Serbia still achieved one significant success. The Porte
was willing to remove its forces from Serbian soil. The Porie saw that Serbia had a large military
and allied support. This posed a threat to Turkey at a time when it faced a rebellion in Crete.
Therefore, when Prince Michael asked for Constantinople to return the Serbian fortresses, the Porte
to agreed.”” By doing so, the Porte bought Serbian neutrality and gained time to put down the
rebellion in Crete.

5.2 THE SERBO-TURKISH WAR OF 1876

In the summer of 1875, the Christians in the Ottoman provinces of Bosnia and Herzegovina

rebelled. During the summer and fall, Serbian nationalists wanted to go to war, yet no war occurred.

¥MacKenzie, flija Garasanin, pp. 300-322.
“Stavrianos, Balkan Federation, p. 103.
“Petrovich, 4 History of Modern Serbia, p. 105.
“Stavrianos, Balkan Federation, p. 103.
“MacKenzie, llija Garasanin, pp. 301-302.
“Quoted in ibid, pp. 313-314.

“Ibid, pp. 305-306.
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During the winter and spring of 1876, the Great Powers tried to resolve the crisis diplomatically but
they failed. Then, on June 30®, Serbia declared war.

In 1875, pressure for war was strong, yet Serbia did not go to war. Most of the pressure for
war came from Serbia’s domestic politics. The insurrection led to nationalism which, in turn, led
to pressure for war. This pressure was so strong that Milan Obrenovic, the Prince of Serbia, feared
that he would face a revolution if he did not go to the aid of the insurgents. Serbia, however, was
not prepared for war. Militarily, Seibia’s army was too weak to defeat the Ottoman army.
Diplomatically, Serbia had no allies to help against the Turks. Just as important was the united
opposition of the Great Powers. Both Austria and Russia—who were the most important Great
Powers at this stage of the crisis—opposed war. They feared that a Balkan war would hurt their
interests, and possibly lead to a Great Power war. They, therefore, warned Belgrade that Serbia
should not expect any support from them in the event of a Serbo-Turkish War.

Over the next ten months, the situation changed so as to make war more likely. As the crisis
continued, Serbian nationalism continued to pressure Prince Milan to go to war. Also, the delay
provided Serbia with the opportunity to improve its military and seek allies. While Serbia prepared
for war, the Great Powers tried to resolve the crisis diplomatically. Unfortunately, their conflicting
interests made it difficult to agree on what their demands would be. Then, once they agreed on a
proposal, divisions among them made it difficult to convince the insurgents and the Turks to carry
out their demands. Not only were there significant divisions among the Great Powers, but there were
also divisions within Russia over what policies to support. These divisions caused St. Petersburg
to project an ambiguous foreign policy. One moment Russia seemed to oppose war, and the next
it favored war. This ambiguity provided Belgrade with the opportunity to believe that Russia would
support Serbia in the event of a Serbo-Turkish War. The new situation in the Ottoman Empire also
led Belgrade to believe that Serbia could win a localized conflict with Turkey. Thus, at the end of
June Belgrade declared war in the belief that Serbia was strong enough to defeat the Turks and that
Russia would support its policy. Serbia, however, miscalculated, and Turkey casily defeated the
Serbian military.
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This case supports several of this dissertation’s arguments, particularly those related to
power and to nationalism. (See Table 5-2 for a more complete discussion of tke relationship
between the case and the argument’s predictions.) The timing of the war can, in large part, be
explained by the growth of Serbia’s power. In 1875, when the Bosnian crisis began, Serbia’s
military was weak and it lacked allies. This weakness caused Serbian leaders to oppose war at
this time. During the winter and spring Serbia built up its military and sought allies, particularly
in Bulgaria and Russia. By May 1876, the Serbs thought they were strong enough to defeat the
Turks. They had increased their military capabilities, gained an alliance with the Bulgarians, and
gained Russian support. The war showed them to be wrong. The Bulgarians failed to support
the Serbian war effort, which was a great disappointment to Belgrade and the main reascn cited
by Serbian leaders for their loss. In addition, Serbia had miscalculated Russia’s support. As the
dissertation’s argument predicts, divisions within Russia’s government led Russia to send mixed
signals to Serbia. The Tsar opposed war while his heir supported war. Consequently, Russian
diplomats both urged restraint and supported Serbia’s rnilitary aims. These mixed signals led
Serbia to expect Russian support. Support that never came.

This case also supports the arguments related to nationalism, although not as strongly as
the power-based arguments. The division of Serbians between Serbia and Bosnia created the
potential for nationalism to be a problem. The Turkish mistreatment of the Bosnians also
contributed to the growth of Serbian nationalism that, in turn, developed into a national
movement as politicians, the media, and the public pushed for war to free Bosnia and unite it
with Serbia. While nationalism was a powerful force, it was not stronger than the balance of
power. In 1875, Prince Milan and other Serbian leaders successfully resisted national pressure
for war because Serbia was too weak. This is clearly demonstrated by their statements claiming
that Serbia was not ready for war and the fact that no war occurred in 1875. As Serbian state-
building and alliance-building bore results, war became a more reasonable option, as
demonstrated by Serbia not declaring war until mid-1876.

This case is organized into six sections. Section 5.2.1 explains how problems associated
with a dectining and disintegrating empire contributed to the outbreak of the insurrections in
Bosnia and Herzegovina. Section 5.2.2 discusses the attitudes of the Great Powers with respect
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to the Balkan crisis. Section 5.2.3 discusses how the crisis increased the pressures for Serbia to
go to war, focusing on the problems of nationalism and domestic turmoil. Section 5.2.4
demonstrates that the balance of power led Serbia to avoid war in 1875. Section 5.2.5 discusses
the changes that occurred in the winter of 1875 and spring of 1876 that led Serbia to go to war.
Section 5.2.6 shows that Serbia optimistically miscalculated its relative power and the likelihood
of Russian support.

5.2.1 The Insurrections in Bosnia and Herzegovina

In 1875, revolts against Ottoman rule took place in the provinces of Bosnia and
Herzegovina. These revolts resulted from two causes: the mistreatment of the citizens of the
provinces and external support. The Ottoman bureaucrats put an undue burden on the territory,
creating dissatisfaction with the Empire. At the same time, Serbian nationalists and Russian pan-
Slavs were organizing the Orthodox Slavs to rebel. Austria also helped to incite the Bosnians by
the support it gave to the Bosnian Catholics.

Bosnia and Herzegovina were multi-ethnic provinces in the East European territories of
the Ottoman Empire located east of Serbia, northeast of Montenegro, and south of Austria-
Hungary, next to Austrian Dalmatia.* (See Map 5-1") Muslims, Crthodox Christians, and
Roman Catholics lived in these two provinces: in 1875, about 40 percent of the 1.2 million
population was Muslim; 42% was Orthodox Christian; and 18% was Catholic.** Despite these
religious differences, the national distinction was not as large. An overwhelming majority of the
population was Slavic. Many of the Muslims in Bosnia and Herzegovina were Christians who
converted to Islam in order to maintain their land and privileges.*” Thus, the Serbs in Serbia
considered the Bosnian Muslims to be ethnic Serbs, and the Croats in the Austro-Hungarian

“Today, Bosnia and Herzegovina are considered one territory, most commonly referred to as "Bosnia.” When the
Ottoman Empire controlled this territory, however, the empire administered it as two territories.

“David MacKenzie, The Serbs and Russian Pan-Slavism, 1875-1878, (thaca, NY: Cornell University Press, 1967),
p. frontispiece.

4], S. Stavrianos, The Balkans since 1453, (Hinsdale, IL: Dryden Press, 1958), pp. 396-7.

“Rcert J. Donia & John V.A. Fine, Jr., Bosnia & Hercegovina: A Tradition Betrayed, (New York: Columbia
University Press, 1994), pp. 37-44.
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Empire considered them to be ethnic Croats.*
In the years preceding the Balkan Crisis of 1875-78, the internal situation in Bosnia and
Herzegovina created dissatisfaction among the provinces' residents. Between 1839 and 1876, the
Porte had been implementing a series of reforms—known as the tanzimat reforms—that upset
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both the Christians and the Muslims in the empire.’' Key leaders in the Ottoman Empire
recognized that the empire was becoming weaker relative to the European states and relative to
the nationalities within the empire. To stop the Empire's decline and, hopefully, restore its
power, these leaders tried to centralize administrative and fiscal power in Constantinople and to

*Donia & Fiise, Jr., Bosnia & Hercegovina, p. 104.

*For an in-depth discussion and analysis of the reforms, see Roderic H. Davison, Reform in the Ottoman Empire,
1856-1876, (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 1963). For a shorter discussion of the reforms and the people
behind them see Stanford J. Shaw & Ezel Dural Shaw, History of the Ottoman Empire and Modern Turkey, volume i1,
(New York: Cambridge University Press, 1977), pp. 55-171. Looking at the influence of the reforms on the Balkans
is Stavrianos, The Balkans since 1453, pp. 381-392.
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create an economic, social, political, and legal order that provided equality between Christians
and Muslims.” Unfortunately, local leaders refused to implement these reforms because they did
not want to reduce their political or economic power.”> Furthermore, many Muslims opposed the
idea of Muslim-Christian equality because they believed it to be sacrilegious.* Thus, these
reforms failed, and their failure had significant consequences. The continued failure of these
reforms caused the Christian population to lose faith in the ability of the Ottoman Empire to
reform itself and to keep its promises. In other words, the Christians did not trust the Porte.

Beth nature and the policies of the Ottoman government magnified their dissatisfaction
with the Ottoman administration. In 1873 and 1874, the two provinces suffered from droughts
and floods, which led to bad harvests and famine.’® During this time of need, the government
failed to help the peasants, leading them to want political change. Ottoman taxes further
exacerbated the problems. In the Empire, expenses had been growing faster than revenues,
leading to excessive borrowing.** The government desperately needed money. In an attempt to
get this money, the Ottoman tax farmers demanded that the people in Bosnia and in Herzegovina
continue to pay the same level of taxes as they had paid prior to the bad harvests. If the peasants
were unable or unwilling to pay, the tax farmers used force to collect.”’ These actions further
increased the dissatisfaction felt by the peasants of Bosnia and Herzegovina towards the Ottoman
government.

These three internal factors created conditions under which rebellion was likely to occur,

Discussing the different rights and attitudes between Muslims and Christians in the Ottoman Empire, see Roderic
H. Davison, "Turkish Attitudes Concerning Christian-Muslim Equality in the Nineteenth Century,” The American
Historical Review, 59 (July 1954), pp. 844-864.

$Discussing the groups who opposed the tanzimat reforms and why is Shaw, History of the Ottoman Empire and
Modern Turkey, pp. 156-158.

“Ibid.

Davison, Reform in the Ottoman Empire, pp. 301-3; and William Miller, The Ottoman Empire and lts Successors,
with an appendix, 1927-1936, (New York: Cambridge University Press, 1936), p. 359.

*Shaw and Shaw, History of the Oitoman Empire and Modern Turkey, pp. 155-6; and Davison, Reform in the
Otioman Empire, p. 304.

$'Stavrianos, The Balkans since 1453, p. 397; and Mihailo D. Stojanovic, The Great Powers and the Balkans 1875-
1878, (New York: Cambridge University Press, 1939), p. 15.
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but they were not the only pressures pushing the Bosnian and Herzegovinan Christians towards
rebellion. In addition, Serbia, Austria, and Russia prodded the Christians in Bosnia and
Herzegovina to rebel by providing them with organization, arms, and the perception of allies.*
Serbian and Russian pan-Slavs disseminated propaganda and helped organize the Christians to
revoit. The Serbian government had been planning to unite all Serbs within a single Slav state.
To help achieve this goal, Serbia organized the Ottoman Slavs so that these people would be
prepared to help Belgrade defeat the Turks.” Unlike Serbian activity, Russia's pan-Slav activity
was not part of its official policy. Instead, Count Ignatiev, Russia's ambassador to
Constantinople, controiled Russian pan-Slav activities in the Balkans. "[Ignatiev] coordinated
the activities of Russian consuls in the Near East and Panslav agitation in Russia and in the
Balkans."® Austria also supported the Bosnian and Herzegovinan Christians. The Austrian
Slavs in Dalmatia provided the Christians in the two provinces with arms and supplies.®’ Then,
in the spring of 1875, Emperor Francis Joseph of Austria made a trip to Dalmatia. During this
trip, he heard the grievances of many Christians from the two provinces, and, in so doing, led
them to believe that Austria would support them against the Turks.®

These factors contributed to the uprisings that occurred in Bosnia and Herzegovina in the
summer of 1875.9 The revolt started in June 1875 when a small number of Christians in the

SSAttributing the crisis to external factors is Shaw and Shaw, History of the Ottoman Empire and Modern Turkey,
pp. 158-160.

**Making the argument that the insurrection was the result of Serbian activities is Stojanovic, The Great Powers and
the Balkans, p. 15. Discussing the origins and eerly execution of this policy is MacKenzie, llija Garasanin. Also useful
on this subject is MacKenzie, The Serbs, pp. 6-8.

“David MacKenzie, Imperial Dreams Harsh Realities: Tsarist Russian Foreign Policy, 1815-1917, (New York:
Harcourt Brace College Publishers, 1994), p. 72.

“'David Harris, 4 Diplomatic Hisiory of the Balkan Crisis of 1875-1878: The First Year, (Stanford, CA: Stanford
University Press, 1936), pp. 67-68.

<2[bid, pp. 32-33.

“Discussing and critiquing the competing explanations for the causes of the insurrection is Richard Millman, Britain
and the Easiern Question 1875-1878, (New York: Oxford University Press, 1979), pp. 13-18.
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Nevesinje district of Herzegovina revolted.** The insurrection quickly spread throughout
Herzegovina. Then, on August 15, the revolt reached northeastern Bosnia. By the end of the
month all the Christians of Bosnia and Herzegovina were rebelling.

The Otioman authorities used two tactics to put down the insurrection. The first tactic
was to promise the Christians that the Porte would institute reforms in the provinces. These
attempts to negotiate failed. The Christians of Bosnia and Herzegovina had heard these promises
before, and each time the promises were broken.®* In addition to the offer of reforms, the Turks
used force to put down the insurgency, which failed for two reasons. First, the Turks feared
Great Power intervention if they responded too aggressively, which led them to limit their
military actions.* Second, given this limited use of force, the Ottoman military had difficulty
defeating the guerilla tactics employed by the insurgents.*” Thus, the insurrection spread
throughout the two provinces, and the Porte provided no evidence that it would be able to defeat
the insurgents any time soon.

5.2.2 The Great Powers and the Balkan Crisis

The Balkan Crisis engaged the interests of several of the Great Powers, most importantly
Austria and Russia. For both political and ethnic reasons, Austria opposed changes to the status
quo. Russia, on the other hand, supported the Slavs. Unfortunately, Russian leaders were
divided about how strong this support ought to be. The remaining Great Powers—Germany,
France, Italy, and Britain—stayed out of the crisis during its early stages. Germany had no
interests at stake in the Balkans, and only wished to maintain peace among its allies, Austria and

Russia. France and Italy, on the other hand, wei« too weak to have any significant influence in

“No author presents a detailed historical discussion of the start of the rebellion in the provinces. 1, therefore, have
had to use pages here and there from several sources, which include William Miller, The Ottoman Empire and its
Successors, pp. 359-362; Millman, Britain and the Eastern Question, p. 13; Shaw and Shaw, History of the Ottoman
Empire and Modern Turkey, pp.158-9; Stojanovic, The Great Powers and the Balkans, pp. 14-15; and B.H. Sumner,
Russia and the Balkans, 1870-1880, (London: Archon Books, 1962), pp. 139-140.

*Harris, 4 Diplomatic History of the Balkan Crisis, pp. 88-93; and Miller, The Gttoman Empire and Its Successors,
pp. 360-361.
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“’Barbara Jelavich and Charles Jelavich, The Establishment of Balkan National States, 1804-1920, (Seattle, WA and
London: University of Washington Press, 1977), p. 144.
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the crisis or its diplomacy. Finally, Britain, who had been the main supporter of the Otioman
Empire, had withdrawn from continental politics after the Crimean War.

Austria’s policy with respect to the Balkan Crisis was to support the maintenance of the
status quo.® In other words, its government believed that the continued existence of the
Ottoman Empire in its present form was the best method to maintain Austria’s security. As long
as the Ottoman Empire maintained control over its territories, Austria would feel secure because
the Turks would be able to keep the Russians out of the Balkans and to keep the Balkan Slavs
down. Austria, however, feared that if Russia tried to resolve the crisis, the status quo could not
be maintained. Russian support for the Slavs would increase St. Petersburg’s influence among
them. Furthermore, any Russian solution would probably involve increased autonomy for Serbia
and Montenegro,” thereby increasing the Slav threat to Austria. Vienna, therefore, opposed any
active intervention in the crisis. Instead, the insurrections should be treated as an internal
Ottoman problem.

Austria also opposed internal changes in the Ottoman Empire. If Bosnia and
Herzegovina gained their autonomy, other Ottoman territories might also demand increased
autonomy or independence.” Since these territories were predominantly populated by Orthodox
Christians, Austria assumed that they would turn to Russia for advice and protection and become
Russian satellites, thereby increasing the Russian threat to Austria.” The same consequences
would occur if the Ottoman Empire collapsed. The East European successor states would
probably ally with Russia, thereby increasing the Russian threat to Austria.”

Austria also opposed the annexation of Bosnia and Herzegovina by Serbia or

*F.R. Bridge, From Sadowa to Sarajevo: The Foreign Policy of Austria-Hungary, 1866-1914, (Boston: Routledge
& Kegan Paul, 1972), pp. 61-2, 67; and G.H. Rupp, 4 Wavering Friendship: Russia and Austria, 1876-1878,
{Philadelphia, PA: Porcupine Press, 1976), p. 85.

“Although Serbia and Montenegro were de jure territories of the Ottoman Empire, by the 1870s they were de facto
independent.

™F.R. Bridge, The Habsburg Empire Among the Great Powers, 1815-1918, (New York: St. Martin's Press, 1990),
p. 114.

"'Bridge, From Sadowa to Sarajevo, pp. 73-4.
"Bridge, From Sadowa to Sarajevo, pp. 62-3; and Harris, A Diplomatic History of the Balkan Crisis, pp. 69-70.
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Montenegro.” Annexation would create a large Slav state on Austria’s border. This “Greater
Serbia” or “Greater Montenegro” would be a natura! magnet for the national aspirations of the
Slavs living in the Habsburg Monarchy. Thus, these Slavs would either demand more political
rights as members of the Habsburg Empire, or they would try to secede from the Empire.
Furthermore, the large Slav state that would be created by the union of Serbia or Montenegro
with Bosnia and Herzegovina would also have nationalist ambitions, wanting to expand to
incorporate the Austrian Slavs.

An alternate policy would be for Austria to annex the rebellious provinces and
incorporate them into the Habsburg Empire. This strategy, however, was problematic. If Austria
annexed these territories, the Empire’s Slav population would considerably increase, which, in
turn, would increase the pressure on the Dual Monarchy to grant the Slavs more political
power.” Both the Hungarians and the Germans in the Empire opposed this policy option.”
Austria’s military leadership, however, supported annexation.” They believed that annexing the
two provinces would help secure Austrian Dalmatia by providing more strategic depth. In
addition, Franz Joseph, the Austrian Emperor, believed that annexation would increase Austria’s
prestige.” In the end, the Austrian government decided that if the status quo could not be
maintained, Austria would annex the two provinces rather than allow them to become
autonomous or to be annexed by Serbia or by Montenegro.™

Russia, like Austria, had ethnic and political interests in the Balkans that required St.
Petersburg to develop a policy to deal with the Balkan Crisis. Ethnically, Russia had ties to the

PHarris, A Diplomatic History of the Balkan Crisis, pp. 30-1.

“Rupp, A Wavering Friendship, p. 33.

Harris, A Diplomatic History of the Balkan Crisis, pp. 67-8; and Rupp, 4 Wavering Friendship, pp. 77, 80-1.
"Bridge, The Habsburg Monarchy, pp. 112-3; and idem, From Sadowa to Sarajevo, pp. 71-2.
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Orthodox Slavs who populated the region. Serbs, Montenegrins, Bulgarians, and the Orthodox
people of the Ottoman Empire looked to Russia and Tsar Alexander II for support and protection.
Politically, the Balkans had strategic value to Russia. The location of the Balkans made them
important for Russia's economic and physical security. In addition, since other Great Powers,
particularly Austria, had interests in the Balkans, there was the danger that the Balkan Crisis
could re-open the Eastern Question. If it did, a European war might occur. Furthermore, St.
Petersburg feared that if it acted unilaterally to resoive the Balkan Crisis, the Great Powers might
form an anti-Russian ccalition as they had during the Crimean War.” Russia’s weakness caused
St. Petersburg to fear these possibilities.

Russia's foreign policy was also constrained by its domestic situation. Following the
Crimean War, St. Petersburg recognized that it needed to reform its economic and political
systems if it were to remain one of the pre-eminent European powers.* Alexander II, therefore,
instituted a series of reforms.*’ Until these reforms were completed, domestic politics would take
precedence over foreign policy. In other words, Russia's internal situation constrained its foreign
policy.*

These issues and concerns caused Russian ieaders to work through the Dreikaiserbund to
resolve the Balkan Crisis.® Until Russia implemented its domestic reforms, St. Petersburg could
not afford to become involved in a costly conflict. Russia, therefore, preferred to maintain the
status quo in order to avoid any complications.* Unfortunately, its ethnic and political interests
forced St. Petersburg to be involved in the crisis. The best way to protect these interests and
limit the dangers of European complications, therefore, was to work with the other great powers

PDietrich Geyer, Russian Imperialism: The Interaction of Domestic and Foreign Policy 1860-1914, p. 68.
%On Russia's internal situation, see Sumner, Russia and the Balkans, pp. 1-18.

*'Discussing these reforms are MacKenzie, Imperial Dreams, pp. 54-57; and Geyer, Russian Imperialism, pp.15-32.
“Sumner, Russia and the Balkans, p. 2.

©The dreikaiserbund, also known as the Three Emperor's League, was an alliance between Austria, Germany, and
Russia, see Langer, European Alliances and Alignments, pp. 18-26.
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to resolve the crisis.”

Even though Tsar Alexander II supported the status quo and wished to work with Austria
and Germany to resolve the crisis, many influential Russians believed that the Balkan Crisis
provided Russia with the opportunity to free the Slavs from Turkish control.* Two of the most
influential of these pan-Slavists were Count Ignatiev and Alexander IIl. Count Ignatiev was the
Russian ambassador to Constantinople.” This office provided him with the opportunity both to
promote the pan-Slav agenda in the Ottoman Empire and to promote pan-Slavism among the
Balkan people.® Alexander IIL, the heir to the Russian throne, also favored a pan-Slav foreign
policy.® The bureaucrats in the Russian Foreign Ministry, therefore, were put in the unenviable
position of trying to satisfy leaders with contradictory goals: the tsar who wanted to work with
the Great Powers and maintain peace, and the slavophile heir who wanted to support the Balkan
Slavs in their quest for independence. As a result, Russia’s foreign policy frequently appeared
ambiguous.

The other three Great Powers—Britain, France, and Germany—did not take clear,
forceful positions during the early stages of the crisis. While London normally supported of the
Ottoman Empire, Britain had withdrawn from European politics after the Crimean War.® Paris,

“Harris, 4 Diplomatic History of the Balkan Crisis, p. 42.
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on the other hand, was t0o weak to take an active interest in the crisis. France had recently lost to
Germany in the Franco-Prussian War, and was still recovering from the humiliating defeat.
Germany, on the other hand, had no direct interests in the Balkans. During the Wars of German
Unification, Berlin had been able to achieve its revisionist goals and now wished to maintain its
security. To achieve this goal, Bismarck, the German Chancellor, believed that Austria and
Russia must remain at peace. His policy, therefore, was to support any plan upon which both
Austria and Russia agreed.

5.2.3 Pressurcs for War: Domestic Politics in Serbia, Serbo-Montenegrin Competition, and
the Balkan Crisis

The Balkan crisis created pressure for Serbia to go to war. Once the provinces revolted,
nationalism grew in Serbia. Both the press and politicians favored a war of Serbian unification
so strongly that Prince Milan feared that he had to chose between war and revolution. In
addition, competition for leadership of the Balkan Slavs and of Serbia increased the pressure on
Milan to go to war.

Serbia had been planning to create a unified Serbian nation-state for decades. In 1844,
Ilija Garasanin developed the Narcertinje—a nationalist plan to liberate all Slavs from Turkish
and Austrian control and to unite them in a greater Serbian state.”’ To help Serbia achieve this
goal, he developed a network of agents in the Slav populated territories of the Ottoman Empire
whose purpose was to prepare the Slavs to revolt against Turkish rule. In addition, these agents
were to convince the Slavs to recognize Serbia as the leader of the nationalisi movement.
Garasanin's plan became the official policy of the Serbian government in 1860 wher Prince
Michael brought him into the government. This policy lasted for only seven years. With the fall
of Garasanin in 1867 and Prince Michael's death shortly thereafter, the Serbian government
turned its attention away from naticnalist expansion and towards domestic issues.*

Serbia's attentions returned to the Serbs of the Ottoman Empire in 1875 when the
uprisings in Bosnia and Herzegovina began. The physical, economic, and political repression
suffered by the Slavs in Bosnia and Herzegovina, which was partly communicated by refugees

*'MacKenzie, Ilija Garasanin, pp. 42-77 and MacKenzie, The Serbs, p. 6.
Petrovitc, A History of Modern Serbia, p. 372.
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who fled from the Turkish provinces, spurred pu'.lic support for the insurgents. Serbian citizens
formed committees to finance the insurrections and to recruit and equip volunteers who went to
Bosnia to support the insurgents. The press also helped to inflame Serb nationalism. Istok, the
most popular and influential newspaper in Serbia, wrote articles calling for the government te
fulfill Serbia's nationalist goals. In late July, Istok reported that

Now is a relatively favorable time to fulfill the national mission...Serbia, the Piedmont of
Serbdom and Southern Slavdom must not abandon to others the leadership in the cause
of national liberation and unification.”

Liberal papers like Istok, however, were not the only ones to make nationalist appeals. In
August, the conservative newspaper, Vidov Don, also advocated a nationalist policy when it
reported that the current crisis provided Serbia with the perfect opportunity to achieve its
nationalist goals and liberate all Serbs from foreign rule.

Public opinion did not go unnoticed by the government. Just after the uprisings in Bosnia
began, the government run by the conservative Danilo Stevanovic encouraged Serbian
nationalism.”® As a group, conservatives generaily opposed nationalist groups and nationalist
policies. Nevertheless, in the current circumstances, Stevanovic's government was swept up in
the nationalist fervor. The government authorized "private recruitment of volunteers, publication
of pro-insurgent appeals in the press, and dispatched Mico Ljubibratic [a native Herzegovinan
who was living in Serbia] to his homeland to lead the insurrection."™

Nationalism continued to increase as indicated by the victory of the Liberal party in the
elections on August 16", Serbian political parties were in the early stages of development in the
1870s. For the most part, they focused on personalities rather than ideologies.” Nonetheless, the
leaders of the Liberal party and the Liberals whe were elected to the Assembly favored an

%Quoted in MacKenzie, The Serbs, p. 33.
[bid, p. 44.
*Ibid, p. 32.
%Ibid, p. 32.

9Gale Stokes, Politics as Development: The Emergence of Political Parties in Nineteenth-Century Serbia, (Durham
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aggressive nationalist foreign policy. They believed that Serbia must expand to remain
independent; otherwise, Serbia would eventually become an Austrian or a Russian puppet.”
They, therefore, wanted to go to war against the Ottoman Empire in order to annex the Empire's
Serb-populated territories. Once elected, the Liberals acted o further their goals by authorizing a
three million ducat loan, which they intended to use to aid the insurgents and to help rearm
Serbia for the impending war of unification.”

Nationalism put pressure on Prince Milan to help the insurgents fight the Turks. The
pressure for war was increased by Milan's fear that he might lose the Serbian throne. Milan was
not a popular leader. While he was intelligent and well-educated, he was willing to give his
personal whims priority over Serbia's interests.'® The lack of public support for him was
demonstrated by the Liberal victory in the August elections. Milan opposed an activist Bosnian
policy, as did most Conservatives. The Conservative leader, Jovan Marinovic, stated his party’s
position when he said "the country is not prepared, the people have no money, and the state has
not the means to conduct war like a Great Power.”'” In the elections, however, Liberals who
supported an activist policy were elected to the Assembly, leading Milan to fear that he would
have to chosse between a Serbo-Turkish war and revolution.'®

Milan's insecurity was increased by the existence of two challengers to his throne. Since
the early 1800s, the Obrenovic dynasty, now represented by Milan, had competed with the
Karageorge dynasty, which helped cause domestic instability.'”® The current Karageorge
candidate for the throne, Peter Karageorge, supported the insurgents. When the Bosnian revolt
began, he traveled to Bosnia to help them. Milan feared that those Serbs who supported an

%Stokes, Politics as Development, p. 103,
MacKenzie, The Serbs, p. 53.

Harris, A Diplomatic History, pp. 99-100, 102.
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activist policy would also support Peter Karageorge.

At the time, a greater threat to Milan's power was Prince Nichoias of Montenegro.'™
Nicholas, like Milan, faced domestic pressure for war. Montenegrins wanted Nicholas to act,
and eventually forced him to support the insurgents. He helped organize the insurgents in
Herzegovina so that the leaders of the insurrection worked together. He also informed them that
he would go to war against the Turks if the insurrections failed.'” The insurgents believed
Nicholas's promise because Montenegro had gone to war against the Turks during the previous
insurrection in 1862.'% Recognizing that he might lose support among the Balkan Slavs, and
even his own people, if they believed that Nicholas was more sympathetic towards the insurgents
than he, Milan informed Count Andrassy that if Montenegro declared war on Turkey, Serbia
would also declare war.'"”’

5.2.4 Why War was Averted in 1875: Serbian Military Preparations, the Lack of Allies,
and Great Power Pressure

Despite these pressures, for war, Serbia was too weak to go to war. First, Serbia was
militarily and diplomatically unprepared to go to war. Serbia’s military was the same one
developed in the 1860s, and nothing had been done to improve its since then. Belgrade also
lacked Balkan allies, who were needed if Serbia was going to be able to defeat the Turks. In
1875 Belgrade was unable to find any Balkan allies who were willing to support its policies.
Finally, Serbia needed the support of the Great Powers—or at least their neutrality. Instead, the
Great Power opposed a war at this time. They wanted to continue to try to resclve the crisis
diplomatically, and informed the Serbs of this desire.

Probably the most important impediment to a Serbo-Turkish in 1875 was Serbia’s
military and diplomatic unpreparedness. Serbia was militarily unprepared for a war with

'“Harris, A Diplomatic History of the Balkan Crisis , p. 102.
1%MacKenzie, The Serbs, pp. 46-7.
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Turkey.'”® The Serbian military was developed in the 1860s by Prince Michael and had not been
improved since his assassination.'® In 1875, the military had few officers, and those few officers
lacked command experience. Also, the Serbian government had made no attempt to supply its
troops, and lacked a transportation system to transport foodstuff and fodder to the front.
Furthermore, the medical corps was totally unprepared; only twenty-nine people served in the
medical corps, and nine of those were assistants. Most importantly, Serbia did not have enough
weapons to arm its forces.

Prince Milan recognized this problem and opposed going to war before Serbia was
prepared. When Milan spoke to the skupstina on September 10th, he told the assembled
members of parliament that he supported the insurgents, but Serbia was not militarily prepared to
go to war.""® Jovan Ristic, the leader of the pro-war Liberal party, also recognized that Serbia
was not prepared to go to war, and probably would not be prepared until December. He once
said that “As a Serb I favor war; but as a minister I am opposed to it.”'"

Not oniy was Serbia miiitarily unprepared for war, but it was also diplomatically
unprepared. Serbia needed allies to overcome its military weakness. During the 1860s, Prince
Michael had negotiated a series of alliances with other Balkan states.''? Following his
assassination, however, the alliances collapsed.'” The regency that ruled Serbia from 1868 until
1871 focused its attention on domestic matters and let these alliances collapse. In addition,
divisions among the Balkan states—between Greece and Serbia, between Serbia and
Montenegro, and between Bulgaria and Serbia—caused the alliances to weaken. As a result,
when the Balkan crisis erupted, Serbia had no Balkan allies to help it fight the Turks.
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Belgrade could have overcome these problems if Serbia had Great Power—particularly
Russian—support. But, Belgrade did not. Of the Great Powers, Austria-Hungary gave Belgrade
the most cause for concern. Belgrade knew that Austria opposed any Serbian gains in the
rebellious provinces, and feared that Austria would attack in the event of a Serbo-Turkish War
erupted.'"* Thus, Serbia needed to gain Austrian neutrality. The best way to achieve this goal
would be to have Russian support. If Russia supported Serbia, Austria would be less likely to
intervene out of fear of Russia. Russian support would also prevent Turkey from committing
atrocities if the Turks invaded Serbia. Turkish forces had committed atrocities against the
insurgents, and might do the same to Serbs if given the opportunity. Russia could intervene to
prevent Turkey from seeking retribution against Serbia. Finally, the Great Powers could provide
Serbia with supplies. As previously stated, the Serbian military lacked weapons and money to
buy these weapons. The Great Powers could help Serbia overcome this problem by shipping
arms to Serbia and providing the Serbian government with loans to pay for these arms.

Russia, however, did not support Serbia’s aggressive aspirations. Tsar Alexander
opposed Serbia’s aspirations because he feared that a Serbo-Turkish war would expand to
include Greece and Montenegro, reopening the Eastern Question and an anti-Russian Austro-
British alliance.'”® At the same time, Russian public opinion did not demand that Russia
intervene to help the insurgents.'*

Russia, therefore, joined Austria in warning Serbia not to attack.'”” Alexander ordered
Kartsov, the Russian consul to Belgrade, to tell Prince Milan that Russia would not support him
if Serbia started a war against Turkey. Specifically, he ordered Kartsov to tell Milan that “[t]he
Guarantor Powers of the Treaty of Paris wili find it impossible to preserve the Principality from

Turkish occupation if the Serbian government resorts to aggressive acts against the Porte.”'"*
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"Ibid, pp. 48-49.

s\MacKenzie, The Serbs, pp. 42, 56-58.

"Harris, A History of the Balkan Crisis, pp. 75-81, 140-154; and Rupp, 4 Wavering Friendship, pp. 90-95.
"Quoted in MacKenzie, The Serbs, p. 59.

159



Even though these warnings were not unambiguous, they still gave Prince Milan the support he
needed to oppose war. While the Great Powers were warning Serbia not to initiate hostilities,
some Russian officials told Prince Milan to continue to prepare Lis military for war.'™® This way,
Serbia would be prepared for war if diplomacy failed. Nevertheless, Austria’s and Russia’s
wamnings gave Milan the confidence to confront his pro-war, Liberal cabinet and the Serbian
assembly on October 4™, which resulted in the cabinet’s resignation and the assembly’s support
of Milan’s policies.'?

5.2.5 The Coming of the Serbo-Turkish War of 1876

During the winter and spring of 1875/76, the situation changed, making war a more
favorable policy for Serbia. The Great Powers tried to resolve the crisis diplomatically, but
divisions among them hindered any successful resolution to the crisis. This diplomacy also
helped hinder Turkey’s attempts to put down the insurgency and provided Serbia with the
opportunity to prepare for war. As Serbian nationalism continued to press for war, the Serbian
government worked to strengthen its military and to build alliances with its Balkan neighbors.
The failure of the Great Power negotiations also provided the pro-Slavs within Russia and the
Russian government with the opportunity to exert their influence. Consequently, Russian foreign
policy became increasingly ambiguous, which allowed the Serbs to interpret it as support for
their war efforts.

The Great Powers made two concerted efforts to achieve a diplomatic solution to the
Balkan crisis: the Andrassy Note and the Berlin Memorandum. The Andrassy Note demanded
that the Ottoman government enact religious and economic reforms. More specifically,
Andrassy, the Austrian foreign minister and the author of the note, proposed that the Porte
abolish tax-farming, eliminate tithes, and permit religious freedom-—all of which helped cause
the current crisis.'”’ He developed this proposal for two reasons.'? First, he did not want Russia

""“Rupp, A Wavering Friendship, p. 82.
"*Harris, A Diplomatic History of the Balkan Crisis, pp. 118-120; and MacKenzie, The Serbs, pp. 59-60.
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to receive credit for resolving the crisis because, if it did, the Balkan people would consider
Russia to be the liberator of the Slavs and would be even further under Russian influence.
Second, he did not want a large Slav state to be created in the Balkans because of the threat it
would represent to the muiti-ethnic Austro-Hungarian Empire. Andrassy believed that the longer
the crisis continued, the greater the likelihood that either or both of these outcomes would occur.
He, therefore, wanted to settle the issue quickly.

On December 30, 1875, Andrassy presented his plan to the powers for their comments
and, hopefully, for their agreement. Germany had already agreed to accept any proposal upon
which Austria and Russia agreed. Russian leaiiers, however, were divided over whether they
should accept this proposal. Count Ignatiev wanted Russia to receive credit for resolving the
crisis, and, therefore, opposed the Andrassy Note. Instead, he favored direct negotiations with
the Porte in Constantinople where he could control the them.'? If these negotiations succeeded,
Russia would receive credit for their success. Tsar Alexander, on the other hand, believed that
this crisis might cause the Ottoman Empire to collapse. If it collapsed, he wanted to make sure
that an anti-Russian coalition, like the Crimean alliance, did not form.'* By supporting the
Andrassy Note and maintaining close ties with the Dreikaiserbund, Alexander believed that he
would be able to prevent this eventuality. British support for the Andrassy Note was also
important and difficult to gain.'” Initially, British leaders hesitated to support Andrassy’s
proposal because they believed that Turkey had already agreed to enact most of the reforms that
Andrassy proposed.'? The Turkish foreign minister, however, asked Britain to support the
note.'?’ If Britain did not support the proposal, he believed that Turkey would be at the mercy of
unfriendly powers. Disraeli, therefore, agreed to support the Andrassy Note.

BStojanovic, The Great Powers and the Balkans, p. 40.

14Stojanovic, The Great Powers and the Balkans, p. 43; and MacKenzie, The Serbs and Russian Panslavism, pp.
69-70.

12%0On Britain and the Andrassy Note, see Millman, Britain and the Eastern Question, pp. 39-57.
126D)iscussing the Turkish reforms is Harris, A Diplomatic History of the Balkan Crisis, pp. 231-239.
177Ibid, p. 53.
161



In spite of unanimous Great Power support for the Andrassy Note, it failed to end the
crisis for several reasons, the two most significant being that the insurgents refused to end the
insurrection and that Turkey did not believe that the Great Powers would enforce the demands
made in the Andrassy Note. The Andrassy Note failed to satisfy the insurgents and end the
insurgency because they did not trust the Turks to implement the promised reforms.'?* In the
past, Constantinople had promised reforms and, each time, failed to fulfill its promises. The
insurgents wanted the Great Powers to guarantee that the reforms would be implemented. Since
they did not receive any guarantees, the insurgents refused to lay down their arms and the
insurrection continued. A second reason for the failure of the Andrassy Note was the Turkish
belief that the Great Powers would not force them to implement the reforms. Austria and Russia
disagreed over how and when the Turks should implement the reforms. Austria wanted the
Turks to pacify the rebellious provinces before they implemented the reforms, while Russia
wanted them to implement the reforms before they pacified the provinces.'”” As long as the
powers disagreed about the order of implementation, the Turks would continue to believe that the
powers would not enforce the agreement.

With the failure of the Andrassy Note, the Dreikaiserbund needed to find another solution
to the crisis, and between May 11" and May 13® Andrassy, Bismarck, and Gorchakov, the
Russian Foreign Minister, met in Berlin to develop a new proposal. Initially, Gorchakov
proposed that an international commission supported by a foreign military occupation of the two
provinces be used to force Turkey to resolve the crisis.' Andrassy found this proposal to be
unacceptable and countered with his own proposal—the Berlin Memorandum—which called for
a two month armistice during which time the Ottoman Empire would execute a series of reforms.
At the same time, the Turks and the insurgents would negotiate an agreement to end the
insurrection."”' Gorchakov accepted this proposal as long as a statement was added to the end of

"Stojanovic, The Great Powers and the Balkans, pp. 51-53.
"*Harris, A Diplomatic History of the Balkan Crisis, pp. 257-259.
"**Harris, A Diplomatic History of the Balkan Crisis, p. 295.

"'For a more detailed discussion of the Berlin Memorandum, see ibid, pp. 296-298; and Langer, European Ailiances
and Alignment, pp. 81-82. '
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the Memorandum that threatened Great Power intervention if the armistice did not lead to the
resolution of the crisis. Specifically, the statement said

If, however, the armistice expires without the effort of the powers successfully attaining
the object they have in view, the three imperial courts are of the opinion that it would be
necessary to add to their diplomatic action the sanction of an understanding, with a view
to effective measures which would seem to demand in the interest of general peace, in
order to arrest the prevailing evil and prevent its development.'*?

On May 13™, Andrassy, Bismarck, and Gorchakov informed the British, French, and
Italian ambassadors of the results of their meeting and asked them to inform their governments of
the results.'® They also told the ambassadors that they would like a response by May 15, the
day Gorchakov would be leaving Berlin. Italy and France quickly agreed to support the Berlin
Memorandum because they were too weak to do otherwise.'* Britain, on the other hand, refused

to support the memorandum for several reasons."*

Many within the British government believed
that Britain was being treated as a third rate power."*® The three eastern powers developed the
Berlin Memorandum without any input from London, and then demanded that London comment
on the proposal within two days, which led Disraeli to express his anger when he said

We have nothing to reply to the Berlin proposition...since England has been treated as if
we were Montenegro or Bosnia...Prince Gorchakov and Count Andrassy have informed
us that they will remain in Berlin until Monday and that they give us twenty-four hours
to formulate England’s reply.'*’

Disraeli was not the only British leader angered by this behavior. Lord Camarvon, a member of
the cabinet, was also incensed by the eastern powers, which he expressed when he wrote “[w]ith

most of us there was, I think, a desire to resist what we considered insolent dictation....”"** In

32Quoted in Harris, 4 Diplomatic History of the Balkan Crisis, p. 298.
bid, p. 299.
fbid, pp. 301-303.

Discussing Britain’s attitude towards the Berlin Memorandum are ibid, pp. 305-311; and Millmar, Britain and
the Easterr Question, pp. 87-101. ‘

3%Millman, Britain and the Eastern Question, pp. 93-94.
%Quoted in Harris, 4 Diplomatic History of the Balkan Crisis, pp. 305-306.
331bid, p. 308.
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addition to their anger over how the Three Emperor’s League was treating Britain, British leaders
had more substantive criticisms of the Berlin Memorandum.'”® They believed that the armistice
favored the insurgents. More importantly, the last paragraph of the memorandum would limit the
effectiveness of the negotiations. This paragraph suggested that the eastern powers would
intervene if the negotiations between the Turks and the insurgents failed, thereby reducing the
incentive for the insurgents to negotiate in good faith. They would expect the Great Powers to
intervene if Turkey did not meet their demands. London expressed both its displeasure over how
it was being treated and its belief that the proposals would fail when London informed the
eastern powers that Britain would not support the Berlin Memorandum. Derby responded to the
powers,

...None of these proposals had previously been discussed with Her Majesty’s
Government, or, so far as they are aware, with the other Powers’ signatories [sic] of the
Treaty of Paris; and the inconvenience has consequently arisen again, as in the case of
Count Andrassy’s note of a set of Articles being submitted for acceptance of Great
Britain without any opportunity having been afforded for a preliminary consideration of
their details by Her Majesty’s government, or for the possible objections of Her
Majesties Government to be considered by the three Governments concerned.

Her Majesty’s government attach little importance to forms in matters of this kind,
and would readily have accepted the present proposals had they appeared to them to
afford a feasible plan for pacification of the insurgent districts; but they cannot accept,
for the sake of the mere appearance of concert, a scheme in the preparation of which they
have not been consuited and which they do not believe to effect the object with which
they are informed it has been framed.'*

While Derby was informing the other Powers of Britain’s position, London also informed
the Porte."*! By so doing, London strengthened Turkey’s willingness to oppose the Berlin
Memorandum. Turkey believed that without British support for the memorandum the divisions
among the other Great Powers would prevent them from taking any serious action to enforce
their demands. '

Despite Britain’s lack of support, the remaining five powers decided to present the Berlin

"**The substantive criticisms are discussed by Harris, ibid, p. 306.
'Quoted in ibid, p. 310.
“bid, p. 311.
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Memorandum to the Porte on May 30", but events in Constantinople altered their plans.'? In the
spring of 1876, Muslim anger against the Ottoman government, particularly the Sultan, was
rising. Muslims were demanding a new government and a new constitution.'* On May 29*, this
dissatisfaction led to action when Sultan Abdul Aziz was deposed and replaced with his heir,
Murad V, who promptly promised a new constitution. Constantinople was promising, on its own
initiative, to institute reforms. At the same time, there were rumors that the Turks were going to
declare an armistice, which was the centerpiece of the Berlin Memorandum. The domestic
turmoil in Constantinople and the changes associated with it convinced the five powers to wait
and see what would happen in Turkey before they presented their demands.'*

Not only did Great Power diplomacy fail to resoive the crisis, it also helped prevent the
Turks from resolving it.'"** Great Power attention caused Turkey to limit the vigor with which it
responded to the insurgency. Constantinople feared that if Turkey responded with too much
force, the Great Powers might set aside their differences and unite to coerce the Turks to resolve
the dispute. A forceful response, however, was not a guarantee for success. Even if the Turks
had used all the means at their disposal they may not have defeated the insurgents; but, they
could not defeat them as long as fear of Great Power intervention restrained them.

Great Power diplomacy also provided Serbian nationalism with time to grow and to drive
Serbia towards war. Serbian newspapers favored war for nationalist reasons. In April, the
Conservative newspaper Vidov Dan claimed that “[t]o fulfill our patriotic duty we would be
ready to sacrifice everything.”'* The Liberal newspaper Zastava also supported war when it
wrote “[i]f Serbia does not utilize the present opportunity to achieve her mission in the Balkans,

12[bid, p. 324.

*Discussing the domestic turmoil in Constantinople are, Davison, Reform in the Ottoman Empire, pp. 311-357; and
Harris, A Diplomatic History of the Balkan Crisis, pp. 325-335.

4Even after the coup, Gorchakov wanted to present the proposal to the Turks. He had heard that the Turks were
planning to propose an armistice and knew that once they proposed it, the Berlin Memorandum would be a moot issue.
Harris, A Diplomatic History of the Balkan Crisis, pp. 339-342.

“SStojanovic, The Great Powers and the Balkans, p. 79

14Quoted in MacKenzie, The Serbs and Russian Panslavism, p. 78.
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she will have lost her future forever.”'*” Finally, Istok favored war to achieve nationalist goals
even more clearly when it stated “only an aggrandized, powerful Serbia will possess the
requirements for independent life. What we want is the unification and liberation of the Serbian
people in Turkey into a single national state.”'** The newspapers were not the only forces
advocating nationalism. Both the public and political leaders wanted war. In late March, a
socialist protest quickly became a call for war, increasing Prince Milan’s fear that he must chose
between war and revolution.'® Finally, when seeking Russian support, Serbia explained its
desires by saying that “[w]e only wish to liberate the Serbian areas from Turkey.”"*

During the winter and spring of 1876 Serbia also prepared militarily and diplomatically
for war. Belgrade based its military doctrine on the expectation that it could achieve its goals by
combining military actions with peasant uprisings.'”’ As I have already said, the Serbian military
was in poor shape and needed significant improvements before going to war. During the winter
and spring of 1875/76, Serbia implemented military reforms in order to be better prepared for
war. By February 1876,

Militiamen of the first and second classes were ordered to hold themselves ready; reserve
lists of able-bodied men were made up; new commissions were granted; a staff was
being prepared; horses, weapons, and uniforms were being bought.'*?

Even after these preparations, Serbia’s military was not prepared for war, so on March 12*,
Milan and the assembly agreed to increase military preparations.'

While Serbia was preparing its military for war, it was also supporting the Slavic peasants
in the Ottoman Empire. The Balkan Slavs were important for Serbia’s military preparation
because

“bid.

"bid, pp. 78-79, emphasis in the original.

"“Harris, A Diplomatic History of the Balkan Crisis, pp. 383-384.
'“MacKenzie, The Serbs and Russian Panslavism, p. 81.

¥'Stokes, “Serbian Militery Doctrine and the Crisis of 1875-1878,” p. 261.
'’Harris, A Diplomatic History of the Balkan Crisis, p. 378.
'"MacKenzie, The Serbs and Russian Panslavism, p. 81.
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Serbia counted most on the participation of her oppressed Slav brethren with whose help
she hoped to achieve some successes on the battlefield, then through the diplomatic
mediation of the tsarist government obtain confirmation of these results.'*

Belgrade, therefore, sent money, weapons, and ammuniticn to the insurgents in Bosnia and
Herzegovina.'”® Belgrade also provided Bulgarian nationalists with arms and money.'* By
supporting the insurgents and the Bulgarian nationalists, Serbia expected to have their active
suppori when war came. The rebels in Bosnia and Herzegovina would continue to fight against
the Turks, and the Bulgarians would rebel when the Serbo-Turkish War began.

In addition to developing tics with the Slav peasants, Belgrade sought to renew its
alliances with the Balkan states, particularly Greece, Romaniz, and Montenegro.'*’
Unfortunately for Serbia, both Greece and Romania refused to support the war effort. Although
the Greeks claimed that they were unprepared for war, which was true, they also had grievances
against the Balkan Slavs and Serbia.'*® Athens believed that the Balkan Slavs, along with Russia,
posed a threat to Greek interests in the Ottoman Empire.' As for Serbia, the Greeks had not
forgiven Belgrade for its failure to support Greece in the 1860s.'® Bucharest refused to ally with

Serbia in 1876 because Romania was militarily unprepared. In addition, Romanians believed

'%4jovan Ristic quoted in MacKenzie, The Serbs, p. 102.

155Stojanovic, The Great Powers and the Balkans, p. 79.

*Ibid, pp. 56-57.

1570On the Serbian attempts to renew its alliances, see Stavrianos, Balkan Federation, pp. 108-113.

*Ibid, pp. 108-109, pp. 112-113. For a more complete discussion of the Greek situation, see Dakin, The Unification
of Greece, pp. 121-132.

'9In 1870, Russia had supported Bulgaria’s desires for a separate Bulgarian national church, known &s an exarchate.
Creating a Bulgarian exarchate would separate the Bulgarians from the Orthodox Church in the Ottoman Empire that
was controlled by the Greeks, creating a threaten to Greece. Interestingly, the threat was political not religious. Since
churches were a strong influence in the creation and spread of nationalism in the Balkans, the creation of a Bulgarian
church would lead to the growth of Bulgarian nationalism. Any place where Greeks and Bulgarians lived could now
become regions of nationalist competition between Greeks and Bulgarians. This problem was greatly exacerbated when
the Porte agreed to allow the Bulgarian exarchate in many regions outside of Bulgaria proper. On the creation of the
Bulgarian exarchate and the Greco-Bulgarian problems that resulted from it, see Stavriarios, The Balkans Since 1453,
pp- 371-375.

191 the 1860s, Greece helped incite rebellions in Creiz, Epirus, and Thessaly—all territories of the Ottoman Empire.
Athens hoped and expected its Serbian ally to join the Greeks in a war against the Turks, but the Serbs did not.
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that they were a different nationality than the Slavs and should not get involved in Slav
struggles.'®!

_ The alliance with Montenegro was significantly more complicated to negotiate. Between
August 1875 and April 1876, Serbia tried to negotiate an alliance with Montenegro, but failed.
Russia opposed a war against Turkey and pressured Montenegro to avoid an alliance with Serbia.
If Montenegro acted contrary to Russia’s wishes and agreed to an alliance, Russia would cut off
aid to the Montenegrins. This threat had the desired effect. Prince Nicholas of Montenegro told
the Serbian representative that, “[w]e are preparing for war, but I do not believe it will come to
that. We cannot do so against Russia’s will.”'*? Russia’s threat was not the only obstacle to a
Serbo-Montenegrin alliance. They also had difficulty because both states were competing for
leadership of the Balkan Slavs. Each leader worried that the other would somehow use the
alliance and the war to increase its prestige and influence with the Balkan Slavs.'®® Finally,
Cetinje believed that Montenegre would be able to achieve some of its goals without going to
war. Turkey did not fear a war with Serbia, but feared one with Montenegro. The Porte,
therefore, sought to buy Montenegro’s neutrality by offering to settle outstanding issues once it
resolved the Balkan Crisis. Even though the offer was tempting, Nicholas rejected Turkey’s
offer because he could not trust the Turks to fulfill their obligations once the Balkan Crisis was
resolved.'®

Britain’s rejection of the Berlin Memorandum led Nicholas to change his mind and ally
with Serbia.'”® Without British diplomatic support, the crisis was likely to continue and public
pressure for war would increase, which increased his willingness to negotiate an agreement with
Serbia. On June 16", the two countries signed an agreement in which they agreed to g0 to war
within ten days of the treaty’s ratification. In addition, they agreed to divide Bosnia and

1K eith Hitchins, Rumania: 1866-1947, (New York: Oxford University Press, 1994), pp. 37-38.
'MacKenzie, The Serbs and Russian Panslavism, p. 19.

'MacKenzie, The Serbs and Russian Panslavism, pp. 380-381.

'“Harris, A Diplomatic History of the Balkan Crisis, pp. 402-406.

'“MacKenzie, The Serbs and Russian Panslavism, p. 89.
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Herzegovina between them; if they won the war, Serbia would receive Bosnia and Montenegro
would receive Herzegovina.

Still, Serbia would not go to war without Russian support, and in the summer of 1876
Belgrade believed that Russia’s attitude towards a Serbo-Turkish War had changed. Prior to the
spring of 1876, Russia helped deter Serbia from going to war by withhelding its support. In the
spring and summer of 1876, Russia’s attitude towards a Serbian war began to change. Official
Russian policy continued to oppose war, while unofficial Russian support for Serbia increased.'®
Russian army officers traveled to Serbia to help organize and train the Serbian army. In addition,
Russia provided Serbia with weapons and ammunition. To the Serbs, this was strong evidence of
Russian support, but the strongest evidence came in April 1876 when General Cherniaev, a

167 Chemiaev’s

Russian war hero and leader in the pan-Slav movement, arrived in Serbia.
presence alone led many Serbs to believe that Russia supported Serbia’s ambitions, and he did
nothing to dissuade them of this belief. Instead of telling them that he was there on his own
initiative, he talked as if he had the support of Russia and its government.'® The Russian consul
in Belgrade, Kartsov, stated Cherniaev’s effect on Serbia when he wrote

I dare not pass in silence...the disastrous effect this incident [Cherniaev’s arrival in
Serbia] is producing in the already thin ranks of the partisans. It threatens to entail
consequences of greatest gravity by establishing in the minds of the naive Serbian people
the erroneous conviction that the moment for action has at last arrived since Russia
herself has sent one of her generals to lead them to the field of battle.'*’

Further evidence of Cherniaev’s effect on Serbia was that the week after his arrival, Milan
formed a new, pro-war cabinet led by Ristic and the liberals.'”

Russia could iiave dissuaded Serbia from the belief that Belgrade had Russian support if
St. Petersburg had clearly and definitively told Serbia that Russia opposed war. Unfortunately,

'Rupp, A Wavering Friendship, p. 125.

¥7David MacKenzie, The Lion of Tashkent: The Career of General M. G. Cherniaev, (Athens, GA: University of
Georgia Press, 1974).

“*MacKenzie, The Lion of Tashkent, p. 127.
1%Quoted on Harris, 4 Diplomatic History of the Balkan Crisis, p. 394.
""MacKenzie, The Serbs and Russian Panslavism, p. 87.
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Russia’s advice was ambiguous.'”’ One moment Kartsov would tell Prince Milan that Russia
opposed war, and the next moment he would tell the Prince to prepare for war.!” Russia also
demonstrated the ambiguity of its position in March when Prince Milan explicitly asked whether
Russia supported Austria’s opposition to a Serbo-Turkish War. Instead of expressing its opinion,
St. Petersburg did not respond to Milan’s query.'” By failing to clearly state its position, Russia
allowed Milan to interpret Russian actions any way he wanted, and he chose to believe that
Russia supported Serbia’s nationalist aspirations.

Russia’s schizophrenic behavior was not caused by Kartsov but by divisions between
slavophiles and Europeanists within Russia. When he communicated Russia’s advice to the
Serbian government, he was only relaying orders from Russian leaders. For example, in January
1876, Giers wrote to Kartsov and told him that both Alexander I and Gorchakov wanted peace,
but that Serbia should prepare for war.'™ In April, Gorchakov explicitly recognized the divisions
within the Russian government when he conveyed the tsar’s orders that Kartsov sever all contact
with Cherniaev. Nonetheless, he also told Kartsov, “[d]espite all this, do not forget that although
the tsar is opposed to war, his son, the heir to the throne, stands at the head of the [Slav]
movement.”'”*

The final factor that led Serbia to declare war on Turkey was the instability within the
Ottoman Empire. At the end of May, reformists within the Ottoman Empire deposed the Sultan.
Then, in June, Bulgaria revolted against Turkish rule. These events convinced Serbian leaders
that the Ottoman Empire was too weak to defeat the Serbian military.'” If the Ottomans were
unable to maintain order within their empire, they would be unable to defeat a military attack. In

""MacKenzie, The Serbs and Russian Panslavism, pp. 92-99 and Sumner, Russia and the Balkans, pp. 177-188.
"Ibid, p. 118 and Sumner, Russia and the Balkans, p. 180.

""Harris, A Diplomatic History of the Balkan Crisis, pp. 385-387 and MacKenzie, The Serds and Russian
Pansiavism, pp. 81-83.

"“Rupp, A Wavering Friendship, p. 118.
"“Quoted in MacKenzie, The Serbs and Russian Panslavism, p. 93.
"Stojanovic, The Great Powers and the Balkans, pp. 73-74.

170



addition, the Bulgarian insurrection convinced the Serbs that the Bulgarian peasants would
actively support the Serbian war efforts.
5.2.6 Serbia’s Miscalculations

When Serbia attacked Turkey, the Serbs expected to defeat the Turks for two reasons.
First, they expected the Slav peasants in the Ottoman Empire—particularly in Bulgaria—to
revolt against Ottoman rule and support the Serbian war effort. Second, they expected Russia to
provide financial, diplomatic and military support. Unfortunately for Serbia, they overestimated
the level of support they would receive both from the Slav peasants of the Ottoman Empire and
from Russia. If Serbia had not made these miscalculations, Belgrade might have avoided a war
against the Turks.

Serbia based its military doctrine on a combination of Serbian military action and Balkan
uprisings leading to victory. Thus, during the Serbo-Turkish War of 1876, Serbia expected the
Bulgarian peasants to revolt and help defeat the Ottoman forces. This expectation led Belgrade
to undertake two tasks. First, Serbia helped arm the Bulgarian peasants and nationalists so that
they could help fight the Turks. Second, the main Serbian military offensive focused in Bulgaria
instead of Bosnia.'”

Unfortunately for the Serbs, the war taught them that they had greatly overestimated
Bulgarian support. Only 3,000 Bulgarians fought for Serbia during the war, and no peasant
uprising took place.'™ In fact, some Bulgarians gave the weapons they had received from Serbia
to Ottoman officials. The failure of the Bulgarians to support the Serbian war effort was
obviously unexpected. Serbia’s Minister of War expressed this opinion when he said that “It is
especially disconcerting to our troops that there is no uprising in Bulgaria.” ® Jovan Ristic also
expressed Serbia’s surprise at this failure when he said

Serbia counted most on the participation of her oppressed Slav brethren with whose help
she hoped to achieve some successes on the battlefield, then through diplomatic
mediation of the tsarist Russian government obtain confirmation of these results. But the
participation of the Christians, particularly of the Bulgarians, failed in a manner which

MStokes, “Serbian Military Doctrine and the Crisis of 1875-1878", p. 269.
MStokes, Politics as Development, pp. 113-114.
1™Quoted in Stokes, Politics as Development, p. 114.
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amazed everyone.'®

Serbia also overestimated the support it would receive from Russia.'*' Belgrade expectad
Russia to provide weapons, money, and, eventually, a great power ally to help fight against the
Turks. Alexander, however, was upset that Serbia declared war against his advice and refused to
previde official aid to the Serbs. Nonetheless, Russia supported Serbia in other ways. For
example, St. Petersburg convinced the other Great Powers not to intervene in the war. Since
many Russian pan-Slav believed that Serbia would win a local war, they expected this support to
be sufficient to ensure a Serbian victory.'® Russians aiso provided limited, unofficial aid in the
form of money and officers. Unfortunately, both of these were previded in limited supply.
Instead of the 3.75 million rubles in financial aid that was expected, Serbia only received 1
million rubles,'® most of which went to support the Russian volunteers who joined the Serbian
war effort.'"® Not only were these volunteers expensive, but they were few and often ihept. By
the end of the war, only 2,700 Russian volunteers arrived in Serbia, most of whom arrived after

185

Serbia had asked Turkey for an armistice.'® Those volunteers who arrived in time to participate

in the war were relatively inept and developed a condescending attitude towards the Serbian
military.

After suffering great hardships, the Serbs had to sue for peace. Out of a population of 1.3
million, Serbia suffered 15,000 casualties and 200,000 homeless.'*® Furthermore, Serbia had
borne almost the entire economic costs of the war. In the end, the Great Powers negotiated an

armistice, thereby saving Serbia from being totally overrun by Ottoman forces.'*’

"®Quoted in MacKenzie, The Serbs, p. 102. Emphasis in original.

"*ISee MacKenzie, The Serbs, pp. 105-120; and Stojanovic, The Great Powers ard the Balkans, pp. 91-93.
"2MacKenzie, The Serbs, pp. 109-111.

'¥Stojanovic, The Great Powers and the Baikans, p. 93.

"MacKenzie, The Serbs, pp. 120-121.

'%Stojanovic, The Great Powers and the Balkans, pp. 92-93.

"%petrovich, A4 History of Serbia, p. 389.

WStojanovic, The Great Powers and the Balkans, pp. 89-91.
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5.3 THE RUSSO-TURKISH WAR OF 1877-78

Events in the Balkans in the mid-1870s, which, as previously discussed, partly resuited from
the decline and disintegration of the Ottoman Empire, put St. Petersburg in a very difficult position.
The defeats and sufferings inflicted on its co-religionists were a threat both to Russia’s prestige and
to Russia’s interests. Initially, because of its weakness and lack of preparation, Russia tried to
resolve the problem diplomatically by bringing the Great Powers together at Constantinople to force
Turkey to accede to their terms. This attempt at diplomacy failed when the Great Powers were
unable to present the Porte with a united front. In particular, divisions within the British government
gave the Turks hope that Britain would prevent the Great Powers from imposing its terms on the
Empire. The diplomatic failure forced Russia to try to achieve its goals by other means. Before St.
Petersburg could act, it needed to prevent the other Great Powers from intervening as they had done
during the Crimean War. St. Petersburg, therefore, negotiated an agreement with Austria to obtain
Austrian neutrality in the event of a Russo-Turkish War. Finally, in April 1877, Russia was prepared
for war. Austria had agreed to remain neutral, and Russiarn leaders believed that their forces would
quickly and decisively defeat the Turks. Unfortunately for Russia, they had miscalculated. After
some initial successes, Turkish forces slowed the Russian advance. To help renew its advance,
Russia asked the Balkan states to enter the fray. Finally, in January 1878, Russia achieved victory
with the help of its Romanian ally.
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The Russo-Turkish War provides evidence to support the power arguments of this
dissertation.'** (See Table 5-1 for a more complete discussion of the relationship between the case
and the argument’s predictions.) Russia feared the Great Powers might unite against it in a repeat
of Crimean alliance. To forestall this outcome, St. Petersburg negotiated an agreement with Austria
that provided for Austria’s neutrality. Once this agresment was reached, St. Petersburg believed that
the balance of power wouid favor Russia. The importance of this agreement is clearly demonstrated
by Russia’s worries about united Great Power opposition, by the excessively generous terms St.
Petersburg gave Vienna in exchange for Austrian neutrality, and by the timing of the war, which
occurred after the agreement was reached. Russia’s expectations of a quick, cheap victory over
Turkey was demonstrated by Russia’s rejection of all support from the Balkan allies. If St.
Petersburg thought that the balance of power was even, Russia would have accepted their support.

The evidence also makes it clear that Russia optimistically miscalculated. Despite its initial
successes, the Russian military was unexpectedly stopped at the Ottoman fortress of Plevna.
Demonstrating tha: this outcome was a surprise was St. Petersburg’s change in attitude towards the
Balkan states. Onuce its forces were stopped, Russia asiced the Balkan states to enter the war.
Unfortunately, the evidence fails to explain why Russia miscalculated, Obviously, Russian leaders
underestimated the strength of the Turkish military, as this dissertation would predict. But, the
evidence does not support any explanation for this miscalculation. It could have resulted from
variables associated with the disintegration of the Ottoman Empire, or it could have resulted from
something enderic to Russia and totally unrelated to the empire’s disintegration.

This case i;; organized in five parts. Section 5 3.1 explains how the recent events associated
with the decline and disintegration of the Ottoman Empire threatened Russia’s interests. Section
5.3.2 discusses the diplomatic attempts to resolve the problem and explains how both divisions
among and within the Great Powers, namely Britain, and domestic instability in Turkey contributed
to the fu*lure of dinlomacy. Section 5.3.3 discusses Russia’s negotiations with Austria and =xplains

how Russia gained Austria’s neutrality. Section 5.3.4 explains why Russia nceded a Romanian

"**The Russo-Turkish case provides the weakest support for this dissertation’s argument. Like the Balkans in the
1860s, the Russo-Turkish War has been studied very little, limiting the information available with which to draw
lessons. In addition, most literature related to this case actually addresses the war and not the issues leading up to the
war.
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alliance and why, despite problems, Romania agreed to it. The final section, 5.3.5, discusses the
Russo-Turkish war in order to demonstrate that Russia optimistically miscalculated its relative
power.
5.3.1 Russian Interests in the Balkans

Events in the Balkans created pressure for Russia to intervene. As has already been stated,
the insurrections in Bosnia and Herzegovina pitted the Christians in these two provinces against
Muslim, Turkish authorities. Then, in May 1876, Bulgarians revolted against Turkish rule, leading
the Muslims in the region to violently squash the Bulgarian revoit. In quashing the rebellion,
Turkish atrocities against the Bulgarians inflamed European opinion against the Turks. Finally, the
Serbo-Turkish War of 1876 led to the defeat of the Serbian army and the occupation of Serbian
territory by Ottoman forces.

These events put pressure on the Russian government ¢o respond against the Turks. Pan-
Slavs within Russia wanied to free the Balkan Slavs from Turkish control and, in the process, create
Russian satellite states. To accomplish these goals, many Russians sent money to the Serbs to help
them prosecute the Serbo-Turkish War. In addition, thousands of Russians traveled to Serbia to help
fight against the Turks and free Serbia. While the Russian government did not officially intervene
to support the Serbs, many pan-Slavs expected Russia to aid Serbia. When Serbia started to suffer
serious reverses they more strenuously demanded that the Tsar intervene.'” Finally, in late 1876,
pan-Slav pressure forced Russia to intervene. Tsar Alexander Il demanded that Turkey agree to an
armistice with Serbia, or Russia would militarily intervene in support of the Serbs.'*

The Russian government also felt pressured to intervene in order to defend its prestige. As
the largest Slav and Orthodox state in Europe, Russia was considered to be the protector of the
Orthodox Slavs both by the Balkan Christians and by the European Great Powers. Any reverses

%S cholars disagree as to how great an influence pan-Slavism was on Alexander Ii’s decisions. Sumner, Russia and
the Balkans, p. 203 correcily says that the Russian government was strong enough to resist the domestic Slav pressure
for war. Public opinion, however, was not the only source of pan-Slav pressure. Key members of the government, such
as Count Ignatiev and Grand Duke Nicholas, also favored Russian interventicn to support the Balkan Slavs, and their
positions provided them with access to the Tsar, ibid, pp. 274-275.

%Stavrianos, The Balkans Since 1453, p. 406.
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suffered by the Balkan Christians reflected unfavorably on Russia.'”! The Christians in the Balkans
might then turn away from Russia and seek the support of some other Great Power, probably
Austria-Hungary. The Bulgarian atrocities and Serbia’s defeat reduced Russia’s prestige with the
Balkan people, which could become permanent if Russia did not act in support of its Balkan allies.

Russian prestige was further engaged in the Balkans by the support Russians provided to the
Slavs during the Serbo-Turkish War.'” Since some Russians fought with the Serbs against the Turks
and others supported the Slavs with money, Russian prestige was clearly engaged. If the Serbo-
Turkish War ended without reducing the Turkish burden on the Balkans, it would appear to some
that the Ottoman Empire had defeated Russia.

St. Petersburg, therefore, needed to resolve the crisis in order to defend its interests and
prestige. A satisfactory resolution to the crisis required that the security of the Balkan Christians be
guaranteed, not with vague promises, but with substantive actions. Lord Augustus Loftus of Britain
stated it clearly after meeting with the Tsar when he said “[a]ll he [the Tsar] required was the
amelioration of the position of the Christians, but not resting on Turkish promises, but on real
efficient guarantees.”'> War, however, was not the only solution to Russia’s problem. In fact,
Russia preferred to avoid war.

5.3.2 Russian Diplomacy and Its Failure

By November 1876, the pressure for war was receding. In October, Russia had issued an
ultimatum to Turkey, demanding that the Turks agree to an armistice with Serbia. If Constantinople
rejected the armistice, Russia would sever diplomatic relations with Turkey—a prelude to war.
Turkey promptly agreed to the Russian demand. By forcing an armistice, St. Petersburg provided
the south Slavs with some level of security, thereby reducing pan-Slav demands for immediate
intervention.'™

At this time, St. Petersburg wished to avoid war because Russia was neither economically

¥iStojanovic, The Great Powers and the Balkans, p. 145.

'”MacKenzie, Serbs and Russian Pan-Slavism, pp. 123-126.

''Quoted in R.W. Seton-Watson, Disraeli, Gladstone and the Eastern Question, p. 100.
*Rupp, Wavering Friendship, pp. 260-1.
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ror diplomatically prepared for war. Since the Crimean War, Russia had been economically weak
and had spent the previous twenty years trying to recover.'” This recovery, however, was tenuous,
and Mikhail Reutern, the Russian finance minister, believed that war would ruinit.'*® Consequently,
he advised Alexander to avoid war at this time.

Diplomatically, St. Petersburg was also unprepared. The Crimean War had demonstrated that
Russia could not act against the combined interests of the Great Powers. Even though the Great
Powers did not support Turkey as strongly as they had in the 1850s, they still had interests within
the Ottoman sphere of influence that a Russo-Turkish war would endanger. Vienna feared that war
would increase Russian and Slav influence in the Western Balkans. If this occurred, Austria would
be encircled by Russia and Russia’s allies. Furthermore, the growth of Slav influence in the Balkans
or the creation of a large Slav state would create a magnet for the Slavs who lived in the Austro-
Hungarian Empire and wanted either more political power or their freedom. Germany, on the other
hand, had no direct interests in the Balkans. Berlin only wished to maintain its current status. To
maintain Germany’s security, Berlin needed a strong Austrian ally. This meant that Germany did
not oppose a Russo-Turkish war, but, at the same time, could not support Russia against Austria if
Austria decided to intervene to protect its interests. Bismarck expiessed this opinion when he wrote
“a war between Russia and Austria is for us and our future an extraordinarily difficult and dangerous
dilemma: and we cannot be expected to make it easier so long as it is not absolutely inevitable.”
He, therefore, advised Russia to reach an agreement with Austria before declaring war. Finally, St.
Petersburg had to confront London’s concerns. While the atrqcitics in Bulgaria had reduced
London’s support for Constantinople, Britain still had interests in the Ottoman Empire that London
needed to defend. In particular, London could not allow Russia to control Constantinople or Egypt.
Since a Russian attack against Turkey might threaten these interests, St. Petersburg could not
discount the possibility that Britain would oppose Russia."”’

Still, Russia needed to act. St. Petersburg could not allow the situation in the Balkans to

[id, p. 239.
1%Sumner, Russia and the Balkans, pp. 218-223, 230-231.

Discussing Britain’s domestic situation and interests in the Near East is Seton-Watson, Disraeli, Gladsione, and
the Eastern Question.

179



remain as it was. If St. Petersburg continued to wait for Turkey to change its behavior or for the
other Great Powers to act, Russia would lose face with the Balkan Christians. In November 1876,
Russia had put its prestige further on the line when it mobilized four army corps.” By mobilizing
these troops, Russia was announcing to the Great Powers, to the Turks, and to the Balkan Christians,
that its interests were threatened by Turkish actions. If Russia demobilized its troops without
Constantinopie changing its behavior, Russian prestige would suffer a serious blow.

Mobilizing its troops also made time an important factor. Mobilizing and maintaining four
army corps was expensive. In Russia’s current financial situation, it could not keep these troops
mobilized indefinitely. But, if Russia demobilized these troops without reaching a satisfactory
resolution to the crisis, St. Petersburg would lose prestige. This situation presented Russia with two
options, either quickly resolve the crisis diplomatically or negotiate with the Great Powers in order
to gain their support—or at least their neutrality—in the event of a Russo-Turkish war.

Tsar Alexander I, thercfore, agreed to a British proposal to organize a conference in
Constantinople to resolve the Balkan crisis.'® Alexander recognized that the conference would
provide Russia with two opportunities. First, the conference would present a united, Great Power
front. He believed that if the Great Powers were united, the Turks would make significant
concessions, which, in turn, would allow Russia to declare victory. Ignatiev expressed this opinion
well when he said “{the Turks] will yield only if all hope of discord between the Powers
disappears.”®® On the other hand, if the Porte rejected the demands of the Great Powers, St.
Petersburg would be in a stronger position to declare war against Turkey because it could justify its
actions as being in the interest of all of Europe.®' Second, the conference w-uld provide Russia with
the time to negotiate for German and Austrian support, or neutrality, in the ¢vent of a Russo-Turkish
war. By reaching an agreement with these powers, Russia would be able to deal with Turkey without

'Sumner, Russia and the Balkans, p. 231.

'The British government suggested the conference because London feared that Russia was going to invade the
Ottoman Empire. Stojanovic, The Great Powers and the Balkans, pp. 114-115. The conference would provide the
opportunity to resolve the crisis increasing the threat to Britain’s interests in the region.

%Quoted in Rupp, A Wavering Friendship, p. 262.
'Sumner, Russia and the Balkans, p. 247.
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fear of an opposing Great Power alliance.

Prior to the Constantinople Conference, representatives of the Great Powers met to negotiate
the demands they would present to Turkey.” They hoped that this meeting would allow them to
accomplish two goals. First, they hoped to present the Turks with a united front. In the past, Turkey
had used divisions among the Great Powers to delay and to evade reforms. By presenting the Turks
with a set of demands upon which they all agreed, the Great Powers hoped they would be able to
convince the Porte to implement real, substantive reforms. Second, negotiating the demands before
the conference allowed each Great Power to protect its interests. Vienna, for example, opposed the
creation of a large Slav state and autonomy for Bosnia and Herzegovina, and used this meeting to
defend its interests.

Russia arrived at this meeiing with two sets of proposals—a maximum and a minimum set
of demands.2®® Russia’s main goal was to gain some measure of protection for the Christians in the
Balkans, particularly the Bulgarians. Both sets of proposals would provide Bulgaria with a sufficient
degree of autonomy to achieve this goal. In addition, Russia sought to arrange a peaceful resolution
to the problems in Bosnia and Herzegovina and to provide Serbia and Montenegro with additional
territory as a reward for their efforts.

At the pre-Conference meeting, Russia achieved many of its goals. Ignatiev, who chaired
the conference and set its agenda, focused the discussion on the creation of a large Bulgaria which
included a large part of Macedonia.”® Britain and Austria, however, objected to this proposal, but
for different reasons. Britain believed that a large Bulgaria would lead to the end of Turkey’s
independence because it would probably be a Russi#n satellite and provide Russia with access tokey
strategic regions. Austria, on the other hand, opposed any large, Slav state that could be a magnet
for its Slavic minorities. Instead, the participants agreed to divide Bulgaria into two parts—a smal}

Bulgaria and Eastern Rumelia—and to exclude any Macedonian territory from the settlement’”As

2] anger, European Alliances and Alignment, pp. 105-107.
3Sumner, Russia and the Balkans, pp. 234-236.
M™MStojancvic, The Great Powers and the Balkans, pp. 130-131; and Sumner, Russia and the Balkans, py. 240-243.

23Eastern Rumelia, which is currently part of Bulgaria, was a large, Sulgarian-populated territory to the scuth and
south-east of Bulgaria proper.
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for Bosnia and Herzegovina, the delegates agreed to create a united province out of Bosnia and
Herzegovina, which would be governed by a Vali®*® nominated by the Ottoman government and
approved by the powers. In addition, the Powers agreed to form a committee to oversee Turkish
reforms in the region.””” Ignatiev also proposed giving Serbia and Montenegro additional territory.
The Powers were willing to agree to the territorial changes that he proposed except for the provision
to give Montenegro a port on the Adriatic Sea, which both Austria and Italy opposed. All in all,
Russia ieft the meeting pleased with the resuits. Even though Russia did not achieve all its goals,
it achieved most of them. More importantly, the Powers were united in their demands against the
Turks.

On December 23", the Constantinople Conference began with the Powers informing the
Turks of their proposal. This same day, however, the Turks preempted the Great Powers by
announcing that they would adopt a new constitution that would significantly reform the Ottoman
Empire.?®® The constitution provided for an elected assembly and various forms of Christian-Muslim
equality. By creating and promuigating the constitution at this time the Porte hoped to remove the
impetus for Great Power interference in Turkish affairs. Turkey, like all states, did not want others
to interfere in its internal affairs. Since the Powers were demanding that Constantinople implement
reforms that would protect the Ottoman Christians and the new Ottoman constitution provided these
reforms, Great Power interference was unnecessary to achieve these goals. After announcing the
adoption of a new constitution, the Turks declared the conference unnecessary and the proposals of
the Powers moot.

Why were the Ottomans willing to reject the demands of the Great Powers, particularly when
confronted with a united front? First, the Turks did not believe that the Great Powers were united.
Specifically, divisions among British leaders led the Turks to believe that London would support

™A Vali was a type of provincial governor in the Ottoman Empire.

7 Among the reforms were the creation of an elected assembly, a militia composed of Christians and Muslims, and
a governor-general eppointed by the Porte and approved by the Powers.

*™For a detailed discussion of the new constitution and the process that led to it, see Davison, Reform in the Ottoman
Empire, pp. 358-408. Also useful is Bernard Lewis, The Emergence of Modern Turkey, second edition, (London:
Oxford University Press, 1961), pp. 160-169.
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them, although they did not believe that Britain would not fight with them against Russia.’” When
Lord Salisbury arrived in Constantinople for the conference he had informed the Porte that if the
Turkish government rejected the proposals, Turkey could not count on Britain’s support. This threat,
however, was counterbalanced by Sir Henry Elliot, the British ambassador to Constantinople, and
Lord Derby, the British Foreign Minister. Elliot believed that Britain had to support Turkey to
balance against the Russian threat. In a letter, he wrote.

Conduct here has never been guided by sentimental affection for them [the Turks], but by
a firm determination to uphold the interests of Great Britain to the utmost of my power; and
that those interests are deeply engaged in preventing the disruption of the Turkish Empire
is a conviction which I share with the most eminent statesmen who have directed our foreign
policy.... We have been upholding what we know to be a semi-civilized nation, liable under
certain circumstances to be carried into fearful excesses; but the fact of this having been just
now strikingly brought home to us all cannot be sufficient reasons for abandoning a policy
which is the only one that can be followed with due regard for our own interests.*

Not only did he express this view to the British government, but he also expressed it to the Porte.
Derby’s support was equally clear. The day before the conference began he informed the Turks that
“England would not ‘assent to or assist in coercive measures against Turkey,””"" This information
led the Turks to belicve that they had Britain’s support and that they need not fear Great Power
pressure.??

Second, the domestic situation supported resistance by the Ottoman govenment. Sultan
Abdul Hamid was a weak, paranoid leader who feared that he might be overthrown.”” The current
crisis caused this fear to increase. Ever since the Russian ultimatum demanding that Turkey accept
an armistice with Serbia, popular opinion favoring war had been growing.?' Popular support for war

increased the evening after the Constitution of 1876 was promulgated when young liberals, soldiers,

Stojanovic, The Great Powers and the Balkans, pp. 133-135.

29Quoted in Stojanovic, The Great Powers and the Balkans, pp. 106-107.
M Quoted in Stojanovic, The Great Powers and the Balkans, p. 134.
Mbid, p. 134-135.

MEfraim Karsh and Inari Karsh, Empires of the Sand: The Struggle for Mastery in the Middle East 1789-1923,
(Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 199), pp. 87-88.

2M4geavrianos, The Balkans Since 1453, pp. 405-406 and Sumner, Russia oad the Balkans, p. 243.
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students, and bankers marched in support of the government.?'* It is important to note that this
support was not limited to Turks and Muslims, but also including the leaders of the Greek and
Armenian millets.?*
5.3.3 Russia and the Great Powers

Russia could not proceed without Great Power support, and the Constantinople Conference
gave St. Petersburg the opportunity to seek Great Power allies in the event that the conference failed
and Russia needed to go to war with Turkey. Russia had a choice of three allies—Austria, Briiain,
and Germany.?"” Britain did not make a good ally for two reasons. First, as a naval power, Britain
posed less of a threat to the Russian army. For its military to ve a significant barrier to Russian
aspirations in Eastern Europe, Britain needed to have a continental ally to provide ground forces.2'
Second, Russia believed that Britain would not provide Turkey with military support. Many Prits
believed that the Otioman Empire could not survive much longer. Even if Turkey could, they
believed that its mistreatment of the Ottoman Christians justified its removal from Europe.*'*
Germany, unlike Britain, could be both militarily and diplomatically useful. Militarily, it was a
continental power that could pose a threat to the Russian army. Germany could also use its military
to threaten Austria and prevent Austria from intervening in a Russo-Turkish War. Diplomaticaily,
Bismarck held great influence with Count Andrassy, the Austrian Foreign Minister. He could use
this influence to convince Count Andrassy to agree to terms that would either keep Austria out of
a Russo-Turkish War or lead Austria to participate in such a war with Russia. Bismarck, however,
would not ally with Russia. Germany had no Balkan interests that would justify participating in a
war. Also, he believed that German security required a strong Austria, and opposed any actions that
might significantly weaken Austria.

*Davison, Reform in the Otioman Empire, pp. 383-384.
316Tbid.

*France was not a viable ally for Russia. Even though France was geographically well-situated to threaten Austria
and Germany if they intervened in a war, the French miiitary was still weak from its defeat in the Franco-Prussian War
of 1870.

23Sumner, Russia and the Balkans, p. 205.

29Sumner, Russia and the Balkans, p. 274.
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Russia, therefore, had to seek an alliance with Austria. On October 10, 1876, Alexander sent
a letter to Francis Joseph in which he offered to enter into secret negotiations with Austria in order
to conclude a treaty between the two states in which they would agree on what actions to take and
on the divisions of the spoils in the event of a war against Turkey.”® Alexander hoped Austria would
agree to join the Russian war effort. On October 29™ Alexander received Austria’s reply in which
Austria refused to join Russia in a war, but agreed to negotiate a secret treaty.”'

In November, the two sides began to negotiate political and military agreements. The basis
of these agreements was the Reichstadt Agreement of July 1876 in which Austria and Russia had
agreed how the spoils of the Serbo-Turkish War would be divided. Unfortunately, this was an oral
agreement. They had not written down the terms to which they had agreed. Consequently, when the
negotiators met in November, they leamed that their interpretations of Austria’s territorial gains
differed.??* Vienna claimed that they had agreed to give Austria all of Bosnia and Herzegovina,
while Russia claimed that the agreement gave Austria only a small part of these territories. This put
St. Petersburg in a bind. Russia needed to reach an agreement with Austria in order to be free tc act
against the Ottoman Empire if war became necessary. Therefore, Russia was willing to agree to
Austria’s terms.

By the middle of March 1877, they had completed negotiations on both a political and a
military convention. In the military convention, which was signed on January 15, 1877, Austria
agreed to remain neutral and to try to prevent the other Great Powers from intervening in a Russo-
Turkish war. Austria aiso agreed not to extend its military influence into Romania, Serbia,
Herzegovina, or Montenegro. In exchange, Russia agreed to keep its military out of Bosnia,
Herzegovina, Serbia, and Montenegro. The political convention, which was signed on March 18,
defined the territorial adjustments that would result from a Russian victory, which were, essentially,
the same as the Austrian version of the Reichstadt Agreement. Austria would receive Bosnia and

2°Sumner, Russia and the Balkans, p. 210.
21bid, pp. 210, 221.
2See Rupp, A Wavering Friendship, pp. 275-307; idem, “The Reichstadt Agreement,” American Historical Review,
30 (April 1925), pp. 503-510; Stojanovic, The Great Powers and the Balkans, pp. 147-150; and Sumner, Russia and
the Balkans, pp. 284-288. For the text of the two interpretations, see M.S. Anderson, editor, The Great Powers and the
Near East, 1774-1923, (New York: St. Martin’s Press, 1971), pp. 89-92.
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Herzegovina, except for a smali piece of territory between Serbia and Montenegro. In addition,
Austria demanded that no large state would be formed in the Balkans. The only territory that Russia
would receive was to be Bessarabia, which had been lost after the Crimean War. The agreementalso
provided for other states and territories to benefit from a Russian victory. Bulgaria, Albania, and
Rumelia might gain their independence, and Greece would be allowed to annex Thessaly, part of
Epirus, and Crete.

Even though these terms were unfavorable to Russia, St. Petersburg had no choice but to
accept them. The terms were unfavorable because Austria gained important territorial concessions
without providing any military support. Furthermore, Austria had been able to limit the territorial
and political gains that Russia could obtain from a war. All that was required of Austria was its
neutrality and diplomatic support. Because of the disagreeable nature of these terms, St. Petersburg
continued to search for a diplomatic solution to its Balkan problems. Unfortunately, none of the
Great Powers were willing to act in any significant way to resolve the crisis.”® St. Petersburg,
therefore, had to accept Vienna's demands because Russia could not go to war against the Ottoman
Empire without Austria’s support.

5.3.4 Russia and Its Romanian Alliance

In addition to the Austrian alliance, Russia needed to reach an agreement with Romania.?*
The Austrian alliance provided Russia with Great Power support and helped to secure the lines of
supply from attack. To attack the Ottoman Empire, however, Russian troops and supplies would
have to cross Romanian territory in order to reach the Ottoman forces and march towards
Constantinople. If Bucharest opposed Russia, Romania could threaten Russia’s supply lines. Russia
would then have to divert troops from the offensive against Turkey to protect its flanks.

Romania knew that Russia would need an alliance, but was of two minds on how to respond
when negotiations began. Prince Charles of Romania wanted to gain Romania’s independence from

™ At the end of March, Russia and England negotiated the London Protocol, which demanded that the Turks reduce
the burden on the Christians in the Ottoman Empire. This agreement, however, had no bite. If Turkey rejected it, the
Great Powers were supposed to continue negotiations. On the London Protocoi see pp. Millman, Britain and the
Eastern Question, 254-273; and Sumner, Russia and the Balkans, pp. 260-270.

20n Romania and the Russo-Turkish War, see Barbara Jelavich, Russia and the Formation of the Romanian
National State 1821-1878, (New York: Cambridge University Press, 1984), pp. 241-276; and Sumner, Russia and the
Balkans, pp. 290-301. Also useful is Hitchins, Rumania 13661947, pp. 37-54.
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the Otteman Empire, and Russian support was essential to achieve this goal. Even if Romania
gained its independence, Bucharest would have difficulty keeping it, because Austria and Germany
would pose a serious threat. Bratianu, a Romanian minister, believed that “Russia alone is able to
assure the Romanian nationality against an absorption that threatens it from the side of the
Germans.””* On the other hand, St. Petersburg made no secret that Russia wanted Bessarabia, which
had been incorpcrated into Romania as part of the Peace of Paris ending the Crimean War.
Bucharest, however, wanted to keep all of its territory, and, if it allied with Russia, Romania would
probably lose Bessarabia. In addition, history caused Romaniz to fear that it would be politically
dominated as had occurred during past Russian occupation=.*

In this situation, Bucharest had three options: ~eek Great Power support against Russian
attempts to take Bessarabia; ally with the Ottoman Empire; or negotiate with Russia and try to gain
Russian guarantees that Romania’s territorial integrity would be respected. Unfortunately for
Romania, the Great Powers were unwilling to provide any support. In October and November 1876,
Romania asked the other Great Powers to guarantee Romania’s neutrality in the event of a Russo-
Turkish War.?’ While they talked a good game, nene of them would offer any substantive
guarantees. At the Constantinople Conference, Romania again tried to gain Great Power support,
and, again, was rebuffed.””® The Great Powers were focused on resolving the current crisis, and did
not want to complicated matters further by adding another issue to their agenda.

An alliance with the Ottoman Empire was even less useful.”® Since the Portc would not
grant Romania its independence, Constantinople had nothing to offer. Furthermore, if Romania
allied with the Turks and a Russo-Turkish war ensued, the combatants would end up doing battle
on Romanian territory, thus imposing the costs of the war on Romania.

The only option that remained was for Romania to negotiate an alliance with Russia and try

2Quoted in Jelavich, Russia and the formation of the Romanian national state, p. 239.
s[id, p. 241.

@[hid, pp. 244-245.

Dpid, pp. 249-250.

Ibid, pp. 248-249, 253-254.
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to gain territorial guarantees. Romania’s negotiators attempted to convince Russia to protect
Romania’s territorial integrity, but failed. As one of the negotiators said

It [the loss of Bessarabia] is the first time since Russia has existed that she has been obliged
to cede a part, even a small fragment of territory that she has conquered by her arms. On
these grounds Alexander I would consider it a pious duty toward his father to retum to the
Russia of Nicholas I what the Treaty of Paris made us lose.?°

Russia met Romanian attempts with threats. They told Bucharest that if Romania refused Russia’s
requests, the war would be fought on Romanian soil. Finally, in carly April 1877, Prince Charles
of Romania admitted that he must ally with the stronger power, Russia, in order to end his country’s
status as a vassal of the Ottoman Empire, and on April 16, an agreement was signed.?*!
5.3.5 Russia’s Declaration of War and Optimistic Miscalculations

On April 24, 1877, St. Petersburg declared war on the Ottoman Empire in the belief that
Russia would achieve a quick, painless victory.”? Once Turkey lost its first battle, Russia expected
the Porte to sue for peace. This optimism was clearly demonstrated by the fact that Russia began
the war with approximately the same number of troops as (he Turks.>** Russia also demonstrated
its optimism when St. Petersburg discouraged the other Ralkan states from joining the war against
Turkey. Romania, Greece, and Serbia offered to join Russia against the Turks.?** Russia, however,
believed that the war would be short, and their help would be unnecessary. In addition, if St.
Petersburg accepted their support against the Turks, the interests and demands of the Balkan states
would constrain St. Petersburg when peace was made. It was easier for Russia to refuse their support
and not be indebted to any more allies.

Russia’s expectations, however, were overly optimistic. The initial attacks were successful,

but once the Russian forces reached the Ottoman fortress at Plevna the attack stopped. They were

PQuoted in ibid, p. 244.
Dilbid, pp. 255-256.

3L anger, European Alliances and Alignment, pp. 121-122; and Stojanovic, The Great Powers and the Balkan Crisis,
pp. 151-152.

D’Sumner, Russia and the Balkans, pp. 302-303. Despite equality in the number of troops, Russia’s troops were
qualitatively better than Turkey's.

#Ibid. Discussing Russia’s attitudes toward Serbian military support is MacKenzie, The Serbs, pp. 198-209.



unable to take the fortress quickly and were forced to lay siege to it. This led the Tsar to reverse his
previous decision and ask the Balkan states to enter the war. Serbia and Greece now questioned
whether Russia would be able to achieve the decisive victory previcusly expected and deciged to
remain at peace.”®* On the other hand, Romania was already a party to the war by virtue of its
support for Russia, and, therefore, ordered its forces to join Russia against the Ottomans.

The entry of Romania’s forces turned the tide of the war. They helped Russia capture the
fortress at Plevna and then marched towards Constantinople. Finally, on January 27, 1878, the
Ottoman Empire accepted Russia’s terms and agreed to an armistice on January 31%.

5.4 THE SERBO-BULGARIAN WAR OF 1885

With the Ottoman Empire’s defeat in the Russo-Turkish War, a new Bulgarian state was
created. Unfortunately, Great Power politics prevented this state from incorporating all of the
territories claimed by the Bulgarians, leading to Bulgarian nationalism. For the first six years of the
new state’s existence, nationalism was not a problem because its leaders focused their attentions on
domestic problems, particularly the conflict between the Prince and the legislature. Once these
problems were resolved, the issue of Bulgarians living outside of Bulgaria returned to the forefront
of Bulgarian politics. In September 1885, Bulgaria united with Eastern Rumelia, the largest
Bulgarian territory that was not part of the original Bulgarian state.

Even though the unification of these two territories reduced Bulgarian nationalism, it
increased tensions between Serbia and Bulgaria. These two states, as well as Greece, claimed
territories in Macedonia on national grounds and competed for influence in Macedonia. With the
addition of Eastern Rumelia, Bulgaria doubled its territory and population, thereby increasing the
threat it posed to Serbian interests in the region. King Milan of Serbia believed that he had to deal
with this threat or face the likelihood that he would lose his throne. He also believed it would be
better to act sooner rather than later. Problems of state-building and diplomacy had weakened the
Bulgarian military. Furthermore, Bulgaria feared a Turkish attack to restore the status quo ante and,
therefore, was unprepared for a Serbian attack. These advantages, however, would be temporary.
Eventually, Bulgaria would solve both its domestic and Turkish problems. Finally, Bulgaria lacked
Great Power allies. These problems combined with the belief that Serbia’s military was stronger

BStavrianos, The Balkans Since 1453, p. 407.
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than Bulgaria’s led to the Serbo-Bulgarian War of 1885. Unfortunately for Milan, he overestimated
Serbia’s capabilities, leading to the defeat of its military forces.
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This case supports several of this dissertation’s arguments, the most significant of which are
those associated with power. The Bulgarian annexation of Eastern Rumelia nearly doubled
Bulgaria’s territory and population. Once Sofia incorporated this territory into the Bulgarian state,
as one Serbian official observed, Bulgaria would be significantly stronger and pose a greater threat
to Serbian interests in the Balkans. Thus, Serbia confronted a window of opportunity. Further
supporting Serbia’s window-based logic were two other factors. First, as the argument predicts,
when Bulgaria gained its independence, it needed to develop its political and military institutions.
Russia provided this help. But, when Bulgaria unified against the Tsar’s wishes, he withdrew all
Russian support. By so doing, it appeared that he temporarily weakened Buigaria. In addition,
Bulgarian unification created the threat of a Turco-Bulgarian war. To prepare for this possibility,
Bulgaria stationed its troops along its Turkish border. Eventually, Bulgaria would recover from the
loss of Russian support and settle its differences with the Turks. Until Bulgaria resolved these
problems, it would be weaker. Thus, Serbia decided to declare war in 1885 while Bulgaria was at
its weakest.

At the same time, this case demonstrates the weakness of the diversionary war arguments.
The Sultan had a weak hold on his throne, and feared that he might be overthrown. Bulgaria’s
annexation of Turkish territory presented him with a perfect opportunity to divert attention from
domestic problems with a war against Bulgaria. Contrary to the hypotheses prediction, however, his
insecurity led to peace; he believed that a war would require him to send his loyal troops to the front,
thus, providing his opponents with the opportunity to revolt.

This case is organized in seven parts. Section 5.4.1 explains how Great Power politics helped
to create an irredentist Bulgaria. Section 5.4.2 discusses the importance of Russia in Bulgarian state-
building. Section 5.4.3 discusses the growth of Bulgarian nationalisin and the unification of
Bulgaria with Eastern Rumelia. Section 5.4.4 explains how conflicts of interests and concerns about
the balance of power caused both Serbia and Greece to opposed Bulgarian unification. Section 5.4.5
discusses the failed Great Power attempts to resolve the impending crisis that resulted from
unification and Turkey’s limited reaction to Bulgaria’s actions. Section 4.5.6 discusses how Milan’s
weak domestic position and concemns about the balance of power led Serbia to go to war against
| Bulgaria. Finally, Section 5.4.7 explains how the balance of power prevented Greece from also
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going to war with Bulgaria.
5.4.1 The Treaty of San Stefano, the Congress of Berlin and the Creation of Bulgaria

With the defeat of Turkish forces at Plevna, Russian forces rapidly advanced towards
Constantinople. Turkey recogrized the hopelessness of its military situation, and willingly accepted
Russia’s draconian peace terms in the armistice of Janvary 31, 1878. During the next several
months, the two combatants negotiated the Treaty of San Stefano, in which Russia achieved most
of its goals.?®

Many of the terms of this treaty were controversial, but the most controversial were those
related to the creation of a large, autonomous, Bulgarian state. Russia had hoped to create a
Bulgarian state that would previde Russia with a strong Slav ally and a potential military base in the
Balkans.™ In the treaty, Turkey agreed to the creation of a Bulgarian state that included Macedonia,
Eastern Rumelia, a strip of territory along the Aegean Sea, part of Serbia, and part of present-day
Albania. (See Map 5-2”**) These borders were exactly what the Bulgarians wanted. The new state
would controi all the territory that Bulgarian natiunalists claimed to be Bulgarian.

By forcing Constantinople to accept these borders, St. Petersburg was not trying to help the
Bulgarian nationalists achieve their goals. Russia’s goals were significantly more selfish. Russia
believed that a large Bulgaria would provide it with a military outpost from which it could defend
its interests in the Straits and from which it would be able to increase its influence among the Balkan
Slavs. Also, with Bulgaria as a military outpost, the Russian military could be stationed close to
Constantinople. Thus, anytime a Russo-Turkish crisis broke out, St. Petersburg could force the Porte
to concede to its 2=mands before the Turks could receive British or Austrian military support.

P6W.N. Medlicett, The Congress of Berlin and Afier: A Diplomatic History of the Near Eastern Settlement of 1878-
1880, second edition, (Hamden, Ct: Archon Books, 1963), pp. 10-12.

#"Charles Jelavich, Tsarist Russia and Balkan Mationalism: Russian Influence in the Internal Affairs of Bulgaria
and Serbia, , 1879-1886, (Berkeley and Los Angeles: University of California Press, 1958), p. 1.

BeJelavich and Jelavich, The Establishment of the Balkan National States, p. 154.
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The terms of the Treaty of San Stefano generated a great deal of opposition. The Balkan
countries felt they were not receiving their fair share of the spoils of war and opposed it.** Neither
Serbia nor Greece received the territorial gains that they believed they deserved. Serbia had actually
fought against the Turks and occupied Turkish territory, some of which Belgrade would have to cede
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Map 5-2
Treaty of San Stefano Borders

to Bulgaria under the terms of San Stefano. Just as important to both the Serbs and the Greeks,

Russia gave Bulgaria territories claimed by both of these states—namely Macedonia.

2%Medlicott, The Congress of Berlin and After, p. 134.
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More important than the complaints of any Balkan country were British and Austrian
opposition to the treaty. With the Treaty of San Stefano Russia created a new order that threatened
their interests and violated agreements that they had previously made with Russia. Both Britain and
Austria assumed that Bulgaria would be a puppet of the Russian government, providing Russia with
quick, relatively easy access to Constantinople and the Straits.>* St. Petersburg could then close the
Straits to British warships, thereby threatening British interests in Egypt and India. The Russian
threat to Austria was more direct. A large Bulgarian state might attract the attention and loyalties
of the Austrian Slavs, thereby threatening Austria’s internal security. Since Russia was responsible
for the creation of Bulgaria, as well as the independence of the other Balkan Slav states, Russia’s
prestige in the Balkans would increase relative to Austria’s prestige.

Austria’s losses were compounded by the fact that to achieve these results, Russia had

violated the Budapest Convention and the Constantinople Conference.?"!

In the Budapest
Convention, Russia agreed not to create a large Slav state in the Balkans, while at the Constantinople
Conference the Great Powers had agreed to create a small Bulgaria, a separate Eastern Rumelia
under Turkish-control, and a Turkish-controlled Macedonia. By creating a large Bulgarian state, St.
Petersburg violated both of these agreements, further humiliating Austria. Count Andrassy clearly
expressed Austria’s feelings when he said

Russia has played us false. Prince Gorchakov seems to want to settle the whole Eastern
question by coup like that of 1871. For us is reserved the endorsement and the humiliation.
No minister can survive before the Austrian or Hungarian parliament in such a situation,
myself least of all.2*?

The opposition of these two powers forced Russia to agree to a Congress of the Great Powers
where they would discuss the Treaty of San Stefano and try to negotiate terms acceptable to all the
Powers. Bulgaria still gained its autonomy, but as a result of the Congress its size was significantly
less than both the Russians and the Bulgarians wanted. Macedonia and Albania were returned to the

Ottoman Empire. The remainder of Bulgaria was divided into two parts: a small, autonomous

240 anger, European Alliances and Alignments, p. 140.

21Discussing the two conferences are Rupp, A Wavering Friendship, pp. 249-274, 275-307, Stojanovic, The Great
Powers and the Balkans, pp. 95-144, 145-150; and Sumner, Russia and the Balkans, pp. 225-251, 275-289.

22Bridge, From Sadowa to Sarajevo, p. 87.
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Bulgarian state and a semi-autonomous Eastern Rumelia under the control of the Ottoman Empire.?**
(See Map 5-32*) In addition, Russia agreed to cccupy Bulgaria for only nine months rather then the
two years allowed in the Treaty of San Stefano.

#Richard J. Crampton, Bulgaria 1878-1918: A History, (Boulder, CO: East European Monographs, 1983), pp. 22-
24,

M7elavich and Jelavich, The Establishment of Balkan National States, p. 154.
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5.4.2 Russia and Buigarian State-Building

Now that Bulgaria had, for all intents and purposes, gained its independence, Sofia needed
to develop the institutions necessary for self-rule. Asa colony of the Ottoman Empire, Bulgaria was
ruled by the Ottoman system of government. This system, however, was not appropriate for an
independent state. Bulgaria needed a prince, a constitution that stated the laws, political and
economic bureaucracies, bureaucrats to staff the new institutions, and a military with officers and
soldiers to serve in it. The Bulgarians did not have to do anything about selecting a prince because
the Great Powers took the decision out of their hands. At the Congress of Berlin, the Powers agreed
to select a Prince for Bulgaria with two conditions. The new prince could not be Buigarian, nor
could he be a member of one of the ruling families of Europe. The Powers settled on Alexander of
Battenburg who arrived in Bulgaria in June 1878.2

For the rest of the state-building enterprise, Bulgaria would have Russia’s aid. The Congress
of Berlin allowed Russia to occupy Bulgaria for nine months, in part, so that Russia could help
Bulgaria build these institutions. Under Turkish rule, most Bulgarians had no role in governing,
which meant that the new Bulgarian territories lacked trained or experienced statesmen and
administrators.?* During Russia’s nine month occupation of Bulgaria, Russians administrators
would manage Bulgarian politics. Over time, as the Bulgarians gained the ability to manage their
own domestic politics, the administration would be turned over to Bulgarians.

By providing this support, St. Petersburg was trying to advance its interests. Russia believed
that it would be able to defend its interests by helping to develop tlie Bulgarian state. Of particular
importance to Russia was a strong Bulgarian military under Russian control that could cooperate
with Russian troops if necessary.’*’ Russia gained and maintained control of the Bulgarian military
in two ways. First, between 1879 and 1885, the Bulgarian Minister of War was a Russian who

followed the orders of the Russian Minister of War, thereby putting Russia’s interests over

*%°On the selection of Alexander of Battenburg as Prince of Bulgaria, see Crampton, Bulgaria, pp. 35-36.
*SPerry, Stefan Stambolov, p. 14 and Black, The Es:ablishment of Constitution Government, pp. 8, 157, 265.
*'Black, The Establishment of Constitutional Government, p. 54.
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Bulgaria’s.*** When he became concerned that Prince Alexander was gaining to much control over
the Bulgarian military, he acted to reassert Russian control by firing over 100 officers and
administrators loyal to the Prince.?** Second, Russians were put in key positions in the Bulgarian
military. About 400 Russian officers and 2,700 Russian non-commissioned officers trained and
commanded the Bulgarian military.**® In fact, all officers above the rank of captain were Russians.
5.4.3 Bulgarian Unification

By dividing San Stefano Bulgaria into several parts, the Congress of Berlin helped to create
a revisionist Bulgaria. The treaty of San Stefano created a large Bulgarian state that included the
territories of Bulgaria, Eastern Rumelia, and Macedonia, which the Bulgarian nationalists considered
to be part of the Bulgarian nation, in part, because the majority of their population was Bulgarian.
57% of Macedonia’s population was Bulgarian, while 70% of Eastern Rumelia’s population was
Bulgarian.*' In other words, Bulgarian nationalists believed the ethnic composition of both of these
territories justified uniting them within a single state. This ethnic distribution partly resulted from
the natural demographics of the region, but it also resulted from outside factors. During the Russo-
Turkish War, many Turks fled the advancing Russian army, thereby reducing the non-Bulgarian
population of the territory.”?> Despite the ethnic similarities of these three territories, the Great
Powers divided them into individually administered territories with different rights and different
levels of autonomy with respect to the Ottoman Empire. The Powers did not care about the
ethnography of the territories. Their concerns focused more on their own strategic interests and the
balance of power than on the ethnic composition of the territories and the desires of the largest ethnic

groups.*?

2%Sumner, Russia and the Balkans, p. 566.

#Duncan Perry, Stefan Stambolov and the Emergence of Modern Bulgaria, i870-1895, (Durham and Lendon: Duke
University Press, 1993), p. 63.

»Tbid.

3'Langer, European Alliances and Alignments, p. 349; and Perry, Stefan Stambolov and the Emergence of Modern
Bulgaria, p. 13.

#2Crampton, Bulgaria, pp. 87-88.
23Medlicott, The Congress of Berlin and Afier, pp. 56-7, 61.
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The division of San Stefano Bulgaria caused some Bulgarians to oppose the Congress’s
agreement. Bulgarian nationalists beiieved that the Powers were cheating them out of their ethnic
homeland. Some of them were so angry, that they wanted to reject the entire Berlin
agreement—both the good and the bad.** Stefan Stambolov, one of the leading political figures in
Bulgaria’s early political history, expressed this outrage when he said

Bulgaria proper, Eastern Rumelia, Thrace, Macedonia, and the Dobruja...Where are
Adrianople, Salonika, Debur..., Bitola..., Ohrid, Skopje, Prilep, Veles, Shtip, and other parts
of our fatherland, where? [All towns in Macedonia]... Where is Plovdiv, Batak, Pangiurishte,
Sliven, Kazanluk, Stara Zagora and Karlovo—diamonds of our fatherland? [These towns all
became part of Eastern Rumelia.] Broken away from us by garrisons! Terrible. Terrible and
sickening. We must not accept the Berlin Treaty. We must shout loudly, loudly, that
Europe may hear us, and its diplomats and rulers give us our common fatherland.?*

Instead of rejecting the agreement, the Bulgarian Constitutional Assembly sent a document to the
Great Powers putting forth the claim that all Bulgarians should live within one state.?*¢ By so doing,
the Assembly hoped that the Powers would allow all Bulgarian territories to unite. The protests,
however, were to no avail. The end result of this process was an irredentist Bulgaria.

Despite Bulgaria’s desire to unite with Macedonia and, most importantly, Eastern Rumelia,
for the first six years Bulgaria’s attentions were engaged by domestic concerns, which prevented
Sofia from acting to satisfy its nationalist desires.”” When the Bulgarian Constitutional Assembly
finally focused on the business of writing a Constitution, two political blocs developed, representing
two political parties.”* These two parties were a continuation of the competing interests that had
developed under Ottoman rule. Under the Ottoman Empire, the main division between the two
groups was reform versus revolution. The “conservatives” had favored reform within the Ottoman

Empire and the “liberals” had favored revolution in order to achieve independence.”®® Now that

Ibid, p. 38.
%Quoted in ibid, p. 37.
[bid, p. 39.

*'Discussing Bulgaria’s domestic problems are Crampton, Bulgaria, pp. 27-73; and Jelavich, Tsarist Russia and
Balkan Nationalism, pp. 31-138.

#*Crampton, Bulgaria, pp. 30-33.
**Stavrianos, The Balkans Since 1453, p. 427.
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Bulgaria had gained its autonomy the division still existed, but the issues about which they disagreed
had changed. In post-1878 Bulgaria, the main disagreement between the two parties concerned the
type of government Bulgaria ought to have. The Liberals favored a strong legislature, and the
Conservatives favored a strong executive. Due to the number of Liberals and Russian support for
a liberal constitution, the Assembly adopted the constitution favored by the Liberals. 2%

Unfortunately, Prince Alexander, who had not participated in the Constitutional Assembly,
opposed the liberal constitution, partly because he believed that Bulgaria was not prepared for it.
According to the Prince’s view, Bulgaria’s social and economic status required a strong executive.
Consequently, for the first five years Alexander tried to amend the Constitution. Each attempt,
however, was opposed by the Liberals in the legislature. Since they controlled the legislature,
Alexander could not achieve his goal through constitutional means without their support. He,
therefore, tumed to Russia for support for these changes. As the liberator of Bulgaria, the author of
the Treaty of San Stefano, and the protector of the Balkan Slavs, Russia held a great deal of prestige
and influence in Bulgaria: prestige that Prince Alexander lacked. Prince Alexander was a German
who the Great Powers had selected to be the prince of Bulgaria. He was not a Bulgarian, an
Orthodox Christian, ora democratically elected leader, which meant that he lacked legitimacy among
the Bulgarians. His power and influence came from Russia and the support Russia provided to him.
Thus, he needed Russian support in order to overthrow the constitutional order without the support
of the legislature. Russia, however, refused to support Alexander against the Liberals because
Russia believed that the best way to achieve Bulgarian unification on Russian terms was to support
the liberal constituticon.

When Alexander IIl became Tsar in 1881, Russia’s policy changed. Alexander Il gained his
throne following the assassination of his father. He believed that this és.sassination resulted from
the liberal reforms his father had implemented. Consequently, Alexander III believed all liberals

posed a serious danger to Russia and the world. Since Prince Alexander’s main opposition was the

2OWhile Russian leaders were divided over how liberal a constitution to allow Bulgaria, the Minister of War’s view
won out. He believed that Bulgaria’s constitution must be at least as liberal as Edstern Rumelia’s. Russia favored the
union of Bulgaria and Eastern Rumelia under Russian tutelage. If Bulgaria’s constitution were not as liberal as Eastern
Rumelia, Russia would have a great deal of difficulty achieving this goal. Russia, therefore, supported the Liberal’s
constitution. See Crampton, Bulgaria, p. 35.
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Liberal Party in Bulgaria, the Tsar considered them to be part of this danger and, therefore, was
willing to support Prince Alexander’s decision to suspend the liberal Bulgarian constitution and rule
Bulgaria in a more autocratic manner.

As a result of the suspension of the constitution, many members of the Liberal party fled to
Eastern Rumelia where they helped increase the level of nationalism and focus it. Nationalism had
clearly been a powerful force in Eastern Rumelia prior to the arrival of the Buigarian Liberals.?®! The
Rumelians felt that the Ottoman Empire’s taxes were excessive and its administration was too
intrusive, which helped to create opposition to Ottoman administrative control.”> When they looked
at Bulgaria, they saw a liberal constitution that they believed would provide them with greater
economic, cultural, and inteliectual opportunities.

Nationalism in Eastern Rumelia also gained strength as a reaction against Russian
interference in its internal politics.”® After occupying Eastern Rumelia during the Russo-Turkish
War, Russia developed and trained the Rumelian militia. When St. Petersburg withdrew its troops
from Eastern Rumelia in 1879 Russia left behind 40,000 trained Rumelian troops and weapons.?*
This withdrawal, however, did not free Eastern Rumelia from Russia. Russia and its agents
continued to try to control Eastern Rumelia, particulaily its military. Russia’s actions helped to
further incite nationalism as Eastern Rumelia sought to increase its independence and reduce
Russia’s control over the province.*® This desire increased when the Liberals arrived from Bulgaria.
Because of Russia’s support for Prince Alexander’s suspension of the constitution, the Liberals

developed an anti-Russian attitude.® They brought this attitude with them to Eastern Rumelia,

*!As in Bulgaria, there were two political parties in Eastern Rumelia—the Liberals and the nationalists. Both of
these parties favored union; their key diffcrence was to which Great Powers they looked for support. The Liberals
favored the West while the nationalists looked to the East. See Perry, Stefan Stambolov, p. 71.

**Crampton, Bulgaria 1878-1918, pp. 92-93; and Perry, Stefan Stambolov, pp. 72-73.

*3Jelavich, Tsarist Russia and Balkan Nationalism, pp. 210-212; and Jelavich and Jelavich, The Establishment of
Balkan National States, p. 164.

*4Perry, Stefan Stambolov, p. 1.

***Cramapton, Bulgaria, p. 90; Jelavich, Tsarist Russia and Balkan Nationalism, pp. 210-212; and Perry, Stefan
Stambolov, p. 71.

#$Crampton, Bulgaria, pp. 88-89.
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which served to increase opposition to Russian interference in Eastern Rumelia’s internal politics
when they gained political dominance.

Eastern Rumelia, however, was not the focus of Bulgarian nationalism. For both domestic
and international reasons, it initially focused on union with Macedonia. Domestically, Macedonian
refugees had taken residence in Bulgaria and Eastern Rumelia where they pressured the Builgarians
to focus on Macedonia. In addition, the constitutional crisis in Bulgaria led Eastern Rumelia, for the
moment, to look away from Bulgaria, which had become less liberal. In other words, because
Bulgaria no longer offered the freedoms that Eastern Rumelians desired, they turned their attention
to Macedonia. The international situation also led Bulgarians to focus on union with Macedonia
before they focused on union between Buigaria and Eastern Rumelia. The powers had already
recognized that Bulgaria and Eastern Rumelia would eventually unite.”” If these two territories
united and then tried to incorporate Macedonia, the Powers would strongly resist this action. On the
other hand, if Bulgaria or Eastern Rumelia were to incorporate Macedonia before they united, the
Powers’ resistance would be weaker. By August 1884, however, leaders of the nationalist
committee, known as the Bulgarian Secret Central Revolutionary Committee, recognized that
Bulgarian diplomacy and Macedonian sedition had failed to achieve its naticnal aims.

The Bulgarian nationalists’ failure to accomplish their goals in Macedonia led them to
redefine their goals to the more limited aim of union with Bulgaria under the rule of Prince
Alexander.”®® The Central Revolutionary Committee decided to overthrow the government of
Eastern Rumelia and announce the union of Bulgaria and Eastern Rumelia in the middle of
September.’® On September 18, 1885, the uprising occurred and succeeded.”” The insurgents

formed a provisional government and then asked Prince Alexander to accept union.?”!

*7Stavrianos, The Balkans since 1453, p. 426.

2%Crampton, Bulgaria, pp. 96-7.

2Ibid.

21t is unclear why the Committee dzcided to revolt in September and not wait a few months or more.

MDjscussing the union of Bulgaria and Eastern Rumelia are Crampton, Bulgaria, pp. 97-98 and Perry, Stefan
Stambolov, pp. 74-81.
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While the nationalists were actively trying to unite all Bulgarians territories, the domestic
situation in Bulgaria proper was settling down. In 1881, Alexander, with Russian support, had
suspended the consiitution. Unfortunately, the new situation created ever: more instability.?”
Divisions within the Conservative party made the cabinet an ineffective decision-making body. In
its place, the Russian generals Sobolev, who became Minster-President and Minister of the Interior,
and Kaulbars, who became Minister of War, controlled the government.”” Sobolev’s and Kaulbars’
heavy-handed leadership, however, led to conflict with Prince Alexander and the Bulgarians.?*
Prince Alexander was politically too weak to remove the generals on his own. He, therefore, asked
Tsar Alexander III to recall them. Not only did Russia refuse the Prince’s request, but Giers made
it clear to Prince Alexander that Russia opposed him personally. Without Russian support, Prince
Alexander was in a difficult position. His role as leader of Bulgaria lacked legitimacy. He had not
gained the throne by popular means, but had been installed by the Great Powers. He was only able
to rule because Russian support provided him with legitimacy. Now that he lacked this support, he
needed to take a different approach or else he could lose his throne. He encouraged the Liberals and
the Conservatives to negotiate a rapprochement. Since both of these parties as well as the Bulgarian
public resented Russia’s interference in Bulgaria’s internal politics, they were willingly to negotiate
an agreement to restore constitutional rule in Bulgaria. The Austrian consul to Bulgaria stated it well
when he said “[tlhe real common basis of this compromise is the prodigious hatred that
developed...of the Russian yoke which is becoming increasingly intolerant.”?” As with many
successor states, Bulgaria had replaced one master—the Ottomans—with another—the Russians.
While the Bulgarians were grateful to St. Petersburg for Russia’s help obtaining Bulgaria’s freedom,
they did not want to be a Russian satellite. Thus, by late 1884, the constitutional crisis, which had
started with the suspension of the constitution, had abated significantly when Alexander agreed to
restore constitutional rule.

*On this period, see Crampton, Bulgaria, pp. 59-72.

""Discussing Bulgarian politics during the rule of the two generals is Jelavich, Tsarist Russia and Balkan
Nationalism, pp. 116-137.

Stavrianos, The Balkans Since 1453, p. 430.
*Quoted in Stavrianos, The Balkans Since 1453, p. 430.
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While this helped alleviate some of Alexander’s problems, he was still a weak leader. The
actions in Eastern Rumelia provided him both with both a threat and an opportunity. The threat was
that if he did not accept the union of Eastern Rumelia and Bulgaria as the Great Powers wanted, the
people might revolt against his leadership and remove him from the throne.?’® Eastern Rumelia also
provided him with an opportunity to make his position more secure.?”” By jumping on the nationalist
bandwagon and accepting the union of the two territories, Alexander could use nationalism and his
support of nationalist goals to strengthen his hold on the throne. Stefan Stambolov, a leading
Liberal, explained Alexander’s situation well when he told Alexander

Sire, the Union is made-the revolt is an accomplished fact, past recall, and the time for
hesitation is gone by. Two roads lie before your Highness: the one to Philippopolis
[accepting Union], and as far further as God may lead,; the other to Sistova, the Danube, and
Darmstadt [giving up the throne]. I counsel you to take the crown the nation offers you.?”

For these reasons, Alexander decided tc accept the leadership of the nationalist movement, and on
September 21, 1885 he announced the union of Bulgaria and Eastern Rumelia.?””

Union, however, presented its own problems. Alexander had to protect the new state from
both internal and external threats. Internally, there was the danger that chaos would erupt in Eastern
Rumelia now that no acceptable government controlled the territory. He, therefore, traveled to
Easiern Rumelia to take control of the government and maintain domestic order.?® Externally, he
feared a Turkish attack to prevent the union of the two territories.”®" Eastern Rumelia was under
Turkish control, and its loss could cause the Ottoman Empire to lose prestige. If the Porte failed to
respond to its loss, other Ottoman territories might believe that the Ottoman Empire was unwilling
or unable to respond to secessionist movements. These territories might then try to secede from the

empire. In preparation for a possible Turkish attack, he mobilized the Bulgarian army and stationed

#6Crampton, Bulgaria, pp. 98-99.

ibid, p. 84; Jelavich, Tsarist Russia and Balkan Nationalism, p. 214; and Jelavich and Jelavich, The Establishment
of the Balkan National States, p. 165.

™Quoted in Stavrianos, The Balkans Since 1453, p. 431.
Perry, Stefan Stambolov, pp. 76-77.

*Tbid.

MJelavich, Tsarist Russia and Balkan Nationalism, p. 219.
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the majority of the troops along the Turco-Bulgarian border to defend Bulgarian gains against a
possible Turkish attack.?®

Clearly, Bulgaria did not recognize the potential Serbian threat. Bulgarian leaders did not
believe that its actions threatened Serbia. Both Serbia and Bulgaria were Slav states. This kinship
led Bulgaria to fail to realize the potential threat unification posed to Serbia. Thus, Bulgaria only
prepared its military for a potential Turkish attack, demonstrating Prince Alexander’s belief that
Turkey represented the only military threat to unification.2s®
5.4.4 Greek and Serbian Reaction to Bulgarian Unificaticn

Bulgarian unification altered the balance of power in the Balkans. Unification almost
doubled Bulgaria’s population, adding over 800,000 people.”* It also went a long way towards
restoring the 108,000 square kilometers Bulgaria had lost at the Congress of Berlin.2* While
Bulgaria was achieving these gains, Serbia and Greece gained nothing. Thus, Bulgarian unification
clearly caused a shift in relative power among the three states.

This shift led both Greece and Serbia to demand compensation, although Serbian protests
were more vocal.’® King Milan of Serbia believed Bulgarian unification threatened Serbian
independence. Ilija Garasanin, a prominent Serb official, expressed Serbia’s position when he said
that Serbia “could not possibly look with indifference to a sudden doubling of the size and power
of Bulgaria...Serbia could not and would not stand any such arrangement detrimental to her own

interests.””*’ The union of Bulgaria and Eastern Rumelia was dangerous because it was the first step

@[id, p. 76.
Perry, Stefan Stambolov, pp. 77, 81.

4Perry, Stefan Stambolov, p. 13. Prior to unification, Bulgaria’s population was approximately 890,000, Jelavich
and Jelavich, The Establishment of Balkan National States, p. 159.

#5Perry, Stefan Stambolov, p. 13.

This discussion focuses on Serbian concerns and demands for compensation. Both Greece and Serbia objected
to Bulgarian unification, and for the same reasons, but Belgrade was significantly more aggressive in its protests. For
a short discussion from the Greek perspectives, see Dakin, The Unification of Greece, pp. 129-131.

#*'Quoted in Perry, Stefan Stambolov, p. 81.

206



in the process of restoring the Bulgaria created in the Treaty of San Stefano.”®® The next step would
be to annex Macedonia, creating a Greater Bulgaria. These annexations would irreparably upset the
Balkan balance of power, and eventually iead to the end of Serbian independence.

Competition for control of Macedonia exacerbated the problems presented by the potential
shift in the balance of power. Macedonia was a small, strategically important territory claimed, in
part or in whole, by Bulgaria, Greece, and Serbia.?®*® While they justified their claims on historical
grounds, the principal justification was the ethnic composition of Macedonia. Bulgarians, Greeks,
and Serbs, among others, lived in Macedonia, and each state justified its right to Macedonia by citing
its diaspora.”® Thus, if Bulgaria annexed Macedonia, it would also be annexing territory occupied
by Greeks and Serbs.

The growth of Bulgarian power also caused Serbia to fear for its security because Serb rebels
lived in and were supported by Bulgaria. In 1883, the Timok Rebellion against King Milan and his
government took place.”' After Milan’s forces put down the rebellion, many of the rebels fled to
Bulgaria where they lived and, with the support of some elements in Bulgaria, continued to cause
trouble in Serbia. The presence of Serbian rebels in Bulgaria and the support they received increased
the strain between Serbia and Bulgaria and increased the level of distrust Milan felt for Bulgaria.
5.4.5 The Great Powers’ and Turkey’s Reactions to Bulgarian Unification

By accepting the union of Bulgaria and Eastern Rumelia, Prince Alexander was reopening
the Eastern Question and creating the possibility for war. At the Congress of Berlin, Austria and

Britain had forced Russia to accept a smaller Bulgarian state because a large one threatened their

#Jelavich and Jelavich, The Establishment of Balkan National States, pp. 165-167; Langer, European Alliances and
Alignment, pp. 349-350; and Petrovich, A History of Modern Serbia, pp. 430-431.

290On the importance of Macedonia, see Stavrianos, The Balkans Since 1453, pp. 517-519.

4t is very difficult to determine the exact distribution of each nationality. Since the Ottoman Empire recognized
religions, not nations, any census that the Empire may have taken would lump all three of these nationalities together
as Orthodox Christians. Later, these states used attendance in their churches and schools; each organized branches of
their own church in Macedonia. Unfortunately, this method of measurement did not always correlate with individual
ethnic identifications. Furthermore, each state had an incentive to lie. Thus, ail cites about the ethnic composition of
Macedonia are questionable. Nevertheless, it seems clear that the largest ethnic group was Bulgarian. Bulgaria had
spent more time organizing churches and schools in Macedonia because Greece and Serbia had focused their attentions
on ethnic brethren in other areas. On Macedonia’s demography, see Stavrianos, The Balkans Since 1453, pp. 517-521.

P'petrovich, A History of Modern Serbia, pp. 428-430, 434, 436-437.
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interests. Given these interests, Austria and Britain could have looked at unification as a threat to
their interests and threatened to go to war to restore the status quo. Furthermore, unification
threatened Turkish interests by removing Eastern Rumelia from Turkish control without the Sultan’s
approval. If the Sultan decided to oppose unification, a Turco-Bulgarian war could have resulted.
Fortunately, neither the Great Powers nor Turkey decided to militarily oppose union. Even though
these countries remained at peace, their actions significantly influenced how Greece and Serbia
responded to the new Balkan situation.

The most important reaction to unification were those actions taken by Tsar Alexander III
and Russia. Russia was Bulgaria’s Great Power protector. All of the Great Powers—including
Russia—expected Bulgaria to be a Russian puppet. For this reason, Russia had supported Bulgarian
unification both in its actions and in its statements. Despite this support, two obstacies led St.
Petersburg to oppose unificaticn in 1885. First, the Tsar disliked Prince Alexander and refused to
support Bulgarian unification as long as he ruled in Bulgaria.?®® Second, Russia wanted unification
to occur under Russian auspices. Anti-Russian feeling had been developing in both Bulgaria and
Eastern Rumelia.”® This attitude would change, according to St. Petersburg, if Russia could be seen
asthe leader of Bulgarian unification. Then, Bulgarians would consider Russia to be their benefactor
and would continue to be indebted to the Tsar.”® As a result, when the Bulgarians achieved
unification on their own, Russian officials were divided over whether or not to support it In the
end, Tsar Alexander decided that the process that led the Bulgarians to unite would not provide
Russia with the desired influence.

Russia, therefore, responded to unification by withdrawing all of its officers from Bulgaria
in the belief that chaos would to break out in Bulgaria in response.? Since all officers in the
Bulgarian military who were above the rank of lieutenant were Russian, this left the Bulgarian

*Jelavich, Tsarist Russia and Balkan Nationalism, pp. 225-226; and Perry, Stefan Stambolov, p. 78.
™Jelavich, Tsarist Russia and Balkan Nationalism, pp. 213-214.

®Ibid, pp. 221-223.

®Ibid, pp. 217-219.

Ibid, pp. 219-220; and Perry, Stejan Stambolov, pp. 78-79.
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military without any senior officers. Tsar Alexander believed that, in this weakened state, the
Bulgarians would not be able to maintain order. Once they recognized the dangers of the situation
and how important Russia was to Bulgaria, the Bulgarians would obey Russia’s dictates.””’

He was wrong. Chaos did not break out, nor did Bulgarian popular opinion call for Russia
to return. In fact, many Bulgarians were happy to be free of Russian shackles.””® Bulgarian officers
were particularly happy. They had chafed under the control of the Russian officers, whose presence
prevented them from advancing to higher ranks. Now that Russian officers were gone, Bulgarians
could gain promotions to the rank of captain and above.

Although Austrian opinion was somewhat divided, Vienna also decided to oppose
unification.”® At the Congress of Berlin, Austria had supported Britain’s opposition to San Stefano
Bulgaria because Vienna believed that Bulgaria would be a Russian puppet state. This belief
changed in the mid-1880s because Bulgaria had turned away from Russia. Nevertheless, once
Bulgarian unification became a reality, official Austrian policy opposed it, in part, because the Three
Emperor’s League (the alliance of Austria, Germany, and Russia) opposed it. More importantly,
Vienna opposed unification because its Serbian ally opposed it. Austrian leaders believed that it
must support Serbia or lose what little good will existed between the two states.

The only Great Power to support unification was Britain. At the Congress of Betlin, Britain
led the opposition to Russia and the Treaty of San Stefano in the belief that Bulgaria would become
a puppet of St. Petersburg and provide Russia with a military base from which the Russian army
could easily threaten both Constantinople and the Straits. During the previous two years, however,
Prince Alexander and the Bulgarians had demonstrated that they were not Russian puppets. In fact,
Bulgarians had come to resent Russian interference in Bulgarian internal affairs. Consequently, a
large Bulgarian state that included both Bulgaria and Eastern Rumelia was not a problem for the

British government.*®

Y Jelavich, Tsarist Russia and Balkan Nationalism, pp. 219-220.
Pbid, p. 220.
2%0n the divisions in Habsburg opinion, see Ibid, pp. 223-224.
3®Crampton, Bulgaria, p. 100.
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Even though Austria and Russia opposed union and wanted a return to the status quo, neither
of them believed that military force should be used to achieve this goal. *! Bulgaria, however, feared
an Ottoman attack. Prince Alexander, therefore, tried to convince the Perte that unification was not
a threat to its interests or an injury to its prestige.”? He did this by trying to maintain order in
Eastern Rumelia and by continuing to pay homage to the Ottoman Empire. By maintaining order
in the newly acquired territory, Alexander was able to protect the Muslims living in Eastern Rumelia.
This action reduced the chances that the Muslims would be mistreated, which would force the
Ottomans to invade to protect their co-religionists. Alexander also continued to pay homage to the
Ottoman Empire by offering prayers for the Sultan in a mosque and by continuing to display the
Ottoman flag in Eastern Rumelia’s capital.®*® With these actions, he hoped to limit the loss of
prestige that Constantinople might suffer from the union of the two territories, thereby reducing the
likelihood that the Porte would go to war to protect its prestige.

Despite these actions, the Porte found it necessary to responded. Constantinople slowly
mobilized its forces and moved them to the Eastern Rumelian-Ottoman border. It also protested
Bulgaria’s flagrant violations of the Treaty of Berlin. Prince Alexander responded to these actions
by mobilizing the Bulgarian military and stationing it in Eastern Rumelia.

Other than these relatively mirior actions, however, Turkey did nothing. This inaction
resulted from three causes. First, the Sultan’s concerns focused more on the potential problems in
Albania and Macedonia.*® He had already come to recognize that Eastern Rumelia was lost to him
and his empire, but he feared that Bulgarian unification could lead to uprisings and nationalist
demands in Albania and Macedonia. Ever since the Russo-Turkish War of 1878, a nationalist

movement had been developing in Albania.*® While Albanians had supported the Ottoman Empire

*Jelavich, Tsarist Russia and Balkan Nationalism, p. 226.

%21bid, p. 219.

¥Perry, Stefan Stambolov, p. 77.

*% Miller, The Ottoman Empire and Its Successors, p. 416.

*%Stavro Skendi, The Albanian National Awakening, 1878-1912, (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 1967).
For a shorter discussion of Albanian nationalism see Jelavich and Jelavich, The Establishment of the Balkan National
States, pp. 222-234.
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during this war, they had come to realize that the Empire was disintegrating, forcing them to decide
between becoming part of some other state or empire—such as Bulgaria—or becoming an
independent state. The Porte feared that Bulgarian unification would provide Albania with the
opportunity to achieve either of these goals. At the same time, the Sultan feared that an vprising
might occur in Macedonia. For the previous two decades, Macedonia had been an arena where
Bulgaria, Greece, and Serbia competed for influence. Any of these states, or even the Macedonian
people themselves, could take this opportunity to help Macedonia escape the burden of Turkish rule.
Since Macedonia and Albania were under direct Turkish rule, their loss would be significantly more
problematic than the loss of Eastern Rumelia. Thus, the Sultan was unwilling to send his army to
fight against the Buigarians out of fear that he would lose other territories. Second, the Sultan feared
for his throne.*®® If he went to war against Bulgaria, he would have to send his reliable troops from
Constantinople to the Balkans, which would provide his enemies with the epportunity to unseat him.
Third, the Sultan expected the Great Powers to act to uphold the decisions reached at the Congress
of Berlin.*®” At the Congress of Berlin, the Powers had gone to a great deal of trouble to prevent the
creation of a large Bulgaria. Bulgaria was now overturning the international order that they had
created, and the Turks expected them to restore this order.

In November 1885, the Powers tried to resolve the situation when their ambassadors in
Constantinople met.**® Unfortunately, divisions among the Powers prevented them from presenting
a united front and resolving the problem.*® Britain opposed dissolving the union. On the other
hand, the three continental empires, under Bismarck’s leadership, pushed for a return to the status
quo ex ante. While Austria agreed that Bismarck’s position was preferable, Vienna also believed
there was little, if anything, the Powers could do to achieve this goal. This being the case, Austria

believed it would be better not to act than to act and fail because failure might reduce the influence

WePerry, Stefan Stambolov, p. 79.

*Miller, p. 416.

391 anger, European Alliances and Alignments, p. 353.

*Jelavich and Jelavich, The Establishment of Balkan National States, p. 165.
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of the Three Emperors’ League.® The Great Powers inability and unwillingness to take any
substantive actions combined with Turkey’s unwillingness to reconquer Eastern Rumelia created the
impression that nobody would act to restore the status quo 3"
5.4.6 Serbia and Bulgaria Go to War

Since Buigarian actions violated the Treaty of Berlin and altered the balance of power in the
region, Belgrade hoped, and expected, that the Great Powers would compensate Serbia.”? Once it
became clear that the Power would not compensate Serbia in a timely manner, it became clear that
diplomacy had failed and Belgrade must take matters into its own hands. In other words, Serbia
must compensate itself. This compensation could come by attacking one of three territories: Bosnia,
Macedonia, or Bulgaria.>”> Bosnia would have been a popular choice because a plurality of the
population was Serb. Belgrade had tried to acquire these territories in the 1870s, but Great Power
politics and military defeat had prevented Serbia from achieving this goal. Unfortunately for Serbia,
following the Russo-Turkish War, Austria gained control of this territory. Asa Great Power, Austria
possessed a military that was significantly superior to Serbia’s. If Belgrade tried to acquire this
territory, Serbia wouid have been crushed. This outcome was particularly likely because Serbia
lacked a Great Power ally to help in the event of an Austro-Serbian war. At San Stefano and Berlin,
Russia abandoned Serbia, forcing Milan to turn to Austria for support. In 1885, Austria was Serbia’s
only Great Power ally, and this alliance would end once Serbia tried to take Bosnia.’™ Macedonia
also would have been a popular territory for King Milan to attack. For historic and ethnic reasons,
Serbs claimed that Macedonia ought to be part of Serbia. Since it was part of the Ottoman Empire,
Milan would have no trouble mobilizing public support to fight against the Turks.'* Milan, however,

$1%elavich, Tsarist Russia and Balkan Nationalism, p. 226.

*'Bridge, The Habsburg Monarchy among the Great Powers, p. 168.

*Petrovich, A History of Modern Serbia, 2: 430-431.

*"Discussing the pros and cons of each option is Jelavich, Tsarist Russia and Balkan Nationalism, p. 228.

*“Discussing the relationship between Austria and Serbia is Jelavich, Tsarist Russia and Balkan Nationalism, pp.
162-182, 203-204.

3'Perry, Stefan Stambolov, p. 81.
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remembered how badly the Turks had defeated the Serbs in 1876, and feared that history would
repeat itself if he invaded Macedonia.*'® Inaddition, even if Serbia could defeat the Ottoman Empire
in a contest of arms, the Great Powers would oppose any Serbian gains in Macedonia.’"
Consequently, no matter what the results, a Serbo-Turkish war would not lead to Serbian gains in
Macedonia.

Since Serbia was blecked in Bosnia and in Macedonia, Bulgaria was the only reasonable
target. Bulgaria posed a significant threat to Serbia’s security. Thus, by seeking compensation from
Bulgaria Milan would be killing two birds with one stone. While he was gaining territorial
compensation, he would also be weakening the main Balkan threat to Serbia’s security and to
Serbia’s interests in Macedonia.>'®

Although King Milan strongly believed that Serbia’s independence and survival required that
it receive compensation for Bulgaria’s acquisitions, it was not his sole motive for war. He also
believed that he would lose his throne if he did not take some action. Milan was not a popular leader
in Serbia.’”® During his reign, he had lost a war against the Turks, allied with an Austro-Hungarian
Empire that subjugated Slavs, and blatantly interfered in the leadership of the Serbian church, among
other things. All of these actions cost Milan popular support. In addition to these problems, a
popular rival to the throne existed in the person of Peter Karageorge.’” The Serbian people wanted
compensation for Bulgaria’s gains, and if King Milan did not get it for them, he feared he would lose
his throne.?”!

Not only did Milan have a motive for war, but he also believed that Serbia had the ability to
easily defeat the Bulgarians.”? Prior to Bulgarian unification, people believed that the Serbian

31Petrovich, A History of Modern Serbia, p. 431.

*YJelavich, Tsarist Russia and Balkan Nationalism, p. 228.

3petrovich, p.431.

*“Discussing Milan’s unpopularity is Petrovich, 4 History of Modern Serbia, 423-425, 427-429.
*4°On the popularity of Peter Karageorge, see Petrovich, A History of Modern Serbia, p. 429.
*Jelavich, Tsarist Russia and Balkan Nationalism, pp. 227-228.

*Z1bid, pp. 230-231; and Stavrianos, The Balkans Since 1453, p. 433.
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military was superior to the Bulgarian military, and unification only appeared to increase this
advantage.’” St. Petersburg had recalled all Russian officers from the Bulgarian military, leaving
Bulgaria with an inexperienced officer corps. Justas importantly, Turkey had stationed troops along
the Turco-Bulgarian border, forcing Prince Alexander to position the bulk of his forces along this
border to defend against a potential Turkish attack, leaving the Serbo-Bulgarian border weakly
defended. Finally, there were problems incorporating Eastern Rumelia into Bulgaria. Once the
Eastern Rumelians overthrew the Ottoman administration and announced the union of Bulgaria and
Eastern Rumelia, chaos broke out in Eastern Rumelia®® The overthrow of the Ottoman
administration left the territory without a government to maintain order. One of Prince Alexander’s
first tasks was to take control of Eastern Rumelia and maintain order there. This, however, would
take time, during which Bulgarian attention and resources would be engaged. As a result of these
issues and problems, Serbia believed its military could defeat the Bulgarian military.

King Milan also believed that he had Austria’s support. In the years following the Russo-
Turkish War, Austria and Serbia had developed a close relationship where Serbia became both an
Austrian ally and an Austrian satellite. In the convention of June 1881, Serbia gave up a great deal
of its independence to Vienna in exchange for Austrian support for Serbian expansion into
Macedonia.’” Now Milan needed this support, but to attack Bulgaria, not Macedonia. Milan told
the Austrian government if he did not get any compensation for Serbia he would lose his throne.>%
Fearing that the next Serbian king would not be as pro-Austrian as Milan, Vienna preferred that
Milan keep his throne. Despite this preference, Austria’s leaders were divided over what policy they
should adopt.’*’ Austria’s Foreign Minister, Count Kalnoky, advised patience. He told Milan to
allow the Great Powers to handle the situation. Count Khevenhuller, the Austrian minister in
Belgrade, however, provided Milan with contradictory advice. While informing Milan of Austria’s

*BCrampton, Bulgaria, p. 100.

**Perry, Stefan Stambolov, p. 81.

**Discussing the contents of the agreement is Petrovich, A History of Modern Serbia, pp. 413-415.
¥$Jelavich, Tsarist Russian and Balkan Nationalism, p. 224.
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position he also expressed his support for Serbian compensation. As he told a British diplomat,
“[the] only outlet [for Serbia]...was toward Macedonia and Old Serbia, through Sofia [!] which town
with its surrounding districts ought, in his opinion, to have been assigned to Serbia in 1878.7°2* With
these divisions in Austrian policy, Milan was able to choose who he wanted to believe. In the end,
he chose to listen to those who would support Serbia.

Since Bulgaria’s actions violated the terms of an international treaty, the Great Powers tried
to address the situation in Constantinople in November 1885. The intemational rules of the game
required that they approve of the change and decide how to compensate the other states. As Serbia’s
protector, Austria was responsible for arranging this compensation. Unfortunately, the speed with
which Bulgaria’s actions occurred prevented the powers from addressing the issue.’”

With the failure to resolve the issue, King Milan decided to go to war with the expectation
that Serbia would easily defeat the Bulgarians.’®® While Serbia was initially successful, it quickly
became clear that Milan had optimistically miscalculated. On November 14, 1885, Serbia declared
war, and for the first ten days, its forces advanced into Bulgaria. In response to the Serbian attack,
Prince Alexander transferred troops from the Ottoman border to the Serbian border. During this
time, he was able to transfer 70,000 troops to the Serbian front, which turned the tide of the battle
against Serbia.”' Against all expectations, the Bulgarian military decisively defeated the Serbian
military and proceeded to invade Serbia. Bulgarian forces would have proceeded to occupy Serbia
but Austrian intervention prevented them when representatives of the Austrian government
threatened joint Austro-Russian action against Bulgaria if Sofia did not accept an armistice. Asa

result of this pressure, Bulgaria agreed to end the war and restore the status quo ante bellum.
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*®Jelavich, Tsarist Russia and Balkan Nationalism, p. 224.

*Discussing the war are Crampton, Bulgaria, pp. 101-103; Perry, Stefan Stambolov, pp. 81-85; and Petrovich, 4
History of Modern Serbia, pp. 431-433.

3'Perry, Stefan Stambolov, p. 83.
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5.4.7 Greece Stays Out of the War**

Though both Greece and Serbia believed that they would suffer as a result of Bulgarian
unification and demanded conipensation, only Serbia declared war on Bulgaria. Greece, like Serbia,
confronted public pressure for war. Public demonstrations and the press demanded that the Greek
government invade Epirus and support a rebellion ir. Crete. This pressure led the Greek government
to mobilize its armed forces on September 25, 1885. Nevertheless, Athens did not declare war
against the Bulgarians.

In fact, at no point did the Greek government actually plan to go to war.>*®* The decision not
to go to war can be explained by three reasons. First, and most importantly, the Great Powers
opposed any Greek military actions. At the ambassadors conference in Constantinople, the Great
Powers agreed to warn Greece to stay out of war. They even blockaded the Greek coasts when
Athens refused to demobilize its army. The second reason for Greece’s inaction is related to the
first. Greece lacked a Great power ally/protector. Without a Great Power ally, nobody would
prevent any of the Great Powers from intervening against Greece. Serbia was allied with Austria,
and Austria helped prevent the Great Powers from interfering in the Serbo-Bulgarian War.
Recognizing the need for a Great Power ally, Athens tried to secure Austrian support. Unfortunately,
these attempts failed because the Austrian government did not see any value in an alliance with
Greece.’* Third, Greece needed and was trying to deal with internal problems, particularly its
financial and military problems. These problems led the Greek leaders to avoid foreign adventures
until they had been resolved. Greek leaders were able to maintain this focus, partly, because the
government was not afraid of being overthrown if it did not gain compensation for Bulgaria’s gains.

5.5 CONCLUSIONS
The cases in this chapter provide support for the dissertation’s hypothesis that the

'This secticn is based on discussions in Douglas Dakin, The Unification of Greece, pp. 137-139.

**Ibid, p. 138 states that when the Greek government mobilized its military, Athens informed the Great Powers that
Greece did not intend to go to war.

*}*The Austrian Minister of Foreign Affairs, Count Kolnaky, opposed a Greco-Austrian alliance for two reasons.
First, he believed that the weak Greek military could not justify the alliance on military grounds. Second, by allying
with the Greeks, Austria might alienate the Slavs, whose interests conflicted with Greece’s interests. Bridge, From
Sadowa to Sarajevo, p. 145.
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disintegration of empires causes the causes and conditions for war that, in turn, lead to crises and
war. The power and miscalculation arguments receive the strongest supported. The lack of a Balkan
war in the 1860s clearly exists because of perceptions of the balance of power. Serbia was a
militarily weak state that needed to further develop its military institutions in order to be able to
confront the Turks. Because of this weakness, and the weakness of its Balkan allies, Serbia avoided
war. At the same time, Constantinople looked at the growth of Serbian military and decided that war
was not a reasonable option for Turkey. To prevent Belgrade from declaring war, the Porte offered
some concessions to Serbia. Whether either side miscalculated is difficult to determine since the war
never occurred.

The Serbo-Turkish War of 1876 also demonstrates the importance of perceptions of the
balance of power. When the Bosnian Crisis began in the summer of 1875, nationalism strongly
pushed for war. Belgrade, however, recognized that it was militarily and diplomatically unprepared
for war. Serbian leaders, therefore, decided to wait and prepare for war. During the fall and winter,
Serbia prepared its military and sought allies, and the neutrality of the Great Powers. Once Serbia
had accomplished these goals, Belgrade was ready to declare war with the expectation of victory.
Unfortunately for Serbia, the Serbs miscalculated. They overestimated the support of their allies,
specifically the Bulgarians and the Russians, and the strength of their military. The expectation of
Russian support came from divisions within Russia where two camps had developed, an
interventionist and a non-interventionist. This division caused Russia to send mixed signals to
Belgrade which contributed to Serbia’s miscalculation.

Perceptions of power also contributed to the outbreak of the Russo-Turkish War of 1877-78.
Russia was considerably stronger than Turkey, and the recent events in the Ottoman Empire served
to reinforce this power advantage. Thus, in a one-on-one confrontation, St. Petersburg was confident
that Russia could defeat the Turks. To prevent Austria from intervening in the war, St. Petersburg
negotiated an agreement with Vienna that guaranteed Austria’s neutrality. St. Petersburg’s
expectation of a quick, cheap victory, however, was optimistic miscalculations. The Turks,
surprisingly, strongly resisted Russia’s advance, forcing Russia to ask its Balkan allies for support.

Finally, the Serbo-Bulgarian War of 1885 supports the power and miscalculation arguments
of the dissertation. Bulgaria gained its independence in 1878 as a consequence of the Russia’s
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victory in 1878. Upon gaining its independence, Bulgaria needed to build the institutional structure
necessary for seif-rule. A large part of the manpower, particularly military manpower, came from
Russia. When Prince Alexander of Bulgaria, against St. Petersburg’s wishes, united with the Turkish
controlled territory of Eastern Rumelia, Russia withdrew its people from Bulgaria creating a
temporary window during which Bulgaria would be weaker. This led Belgrade to believe that Serbia
had the opportunity to settle its grievances at Bulgaria’s expense quickly, and with littie cost.
Adding to Serbia’s advantage was Sofia’s belief that Turkey, not Serbia, was the threat to Bulgaria.
To address this threat, the Bulgarian military stationed the majority of its troops along the Turco-
Bulgarian border. Both Sofia and Belgrade made important miscalculations. Sofiadid not recognize
the threat unification posed to Serbia and, partly for this reason, did not believe that Serbia would
attack. Belgrade, on the other hand, over-estimated its military and under-estimated the recovery
time of the Bulgarian military. Consequently, Serbia lost a war it expected to win.

The cases in this chapter also provide some support for the argument related to nationalism.
Prior to the 1860s, Serbian nationalism grew, partly, in response to Turkish intervention in Serbian
affairs. Consequently, the Serbian government developed a network of organizations in Serbia and
the Slav lands of the Ottoman Empire in order to prepare for a war of unification. Despite the
s'rength of nationalism, war never occurred. The Serbo-Turkish War of 1876 also resulted, partly,
from nationalism. A large number of Serbs lived in Bosnia, and when they revolted, Serbian
nationalism increased. War did not occur immediately, however, because Serbia lacked the military
capabilities needed to defeat the Turks. The Serbo-Bulgarian War of 1885 also resulted, partly, from
nationalism. Bulgarian nationalism was a potential problem because of the division of Bulgaria into
two territories. Once Bulgaria united with Eastern Rumelia, the danger existed that Turkey would
intervene to reverse Sofia’s actions. Turkey did not.

The arguments related to rules of the game do not fare as well. Rules of the game did not
influence the Balkan Crises of the 1860s nor did they influence Serbian behavior leading up to the
Serbo-Turkish War. Nevertheless, the rules may have influenced Austrian and Russian behavior
during this crisis. The threat of war created the possibility that the situations in the Balkans would
change. These changes created the danger of an Austro-Russian confrontation. To prevent this from
happening, the two sides agreed to rules of behavior. These negotiations may have prevented the
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Serbo-Turkish War from expanding to include these powers. Prior to the Russo-Turkish War of
1877-78, Vienna and St. Petersburg used these rules to achieve an agreement that would allow
Russia to go to war against Turkey without Austria intervening. Nevertheless, Russia violated these
rules with the Treaty of San Stefano, which forced the Great Powers to intervene and negotiate anew
agreement at the Congress of Berlin.

The domestic politics arguments receive almost no support from these cases. Prior to the
Serbo-Turkish War of 1876, Prince Milan did worry that failure to act could lead to a revolution, but
that did not prevent him from delaying war until he believed Serbia was ready. And, in 1885, Prince
Alexander of Bulgaria accepted unification, partly, because the failure to agree would lead to his
overthrow. Furthermore, contrary to the diversionary theory hypothesis, the Suitan’s weakness

contributed to his decision not to respond to Bulgarian unification by going to war.
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Chapter 6
THE BALKANS, 1900-1914:
THE BOSNIAN CRISIS, THE BALKAN WARS, AND THE FIRST WORLD WAR

This chapter looks at the three Balkan crises at the beginning of the 20" century: the Bosnian
Annexation, the Balkan Wars, and the Austro-Serbian War of 1914. The Bosnian Annexation of
1908 is the only one of these crises that did not lead to war, although the danger existed that an
Austro-Serbian or an Austro-Russian war would occur. The Balkan Wars of 1912-1913 involved
no Great Power combatant. The First Balkan War involved the Balkan League—Bulgaria, Greece,
Montenegro, and Serbia—against Turkey. Following this war, disagreements over the division of
the spoils of the First Balkan War led to a war between Bulgaria on one side and Greece, Serbia,
Romania, and Turkey on the other. The final case, the Austro-Serbian War of 191 4, occurred when
Austria took advantage of the crisis that developed following the assassination of the Archduke
Franz Ferdinand to try to settle accounts with Serbia. Unfortunately, this crisis did not remain
localized and eventually escalated into the First World War.

This chapter provides significant support for this dissertation’s argument that the
disintegration of empires contributes to the causes and conditions of war, which, in turn, can lead
to crises and war. The evidence suggests that the disintegration of the Ottoman Empire contributed
to several of the problems identified by the hypothesis, particularly shifts in the balance of power,
nationalism, and increased ambiguity about the rules of the game, that then contributed to outbreak
of the wars and crises. The Bosnian Crisis provides evidence relating the disintegration of empire
to each of the three previously mentioned problems. First, the Crisis shows that the growth of
Serbian power created concerns that lead Austria to annex the Bosnia. Prior to 1908, Serbia was
weak and dependent upon Austria. Following the Serbian coup of 1903, Serbian state-building
succeeded in developing a more stable political and economic system. Consequently, in 1908,
Austria decided it had to deal with the growing Serbian threat as statements made by Austrian
leaders demonstrate. The first step in this strategy was to annex Bosnia. Second, turmoil within the
Ottoman Empire caused a temporary reduction in Turkish power. In the summer of 1908, a revolt
occurred in Constantinople that weakened the Ottoman military. This weakening provided Vienna
with a window of opportunity during which Turkey would be incapable of militarily responding to
Austrian actions. Furthermore, the revolt created a closing window of opportunity for Austria. At
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the core of the revolution was the desire to reform the Ottoman Empire in an effort to gain the loyalty
of the peripheral peoples. If these reforms succeeded, Austria would lose control over Bosnia and
Herzegovina. Vienna, therefore, believed that it was necessary to annex the provinces before
Constantinople implemented the reforms.

This case also provides evidence to support the r<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>