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Rough Guide to Pronunciation

Hungarian

All letters not listed below are pronounced as in English. Stress is always placed
on the first syllable.

a broad ‘as’ as in ‘father’

a sharp ‘a’ as in ‘at’

c ‘ts’ as in ‘tsar’

cs, ccs  ‘ch’as in ‘church’

e short ‘e’ as in ‘pet’

¢ long ‘e’ as in French ‘épée’

gy ‘d’ plus ‘y’ as in ‘duke’

i short ‘ee’ as in ‘beet’

i long ‘ee’ as in ‘see’

j ‘y’asin ‘yes’

ly ‘y’asin ‘yes’

ny ‘n’ plus ‘y’ as in ‘new’

0 short ‘0’ as in ‘bone’

o long ‘o’ as ‘doe’

0 short vowel modification as in ‘colonel’ or German ‘schon’
0 long vowel modification as in ‘colonel’ or German ‘schon’
S, SS ‘sh’ as in ‘shut’

sz, ssz ‘s’ asin ‘sit’

u short “u’ as in ‘boot’

u long ‘u’ as ‘sue’

i short vowel modification as in French ‘vu’

a long vowel modification as in French ‘vu’

VA ‘zh’ as in ‘leisure’

vi



Guide to Pronunciation ¢ vil

Serbo-Croat

Vowels are given full quality in Serbo-Croat, but are otherwise straightforward.
All consonants not listed below are pronounced as in English. Stress varies, but
is never placed on the last syllable.

c ‘ts’ as in ‘tsar’

‘ty’ as in ‘tune’

‘ch’ as in ‘church’

‘dy’ as in ‘duke’

dz ‘dj’ as in ‘jury’

(e}

[T @13

h ‘ch’ as in Scottish ‘loch’
j ‘y’asin ‘yes’

Ij ‘I’ plus “y’ as in ‘yes’

nj ‘n’ plus ‘y’ as in ‘new’

$ ‘sh” as in ‘shut’

zZ ‘zh’ as in ‘leisure’
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Concordance of Place Names

G: German; H: Hungarian; S-C: Serbian or Croatian; Sl: Slovak; I: Italian
Names in present-day usage are listed first. Where an Anglicized version of a
place name has become common, such as Vienna, or Belgrade, this has been used
in the text.

Buda (H); Ofen (G)

Kotor (S-C); Cattaro (I)

Novi Sad (S-C); Neusatz (G.); Ujvidék (H)

Bratislava (Sl); Pressburg (G); Pozsony (H)

Dubrovnik (S-C); Ragusa (I)

Rijeka (S-C); Fiume (I)

Zagreb (S-C); Agram (G); Zagrab (H)

Zemun (S-C); Zimony (H); Zemlin (G)
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Foreword

This is the author’s first book-length study of the role that Hungarian statesmen
played in determining Habsburg policy toward Serbia. He anticipates producing
a second volume that will take the story to the bloody palace revolution of 1903,
and, perhaps, a third that would conclude with the outbreak of World War 1.

This first installment is certainly timely, appearing as it has on the hundredth
anniversary of that epochal event. At this very moment historians and journalists
across the Atlantic community are busily commemorating the centenary of the
“Great” War. One theme that will surface repeatedly both in print and in con-
ference presentations will be the causes of the conflict that consumed so many
lives, institutions, and whole societies during the course of the twentieth century.
Experts and pundits alike will invoke the names of the ill-fated Archduke Francis
Ferdinand and his assassin, Gavrilo Princip. Some will pontificate about the re-
spective roles of Serbian intelligence, Germany’s “Blank Check,” the Austro-
Hungarian ultimatum, and the Schlieffen Plan. A few will dig deeper by examin-
ing the statesmen and diplomacy that created the two rival alliance systems that
seemed predestined to resolve their differences on the battlefield.

This volume gives due attention to the circumstances, events and personali-
ties that produced the secret Austro-Serbian alliance of 1881. Although the few
Habsburg officials in the know in both Vienna and Budapest hailed it as a dip-
lomatic triumph, the treaty had succeeded all too well for the Dual Monarchy’s
long-term interest. Moreover, there was a subplot to the story: namely, the agen-
das of Hungarian statesmen like Gyula Andrassy and Benjamin Kallay. Over the
centuries, Habsburg statesmen had advanced the monarchy’s remarkable career
by assembling coalitions that had been activated by its partners’ appreciation of
a common interest and sanguine anticipation of mutual benefit. Time and again,
monarchs and diplomats from Maximilian to Metternich had forged alliances
through judicious moderation and mutual accommodation. They did so not out
of some inbred timidity or empathy, but because the monarchy’s finite resources
and vulnerable frontiers demanded an abiding sensitivity to core interests of

xiii
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constituencies both within and beyond its frontiers. The circumstances surround-
ing the treaty of 28 June 1881 were different. The Habsburg negotiators could
afford to play from a position of unusual strength vis-a-vis Serbian Prince Milan.
In imposing their will they demonstrated that they were no different than other
hegemons when conditions gave them a free hand.

With the benefit of hindsight, historians can pass judgment on those victors
who, in retrospect, should have been more careful what they wish for. The refrain
applies to Austria-Hungary in 1881, much as it would to Serbia and so many of
its victorious allies in 1918.

Charles W. Ingrao



Preface

The history of relations between the Habsburg Monarchy and Serbia has always
been bedeviled by emotion, partisanship, and special pleading. It has also under-
gone radical changes in the outlook of those writing on the subject, depending
on current events and coverage in the media. Before the First World War, for in-
stance, it was rare to find defenders of the Serbian point of view, a circumstance
conditioned to some extent by Serbia’s obscurity, but determined even more by
the negative image of Serbian politics, especially the brutal palace revolution of
1903, and the general atmosphere of political conspiracy which hung over the
country.! The Habsburg Monarchy, by contrast, and for all its manifest faults
and dysfunctionality, had no shortage of defenders and well-wishers, right down
to the point at which, in 1914, it tipped the rest of Europe into cataclysm by its
response to the Sarajevo assassination.’

With the outbreak of the First World War, Serbia underwent what a modern
PR consultant would call a makeover. It became “gallant little Serbia,” the plucky
ally of the Western powers, the blameless underdog vis-a-vis the malevolent em-
pire to the north, which was now tarred as Germany’s partner in war guilt and
which was in any case, it was claimed, a multinational state doomed to dissolu-
tion.> When Serbia, after many tribulations, re-emerged triumphant in 1918 and
presided over the formation of the Kingdom of Serbs, Croats and Slovenes, it
managed to transfer to the new, theoretically “Yugoslav” state this wartime im-
age of heroic blamelessness. In the eyes of many outside observers Yugoslavia
was simply Serbia writ large. Even the multiple problems of the interwar period,
rooted in the fact that Yugoslavia was more a sort of Greater Serbia than the
federal condominium desired by its other peoples, could not entirely dispel this
positive picture, in which all Yugoslavia’s virtues were attributable to its Serb
leadership, while all its vices were the fault of misguided non-Serbs, corrupted
by external influences. This misinterpretation of Yugoslavia reached its apogee
in 1942 with the publication of Rebecca West’s extraordinarily Serbophile Black
Lamb and Grey Falcon: the country’s ills were put down to the burden of Slav
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history and the manipulation of alien hegemons, chief among them the Ottoman
and Habsburg Empires.*

The Second World War effected yet another transfiguration. Bizarrely, the
victory of Josip Broz Tito’s Communist Party in the three-cornered civil war
that engulfed Yugoslavia following its invasion and partition by the Axis powers
did not impair Serbia’s generally good standing in the minds of foreign com-
mentators. On the contrary, the heroic image had been consolidated by the Serb-
dominated coup d’état of April 1941, which provoked the Axis invasion; as Winston
Churchill later wrote, Yugoslavia had thereby “found its soul.””” The fact that the
subsequent Serb-led royalist resistance of Draza Mihailovi¢ was a tragic fail-
ure, and spent so much of its energies combatting the rival Communist Partisans
that it laid itself open to charges of collaboration with the Axis, was overlaid
by the Partisans’ success as a resistance movement, and the eventual transfer of
Allied support from Mihailovi¢ to Tito. Tito himself was literally Yugoslav, being
of Croat-Slovene parentage; and his Communist Party picked up support as the
only genuinely Yugoslav resistance movement on offer, one which transcended
nationalist antagonisms. Yet the postwar Yugoslavia, although a federal state
along Soviet lines which nominally put all its peoples on an equal footing, was
in a curious way another installment in the long afterlife of Serbia. Despite post-
Tito complaints by Serb nationalists about their alleged disempowerment under
Communism, the Titoist state continued Serbian primacy within the Serbian
Republic, including the two “autonomous” provinces of Vojvodina and Kosovo.®
Serbs also, for many years under Tito, dominated the federal security services;
more importantly, for the purposes of the present work, they enjoyed a real ascen-
dancy in the Yugoslav historical profession.

This is not the place for a detailed disquisition on post-war Yugoslav histo-
riography, but suffice it to say that the majority of work done by Yugoslavs after
1945, on Austro-Serbian relations in the nineteenth and early twentieth century,
conformed to the picture of Serbia as underdog, and that this perception filtered
through into at least some of what was written about the subject in the West.
Some Yugoslav historians, in response to the new political dispensation, preoc-
cupied themselves with the history of the working class and the beginnings of
socialism; still others endorsed the Yugoslavist ideology of the regime, in line
with Tito’s assertion in 1948 that “The unification of the South Slavs was needed
and had to be accomplished.”” Yet the longer Communist Yugoslavia lasted, and
the more its initially sham federalism was parlayed into a more genuine federal-
ism, progressively Balkanizing the Communist Party itself, the more nationalist
viewpoints emerged, or rather re-emerged, since many of the pre-war generation
remained academically active.® The result was an historiographical tradition in
which Serbia was habitually depicted as on the side of the angels: striving first
to free itself from the Ottoman Empire, and then to liberate those Serbs, and
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other South Slavs, still languishing under foreign rule, while at the same time
resisting efforts by the Habsburg Monarchy to impose a different type of domina-
tion. In this narrative the Monarchy was almost invariably the negative element,
a multinational, dynastic anachronism battling the inevitable with unscrupulous
determination. As an example of how this could translate at the level of popular
consciousness, [ will never forget being informed, by an earnest young Yugoslav
tour guide in Sarajevo in 1981, that the Archduke Francis Ferdinand had been de-
liberately sent to his death, not only by the Habsburg authorities, but by the Ger-
man Empire, so that his assassination would provide the pretext for war in 1914!

Needless to say the resurgence of Serb nationalism in the 1970s and 1980s,
which did so much to accelerate Yugoslavia’s break-up, powerfully reinforced this
tendency to see Serbian history as one of unrelenting victimhood. Even more dis-
turbing was the fact that prominent Serbian historians like Milorad Ekmeci¢ and
Vasilije Kresti¢ were in the forefront of the nationalist movement, the latter being
one of the architects of the notorious Memorandum of the Serbian Academy of
Arts and Sciences in 1986, which complained about the “genocide” being perpe-
trated against the Serbs.” Kresti¢, as will be seen below, has never wavered in his
conviction that Serbs have always been the victims in the relationship with the
Habsburg Monarchy; his additional conviction that the Serbs’ former cohabitants
in Yugoslavia, the Croats in particular, were willing adjuncts to this victimisation
is now also a matter of record.”® In the wake of the Yugoslav wars the former
Yugoslav historical profession is now a house divided against itself. Hard-line
nationalists seem to dominate the profession in Serbia even a decade after the
fall of MiloSevi¢, and are well represented in the far-flung Serbian diaspora.'' On
the other hand, both Serbia, Montenegro and the émigré community harbor many
conscientious scholars who are doing their best not to see the history of Serbia’s
relations with the outside world as uniformly one of underdog versus oppressors.'?

Non-Yugoslav historians, as one might hope, have never subscribed whole-
sale to this Serbs-as-victims interpretation of Austro-Serbian relations. On the
contrary, there has been no shortage of sympathetic, if critical, treatments of
Habsburg foreign policy in this period, by scholars such as Joachim Remak,
Charles and Barbara Jelavich, Paul W. Schroeder, Roy Bridge and Samuel
Williamson, Jr."* The few western specialists in Serbian history, such as Wayne
S. Vucinich, Michael Boro Petrovich, David MacKenzie and Gale Stokes in the
United States, Horst Haselsteiner in Austria, and Imre Ress in Hungary, have on
the whole done their best to see the story from both sides.'* Yet the long period in
which Serbia, and then Yugoslavia, was regarded generally as being on the “win-
ning side” of history has inevitably affected perspectives.

Prior to the break-up of Yugoslavia it was uncommon to see highly criti-
cal examination of the Serbian nation-building story of the nineteenth century.
All history is written with the benefit of hindsight, but in the case of Serbia the
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hindsight until the 1980s was that provided by Tito’s Yugoslavia, with its federal
structure, its vaunted “workers’ self-management” (taken far too much at face
value by some in the West), and its parade of “brotherhood and unity.” Whatever
the tragedies and errors of Balkan nationalism in the nineteenth and early twenti-
eth centuries, it could be argued, the peoples of Yugoslavia, Serbs included, had
collectively transcended these troubles and had subliminated their national iden-
tities in Yugoslavism. The dark underside of all nationalism, the intolerance of
others, and the unwillingness to compromise, were not part of this picture.'> Only
in the light of the wars of the 1990s does the nineteenth-century “pre-history” of
Yugoslavia assume a more complex significance.

Should we therefore approach the record of the Habsburg Monarchy, in its
dealings with Serbia and the rest of the South Slav world, in a different light
too? Is there a case to be made for the Monarchy as a preferable alternative to
the modern world of nation-states or would-be nation-states, an agenda that, in
the eyes of present-day Serb, Croat and Albanian nationalists is very much un-
finished business? It is my considered opinion that the answer to these questions
still has to be “no.”

My first original research in this field began when I registered for a master’s
programme at the London School of Economics in 1976-77. My thesis topic,
under the supervision of the late Professor James Joll, was British involvement
in the Austro-Serbian “Pig War” of 1906—11. This was a choice driven to a large
extent by my location in London and the availability of British archival records;
it was also a subject in which it was easy to see Serbia as the victim of Austro-
Hungarian economic and political domination.

When, some years later, | registered for a part-time PhD at the School of
Slavonic and East European Studies, it was not long before I found myself gravi-
tating towards what was increasingly my main preoccupation, the story of the
Habsburg Monarchy’s attempts to deal with Serbia between the Ausgleich, or
Compromise, of 1867 and the outbreak of the First World War. This, again, was
a narrative in which Serbia stood out as object, rather than subject: the constant
object of Habsburg policy was to control Serbia, to limit its size and influence so
that it could never pose a threat to the multinational Monarchy itself. Within that
larger framework, the story that really intrigued me was the way in which the new
constitutional government of Hungary tried to shape policy towards Serbia in
the period immediately following the Ausgleich. And central to this saga was the
fascinating personality of the young Benjamin Kallay, Austro-Hungarian consul-
general in Belgrade between 1868 and 1875. Kallay went on from this influential
posting to become one of the principal architects of Austro-Hungarian policy
towards Serbia in the crucial years 1878-81, when a series of treaties were im-
posed on Serbia which made it a satellite of the Monarchy for the next generation.
He then became Austro-Hungarian common finance minister in 1882, in which
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capacity he was the chief administrator of the newly-occupied Ottoman province
of Bosnia-Hercegovina until his death in 1903. Originally intending an insanely
ambitious “life and times” of Kallay, I eventually narrowed my thesis down to
the more manageable subject of Hungarian influence on Serbian policy between
1867 and 1871, but in the process wound up researching the period down to the
treaties of 187881 in considerable detail.

What emerged out of this research, and which forms the basis of the pres-
ent book, constitutes a lesson in Realpolitik, but also a sort of morality tale.
The practical political lesson is that great powers will usually behave according
to how they perceive their interests, and that those interests transcend, indeed
frequently offend, what most reasonable persons would consider everyday stan-
dards of morality. What is most striking, in the records left behind by Austrian
and Hungarian statesmen like Kallay, or his patron Count Gyula Andrassy, was
how much they assumed that Austria-Hungary had the right to dictate to Serbia,
and that Serbian governments had virtually a duty to accommodate themselves
to such dictates. Morality does not enter into such a dialogue, because the rela-
tionship is based on power.

The problem with this top-down approach by great powers towards small
powers lies in the reversibility of the relationship. The Habsburg Monarchy’s
lordly attitude towards its Balkan neighbors was always conditioned by an under-
lying fear of their attractive power over co-nationals in the Monarchy itself. By
the end of the Balkan Wars of 1912—13, Austro-Hungarian policy was driven by
the most existential fear of all, that it would be the next target of a Balkan alliance
aiming at its dissolution. That there was little likelihood of such a coalition in the
immediate future was irrelevant; the leaders of the Monarchy in 1914 saw Serbia,
and Serbian nationalism, as direct threats, and acted accordingly in reaction to
the Sarajevo murders. And although the real danger of an attack was exaggerated,
there can be little doubt that, in the minds of Serbian nationalists like the Sarajevo
assassin, the nineteen-year-old student Gavrilo Princip, or the leader of the con-
spiratorial “Black Hand” in Belgrade, Colonel Dimitrije Dimitrijevic¢, it was the
claims of Serbian nationhood which took priority over such concepts as dynastic
legitimacy. Morality, for such nationalists, is the twisted sort which can justify
political murder, “ethnic cleansing,” and all manner of further mayhem in pursuit
of the ultimate goal, the unitary nation-state. For Serb nationalists, however, the
justifiability of the nation-building project was reinforced by generations of great
power bullying and manipulation. In this litany of grievances it was Austria-
Hungary’s role which stood out as the most negative.'®

The morality tale lies in the essential futility of the bullying. In its fear of Ser-
bian nationalism, the Habsburg Monarchy from the early nineteenth century pur-
sued policies of containment, manipulation, and coercion, which bred resentment
on the part of Serbs everywhere, without ultimately averting the consolidation
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of Serbian autonomy and the gradual expansion of the Serbian nation-state.
When, after 1867, Hungarians were in a position to influence policy towards
Serbia, their involvement made things worse. In the period under investigation
in this book, Hungarian meddling first sowed the seeds of unconquerable suspi-
cion on both sides, and then contributed to a revival of the traditional policy of
coercion. By locking Serbia into a position of economic and political vassalage
by 1881, however, this policy did more than anything else to ensure the outcome
least welcome to the Habsburg Monarchy. In a political explosion in part reflect-
ing nationalist resentment of this situation, Serbia cast off all controls after 1903,
and a full-blown nationalism emerged more than ever committed to the libera-
tion of fellow nationals, under both Ottoman and, eventually, Habsburg rule. In
pursuit of an unattainable control, Austrian and Hungarian statesmen conjured up
the threat they had most to fear.!”

The present work is neither an apology for the excesses of Serbian nation-
alism in the late twentieth century, nor a defense of the Habsburg Monarchy’s
dismal record in managing its relationship with the South Slavs. It is an attempt
to chart the beginnings of a story which culminated in the outbreak of the First
World War, but whose fatal tendency towards misunderstanding and antagonism
was set by policy decisions taken in the 1860s and 1870s.

% %k ok

As is probably usual when making acknowledgements of this sort, I am aware
that so many people have assisted in the completion of this project that there is a
real possibility of leaving someone out.

I owe the most profound debt of all to my doctoral supervisor, the late,
great Professor Laszlo Péter (1929-2008). A Hungarian émigré of 1956, Laszlo
combined a laser-like intelligence with an awe-inspiring command of the English
language; his knowledge and understanding of nineteenth-century Hungarian pol-
itics was encyclopedic, and his editorial pen went through verbose post-graduate
ramblings like a hot knife through butter. Any conceptual clarity which I have
developed over the years I owe largely to this occasionally aloof, but infinitely
patient man, whom I learned to regard with great affection.

Among other senior scholars to whom I am conscious of a heavy debt, Pro-
fessor Roy Bridge stands out for his kindliness and conviviality. Roy spotted
me early on in the Haus- Hof- und Staatsarchiv in Vienna and, in the course of
successive encounters over the years, not only shared his expert knowledge of
Austro-Hungarian foreign policy, but introduced me to others in the field both
in Austria and elsewhere. One of these was the Hungarian historian and later
(post-Communist) foreign minister, Dr. Géza Jeszenszky. Géza and his wife Edit
were unfailingly hospitable on my visits to Hungary, even when personal preoc-
cupations cannot have made this easy for them, and were particularly kind to me
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and my brother David when we spent some months in Budapest in 1987. I also
profited from discussions of my subject with, among others, Dr. Ferenc Glatz and
Dr. Istvan Dioészegi in Budapest, Dr. Imre Ress (then in Vienna), Dr. Andrija
Radeni¢ in Belgrade, and Dr. Robin Okey and the late Dr. John Leslie in Lon-
don. Professor Mark Cornwall, now at Southampton University, was a fellow
researcher in the Austrian archives in the 1980s, whose conversation was as in-
structive as his company on the occasional pub-crawl was welcome.

Among personal friends four deserve special thanks. Georg Siegl not only
put me up repeatedly in Vienna, but through his hospitality and sociability ex-
tended my circle of acquaintance, and in the process improved my German no
end. The night-life more than once got in the way of the archival research, but no
researcher in a foreign city could have wished for a more congenial base. In Lon-
don, my friend and co-author, Ian Porter, was not only an intellectual sounding-
board for years, and a critic with a profound knowledge of German history, but
provided me with the use of his computer for producing my thesis; it is no ex-
aggeration to say that, without his technical assistance and patience, the thing
probably would not have been finished. Paula Porter, while all this was going on,
put up with me as a sort of daytime house-guest for the better part of three years,
providing me with lunch and endless cups of coffee. Another who deserves men-
tion is Esther MacKay, who tolerated my continuation in her house as a perpetual
student for longer than we both probably care to remember. These are not debts
that can be meaningfully repaid.

Innumerable public servants, most of them anonymous, were of assistance
along the way. This includes the staff of the Haus- Hof- und Staatsarchiv and
the Kriegsarchiv in Vienna, the Hungarian National Archive and the Széchenyi
National Library archive in Budapest, the Historical Institute in Belgrade, and in
London the Public Record Office (now crassly renamed the National Archive),
the British Library, the Institute of Historical Research, Senate House Library,
and of course the library of the School of Slavonic and East European Studies.
Since returning to Canada in 2006 I have benefited immensely from access to the
libraries of Grant MacEwan University and the University of Alberta and their
unfailingly helpful staff.

Finally, I owe a peculiar, because unquantifiable, debt to my wife, Jane
Leaper, who is not an historian, but whose historical insight has frequently en-
riched my own understanding. I was involved in the topic of the present book long
before I met Jane; but her enthusiasm for holidaying in obscure parts of Eastern
Europe has since enriched my own understanding of the region. More importantly,
her company has kept me on my toes mentally for the last two decades. She also
executed the charming diagram on page 23. Needless to say, however, all defects
of this book are mine, and no one else’s.
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A notable exception is Ivo Banac, 7he National Question in Yugoslavia: Origins, History, Poli-
tics (Ithaca, NY & London: Cornell UD, 1984), the first 120 pages of which are a sobering
examination of this nineteenth-century background.

This is an interpretation which, in my opinion, still holds true, despite the sustained in-
dictment of the Serbian government’s policy in Christopher Clark, 7he Sleepwalkers: How
Europe Went to War in 1914 (New York: HarperCollins, 2012), chapter 1 passim. The fact
remains that the Austro-Hungarian government did not have to resort to war in 1914, nor
did it have convincing proof of Serbian government responsibility for Sarajevo, as opposed
to the incontestable responsibility of individual Serb nationalists and organizations.

In a sequel to the present work, provisionally entitled 7rain-Wreck in Slow Motion: Austria-
Hungary and Serbia 18811903, and currently being researched, I hope to cover the period
of Serbia’s satellite status and bring the story down to the Serbian revolution of 1903.
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Introduction

This study is largely concerned with the changes effected in the policy of the
Habsburg Monarchy toward Serbia between the Ausgleich of 1867, when a Hun-
garian factor appeared in the formulation of that policy, and the appointment of a
Hungarian, Count Gyula Andrassy, as joint foreign minister late in 1871. It then
continues to the conclusion of the secret treaty of 1881 between the Monarchy
and Serbia. The role of the politician and diplomat Benjamin Kallay is of impor-
tance here, not just because he was Austria-Hungary’s consul-general in Belgrade
in the formative period of 1868—75, but also because, as Andrassy’s nominee for
the post, he represented a particular, Hungarian view of how relations with Serbia
should be conducted. Yet Kallay’s views, as well as Andrassy’s, had undergone
significant modifications by 1871, and this contributed to the nature of the settle-
ment imposed on Serbia in 1881. It is one of the purposes of this study to show
how fateful those shifts of emphasis were for the subsequent development of
relations between the Habsburg Monarchy and Serbia.

It is impossible to avoid the conclusion that the whole course of Austro-
Serbian relations, right down to 1914, was determined by policies laid down in
the late 1860s and the 1870s; and that these policies bore a distinctly Hungarian
stamp. Their essential feature, as evolved by 1881, was the imposition on Serbia
of a straitjacket of economic and political controls, which were designed to nul-
lify Serbian nationalism, to ensure Serbia’s availability as a source of foodstuffs
and a market for manufactures, and to do all this without the necessity of annex-
ing the country and thus further complicating the nationalities question inside
the Habsburg Monarchy. In addition, Austro-Hungarian policymakers recognized
by the mid-1870s that the occupation of Bosnia-Hercegovina by the Monarchy
was a likely concomitant of this approach, since on no account should Serbia be
allowed to annex Bosnia for itself and thus form a large South Slav state on the
Monarchy’s border.

Until the crisis of 1875—78 shattered the status quo in the Balkans, this pol-
icy remained hypothetical. Serbian isolation at the end of the Russo-Turkish War,
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however, offered Austria-Hungary the chance of imposing the straitjacket, while
simultaneously resolving the Bosnian question to its own satisfaction. Serbia was
secured territorial gains to the southeast, at the price of a close economic and
political alliance concluded in 1880-81, and for the next generation remained
effectively a protectorate of the Habsburg Monarchy.

Benjamin Kallay’s part in all this was central. He was a driving force behind
the treaties of 1880—81. Subsequently, as the Monarchy’s joint finance minis-
ter (1882—1903), responsible for the administration of Bosnia-Hercegovina, he
labored to make Habsburg rule popular there, and to negate the aspirations of
Serbian nationalists for a South Slav state.

Kallay failed, and his Serbian policy was an unmitigated disaster. The Austri-
ans, and the Hungarians, remained as unpopular in Serbia as they had always been
since the early nineteenth century, and the blatant subordination of Serbian inter-
ests to those of the Monarchy produced a fierce nationalist resentment. Austria-
Hungary’s administration of Bosnia-Hercegovina added insult to injury; and the
sense of humiliation in Serbia was crowned by the widespread perception that
King Milan Obrenovi¢ and his son and successor, Alexander, were the willing
guarantors of Austro-Hungarian hegemony. In 1903, Alexander’s unpopularity
and unconstitutional rule provoked an army coup in which he was assassinated,
and the rival Karadordevi¢ dynasty was called to the throne. This meant a return
to constitutional politics in Serbia, and hence the ascendancy of the national-
ist Radical Party. Serbian governments finally broke the economic stranglehold
which Austria-Hungary had exerted since 1881, and with this loosening of eco-
nomic ties came a corresponding license in the expression of nationalist aims.
After 1903, relations between the Monarchy and Serbia deteriorated rapidly, until
by 1914 the stage was set for the confrontation which led to the First World War.
There is a certain symbolism in the fact that Kallay, whose policy of economic
and political domination started to unravel with the 1903 revolution, died within
a few weeks of it.

The point here is the futility of the whole edifice of control which was the
principal result of Hungarian influence in Habsburg policy toward Serbia. Serb
nationalism, on both sides, ensured that relations between the Monarchy and Ser-
bia were never likely to be cordial; but the policy of domination, while typical of
a great power’s attitude toward its chosen client state, could only exacerbate mat-
ters. Austro-Hungarian domination simply highlighted the fact that Serbia was
weak, and could not achieve national unity on its own terms. It fatally embittered
an already problematical relationship, and it was inherently likely to fail because
of the extra hostility it generated.

This being the case, it becomes a matter of some interest to determine how
this policy became the stock-in-trade of Habsburg diplomacy vis-a-vis Serbia in
the period 1867—-81. There were two phases in its evolution. The first phase, from
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1867 to late 1871, coincides with the period when Andrassy was Hungarian min-
ister president, and Count Friedrich Ferdinand von Beust the Monarchy’s chan-
cellor and joint foreign minister. While Beust pursued a policy of preserving the
status quo in the Balkans, Andrassy and his man in Belgrade, Kallay, promoted
their own policy with regard to Serbia. This Hungarian shadow policy sought to
neutralize Serbia and bind it to the Monarchy by a variety of minor concessions
and services, and by one large territorial inducement: the suggestion that Austro-
Hungarian intercession might induce the Ottomans to hand over the administra-
tion of at least part of Bosnia-Hercegovina to Serbia. The Bosnian scheme was
inherently improbable, and by 1871 the Serbian Regents could see as much, and
were turning back to Russia for diplomatic support. By the time Andrassy suc-
ceeded Beust as foreign minister, in November 1871, he was convinced the Serbs
were not worth winning over with these tactics, and Kallay, the erstwhile propo-
nent of Serbo-Hungarian “friendship,” was beginning to experience the sharp end
of deteriorating relations in Belgrade. It was in the second phase, from 1871 to
1881, that the new, “hard” policy, aiming at economic and political control, was
gradually elaborated.

There are a number of aspects of this story which deserve especial attention.
There is the way in which the Hungarian factor began, as soon as Andrassy’s con-
stitutional government was in power, to cut across the official policy of Beust in
Vienna. Andrassy’s role in bedeviling Habsburg foreign policy toward Serbia was
a large one; and the saga of his essentially impracticable Bosnian scheme, and its
effect on relations with Serbia, will be an important theme in this study. Addition-
ally, there is the fascinating personality of Benjamin Kallay, whose combination
of self-deluding idealism and ruthless duplicity did much to defeat his own ob-
jects, and whose voice throughout this period was virtually the only authoritative
guide the Monarchy had to what was happening in Serbia.

The theme which emerges most strikingly from the study of this period is
the way those Hungarians, like Andrassy and Kallay, who gained a say in foreign
policy, quickly developed a mentality which seems peculiar to the ruling classes
of great powers. The Austrians, accustomed to think of themselves as the repre-
sentatives of a great power, had always looked down upon the Balkan peoples,
while at the same time fearing their manipulation by Russia. The Hungarians,
by contrast, were merely aping the role of a great power; but in so doing they
also absorbed the same attitude, a blend of arrogance and fear—with the differ-
ence that their arrogance was heightened by their own sense of inferiority to the
Austrians, and their fear doubly sharpened by memories of the Russian invader
of 1849. The basic mentality was as old as the idea of empire itself; but the Hun-
garian factor added a new virulence to the malady by insisting on control, on an
unattainable security. It was this inflexibility which was to doom Austro-Serbian
relations before the Ausgleich was a decade old.
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The middle and the end of this story—the long Austro-Hungarian hege-
mony, followed by the breakdown of relations after 1903—have always been
known. Equally familiar, at least in its main lineaments, is the Near Eastern crisis
of 1875-78 and its aftermath. It is the interval between the Ausgleich and the
beginning of the crisis of 1875-78 which looks obscure by comparison. This is
not to say that the period has not been covered in numerous general and special-
ist works. But no one has produced an overall survey of Austro-Serbian relations
which gives due weight to this initial phase; nor has the Hungarian factor been
addressed in its own right as an influence on the Monarchy’s foreign policy to-
ward Serbia in more than a scattering of publications.’

The earliest accounts, some of them by participants in the events of 1867-75,
were predictably partial.? By 1914, a number of surveys of Austrian foreign pol-
icy had appeared, but most of these were general in tone. None paid much atten-
tion to the period before 1875; and the existence of a Hungarian perspective is
not so much as hinted at, despite the presence of a Hungarian as foreign minister
from 1871 to 1879. Rather, it seems to be assumed that, merely by virtue of his
arrival as foreign minister, Andrassy too became a sort of honorary Austrian.’

There is one outstanding exception to this pattern prior to 1914—signifi-
cantly, by a Hungarian. Eduard von Wertheimer’s massive life of Andrassy
remains to this day one of the principal sources for the period in general, and
has a variety of interesting things to say about Andrassy’s views on the South
Slav question, his interventions in Beust’s foreign policy, and his own policy
upon becoming foreign minister himself.* Because Wertheimer had access to the
Andrassy family archives and other papers, such as the diary of Count Béla
Orczy, which have since been destroyed, and which are frequently quoted by
him, his account constitutes a form of primary source in its own right.’ It also,
however, poses one of the major obstacles to a balanced assessment of Austria-
Hungary’s Serbian policy. Wertheimer’s hagiographical approach to his subject,
coupled with the fact that so much of his documentary evidence can no longer
be questioned by other historians, has encouraged various myths about Austro-
Hungarian foreign policy in this period, which even today still find champions.®

It is not true, for instance, to say that Andrassy prevented Beust from inter-
vening in the Franco-Prussian War; or that Beust “showed no particular interest
in the Near East.”” In fact, Andrassy’s whole approach to foreign policy issues
while he was still Hungarian premier seems remarkably naive and ill-informed,
as evidenced by his apparent conviction, as early as 1868, that war with Russia
was not only inevitable but, in the long run, positively to be welcomed—a far cry
from the statesmanship of Wertheimer’s portrait. And with regard to Serbia, the
Wertheimer version shows very much the limitations of a pre-1914, Hungarian
national liberal perspective. The Bosnian scheme is explained as a momentary
aberration in Andrassy’s otherwise far-sighted vision, whereby he toyed with the
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idea of creating a large South Slav bloc on the Monarchy’s southern frontier,
which would somehow be firmly under Austro-Hungarian influence.® Andrassy’s
Serbian policy is presented as truly wise only when, in Wertheimer’s view, he
gave up the “delusion” of Serbo-Hungarian friendship and fell back on the sup-
posedly more realistic policy of economic and diplomatic coercion.’

After the First World War, and the publication of primary sources relating to
this period, we start getting something like objective scholarship on the subject of
Austro-Serbian relations, although naturally sentiments either for or against the
vanished Habsburg Monarchy, for or against Serbian nationalism, continued to
affect the work produced.!® This is particularly the case among Yugoslav histori-
ans, especially Serbs, where the tendency to see the whole question in adversarial
terms, and to ascribe the worst motivation to Austro-Hungarian diplomacy, was
clearly hard to overcome. A study in 1925 by Vasilije Popovi¢, for instance, found
no real difference between the goals of Beust and Andrassy in the period 1868—71.!!
A similar confusion is discernible in a general study by Ilija Przi¢, where the
Bosnian scheme is assumed to have been made with the knowledge and approval
of both Beust and Francis Joseph.'?

More encouraging is the balanced analysis by one of the greatest of
Yugoslav historians. In his work on the regime of Milo§ and Michael Obrenovié,
Slobodan Jovanovi¢ initially (1923) seemed unclear as to whether the Bosnian
plan originated with the imperial government or not. In an appendix to his sec-
ond edition, however (1933), Jovanovi¢ made good use of material published
in the interval to conclude that Austro-Hungarian policy was in fact both “Aus-
trian” and “Hungarian”: that Beust clearly opposed the Bosnian scheme and that
Andrassy was not only for it, but was building on a proposal made by Prince
Michael himselfinearly 1867.'* Everything aboutthe Monarchy’s relationship with
Serbia after 1867, in Jovanovi¢’s revised view, hinged upon the fact that there had,
in that year, been an Ausgleich, and that “Beust was not the only maker of Austrian
foreign policy.”'* The Bosnian plan was the expression of the institutional schizo-
phrenia which afflicted the Habsburg Monarchy’s diplomacy between 1867 and
1871, and which only ceased to be a factor when Andrassy took over the Ballhaus
—Dby which time his disposition toward Serbia had come full circle.'s

One of the sources for Jovanovié’s revision was R. W. Seton-Watson’s three-
part article in Le Monde slave on Kallay in Belgrade, the first serious appreciation
of his importance since the hagiographical introduction to Kallay’s own History
of the Serbian Uprising by Lajos Thalloczy in 1909.'° Seton-Watson’s study was
based exclusively on the despatches from Kallay to Beust and later Andrassy
preserved in the Haus- Hof- und Staatsarchiv, which was valuable in itself but
which naturally only gave half the picture. Without having looked at Kallay’s
private papers in Budapest, Seton-Watson could not begin to realize the literally
dual nature of the Monarchy’s representation in Belgrade from 1868 to 1871."
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One other notable contribution of the inter-war years was J. A. von Reiswitz’s
history of Serbia’s relations with Prussia down to the end of the Franco-Prussian
conflict. This threw some light on Austria-Hungary’s role in Serbia, for although
unable to explain the workings of Austrian and Hungarian policy toward Serbia
in detail, the reports of Rosen, the Prussian consul in Belgrade, nevertheless offer
independent confirmation that there was a difference. It was Rosen who on occa-
sion referred to Kallay as the “Hungarian consul.”'®

The post-1945 period has seen the appearance of a number of detailed mono-
graphs, all of which, however, skirt the subject of Austrian versus Hungarian
policy vis-a-vis Serbia, and the eventual direction Austro-Hungarian policy (in
the joint sense) took after 1871. Ljiljana Aleksi¢ touched briefly on the role of
Napoleon III in putting the Bosnian question on the agenda in 1866—67. Her main
contribution was to show the extent to which Napoleon was willing to use the
offer of Bosnia to the Monarchy as a means of winning an alliance partner against
Prussia. Of Andréssy’s counter-proposal, and the effect the cleft between Austria
and Hungary had on grand policy, Aleksi¢ had not much to say."”

A similarly detailed study, but which again stops short at 1868, was brought
out by Grgur Jaksi¢ and Vojislav J. Vuckovi¢ in 1963. Here, at least, a whole
chapter is devoted to “Michael’s U-Turn” in 1867, with Andrassy’s contribution
to the change in Serbian policy duly assessed; and in their final chapter the au-
thors debate the significance of Kallay’s appointment to the Belgrade consulate
in early 1868.%° Jaksi¢ and Vuckovi¢ offer a more complicated version than most
previous accounts, in that, while appreciating the new Hungarian influence, they
also drop the old myths about Beust’s revanchism, and his disinterest in the East-
ern question.”! The fact that they did not have access to Hungarian sources, how-
ever, meant that Jaksi¢ and Vuckovi¢ saw the whole Bosnian imbroglio as a joint
Austro-Hungarian exercise in deception: while Beust told the Serbian govern-
ment that Austria-Hungary firmly opposed any Serbian role in Bosnia, Andrassy
and Kallay, with Beust’s agreement, gave Belgrade the precisely opposite im-
pression. The point of this Macchiavellian intrigue, Jaksi¢ and Vuckovi¢ imply,
was to paralyze Serbia’s own preparations for action in the Balkans and discredit
Serbia in the rest of the South Slav world.?> They do not, however, adduce more
than circumstantial evidence for this conclusion; whereas sources they were not
able to consult, such as the Kallay diary, give quite a different picture.?

The first major monograph to make use of the Hungarian archives for the
study of Austria-Hungary’s eastern policy in this period was published by Istvan
Dioszegi in 1965. Didszegi, however, was mainly concerned with the diplomatic
maneuverings around the Franco-Prussian War, and explored policy toward Rus-
sia, not to mention Serbia, only tangentially. His principal contribution was to re-
fine further our understanding of the policies of both Beust and Andrassy. Beust,
in Didszegi’s view, had a level-headed conception of the Monarchy’s position,
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and certainly saw the threat posed by Russia. But Dioszegi also maintains that
Andrassy’s thinking on foreign policy, while he was still Hungarian minister
president, was equally wide-ranging, and in support of this Didszegi cites not
only Kallay’s diary but the correspondence between him and Andrassy. Of par-
ticular interest is the sheer intensity of Andrassy’s preoccupation with Russia; in
this sense his priorities were indeed radically different from Beust’s, and it was
inevitable that this would influence his attitude toward Serbia, although on this
aspect of policy Dioszegi was mostly silent.?* What is peculiar about Dioszegi’s
approach is that, while admitting the complicated and often contradictory nature
of Andrassy’s ideas on foreign policy, he nevertheless concludes that the central-
ity of the “Russo-Slav question” in Andrassy’s world-view somehow made his
strategy “more realistic” than that of Beust.” One of the central themes of this
book, by contrast, will be that, whatever the reality of the threat posed to the
Monarchy by the “Russo-Slav question,” Andrassy’s chosen methods of counter-
ing this threat with regard to Serbia were anything but realistic.

Another balanced appraisal of Beust’s policy was provided by Heinrich
Potthoff in 1968; but, again, this was primarily a study of Habsburg policy in
western Europe. Potthoff did consider the effect on Beust’s policy of events in
the East; but of how Beust saw relations with Serbia there is little. Of greatest in-
terest is Potthoff’s demonstration of how much Beust saw relations with Russia
as determining his policy in the West; for Beust was willing at least to contem-
plate a war with Russia, if by doing so he could bring France in as Austria-
Hungary’s ally, to protect the Monarchy against simultaneous Prussian attack.
The French would thus do Austria-Hungary’s work for it in breaking the threat
of Prussian hegemony in Germany, but without Vienna having itself initiated an
unpopular war of German against German.?® Beust, then, like Andrassy, had his
own vision of the “Russo-Slav question”; but for Beust any such project must
always depend upon certain preconditions, such as the reform and strengthening
of the Ottoman Empire.?’

One Yugoslav historian who did consult the Budapest archives was Vasilije
Kresti¢, whose study of the Hungarian-Croatian Nagodba of 1868 also devoted
a chapter to Serbia, based in part on the Kallay diary and the Kéllay-Andrassy
correspondence. For Kresti¢, none of Andrassy’s dealings with the Serbian gov-
ernment from February 1867 on were anything other than deceitful, and his
promises with regard to Bosnia were “completely insincere.””® What is more,
Kresti¢ argued, this strategy of deliberately misleading the Serbian government
about Bosnia in order to blunt its interest in stirring up trouble in the Balkans was
agreed upon in advance by Andrassy with Beust. Whereas Beust’s opposition to
a Serbian take-over of Bosnia was well-known, said Kresti¢, Andrassy’s posi-
tion was not; Andrassy therefore, through Kallay in Belgrade, repeatedly held
out the prospect of a share in the administration of the two provinces, and made
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deceptive comments about Hungary’s inability to absorb more Slavs, while being
convinced all the while that “sooner or later,” in Kallay’s words, Austria-Hungary
would have to occupy Bosnia itself.?? The evidence for these assertions, however,
is questionable: for some of his claims Kresti¢ did not specify his sources; for
others he relied on Serbian documents whose views on Andrassy’s motives are
hardly impartial; and on one crucial point, the question of Beust’s complicity
in this deception, the only evidence is a somewhat ambiguous reference from
Wertheimer. Just how much of Kresti¢’s viewpoint can be accepted will be dealt
with in detail below; here, suffice it to say that Andrassy’s policy seems at least as
much the product of confusion and naiveté as of Macchiavellian duplicity.

A much more center-line interpretation of policy toward Serbia was pro-
vided by F. R. Bridge’s general study, which reaffirmed the essential differences
between Beust and Andrassy, especially as regards Bosnia, and which, even when
based largely on sources in western languages, substantially reinforced a picture
of Andrassy as startlingly unbalanced in his judgment of foreign policy issues
while still Hungarian premier.*® Beust’s direction of foreign affairs is given its
due as relatively realistic, and more hindered than helped by Hungarian interven-
tions; and on the course of Austro-Serbian relations after Andrassy took over in
1871, Bridge even wrote of the “bitter fruit” borne by “Andrassy’s exaggerated
cultivation of Belgrade in 1869-70.”!

Andrassy, however, still had a latter-day champion in Janos Decsy, whose
extensively researched but curiously lopsided study of the Hungarian minister
president’s influence appeared in 1979. Decsy was primarily concerned with the
question of Austro-Hungarian neutrality in the Franco-Prussian War, although
even here his approach was relentlessly anti-Beust and pro-Andrassy. He was
meticulous in documenting the importance of the Russian-Slav question in An-
drassy’s thinking, and showed convincingly that for Andrassy this was a problem
of European significance.® It was what Decsy left out that distorted his picture.
He paid little attention to the nuances which proceeded from Andrassy’s view of
the Slav world, such as his Serbian policy.*® If he had, his extraordinarily adu-
latory portrait of Andrassy as the statesman who could do virtually no wrong,
essentially no different from Wertheimer’s, might have undergone serious modi-
fication. As it is, Decsy quoted most of Andrassy’s more egregious ideas, such
as the belief in the need for a war against Russia, with apparent equanimity, his
admiration for Andrassy’s statesmanship undiminished.** In so far as the present
study sheds light on the Serbian policy of Andrassy and Kallay, then, it can be
considered a much-needed corrective to this attempt at an exhumation of Wert-
heimer’s Andrassy.

The same year saw the appearance of two further studies which explored
Austro-Serbian relations from peripheral angles. Ljiljana Aleksi¢-Pejkovi¢, on
Italy’s policy toward Serbia, made use of the Italian archives down to 1870. The
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Balkans, and especially Serbia, figured in Italian calculations largely as a diver-
sionary element in successive confrontations with the Habsburg Monarchy. Most
of this story is clearly outside the scope of the present study; but the reports of
Italian representatives in the years 1867-70 at least give an extra dimension to
the new role of the Hungarian government in the Monarchy’s foreign policy. It is
worth noting that Aleksi¢-Pejkovi¢ was one of the first scholars to make use of
the published version of Kallay’s diary.**

The much more wide-ranging account, by the late Heinrich Lutz, of Austria-
Hungary and the foundation of the German Empire, placed policy toward Serbia,
and the Hungarian factor, in the broadest possible context, and made use of some
sources not often found in the bibliographies of mainstream western diplomatic
historians. Lutz was excellent on the general importance of the Eastern question
in Austro-Hungarian foreign policy, and even discerned “eine ungarische Son-
derpolitik” in the Balkans;*® but beyond alluding to Andrassy’s Bosnian scheme,
and the alliance proposal of 1870, he did not make clear how this Hungarian
policy differed, if at all, from the official policy of Beust. Despite citing evidence
that Beust was initially opposed to the Bosnian scheme, Lutz in fact concludes,
without benefit of Hungarian sources such as Kallay’s diary, that Beust’s posi-
tion in the matter by early 1869 was “not clear.”*” He was inclined, like Yugoslav
historians before him, to regard both the Bosnian scheme and the alliance offer of
1870 as a joint Austro-Hungarian effort, concerted between Beust and Andrassy
to “neutralize” Serbia at a time when war with Russia was regarded by both
as imminent, instead of an independent Hungarian initiative outside of Vienna’s
control.* In view of this (understandable) confusion, it is not surprising that Lutz
should have felt that the formal say in foreign policy assured to Hungarian gov-
ernments by Article 8 of the Compromise Law did not facilitate effective influ-
ence.” This is not a position that can be sustained in the light of the evidence now
available. Andrassy not only pursued his own foreign policy goals, by a variety of
means, but, with regard to Serbia, he exerted considerable influence, even if this
was largely a negative influence.

Among western scholars only Franz-Josef Kos, in a study of the Near East-
ern crisis of 1875-78, published in 1984, made detailed use not only of selected
Hungarian sources but of the available documentation in Serbo-Croat, including
the published version of Kallay’s diary. The virtue of Kos’s account of Austro-
Hungarian policy in the run-up to 1875 was to show how Andrassy’s thinking
on the question of relations with Serbia, and above all his stance vis-a-vis a pos-
sible partition of Bosnia, shifted over time. Andrassy, according to Kos, always
envisaged a partition, as opposed to ceding the whole of Bosnia to Serbia, on the
grounds that such an enlarged Serbia would be too dangerous, that the portion
to be taken by the Monarchy would include the more assimilable Catholic Croat
population, and that, crucially, only by holding out the prospect of territorial
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acquisitions could the project be sold to the Emperor Francis Joseph.*’ Only after
1871 did Andrassy swing round to the conviction that the Monarchy had to take
over the whole of Bosnia.

Significantly, the most serious recent contributions to the debate over Hun-
garian influence in Habsburg foreign policy have been made by Hungarians.
Jozsef Galantai’s 1985 study included a section on foreign policy in which, for
the first time, the Kallay diary and other relevant sources were used systemati-
cally to chart the course of the Monarchy’s relations with Serbia for the first few
years after the Ausgleich.*' Galantai pointed out that it was Balkan policy which
produced the first clash between Beust and the Hungarian government, with An-
drassy the proponent of a much more active attempt to bind Serbia to Austria-
Hungary. The Bosnian scheme, on which Galantai shed most light, was the key
to this whole strategy. Galantai made clear the extent to which Beust was not in
on many of the various Bosnian initiatives, the extent to which Andrassy (through
Kallay) was acting quite independently, a situation not envisaged by Article 8 of
the Settlement Law,* but which Galantai, echoing Wertheimer, seemed to regard
as unexceptionable.” On the implications of this for good relations between the
Monarchy and Serbia, Galantai was non-committal, a reflection of the lack of
attention devoted to the Serbian side of the equation. In this respect Galantai’s
account suffered from its unfamiliarity with Serbian sources in the same way that
previous accounts have suffered through ignorance of the Hungarian sources.

The only scholar to date, apart from Kos, to have rectified this gap in the
literature has been Imre Ress, whose work is firmly based on both Hungarian and
Serbo-Croat sources. Ress’s findings confirm the free-lance nature of the Hungar-
ian initiative vis-a-vis Serbia, although his published work so far concentrates
only on the periods down to 1867 and after 1870.* His unpublished PhD thesis,
however, focuses precisely on Kallay’s years in Belgrade, and his research, inde-
pendently arrived at, comes to much the same conclusions as the present study.*

Additional coverage of policy in this period has come from Istvan Didszegi’s
study of Andrassy in 1871-77. This work was again mainly concerned with grand
policy; the nuances of Andrassy’s new attitude toward Serbia after 1871 received
only incidental treatment. Any subsequent analysis of relations with Serbia, how-
ever, must benefit from the spotlight Didszegi threw on Austro-Hungarian policy
in general. In particular, Didszegi provided the clearest possible account to date
of the change in Andrassy’s approach to the Eastern Question after 1871. He ac-
cepted that Andrassy’s intentions with regard to Serbia in 186871, including the
offer of a part of Bosnia, were honest, in so far as Andrassy believed this to be a
legitimate means of weaning Serbia from Russian influence. He also showed how
this was a natural consequence of Andrassy’s overall outlook, which regarded
Russia as the principal threat to the Monarchy. Hence Andrassy’s new disillu-
sionment with Serbia, which coincided roughly with his arrival at the foreign
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ministry, fitted in with this outlook more easily than did his previous readiness to
entrust Ottoman provinces to Belgrade.*

By 1873, Andrassy’s thinking had undergone important changes. For one
thing, he was no longer convinced that the Ottoman Empire was necessarily the
only means of resisting Russia, and at least toyed with the idea that the Balkan
nations themselves might form the same sort of barrier.*” But most important,
Andrassy’s attitude toward Russia had altered. As a result of the Three Emperors’
Agreement of 1873, and the discovery that one could do business with the Rus-
sians, Andrassy insensibly adopted a de facto policy of détente in the Balkans,
a more traditional and recurrent feature of Austro-Russian relations right down
to 1907.%8 This was an essential precondition of that diplomatic understanding
between Austria-Hungary and Russia which led to the Russo-Turkish War of
1877-78 and finally to Austro-Hungarian occupation of Bosnia-Hercegovina.
The diplomatic understanding, in turn, helped seal Serbia’s fate as Austria-Hun-
gary’s reluctant vassal state, for the Russian government was just as happy to
engage in this sort of horse-trading as the Austro-Hungarian. Once Andrassy had
accepted the necessity of occupying Bosnia, then, and had learned to work with
the Russians, great power interest politics could rule supreme in the Balkans.*

One of the most recent developments in the historiography of Austro-
Serbian relations has been a small but interesting literature touching on what has
been termed Hungarian imperialism. The pioneer in this recondite subject is Robin
Okey, one of the few western specialists with a command of both the Hungarian
and the ex-Yugoslav sources, and whose work in this area goes back decades,
even if its fruits have only appeared comparatively recently. Certainly, as Okey
demonstrates, some Hungarian politicians from the 1850s onward expressed
a sense of Hungary’s peculiar role between East and West, and of Hungary’s
mission to defend western Europe against Russia, while exercising a tutelary role
among the supposedly less civilized peoples of the Danubian basin. In this sce-
nario, Hungarians like Andrassy and Kallay recognized that Hungary needed to
be part of the Habsburg Monarchy precisely in order to fulfil this mission, rather
like a hermit-crab uses the carapace of another animal in order to move about.*® In
Okey’s view, “Far from reflecting expansionist designs, Kallay’s motivation [in
administering Bosnia] was the double defensiveness of the agent of a conserva-
tive Monarchy and of a Magyar outnumbered in his own country.”! It is interest-
ing, however, that some of the younger generation of Hungarian historians, one
at least with close connections to the current (2014) Fidesz government, have no
problem in designating this as an imperialist agenda of sorts on the part of Hun-
garian statesmen.*> At any rate this is an ongoing debate within the literature, to
which the present study forms its own distinct contribution.

The story told here starts with a brief survey of the pivotal year 1867, when the
Ausgleich brought a constitutional Hungarian government, with a say in foreign
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policy, onto the scene. In 1868, Kallay goes to Belgrade, the designated apostle
of Serbo-Hungarian friendship; and his arrival coincides with the death of Prince
Michael Obrenovi¢ and the installation of a Regency even more disposed to take
the idea seriously. The next three years see the gradual souring of the relation-
ship, mainly as a result of the Bosnian question, the Hungarian government’s
attempted prosecution of ex-Prince Alexander Karadordevi¢ for Prince Michael’s
murder, and constant attempts by the Hungarians to divide Serbia from the South
Slavs of the Monarchy. The Serbian government’s development of a Russian ori-
entation in 1871 was followed by a return, in Vienna, and ironically under the
leadership of Andrassy as joint foreign minister, to the more traditional policy of
trying to bind Serbia to the Monarchy by coercion. For several years after 1871
Serbia remained on the whole in the Russian camp, despite a brief pro-Habsburg
interlude in 1873-74. In this period Andrassy, acting through Kallay, increas-
ingly relied for influence on the person of Prince Milan; but this trend was rudely
interrupted by the Near Eastern crisis of 1875-78, which swept Serbia into two
disastrous wars with the Ottomans under Russian tutelage. In the same period
Andrassy came to accept the necessity of occupying Bosnia, precisely to deny
this province to Serbia. At the Congress of Berlin in 1878, Serbia found itself
abandoned by Russia and obliged to cut a deal with the Monarchy: in return
for the Monarchy’s support for Serbian independence and a limited territorial
enlargement to the southeast, Serbia agreed to a series of economic and political
treaties, signed in 188081, which reduced it to satellite status. Kallay, the princi-
pal architect of this structure, went on to become the Austro-Hungarian common
finance minister, and as such was responsible for the administration of Bosnia.

This project draws from a wide variety of primary sources, printed as well as
archival. The greatest single source is the Political Archive in the Haus- Hof- und
Staatsarchiv, Vienna. This contains the papers of the Austro-Hungarian foreign
ministry which necessarily constitute the backbone of such a study, including
correspondence with the Belgrade consulate, with the embassy in Constantinople
(to which, because of Serbia’s vassal status, the Belgrade consulate was formally
subordinate), and inter-departmental exchanges of relevance to Serbian affairs.>
Also of use, in Vienna, were the files of the Austro-Hungarian army’s intelligence
section, the Evidenzbiiro, in the War Archive.>*

Second in order of importance are the Hungarian archival sources. The
Hungarian National Archive contains the Kallay Papers, including Kallay’s Bel-
grade diary;>® while the National Széchenyi Library has the extensive Andrassy-
Kallay correspondence, and the biographical material on Kallay compiled by
Lajos Thalloczy.*

There is also a wealth of printed primary material in this area. Not only are
multi-volume collections of diplomatic documents available from the Prussian,
Italian and French archives;*” but historians of the former Yugoslavia have long
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had a convenient habit of publishing primary sources not only from their own
national archives, but from those of other countries as well. What is more, such
documents are usually reproduced in their language of origin. Thus, Vojislav J.
Vuckovi¢’s collection on Serbian policy toward the Habsburg Monarchy’s South
Slav provinces has material from Austrian, French and even British archives as
well as Yugoslav ones.” Nikola Petrovi¢’s two-volume collection on the Hun-
garian Serb politician Svetozar Mileti¢ provides a vast amount of Hungarian
documentation, including items from the Andrassy-Kallay correspondence.®’
Exhaustive selections from the papers of Serbian politicians like Ilija Garasanin
and Jovan Risti¢ have been available in published form in the former Yugoslavia
for decades.®

In addition, one quite unique printed primary source has been essential. The
original Kallay diary, in Hungarian, is preserved in the National Archive in Buda-
pest, but has never been published in its original form. To remedy this deficiency,
the Yugoslav historian Andrija Radeni¢ brought out in 1976 his own Serbo-Croat
translation of this massive source.®! Radeni¢’s edition is almost as valuable as the
original, in that it contains a staggering apparatus of notes in which Radeni¢ sum-
marizes, and often quotes verbatim, reports, letters and even newspaper articles
mentioned in the text of the diary itself. Despite being in a language to which, in
the West, only the fortunate few have access, the published Kallay diary is neces-
sarily the single most important source for this period of Austro-Serbian relations.
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a bécsi végzésektdl a kettds monarchia felbomldsdig 1815-1918 [Hungarian Diplomacy:
The Foreign Relations of the Hungarian State from the Vienna Settlement to the Col-
lapse of the Dual Monarchy] (Budapest: Pfeifer Ferdindnd, 1928), pp. 105-11; Andrija
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Chapter 1

Austria, Hungary, and Serbia in 1867

The Habsburg Monarchy in the year of the Ausgleich was still, in terms of terri-
tory and population, a great power. By commercial, financial and industrial stan-
dards, however, it was weak. Most debilitating of all, with its eleven different
ethnic groups, the Monarchy faced a dilemma far more complex than that con-
fronting other multinational empires. No other state in Europe found its foreign
policy options so severely limited by nationality problems.

It was precisely this question of nationality, at least in its Hungarian form,
which demonstrated the need for some lasting constitutional settlement. Con-
stantly obliged to guard against a renewed revolt in Hungary during the absolutist
period, the Monarchy could not pursue an effective foreign policy. Even during
the Austro-Prussian War, when negotiations between the Emperor Francis Joseph
and the Hungarian leadership were already under way, this interconnectedness
of foreign and domestic policy was illustrated anew. Forced to cede Venetia to
Italy, and to abandon the leadership of Germany to Prussia, Francis Joseph was
finally brought to see the necessity of Hungarian cooperation, if he was to recoup
these losses. Exclusion from Germany also meant that the position of the German
element within the Monarchy was bound to be reduced substantially, while the
position of the Hungarians was correspondingly enhanced. Hungarian leaders
like Deak and Andrassy, for their part, knew all along that Hungary was too weak
to stand on its own, and had to be part of a great power in order to have any influ-
ence over its own fate at all.

As far as foreign policy was concerned, the provisions made by the Ausgleich
were straightforward. It was the differing emphasis on them subsequently by par-
ticular statesmen which produced much of the ambiguity in Habsburg foreign
policy toward Serbia, as well as in other areas. As Louis Eisenmann pointed out,
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strictly speaking there was no text of the Settlement: “Dualism is regulated by
two laws, analogous or identical in content.”! The Hungarian Law XII of 1867, as
the senior of these two laws by some six months, deserves to be regarded as the
original version, the model of the subsequent Austrian law, and, on the subject of
foreign affairs, the more unambiguous. Paragraph 8 stated that

The effective conduct of foreign affairs is one of the instruments of the common
and joint defence which derives from the pragmatic sanction. The effectiveness
of such conduct demands common treatment in respect of those foreign affairs
which concern jointly all the lands under the rule of His Majesty. For this rea-
son, the diplomatic and commercial representation of the empire abroad, and
the measures that may arise as regards international treaties, shall be part of the
tasks of the common minister for foreign affairs, [acting] in agreement with the
ministries of both parties and with their consent. Each ministry shall inform its
own legislature of the international treaties. Hungary, too, therefore considers

these foreign affairs to be common. . . . ?

This seemed at least to guarantee the right of the Hungarian government to be con-
sulted in the formulation of foreign policy. Andrassy, as Hungarian minister presi-
dent between 1867 and 1871, certainly believed in his right to be consulted, and
even, on the evidence available, to make initiatives in foreign policy on his own.?
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The Austrian Statute 146 of 21 December 1867, by contrast, made no men-
tion of the common foreign minister’s obligation to consult with the ministries of
the two halves of the Monarchy. Article 1(a) stated to be “common”

Foreign affairs, including diplomatic and commercial representation abroad, as
well as measures relating to international treaties, reserving the right of the rep-
resentative bodies of both parts of the empire to approve such treaties, in so far
as such approval is required by the Constitution.*

The discrepancy between the Hungarian Law XII and the Austrian Statute 146
in fact had little significance. “In practice, this omission [in the Austrian version]
was disregarded, and the Ministers Presidents of both halves of the Monarchy
were consulted equally.”

In both the Hungarian and the Austrian laws the dominant role of the
Emperor in foreign affairs was indisputable. Francis Joseph’s conception of
his duty and prerogatives as a monarch was based on his position as supreme
commander of the armed forces and overseer of the Monarchy’s relations with
foreign powers. Control over both these spheres was regarded by him as the
raison d’étre of the 1867 Settlement in the first place. Thus whoever the com-
mon foreign minister might be, his appointment as well as his continuance in
office remained absolutely a matter for the Emperor’s judgment, and in this
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sense both Beust and, after him, Andrassy were executing the Emperor’s per-
sonal policy.

In practice, however, Francis Joseph was bound to rely to a considerable
extent on the advice of his foreign minister, and both Beust and Andrassy were
generally intelligent and adroit enough to tailor their policies in such a way as
to ensure the Emperor’s endorsement. What was more, the situation after the
Ausgleich meant that a forceful personality as either Austrian or Hungarian min-
ister president was equally capable of exerting an influence over the Emperor.
Andrassy, in the period 1867-71, made full use of this opportunity in matters
relating to Serbia, as in other, larger foreign policy issues. The Hungarian min-
ister president could, and did, raise foreign policy in private audience with the
Emperor, and in the so-called crown council (the common ministerial council).

The crown council was where, if anywhere, influences outside the foreign
ministry might be brought to bear on foreign policy. This body, however, met
only on an ad hoc basis, and its agenda was variable, often not even touching
on external affairs. And although, in addition to the Emperor and the common
ministers, the army chief of staff, the Austrian and Hungarian ministers presi-
dent and, as occasion required, ministers from their governments could all attend
such councils if invited, a great deal once again depended on how forcefully they
presented their case against this or that policy. In practice, there was little active
interference in foreign policy from this quarter. “It was exceedingly rare that a
foreign minister found himself overruled and forced to accept a particular posi-
tive policy.”® Even here, the Emperor and foreign minister were free to ignore the
council if they so chose, because it was a consultative body only.

The overall authority in foreign affairs remained the Emperor, and the com-
mon minister for foreign affairs was largely responsible to him. Parliamentary
control over the policy of Emperor and foreign minister, in the sense of direct an-
swerability to the Delegations, or indirectly to the Austrian or Hungarian parlia-
ments, was notable by its absence. The principal task of the Delegations, elected
by the two parliaments, was to vote the budget for the ministry of foreign affairs,
and they had the right to discuss foreign policy. In practice this did not amount to
anything, since delegation debates “were usually retrospective, and could in no
way be said to determine foreign policy.”” On occasion a delegation or parliament
could give a foreign minister such a rough ride as to provoke his resignation, or
cause the Emperor to dismiss him as an embarrassment.® This was still a far cry
from full public accountability in foreign affairs, and in the early years of the
Dualist period what little outside influence was brought to bear on Francis Joseph
and his foreign minister came almost exclusively from the office of the Hungar-
ian minister president.

Any consideration of Francis Joseph’s personal role in foreign affairs has to
take account of the fundamental change in his attitudes wrought by the defeat of
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1866. However much he might have burned privately to avenge the humiliation
of Sadowa, Francis Joseph made it clear to his ministers, at least, “it is Austria’s
duty, for a long time to come, to renounce any idea of war.” The Habsburg Mon-
archy’s task for the immediate future must be to rebuild its shattered prestige
and to hinder, by every peaceful means, the further aggrandizement of Prussia.
In western Europe this meant a close relationship with France. In the Balkans it
meant détente with Russia, reform in the Ottoman Empire, good relations with
the Balkan principalities and vigilance against the spread from Serbia into the
Monarchy of what Francis Joseph himself referred to as “Slavic agitation,” which
“must be carefully watched.”!® It was a conservative policy, for which the Em-
peror found the ideal advocate in Beust.

The one area where Francis Joseph showed any inclination to abandon his
new-found quietism was the question of territorial expansion. For the dynast’s
wounded self-esteem the acquisition of new provinces, if this could be accom-
plished without war, offered important psychological compensation for 1859
and 1866. This had its bearing on relations with Serbia, since the only direction
in which the Monarchy could hope to expand, after 1866, was southeast; and
the main candidates for takeover were Bosnia and the Hercegovina. As we shall
see, Francis Joseph, in common with many of the army leadership, was inter-
ested in the acquisition of Bosnia-Hercegovina from an early date, even if the
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idea was not a policy agreed on with the foreign minister. Instead, the Emperor
was encouraged to think along these lines not by Beust but by Andrassy, whose
dabbling in the Bosnian question served to keep it at the forefront of the agenda
throughout 1867-71.

Beust came to office with the same policy priorities as Francis Joseph. As
he was at pains to stress to the rest of the ministerial council the day before his
appointment, “The possibility of getting involved in a war must be avoided.”'! To
some extent this renunciation of a war of revenge, reiterated in public, was tacti-
cal, since it is clear from subsequent events that both Beust and his master were
counting on a French victory over Prussia in 1870, and would probably have been
glad to reassert Austrian primacy in Germany in this case.!? But for the present, as
was only sensible in view of Austria’s defeat, peace must be the first priority. The
object of Beust’s German policy, therefore, was to hold Prussia on the Main.!?

Beust’s policy toward Russia and the Balkans was conditioned from the start
by this imperative. Indeed it would not be too much to say that his first major ini-
tiative in the Eastern Question was an attempt to open doors in western Europe.
In an effort to win French support he decided to propose a major reevaluation of
the status quo in the Near East.

In a dispatch to his ambassador in Paris on 1 January 1867, Beust gave ex-
pression to concerns which had already begun to affect Austrian foreign policy
before his accession to office."* What gave Beust’s démarche point was the re-
vival of the Eastern Question in acute form with the uprising in Crete, which
raised once again the issue of the Ottoman Empire’s viability. If there were a gen-
eral revolt against Ottoman rule
in the Balkans, involving the
great powers, the Monarchy
could hardly afford to defend its
interests by military means, since
it was in the midst of reorganiz-
ing itself. On the other hand, the
Monarchy’s interests as a great
power made it impossible to
contemplate a reordering of the
power balance in southeastern
Europe from which it was ex-
cluded, particularly if such an
upheaval resulted in a Russian
preponderance.

It was essential, therefore, to
forestall an explosion by improv-
ing the lot of the Balkan Christian Figure 2. Count Friedrich Ferdinand von Beust
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population, without at the same time impairing the territorial integrity of the Otto-
man Empire. Ottoman administration would have to be reformed, and certain long
overdue tactical concessions made, such as the evacuation of Ottoman garrisons
from Serbia in May 1867."° For this, however, it was equally essential for the pow-
ers to act in concert, as they were entitled to by the Treaty of Paris of 1856, and
since the Ottoman government was unlikely to respond to anything but collective
pressure. Here, Beust reasoned, was the ideal occasion for the Austrian govern-
ment to win some sort of control over Russian policy in the region, by inducing the
Russians to work with the other powers; here, too, was the opportunity to associate
France with Austria in a common diplomatic objective.

As far as the Eastern Question was concerned, the significance of the Beust
démarche of January 1867 lay not in the fact that Napoleon III, for a variety of
reasons, turned it down.'® What was revealing was Beust’s readiness to revise
the Treaty of Paris in order to secure Russian cooperation, in particular to free
Russia from the clauses which forbade it a military and naval establishment in
the Black Sea.

Certainly one should not make too much of Beust’s apparent willingness
to work with the Russians in the Near East, and to buy their collaboration by a
revision of the Treaty of Paris. The Russians had already, late in 1866, noted with
approval what Beust himself saw as a “new era” in Austria’s eastern policy, by
which was meant the understanding of the Balkan Christians’ predicament, and
the readiness to seek reforms in Ottoman administration.'” But this was not some
attempt on Beust’s part to resuscitate the old conservative community of interests
between the Russian and Habsburg courts. Beust, like Francis Joseph, was far
too suspicious of Russia’s suspected role in stoking the fires of Balkan discon-
tent to envisage Russia as a close working partner. Rather, his initiative showed
an awareness of both the limitations and the possibilities open to Austria. If the
Monarchy were to realize any of the potential which southeastern Europe offered
for a great power role, including the possibility of territorial expansion, then this
could only be done in agreement with Russia.'®

In the event, the Beust initiative came to nothing, because both France and
Britain, as signatory powers, flatly vetoed the idea. Yet the thinking behind it
shows the essential pragmatism of Beust’s diplomacy. The Habsburg Monarchy
needed friends in Europe. It did not necessarily need military alliances, since it
had no interest, in its weakened state, in provoking a war. Thus the suggestion
of the Near East, as a field where France and Austria could work together, was
a reasonable one. By the same token Russia, because of its community of inter-
est with the Slavs, could never be an entirely reliable alliance partner, nor did
Beust envisage it as such. Yet there existed a sufficient conservative identity of
interests between Vienna and St. Petersburg for a loose working partnership in
the Balkans to be a possibility. Beust, in short, was from the start a proponent of
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the traditional Habsburg policy of remaining vigilant against Russian encroach-
ments, while seeking agreement where possible, as the likeliest means of averting
conflict between the two empires. "

Beust’s policy on one other matter was also affected by a traditional, cab-
inet-style outlook. This was the Bosnian question. Here Austrian policy had al-
ways been divided, with a minority opinion opposed to the Metternich principle
of preserving the status quo in the Balkans at all costs.?” The minority group,
which included Field Marshal Radetzky and the internuncio (ambassador) in
Constantinople from 1855 to 1871, Baron Anton von Prokesch-Osten, argued
that the Monarchy should pursue a more forceful line in southeastern Europe if
it wanted to counter Russian influence. Their advocacy of territorial expansion
was strategic: the Monarchy’s long strip of Croatian and Dalmatian territory was
regarded as militarily untenable, as long as its hinterland, Bosnia-Hercegovina,
was in foreign hands.?!

What gave these annexationist projects an additional importance, after 1848,
was the presence of Francis Joseph on the throne. The fact that the young Em-
peror habitually surrounded himself with military advisers undoubtedly gave him
his subsequent interest in this particular idea. His belief in its feasibility can only
have been enhanced, in the early 1850s, by the fact that most of his conservative
advisers, such as the foreign minister, Buol, the ambassador to Paris, Hiibner,
and the interior minister, Bach, were not only anti-Russian but firm advocates of
Austria’s expansion into the Balkans.? The territorial losses of 1859 and 1866
only confirmed Francis Joseph’s inclination to look upon Bosnia as a field for
compensation. In February 1861, foreign minister Rechberg reemphasized this
aspect of Austria’s eastern policy:

It is of the greatest urgency to form, through satisfaction of the Slav population
of Dalmatia, a point of attraction for the Christian population of these hinter-
lands, which will make possible and facilitate Austria’s old policy with regard to
this part of the Near East.”

Francis Joseph may not have believed annexation of Bosnia was an urgent neces-
sity, but there can be little doubt that he would welcome annexation if it should
prove politically practicable.

Beust’s own policy with regard to Bosnia was flexible, and the fact that it
could be so proves that the Emperor, too, was not committed to any one option.
Beust’s views differed from the military, in that he was not of the opinion that the
Monarchy needed Bosnia for its own sake; the military usefulness of having the
provinces could not justify upsetting the precarious status quo in the Balkans. On
the other hand, on no account could the Monarchy tolerate an occupation of Bosnia
by Serbia. What had hitherto been a relatively weak principality would double in
size and resources, and could with time pose a real threat to the Monarchy.
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The strength of Beust’s opinion in this matter is worth considering, in view
of subsequent claims, from Wertheimer on, that Beust and Andrassy were essen-
tially in agreement on the Bosnian question, or that Beust had no clear-cut ideas
on eastern policy and weakly followed Andrassy’s lead.* The subject was given
renewed life in the fall of 1866, when a French memorandum openly suggested
that the Monarchy should pursue its destiny in eastern Europe.?

Not surprisingly, this document, communicated to all the chancelleries of
Europe, gave the South Slav principalities of Serbia and Montenegro the impres-
sion that an Austrian move in the Balkans was imminent. In October 1866 the
French consul in Belgrade reported that to the Serbian government this seemed
“an invitation for Austria to seize provinces belonging to Turkey, and Bosnia and
the Hercegovina have seemed especially threatened.”?® Serbian suspicions were
just as strong by January 1867, when French as well as Austrian “representatives
reported a sudden build-up in military preparations.?’

Beust’s principal reason for espousing the cession of the fortresses to Serbia
in 1867 was to forestall an explosion in the European provinces of Turkey and
the consequent disturbance of the status quo in the Near East, which would lead
to unwelcome Russian interference and an active Austro-Russian clash of inter-
ests.?® Allied to these calculations, however, was the additional hope that, if the
Monarchy helped procure a settlement of the fortress question, Serbia’s sensitivi-
ties on the subject of Bosnia might be blunted, if not ignored. For in the matter
of Bosnia, Beust had no intention whatsoever of yielding to Serbian sensitivities.

Beust believed that, even if Serbia did win cession of the fortresses, such
a settlement would probably have only a provisional value for the Serbian gov-
ernment.” On the other hand, he had indications in December 1866 that Prince
Michael might pursue a more moderate policy if he could point to tangible suc-
cess in the fortress question.*

With this, Beust contended, the Serbian government would have to be con-
tent; there could be no question of the Monarchy tolerating Serbian expansion
into Bosnia. As the French ambassador to Vienna reported on 2 March 1867,

M. de Beust observed to me that the independence of Bosnia and the Herce-
govina could only be the prelude to their annexation by Serbia. . . .

Now, this aggrandizement of Serbia would constitute a real danger for
Austria, and it was easy to foresee that a Serbian state, thus enlarged by two
important provinces, would not be slow to draw into its orbit Dalmatia, the
Austrian Serbs of the Border included in the military districts, and Slavonia.

Austria had lost too much up to now for it to be possible for her to allow
a source of permanent danger to be established in her neighbourhood, and a
state of affairs which must fatally and necessarily lead to new conflicts and new
sacrifices for her.

Bosnia and the Hercegovina must therefore stay with Turkey or belong
to Austria.
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Furthermore, Beust concluded, “if Bosnia and the Hercegovina ceased to belong
to the Porte, Austria would soon take the necessary military measures to ensure
that these provinces did not belong to anyone else.”!

The extraordinary thing about the constitutional settlement being reached
within the Monarchy, however, was that even as Beust stated his Balkan policy
in such uncompromising fashion, his efforts were being undermined by the dy-
nasty’s new partner in foreign policy, the Hungarian government. Even before
the Ausgleich was concluded, contacts between Serbia and Hungary’s political
leaders were tending in quite a different direction from that conceived in the
Austro-Hungarian foreign ministry.

Within Hungary, the way in which the Hungarian political elite handled the
nationalities question acquired a wider significance once Hungary achieved self-
government. Relations between the Magyars and the other nationalities threatened
to deteriorate, as the realization sank in that the Monarchy and Hungarian lead-
ers had made a deal at the expense of the nationalities. After 1867, as far as the
nationalities were concerned, there was no longer anyone else to blame for their
problems but the Hungarian government. For the latter it became more than ever
important to acquire an influence over those aspects of foreign policy—in par-
ticular relations with Serbia and Romania—which might affect nationality issues
within the Kingdom of Hungary.

The new leader of the
Deékists, in 1867, shared the at-
titudes toward nationality issues
of his senior colleagues, Deak
and EOtvos; he also brought
to the job an interest in foreign
policy which was something
unusual in Hungarian politics.
Andrassy was a good example
of the liberal aristocrat: cosmo-
politan, politically adroit, genu-
inely broad-minded in matters of
religion, a sincere, even pedantic
champion of the Rechtsstaat,
who nevertheless despised what
he termed “the ideal” in politics
and vaunted his sense of the art
of the possible.*

By 1867, Andrassy was,
more than ever, obsessed with
the danger to Hungary from Pan- Figure 3. Count Gyula Andrdssy
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Slavism, and considered it vital for Hungary to be part of a great power which
could resist this pressure. The installation of constitutional government in both
halves of the Monarchy, coupled with the means of influencing foreign policy,
were essential prerequisites for Hungarian security. Once in place, the 1867 set-
tlement would enable Austria to fulfil its mission as “a bulwark against Russia.””**

The sheer strength of Andrassy’s preoccupation with the threat of Russia and
Pan-Slavism is hard to ignore. Throughout the period in which he was minister
president he made this clear to all and sundry. In August 1868 Andrassy consid-
ered “a triumphant war necessary for the empire; we cannot wage this war against
anyone but Russia.”*® Later that year he expressed his conviction that an active
German policy was futile, “when we are threatened in the East.””*® In April 1869,
he wanted “to turn the Empire’s whole attention towards the East.”*” The Italian
embassy in Vienna, when the Franco-Prussian War began, reported Andrassy’s
fear of Russia’s “secret dealings among the Slav populations of the Danube,” and
that the Monarchy faced dying “like a scorpion surrounded by glowing coals.”3®
That fall, Italy’s consul in Pest recorded Andrassy’s reaction to the Russian re-
nunciation of the Black Sea clauses of the Treaty of Paris. Andrassy, the consul
said, considered Serbia “the center of vast and formidable intrigues”; but “What
seemed to me to upset my interlocutor most was fear of Russia.”* Ten days later,
the Italian summed up the mood of both Andrassy and his countrymen:

Russia has always been, and is, the obsession, the bugbear, of the Hungarians.
They . . . fear that Russia, relying on the Slav populations in Hungary, is trying
to annihilate the Hungarian nation and to pass over its body in order to take pos-
session of Serbia and Croatia and secure itself the domination of the Danube.®

A year later, the Prussian consul commented of the new foreign minister, “Russia
is on his mind day and night.”!

It is not difficult to see how this Russophobia shaped Andrassy’s domestic
policy as well as his attempts to influence Habsburg foreign policy. The Slav and
Romanian populations of Hungary were treated from the start as subversives,
disaffected by the propaganda of the power Andrassy habitually referred to as
“Muscovy” (Muszka), as if to emphasize Russian barbarism.*> The Military Bor-
der in Croatia and southern Hungary, still under the direct control of the common
war ministry in Vienna, was regarded as a standing threat to Dualism, a willing
(because largely Croat and Serb) tool in the hands of what Kallay called “the
Vienna reaction.”® In the Balkans, Andrassy began his minister presidency deter-
mined somehow to bind Serbia to the Monarchy, or at least to Hungary, and thus
neutralize the threat he considered it to pose.

Andrassy and the Dedkists represented mainstream opinion as far as the
treatment of Hungary’s nationalities was concerned. They rejected the idea of
a Danubian confederation, which Kossuth eventually accepted in exile.** The
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importance of schemes for confederation was rather in the reactions they elicited.
The news of Kossuth’s conversion in 1862 seems to have convinced Dedk of
the need to make the final concessions required to reach a compromise with the
Monarchy.* More intangible is the legacy such projects seem to have left in the
minds of the younger generation: as late as 1868 Kallay could refer to confedera-
tion as “the only possibility for us and for the Christian nations in Turkey.” In
view of Kallay’s subsequent career it can only be assumed that his conception of
confederation involved an unequivocal Hungarian, or rather Austro-Hungarian
hegemony. This was also the position of Zsigmond Kemény, a leading Deakist
who, in a pamphlet of 1851, recommended the Monarchy’s abandonment of its
pretensions in Italy and Germany. Strengthened by accommodation with Hun-
gary, Kemény argued, the Monarchy had to pursue outright hegemony in south-
eastern Europe. This would fulfil the dual function of frustrating South Slav and
Romanian nationalism, and preventing Russian domination of the Balkans.*’

Kemény appears to have been unique in putting forward these ideas so early,
and so frankly. Virtually all Hungarian politicians took it for granted that Balkan
nationalism constituted a threat to Hungary and the Monarchy, and that Russian
hegemony in the Balkans must somehow be prevented. Yet even Andrassy, at the
outset of the Dualist era, still thought that these goals could be reached without
the territorial involvement Kemény implied was necessary. Austria-Hungary’s
mission was certainly in the East, but its security there could be assured by the
creation of client states, by a possible territorial douceur to one of these states,
Serbia, in the shape of Bosnia, and by political and economic domination of the
area. It is a measure of the distance Andrassy had traveled that, by 1875, he was
disposed to accept the Kemény thesis in its entirety. In this process of conversion
Kallay, in Belgrade, played a vital role.

Hungary’s Croats and Serbs were naturally of importance in the context of
relations between the Habsburg Monarchy and Serbia. The Croats in particular
were a potential disruptive element since, in addition to the ethnic affinity be-
tween Croat and Serb, their open disaffection from both Vienna and Pest seemed
to make them natural allies of Serbia.

In fact the reverse was the case after 1867. The Ausgleich, and the Croat-
Hungarian compromise or Nagodba which sprang from it the next year, put the
Hungarians between Croatia and the dynasty in a way that had not been possible
before. Croatia retained its own administration and diet, or Sabor, but control of
the provincial executive was firmly in the hands of the Hungarian government.
With the exception of the so-called Unionists, whose manufactured majority in
the Sabor ensured the passage of the Nagodba, virtually all shades of political
opinion in Croatia rejected this state of affairs.*

The most extreme of the political movements which existed in Croatia was
the Party of Rights, which was not only anti-dynastic and anti-Hungarian, but
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also virulently anti-Serb, claiming that the Serbs were nothing more than degen-
erate Croats who had embraced Orthodoxy.* More complex was the movement
known as Yugoslavism. Largely the inspiration of Franjo Racki, with the Bishop
of Dakovo, Josip Juri Strossmayer, acting as political standard bearer, Yugoslav-
ism aimed at an independent South Slav state, and at its most ambitious called
for the union of all South Slavs, from the Slovenes in the north to the Bulgars in
the south. It sought to bridge the vast differences which existed, and saw Croatia
merely as part of a larger, federal state.

In the context of the 1860s, Yugoslavism had little chance of practical real-
ization. Those of its advocates, like Strossmayer, who hoped to achieve anything
in the shorter term joined the Croatian National Party. The National Party had
its origin in the opposition to the Nagodba, and continued to press for greater
substantive Croatian autonomy as well as the union of Dalmatia, which was still
administered from Vienna, with the main body of Croatia-Slavonia. In doing so,
however, the National Party never entirely shut the door on good relations with
either the Hungarian government or the imperial authorities in Vienna. By the
same token its leaders showed considerable interest, in the period immediately
preceding the Ausgleich, in cultivating links with Serbia. Strossmayer, in particu-
lar, was of the opinion that the creation of any form of South Slav state inevitably
involved the use of force, and that the role of “Piedmont” for the South Slavs
could only be filled by Serbia.*

All these visions of Serbo-Croat cooperation, however, ignored a funda-
mental reality. This was the enduring antagonism which historically divided the
South Slav world. Moreover, the Serbo-Croat antagonism was reflected in two
questions which both the Habsburg Monarchy and the new Hungarian govern-
ment knew all too well how to exploit. One was the status of the Military Border
in Croatia and southern Hungary. The other was the Bosnian question.

The Border was divided into territorially based regiments, the so-called
Grenzer, and was populated by both Croats and Serbs. Its dissolution was one
of the principal objectives of the Andrassy government, and was also desired by
Croat nationalists, since the territories in question, apart from those in southern
Hungary, would augment Croatia-Slavonia. In their attitude toward the substan-
tial Serb minority within the Border, however, some Croat leaders betrayed an
insensitivity that played right into the hands of successive Hungarian govern-
ments. In the years immediately after the Ausgleich, with dissolution clearly on
the agenda in Budapest, the general mood among the Serb Grenzer was one of
disillusionment and resentment that the Emperor should have handed them over
in this fashion to a Croat administration in Zagreb. The whole issue was one that
naturally divided Croats from Serbs.”!

Bosnia-Hercegovina was an even more divisive issue. Both Croats and
Serbs laid claim to these Ottoman provinces; each side was represented there



32 ¢ Apple of Discord

by a sizeable minority; and each side ignored the fact that there was also a large
Bosnian Muslim population.” There was, however, no easy way of disentan-
gling these groups from one another for the purpose of territorial division; yet
neither Croat nor Serb nationalists would admit of any concession.> The excep-
tion in this respect was Strossmayer, who reasoned that, if Serbia were to act as
the Piedmont of the South Slavs, it made little sense for the rest of the South Slav
world to dispute its claim to Bosnia. In the summer of 1866, with the agreement
of his principal associates in the National Party, Strossmayer assured Prince
Michael of his commitment to “common action between the Triune Kingdom
[Croatia] and Serbia for the foundation of a Yugoslav state independent of both
Austria and Turkey.”>* The Bishop even offered to serve Michael as a minister
in such a state.

The negotiations between Strossmayer and GaraSanin which resulted got as
far as a draft agreement, in March 1867, on a “Programme of Yugoslav Policy.”*
This made clear that the initial purpose of Serbo-Croat cooperation was to free the
South Slavs still under direct Turkish rule, but ultimately to prepare the ground
“for the unification of all Yugoslav peoples [plemena] in a single federal state.”>*
Liberation was to be pursued gradually as circumstances permitted, but at all
times Belgrade and Zagreb would be the twin “poles” (stoZera) of the movement,
and complete agreement between them was essential.’”” “The Croatian and the
Serbian nationality is one, Yugoslav.”® A rising in Bosnia would be instigated
jointly by the Croats and Serbia in the summer of 1867, but the latter would not
openly intervene for fear of great power intervention, especially by Austria. In-
stead, the insurgents would form a provisional government, call an assembly, and
demand administration by Serbia under the suzerainty of the Sultan.*

There could be little doubt that the leadership of the National Party, at this
point, were prepared to concede Bosnia to Serbia, in the expectation that the uni-
fication of all South Slav lands would follow.®° The Sabor adopted a resolution, in
May 1867, that “the Triune Kingdom recognizes the Serbian nation, which exists
within it as a nation identical with and enjoying the same rights as the Croatian
nation.”®! In reality this accord was far more fragile than its authors suspected.
The single most important reason for this was the fact that Prince Michael was on
the verge of changing his entire strategy in the Balkans and in particular with re-
gard to Bosnia. The political will to work with the Croats over Bosnia was fading.

It should also be stressed, however, that the accord would probably have run
into difficulties even if the Serbian government had not abandoned it. The leaders
of the National Party were sincere in their goal of Serbo-Croat cooperation,* but
this goal was not shared by political opinion outside the Party. Even the National
Party showed a certain nervousness at the idea of entrusting the Bosnian Croats
to Serbia once it became apparent, in the course of 1867, that the Serbian govern-
ment was seriously interested in doing a deal with the Hungarians.®* Andrassy’s
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Bosnian initiative, when it came, was a classic case of divide and rule, because it
exploited the mutual suspicions of Croats and Serbs.

Among the Hungarian and Croatian Serbs, spread across the Military Border,
Slavonia and southern Hungary, the Hungarian Serbs in particular had a prosper-
ous middle class, which by 1867 had become the bearer of national conscious-
ness in this part of the Monarchy. Their leaders were united in rejecting direct rule
from either Vienna or Pest, and demanding some form of local autonomy. The
Orthodox clergy, together with state employees and officers of the Military Bor-
der regiments, represented the conservative line, which placed its trust in accom-
modation with Vienna, and based its claim to an autonomous Vojvodina on the
ancient privileges of the Serbs. The liberal middle class and intellectuals, led by
Svetozar Mileti¢, argued not only for a Serbian-controlled Vojvodina, but also for
a redefinition of the Vojvodina itself to reduce the numbers of the other nationali-
ties in it. Mileti¢’s emphasis was less on historic rights and more on democratic
self-government which, to be truly democratic, had to include self-government
by all nationalities. The Vojvodina liberals were convinced that cooperation with
the Hungarians, not the imperial government, offered better chances for the Serbs
to attain their goal.® In reality the majority of the Hungarian political leadership
were opposed to autonomy within Hungary for any of the nationalities. From
1859 to the Ausgleich Hungarian politicians reciprocated Serb expressions of
good will, but they did precious little else.®

Mileti¢ in February 1866 founded a newspaper, Zastava (The Standard),
which rapidly became, in the words of one authority, “the most powerful voice
of Serbian liberalism in the Balkans.”*® He was assisted in his work by Vladimir
Jovanovi¢, a leading liberal exile from the Principality of Serbia; and it was
Jovanovi¢, with Mileti¢’s backing, who was the driving force behind the foun-
dation in August 1866 of the Ujedinjena Srpska Omladina or United Serbian
Youth.®” This was more than just a student society. Jovanovi¢ and Mileti¢ spe-
cifically saw it as a broad-based cultural organization for “every Serb who felt
himself young in heart.”® In their view the political division of the Serbian nation
between several separate states made it essential to have a society which would
raise national consciousness; once this was done, political unification would in-
evitably follow.*

Both Zastava and the Omladina brought the liberals among the Hungarian
Serbs into conflict with Prince Michael’s government in Serbia. Michael and the
liberals were at one over the need for an autonomous Vojvodina; they were even,
until the Ausgleich disillusioned the Hungarian Serbs, united in wishing to coop-
erate with the Hungarians. But whatever its nationalist credentials, the Obrenovic¢
regime was not noted for its liberalism, and after the summer of 1866 there was
another reason for bad blood. Prince Michael was reproached in all quarters of the
South Slav world for not taking advantage of Austria’s defeat to launch the great
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war of liberation on behalf of the Balkan Christians; and Zastava was among the
bitterest of these critics. There was considerable injustice in this: Michael was
only too aware that Serbia’s real military potential was far less than its strength on
paper would suggest. None of this, however, was known outside of Serbian gov-
ernment circles, and the problem was compounded by the events of 1867, when
the Prince, at the very time the Hungarian government was abandoning its Serb
minority, showed every sign of having done a deal with Budapest. The Vojvodina
became, more than ever, the center of agitation against the Serbian government.”

Serbia, in 1867, posed more of a theoretical threat to peace in the Balkans
than a real one. It was small, about a thousand square kilometres, and would have
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fitted tidily into the Habsburg Monarchy a score of times. Its population still
numbered only a million, the vast majority of whom made their living off the land
in a country with virtually no modern infrastructure.” Its official military strength
was a sham, rather like the frog that inflates itself to twice its size to impress its
enemies. Though autonomous, its Prince was still a vassal of the Sultan.

Yet the Habsburg and Ottoman Empires feared what Serbia might yet be-
come. A greater Serbia would be a power to reckon with, particularly since it
could only aggrandize at the expense of its neighbors to north and south. Even if
its expansion were prevented, Serbia’s importance from the strategic and com-
munications point of view could only grow. Both the intended regulation of the
Danube as an international waterway, and the pressure to complete a rail link
between central Europe and Constantinople, made the powers all the more anx-
ious to secure some influence over Serbia. The political and economic interests
involved made Belgrade one of the diplomatic listening posts of Europe.™

The country’s political institutions remained basically autocratic with a con-
stitutional gloss. In the 1860s the practice of government under the Obrenovici
was laid down by a number of organic laws passed by the Skupstina, or national
assembly, at the behest of Prince Milo$ and his son Michael. By these, effective
power resided solely with the Prince and the executive agents of his power, the
ministers.” The Prince could select whom he pleased as his ministers, and did so.
Each minister, moreover, was responsible directly to the Prince, not the minister
president, who was more a coordinator of ministerial activity than a prime minister
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in the modern sense. Civil servants owed their jobs entirely to the favor of the
Prince, and substantial inroads were made on local self-government by giving the
state a greater say in the election of local officials.”

The Skupstina remained the one relatively unfettered institution in Serbia,
because it was more an open debating society than a genuine parliament with ef-
fective control of the executive. As a purely consultative assembly it could neither
initiate legislation nor amend it. The franchise amounted to universal adult male
suffrage, but since the ballot was open the government was free to use corruption
and intimidation at elections. Yet the Skupstina could still produce an opposition,
as in 1867 when thirty deputies opposed to the government were returned. Their
importance lay not in what they could do, but in their freedom, once elected, to
speak against the government. The single most powerful domestic constraint on
the Prince was the fear of an upsurge of popular opinion against him. In times of
national emergency the Skupstina was the one obvious channel for this, and the
Serbian government ignored it at its peril. Both Michael, and the Regency which
followed him, were acutely conscious of the need for national legitimacy, and this
continued to shape their foreign policy in particular.”

The Austro-Hungarian Ausgleich began within months to exert an influence
over Serbian foreign policy which was, as always, heavily constrained by the
relations of the great powers to one another. In 1867 the European scene was al-
ready dominated by the Franco-Prussian antagonism, and a natural result of this
was that France began seriously to explore the possibility of alliance with Aus-
tria. In the Balkans the insurrection in Crete rumbled on, raising tension among
all the other Balkan Christians. Yet for Serbia the decisive factor was the arrival
of a Hungarian government on the scene.

Prince Michael was personally more inclined than most of his countrymen
to respond favorably to Hungarian overtures. He had spent most of his exile in
either Hungary or Vienna, had married a Hungarian countess, and was the owner
of an estate in northern Hungary. Unlike his father, Michael had absorbed much
of the culture and outlook of a westernized central European aristocrat.”

There was more to this, however, than personal sentiment. In 1861 and 1866
Michael’s government attempted to help improve relations between the Hungar-
ian leadership and Hungary’s Serbs. Michael saw the Habsburg Monarchy as the
single most steadfast and dangerous opponent of his plans for the liberation of
the Balkan Christians and the formation of a greater Serbia. It was fundamental
to his conception of things that, in this struggle against Austrian interference, the
Hungarians were the natural allies of the Serbs. The two peoples, in his opinion,
had a mutual interest, within the Monarchy, in working together to counteract the
centralizing tendencies of Vienna.”

In March 1861, talks in Pest between representatives of the Serbian govern-
ment and the leading Dedkists made clear enough the two sides were poles apart.
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“The Serbs brought up the question of the Vojvodina restoration,” recalled Jovan
Risti¢ in his memoirs, “but the Hungarians at once declared that there could be no
talk of ‘the state within the state.”””’® This was not, however, the end of the story.
The Serbian judge, Nikola Krsti¢, suggested to the government that he go to Pest
and try again to bridge the gap.” Krsti¢ was to remain in Pest until August 1861,
and had a number of remarkable exchanges with the Hungarian leaders.

On 25 April he was warmly received by Eotvos who, he found, feared the
Serbs’ secession, and also that “then the Vlachs [Roumanians], Slovaks and
Ruthenes . . . will all demand territory.”® This response was representative of
most of Krsti¢’s subsequent contacts with the Hungarians, both in its willing-
ness to seek some form of accommodation, and in its determination to preserve
the unity of the Hungarian state. Dedk, in June, said that it was “not possible to
concede the political and territorial dismemberment of the country or support
the demand to create even now a federal state.”®! At the root of the Hungarians’
response, Krsti¢ felt, was their “terror of Pan-Slavism.” Most susceptible to this
vision was Andrassy, whom Krsti¢ met early in July:

E6tvds and Szdlay have scared this man, representing to him the danger which
threatens the Hungarians if they satisfy all the nationalities. He is against re-

grouping the counties according to nationality, and wants to put off the Serbian

question to some other time. . . . %

Krsti¢ thought Andrassy “an honourable man,” but “his arguments are not
strong enough.”%

In 1866, Austria’s defeat at Sadowa raised anew the possibility of the Monar-
chy’s disintegration. Prince Michael felt that Sadowa offered an opportunity to ex-
plore once more the idea of Serbo-Hungarian cooperation, and he sent Krsti¢ back,
this time with a letter to Laszl6 Hunyadi, the Prince’s brother-in-law, proposing
a “pact” between Serbia and Hungary.®* Krsti¢’s detailed report on the Hungarian
response contains some radical suggestions which, if sincere, throw a strange light
on Andrassy’s conception of Hungary’s future role in the Monarchy.®

By this time it was clear that a major restructuring of the Habsburg Mon-
archy was imminent. An autonomous Hungarian government was in the offing,
and Andrassy was certain to lead it. Prince Michael, Hunyadi told Krstié, could
rest assured that in this case the interests of Hungary’s Serbs would be safe-
guarded. As for Serbia itself, a Hungarian government would assist it in gaining
the cession of the Ottoman-held fortresses, by blocking the flow of supplies from
Austrian territory for the Ottoman garrisons. In return, Serbia would be expected
to maintain an army brigade on the Austro-Serbian frontier, ready to march into
Hungary should the Hungarian government require assistance. Above all, there
must be “an alliance for mutual defense and mutual offense,” formally concluded
between the two governments.*
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Even today it is difficult to know how seriously to take these proposals.
Jaksi¢ and Vuckovi¢ flatly deny the Hungarians’ sincerity. Whatever the emerg-
ing constitutional settlement, they observe, the Hungarian government would still
not be empowered to conclude treaties and conduct a foreign policy. They sug-
gest the entire incident was a ruse to keep Serbia from starting any trouble in the
Balkans while the Dualist settlement was being agreed upon.®’

Yet it is conceivable that Andrassy genuinely believed an alliance was practi-
cable. Andrassy was not noted for his consistency, and in 1866 he may have ignored
the necessary limitations which the Dualist settlement would impose on any Hun-
garian government.® In fact the subsequent history of relations with Serbia demon-
strates amply that, at least as Hungarian minister president, Andrassy continued to
behave as if Hungary could pursue its own foreign policy. What is beyond doubt is
the Hungarian leadership’s conviction that the Serbian connection would be an in-
valuable means of putting pressure on Vienna. Hunyadi made it clear to Krsti¢ that
“we [the Hungarians] have to take care that Austria is preserved as a great state.”™
But at the same time it was essential that Francis Joseph be shown the limitations of
his power. “The Hungarian statesmen have in mind the idea of Dualism for present-
day Austria, and by this treaty with Serbia they would show in which direction it
was necessary to conduct the policy which affects Hungary.”® As Hunyadi put it to
Prince Michael himself, if the affair was kept secret until the treaty was concluded
Andrassy could present Vienna with a “‘fait accompli.”””!

True to his word, Andrassy had no sooner been appointed minister president
than he invited Prince Michael, through Hunyadji, to send an emissary to Pest. This,
Hunyadi intimated, would be to Serbia’s advantage, “because now the Hungarians
are going to have an influence even on Austria’s foreign policy.””* GaraSanin, brief-
ing Krsti¢ for his third foray into Hungary, was suspicious. He wanted Krsti¢ to
impress two things on Andrassy. First, “the Hungarians must make their peace with
the Serbs and Croats.”? Second, the thing Serbia and Hungary had most in com-
mon was that they were threatened not only by the Russians but by the Germans.**

It is important to bear in mind the background to Krsti¢’s arrival in Pest on
28 February. The winter of 1866—67 had been dominated, as far as Serbia was
concerned, by the issue of the fortresses, and by the first signs of a breakthrough
in Michael’s plans for a Balkan alliance. The time, at least to Garasanin, seemed
increasingly to favor action. Beust, however, lost no time in making clear to the
Serbian government that under no circumstances would the Monarchy tolerate
Serbia’s presence in Bosnia. At the same time, he supported Serbia’s request that
the Turks evacuate the last of their troops from Serbian soil, and the need for
reform in the Ottoman Empire.

This is where the role of the new Hungarian government becomes a matter
for debate. What precisely, at the very moment Beust was reining in the Serbian
government, was Andrassy up to with his invitation to Prince Michael? Was he
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trying to exert some not so subtle pressure on Vienna, by demonstrating Hungary’s
influence in Belgrade? Was he acting in collusion with Beust, in a Machiavellian
bid to distract Serbia from its Balkan program?°®* Or was he playing a game of his
own, exploring the relationship with Serbia in the hope of ameliorating the situa-
tion inside Hungary, by securing Serbia’s non-involvement with Hungary’s South
Slavs, and at the same time tying Serbia somehow to Hungary’s side and negating
Russian influence? The evidence suggests the third of these explanations.

Hunyadi, who first saw Krsti¢, told him that “Andrassy wants to conclude a
treaty with Serbia,” but was not forthcoming about the details. If Austria disinte-
grated, said Hunyadi, it would be necessary “to found a new state,” in which the
interests of both Serbia and Hungary would be safeguarded.”® The interview with
Andrassy himself was even more peculiar. Krsti¢ was bluntly asked, “What were
Serbia’s intentions and what was to be done with us?” He was told that Andrassy
now had the personal confidence of the Emperor, and “was in a position to effect
something with Beust via the Emperor himself.”” Krsti¢ replied that Serbia s only
goals were the evacuation of the fortresses, and the liberation of the Serbs under
direct Ottoman rule. Andrassy “recognized the reasonableness and justification of
the Serbian demands,” but held that “it would be a bad thing if Serbia . . . provoked
by force a war over this matter.””® He then warmed to his favorite theme:

“both we and you have to guard against one and the same danger . . . from Rus-
sia. In order to block Russia’s path . . . there must be a strong state in the middle
of Europe. That state is ourselves—Hungary. . . . Hungary . . . must be like a
wall between Serbia and the Serbian lands and Russia, on the one hand, and the
Germans, on the other.”

Andrassy made a couple of promises, which are crucial to an understanding of
how relations developed in the period between the Ausgleich and 1871. They also
provide a fairly clear idea of what Andrassy was trying to do. The first concerned
the Monarchy’s position vis-a-vis Bosnia:

Andrissy said to me . . . that Serbia had nothing to fear from any other quarter
than Russia. . . . the former Austria . . . might perhaps even have had the wish
to annex lands beyond the Danube. . . . But for Austria to do anything in this

direction, apart from or without Hungary, to annex these lands, was not to be

thought of, nor would Hungary permit it.'*

Krsti¢ elicited the second promise, when he ventured the opinion that the only
way to avert an uprising of the Balkan Christians would be to entrust the adminis-
tration of Bosnia, the Hercegovina and Old Serbia to Prince Michael. The Sultan
would continue as suzerain, and as such would receive tribute; but otherwise
Serbian national aspirations would be satisfied. “Andrassy approved this, remark-
ing that . . . Turkey cannot last, but . . . that it would be well to arrange this by
peaceful means.”!%!
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Krsti¢ received the impression that Andrassy’s overriding interest in
sounding the Serbian government in this way was his fear of a Serbo-Turkish
war, and the repercussions this would have in Hungary. But there was some-
thing else that proved Andrassy was acting on his own initiative and not in
concert with Beust. This was the definite offer of assistance in securing the
administration of Bosnia-Hercegovina for Serbia, coupled with a denial of
the Monarchy’s own interest in these provinces. As we have seen, this flew in
the face of Beust’s clearly expressed policy opposing a Serbian takeover, and
moreover ignored the influential voices in Vienna which were anything but
disinterested in Bosnia. More important, by dangling the Bosnian carrot before
the Serbs’ eyes Andrassy was opening a Pandora’s box of nationalist aspira-
tions, one that neither he nor his successors as foreign minister ever succeeded
entirely in shutting again. For the carrot worked, in the short term: it induced
Prince Michael virtually to abandon his Balkan program in the course of 1867,
and it kept him and the Regency which succeeded him on a pro-Hungarian
course for several years. At the end of this period, however, the scales fell from
the Serbians’ eyes, and the resulting bitterness remained the dominant note in
Serbo-Hungarian relations from then on. By then Andrassy had completely re-
versed his policy concerning Bosnia; but the Monarchy was to pay dearly for
the thoughtlessness with which, as Hungarian minister president, he had made
his first foray into the realm of foreign policy.

The immediate consequences, though, were gratifying. Prince Michael was
already conscious of being torn between two policies. A sombre, brooding per-
sonality, agonisingly indecisive beneath his autocratic exterior, Michael could
see the advantages of heeding Beust’s advice, which would secure cession of the
fortresses, at least, without a shot being fired. He could also see the disadvantage
in pursuing an aggressive policy which might lose Serbia everything. Now the
Hungarian government, in seeming contradiction to Vienna, held out the possibil-
ity of acquiring Bosnia. It must have seemed to Michael too good an opportunity
to leave unexplored.

There were other inducements to quietism. At the beginning of March 1867,
in response to the rumors about Serbian designs on Bosnia, the Austrian gov-
ernment ordered the concentration of troops along its southern frontier. Beust
followed this up with a more diplomatic warning, and in this he was careful to
involve the new Hungarian government. In agreement with Andrassy, he sent
another personal friend of Michael, Count Edmund Zichy, to Belgrade in March
with a letter from Francis Joseph. The idea was to warn Michael against any
disturbance of the status quo, but to do so in a way that would show him that the
Monarchy was not otherwise ill-disposed to him.!%?

Michael was ready to respond to these overtures. At the same time he
stressed that the maladministration of the Ottoman Empire’s Christian provinces
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remained a constant source of trouble, and brought up again the idea mooted by
Krsti¢ in Pest, that Serbia be given the administrative responsibility for Bosnia.
Michael represented the project as his own, and asked Beust to treat it in strict-
est confidence; but it is hard not to believe that he was encouraged to make the
proposal by Andrassy’s prior espousal of it. The final warning, however, came
from outside, and may have been in the end the most convincing. None of the
great powers was prepared to countenance Serbia’s expansion into Bosnia, not
even Russia. The most decisive put-down, however, came from Paris: as far as
the French government was concerned, Serbia had no business in Bosnia, and the
Habsburg Monarchy had the right to make sure things stayed that way.'%

The reason for this veiled threat lay in the diplomatic manoeuvring of the
powers in 1867, the principal feature of which was France’s search for partners
against Prussia. Napoleon III was perfectly prepared not to oppose the Monar-
chy’s occupation of Bosnia, in return for a firm commitment to France. Beust,
however, argued in favor of an alliance directed against Russia. It was to explore
this counter-proposal that Francis Joseph and Napoleon, attended by their foreign
ministers, met at Salzburg between 18 and 23 August 1867.!%

As a chapter in the story of Franco-Austrian alliance negotiations, Salzburg
was a failure: the only formal result of the talks was an anodyne protocol on the East-
ern Question, in which both states agreed to work for the preservation of the status
quo.' In view of what had gone before, however, it is unlikely that Napoleon III
did not raise the subject of Bosnia again, if only to make it clear that, should cir-
cumstances one day permit it, the French government would not object to the
Monarchy’s presence there. Serbia, too, was undoubtedly on the agenda, since the
summer had seen a steady trickle of reports from the Balkans about the Serbian
armaments program, the activities of the Bulgarian revolutionary committees, and
Russia’s presumed role in directing preparations for revolt.! As Beust put it in a
memorandum for Francis Joseph, “The most imminent danger to Austria threatens
from Russia.”'"?

Andrassy also attended the talks in Salzburg. There is little record of his con-
tribution, but it would have been natural for him to express his opinion on the
subject of Serbia and Bosnia. In view of his statements subsequently, this opinion
can only have been one hostile to an annexation of Bosnia, and in favor of winning
Serbia away from its supposed thraldom to Russia.!®® What is really at issue, as far
as Salzburg is concerned, is just how far, if at all, Andrassy was in agreement with
Beust and Francis Joseph for what he did next. For Andrassy went from Salzburg
direct to visit Prince Michael Obrenovi¢ at the latter’s country estate of Ivanka in
northern Hungary, arriving there on the twenty-fourth or twenty-fifth of August.

The literature on what happened at Ivanka is contradictory, depending on
who had access to which sources.!” Basically Andrassy’s purpose was to discuss
with Michael face to face the project floated in March 1867, of Serbian cooperation
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with Hungary in return for a helping hand over Bosnia. The documentary evi-
dence for this, however, is problematical, since neither of the two participants
left any written account of their meeting. The accounts which do survive are all
second hand, and historians have been divided ever since as to what they signify.

The first record we have is a memorandum begun, but not completed, by
Garasanin in December 1867, after his dismissal by Michael.'? To this we owe
our knowledge of most of the circumstances surrounding the meeting: that An-
dréssy arrived direct from Salzburg; that he was closeted for five hours with the
Prince and left immediately after dinner to return, not to Pest, but to Vienna; that
GaraSanin was excluded from the conversations entirely, though he remained a
guest at Ivanka throughout Michael’s stay there.!!!

Unfortunately Garasanin stopped short of recording whatever he might have
learned subsequently of what was actually discussed. He knew that some inducement
had been offered Michael, the proofs of which were Michael’s change of course and
GaraSanin’s own fall from power. He also reiterated his firm conviction that

Hungary will never be a sincere ally of Serbia. No matter what promises she

makes to Serbia, and no matter what dazzling prospects she holds before her

eyes, all that must never be believed.'"?

But beyond these general fulminations all Garasanin could add was the surmise
that Andrassy must have concerted his démarche with Beust at Salzburg, “not
to mention Napoleon,” otherwise he would not have gone back to Vienna upon
leaving Ivanka.'

Subsequent evidence comes from a letter to Prince Michael from Laszlo
Hunyadi in the spring of 1868. The Prince’s brother-in-law sent him a geographi-
cal description of Bosnia, since “if we should ever have serious talks about these
provinces, it will be good to have good and precise maps, on which we can easily
arrange an eventual partition.”'"* Much more explicit is a lengthy report to the
Serbian government in July 1868 by Colonel Oreskovi¢, who was sent to confer
with Andrassy by Prince Michael but only finished the talks after the Prince’s
assassination.!”® According to Oreskovi¢, Andrassy told him that an uprising in
Turkey could only be dangerous if Serbia helped it,

but Serbia will not help it because the Serbian government will not allow this,

especially the Prince, who told him in a conversation which he had with him last

year that it would by no means permit Serbia to get involved in a war.!'¢

In return, Andrassy at least claimed that he favored a Serbian takeover of Bosnia,
despite the “strong military party” in Vienna which clamored for the provinces
on Austria’s behalf. Oreskovi¢ quoted him as saying “we have too many Slavs
in Hungary. . . . I would prefer you to take Bosnia and the Hercegovina than for
them to be annexed by us.”!'” And again:
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. . . take Bosnia and the Hercegovina; we won't intervene, and we won't allow

anyone else to intervene. . . . If Russia gets involved in the least bit, you know

that all Europe will be against you.''®

Much later, the picture was complicated by Jovan Risti¢ and Milan Piro¢anac,
respectively Serbian representative at Constantinople and head of the Serbian
foreign ministry at the time. Risti¢ claimed that Michael had often discussed with
him his talks with Andrassy at Ivanka. The latter had apparently given Michael
an account of Salzburg, in particular of how he, Andrassy, had opposed Napo-
leon III’s suggestion that the Monarchy occupy Bosnia. This was the source for
Andrassy’s famous statement that “The Hungarian ship is so full that it would
only need one more weight to sink it.”''® Andrassy had also warned Michael of the
dangers of Russian “Pan-Slavist” policy, and complained of the anti-Hungarian
attitude of leading Serbians like Garasanin. But Risti¢ denied that Michael had
ever talked about being offered Bosnia. All Andrassy wanted, Risti¢ believed,
was for Serbia to avoid stirring up the Hungarian Serbs.!?°

In 1867 Piro¢anac worked closely with Garasanin. He too regarded
Andrassy’s appearance at Ivanka as “sufficient proof that the Emperors, at their
[Salzburg] meeting, had turned their attention seriously to the situation in the
East.”!?! It was essential for the Monarchy to cover its back in the event of
European war, hence the Andrassy mission. And Piro¢anac was in no doubt that
“Prince Michael must have been promised at Ivanka that France and Austria, in
the event of the victory of French arms, would really help him to acquire Bosnia
and the Hercegovina.”'?? Piro¢anac’ most interesting detail was the assertion that
Michael could never really have believed in these promises, coming as they did
from such a quarter, and in such a way; he therefore can have committed himself
to nothing at Ivanka.'?

There are practical objections to virtually all these accounts of Ivanka. It
seems easiest to dismiss Risti¢’s belief that no offer of Bosnia was ever made:
the evidence for the existence of such an offer, in the Hunyadi and Oreskovic¢
documents, is hard to ignore, and a similar offer had been made to Krsti¢ in
March 1867.

Yet is is equally hard to believe that the Austrian chancellor, let alone the
Emperor, can have been associated with such an offer, which contradicted both
traditional Habsburg opposition to the expansion of Serbia, and the interest
of the Emperor and the military in acquiring Bosnia themselves. Even for the
Hungarians the offer only made sense on the basis of a close Serbian associa-
tion with the Monarchy, which as it turns out is what Andrassy had in mind.
And in any case the Hungarian government was not in a position to conclude
foreign treaties of this nature on its own, and Andrassy was undoubtedly aware
of this. For him to have assumed otherwise would have been remarkably na-
ive. So in view of the fact that the authorities in Vienna were unlikely to have
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supported such a project, and that the Hungarian government could not go
ahead on its own, can the offer have been sincere, and how much did Beust and
the Emperor know about it?

The second of these questions is the easier to answer, yet even here the evi-
dence is inconclusive. Beust undoubtedly knew of such a plan: he even says in
his memoirs that “it was communicated to me early in 1867,” which would have
been at the time of the Krsti¢ mission.'** There is, however, no direct or indirect
record of what either Beust or Francis Joseph thought of the project, or whether
they were even consulted. Yet the sheer improbability of Andrassy traveling hot-
foot from Salzburg, where he had been an important participant, to the private
estate of the Prince of Serbia, and then back to Vienna, and all without discussing
his actions at some point with the two figures responsible for foreign policy, has
only to be stated to be dismissed.

Even so, Beust at least may well have known all about the plan without ap-
proving it and, even more important, without feeling he could do anything to stop
Andrassy putting it to the test. Andrassy was a personable and eloquent politician
and courtier: on more than one occasion, over the four years of his minister presi-
dency, he was quite capable of steering around Beust by confronting the Emperor
personally. And Beust, for all the clarity of his thinking on the issues which faced
the Monarchy, could on occasion show irresolution and a reluctance to meet op-
ponents head-on, particularly in the case of Andrassy. There is, however, another
possibility: Andrassy could conceivably have undertaken the trip to Ivanka on his
own, and then reported back to Vienna with another fait accompli. He had, after
all, talked of just such a coup back in 1866.

Much of the above must remain speculation. Historical opinion on the mat-
ter has tended to divide into three categories. Yugoslav historians have been apt
to characterize the entire Bosnian scheme as an elaborate and unscrupulous hoax,
concerted between Beust and Andrassy, whose sole object was to induce Serbia
to cease its preparations for insurrection in the Balkans, thus destroying Serbia’s
moral leadership of the Balkan Christian nationalities and weaning it away from
Russian influence.

Vasilije Kresti¢ is one such voice, but cites no clear evidence for his con-
clusions. The evidence for collusion between Beust and Andrassy, for instance,
is entirely circumstantial, apart from the claim made by Garasanin in Decem-
ber 1867 that Andrassy’s initiative was “arranged with Beust.”!?® On the basis
of this alone Kresti¢ concludes that “The Austrian chancellor [Beust] could
not, in this regard, promise anything, because his position vis-a-vis Bosnia was
well known. . . . The Hungarian viewpoint in connection with Bosnia was not
known.”!?¢ Kresti¢ continues, “As far as Andrassy’s promises with regard to
Bosnia were concerned, they were completely insincere.”'?” The only real evi-
dence cited for this, however, consists, first, of a remark supposed to have been
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made by Andrassy to the Austrian ambassador to Constantinople, in the sum-
mer of 1867, that if the Serbs were to invade Bosnia, the Monarchy would be
obliged to invade Serbia itself.'”® The second proof Kresti¢ offers of Hungarian
perfidy is the guarded opinion of Benjamin Kallay in May 1868, who thought
it “very probable that sooner or later Bosnia . . . will become part of our terri-
tory.” Yet even Kresti¢ includes Kallay’s next sentence, which concludes “But
the time for this has still not come.”!? Both sources merely confirm what has
long needed emphasis: that Hungarian politicians were not inexorably opposed,
in all circumstances, to any extension whatsoever of the Monarchy’s (including
Hungary’s) Slav-populated territories.

A more subtle analysis is offered by the earlier work of Jaksi¢ and
Vuckovi¢. They rightly mention the constitutional constraints on Andrassy’s
actions, as well as the absolutely essential condition of the Bosnian offer, in his
eyes: that Serbia could only be allowed to take over Bosnia if it were firmly in
the Monarchy’s orbit.!*® Nevertheless, Jaksi¢ and Vuckovi¢ also conclude that
Andrassy may well have been insincere; but all they adduce is a letter from him
to Count Lajos Batthyany in 1849, in which the twenty-six year old Andrassy
seemed to imply that promises made to the Slavs could be changed if Hungary
emerged victorious. 3!

A second, more restrained line of interpretation stresses the extent to which
the idea of a Serbia closely bound to the Monarchy was at least feasible politi-
cally, and thus a sort of legitimation of the Bosnian scheme. Because of this it was
something that Beust and Francis Joseph might have thought worth investigat-
ing, even if they had their doubts; and Andrassy was accordingly unleashed, on a
sort of freelance diplomatic mission. This appears to be the position reached by
Heinrich Lutz, for whom Beust’s position in the matter was “not clear.” The result
was “a separate Hungarian policy” which nevertheless, Lutz argues, remained
semi-officially linked to that of the joint foreign ministry. As evidence for this
Lutz cited not only the Bosnian scheme but the later proposal in 1870 of an alli-
ance, which was cooked up in the joint ministerial council in order to “neutralize”
Serbia during the Franco-Prussian War.!*

Neither of these interpretations, however, seems entirely to fit the facts. In-
stead, the argument intuited over fifty years ago by Slobodan Jovanovic¢, on the
basis of the Serbian archives and scanty memoir literature, and only recently
buttressed by Jozsef Galantai’s and Imre Ress’s studies of Hungarian archival
material, makes more sense.

Jovanovi¢, in his revised study of Prince Michael’s regime, correctly per-
ceived the genuine duality of foreign policy in the Monarchy, from the moment
the Andrassy government was appointed: “Beust was not the only maker of for-
eign policy.”'** Certainly Andrassy, on the basis of the known documentation,
held out the hope of acquiring Bosnia to Prince Michael. With little hard evidence
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to back up his interpretation, Jovanovic¢ nevertheless outlined what he thought
must have been Andrassy’s motives:

According to his [Andrdssy’s] plans, Bosnia had to be the baksheesh which

would be given Michael for sacrificing Hungarian Serbdom to the Magyars, and

which would finally detach him from Russia and bind him to Austria.'*

It would have the additional advantages of driving a wedge between Serbia and
Croatia, both of whom claimed Bosnia, and destroying Serbia s role as the Balkan
Piedmont. This meant Russia, which relied primarily on Serbia as a stalking
horse, in Andrassy’s eyes, would be unable to reopen the Eastern Question.

Jovanovi¢ made some other observations which, in the light of subsequent
developments, seem apt. Benjamin Kallay was selected by Andrassy as his can-
didate for Belgrade consul because, among other attributes, he was “Feuer und
Flamme” (in Wertheimer’s phrase) for the Bosnian scheme.'* Beust, by con-
trast, was most definitely against the scheme, as his official instructions to Kal-
lay at the start of the latter’s consulship, in April 1868, amply demonstrate.'*
Andrassy, however, “probably hoped that, with time, his influence would tri-
umph over Beust’s.” Thus, “alongside Beust’s foreign policy, he conducted in
secret his own, ‘reconnoitering the terrain’ for those of his plans which Beust
didn’t approve.”'® And so it proved: what amounted to a Hungarian shadow
foreign policy emerged, with Kéllay as its exponent in Belgrade. For the mo-
ment, in view of Beust’s obduracy, Andrassy could only ask Prince Michael to
cooperate over the Hungarian Serbs, to keep the peace in the Balkans, and steer
clear of the Russians. In return, Andrassy would do his level best to prevent any
Austrian occupation of Bosnia.!*®

Galantai’s recent research bears out this interpretation, despite taking up the
story only after June 1868. He stresses the constitutional importance of Hungary
in foreign policy after the Ausgleich.' That Andrassy wished to influence policy
is beyond doubt, and Galdntai’s summation of his motives and goals with regard
to Serbia closely resembles Jovanovic’s. Andrassy’s principal object was to bind
Serbia to the Monarchy, since in his view the Ottoman Empire was doomed to
collapse, and in this case it was essential for the Monarchy to get in ahead of
Russia. “This was feasible, if Serbia received a large part of Bosnia and [the]
Hercegovina with the Monarchy’s help.”'*” Most important, Galantai makes clear
that, despite the vague approval attributed to Beust by Baron Orczy in 1869,
“Andrassy did not prosper with his plan as far as Beust was concerned.”'*! If that
was the case after June 1868, it is hard to believe the plan would have found any
greater favor in 1867.

Finally, Imre Ress, in the only full-length study to date of Andrassy’s Ser-
bian policy, makes clear just how much it differed from Beust’s. Whereas the
chancellor was not averse to the idea of territorial expansion in cooperation with



Chapter 1 ¢ 47

Russia, Andrassy aimed to recruit Serbia into an “anti-Russian coalition”; indeed,
to “torpedo” Beust’s allegedly Russophile Eastern policy.'*

It remains, briefly, to record the effect the Hungarian minister president’s
initiative had on Serbian foreign policy. For Andrassy’s scheme paid off, at least
in the short term. Prince Michael, as Piro¢anac maintains, may never have com-
pletely abandoned his previous strategy of Balkan alliance and insurrection.!*
But the effect was the same as if he had.

Michael’s policy differences with GaraSanin were already becoming ob-
vious, and in November 1867 the latter was abruptly dismissed. His departure
was perhaps the single most decisive signal that could have been made that the
Serbian government was no longer in the business of fomenting rebellion in the
Sultan’s domains. Michael was keeping his side of the bargain.

Other earnests of what Jaksi¢ and Vuckovi¢ call “Michael’s U-turn”'*
were already to hand. Relations with the Balkan states, and with the Bulgarian
Committee in Bucharest, went into decline. Michael issued specific instructions,
upon his return from Ivéanka, for the cultivation of better relations with the Ot-
tomans; by contrast, relations with Russia worsened. The war minister, Milivoj
Blaznavac, who was well known for his anti-Russian politics, seemed increas-
ingly the coming man, while Garasanin’s dismissal was widely perceived as a
defeat for the Russian party.

In Serbia, Michael’s new policy meant an increased hostility toward the
liberals and the newly founded Omladina, both of which groups were in close
contact with the liberal Hungarian Serbs. The liberals, in turn, were not slow to
spread the suspicion that the Prince had sold out both the Balkan Christians and
the Monarchy’s Slavs at Ivanka.

Within the Monarchy, Andrassy reaped his reward in the breakdown of the
relations between the Serbian government and Strossmayer’s Croatian National
Party. At the time of Ivanka, GaraSanin was conducting talks with the Croats on
securing Prussian support for the acquisition of Bosnia for a future South Slav
state.' In addition the Croats hoped to receive some form of monetary assistance
from Belgrade for the upcoming elections to the Sabor. A delegation from Zagreb
actually arrived in Belgrade shortly after Garasanin’s dismissal. They were bluntly
told that the ex-minister’s policy was discontinued, and returned empty-handed to
Croatia, and a heavy defeat in the Sabor elections.'*¢ More important, Croat politi-
cal opinion was given a decided impression that Serbia had come to its own ar-
rangement with Pest regarding Bosnia. It was more than enough to poison relations.

At one blow, it seemed, Andrassy had achieved everything a Hungarian min-
ister president could wish for. Serbia’s preparations for war in the Balkans appeared
to have slackened, if not ceased completely. Russia was alienated. The relations
between Belgrade on the one hand, and Zagreb and Novi Sad on the other, were
embittered. To consolidate these gains, however, it would be useful to establish a
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permanent link between the Hungarian and the Serbian governments, a person,
moreover, who could be trusted to tell the Serbs what Pest, rather than Vienna,
wanted them to hear. The roots of Benjamin Kallay’s appointment as Austro-
Hungarian consul-general in Belgrade lay in this outcome to the events of 1867.
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Chapter 2

Kallay Goes to Belgrade

In the summer of 1867, Baron Prokesch-Osten, Francis Joseph’s ambassador to
the Sultan, expressed his dissatisfaction with the quality of the Monarchy’s dip-
lomatic representation in Belgrade. It was necessary, he wrote Beust, to convince
the Ottoman government that the Habsburg Monarchy was making a serious ef-
fort to restrain Prince Michael Obrenovi¢. This required

a politically and socially competent agent . . . to work against Russian influence
and keep the Prince on the right path. We would thereby steal a march on Rus-
sian efforts in Constantinople.'

Prokesch-Osten, an advocate by December 1867 of a provisional occupation of
Serbia, as “act de pouvoir,” was not the only influential voice raised in favor of
some more forceful presence in Belgrade, at a time when Prince Michael’s policy
in the Balkans still seemed alarmingly warlike. That Prince Michael still needed
restraining seemed to be the general opinion among imperial officials.?

In his desire for a stronger voice in Belgrade, however, Prokesch-Osten was
to get rather more than he bargained for. The Hungarian government wanted the
same thing, but for quite different reasons. Andrassy, as we have seen, had a
variety of urgent motives for wishing to maintain the hold he believed he had
established over Prince Michael at Ivanka. Serbia’s non-involvement with the
Hungarian Serbs and the Croats; the cessation of preparations for war in the Bal-
kans; the weaning away of Serbia from Russian influence: all these influenced the
Hungarian premier. The fear of Russian incitement of the Hungarian South Slavs,
in the event of a European war, was particularly prominent in Hungarian political
circles that autumn, as foreign observers could not fail to notice.’ In view of Ser-
bia’s strategic importance on Hungary’s frontier, and the insufficient importance
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attached by Beust, in Andrassy’s opinion, to the Russian threat, it was imperative
to have someone appointed to Belgrade who would represent Hungarian interests
there as well as Habsburg ones, and on whom Andrassy could rely to keep him
informed as to Beust’s eastern policy in general.

To these considerations was added the conviction that Prince Michael, au-
tocrat and Hungarian landowner that he was, would be more influenced in his
pro-Hungarian policy by someone comparable to him in social status. Someone
who was noble, conversant with South Slav affairs and the Serbian language, but
above all Hungarian: such a combination of qualities was a rarity in Hungarian
politics, and virtually unheard of in the Habsburg diplomatic service. Andrassy’s
choice fell on the young politician, Benjamin Kallay.*

Kallay’s appointment on 2 February 1868 was generally seen as evidence of
the Hungarian government’s influence under the new system.® While a seemingly
ideal choice from the point of view of the Hungarian government, and with much
to recommend it as far as winning over Prince Michael was concerned, it was not
necessarily agreeable to Beust. Beust was also obliged to accept the nomination
by Andrassy, in March 1868, of another Hungarian, Count Béla Orczy, as one of
his department heads within the foreign ministry. This was specifically so that
Andrassy might be kept informed of important developments in foreign policy.
The unspoken truth was that Orczy was there to act in Andrassy’s name and re-
strain Beust from what Andrassy considered to be an irresponsible adventurism.®
Kallay’s appointment was thus part of this same process of securing guarantees
for the Hungarian government’s constitutional entitlement, under paragraph 8
of the Settlement Law, to be consulted over foreign policy. Both appointments,
moreover, were the result of Andrassy’s personal application to the Emperor
Francis Joseph. And to heighten the impression on Prince Michael of the new
importance attached to the Monarchy’s representative in Belgrade, Kallay’s post
was upgraded from that of consul-general
to “diplomatic agent and consul-general.””

The man thus elevated to one of the
most sensitive postings in the Austro-
Hungarian diplomatic service was not yet
twenty-nine years old. Kallay was born
in Pest on 22 December 1839, the son of
the successful administrator Istvan Kallay,
who died when Benjamin was only five,
and Amalia Blaskovich. On his father’s
side Kallay more than met the requirement
of noble blood, since the Kallays were one
of the oldest noble families in Hungary.?
The family was, however, comparatively Figure 4. Benjamin Kallay
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poor, and the young Kallay was one of the many Hungarian nobles who had to
work to make ends meet.” Privately schooled under the supervision of his mother,
a strong-minded woman and fervent patriot, Kallay attended the University of
Pest, where he studied law, physics, chemistry and mathematics.'® He had long
since manifested an extreme precocity, especially in mathematics, although as he
confessed at one point, he did not feel that he brought a particularly original tal-
ent to the subject. When asked his true talent, he replied: “I only have one, and I
hate it: it’s politics.”"!

Benjamin Kallay’s chosen means for exercising his political talent were, in
Hungarian terms, unusual. By the end of the 1850s he was already turning his
attention to the acquisition of foreign languages, especially Near Eastern ones.
He learned Russian and modern Greek; sat under the famous Orientalist, Armin
Vambéry, to study Turkish; and, most remarkably in a young Hungarian noble-
man, set himself to learn Serbo-Croat, and began cultivating links with the Hun-
garian Serb community in Pest and nearby Szentendre.!”

Such an orientation could only have been with some sort of career in the dip-
lomatic service in mind, or as a political voice on nationalities within Hungary,
or as a scholarly authority on Near Eastern affairs. The roots of Kallay’s deci-
sion, however, remain a mystery. His mother’s family name was Croat or Serb
in origin, but this did not mean much in a country like Hungary where the same
could be said of many other families. More likely as an explanation is the general
political situation in which Hungary found itself at the outset of the 1860s, when
a satisfactory settlement of Hungarian differences with the Habsburg dynasty
seemed so hard to attain.

Perhaps the most important influence on Kallay’s choice, in his early twen-
ties, was his acquaintance with Baron Jozsef Eotvos, a leading liberal politician
as well as the foremost Hungarian authority on the nationalities question. At the
National Casino, the most prestigious club in the country, Kallay attracted the at-
tention of Eotvos, who was impressed by his obvious ability and seriousness, and
prophesied a brilliant future. And it was about this time, too, that Kallay began
to take an interest in the South Slavs, “recognizing,” in Thalldczy’s words, “the
great importance of the Balkan peoples, especially the Serbs, as far as Hungary
was concerned.”"® The acquaintance with E6tvos encouraged Kallay to make his
journalistic début with a number of articles, in Serbian, published in the Hungar-
ian Serb press, and extolling Serbo-Hungarian friendship. The response both in
Hungary and in Serbia was apparently a favorable one.'

Another important contact for Kallay was Count Gyula Andrassy, who de-
spite the sixteen year difference in age appears to have regarded the younger man
very much as a personal friend."> What remains unknown, however, is to what
extent Andrassy influenced Kallay, or Kallay Andrassy, on the subject of rela-
tions with the South Slavs. In view of Andrassy’s known position, and Kallay’s
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later correspondence with him while at Belgrade, this is perhaps something of a
chicken-and-egg argument: the two men obviously influenced one another, al-
though they did not always see eye to eye on individual subjects.

In his search for a political role Kallay at first concentrated on the domes-
tic scene. Despite his good relations with the leading Dedkists he was not, even
at the outset of his career, a strict party follower, in so far as such a thing even
existed in Hungary in this period. He also cultivated links with Baron Pal ’Sen-
nyey, who was appointed lord high treasurer in July 1865 and was thus, until the
formation of the Andrassy government in February 1867, effectively in charge
of internal government affairs in Hungary. In 1865, therefore, *Sennyey had
his hands firmly on the levers of power, a crude but compelling reason for an
ambitious young politician to hedge his bets by voicing some support for him.!
Nevertheless Kallay’s motives were unlikely to have been purely opportunistic.
For one thing his own austere principles, which he modeled on those of his fa-
ther, made such manoeuvring for personal advantage out of character. Equally
important might have been ’Sennyey’s own reputation as a man, in many
people’s eyes, too willing to serve “Vienna.” This would have done ’Sennyey
no disservice in Kallay’s view. Later in his career, Kallay was to become one
of the most prominent representatives of “Viennese” Hungarian nationalism,
which regarded close cooperation with the Habsburg Monarchy as vital to Hun-
gary’s interests, since only by such cooperation could those interests adequately
be safeguarded.”’

It is not surprising that, when Kallay stood for election to the diet in the
November 1865 elections, he was repudiated by the Dedkists. He claimed to be
standing on a Dedkist platform, but lost the election anyway. The seat he con-
tested was the Serb-populated constituency of Szentendre; and a fragment in the
Kallay papers gives some idea of how he courted the Szentendre electors.!® Kal-
lay paid fulsome tribute to the Serbs’ heroic past and present aspirations. The
Hungarians could only count on a happy future “if we progress along the glorious
path of civilization hand in hand with the Slavs.”" Discussing E6tvos’s recent
work on the nationality question, Kéllay attempted to damp the expectations this
had raised among Hungarian Slavs by pointing out that E6tvos’s purpose was to
establish the general principles of the question, not specific solutions. He assured
his audience, however, that “complete equality before the law will constitute the
basis of our agreement, [and it will be] extended in the same way to languages
as well, which is one of the most essential elements of nationality aspirations.”?
The nationalities would thus be guaranteed “their greatest treasure . . . their indi-
viduality” and, this being the case, would have no further objections to remaining
in “the common homeland.”!

His attempt to get into parliament having failed, Kallay continued to culti-
vate his image as a friend of the Slavs, and went on a round tour of the Balkans
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in 1866.72 His major achievement between 1865 and 1868, however, was an ex-
cursion into the realm of political philosophy. Kallay undoubtedly saw himself
as a liberal, and to prove it he introduced to the Hungarian public in 1867 one of
the classic texts of nineteenth-century liberalism, John Stuart Mill’s On Liberty.

In a lengthy introduction, Kallay nailed his flag firmly to the mast of lib-
erty, the desire for which “is deeply rooted in human nature.”” Individuality,
and the freedom to express it, was for Kallay the litmus test of a liberal so-
ciety, although he specifically denied that this had come about through some
inevitable progressive tendency in human history. Kallay also examined the
relationship between individuality and the force of most natural interest to a
Hungarian politician, nationality.?* The most distinctive part of Kallay’s reflec-
tions on nationality is also the one of most interest in view of his subsequent
career. For Kallay most “nation-individualities” (p. Ix: “nép-egyéniségek”), as
he called them, were too weak to stand on their own. To protect themselves
they had to unite in ad hoc defensive alliances, which could be dissolved when
no longer needed. The “basic principle of the balance of power,” in future, had
to be based on the self-interest of nations. Just as individuals in society had to
unite to resist the tyranny of state and society, so, on the international level, na-
tions could best preserve their individuality in this kind of “free union” (p. Ixi:
“szabad egyesiilés™).

The relevance of these passages lies in Kallay’s professed faith in the idea
of a Danubian confederation, however vaguely worded. For Kallay interest in
such schemes may well have waned, once the essential stability of the Dualist
settlement became apparent. Yet at the outset of his Belgrade posting Kallay still
seemed to cherish what he referred to as “my dear old ideas” of confederation,
and duly made note of similarly minded people he encountered in Serbia.” In the
first months of his appointment he certainly discussed the concept with leading
Serbs, including Michael’s war minister, Milivoj Blaznavac.?® For the Serbs, the
fact that a rising Hungarian politician could discuss such things at all was remark-
able. However, Kallay’s federalism gave way rapidly to the conviction that the
interests of Hungary were best served within the Habsburg Monarchy, and by
ensuring that the latter, with Hungary’s assistance, dominated the Balkan Pen-
insula. Like Andrassy, too, Kallay remained convinced there could be no South
Slav state unless it was firmly under Austro-Hungarian control.”’

Personally Kallay was well equipped for his new career in Belgrade. He was
familiar with French, German and English, had studied Russian and Turkish and,
as Andrassy rather floridly informed Prince Michael, “has made a profound study
of the Serbian language—and speaks it very fluently.””® In addition to his reputa-
tion as an intellectual, he was accustomed to move in the first circles in both Pest
and Vienna. “A little bit cold in outward manner,” Andrassy advised Michael,
“you will find him very confident, and a complete gentleman.””
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The chilly exterior was less a pose than many assumed. For Kallay was a
man of vaulting ambition, with a lonely sense of his own destiny. A year after his
appointment to Belgrade he confided in his diary that “I won’t give up the hope
that one day yet I shall govern some nation.”® Imre Halasz, who ran Andrassy’s
press office after the latter became foreign minister in 1871, and who in the mid-
1870s worked closely with Kallay, described him as ““a rather withdrawn man, se-
rious, sober, soft-spoken, a model of Stoic calm.”! Halasz also knew Kallay well
enough to be convinced that he was “a complete freethinker of the most decided
and intransigent type,” who regarded religion “purely as a factor of practical poli-
tics, almost as a different political tool.””*> What was even more remarkable about
Kallay was the cold-blooded calculation he brought to everything he did. Repeat-
edly, in his Belgrade diary, he describes how this or that person “may be of use”
to him, a criterion he applied as coolly to a succession of female conquests as to
more professional contacts.” Kallay seems to have regarded most of humanity, in
fact, as so many tools to be manipulated. The result was a ruthlessness of approach
which could on occasion contemplate even the most extreme measures, inclusive
of murder, and which contrasted oddly with his view of himself as a liberal.**

But for the moment Kallay seemed the right man for the job. In Serbia the
rumor that a Hungarian was about to be made the Monarchy’s representative had
at first aroused “great consternation”; but this changed to general satisfaction
when it was learned that Kallay, the well-known Serbophile, was the choice.*
Prince Michael, according to the British consul, “does not disguise his satisfac-
tion.”*® The Prussian consul, Rosen, saw a little deeper, especially the essentially
Hungarian nature of this new development:

As far as his mission is concerned, the latter . . . has been summed up by a lead-
ing article in Pester Lloyd, which advises . . . the Serbs to seck support among the
Hungarians for the resolution of the political mission incumbent upon them.
The article . . . completely ignores the existence of an Austrian imperial state.”’

Implicit in Rosen’s remarks was the central fact about Kéallay’s presence in Bel-
grade, which was the literally dual nature of his role there. Officially he was
the representative of the Habsburg Monarchy. Unofficially, however, Kallay was
Andrassy’s man, as everybody knew even before he went to Belgrade. The extent
to which this became a commonplace was revealed in the (perhaps unwitting)
references Rosen was making, within the year, to “the representative of Hungary-
Austria.”®

Kallay had no excuse for pleading ignorance of Beust’s Balkan policy, since
the latter provided him with copious instructions prior to sending him off to Bel-
grade. In his despatch of 5 April 1868, Beust showed himself considerably more
inclined to reform in the Ottoman Empire than Prokesch-Osten, but nevertheless
firm in drawing limits to Serbian expansion.*
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It was obvious to Beust that the Serbian government’s assurances that it had
no further demands on the Porte, in the wake of the fortress settlement, did not
count for much. On the contrary, Serbia still seemed to want

complete independence as a state, territorial enlargement at Turkey’s expense,
and probably after that at its northern neighbour’s too, in the final analysis
foundation of a realm including all South Slavs.®

The powers had been obliged as recently as December 1867 to remonstrate with
Prince Michael about the level of Serbian armaments. For Austria-Hungary this
aspect of Serbian policy was all the more worrying, given reports that Prussia was
ready to sell a large surplus stock of rifles to the Serbs.*! Now, in April 1868, in-
telligence indicated that a secret treaty of some sort had been concluded between
Serbia and Romania. Without detailed knowledge of the treaty’s contents Beust
was apt to regard it as yet another purposeful weapon against Ottoman integrity,
rather than the last, rather futile, element in Prince Michael’s Balkan alliance
strategy that it was.*? It would be a great mistake, Beust advised, to regard Ser-
bian plans for a war of liberation as abandoned. Kéllay’s first task was to learn
as much as possible about Serbia’s Balkan alliances. In addition, he must warn
Belgrade emphatically against “risks . . . to which she might be tempted by an
unreflective urge to action or through incitements from abroad.”* Beust’s assess-
ment of the balance of forces in the Balkans made sense, and was anything but
superficial. In his opinion it would be dangerous to underestimate the Ottoman
Empire’s powers of resistance. Serbia would be unwise to provoke a general con-
flict, since its Balkan allies were likely to be unreliable, and even Russian help
was a questionable safeguard against defeat.*

Beust put his finger on another verity when he expressed the conviction that
“Russia on its own, without an understanding with Austria, is not in a position
to conduct a war of aggression against Turkey.”* The clear implication of these
remarks was that it would be Austria-Hungary and Russia who regulated affairs
in the Balkans, and not Serbia. The Treaty of Paris, which placed Serbia under the
collective protection of the signatory powers, was a perfectly adequate guarantee
of the Principality’s constitutional autonomy; to attack the Ottomans would be to
infringe the Treaty, and the powers would be justified in abandoning Serbia to its
fate in that case.*®

On the subject of Bosnia-Hercegovina, Beust was categorical. It is hard to
square his robust rejection of a Serbian administration in these two provinces
with the assertions of his critics that he was somehow in favor of such a scheme,
or at least undecided.*’ Beust described it as

an idea . . . which aimed at securing satisfaction for Serbia’s expansionist ambi-
tions by peaceful means, but whose realization for all that would have dealt a
palpable blow to the political order on our own southeastern borders.
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In the year since the plan first surfaced, Beust observed, nothing seemed to have
come of it. Nevertheless, “Were it ever to come to the fore again, your honor
would have to make it your business to counteract it to the utmost of your abil-
ity.”* Beust might have been pardoned for assuming that Kallay, as a Hungarian,
agreed with the need to oppose the emergence of a greater Serbian state.’® He was
to be rudely disillusioned within the year.

Beust did what he could to dispel the Serbian conviction that Austria-
Hungary was only interested in preserving the Ottoman imperium, and indiffer-
ent to the plight of the Ottoman Empire’s Christian population. He wanted Kallay
to combat this “completely baseless belief . . . most categorically.”' There was
also a purely practical consideration at work: “the preservation of the sympathies
of our Slav and Romanian peoples’ foreign relatives. . . . This interest in our view
has no less weight than that of Turkey’s survival.”*> Somewhat less plausibly,
Beust claimed that it was precisely because the Porte regarded Austria-Hungary
as its well-wisher that the latter was in a unique position to influence Ottoman
policy in a sense favorable to the Balkan Christians. Kallay was also expected to
counter Serbian suspicion that Austria-Hungary itself aimed at annexing Bosnia:
“The imp. roy. Government will certainly be the last to undermine in any way
whatsoever territorial boundaries agreed by treaty.”>* Beust must have realized
that the value of this last assurance was strictly conditional. But there can be
equally little doubt that his preferred option was to keep Austria-Hungary out of
Bosnia. He was thus unlikely easily to be converted to the sort of scheme hatched
by Andrassy for a Serbian presence there, and with these general guidelines in his
pocket Kallay, as he departed for Belgrade, must have realized this.**

Kallay arrived in Belgrade on 19 April 1868, and presented his credentials
the same day.”® Commenting on Michael’s formal speech of welcome, which
praised the Emperor’s choice of diplomatic representative, Kallay noted that
“They always praise a newcomer. I believe, however, they will praise me even
more on the occasion of my departure.”® Kallay’s determination to make his
mark would have been the greater had he realized just how tenuous Austria-
Hungary’s, or rather Hungary’s, influence in Serbia really was. For Prince
Michael, at the time of Kallay’s arrival, was actively playing the Prussian card.
The interest shown by Bismarck, earlier in the year, in supplying Serbia with
arms was hardly philanthropic. It showed rather the Prussian minister president’s
keen awareness, as in 1866, of Serbia’s potential use as a distraction in the event
of the widely expected Franco-Prussian conflict, which could so easily degen-
erate into a general European war, with Austria-Hungary siding with France.?’
Now, late in April, Prince Michael put out his own feelers in response.

The Prince sent the diplomat Jovan Risti¢ on a mission to the capitals of
the great powers. Risti¢’s purpose was to sound Bismarck as to the role the latter
envisaged for Serbia in the event of a European war.>® ““Serbia has to follow the
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lead of those who make it rain and shine,””” Rosen
reported the Prince as saying. Michael clearly had
not completely abandoned his thoughts of a Bal-
kan uprising and attack on the Ottoman Empire,
despite the negative policies he had pursued in
this regard since meeting Andrassy at Ivanka in
August 1867. He was as convinced as ever that
“‘Attempts at reform are not going to solve the
Eastern Question.”” The deciding factor in his
mind seems to have been the possibility of Prus-
sian support against Austro-Hungarian interven-
tion, as well as the fact that nothing concrete had
come of Andrassy’s promises at [vanka.®

Risti¢, however, drew a blank when he
reached Berlin in May 1868. Bismarck was tak-

Figure 5. Prince Michael ing the cure, and later fell sick for several months.
Obrenovié¢

Risti¢ settled down to await Bismarck’s return to
the direction of Prussian policy; he was still wait-
ing when, on 10 June, Prince Michael’s murder made the question academic.®
The fact that such contacts were being sought, however, enables us to put Prince
Michael’s expressions of gratitude for Austro-Hungarian attentions in their
proper light. Michael could appreciate the upgrading of the Monarchy’s diplo-
matic representation in Serbia, and he was undoubtedly interested in whatever the
new Hungarian presence in Belgrade had to offer. This did not prevent him from
keeping his options open. Blaznavac, who succeeded Michael when he took over
as first Regent, was to accept Hungarian assurances more unreservedly.

Kallay’s first contacts with Prince Michael concentrated on railways and
Russian influence. It was the first of these which bulked largest in Michael’s
mind. The Prince’s anxiety to link his country by rail to the outside world, after
all, had been one of his principal reasons for seeking the cooperation of Austria
and Hungary the previous year. Michael was particularly worried at the activi-
ties of a financial consortium investigating the construction of a line through
Bosnia and the Sancak of Novi Pazar, rather than Serbia, a prospect which
spelled economic disaster for the latter.’! Kallay assured Michael, in Andrassy’s
name, that the Hungarian government strongly favored a Serbian route.®* The
Prince even harked back to a remark made by Andrassy at Ivanka, to the effect
that “the basis of a truly reasonable eastern policy is represented by that which
alone is capable of establishing harmony among the different nationalities,”
and that the railway was an excellent practical means to this end.®* He ended
by giving what Kallay most wanted to hear, a promise to decide on the railway
question soon. In return, Kallay offered a fresh hostage to fortune by linking
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construction of the railway to the Bosnian scheme. When the Prince expressed
the hope that the railway would be a firm tie between Serbia and its northern
neighbor, Kallay replied: “I hope so too, but only if Bosnia remains remote
forever, at least from us.”*

On Pan-Slavism, Michael confessed to puzzlement as to why the great pow-
ers, Austria-Hungary to the fore, persisted in regarding it as anything other than
“an incorporeal ghost.” Obviously the Balkan Slavs were bound to Russia by
ethnic and religious ties, but there could be no question of their giving up their
separate identities. Michael argued that as long as the Slav nations retained their
languages, they could not be assimilated by anyone. He did, however, accept Kal-
lay’s thesis that it was not Pan-Slavism, but “Pan-Russianism,” which constituted
the real danger: the threat to subordinate every Slav people to Russian interests.
Even then, Michael claimed, no one in Serbia wanted Russian domination.® It
was the same disclaimer that leading Serbs had been making for years, but Kal-
lay showed no more sign of having taken the point than any of his predecessors.

From the moment he arrived in Belgrade, Kéllay pursued a number of ob-
jects with a view to establishing Hungarian influence on a firmer basis. He lob-
bied hard with Vienna for concessions such as the speedy conclusion of a postal
convention between the Monarchy and Serbia, and the renunciation by the Mon-
archy of its right to exercise consular jurisdiction on behalf of Habsburg subjects
within Serbia, both much-resented legacies of Ottoman rule.®® He also built up a
network of contacts and more surreptitious means of control. In immediate terms
this consisted of cultivating high-level sources of information, in the recruitment
of agents, and the buying of newspaper influence.

For much of his intelligence, Kallay relied on the experience of his vice-
consul Svetozar Theodorovics, a Hungarian Serb from Szentendre, and on the
Habsburg army officer in charge of the Monarchy’s postal station in southern
Serbia, a Captain Emil Cuckovié.”” He also depended heavily on the advice of
the Hungarian ministry of the interior in monitoring traffic between Serbia and
the Monarchy’s Slavs.® Here the interests of the Monarchy and the Hungarian
government often marched together; but at other points they clashed directly,
especially where the Austrian military was involved. Kallay had some reason for
regarding the military with exasperation. According to Theodorovics,

They talk so indiscretely and arrogantly about a takeover of Bosnia, that after-

wards, of course, it’s hard to convince the Serbian government of the sincerity of

our governments opposite viewpoint, even with the greatest of efforts.

Kallay accordingly took steps, through Beust, to exclude the Austro-Hungarian
military from intelligence activities in Serbia itself, which may have produced
more balanced reporting of events there, but which also ensured that what got
reported back to Vienna was largely a matter of Kallay’s choosing.”
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In his purchase of newspaper influence, Kallay made two contacts who were
to serve him well throughout his stay in Belgrade. These were the journalists
Rosen and Popovi¢. Milos Popovi¢ was the editor of the conservative, semi-
official Vidovdan, had done much to introduce E6tvds’s views on the nationality
question to the South Slav world, and was typical of the sort of Serb Kallay hoped
to work with in Belgrade.” Later that same year Kallay was to find an opportunity
to subsidize Vidovdan directly; but in the meantime he acquired another ally in
the person of Popovi¢’s assistant editor, Dr. Michael Rosen, who also worked in
the press bureau of the Serbian government. Rosen, like Popovi¢, but for more
crudely financial reasons, was interested in promoting Serbo-Hungarian friend-
ship. In addition to writing pro-Hungarian articles in Vidovdan, and pro-Serbian
articles in the Hungarian press, he also became, next to Captain Cu¢kovi¢, Kél-
lay’s most prolific source of information.”

“Personal contacts” assumed a literal meaning where Kallay’s relations with
women were concerned. This is not to say that his numerous affairs while in Bel-
grade were undertaken specifically for intelligence purposes—far from it. There
is no evidence, in a diary which records a singularly cold-blooded promiscuity,
that Kallay seduced the wife of the Italian vice-consul, or took advantage of a
traveling female acquaintance from Budapest, or dallied cynically with the preg-
nant wife of the British legation secretary at St. Petersburg, en route to join her
husband, or maintained until 1870 an opera singer in Vienna, all in the interests of
the Habsburg Monarchy, or even the Hungarian state.” But here was no careless
philanderer. Kallay was fully alive to the possible opportunities such adventures
might present, as well as the dangers. When the wife of the rising opposition
politician, A¢im Cumié, sent a note to Kallay in early 1871, informing him that
she was in love with him, Kallay was naturally suspicious, since he had only met
the woman once. He got his deputy consul to find out more about her, “because
I don’t know whether there isn’t some other intrigue hidden behind this affair.”””*
In the event, Mrs. Cumi¢’s interest turned out to be purely carnal, and since her
husband did not enjoy access to government circles, the affair began without
political overtones.” Toward the end of 1871, however, A¢im Cumi¢’s potential
as member of a possible alternative government went up, and Kallay found that
intimacy with the man’s wife paid intelligence dividends. Mrs. Cumi¢ was quite
happy to keep her lover posted on all the goings-on in the anti-government camp
throughout 1872.7° At the end of that year, however, Kallay unceremoniously
dumped her, having become engaged in the meantime.”” Two years later there is
a laconic entry in the diary: “Cumi¢ has driven his wife out.”

Even more brutally calculating was Kallay’s exploitation of a Mrs. [vanovi¢,
a well-connected Belgrade lady. When, in October 1869, he first recorded that
“Ivanovicska . . . is behaving as if she is terribly in love with me,” Kallay’s first
thought was that this too might be a plot, since he had met members of the Russian
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consulate at her place before. But, “if it is true, I shall by all means make use of
this love, because she could be of service to me with her knowledge of the coun-
try.””” In the course of a rapid conquest, Kallay made clear the purely utilitarian
nature of the affair: “Even though she doesn’t take my fancy, I will continue with
this fairy tale, it will possibly be of use to me.”*® Kallay had the first fruits of
persistence even before seduction: on 7 November, “after a little dalliance,” the
infatuated woman had volunteered the information that the Russian consul had
just received a courier from his country’s representative in Habsburg Ragusa.®!

More detailed information, from then on, was Kallay’s for the asking. When
he heard from Vienna that two Serbian officers had appeared in Montenegro,
and were training Montenegrin troops, Kallay could secure their names from
Mrs. Ivanovié¢.®? He could confirm through her whether, and when, this or that Ser-
bian minister was passing through Constantinople, and what his mission was;* or
learn that a Serbian agent, name supplied, had been sent secretly into Croatia, and
had reported back to the Serbian Regents.®* Mrs. Ivanovi¢ even passed on details
of troop movements, and discontent in the army over government spying on its
officers, garnered from her soldier brother.® In 1872 she was able to keep Kallay
informed on the movements of a messenger between the Serbian government and
the Croatian National Party, a matter of high concern to the Hungarians.® In re-
turn for these services, Mrs. Ivanovi¢ received a venereal infection, a pregnancy
scare and—one must be fair!—the means to combat both. None of this appears
to have troubled Kallay unduly, although he did worry about the danger of being
blackmailed.’” Fortunately for him, the lady seems not to have been vindictive,
since she decided to leave Belgrade in December 1873, some six months after
Kallay’s marriage.®

While Kallay was busy extending his contacts in Belgrade, Andrassy’s last
major initiative during Prince Michael’s reign was being discussed in Pest. This
was the outcome of an approach made by General Istvan Tiirr to Colonel Oreskovic¢
at the beginning of May: would Oreskovi¢ meet him in Pest for talks? Having
obtained permission from his superior, Blaznavac, Oreskovi¢ traveled up to Pest
toward the end of the month.¥ Behind this lay an invitation to acquaint Oreskovi¢
with Andrassy.” The object was the further discussion of the Bosnian question.

The pre-history of Andrassy’s intervention in the Bosnian question, in partic-
ular the question of his objectives in offering even a part of Bosnia-Hercegovina
to the Serbian government, has already been discussed. It seems incontestable
that the offer made at Ivanka, in August 1867, was a sincere one, as long as
Andrassy’s essential condition is borne in mind, the close association of such an
enlarged Serbia with the Habsburg Monarchy. Equally certain, in view of Beust’s
recent instructions to Kallay, is the essential independence of the offer which
Andrassy now repeated to Oreskovic, that is, its independence of any control or
approval on the part of the Austro-Hungarian chancellor.
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Andrassy began by expressing his conviction that, in an age of railways
and telegraphs, close links between states were unavoidable, especially for small
states like Serbia which hoped to avoid impoverishment. The implication was
that close relations with Austria-Hungary, as opposed to Russia, were to be de-
sired.”! Oreskovi¢ replied that, on the contrary, “only a strong and independent
Serbia would dare enter into close relations with Hungary,” because it “would
not have to fear that a Hungary equal to her would place her individuality as a
nation and state in question.”” There could be no firm basis for Serbo-Hungarian
friendship, in his opinion, until Serbia had been strengthened by the acquisition
of not only Bosnia-Hercegovina but “Old Serbia” (the area around Nis) as well.

This gave Andrassy the opportunity to say that he did not have anything
against such a merger, but that the time was not yet ripe. Hungary needed time
to “consolidate itself,” in order to fulfil its task of “protecting a free Europe from
Russian barbarism. “‘First of all,”” he told Oreskovi¢, “‘Russia must be driven
back, and when this has been achieved then the time will have come for you
South Slavs to free yourselves and unite.”””** Only then could the Hungarians dare
to abandon the Ottoman Empire, without fearing the latter’s immediate absorp-
tion by Russia.

Oreskovi¢ in an extraordinary exchange showed his weakness as a nego-
tiator. The South Slavs of the Ottoman Empire, he told Andrassy, were waiting
because they had to; but even if, as Andrassy said, Austria-Hungary “needed” the
Ottomans, the time would come when the Slavs could dispense with their north-
ern neighbor’s permission to rise up. In any general war Austria-Hungary would
have to deal with Russia, and the Balkan Slavs would not have to fear Austro-
Hungarian intervention then. Instead, they would make their own contribution to
the Monarchy’s discomfiture, for the Slav regiments of the Military Border would
also rise up.”* In a general war, he insisted, Austria-Hungary’s chances would not
be good, and it was obvious which side Serbia would be on.”

Andrassy tried a different tack, reminding Oreskovi¢ that he had already
admitted the Ottoman Empire was not sustainable in the long run: “at the mo-
ment we are only propping it up until we have beaten back Russia; when that
is done then we will abandon it and will raise you [the South Slavs] up.”® All
Serbia would have to do, he added, would be to refrain from attacking the Otto-
mans. To this, however, Oreskovi¢ raised one of the principal objections to such
a strategy from the Serbian government’s point of view, an objection moreover
that was to recur again and again in Kallay’s own reports from Belgrade. In any
general upheaval, regardless of how Serbia conducted itself, there was always the
likelihood of a spontaneous uprising, especially in Bosnia; and in this case any
Serbian government would find it impossible not to join in.*” Ore$kovi¢, for all
his foolishness, had articulated a central truth about the South Slav question in the
1860s and 1870s, a truth that became apparent in 1875 when the Hercegovinian
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and Bosnian revolts sparked one of the great diplomatic crises of the century. To
Andrassy’s revelation that Prince Michael, at Ivanka, had said he would not al-
low Serbia to become involved in an Austro-Russian conflict, Oreskovi¢ simply
reiterated that “A government in Serbia which, in these circumstances, opposed
the national will and its deepest feelings, would fall the same day that it showed
this, and the Prince himself would be driven out of the country.” It was a precise
forecast of the situation in which Michael’s successor, Prince Milan, found him-
selfin 1876.%

Things would be different, Oreskovi¢ assured Andrassy, if the Serbs could
be united in their own state. Hungary would not be strong enough to threaten such
a union; the only danger would be from Germany and Russia, and this could be
dealt with by a defensive alliance of the southeast European nations, especially
one that included Hungary.” In a remark that echoes Kallay’s reflections of 1867
on the “free union” of nationalities, Oreskovi¢ said “We want a strong and even
more independent Hungary, because only in alliance with such are we secure and
capable of preserving our freedom against a third, stronger power.”'® And Serbia,
he reminded Andrassy, would be all the more biindnisfdhig if it included Bosnia.

It was at this point that the two men began to grope toward what appeared
to be common ground. Andrassy reminded Oreskovi¢ of the Croats, who not only
had their own claim to part of Bosnia, but were supported by the “strong military
party . . . who work in Vienna so that Bosnia and the Hercegovina can be an-
nexed.”!”" Andrassy stressed that he would prefer Serbia to take Bosnia and the
Hercegovina than for them to be annexed by the Monarchy.!”? However,

it is to be feared that if you were to try to annex Bosnia, you would get into a
struggle with the Croats who, from the other side, would invade it. Such a strug-

gle . . . would oblige us to intervene; and if we intervened, a third party would

intervene, and so on, so that would bring a European war down on our heads.'®

Oreskovi¢ responded that the Hungarians need not intervene. All they had to do was
to restrain Austria from intervening, and to mediate between Serbia and the Croats.
Serbia was not aiming to destroy the Ottoman Empire; it just wanted to unite all the
Ottoman Serbs in one administrative unit. The Croats could be placated by letting
them have “Turkish Croatia,” that is, the Bosnian district of Bosna Krajina.!%*

Andrassy seized upon this, with the remarks quoted in the previous chap-
ter.' The Serbs could take Bosnia, he said, and Hungary would not intervene;
it would even try to help behind the scenes. But Serbia would have to act soon,
if possible by the next spring, because if circumstances arose in which Austria-
Hungary found itself at war with Russia, “then you don’t dare attack Turkey in
any way, and we, cost what it may, would have to be against you.”'® And when
Oreskovi¢ asked if he could repeat all this to his own government, Andrassy as-
sured him that he could.
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Before Oreskovi¢ returned to Belgrade he was made an additional offer, this
time in great secrecy via General Gyorgy Klapka. According to Klapka, Andrassy
was “ready to conclude a treaty with Serbia, by which Serbia would annex Bosnia
and the Hercegovina, while the Crown of St. Stephen, that is, Croatia, would an-
nex Turkish Croatia.”'”” In compensation for renouncing this part of Bosnia, Ser-
bia would also annex the pasalik of Nis. The treaty would be a strictly secret one
between Serbia and Hungary, but in order to implement it the approval of France,
which Andrassy engaged himself to obtain, would be desirable. Serbia’s main ob-
ligation, in the event of its takeover of the territories in question, was to conclude
a further treaty with Hungary based on the principle of mutual defense.!%

The idea of a Serbo-Hungarian alliance was to be shunted back and forth
for the next two years: as late as the autumn of 1870 Kallay submitted a similar
proposal to Belgrade in Andrassy’s name.!” But was Andrassy serious? On the
face of it the proposal was ludicrous. Neither Andrassy nor the Hungarian gov-
ernment was in a position to conclude foreign treaties of this nature; and even if
they were, it is hard to see how Andrassy can have expected such a treaty to have
binding force, if it were to remain secret from everyone except, egregiously, the
French Emperor. To the Yugoslav historians who have touched on the subject,
both the alliance and the proposals about Bosnia were attempts to draw the teeth
of Serb nationalism by keeping the Serbian government waiting for something
that would never come.'"”

Yet it is hard to doubt the sincerity of Andrassy’s denial of an interest in
acquiring any part of Bosnia in 1868, however much he may have modified his
position over the next three years. Assuming that Andrassy was telling the truth
in this respect, and that Serbia could somehow be won over from Russian influ-
ence, there is a certain fractured logic to the idea of allowing Serbia to take over
Bosnia, as long as such an enlarged Serbian state were firmly under Hungarian
control. One would like to know more about what Andrassy thought, if anything,
of the ideas on the association of nation-states, propounded by Kallay in his in-
troduction to John Stuart Mill, and echoed in May 1868 by Oreskovi¢. Unfor-
tunately neither the Kallay-Andrassy correspondence nor Kallay’s diary throws
much light on this; yet it seems likely that Kallay would have discussed such a
solution with Andrassy at some time or other. With the Ausgleich barely a year
old, could Andrassy have been toying with the possibility of a Danubian confed-
eration, in case this constitutional arrangement with the Habsburg Monarchy did
not work out?

If Andrassy’s sincerity is to be questioned, it is also necessary to accept that
he deliberately deceived his chosen man in Belgrade, Kallay. For Andrassy, who
had a capacity for appearing all things to all men,'"! this is a possible explanation,
but in this case ultimately unconvincing. Certainly Kéllay himself believed in the
Bosnian scheme. As he expressed it to Andrassy on 31 May, the latter “sent me
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here so that I could expressly declare that we harbor no desire to conquer Bosnia-
Hercegovina.”"? All the subsequent references to the plan in Kallay’s diary attest
that he was indeed, in Wertheimer’s phrase, “Feuer und Flamme” for it.!?

What Kallay, and above him Andrassy, hoped to gain by dangling the prize
of Bosnia before the Serbian government is another matter. A possible answer is
the Croatian question. For Andrassy’s government, in the year when they had to
conclude the Nagodba with the Croats, the urge to divide the nationalities fac-
ing them must have been strong. Kallay expressed this with simple force later in
the year. “It would really be a beautiful result,” he wrote, “if I could alienate the
Croats and Serbs from one another.” And the ideal “apple of discord” was the
Bosnian question.!'* Late in May 1868 this need to keep Croats and Serbs apart
constituted one of the themes of Kallay’s last letter to Andrassy before Prince Mi-
chael’s death. This makes clear his concern that recent Croatian claims to Bosnia
were a threat to the goodwill he had recently built up.''

At the heart of Andrassy’s and Kallay’s strategy regarding Bosnia was an
ambiguity that was not resolved until both men finally accepted the inevitability
of annexing the province to Austria-Hungary. In 1868 they would rather have
avoided such an acquisition. But even in 1868 Kallay, at least, could envisage
an eventual annexation, and could put it in Andrassy’s head, if it was not already
there to begin with:

I think it . . . very probable, that Bosnia . . . will sooner or later become part of
our territory. . . . But the time for this has still not come; now we must at all
costs convince the Serbs that we don't intend starting anything with regard to
these provinces.''

Kallay had reason to think his mission successful after a couple of months in
Belgrade. He had the goodwill of Prince Michael who, according to Oreskovic,
was quite pleased with the news from Pest,!'” and the Hungarian government
appeared to hold all the threads in its hands for further improvement. Then an
event occurred which seemed to undo everything that Kallay and Andrassy had
achieved up to that point, and to put their whole policy of binding Serbia to Hun-
gary once more in question.
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Chapter 3

The Obrenovié¢ Assassination

In the early evening of 10 June, Kallay went for a drive with the Romanian consul
in Topcider Park, on the outskirts of Belgrade. His account of what followed is
one of the most graphic to have survived. It is also correct in most of its details,
although Kallay was not an eyewitness to the central events he describes:

As soon as we had left the town, we saw old Gara$anin, who was tearing along
towards us at top speed in a carriage. He only gave a wave of the hand. Not
knowing how to account for this, we proceeded to go further, when we came
upon Mrs. Marinovi¢ who called to us from her carriage that the Prince was
murdered. We stopped the carriage and, having stopped a horseman who was
in full gallop, asked him what had happened. This person, in a great hurry, told
us only that persons unknown had killed the Prince and his kinswoman, who
was with him, with revolvers in Top¢ider. At this news we at once raced back to
town and went to the central government offices, where all the ministers were
already gathered. They were extremely alarmed and it seems that they didnt
know what to do. Only Garasanin had not lost his presence of mind, although,
according to the reports which had been brought in, his own son was killed.
Soon the Prince’s servant Mita arrived, with a shattered arm, and related what
had happened.

The Prince with Anka and Katarina [Konstantinovi¢] had gone on ahead,
with Tomanija [Obrenovi¢, Anka’s mother], on the arm of young Garasanin [the
Prince’s aide-de-camp], some 20 yards behind them. The servant Mita accompa-
nied them as well. The other attendants, as usual, had spread out and been left
behind. The company was strolling along the Ko$utnjak and had already passed
the Hajduk fountain. All at once, they saw ahead of them 3 men sitting among the
trees. Tomanija asked who these people might be. Garasanin replied, promenad-
ers. Suddenly these persons jumped up; two started to run towards the Prince, one
towards Gara$anin. They fired on the Prince. Garasanin tried to draw his saber but

77
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a bullet smashed his right arm and he dropped to the ground. Tomanija started
to run as well as the servant, Mita, who had taken a bullet in the arm. He saw
them riddle the Prince with bullets, and the latter fall to the ground. Two bullets
hit Anka, who was trying to help the Prince, and she fell. Katarina remained on
her feet, but two bullets hit her in the back and she threw herself on the ground
and played dead. The murderers completely mangled the Prince’s face and head
with cutlasses. The Prince and Anka were already dead, but Garasanin and Kata-
rina were still alive. I also went along with Ionescu, through the horrified, silent
multitude to Top¢ider, and viewed the corpses laid out in Milo§s old palace. The
mangled head of the Prince was terrible. They had riddled his breast with 4 bul-
lets. . . . The murderers have fled and are being hunted high and low. The town is
completely quiet, there is not the slightest noise or disturbance; after 8 o’clock the
streets were just as deserted as they usually are.!

The government declared a state of emergency and wheeled its troops into place
to protect itself. For this ministers had GaraSanin to thank, who was not even in
the government but whose sense of public duty prompted him to swift action in
defense of it. The conspirators had in fact planned to slaughter leading ministers
and officials and place their own friends in power. Garasanin not only got back
into town ahead of them, but by sheer force of personality dragooned the panic-
stricken ministers into standing firm. Faced with this solid front, the conspira-
tors’ ramshackle plot simply collapsed. They were rounded up by the authorities
within a couple of days, and most of them met the firing squad a few weeks later.?

Garasanin, though the savior of the situation, nevertheless did not take over
the direction of affairs. Instead, the war minister Milivoj Blaznavac, once he re-
covered his nerve, acted swiftly to establish his own ascendancy. In accordance
with the Constitution of 1838, the automatic head of the provisional government
was the president of the Council, Jovan Marinovi¢, who also happened to be
a member of GaraSanin’s conservative faction. This provisional government
decreed the convocation of a Skupstina to elect a permanent Regency, and an
Extraordinary Skupstina to choose Michael’s successor.* The GaraSanin faction
would in all probability have favored Nikola of Montenegro as Prince, the latter
being a candidate considered acceptable to Russia.® Blaznavac, however, sum-
moned the officers of the army the day after Michael’s assassination, and pro-
claimed an oath of allegiance to the dead Prince’s cousin, fourteen year old Milan
Obrenovi¢.* Having appointed himself first Regent for the duration of Milan’s
minority, Blaznavac then despatched one of Serbia’s leading politicians, Jovan
Risti¢, to bring the young Prince back to Belgrade. At five in the morning on 23
June, Milan arrived by Danube steamer, to be greeted by Blaznavac and the roar
of saluting cannon. Despite the hour there was a huge crowd present, who ac-
claimed Milan with enthusiastic shouts of “Zivio!” (Long life).”

Blaznavac’s move was one that the Hungarian government had every rea-
son to welcome. The war minister counted as a “Hungarophile,” or at least a man



Figure 6. Prince Milan Obrenovi¢ with Regents
Jovan Risti¢ and Milivoj Blaznavac, 23 June 1868
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opposed to Russian influence in
Serbia. The proclamation of al-
legiance to Milan, whose title
to succeed was unimpeachable,
thus shrewdly steered around
the threat of a Russophile head
of state, and at the same time put
Blaznavac in a position to influ-
ence affairs during the inevita-
ble period of minority rule.?
Kallay, who considered
Michael’s death “a great calam-
ity for us,” was at first inclined
to despair. “Now I have to start
all over again, only there’s noth-
ing to start with,” he lamented
in his diary.” He soon realized,
however, that Blaznavac would
in many ways be just as suit-
able. Apart from anything else,
Blaznavac himself made the first
move to reassure the Hungar-
ians, by sending Oreskovi¢, on

12 June, to make clear to Kallay what his position was, and to ask Kallay to come

and see him. Blaznavac also wanted to know if he could send Oreskovi¢ up to Pest

again, for further talks with Andrassy, since Oreskovi¢ had told him of the Bosnian

negotiations which had been going on up to the time of Michael’s assassination. '
Kallay came away convinced that, as he put it to Andrassy, the war minister

was “a clever, cunning, bold, energetic man.

9911

Blaznavac wanted to have the

deciding voice in government by having himself appointed de facto head of the
three-man Regency. “From our point of view,” wrote Kallay,

... the main thing is that the tripartite government should follow policies which

are in harmony with our own. . . . Milivoj [Blaznavac] offers us more guarantees

than anyone else. He is an enemy of Russian influence and is looking to Hun-

gary’s help for the prosperity of Serbia.’

To underline the fact that the interests under discussion were first and foremost
Hungarian ones, Kéllay also pointed out the “peculiar circumstance” that

towards Austria the greatest antipathy prevails, whereas towards constitutional

Hungary there is much sympathy, and everything which Serbia hopes for from

Austria’s support is attributed solely to Your Excellency’s influence. '



80 ¢ Apple of Discord

To Beust Kallay merely repeated the fact that Blaznavac had emerged as a strong-
man in his own right. Kallay offered Beust no advice whatsoever as to who he
thought should succeed Michael. Nor did he make any allusion to Blaznavac’ ex-
plicitly pro-Hungarian attitude. Instead, he explained the provisional government’s
anxiety to proclaim Milan Prince as due to their fear of Ottoman interference in the
succession. Blaznavac, in fact, had specifically requested Austria-Hungary’s assis-
tance in preventing this, a request which Kallay endorsed.!* Kallay might also have
calculated that, for the moment, Andrassy could be relied upon to promote Milan
as Austria-Hungary’s choice at the highest levels. In this, Kallay’s confidence was
perfectly justified, even if Andrassy did not have everything his own way.

Prokesch-Osten, for instance, Kallay’s immediate superior at Constantino-
ple, argued that Austria-Hungary should support the claims of Serbia’s ex-Prince
Alexander Karadordevi¢. For Prokesch, viewing the situation through the eyes of
a professional, habsburgtreu diplomat, the primary interest to be safeguarded was
that of the Habsburg Monarchy. Prince Michael, who until recently had pursued
policies detrimental to the status quo, was not necessarily to be mourned; Alex-
ander Karadordevic¢, by contrast, had a proven history of amenability to Habsburg
influence.'® That Prokesch’s views did not prevail was partly due to the energetic
intervention of Andrassy.

From the moment Kéllay wired the news of Prince Michael’s murder a
lively tussle had been going on between Beust and Andrassy as to what attitude
Austria-Hungary should take in the question of the succession and how far, if
at all, the Monarchy should try to influence the results. The fact that Andrassy
immediately entered the lists, with the suspicion that not only the Karadordevi¢
family, but also the Hungarian Serbs under Mileti¢, were implicated in the assas-
sination, might have given pause to any thoughts Beust may have had of support-
ing the rival dynasty.'® Andrassy claimed to have information, from a source in
Paris, that “Karad[ordevic¢] has been in contact with the Mileti¢ party and with
Moscow,” and called on Beust to have both Prince Alexander and his son Peter
shadowed.'” Andrassy was not alone in his suspicions: it turned out that the Em-
peror himself was reluctant to endorse Karadordevi¢, another factor which would
have influenced Beust.'® In the circumstances, Andrassy’s fears that the ex-Prince
had “friends in the foreign ministry,” because of his compliant role during the
1848—49 revolution, might have been true, but did not count for much in view of
the general assumption of his guilt."”

The real conflict of views between Vienna and Pest was over how the Mon-
archy could ensure that its preferred candidate, Milan, was chosen. On 12 June,
Andrassy staked out the high ground for a policy of intervention and control.”*® He
informed Beust that, the day before Michael’s murder, warning of a plot against the
Serbian government had been received from the deputy lord-lieutenant of Bécs-
Bodrog county. According to Andrassy’s information, this conspiracy was known
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to both Karadordevi¢ and Mileti¢. Since Mileti¢ was, in Andrassy’s words, “well
known to be completely under Russian influences,” the fact that Karadordevic¢ was
much influenced by him made a Karadordevi¢ restoration highly inadvisable.?!

In a revealing passage Andrassy spelt out why the way the choice was made
was almost as important as the choice itself:

Above all T am convinced, that a Prince of Serbia has to be chosen by the Emperor
of Austria and King of Hungary just like the lord-lieutenant of a county. . . .
A weak Prince would be little inclined to precipitate the resolution of the East-
ern Question through adventurous undertakings.?

The Monarchy’s influence would be further consolidated, Andrassy felt, by the
deployment of a couple of armored warships on the Danube, a move which he
had been urging on Beust since the previous year.”® It would help, too, if troops
could be moved into Syrmia, and if Kallay could be instructed to ask the provi-
sional government in Belgrade not to issue passes to Serbian subjects wishing to
attend a forthcoming nationalist festival in Austro-Hungarian territory.>*

Beust’s answer showed how much more aware he was than Andrassy of the
wider implications of Austro-Hungarian involvement. He had already received a
fairly clear intimation from the Prussian embassy that, in view of the alarm any
unilateral action would cause in Russia, the Monarchy would do well to maintain
a neutral attitude and do nothing without consulting the other signatories to the
Treaty of Paris.”® Since the French and British governments shared this view,
Beust knew that his hands were tied.

The chancellor agreed with the desirability of Milan as Prince. The accep-
tance of Milan would solve the question of the succession, and would clearly not be
a triumph for Russian influence. But Beust was convinced that a completely pas-
sive attitude, in the period leading up to the meeting of the Skupstina, was Austria-
Hungary’s only feasible option. He made it clear he believed the principle of non-
intervention applied to the Ottomans as well, and he had instructed Prokesch-
Osten to make representations to this effect.’® It was equally important, however,
to avoid anything, “that, in the present situation, could be construed as provocation
or interference and, as such, exploited against us.” In line with this resolution, he
would not risk moving more troops into Syrmia, and he would ask the Serbian
government simply to exercise caution as to whom they issued passes to.’

The larger view of the affair was for Beust decisive. The Monarchy, two
years after Sadowa, simply could not afford to indulge in provocative gestures
like troop movements or sending gunboats to breathe down the neck of the new
regime. Beust’s reference to the “sensitivities of the Serbs” reveals, on the con-
trary, his awareness that such heavy-handedness might actually make things
worse.” In the question of who became Prince of Serbia in 1868, the Ballhaus
could afford to sit back and let the Serbian scenery sort itself out.
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Andrassy, however, confided to Kallay that “I cannot share this view and
hope that I can induce Beust to drop it, by means of His Majesty if by no other.””
He left Kallay in no doubt that some sort of positive intervention on the side of
Milan’s candidacy was preferable to inaction. “Your task,” he wrote on 14 June,
“will be to judge how far you can step into the foreground. . . . If you are sure
that Milan’s party really has as much chance as you report, then I shall assume
responsibility in advance for any and all activity.”** Andrassy claimed that the
foreign ministry would “later reconcile itself to success” in the matter;*! but there
was no indication that this was likely in the letter he received from the Emperor
that same day. Francis Joseph, on the contrary, showed no deviation from Beust’s
already expressed policy.*

To this Andréssy replied that he still thought the Monarchy should exercise
its influence on the elections “in decisive fashion.”** He also renewed his as-
sault on Beust, pointing out that “history” showed how the influence of France
in the Danubian Principalities dated from its active role in elections there. The
same involvement in princely elections explained Russian influence in Serbia, in
Andrassy’s eyes. And in a frank evaluation of Serbian autonomy, he pointed out
that “History demonstrates, furthermore, that the right to elect one’s own Prince
has shown itself to be just as disadvantageous for the country in question, as it is
advantageous for neighbouring states.”*

For Andrassy, of course, there was an additional reason for treating Serbia
as if it were already a province of the Habsburg Monarchy.

Exerting an influence on the election of the Prince is to be judged, in my opin-
ion, not only from the standpoint of advantage, but also of necessity, with regard
to the effect on the nationalities within the Monarchy, . . . the sole means of
counteracting Serbia’s influence on our own Serbs consists of exercising our own
influence over Serbia.

For this purpose a Regency would be ideal, “because its members . . . will have
no time to concoct plans against us.” Finally, helping the side most likely to win
the election in any case would give Austria-Hungary a leverage it had not previ-
ously possessed.*

From the Emperor, all this won Andrassy was a terse reiteration of what he
had already been told: “a real influence” in the choice of Serbia’s next Prince was
not to be thought of >’ From Beust, Andrassy received a further patient exposé of the
arguments in favor of neutrality. Beust pointed out that, while the Monarchy was in
a unique position to influence events, it was also uniquely exposed to Prussian and
Russian insinuations that it was aiming to annex Serbia. Non-involvement did not
mean indifference to the results. The Monarchy could do no less than voice its “open
sympathy” for Milan; but it dare not do more without endangering what influence
it already possessed, or hoped to possess, and might in fact harm Milan’s chances.*
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Kallay’s official instructions reflected this balance to a nicety, enjoining him
to endorse Milan by all means, but “not to go beyond those boundaries, where
our partisanship for the candidate’s cause . . . easily makes him appear as an espe-
cially Austrian candidate.”®® They can have given no comfort to Kéllay himself,
who had done what he could to convince the chancellor

to deploy all means to ensure that, if Milan should be elected, Regents should
be chosen who intended continuing Serbia’s foreign policy in the spirit of the
late Prince Michael.%

In a parallel letter to Andrassy, Kallay was even more explicit: “We can perhaps
take the fate of Serbia and the East into our hands if we are capable of making
financial sacrifices.”' He had mentioned the matter to Beust, he confided, but
“not so explicitly.” For Andrassy, Kallay was prepared to fill in the blanks: “Who
knows, the question perhaps turns on only a couple of 100,000 forints, and per-
haps only because of this Russian influence will triumph.”*?

The clearly expressed desire of both the Emperor and Beust to remain on the
sidelines, however, did not prevent Andréassy and Kallay from trying to put some
of their ideas into practice. Indeed, they appear to have made ready to do so in
open disregard of the official foreign policy laid down by Beust, as if confident
that the latter’s objections could be overturned, if not simply ignored. The result,
before the end of June, was an ignominious climb-down by the chancellor.

The crucial role here was played by Andrassy, who went up to Vienna in
person to pursue the matter.* It is not clear whether Andrassy also appealed to
Francis Joseph although, in view of his earlier threat to involve the Emperor if
necessary, this seems more than likely.* What is clear is that, face to face with
Andrassy, Beust’s reasoned opposition crumbled:

... after I had later contacted him personally in Vienna, he changed his point
of view, and himself admitted that, in the present circumstances, he would bear
the responsibility for the loss of the initiative.”®

Beust, for his part, had some success in persuading Andrassy that money was
perhaps not the only way to influence the election result.

I received the answer that I should find out from you [Kallay] roughly what sort
of sum would be needed, and whether it would not be possible to achieve the
same sort of success by handing out orders and decorations.*

For Andrassy this had a certain appeal: his earlier proposal to deploy monitors
on the Danube had been just such an attempt to exert influence on the cheap.
Beust did not mention any figures, but Andrassy was aware that “under the
present set-up, there cannot be a great amount at his disposal.”¥’ Since Kallay
obviously trusted Blaznavac, Andrassy suggested, “perhaps through him you
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can get some idea of what sort of sum might be effective in the last moments
of the election.”*®

Kallay, however, already knew of Beust’s climb-down, and might even have
made his own contribution to resolving the argument. He did this not just by
reiterating his belief that the Monarchy might have to pay for the success of its
preferred candidate, but also by putting forward an idea which complemented
Andrassy’s views on the desirability of a Regency in Serbia.*’

Andrassy’s conviction was that a Regency would be too preoccupied with
its own domestic vulnerability to take an active role in foreign affairs, particu-
larly the fomentation of further unrest among the Balkan Christians.” Kallay’s
idea was in some respects more subtle, and occurred to him on 19 June after a
conversation with his Romanian colleague, Tonescu.’! The latter informed him
that the Omladina and Serbian liberals preferred Jovan Risti¢ over GaraSanin as a
member of the Regency. Some form of constitutional and political reform was at
least a possibility with Risti¢, whereas Garasanin was notoriously authoritarian.
As Kallay recorded that evening,

This gave me an idea: we must try to get the new government to embark on a
course of liberalism and constitutionality. In consequence of this would come
the formation of parties in the country, and such a country cannot be very
strong as far as foreign affairs are concerned. A state can be strong in foreign
affairs only under an absolutist concentration of powers. With this alone we
would put a stop to [their] expansionist aims.”

In a report to Beust on 22 June, Kallay developed this theme in a way that would
make the idea of flooding the Serbian election with cash more acceptable. Ser-
bia’s government was essentially autocratic, and public opinion, unable to con-
cern itself with domestic affairs, was all the easier to inveigle into nationalist
frenzy and foreign wars. The introduction of “progressive institutions” would
change all this.

. .. thus the plans for conquest of the Greater Serbs would be, in not completely
annihilated, nevertheless pushed into the background. I have spoken with sev-
eral Greater Serbs. . . . They all perceive that a more liberal system of government
would restrict Serbia’s power to act to a large degree.

Of the two chief rivals for the post of Regent, Garasanin and Blaznavac, it was
the latter, Kallay told Beust, who was the more likely to make this sort of devel-
opment possible, because he had expressed a wish to have Risti¢ as his principal
associate. It was only at this point that Kallay plainly stated that “a considerable
sum” would be a good way of setting Serbia on its liberal course.

Beust never replied directly to this, so it is impossible to say whether Kal-
lay’s appeal fell on fertile ground. Yet not only the subsequent course of lib-
eral nationalism in Serbia, but also its previous history, shows how flawed was
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Kallay’s analysis. Serbian liberalism was by definition strongly nationalist, and
notoriously committed to the cause of national liberation. The bitterest criticism
of Prince Michael by the Omladina and Mileti¢ was that in 1866 he had not
involved Serbia in war; and it was under a succession of Liberal cabinets that
Serbia stampeded into war against the Turks in 1876. Neither the unpreparedness
of the country for any sort of sustained hostilities, nor the acerbity of political life
in the period following the introduction of Serbia’s liberal constitution of 1869,
offered any impediment to this Gadarene plunge. A Serbia with more liberal in-
stitutions was, if anything, more likely to be a firebrand of nationalist emotions.

Whatever the reasons for Beust’s change of tack, Kallay received a telegram
on 25 June, asking him what sort of sum he thought would be necessary for “se-
cret expenditure.”* By this time, however, the situation had changed so much that
Kallay no longer saw the need for direct intervention. Blaznavac was so clearly
the only serious contender for power that “Now any expenditure . . . would be
a waste of money.”> Kallay was at pains to point out that the situation might
change once Blaznavac was firmly in the saddle. Then he might be exposed to
temptations from “various sides,” and Austria-Hungary might be obliged “to pre-
serve his friendship in a palpable fashion as well.”*® And to make sure Blaznavac
knew who his real benefactors were, Kallay informed him personally that “if he
should need money after the election, I will be able to dispose of certain sums.””’

When Kallay assured Beust that Blaznavac “wants not only to preserve the
friendly relations achieved with Austria up to now, but to consolidate them even
further,”*® he of course meant Hungary rather than Austria, as his correspondence
with Andréssy attests.”® Kallay’s diary also shows how much of an anti-Austrian
tinge this collaboration with Blaznavac could assume:

He [Blaznavac] claimed that he wants to conduct the friendliest possible policy
towards Hungary, and in such a way that there develops between the Hungarian
nation and the South Slavs the most intimate alliance, so that if need be each
would defend the others, on the one side, from Russian and Turkish influence,
and one the other against Austria.®

Other subjects discussed between Kallay and Blaznavac were equally unlikely to
find their way into the dispatches Beust received. Blaznavac claimed to want to
preserve the Ottoman imperium, but was naturally interested in assuming control
of Bosnia. In this case he was willing to concede some territory to the Monarchy
“in the interest of rounding out our Croatia.”®' Once Serbo-Hungarian friendship
was on a firm footing, he thought customs barriers between the two countries
should be abolished.®” Blaznavac even, much to Kallay’s delight, expressed an
interest in some form of larger southeast European union, either “a great republic
or a monarchical confederation of small states,” which would embrace the Hun-
garians, South Slavs, Greeks, and Romanians.®
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Kallay was quite excited at this reappearance of his “dear old ideas,” or what
he described as

The great Danubian confederation on democratic foundations, which unites
the different but roughly equal nations, each of whom has reason to fear that
foreign powers will repress its nationality and individuality. However, gathered
together in amicable alliance they can all preserve their individuality and protect
one another from any and all foreign influence.*

“It would,” he concluded, “be a strange twist of fate if I were able to contribute
to the realization of this idea.”®

In the end Beust’s initial assumption, that there was no need to intervene
in support of a faction which already held all the cards in its favor, was justified
by events. The Serbian Skupstina convened on 2 July, and acclaimed Milan as
hereditary Prince the same day.®® The deputies also had to decide which team
to approve as Regents, but the result was a foregone conclusion. Blaznavac was
elected first Regent by an overwhelming majority. As co-Regents he had already
announced he would choose Jovan Risti¢, the diplomat and vaguely Liberal poli-
tician, and the colorless Jovan Gavrilovi¢.?’

The Skupstina might have been content to rubber-stamp both Milan’s suc-
cession and a Blaznavac Regency, because these appeared to be popular choices.
It was, however, more than just a rubber stamp. Michael’s assassination had un-
doubtedly encouraged expectations, at least among the Liberal intelligentsia and
what little urban middle class there was in Serbia, that his repressive police state
would now be dismantled. The Liberal element of the Skupstina were also eager
to see the blame for Michael’s death fixed firmly on the Karadordevici, but were
just as insistent on constitutional reform.®® The Blaznavac Regency appealed to
both these factions: both Blaznavac and Risti¢ found it politically convenient to
use Alexander Karadordevi¢ as a scapegoat, and each, for his own reasons, could
see advantages in a limited liberalization of the regime.

Even after the Skupstina’s public endorsement of Milan and his Regents, there
was still uncertainty as to whether the Sultan’s government would ratify the assem-
bly’s acclamation of Milan as hereditary Prince of Serbia. Milan was undoubtedly
Prince Michael’s closest surviving male relative, which satisfied the requirements of
the Serbian law of 1859. He was not, however, the “direct male heir” specified by the
hatti Serif of 1830; and it was the latter which, in the Porte’s eyes, was the legitimate
instrument of succession in Serbia. By sticking to the letter of the hatti Serif, the
Turks might seek to maintain that Milan had merely been elected, which implied that
any other Serbian subject might conceivably be put in his place, whereas the Serbian
government wished above all to establish the Obrenovi¢ family as the sole dynastic
line.*” Resolving this arcane but important difference gave the Habsburg Monarchy
a renewed opportunity to demonstrate its support for the Blaznavac regime.
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On 8 July Kallay saw Risti¢, who formally requested Austro-Hungarian help
in securing a berat, or imperial decree, from Constantinople which explicitly rec-
ognized the Obrenoviéi as hereditary rulers. Failing this, he told Kallay, it would
be better to have a berat which simply recognized Milan as Prince, rather than
one which included the word “elected.”””

Kallay threw his weight behind the request,”! but Beust did not need per-
suading of its merits. He immediately instructed Prokesch-Osten to back the ef-
forts of Serbia’s agent in Constantinople to obtain the desired berat. Blaznavac,
he told Prokesch, “inspires our confidence”; furthermore, he would serve as a
useful brake on the more overtly nationalist Risti¢. Refusing the Serbian govern-
ment’s request would create bad feeling; granting it “could produce considerable
advantages.” And in view of Kéllay’s apparent enthusiasm for Danubian confed-
eration (of which Beust was quite unaware), the main advantage adduced by the
chancellor was an interesting one:

We ought to attach a high price, and the Ottoman government’s interest seems
to us as identical to our own in this regard, to the countries bordering our
Empire not being able to merge into a single political unit, whose existence
obviously would constitute a permanent threat to us. Now, by rendering the
principality hereditary in the Obrenovi¢ family, the Sultan would establish a
barrier well-designed to prevent for all time the union of Serbia with Moldavia-
Wallachia. . .. 7?

Beust also pointed out that both the Viceroy of Egypt and the Prince of Romania
enjoyed hereditary status, and that the Porte could maintain it was simply reaf-
firming the spirit of the 1830 hatti serif.

This at least was language that Prokesch-Osten could understand, both in
its cold consideration of the Monarchy’s own interest and in its use of legalistic
loopholes. The ambassador reported by 14 July that the Grand Vezir had been
won over. The Sultan’s chief minister had to agree that the principle of hereditary
succession had already been effectively conceded by the Porte. Even more deci-
sive was the consideration that an undisputed succession offered the best chances
of stability in Serbia, and hence the Ottoman Empire.”® A berat was subsequently
issued in accordance with the Serbian request.’

Kallay, upon receiving Prokesch-Osten’s news, could not resist claiming
this as a triumph for Austro-Hungarian influence in Serbia.” The Serbian govern-
ment was all the more thankful, Kallay claimed, because it knew the Russian and
Italian agents in Constantinople had done what they could to hinder the Sultan’s
recognition.”® As a consequence, and bearing in mind the markedly anti-Russian
tendencies of Blaznavac, Kallay felt that Russian policy in Serbia had suffered a
considerable setback. The Monarchy should hasten to express its support for the
Regents’ reform plans, in order not to lose this advantage.”
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Political reform in Serbia, however, was intimately bound up with the ques-
tion of complicity in Prince Michael’s murder, for many of the people who came
to prominence under the Regency were tainted by, if not directly involved in, the
June conspiracy. In backing the cause of reform, therefore, Kallay, and behind him
the Austro-Hungarian foreign ministry, were inevitably drawn into supporting the
cover-up over who was responsible for the assassination. The Hungarian govern-
ment went even further: by helping the Serbian Regents in their attempt to fasten
the blame for Prince Michael’s death exclusively on Alexander Karadordevic, the
Andrassy cabinet exposed itself to a moral ambiguity which was to rebound on
it in the end.

There was no problem as to who had committed the actual murders of 10
June. It was Pavle Radovanovi¢, a Belgrade lawyer of frustrated political ambi-
tion, who organized the killing, carried out by one of his brothers and two asso-
ciates. What the conspirators steadfastly denied, however (except under torture
which, to the consternation of Kallay and other diplomatic representatives, the
Serbian authorities proved all too willing to employ), was any involvement by
the Karadordevi¢ family or leading Liberal politicians. Pavle Radovanovi¢ went
to the firing squad repudiating these charges.™

Yet the evidence for the involvement of the Karadordevi¢i and the Liberals
was considerable. With regard to Alexander Karadordevi¢ and his followers, not
only the Serbian government, which had a vested interest in blaming them, but also
foreign observers like Kallay, were convinced of their guilt.” Despite the conspira-
tors’ denials, it was easily proved that Alexander’s secretary and relative, Pavle
Tripkovi¢, had met them on various occasions and had supplied them with arms
and money.* Karadordevi¢, who lived in exile in Pest but who still had property
interests in Serbia, paid Radovanovi¢ a retainer to act as his lawyer. The chief ben-
eficiary of a revolution, however, was to be not Alexander but his son Peter. The
Karadordevi¢ family were the likely replacement for Prince Michael’s dynasty, and
they must have known a revolution was in the offing, if not an assassination.®!

The extent to which Serbian Liberals were privy to Prince Michael’s mur-
der, by contrast, was never satisfactorily cleared up. This was for mainly political
reasons, not for lack of at least circumstantial evidence. The Liberals, in fact,
because of their opposition to Prince Michael and the latter’s repression of the
Omladina, had every reason to hope for a change of regime.*> What saved the
Liberals was the purely political need which the new Regents had of their coop-
eration. For Blaznavac in particular it was essential to have the support of more
than just the army, and since the conservatives would not work with him, the al-
ternative had to be the Liberals. Hence Blaznavac’s insistence on choosing Risti¢
as a partner. Risti¢, though hardly a Liberal by conviction, had earned himself
something of a reputation as a constitutionalist, and was thus the link between
Blaznavac and the Liberals.®
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Essentially, Blaznavac and Risti¢ did a deal with the leading Liberals. The
Liberals’ blatant foreknowledge of the assassination was to be skated over, and the
Regents would take steps to introduce a constitution. In return, the Liberals would
give the government their support, and some of them would even join government
service.® After first pressing for Liberals on Habsburg soil to be prosecuted or ex-
tradited, therefore, the Serbian government quietly let its own investigations drop.
The Andrassy government, which had responded willingly by rounding up Vlad-
imir Jovanovi¢ and the Bulgarian nationalist Ljuben Karavelov, in Novi Sad,®
found itself acting alone. In the end Jovanovi¢ and Karavelov had to be released
for want of evidence, not least because the originators of the action against them,
the Serbian government, would not pursue the matter.3 There was also the ticklish
question of whether such persons, charged with what could be described as politi-
cal crimes, could legally be extradited to Serbia. As Kallay reminded Andrassy on
10 July, there was no treaty of extradition between the Monarchy and Serbia, and
in any case if the offenses were to be regarded as political, then Jovanovi¢ and
Karavelov could not be prosecuted for them under Hungarian law.®’

There remains the possibility of foreign involvement in Michael’s assas-
sination. Suspicion was inevitably directed at Russia, Austria-Hungary and the
Ottoman Empire.

The Russian government might have been thought to have a reason for
wanting Michael removed, since it thoroughly disapproved of his dismissal of
GaraSanin, in late 1867, and the turn toward Austria-Hungary. Andrassy certainly
thought a link existed.®® So did the Prussian consul in Belgrade, although the
Prussian government was not convinced by this.* But despite the bad feeling
which still prevailed between Belgrade and St. Petersburg no one else seriously
considered the idea of Russian responsibility, nor did any evidence emerge at the
trial of the murderers to suggest it.”

The charge against Austria-Hungary is also easily disproven, and had its ori-
gins in the generally bad relations between the Monarchy and Serbia for most of
the nineteenth century. In support of the suspicion of Austro-Hungarian involve-
ment, however, there are only three considerations worth citing. One was the
fact, generally known, that the Monarchy opposed Prince Michael’s plans for a
Balkan alliance and general uprising against Ottoman rule.’! Another was the past
willingness of the Monarchy to intervene in Serbian affairs and to influence the
choice of Prince. The Monarchy’s record in this type of interference was irregu-
lar; but the willingness was there, and was alive and well in 1868, as Andrassy’s
correspondence with Beust demonstrates. Third, there was the initial enthusiasm
of Prokesch-Osten, the ambassador in Constantinople, for a Karadordevi¢ candi-
dacy in 1868.%

Against these points must be ranged the whole trend of Austro-Serbian rela-
tions in the year leading up to Prince Michael’s murder. Naturally Beust opposed
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Michael’s Balkan alliance schemes; but for both him and Andrassy this was if
anything an additional reason for trying to improve relations with Serbia, the
better to exercise a restraining influence. Beust differed from Andrassy as to the
means to be employed. But there can be no doubt that in Vienna, as much as in
Pest, Michael was by and large regarded as an asset, whose replacement would
have been not only fraught with risk but unnecessary.”?

Another proof of the Monarchy’s non-involvement was the zeal with which
the Hungarian government, with the tacit approval of the Ballhaus, pursued Alex-
ander Karadordevi¢ through the Hungarian courts in the course of the next three
years. On Kallay’s recommendation, and after a formal request by the Serbian
Regency, the Hungarian authorities placed Karadordevi¢ under arrest on 8 Au-
gust.” At the special request of Belgrade, the Hungarian government arranged
for this part of Alexander’s arraignment to be held in public.”® The saga of the
Karadordevi¢ trial, and the way in which it became the litmus test of Serbo-
Hungarian relations, will be treated at length later. Here it is worth pointing out
that, if either the Austro-Hungarian foreign ministry or the Hungarian govern-
ment had been behind a conspiracy designed to put Alexander Karadordevi¢ on
the Serbian throne, then Andrassy would never have put so much time and energy
into this prosecution. On Andrassy’s behalf Kallay, over the next few years, was
repeatedly to protest the government’s determination to secure a conviction to the
increasingly sceptical Regents.

Finally there is the conclusive evidence of Kallay’s own diary and his corre-
spondence with Andrassy. Kallay’s expressions of regret at the passing of some-
one he had personally liked, as well as found useful in furthering Hungarian
interests, are too numerous and unqualified to be feigned.”® Andrassy, too, con-
fessed himself “shaken” by the news.?” It was only in the weeks following the as-
sassination that Andrassy and Kallay began to appreciate unforeseen advantages
in the new situation.

In the case of the Ottomans, by contrast, a number of clues point to some
form of involvement, although in view of the paucity of evidence it is unlikely
that these will ever be substantiated. Of all the powers only the Ottoman govern-
ment had the sort of motivation that would have made an incitement to murder
explicable. Prince Michael had been a thorn in its side throughout the 1860s.
Far more than Austria-Hungary, the Porte had reason to fear Michael’s activity,
which was aimed directly at Ottoman rule in the Balkans. The recent reconcilia-
tion between Prince Michael and Ilija GaraSanin may also have caused alarm in
the Ottoman government.”®

An important domestic consequence of the Obrenovi¢ assassination for the
Hungarian government was that it provided the pretext for moving against the
Serbian nationalist movement in the Vojvodina. Unfortunately for the cause of
Serbo-Hungarian friendship, the practical results of this purge were nugatory, in
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that no evidence of serious involvement by Svetozar Mileti¢ and his supporters
was ever uncovered. Instead, the Hungarian Serbs were even further alienated
from their government; and in Serbia, although the action taken was not unwel-
come to the Blaznavac regime, among the population as a whole the persecution
of Hungary’s Serbs was not easily forgotten.

Andrassy started from the assumption that Mileti¢ was not only hand in
glove with the Karadordevi¢ conspiracy, but backed by Moscow as well.”” The
first part of this assumption, if not the second, was one that Kallay shared, al-
though he revealed an additional calculation behind it when he wrote that “It
would be very much in our interest if we could render the incorrigible agita-
tor Mileti¢ harmless so neatly.”!® This would also, he added, be agreeable to
Blaznavac. The problem was proving Mileti¢’s connection with the assassination.

To gather the necessary evidence the Andrassy government on 20 June ap-
pointed as royal commissioner Nandor Ast, with sweeping powers of investi-
gation.!”! The interior minister, Béla Wenckheim, advised the commissioner to
suspend Mileti¢ from his post as mayor of Novi Sad, but leave the rest of the
administration and council in place if possible.'*

Ast arrived in Novi Sad on 26 June, and proceeded to put these instructions
into effect. The royal commissioner soon discovered, however, that his task was a
fruitless one. His early prediction that Mileti¢’s suspension would provoke “mass
resignations” was proven wrong;'® but in the crucial matter of evidence Ast was
on a hiding to nothing. By 3 July all Ast could relay to Pest was the opinion of
some of his witnesses that “Mileti¢ as mayor . . . exercises complete absolutism in
administrative matters . . . and practices a genuine terrorism on the peace-loving
Novi Sad community.”'*

Wenckheim, in reply, conveyed his wholehearted approval of Ast’s mea-
sures, and recommended suspending from office any councillors who gave him
difficulties.'” On the basis of the material Ast had collected on Mileti¢, Wenck-
heim wrote, he too came to the same conclusions “with regard to his [Mileti¢’s]
political character and activities.”!% There was nevertheless a snag:

I do not . . . consider this evidence sufficient to undertake legal proceedings
against him [Mileti¢], . . . and for this reason I request Your Honor to carry on
with your investigation against him.'"””

By 8 July, however, Ast was compelled to admit he could find no hard evidence
for a couple of secret meetings Mileti¢ was supposed to have had, with Pavle
Radovanovi¢ and his associates, prior to the assassination.'%®

Long before that the government’s strategy for prosecuting Mileti¢ had
unraveled completely. On 15 July, justice minister Boldizsar Horvat informed
Wenckheim that, on the available evidence, a case against Mileti¢ could not be

sustained.'” The lack of evidence did not prevent Horvat from recommending
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that Mileti¢ be kept out of office anyway. The latter, Horvat wrote, had shown
“such vehement hatred of the government and such anti-constitutional tenden-
cies,” that “in the interests of public order” he should not be allowed to resume
the post of mayor.'’ But the idea of a criminal prosecution remained untenable,
and Ast formally advised Wenckheim to drop the case on 9 September.'!!

Mileti¢ was never reinstated as mayor of Novi Sad, and it was not until May
1869 that the constitutional administration of the town was restored. Jovanovié¢
and Karavelov, despite the failure of the Serbian Regency to pursue them, were
allowed to languish in Hungarian prisons for months, and the government ignored
Mileti¢’s parliamentary interpellation in November, demanding to know under
what law they were being held.!'? In fact the whole campaign against Mileti¢, as
well as the studied neglect of Jovanovi¢ and Karavelov, was due to more than just
the desire of the Andrassy government to remove these domestic thorns from its
side. Action against Serbian liberal nationalism within Hungary also tied in with
the Hungarian government’s policy toward the Serbian Regency.

The Regents’ need for an accommodation with the Serbian Liberals did not
mean they were any more well-disposed toward the liberal movement among
the Hungarian Serbs. On the contrary, the Regents feared all the more the criti-
cism which Mileti¢, through his journal Zastava, had for years directed against
Belgrade governments. Blaznavac regarded Mileti¢ with particular animosity,
and was of the opinion that the Hungarian authorities should simply “string him
up.”' Risti¢ had hardly less reason to fear Mileti¢, being frequently attacked
for the insincerity of his commitment to national liberation and constitutional
reform. So in the aftermath of the assassination, Mileti¢ and Zastava were openly
accused by the Regency of complicity or at the very least foreknowledge, and the
Hungarian government did its best to give substance to the accusation.!"* Mileti¢,
however, not only sailed through the storm unscathed, but fought back. Zastava
raised the suspicion that the Regents themselves might have been implicated in
the assassination, especially Blaznavac, who was a member of Michael’s govern-
ment.'"’ Despite a truce of sorts in the months following the assassination, Mileti¢
eventually concluded that the new regime was likely to prove as authoritarian as
its predecessor, albeit hidden under a constitutional veneer; nor did the Regency
show any interest in cooperating with the Novi Sad liberals.!'¢

The Hungarian government was thoroughly alive to the credit it could earn
with the Regents by acting against Mileti¢. At the same time, Andrassy had his
suspicions that the Serbian government was secretly cultivating links with Novi
Sad, in a bid to raise its stock in the South Slav world generally. Kallay, therefore,
was set a dual task, which became a regular feature of the Hungarian relationship
with Belgrade for the next two years. He was expected to encourage the Regents,
especially Blaznavac, in their apprehension of Mileti¢ as their blackest enemy, and
to keep them grateful by promising constant vigilance on the part of the Hungarian
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government against the Novi Sad “Greater Serbs.” He had also to keep on the alert
for any signs of a rapprochement between Mileti¢ and the Regents, which might
signify a renewal of Serbian support for subversive nationalism in Hungary itself.
Any such development was to be discouraged as strongly as possible.

This process of mutual reassurance and continual probing was one that en-
abled Kallay, in the months following Michael’s death, to consolidate his hold
on the Prince’s successors. Each side was anxious to convince the other of its
good faith. When Andréssy, for instance, telegraphed Kallay that the Hungarian
authorities could prove Mileti¢’s guilt, if they arrested Jovanovi¢, Karavelov and
other intimates, and were willing to do so if Belgrade wished it, the provisional
government replied with a formal request to that effect.!!’

The question of whether the Serbian government should allow Serbian cit-
izens to attend the third Congress of the Omladina in Hungary, in September,
prompted further manoeuvrings. The Regents, in Stokes’ words, “were well aware
that the main tenet of the Omladina constitution . . . implied opposition to the Re-
gency’s policy of friendship with Hungary.”''® At the same time, the Regents were
reluctant to impugn their own nationalist credentials by identifying with the Hun-
garian government’s repressive policy toward the Omladina. Thus, when Kallay
intimated to Blaznavac, on 14 August, that “now is the time to show that they [the
Regents] are our true friends and not to permit demonstrations against the Hungar-
ian government,”!!? Blaznavac wriggled. He assured Kallay that the government
would do its best to moderate the tone of the Congress, but that the Omladinists
were in any case more concerned with literature than politics.'*

Otherwise the Serbian government did its utmost to distance itself from
Mileti¢, in a clear attempt to please the Hungarians. In the autumn, as the pact
with the Liberals started to take effect and prominent Liberals joined govern-
ment service, rumors reached Kallay that the Regents were consulting Miletié
himself on these changes. Both Blaznavac and Risti¢ strongly denied this, the
former “adding that they don’t need Mileti¢’s wisdom.”'?! The rumors, however,
persisted, and Kallay’s confidant Dr. Rosen, at least, was convinced that a “secret
correspondence” was going on. “By means of this correspondence,” Kallay gath-
ered from Rosen, “the government is courting the Omladina.”'** As long as the
Regents continued to deny these allegations, though, the Hungarians continued
to profess to believe them.

The opportunity to harass Mileti¢ and his party at home, coupled with the
Serbian government’s public disavowal of the Hungarian Serb nationalists, were
purely domestic political advantages wrested from the seeming catastrophe of
Prince Michael’s assassination. On the broader front, there was perhaps reason to
be thankful at the way things had turned out.

Serbia was now governed by a Regency, committed to internal reform and
concerned more for its internal stability than for a dangerous adventurism in foreign
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policy. By restraining the Porte from intervening in the succession and the choice
of Regents, Austro-Hungarian diplomacy had done Serbia a real service.'” Then,
by inducing the Ottomans to accept the hereditary right of the Obrenovi¢ fam-
ily, the Monarchy earned the future loyalty of Prince Milan, arguably a factor of
greater importance in Austro-Serbian relations for the next quarter century than all
the schemes hatched in Pest in the period 1867-71. In the place of the potentially
formidable combination of Prince Michael and GaraSanin, there was now the four-
teen-year-old Milan, surrounded by men whose avowed purpose was friendship
with Austria-Hungary, or rather Hungary, and the repudiation of Russian influence.

Kallay was inclined to be optimistic, although he stressed the pitfalls in
his reports to both Beust and Andrassy. Kallay warned Beust, in August, that
the expansionist policies of the previous regime were not entirely abandoned.
This was not because of a natural belligerence or overwhelming sense of griev-
ance among the Balkan peoples. On the contrary, the Balkan peoples, in Kallay’s
opinion, were simply not capable of united action, because of their differences
of language, religion and culture, and would not be for a long time to come. The
real threat was that one of the insurrections which occasionally broke out in the
Balkans, again “for the most part due to foreign influence,” would force the Re-
gency’s hand.

For Serbia however . . . to cleave to this prudent policy, and not let itself be swept
away in the end, we must . . . offer everything we can to accustom the Serbs to
seck support from us, and to see their aspirations realized through our help.

For the moment, as far as Beust was concerned, Kallay confined himself to the
postal convention, and a settlement of the consular jurisdiction question, as
means of attaining this goal.'** Behind this unobjectionable advice, however, lay
the Bosnian scheme, which in the course of the autumn came out into the open.

With Andrassy Kallay could be more direct. Negotiations about Bosnia be-
tween Andrassy and the new rulers in Belgrade had been going on since June. In
the context of Prince Michael’s murder, and the necessity of establishing with his
successors the same good relationship that the Hungarian government had en-
joyed with him, the Bosnian question was to remain of central importance. It was
a question, moreover, where the recipient of Serbian gratitude was intended to be
Hungary, not the Monarchy as a whole. Andrassy set the agenda, and attempted
to carry it out through Kallay. The nominal shapers of Austro-Hungarian policy
toward Serbia, Beust and Prokesch-Osten, were at first bypassed completely and
then, when their discovery of the negotiations became inevitable, expected to
acquiesce. One of the reasons this was possible at all was the ambiguous position
of the Emperor Francis Joseph.

The other issue, which exercised Andrassy and Kallay far more than Vienna,
was a direct consequence of the Obrenovi¢ assassination. This was the undertak-
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ing to prosecute ex-Prince Alexander Karadordevi¢ for Michael’s murder, and
see him convicted. At the end of July 1868, Kallay was confident about the good
effect which prosecuting Alexander would have on relations with Serbia. He also
made clear

what a harmful effect it would have on our, up to now, steadily improving rela-
tions with Serbia, if those detained [in Pest] were . . . not to be convicted. . . .
This . . . would be capable of once again opening the way for Russian influence,
which is now completely displaced here. . . . I cannot recommend sufficiently
strongly . . . that Your Excellency . . . should be so good as to ensure that the
persons in question are in any case convicted, the more easily . . . because their
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guilt is beyond doubt.

Nevertheless this was a disastrous miscalculation. The Pest courts were even-
tually to decide otherwise; but in the meantime Kallay had, with Andrassy’s
support, staked the Hungarian government’s prestige in Serbia on Alexander’s
conviction. The result was to convince the Serbian Regents that a conviction was
inevitable, and the failure to deliver was thus attributed to Hungarian ill will and
deception. The relative goodwill, and the readiness to cooperate, which charac-
terized Serbo-Hungarian relations in the aftermath of Prince Michael’s assassina-
tion, was to be dissipated as if it had never existed.
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Chapter 4

'The Karadordevi¢ Prosecution 1868-70

The period between the establishment of Prince Milan’s Regency, in July 1868,
and the outbreak of the Franco-Prussian War, in July 1870, was when the am-
biguity of Austro-Hungarian policy toward Serbia was greatest. For two years,
Andrassy and Kallay exploited that legacy of the 1867 settlement: the ability of a
Hungarian minister president, with strong views on foreign policy, to pursue his
own agenda contrary to the wishes, and to some extent without the knowledge, of
the Emperor and the chancellor. The Hungarian goal was to persuade the Serbian
Regents of the benefit to Serbia in keeping close to the Habsburg Monarchy. This
in itself was broadly in line with Beust’s own policy toward Serbia, but Hungar-
ian policy differed from that of the Ballhaus in two respects.

First, the emphasis in everything Andrassy and Kallay said to the Serbian
government was firmly on the closeness of relations with Hungary, rather than Aus-
tria-Hungary, and whatever advantage Serbia derived from the relationship was
claimed to be the result of Hungarian friendship. It was an essential part of this
stratagem to maintain that it was the Hungarian government alone which protected
Serbia from the nastier elements in the Monarchy, particularly the Vienna military.

Second, the means by which the Hungarian government sought to exert this
control were seriously at variance with traditional Habsburg policy toward Ser-
bia. Whereas Vienna relied on straightforward diplomatic and military pressure
to keep Serbia in line, Andrassy and Kallay intervened in detail in Serbian do-
mestic affairs, or tried to. They took sides in obvious fashion by trying to secure
the conviction of Prince Alexander Karadordevi¢. Most drastically, Andrassy’s
Bosnian scheme stood the Monarchy’s proclaimed policy on its head, and intro-
duced an unrealistic note into relations with Serbia. But it still took two years for
the illusions fostered by this Hungarian foreign policy to break down.
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Blaznavac was the key to this exercise in mutual self-deception. For an am-
bitious political soldier like Blaznavac to have come out so openly against the
Russians was akin to burning his boats behind him, and Kallay was particularly
conscious of the need to safeguard this rarity on the Serbian scene.! He kept in
close touch with Blaznavac, and continued to promote him, to Beust, as the man
most likely to keep Serbia on a peaceful course, favorable to Austro-Hungarian
influence and the maintenance of the status quo in the Balkans.? To Andrassy, he
reported gleefully on Blaznavac’ interest in the Bosnian scheme and his profes-
sions of solidarity with the Hungarians.® The more Kallay saw of the first Re-
gent, the deeper grew his conviction that, barring the sort of nationalist upheaval
in the Balkans which would compel any Serbian politician to commit himself,
Blaznavac was the ideal instrument for attaining Hungarian aims in Serbia.*

How real this picture was, however, is a different matter. In the aftermath of
Prince Michael’s assassination, Blaznavac’s attitude may well have owed more to
an opportunistic disposition to see how far the pro-Hungarian line took him, and
what profit it brought Serbia, than Kallay in his enthusiasm was willing to admit.
The little that can be gleaned on Blaznavac’s thinking, from sources other than
Kallay’s own records, suggests both a cynical readiness to gamble, and a man do-
ing his best to persuade himself that the Hungarian assurances, especially in the
crucial matter of Bosnia, were really worth something.’

The Italian consul in Belgrade found Blaznavac’s estimation of the entente
with the Hungarians less than convincing:

As for me I doubt whether the cause of the Slavs is so far advanced, and espe-
cially, that the Magyars and the Croats have so casily adopted the position of
leaving the Serbs free to annex the provinces in question [Bosnia-Hercegovina]
and even to assist in this annexation.

The whole thing, Scovasso suggested, was a ruse by the Hungarians to keep the
Serbian government quiet.” Blaznavac, however, devoted considerable effort to
convincing the Italian that the Hungarians’ friendship must be genuine. Accord-
ing to Blaznavac, it was in Hungary’s interests to see the creation of a greater
South Slav state, especially if such a conglomeration were still formally within
the Ottoman Empire. Linked to Hungary by a treaty of alliance, the Ottoman
Slavs would be a barrier to Russia, which would thus be excluded forever from
the Near East.®

Blaznavac may have believed this improbable scenario at the time, but his
later willingness to turn against the Hungarians suggests he was simply explor-
ing the possibilities. The Prussian consul, while sympathetic to Blaznavac’s
anti-Russian stance, was sure that it did not correspond to popular sentiment in
Serbia.’ Blaznavac himself was well aware of this.!° The question, from the Hun-
garian point of view, was how far he would be able to take Serbia on a course so
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contrary to the natural tendency of Serbian
national feeling.

The answer to this question depended to
a great extent on Jovan Risti¢, the enigmatic
second Regent. Risti¢, as a champion of con-
stitutional reform, and committed to the cause
of national liberation, inclined personally
more toward Russia than Austria-Hungary.'!
The exigencies of the situation which caused
Blaznavac to seek him as a partner demanded
that Risti¢ play down his Russophilia. Nev-
ertheless the suspicion remained that his
heart was not in the pro-Hungarian policy
- adopted by Blaznavac. He was especially

Figure 7. Prince Alexander cautious, Kallay discovered by the begin-

Karadordevi¢ ning of September, about clever schemes like

Andrassy’s Bosnian plan, and doubted

whether Andrassy could deliver, given Beust’s known opposition. “I don’t know
what to think of Risti¢,” Kallay complained; “he is very suspicious.”!?

With both the prosecution of Alexander Karadordevi¢ and the Bosnian ques-
tion Andrassy and Kallay were pursuing objectives which were questionable, if
not downright irresponsible. There is thus a certain irony in the fact that it was the
Hungarians’ failure, in each case, to make good their promises which hastened
the end of Serbo-Hungarian friendship in 1870—-71. Both questions kept popping
up throughout the period 1868—70. Each was a product of the attempt to bind
Serbia firmly to the destinies of the Monarchy, especially its Hungarian half;
each was characteristic of the essential futility of such an entreprise, at least as
conceived by Andrassy and Kallay.

The Karadordevi¢ case started with the issue of whether Serbia’s ex-Prince,
who had been living in Pest since his deposition in 1858, should be extradited to
Belgrade to stand trial for Prince Michael’s murder. Blaznavac and Risti¢ real-
ized that by concentrating on Alexander, they could divert attention from the role
of the Liberals, whose support they needed. At the same time the destruction of
the Karadordevi¢ family (it was assumed that Alexander’s son Peter was equally
involved) would also eliminate the only serious rival of the Obrenovi¢ dynasty."

Throughout the summer of 1868, the evidence against Karadordevi¢ ac-
cumulated. The documents found on Pavle Radovanovi¢ implicated two of the
ex-Prince’s closest associates, Pavle Tripkovi¢ and Filip Stankovi¢.'* Other seem-
ingly damning evidence continued to emerge, to the point where Kallay felt sure
that Karadordevi¢ “not only knew about the murder but also planned it.”"> On
13 July Risti¢ formally notified Kallay that the Serbian authorities had issued a
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summons to Karadordevi¢, requesting him to appear at the trial of the conspira-
tors in Belgrade later that month, or name his defense counsel.'¢

By the time of Risti¢’s request Kallay and Andrassy were already debat-
ing the pros and cons of extraditing not only Tripkovi¢ and Stankovié, but also
Karadordevi¢. The Serbian government applied for the extradition of the first two
at the end of June, but it was clear that a similar application for Karadordevi¢
himself was only a matter of time.!” The Hungarian government, upon Prince
Michael’s assassination, placed Prince Alexander under police surveillance, and
at Andrassy’s request the foreign ministry started monitoring the movements of
Peter Karadordevic¢.'® It was one thing, though, to take these elementary precau-
tions against the charge of having harbored a conspiracy against the Serbian gov-
ernment on Austro-Hungarian soil. It was quite another to hand over the former
ruler of Serbia, with his associates, to the uncertain justice of a Serbian court.

Kallay was acutely aware of the political capital the Hungarian government
stood to gain in Serbia by acceding to this request.'® The awkward truth, however,
was that no treaty of extradition existed between Austria-Hungary and Serbia,
and in the absence of such an agreement the Hungarian government could only
be guided by its own laws and whatever precedents the Habsburg Monarchy had
already set by diplomatic practice. But established practice, Kallay pointed out,
was clear only in cases involving common criminals.?

The question immediately arose of whether the murder of Prince Michael
was to be regarded as a criminal matter, or whether it was political. “It must be
noted,” Kallay reminded Andrassy, “that nobody has been extradited for political
offenses on either side, although up to now no political offenders have committed
murder.”?! And even if the murder itself was purely a criminal matter, could the
same be said of its planning, by individuals who had no physical hand in it, but
whose motives were more likely to have been political? Kallay concluded:

if the persons in question can be proven to have any hand at all in Prince Mi-
chael’s murder, and our laws can brand them as common criminals, then they
should not be judged by us, but extradited to Serbia. Conversely, if their com-
plicity is not completely proven, or if our courts pronounce the deed as only a
political offense, then extradition is impossible, because in this case, according
to our laws, they would not be punishable.”

A few days before, when asked by Blaznavac whether the Monarchy would extra-
dite Karadordevi¢, Kallay had gone so far as to assure him “that it would probably
do so if his participation could be proven.”? Within days of making this remark,
however, Kallay was obliged to admit that, according to what he was reading in
the Pest newspapers, “the Hungarian government will not extradite the person in
question, but has already delegated the Pest civil court to try him.”** Blaznavac
might claim to be satisfied, as long as Karadordevi¢ was convicted somewhere;*
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but in view of the Regents’ anxiety to ensure that the political threat he posed
was eliminated, it is hard to believe they would not have preferred to have the
ex-Prince safely in Serbian, rather than Hungarian, custody. Kallay’s initial blithe
assurance that extradition was a possibility sowed the seeds of future mistrust: it
suggested to the Regents that the Hungarian government had an ulterior motive
in promising what it patently had no intention of delivering.

Formal confirmation of what Kallay already knew arrived on 17 July, in a des-
patch from Andrassy setting out the arguments against extraditing Karadordevic¢
and his associates.?® Andrassy’s letter showed the extent to which the whole ques-
tion had become a matter simply between Hungary and Serbia, with the imperial
foreign ministry effectively sidelined. Andrassy had as a matter of course con-
sulted Beust for the foreign ministry’s expert opinion on extradition,?” but under
the 1867 settlement any prosecution on Hungarian soil was strictly a Hungarian
affair, and appears to have been treated as such by Beust, provided there were no
serious diplomatic repercussions.

Enclosing a copy of Beust’s reply, Andrassy informed Kallay that, accord-
ing to international law, political offenders were not normally extraditable. Since
it was “undeniable” that the involvement of Karadordevi¢ and his associates was
for political reasons, it followed that they were political offenders, and “their
extradition . . . cannot be regarded as practicable.”?® All of them, however, could
reasonably be suspected of having known of the plan to commit the outrage. They
could thus be regarded as having committed a crime in Hungary, “hence their
extradition for this reason would not be justifiable.”?

The Hungarian government, Andrassy protested, would like nothing better
than to comply with the Serbian request, and

it is with genuine regret forced to report that it cannot carry out the extradition
of the individuals in question. . . . It has however seen to it that the said indi-
viduals should not remain without a deserved punishment.*”

Kallay was accordingly authorized to inform the Regents that the minister of
justice, Horvat, had already instructed the Pest civil court to start collecting evi-
dence. Horvat also asked for a Serbian official to be sent up from Belgrade to
assist in the investigation. It would help if the subjects of the Hungarian investi-
gation could at some stage be confronted with those already charged in Serbia;
and any executions, upon conviction in Belgrade, should be delayed until this
standard element of Hungarian justice had been completed.?!

Kallay hastened to carry out his instructions, but the response his news elic-
ited, and his own expressed opinion, give some idea of how he and Andrassy were
to get themselves into such difficulties over the Karadordevi¢ prosecution. Risti¢
was visibly annoyed.* Kallay explained the difficulties faced by a responsible
government, obliged to respect the rule of law;* but although Risti¢ admitted
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the justice of these objections, and readily agreed to send an official to Pest to
assist in the investigations, he adamantly refused to put off the trial of those held
in Belgrade, or the executions which were likely to follow. “Because of the indig-
nation of the people,” the trial of the Belgrade conspirators would go ahead, and
Risti¢ expected it to be over by 27 July.**

It must remain a moot point whether the Regents’ determination to press on
with the Belgrade trial was due to a genuine respect for “the indignation of the
people,” or a baser desire to put Radovanovi¢ and his cronies safely underground
before they produced any more evidence implicating the Regents’ new Liberal
allies. Risti¢ himself showed some awareness of the obstacles such haste would
put in the way of convicting Karadordevi¢.** But Kallay was so convinced of the
guilt of Karadordevi¢ and his associates as to discount the importance of this
consideration. It is clear from his correspondence with Andrassy that, for Kallay,
the political utility of conviction obscured the need for elementary justice.

With regard to Stankovi¢ and Tripkovi¢, for instance, Kallay thought their
complicity “beyond doubt.” He implored Andrassy to

be so kind as to exert your influence so that a really harsh punishment be meted
out to them. I can strongly recommend this proceeding from the viewpoint of
maintaining the good relations which are being strengthened more and more
between us and Serbia.*

»37

The complicity of Karadordevi¢, too, “can scarcely be doubted.””’ In a revealing

passage, Kallay set forth what were for him the overriding considerations:

there are convincing reasons why we should make him [Karadordevi¢] feel the
rigour of the law. . . . If we don’t do this we expose ourselves to the suspicion
that we are showing a partiality for him. We would only have to spare him if any
political reason required it; but our interest, from the point of view of maintain-
ing peace and consolidating the Obrenovi¢ dynasty lies in making Karadordevi¢
as harmless as the boundaries of the law permit.®®

Enough evidence was already to hand to make Karadordevi¢’s involvement seem
a foregone conclusion, but this was not the verdict eventually reached by the
Hungarian courts. Kéllay was assuming Karadordevi¢’s conviction before he had
even been interrogated, let alone tried.

The result was to make Kallay apparently indifferent to the dangers of let-
ting the Serbian government go ahead with the trial and subsequent execution of
the Belgrade conspirators, in late July. The trial began on 23 July and concluded
the next day; on the 28th Radovanovi¢ and thirteen others were executed.*® They
had already made depositions, copies of which were duly forwarded to the Hun-
garian authorities. Most of the conspirators, however, stubbornly refused to admit
Karadordevi¢’s involvement; while the depositions of those who did incriminate
him were suspected all along of having been extorted. A face to face confronta-
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tion between these individuals and Karadordevicé, at a later date, and in the rela-
tively less constrained atmosphere of a Hungarian court, might conceivably have
consolidated the case against the ex-Prince beyond all reasonable doubt. Instead,
the possibility of such confrontation was let slip.

Kallay, through his preoccupation with the political aspects of prosecuting
Karadordevi¢, was imperilling the very outcome he considered most essential.
The importance of a painstaking accumulation of evidence was perhaps better
appreciated by the justice minister in Pest, who telegraphed on 28 July ask-
ing Kallay to get the executions postponed.*’ Kallay could only reply that the
accused had been executed that same day. In any case, he argued, Belgrade
had already provided ample evidence; the vital thing now was to make sure
Karadordevi¢ was convicted, lest “Russian influence” in Serbia recover the
ground it had lost.*!

The proceedings in Belgrade on 23-24 July were also a trial in absentia
of Karadordevi¢, Tripkovi¢, and Stankovi¢. Kallay, however, took steps to en-
sure that Karadordevi¢’s legal counsel was prevented from attending the trial.
As a result, Karadordevi¢’s counsel was nominated by the Belgrade court, and
then promptly withdrew from the case; his telegraphed challenge of their right
to represent him was ignored. The ex-Prince’s chances of receiving a fair trial in
Belgrade were slim to begin with; Kallay’s intervention reduced them still fur-
ther.*> Karadordevi¢ and Tripkovi¢ were each sentenced to twenty years in prison;
Stankovi¢ to twenty years with hard labor.* On 4 August the Serbian government
formally applied for Karadordevi¢’s extradition, although resigned to the fact that
the Austro-Hungarian authorities were bound to refuse. Karadordevi¢ was duly
taken into custody in Pest on 8 August.*

The day Karadordevi¢ was arrested by the Pest police, Kallay received an-
other intimation of the difficulties he and Andrassy were preparing for them-
selves by undertaking to prosecute Karadordevi¢ at all. Kallay’s assurances to
the Regents had clearly created the impression in Belgrade that Karadordevi¢’s
conviction was a certainty. From a conversation with Colonel Oreskovi¢, Kallay
learned that Blaznavac thought “it would be a bad thing if those arrested by us
[the Hungarians] were not convicted, this would do a lot of damage to his efforts
to achieve friendly relations.”® Oreskovi¢ himself thought this “stupid, because
he [Blaznavac] knows that the government can’t influence the verdict”; and Kal-
lay urged Oreskovi¢ to keep stressing this to the Regents.*® How much impres-
sion such caveats were likely to make, however, was another matter. Risti¢ at
least could appreciate Kallay’s points about the importance of “the rule of law”;
to the soldier Blaznavac, by contrast, this apparently meant very little.

Kallay himself contradicted his own warnings about the need to follow due
process, by the zeal with which he threw himself into the job of ensuring that
Karadordevi¢ really was convicted. In response to the accusations in the Vienna
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newspapers that torture had been employed in interrogating the Belgrade con-
spirators, he inspired a number of démentis which appeared anonymously in the
Austrian and Hungarian press.*” Kallay hoped these would convince the Regents
that the Hungarian government, unlike the Vienna establishment, did not ques-
tion the validity of the judicial findings in Belgrade; and that they would dispel
any idea that such findings might not be admissible in the Hungarian courts.

Most striking were Kallay’s efforts behind the scenes to ensure that the Hun-
garian judicial system delivered the kind of verdict he, and the Serbian Regents,
wanted. This went beyond mere exhortation: from first to last Kallay displayed a
reluctance to let judicial officials make up their own minds, reflecting a recurrent
fear that, without constant reminders of the political importance of securing a
conviction, the courts would let Karadordevi¢ slip through their fingers.

Kallay’s first exercise in judicial wirepulling came with the preliminary
hearing of the case against Karadordevi¢ in October 1868. This involved the con-
frontation of Karadordevi¢ with both the evidence collected at the Belgrade trial
in July, and the witnesses held in Serbia. Proceedings were to be held on Hun-
garian territory at Zemun, across the Danube from Belgrade.*® Well before the
confrontation Kallay was trying to influence the way it was conducted. He had
hoped to give evidence in person at the hearing, but De Pont, head of the political
section of the foreign ministry, thought it “inadvisable.” Instead Kallay was al-
lowed to make a written deposition.™ In Pest, at the end of August, he made a call
on the chief public prosecutor, who told him that “in his opinion, the delegated
court is in favor of Karadordevi¢.”' Kallay at once hurried to the ministerial
councillor in the ministry of justice and asked him “to stop this prejudice, because
if as a result of it Karadordevic is freed, it would have very bad consequences.
He promised he would investigate this.”** Back in Belgrade, Kallay did what he
could to reassure the Regents, who had already got wind of the rumored predis-
position toward Karadordevi¢ on the part of the Pest judiciary.*

When Karadordevi¢, Tripkovi¢ and Stankovi¢ were eventually brought
down to Zemun on 9 October, on board the steamship Maximilian, Kallay im-
mediately repaired on board to see the presiding judge, Titusz Pajor. Kallay found
his worst fears confirmed. Pajor raised objections to the presence of both the
Serbian public prosecutor and Kallay himself.** The chief prosecutor, Sztrokay,
by contrast, turned out to be an ally: he “strongly” approved Kallay’s presence,
since Pajor was “extraordinarily prejudiced with regard to Karadordevi¢, because
of this he might be more restrained.”>*

The hearing took place on 10—13 October. Kallay remained personally con-
vinced of Karadordevi¢’s role as the instigator of the whole conspiracy, although,
given the steadfast denials of the three accused, even Kallay had to admit in his
report to Beust that he could not swear to the factual value of such a confronta-
tion.>® What caused Kallay most concern was the attitude shown by the presi-
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dent of the court. During the interrogation of Filip Stankovic¢, for instance, Pajor
“clearly tried to help the accused and he grasped with great enthusiasm at every
circumstance which worked in his favor.”” Kallay could not let Pajor’s conduct
go unchallenged. On a flying visit to Pest after the hearing, he made a point of
visiting the ministry of justice again, and saw Horvat himself:

I called his especial attention to the bias of Titusz Pajor, asked him to ensure, if it

is possible, that Karadordevi¢ is convicted. He promised he would do everything

in his power.>

It was the first of a number of direct appeals Kallay was to make to Horvat and
his officials over the next two years.*

Bringing Karadordevi¢ to trial at all was in fact a matter of years, not
months. This was a circumstance which caused Kallay repeated embarrassment
with the Regents. If, as Kallay kept telling them, Karadordevi¢’s conviction was
virtually certain, then why should trying him take so long to arrange? And might
not the Hungarian government’s delay in doing so be due to a desire to retain
Karadordevi¢ and his family as potential tools against the Obrenovi¢ dynasty?
The longer Karadordevi¢’s prosecution dragged on, the harder it became for Kal-
lay to counter these suspicions.

Simply assessing the evidence, and deciding whether to commit Karadordevi¢
for trial, took several months. The trial began on 8 February 1869, but within ten
days had run into difficulties with the evidence supplied from Belgrade. Pro-
ceedings had to be halted completely while the Serbian authorities were asked
for fuller details.®® There was then a lengthy dispute over whether the ex-Prince
should be granted bail or not. The formal indictment was not renewed until No-
vember, and appointing a new judge took another nine months. It was not until
July 1870 that Karadordevi¢, together with Tripkovi¢ and Stankovié¢, was finally
put on trial again.®!

The longer the whole process lasted, the greater was the nervousness on
each side as to whether the other side could be trusted. The Serbian Regents, for
example, wanted Karadordevi¢ to be tried in public, so that maximum damage
should be done to his public image in Serbia.®* Kallay duly wrote to Sztrokay, the
Pest public prosecutor, and to justice minister Horvat, urging a public trial.** On
the Monarchy’s side, there were signs by early 1869 of a certain impatience with
Serbian demands, not just in Vienna, where such a reaction was to be expected,
but in Pest as well. This emerges from the somewhat defensive tone of Kallay’s
letter to Andrassy of 24 January, which sought to explain the attitude behind a
recent article in the Serbian semi-official Jedinstvo.

The Jedinstvo article, which bore all the hallmarks of Risti¢’s authorship,
was largely concerned with the idea of a Serbian administration of Bosnia and,
as such, was the direct result of Andrassy’s and Kaéllay’s own activity.® It was
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attacked by the Neue Freie Presse, which took its lead from Beust, for even sug-
gesting such a scheme. As Kallay put it, the Presse

has taken in very bad part the passage [in Jedinstvo] on how the Serbs are anxious
to see positive signs of friendship from Hungary, and against this alludes to the
cession of the fortresses and the Karadordevi¢ affair.®®

Kallay attempted to deal with Beust by pointing out that Jedinstvo was only say-
ing what he, Kallay, had been reporting to Beust ever since his arrival in Bel-
grade.®® To Andrassy, Kallay complained that

In Vienna . . . they are always forgetting that we are dealing here with a very
small nation, and that in this regard we cannot be the sensitive ones. Further-
more they don’t want to see that the Serbs’ principal aspirations are directed
towards Bosnia, and that in comparison with this everything else is pushed into
the background. . . . The Karadordevi¢ affair falls rather under the heading of

provision of justice.”

He concluded with a reminder that “we are acting not in Serbia’s interests but for
our own purposes.”

It would not have been surprising for Andrassy, even at this early stage, to
be showing signs of impatience with his own policy of cultivating good relations
with Serbia. The changeability of Andrassy’s ideas was always remarkable, and
with regard to Serbia he had hoped for quicker results, and was correspondingly
annoyed at the time it was taking to get them. Kallay received a clear indication
of Andrassy’s disquiet in May 1869:

He [Andréssy] advised me especially to try to induce the Serbs at long last to
declare decisively whether they are to be openly on our side or not, because they
only want to derive advantage from our friendship, but not to do anything for it.%”

This may have been an accurate description of Serbian policy, but it was also a
classic example of the pot calling the kettle black.

When at length the Karadordevic¢ trial opened in February 1869, only to col-
lapse almost immediately, it was an ominous sign of the difficulties ahead. The evi-
dence collected from the Serbian authorities, it was found, was critically patchy.”
It has been suggested that the Serbian government, well aware of the damage a full
revelation might do them politically, deliberately withheld evidence.” This did not
necessarily mean Karadordevi¢ was innocent; but it did mean that the Hungarian
authorities were likely to have a hard time trying to prove otherwise. The Regents
were definitely defeating their own object of eliminating Karadordevi¢. They also,
however, continued to urge a speedy and unambiguous conviction, which in view
of this non-cooperation seems disingenuous at the very least.

The Karadordevi¢ prosecution then produced yet another reason for the Ser-
bian government, as it thought, to mistrust Hungarian motives. Late in May the
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Royal Hungarian Court of Justice decided that Karadordevic¢ was eligible for bail,
to the consternation of the Regents. Kallay was told that Blaznavac “regards it as
all the more alarming, because it only serves to bolster the intrigues against the
good relations which exist between us.””* Kallay accordingly wrote to Horvat on
the 28th, pleading that he “try to ensure that the High Court of Justice doesn’t
uphold the verdict of the Royal Court of Justice, by which Karadordevi¢ is per-
mitted to defend himself in freedom.””® He followed this up with a further appeal
to Horvat’s ministerial councillor, Dezs6 Szilagyi, in June.”* By now, Kallay must
have wished very much indeed that the affair would lose its significance, but
instead it threatened to become more and more of a liability. When the news of
Karadordevi¢’s definitive release on bail reached Belgrade in September, Kallay
learned that Risti¢ “very much regrets that Karadordevi¢ has been set free. I tried
to explain to him that this is bound up with the forms of our judicial system.””
Blaznavac, too, expressed regret at the appeal’s rejection.”

Matters improved slightly in November 1869, when Karadordevi¢ was again
formally indicted. According to Kallay, the wording of the indictment by the Pest
public prosecutor, Sztrokay, “in which he asks for the head of Karadordevic¢, has
created a very good impression here.””” Kallay promptly renewed his assault on
the Hungarian ministry of justice, imploring Szilagyi “to throw all his influence
into the balance to get Karadordevi¢ convicted, we now need this very much as
one of the conditions of Serbian friendship.””®

Even as Kallay stepped up his efforts to harness the judicial process to his
political agenda, however, he began to receive the disquieting impression that
Karadordevi¢ and his supporters were pulling just as hard in the opposite di-
rection. Blaznavac, in a conversation with Kallay at the end of November, told
him that “Karadordevi¢ has promised someone in Pest 1,000,000 piastres if he
is acquitted.”” Kallay learned nothing further about this; but the suspicion now
became rooted in his mind that the Hungarian judiciary was not only biased but
corruptible. Kallay’s suspicions might have been unjust, although he was not the
only observer to conclude, when Karadordevi¢ was finally cleared, that money
had been at work behind the scenes. The possibility that it was the paucity of
evidence supplied by Belgrade, which prevented the courts from convicting, does
not appear to have suggested itself to Kallay.

In the months that elapsed between Karadordevic¢’s indictment and the ap-
pointment of a new judge, Kallay maintained his vigil against what he perceived
as the laxity and possible venality of the courts.® In May 1870 he started making
what he believed was headway against the inertia of the system. During an inter-
view with Andréssy,

I... mentioned that the judges, it seems, have been bribed. . . . He [Andrdssy] prom-
ised he would have Sztrokay in and confer with him on the state of affairs and the
modalities by which it might be possible to ensure the bringing in of a conviction.®'
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This at least appears to indicate that Andrassy, too, thought that somehow a ver-
dict acceptable to the Serbian government could be guaranteed. That at any rate
was the impression Kallay relayed to Blaznavac, when he told him “that now An-
drassy himself'is going to interest himself in this affair.”®?> And late in June Kallay
saw Sztrokay once more, who informed him that “he hopes they will convict him,
the government takes a great interest in this respect.”® It was a message, as usual,
which Kallay made sure was conveyed to Blaznavac, who received it “with great
satisfaction.”$*

As the Karadordevi¢ trial finally got under way again in July 1870, the au-
thorities on both sides, Hungarian and Serbian, seemed to succumb to a wave of
self-deluding optimism, despite the straws in the wind which indicated a differ-
ent outcome. Kallay was told by Blaznavac on 22 July that if Karadordevi¢ were
convicted, “the Hungary can count on Serbia unconditionally and we can make
a stand together even against Russia.”®® This was a statement which only made
sense in a larger context, since the Franco-Prussian War had just broken out and
the Monarchy, at that point, was still pursuing a policy of “expectant neutral-
ity.”% War was considered to be a serious option by both Beust and Andrassy,
given the right conditions; but it was Andrassy who was most convinced of the
inevitability, indeed the necessity, of a war with Russia. It says volumes for the
sort of expectations Andrassy and Kallay had raised, to say nothing of the attrac-
tions of a Karadordevi¢ conviction, that Blaznavac was capable of even making
such a remark.

The optimism was all of a sudden equally strong in Pest, where Kallay was
told by Sztrokay that the case had been entrusted to Chief Justice Bogisics, and
that “The minister has had a word with him and since then even the judges, it
seems, are for a conviction.”®” Horvat, when Kallay saw him, confirmed that he
had indeed spoken with Bogisics.®® Kallay himself met with Bogisics and Horvat
on 30 July and got the impression that they shared his viewpoint.® Back in Bel-
grade by early August, Kallay assured Blaznavac “that they will probably convict
Karadordevi¢.””°

It was a disastrous prediction. Before the month was out Kallay began to
receive disturbing news from his confidant, Dr. Rosen. On 16 August Rosen had
just seen both Blaznavac and Risti¢, and

noticed a great change in them. Blaznavac especially declared that he didn
believe the Hungarians and it may be that now they are going to turn towards
Prussia and Russia. He especially mentioned . . . Karadordevi¢. . . . Risti¢ talked
in a similar sense.”!

The reason, it transpired a few days later, was that Blaznavac had a source of
information whose ear was closer to the ground than Kallay’s. The Liberal politi-
cian, Jevrem Gruji¢, had been in Pest and “has heard from the Chief Justice that,
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according to Hungarian law, he [Karadordevi¢] can’t be convicted.”? Behind the
scenes Shishkin, the Russian consul, was busy capitalizing on the resentment this
news was bound to stir up. As Kallay glumly recorded that evening, Blaznavac
was saying that

he doesn’t believe the Hungarians anymore, because for two years we have kept
on deluding him with fine words but in fact we don’t do anything, and he says
Risti¢ was right when he always expressed himself in this vein.”

The final indignity, for Kallay, was to learn that the newspaper Srpski narod had
published an article “in which it is asserted that I myself have secretly had a hand
in ensuring that Karadordevi¢ is not convicted.”** Shishkin was distributing cop-
ies of the issue personally.

Aweek later Blaznavac had cooled down sufficiently, according to Dr. Rosen,
to protest his goodwill toward Hungary, but mentioned “that he would like to see
some action on our part, . . . otherwise and much against his will he will be forced
to make a bargain with the Russians.” Clearly Kallay was being subjected to a
form of diplomatic arm-twisting which he had so far not encountered in his deal-
ings with the Serbian government. All he could reply, however, was the Pest pub-
lic prosecutor’s recent assurance that sentence was now due to be passed between
the nineteenth and twentieth of September.”® To this Blaznavac suavely replied
that news of a conviction would coincide nicely with the opening of the Skupstina
on the twenty-sixth: “he would be able to make very good use of it and then there
would be no fears for the Hungarian-Serbian alliance, which in his opinion has to
be all the closer.”’ The latter was a reference to the offer made by Andrassy, that
summer, of an offensive-defensive alliance, which had in fact been made with
the object of neutralizing Serbia for the duration of the Franco-Prussian War.”
An inherently improbable project, it was another reason why Blaznavac felt he
had been deluded “with fine words.” At any rate Kallay passed Blaznavac’ appeal
directly on to Andrassy, with a final plea of his own that Andrassy “should be so
kind as to ensure that the verdict is a condemnatory one.”

Kallay finally learned on 6 October that Karadordevi¢ and his associates
had all been acquitted: “This news had an extremely unpleasant effect on me,
since I can see evil consequences ahead.”'® The acquittal was specifically be-
cause of the inadequacy of the evidence, and the government immediately served
notice of its intention to appeal. Kallay at once mobilized the journalist Miksa
Falk to tell Pester Lloyd’s readership that “Hungarian public opinion is not satis-
fied” with the verdict, and Popovi¢ “to mitigate the bad effect” in Serbia;'"" but
privately he must have been deeply cast down. Something of Kallay’s dejec-
tion can be gleaned from the letter he sent Falk, railing against the authorities in
Pest: the judgment, in his opinion, bore witness to the fact that “if it had come
from a higher level, with more chances of success and less timidity, a completely
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different result might have been attained.”'” Despite the fact that a conviction
was obviously in the interests of good Serbo-Hungarian relations, at least to Kal-
lay, the court had ignored this. Falk was asked to impress upon his readers that
“the acquittal has caused great scandal” among them.!%

Even to Beust Kallay did not conceal his alarm. This in itself was unusual,
since the common foreign ministry had not been involved in the legal battle
being fought in Pest, and Beust could hardly be shouldered with responsibility
for the fiasco. But in so far as Kallay saw the failure to convict Karadordevi¢
as primarily a foreign policy problem, he in effect dumped the “evil conse-
quences” of his and Andrassy’s miscalculations squarely on Beust’s doorstep.
He warned the chancellor that there would shortly be “an unfavorable revo-
lution” in relations with Serbia. It was also probable that Prince Alexander’s
supporters in Serbia would now come out in the open in agitation against the
Obrenovi¢ regime. In this they would be able to count on the backing of both
the Omladina and Russia.

Kallay was possibly overestimating the level of popular support for the
Karadordevi¢i. He had a point, however, when he cited Serbian history as a
reminder of how ruthless contenders for the throne could be. His conclusion
painted a gloomy picture of the problems now facing the Monarchy. The Ser-
bian government,

in order not to see so many enemies united against it, will endeavor to enter
into closer relations with the Omladina and Russia. In the first case we must be
ready for a lively agitation, beginning among the Austro-Hungarian Serbs, and

supported by Serbia; in the second case however the Slavic Near East might fall

completely under Russian influence.'**

It was a far cry from 1868, when Kallay had prophesied the “elimination” of
Russian influence.

Some of the consequences of the Karadordevic business for Kallay person-
ally became apparent from the reaction in Serbia to his inspired article in Pester
Lloyd. On 25 October Jedinstvo, Risti¢’s mouthpiece, published a leader which
“thunders against Hungary, has caused a great sensation here and extinguished
even the little sympathy towards us which existed.”'% In reply to Pester Lloyd,
Jedinstvo countered that

Serbia . . . has not sought, nor secks, in your long lawsuits, and even less in
your judgments, proofs of a “good neighborly disposition.” There can be no
such proof as long as the murderers of Prince Michael walk freely on Austro-

Hungarian soil.'*

Closer to home, Srpski narod started a rumor that Kallay was to be transferred
from Belgrade. The writer professed not to know
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how he [Kdllay] can look our gentlemen in the eye, when a Hungarian court
hands down a completely different judgment and when the Hungarian govern-
ment adopts a position completely different from the assurances this consul was
giving in the name of his government in authoritative places.'”

Here, in fact, was the crux of the matter. What Kallay had promised, and what his
master in Pest could deliver, were two quite different things. Yet Andrassy, if he
had not shown the same single-minded commitment to Karadordevi¢’s convic-
tion as Kallay, had nevertheless allowed Kallay to mortgage his government’s
good name in the eyes of the Serbs. Kallay had kept Andrassy regularly posted on
all his communications to the Regents in the Karadordevi¢ affair, and at no stage
had Andrassy indicated specific disapproval. He must, therefore, be accorded a
major share of the responsibility for what suddenly turned out to be a serious chill
in relations between Austria-Hungary and Serbia.

To be fair, it has to be admitted that the international climate was condu-
cive to such a drop in temperature. The decisive factor here was undoubtedly
the Franco-Prussian War. By swiftly eliminating France as a serious voice in
Near Eastern affairs, by exposing the essential isolation and vulnerability of the
Habsburg Monarchy, and by facilitating the return of Russia as a strong regional
power, the War made a volte-face on the part of whoever led Serbia quite likely.
Even Blaznavac, as it turned out, was prepared to abandon his vaunted Russopho-
bia if it seemed the Monarchy was on the way down, and Russia in the ascendant.
In these circumstances the Karadordevi¢ prosecution ceased to be something the
Regents needed from the Hungarian government, and became instead yet another
stick with which they could beat Serbia’s traditional enemies. But here, again, it
also must be admitted that the weapon would not have been ready to hand if Kal-
lay, with Andrassy’s implicit support, had not made such a parade of Hungary’s
willingness to prosecute, and virtually promised a conviction.

The Karadordevi¢ saga was not yet over in the fall of 1870. The government
appealed; and in late October Andrassy seemed hardly to appreciate the grav-
ity of the problem. He could not understand, he wrote Kallay, how the Serbian
government could possibly treat Karadordevic’s acquittal as a “pretext” for rush-
ing into the arms of the Russians. In view of the dangers posed by the Franco-
Prussian conflict, he considered it “unavoidable” that the Serbs stop seeing things
“in inappropriate colors.”'% In short, Andrassy was still relatively sanguine about
Serbo-Hungarian relations, and went on to develop at great length his views on
the continuing potential of the Bosnian question.

Kallay must have had some bitter reflections. He had been aware for some
months of a growing divergence of views between himself and Andrassy with
regard to South Slav affairs generally, and thought that Andrassy saw things ha-
bitually “through rose-colored spectacles.”'” He was particularly sceptical as to
how far the Bosnian scheme could be pursued, when the Karadordevi¢ affair
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looked set to poison relations for the foreseeable future.!'’ The events of the next
year were to confirm his worst fears.
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Chapter 5

'The Bosnian Question 1868—70

The Bosnian question was at the very center of what Andrassy and Kallay hoped
to achieve in Serbia.' It was the douceur intended to entice Serbia into the Mon-
archy’s sphere of interest; it played a role in the Hungarian government’s man-
agement of Croatia and the Military Border; and it figured in the diverse railway
schemes being promoted at the time as a means of economic manipulation. Only
the judicial pursuit of Alexander Karadordevic, as an issue affecting the goodwill
of the Serbian Regents, possessed an urgency of its own entirely independent of
the scheming over Bosnia.

The Hungarian objective in broaching the Bosnian question with the Ser-
bian government seems fairly clear. A Serbia enlarged by the acquisition of
Bosnia could only be contemplated in return for the complete elimination of
Russian influence in the Principality, and its unequivocal adherence to the Mon-
archy. In this scheme of political allegiance, moreover, Andrassy and Kallay
regarded closer relations with Hungary as the main attraction for Serbia, with
the Austrian half of the Monarchy at best an involuntary partner, at worst an
irritating marplot. At all times the Austrian military, with their scarcely con-
cealed interest in annexing Bosnia to the Monarchy, were perceived in Pest as
a threat to this objective.

What complicates this picture is the role of the Austro-Hungarian foreign
ministry and of the Emperor himself. It is hard to imagine how Andrassy could
have thought to implement his Serbian policy without beforehand securing the
approval of either Beust or the Emperor; nevertheless, the evidence suggests that
the Bosnian initiative began, in 1867, as a purely Hungarian one, made without
the specific authority of either monarch or foreign minister. As such it remained
for the first few months following the arrival in Belgrade of Kallay, who carefully
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shrouded from Beust any inkling of his discussions about Bosnia with either
Prince Michael or the Regents.

By the end of 1868, however, it was becoming obvious to both Beust and
Prokesch-Osten, at Constantinople, that something was afoot. But whereas
Prokesch’s reaction was one of unambiguous dismay, whatever chagrin Beust
might have experienced at this clear flouting of his instructions to Kallay the pre-
vious April seems to have been succeeded by a paralyzed astonishment at what
the Hungarians were doing.? Beust’s indecision was perhaps understandable, for
in an attempt to expedite the Bosnian scheme Andrassy took the matter directly
to the Emperor in September 1868. The result, for reasons still obscure, appears
to have been a qualified approval by Francis Joseph.

From then on responsibility for promotion of the scheme appears to have
been lodged exclusively with the Hungarian government and the representative
of “Hungary-Austria” in Belgrade.> Apart from an inconclusive téte-a-téte with
Beust in April 1869, Kallay was left to do more or less what he liked, which
amounts to saying that he was free to carry out Andrassy’s policy in the matter.
No subsequent evidence suggests that either Beust, or even Francis Joseph, ever
actively intervened. Nowhere was the pursuit of a distinctly Hungarian “foreign
policy” more glaringly obvious than in the Bosnian question.*

The problem was that even with this bait on their hook Andrassy and Kallay
failed to get a convincing bite from the Serbian Regents. Here the practical difficulties
in the way of delivering what was being promised proved insuperable. The Regents
hesitated to come out in the open with proposals which would, on any calculation,
provoke a major diplomatic crisis, with no more than the assurances of the Hungarian
government as surety. Hungary, it turned out, could no more speak on behalf of the
entire Monarchy than the Monarchy could act without taking Hungarian views into
consideration. A separate Hungarian “foreign policy”” was a contradiction in terms.

Andrassy did not see the matter in this light. Increasingly, as 1869 wore
on with no agreement reached, he came to see the Regents’ reluctance to move
as evidence of their essential untrustworthiness. To Kallay’s dismay, Andrassy’s
enthusiasm for the Serbian connection began to wane.

At the same time, and with perhaps more reason, the Regents’ suspicion of
Hungarian motives waxed with every month that the question remained unre-
solved. The Regents naturally asked themselves how the Hungarians proposed to
deliver. They saw no evidence that the traditional interest of the Austrian military
in Bosnia had subsided, or that Andrassy had demonstrably reversed decades of
Habsburg policy in the Balkans. They suspected Andrassy of acting in collusion
with the foreign ministry in an attempt to deflect Serbia from what the Regents,
like all Serbs, regarded as the ultimate national aspiration of eventually raising
revolt against the Ottomans. Kallay found himself discussing the issue in an at-
mosphere of polite but increasing scepticism.
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The use that Andrassy, this time in agreement with Beust, made of the Bos-
nian question in July 1870, to keep Serbia quiet at the outbreak of the Franco-
Prussian War, shows how cynically he had come to regard the whole issue. Kallay
persisted a little longer with his belief in the scheme, but it was in any case dead
before the middle of that year. Although it was some time before Serbo-Hungar-
ian relations degenerated once more into expressions of outright hostility, the
damage was done.

Andrassy’s brain-wave of 1867 had encouraged the Serbs in the one aim
which it had been the earnest endeavor of Austrian foreign ministers for decades
past to thwart, the possession of Bosnia. The gradual realization that these prom-
ises were hollow did much to ruin the relations of the Monarchy as a whole with
Serbia. And when Bosnia was eventually appropriated by the Monarchy itself in
1878, under the aegis, moreover, of Andrassy as foreign minister, the embitter-
ment was complete. The Bosnian question showed both the scope and the limita-
tions of Hungarian influence on Habsburg foreign policy; but its most important
effect was in needlessly exacerbating an already existing conflict of interest, be-
tween Habsburg dynastic interest on the one hand, and Serbian nationalism on
the other.

The Regents, once Colonel Oreskovi¢ apprised them of his mission to Pest
in June 1868, were no less interested in following it up than Prince Michael had
been.’ The idea of securing the administration of even a part of Bosnia, without a
general uprising and war against the Ottomans, had appeal for a régime as unsure
of its hold on power as the new Regency. The problem for Andrassy and Kallay,
however, was that the Austro-Hungarian foreign ministry was still in the dark as
to what was being contemplated. For several months after the Obrenovi¢ assassi-
nation, the Bosnian plan remained in the diplomatic twilight while Andrassy and
Kallay discussed it themselves and with the Regents, without bothering to inform
Beust. Nevertheless, rumors of some sort of initiative by Serbia reached Beust,
although there is no indication that he realized its origins.

As early as 11 August, Beust queried Prokesch over a rumor that “Serbia is
negotiating with [the] Porte over the cession of a certain Turkish-Slav border strip
to the former while preserving Turkish sovereign rights.” The purpose of entering
into these supposed negotiations, according to Beust’s information, was to make
of Serbia “in addition to a loyal ally, also a dam against Hungarian-Austrian de-
signs.”® Clearly Beust’s source quite failed to perceive that the threads of these
negotiations went back far beyond the Serbian government. As yet no one in the
imperial camp realized that there was a Hungarian dimension.

Prokesch was adamant that the Ottoman government was not involved in
such negotiations. The Ottomans had decisively rejected a similar plan originated
by Prince Michael in 1867, so why should they be any more favorably disposed
now? The Porte’s object, moreover, “is to deprive Serbia of the opportunity of
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realising these plans. The inclination to entrust it [Serbia] with bits of Bosnia
hardly fits in with this aim.” Instead, Prokesch was inclined to blame the Russians
for the rumors:

Convincing everyone of Hungarys intention of gaining possession of Serbia and
Bosnia, little by little, is the zealous object of the Russian embassy to the Porte.”

What Prokesch took to be the imaginary expansionism, attributed to Hungary by
the Russians, was probably a distorted echo of the real scheme being pursued by
Andrassy and Kallay.

The Russians, or at least the Pan-Slav enthusiasts among them, took these
aspersions against the Hungarians seriously. At all times the Russian govern-
ment suspected the Habsburg Monarchy of designs on the Ottoman Empire, just
as Habsburg diplomats automatically assumed the worst about Russian inten-
tions. Fears with regard to Bosnia-Hercegovina were particularly frequent.’? In
May 1868, for instance, Count Nikolai Ignatiev, Russia’s ambassador to Con-
stantinople, was convinced that Austria-Hungary was ready to pour thousands
of troops into the provinces on the slightest pretext.” Kallay’s arrival in Belgrade
redoubled Russian suspicions and shifted them noticeably toward the Hungarian
half of the Monarchy.

By October 1868 Gorchakov, the Russian chancellor, was accusing the
“hot-blooded” Andrassy of “ambitious plans for erecting a Slavo-Magyar Em-
pire,” which would please the Russians “just as little as it would Baron Beust.”!
Nor were the Russians alone in misinterpreting this new Hungarian activity.
Italy’s minister president, Count Menabrea, was equally convinced there were
“ever more obvious tendencies on the part of the Pest government to make itself
the center of a great eastern empire.”"! This was hardly the case, but Menabrea
might be pardoned for thinking it was, since Scovasso, his consul in Belgrade,
believed the Hungarians could not seriously intend letting Serbia take over
Bosnia. Scovasso had been informed of the recent talks in Pest by Oreskovi¢
himself, but thought the latter had been taken in.!? In reality Kallay, in his unof-
ficial capacity as the representative of the Hungarian government, was doing
his utmost to convince Blaznavac and Risti¢ of Hungarian good faith. Kallay’s
own record shows that he was perfectly sincere in his espousal of the Bosnian
scheme, even if, as he had confided to Andrassy in May, he thought that “sooner
or later” the provinces would have to be subjected to some form of Austro-
Hungarian administration."

By the end of June, Kallay learned from Blaznavac that even Risti¢ was now
convinced “that Russia will not help Serbia to take over Bosnia. It only wants to
incite the nationalities against the Turks so it can then fish in troubled waters.”'*
Mistrust of Russia, however, did not necessarily mean that Risti¢ accepted the
Hungarian proposals at face value. Of the two, Risti¢ remained throughout more
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sceptical than Blaznavac, as Kallay discovered when he got down to serious dis-
cussions with both in September.

It was Blaznavac on whom, more than anyone else, Andrassy and Kallay
pinned their hopes. For a Serbian politician, even one with the army at his back,
Blaznavac was unusual in that his hostility to Russian influence was a matter of
public record. Kallay, after he had been treated to an exposé of Blaznavac’ views
on the possibility of a federated southeastern Europe on 26 June, felt sure he was
dealing with a sympathizer.

I have no reason to doubt Milivoj’s [Blaznavac’] sincerity, especially since he has
even revealed his plans for Bosnia. . . . He passed over in silence only the fact
that in this vision of the future he has assigned the main role to Serbia, just as I
didn’t mention that I assign it, once again, to Hungary.”

To paper over this difference, Kéllay assured Blaznavac that realization of
the Bosnian plan would make the Regent “one of the greatest men of modern
times.”!¢ It was at this meeting that the basic details of the plan were sketched
out, details that were to form the topic of much fruitless discussion over the
next three years. Blaznavac repudiated any desire to infringe the sovereignty of
the Sultan. Instead, Serbia would simply be entrusted with the administration
of the province, and in return would pay tribute to the Porte. The Habsburg
Monarchy, or rather its Hungarian half, would also gain from the deal, since
Blaznavac said he “would be ready to abandon some Bosnian territory in order
to round off our Croatia.”"’

Going over these points a month later, Blaznavac expressed to Kallay his
belief that implementing the Bosnian plan was the key to resolving the entire
Eastern Question: “Russia would not be able to come forward as a protector and
savior, because it would have nobody it could rescue.”'® Kallay voiced his delight
at Blaznavac’ adoption of the plan, “since the provinces could never be danger-
ous for us, and if united, they could constitute the strongest barrier against Rus-
sia.”!? Kallay then promised to “support this plan in Buda and Vienna with all my
might” when he went home on leave in August.?

Mentioning Vienna in the same breath as Buda was less than straightfor-
ward, since Kallay had no intention of broaching the Bosnian plan with anyone
other than Andréssy at this point. Blaznavac was thus acting under a delusion
when he informed Kallay on 10 August that “for the realization of these goals of
theirs they [the Regents] are counting especially on the help of Austria, but most
of all on Hungary.”' It was one thing for the Serbian Regents to assume, on the
basis of assurances given them by Kallay, that the Hungarian tail would somehow
be able to wag the Austrian dog. It was quite another for the Hungarians deliber-
ately to give the impression that Vienna was being consulted in the matter, when
the reverse was actually the case.
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Nevertheless even at this early stage there was a certain realism in the Hun-
garian offer to mediate, which the Regents clearly understood. In an exchange
with Oreskovi¢ on 8 August, Kallay voiced his own belief in the need for “a great
South Slav empire” which would “paralyze Russian influence.”? He qualified
this, however, in unmistakable fashion:

it is really all the same whether Serbia or Croatia plays the chief role in this. At
the moment Serbia would possibly be better, because if Bosnia were attached
to Croatia this would give rise to certain ill consequences for the Crown of

St. Stephen and dualism. . . . #

To Blaznavac, two days later, Kallay was equally blunt:

I ... regarded it in Hungary’s interests to set up a great South Slav country in
this region. . . . Serbian hegemony could possibly be more convenient, but if the
Serbs aren’t going to go along with us we will support the Croats. Milivoj un-
derstood the threat and said that they want an alliance with us above all else, but
since this couldn’t be public either on our part or theirs, but only a secret [one]
between Hungary and Serbia, they simply want the Hungarian government to

use its influence on Vienna so that Beust in his dealings with the Porte supports

the handover of Bosnia.?*

That getting Beust to endorse such a policy might be easier said than done was
not a consideration Kallay wanted to obtrude upon Blaznavac’ notice. In fact,
the closest Kallay came at this stage to preparing Beust was in his despatch of
the same day, when he suggested the Monarchy “offer anything” to keep Serbia
under its influence.”

For Kallay the key to the success of the Bosnian plan was not his nominal
master, Beust, but his real one, Andrassy, whom he accordingly visited on the lat-
ter’s estate at Terebes in late August. The Terebes meeting provides a very clear
example of the extent to which Andrassy was trying to promote a foreign policy
objective independently of both the Emperor and Beust, although Andrassy did
accept that their involvement would be inevitable at some later stage. The meet-
ing also reveals the wide-ranging nature of Andrassy’s interest in foreign policy
issues, the very obvious linkage, in his mind, between the Bosnian scheme and
how he thought the Monarchy’s relationship with other European powers, par-
ticularly Russia, should be conducted. Most arresting of all, however, is the fun-
damental irresponsibility of much of Andrassy’s thinking on foreign affairs.?

According to Kallay’s account, Andrassy was highly pleased at Blaznavac’
desire for closer relations with Hungary, as opposed to Austria. In response to
the Regent’s query as to what Serbia should do if revolution suddenly broke out
in the Ottoman Empire, Andrassy made it clear the best policy was to keep the
peace. With regard to Bosnia, Kallay received an equally clear impression that
Andrassy “likes the plan.””” Andrassy went on to remark, however,
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that it would encounter great difficulties, principally on our side. The military
party has not ceased regarding Bosnia as compensation for all the losses up to
now, and is certainly counting on taking it over, and in this way it is striving to
win over the Emperor as well. Beust, however, is afraid of such a daring policy.
The Emperor could, perhaps, be won over for this plan only if we could annex

part of Turkish Croatia up to the Vrbas.?®

Additional problems would be posed by the reluctance of the Ottoman govern-
ment, “in its irrational obduracy,”” to cede the territory; and by the need to ab-
sorb the western strip of “Turkish Croatia” into the Monarchy. “In spite of these
great difficulties,” Kallay recorded, “he will give it a try, but until then I shall not
mention it to Beust.”*

Here already was an admission by Andrassy that the scheme was unlikely
to get very far, in Vienna, unless it involved some acquisition of territory by the
Monarchy itself. From being a mere rearrangement of administrative boundaries
within the Ottoman Empire, it now envisaged a de facto partition of Ottoman
territory by a signatory power to the Treaty of Paris, a circumstance bound to
drag in the other signatories, especially Russia. The willingness to contemplate
an increase in territory, moreover, throws a questionable light on Andrassy’s oft-
repeated assurances that the Monarchy could not afford to take more Slavs on
board.

For Andrassy and Kallay one of the chief attractions of the Bosnian plan was
that it would deal “a palpable blow to Russia.””*! This was no mere metaphor. An-
drassy was not only convinced the Emperor wanted “war to make up for Konig-
gritz,” but himself thought “the Empire needs a victorious war,” which would
“break Russian power.”*? He went on to tell Kallay that, in June, he had advised
the Emperor Napoleon to “attack Russia together with Austria on the pretext of
liberating Poland.”* The Bosnian scheme was a prop in this improbable scenario:

... to carry out this plan it is necessary for Russia to start the war, and for this he

thinks advisable the support of the plan about Bosnia, to the implementation of

which Russia will not agree, because of which it can then come to war.**

The South Slavs could perhaps be bound “by secret treaty” to provide regular
troops, but speed was essential, since according to Andrassy the plan was only
likely to succeed while the ailing Napoleon III was still alive.*

As to practical implementation, Kallay was specifically authorized to express
to the Regents Andrassy’s support; but beyond that there was little of substance.
Instead, Andrassy wanted the Serbian government to submit a memorandum on
the subject to him, setting forth the general need for cession and how it might be
achieved. The memorandum should affirm a commitment to the integrity of the
Ottoman Empire, as well as specifying what contribution of regular troops Serbia
could make in time of war.*®
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The ball was thus firmly lobbed back into the Serbian government’s court: it
was up to the Regents, Andrassy seemed to be saying, to outline ways and means.
This may have been yet another example of Andrassy’s inveterate habit of post-
poning decisions, yet it introduced a fatal note of tergiversation into the subsequent
negotiations. Either Andrassy was sincerely interested in pursuing the Bosnian
scheme, or he was not; if he was, then the details could have been left for later
discussion, while acceptance of the basic proposition was secured in Vienna and
Constantinople. The fact that this acceptance had not yet been won was undoubt-
edly the reason why Andrassy was content to refer the matter back to Belgrade.
He simply could not initiate anything serious without the involvement of at least
the Emperor, if not Beust, and despite his determination to influence policy toward
Serbia. Yet the very fact of postponement was apt to create in suspicious minds,
such as Risti¢’s, the fear that Serbia was being led up the garden path.

This was precisely what happened, although to begin with it was Risti¢
alone who expressed reservations. In an interview with both Regents on 1 Sep-
tember, Kallay was nettled to see that the mere mention of Bosnia caused Risti¢
to smile. To the assurance that Andrassy approved the plan, Risti¢’s immediate
response was, “You do, but what about Beust?”” Kallay could only affirm his own
belief that “Andrassy will win over both him and the Emperor for this plan.”’
When Kéllay mentioned the need for a Serbian memorandum on the subject,
Risti¢ voiced the ultimate practical objection to the scheme:

He [Risti¢] doesn’t believe that the Porte will give way peacefully . . . he thinks
that the Porte will only give way if it is forced to do so by a general uprising
of the Christian peoples. And if, on the occasion of some war in the West, this
revolt broke out, Serbia would not be able to remain on the sidelines.?

Kallay countered with the logical reply that since the Monarchy’s Slavs “would
also probably be affected by this uprising, we would have to station an army on
the frontier, which would possibly even intervene.”* He also deployed the most
lethal weapon in his armoury of scare tactics:

I stressed that the Croats too want to occupy Bosnia and that only a hint from
Buda is needed in order for there to be 60,000 Croats in Bosnia one day. How-
ever, as long as the Serbs can acquire Bosnia by peaceful means, we don’t want
it for ourselves.

Risti¢ insisted, however, that if peaceful means were to work they would have to
be rapid. The Regents agreed to the cession of a border strip to Croatia, but on
the subject of a military, defensive-offensive alliance they asked for more details.
Kallay got the impression that “they are afraid that we will exploit them for the
purposes of a renewed conquest of Germany.”' He noted privately that “T still
haven’t told them that this alliance would really be directed against Russia.”*?
The discussions ended in stalemate: the Regents agreed to “think it over.”*
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It was clear from this that the Regents were divided on the issue. Blaznavac
assured Kallay that Hungary could count “not only on Serbia’s friendship but on
its armed forces as well.”* That Blaznavac genuinely wanted to believe the Hun-
garian assurances is borne out by an interview with the Italian consul, in which
the Regent appeared to be trying to convince himself that the Hungarians had ev-
ery interest in furthering a greater South Slav state. Linked by treaty to Hungary,
he assured Scovasso, it would constitute a barrier against Russia.®

In the meantime Andrdssy had confronted Francis Joseph and Beust on
the issue. Andrassy appears to have had more success with Francis Joseph, al-
though he admitted that the discussion, which took place during a hunt, did not
go into details. “His Majesty,” he wrote, “didn’t receive the idea in general badly,
as described by me.”*® Andrassy resolved to give the Emperor a more detailed
view soon. “Only after this did I speak with Beust, but with him quite com-
prehensively.”¥ But the chancellor, though he listened to Andrassy “with great
interest,”® was openly sceptical. According to Andrassy, Beust “has no great ob-
jection to the idea, except that he doesn’t consider it realisable.”® Beust thought
the Serbs “will promise everything with regard to [Ottoman] integrity, but will
nevertheless exploit the first opportunity and, having allied themselves with the
Bulgarians, they will turn against the Turks.”>* Moreover, the British government
was certain to advise the Porte against the scheme, and “on this the matter will
suffer shipwreck.”!

Beust’s quandary may readily be imagined. In a constitution where the fi-
nal say in foreign affairs clearly rested with the Emperor, the chancellor could
hardly object when his master chose to listen to Andrassy’s ideas. The fact that
the Bosnian scheme flatly contradicted Habsburg policy in the Balkans hitherto
was irrelevant: it was something that could be discussed. This would explain
the extraordinary claim that Beust had “no great objection to the idea,” which
suggests that Beust was merely putting a brave face on what he could not alter.
Where he could make a difference, however, was in pouring cold water on the
whole scheme, casting doubts on its practicality and pointing out, with perfect
truth, that it would in any case encounter the opposition of at least one of the
signatory great powers.

Andrassy was not deterred. He still, he assured Kallay, thought the plan
“very suitable, indeed I think it not only possible but necessary as well.”** Three
conditions, however, were essential. It must remain a close secret until it could
be discussed openly, and ideally only one of the Regents should be in the know.
The Ottoman Empire’s territorial integrity must be guaranteed by some formal
instrument, which should have the endorsement of the Skupstina. Finally, Serbia
would have to commit itself to some border alteration in the Monarchy’s favor.>

Andrassy’s reasons for endorsing the Monarchy’s acquisition of territory
make interesting reading, in view of the fact that it was under his aegis, in 1878-79,
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that Bosnia was eventually occupied by Austria-Hungary. Even in 1868, when he
was prepared to promote an enlarged Serbia, Andrassy was still bound to recog-
nize that certain factors made the Monarchy’s participation in the deal inevitable:

I don't attach the least importance to this [border alteration], indeed I would
much prefer the matter without it, but it is unfortunately a condition without
which, I have to confess, implementation is impossible. The reason for this is
that the military party within, and some foreign powers without, have for a long
time never stopped holding out the prospect of the provinces in question as pos-
sessions of Austria.>*

Andrassy obviously had France in mind; but other powers such as Britain clearly
preferred the preservation of Ottoman integrity. Should that prove impossible,
Andrassy admitted, these supporters of the status quo were far more likely to
back an Austro-Hungarian presence in Bosnia than a Serbian one.*

Kallay’s first contact with the Regents after this, on 2 October, was with
Risti¢, to whom he made it clear that the plan had now been raised by Andrassy at
the highest levels, although “only superficially,” and that “there would unavoid-
ably be greater difficulties.”® As to the Monarchy’s annexation of a part of Bos-
nia, “which I showed was necessary because of the Croats,” Risti¢ “had nothing
against this.”¥’ Kallay encouraged the Regents to start drafting a memorandum
for Andrassy, which the latter could then use to press for acceptance of the plan.

Given Andrassy’s professed belief in the urgency of the Bosnian plan, it is
remarkable that by 15 October, when Kallay next visited him in Pest, he had still
not managed to discuss it again with either the Emperor or Beust. He nevertheless
still favored the plan, and saw it in the context of grand policy:

It is a dangerous business because, apart from how we could win the assent of
the Turks, we will thereby incite the Russians against us, which still wouldn’t be

such a great evil if we were quite clear with regard to our western policy.*®

Andrassy had in mind the Franco-Prussian antagonism, in the face of which,
he was sure, the only safe policy was a strict neutrality. Unfortunately, in An-
drassy’s view, “Beust has recently begun to flirt with France. . . . We must dis-
suade him from this course and secure ourselves in the east.”” The Bosnian
question clearly fitted in with this strategy of security in the East. One can only
wonder, however, how Andrassy could with one breath denounce the supposed
frivolity of Beust’s western policy, and with the next calmly contemplate a reck-
oning with Russia in the East.

On the question of an alliance with the Serbs, Andrassy informed Kallay
that he had been getting assurances that the Serbian government genuinely de-
sired such a connection. Serbia “would be more than happy to help Hungary in
the event of any war it might conduct against Austria,” although this was an assis-
tance which, Andrassy stressed, was not needed.®® Kallay used the opportunity to
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point out once again that this animus against Vienna was grounded in the Serbs’
fears for Bosnia, and was primarily due to the noises made by the Austrian mili-
tary. This was why the Serbian government now saw its only hope in “an Austria
in which Hungary would play the main role.”!

It is clear too that Kallay already had to devote some energy to combating
“Andrassy’s fear that the Serbs only want to reach their own objective, and after-
wards turn against us.”®? Kallay’s view was that Serbian self-interest, if nothing
else, bound Serbia to Hungary. If the Serbs could be secured the administration
of Bosnia, “they would be so preoccupied with internal organization that they
wouldn’t have much time to concern themselves with further expansion.”®* Kal-
lay got the impression that his reply reassured Andrassy; but the suspicion on
both sides was evidently strong right from the start.

Both Regents, moreover, had reservations about committing themselves to
paper over the plan, and Kallay spent much of the next few months simply trying
to prize out of them the memorandum desired by Andrassy. In answer to a com-
ment by OreSkovi¢, in October, on the desirability of an alliance between Serbia
and Hungary, Kallay produced a rule of thumb which can only have increased the
Regents’ doubts:

the form in general wasn’t important and would come to the same thing even
if Serbia concluded an alliance with Austria, as long as what is realized is what
Andrdssy wants.®

In other words, the eventual alliance would probably have to be with the Austro-
Hungarian government, but this did not matter as long as the Hungarian govern-
ment was satisfied with the details. The bland assumption, that Vienna would be
content to rubber-stamp any bargain driven by the Hungarians with Serbia, did
not augur well for the future of the plan.

The reality was that, while Beust may not have felt strong enough to op-
pose Andrassy’s plan, he was less than enthusiastic for it. At the heart of imperial
policy regarding to Bosnia there was now a confusion for which the two-headed
eagle seems an all too appropriate symbol.

Beust did not, and perhaps felt he could not, come out with a clear denuncia-
tion of the Bosnian scheme. Prokesch-Osten, however, was under no such con-
straints. He was by now aware that the Hungarians were prosecuting something
unusual, and for this soldier turned diplomat, who was known to be “trés Turc,”
the implications of the Bosnian plan were disturbing.®® In October he sought clar-
ification as to how Kallay thought Austria-Hungary should go about winning “the
complete dependency of Serbia.” Kallay argued that the Monarchy must con-
vince the Serbs that it wished them well and did not oppose their interests. How-
ever, in Prokesch’s view, “we first have to know what Serbia then understands by
its own interests.”® In reply, Kallay gave the strongest hint to date as to his real
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views on the Bosnian question. He dwelt on the strong bonds between Serbia and
Bosnia, making the remarkable claim that “Serbia is the only country in which
the Christians of Bosnia joyfully, and under whose rule even the Muslim there of
Slavic origins. . .would feel content.” More subtly, Kallay attempted to show that
the old Serbian mistrust of Austria was now on the wane, but was easily aroused
over Bosnia, and kept alive most of all by the authorities in the Military Border.¢’

By this time, Prokesch knew where the principal threat to the status quo was
coming from. On 27 October he warned Beust “against the illusion . . . which
seems to me widespread in Pest, that we can attract Romania and Serbia to us.”®®
Early in November he and Beust received a despatch from Kallay which made
clear the extent of Kallay’s commitment to change. Kallay denied yet again the
rumors that Serbia intended a forceful occupation of neighboring provinces. The
Regents’ aspirations toward Bosnia were long-term:

At some rather distant point in time the Regency perhaps believes, with Aus-
trias agreement and help, it will be able to realize even its aspirations with

regard to Bosnia.

Kallay nevertheless was of the opinion that it was in the Monarchy’s own inter-
ests to encourage these hopes, since “if they [the Serbs] hope for the realization
of this combination from us, . . . we can thereby permanently control them.” The
alternative, he warned, was to run the risk that, in the absence of any effort to alter
the status quo, an uprising would eventually sweep Serbia into conflict with the
Turks regardless.®

The suggestion that Austria-Hungary ought actively to promote Serbia’s
Bosnian ambitions broke new ground as far as the Ballhaus was concerned. Kal-
lay already knew that Andrassy had briefed Beust and the Emperor about the
Bosnian plan, and that there had been, if not energetic approval, at least tacit
acceptance of it.”® He evidently judged it time to reveal where he stood himself
on the issue.

This was enough to provoke Prokesch, on 10 November, to a response
which articulated all the objections of traditional Habsburg policy to the Hun-
garian plan. First of all was the point that, if Serbia did win control over Bosnia,
“this newly formed Greater Serbia would be bound to exercise an ever greater
attractive power over our South Slavs, and the latter would meet her half-way.”
For the Monarchy, in the past, to have striven against these aspirations was un-
derstandable; just as understandable was that Russia, for reasons which had very
little to do with Serbia, supported them. The core of Prokesch’s counter-argument
was based on the irreducible self-interest of a multinational, dynastic state like
Austria-Hungary:

I leave to your judgment whether Serbia’s sympathies would not be too dearly
bought, at the cost of disintegration of Turkey, the European war which would
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result from this, and the serious embarrassments which would then arise for us.
.. . Austro-Hungarian policy cannot go so far as to play into the hands of the
swindle of a national unification, and thereby the loss of our South Slavs.

The current moderation of the Serbian Regents, he concluded, was welcome and,
because it suited Austro-Hungarian interests, deserved support. It would be dan-
gerous, however, to rely on such moderation continuing.”

To Beust, Prokesch expressed his disquiet at what Kallay was saying to the
Regents. Kallay was deluding himself, Prokesch suggested, if he thought conces-
sions to Serbia on any front would secure the Monarchy a decisive influence. Kal-
lay was especially in error if he thought Austro-Hungarian policy was inclined
to countenance Serbian national aspirations. Prokesch left to Beust the task of
bringing Kallay back into line with what, after all, were Beust’s own guidelines.”

Prokesch’s confidence in Beust was somewhat misplaced, for as we have
seen Beust appears to have tolerated if not encouraged Andrassy’s experiments in
diplomacy. There was no rebuke meted out to Kéllay from Vienna for what was,
by now, an obvious departure from both the spirit and the letter of his original
instructions. Nor did Kallay show any sign of being intimidated by Prokesch’s
open disapproval.” On the contrary, he continued to press Andrassy about the
need to resolve the issue speedily.

Kallay informed Andrassy at the end of October that he had raised the Bos-
nian question with Beust “in muffled fashion.”” He felt emboldened to do so,
he explained, because the current situation was so threatening. Romanian sup-
port for nationalist movements, seconded by Russian and Prussian agents, Kallay
claimed, increased the danger of a general uprising; and the Serbian government,
however desirous of staying out, would not be able to “if the East goes up in
flames.”” “All this,” he continued,

we can avert by the cession of Bosnia; only it must happen soon. If this plan is

implemented not only will these peoples remain quiet, but they will even be of

use to us in a war against Russia, and we can maintain our borders in peace.”

In Kallay’s opinion it would be enough to come out openly with the plan in
order to win Britain and France over on its behalf; the precise details could be
settled later.”

The problem from the Hungarian point of view was not in Pest but in Vienna,
where Beust seemed wilfully disinclined to expedite the idea, thus necessitating
further time-consuming maneuvers by Andrassy to get the ear of the Emperor.
The crucial phase of the Bosnian question, by comparison with which the long
negotiations that followed were an anti-climax, took place between November
1868 and April 1869.

In a despatch to Beust of 17 December, Kallay made his most explicit plea
yet for the cession of Bosnia. He warned that, in any great crisis involving the
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Balkan Christians, the popular pressure on the Serbian government to act would
be irresistible. In these circumstances the Ottoman Empire would probably not
survive, and Austria-Hungary would be a helpless spectator, while “the Eastern
Question will be resolved without our leadership, perhaps even against our in-
terests.” The only means of averting catastrophe, Kallay argued, was the “neu-
tralization of Serbia,” for in any uprising not much would happen if the Serbian
element in the Balkans could be kept in check. And the neutralization of Serbia
was only conceivable if its Bosnian aspirations were to some extent satisfied.”

Informing Andrassy a few days later that he had done his best, Kallay reiter-
ated the need for a “decisive move” to counter the Russian threat.” The Bosnian
scheme would give the pro-Hungarian Regency a much needed boost in popu-
lar esteem. There was also the important consideration, which Kallay had been
mulling over for some months, that Bosnia was the ideal “apple of discord” for
alienating Serbs from Croats. “A successful solution to the Bosnian question and
the complete exclusion of Croatia from Serb interests could secure our future.”®

December passed, however, without any discernible effect on Beust. The
chancellor, as Andrassy complained on 27 December, “won’t make up his mind
to act decisively in this regard, however much he (Andrassy) urges him.”®! An-
drassy was glad Kallay was at last tackling Beust openly on the subject, since it
was vital to maintain the initiative. Nevertheless,

all my efforts to date have failed in face of vis inertiae. My old friend [Beust]
sits at the piano—I push the tune towards him in vain—he keeps on playing
something else.®

Beust was evidently stalling, but Andrassy intended making a determined effort
after New Year’s, “and I have His Majesty’s promise that now we must resolve
things once and for all.”®* Andrassy stressed to Kallay that the Regents must
make their move: a memorandum to the foreign ministry in Vienna, submitted “in
such a way that it should not be suspected that you had any advance knowledge of
it.”% In this document the Regents should affirm their commitment to the preser-
vation of the Ottoman Empire, but hint at the difficulty any Serbian government
would have in restraining its people in the event of a general uprising.®

Why Andréssy thought the Regents should pretend to be the authors of the
proposal, when Beust already knew that the whole scheme was the pet project
of Andrassy and Kallay, remains a mystery, especially in view of Andrassy’s in-
sistence on secrecy. In any event Kallay himself was in some doubt as to what
exactly Andrassy intended, and held up a detailed discussion with the Regents
while he sought clarification from Pest.’® On 6 January he informed Andrassy that
the Bosnian plan represented an opportunity “to neutralize the greater part of the
Christian peoples of Turkey and thereby to obstruct any outbreak of movement
in the Eastern Question.”®” On 17 January Kallay prodded Andrassy again. Since
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he had not received further instructions, he pointed out, he had not been able to
raise the question in detail with the Regents. Kallay implored Andrassy to use
his influence to induce the government to act decisively. “The time is short, the
danger great, and unfortunately this danger is going to hit Hungary first of all.”®

Kallay knew perfectly well what the Regents thought. His account of a
conversation with Blaznavac on 15 January highlights the Serbian government’s
dilemma, as well as Kallay’s relative indifference to the predicament in which
Andrassy’s offer of help placed the Serbs. Blaznavac expressed what appears
to have been a sincere conviction that war with the Ottomans over the Balkan
Christians, and whatever the outcome, would be a terrible misfortune for Serbia.
Even if Serbia were victorious it would suffer from the effects of such a struggle
for years to come. Because of this, Blaznavac told Kallay, he wanted peace, not
war, and accordingly he favored laying the whole Serbian question before the
European powers.¥

This was in fact an unexceptionable proposal. The position of Serbia within
the Ottoman Empire was, after all, guaranteed by the powers. To suggest submis-
sion of the Bosnian plan to a European tribunal was obviously in Blaznavac’ eyes
a reasonable, and much safer, way of proceeding. Kallay, however, could only
reply that “if the Vienna government didn’t want to approve the Bosnian plan, the
Hungarian government would secretly help Serbia.” He did not intimate what
shape this help would take, and Blaznavac’ response suggests his unease at such
vagueness. The Regent “would prefer it for this to be public, because in this case
he could prove to the people that the friendship of the Hungarians was the most
profitable for Serbia.”!

As for Risti¢, there was a characteristic indication of his thinking on the
matter the same day, in the newspaper Jedinstvo. In a leader which Risti¢ had
written himself, the need for Hungary’s friendship was acknowledged. However,
“if the Hungarians are only trying to keep Serbia quiet, and are not supporting the
aspirations of the Serbs towards Bosnia, then there can be no true friendship.”
Kallay responded by inspiring a leader in Pester Lloyd, which took the view that
“Hungary would always look with sympathy on the legitimate expansionist aspi-
rations of the Serbs in the Balkan Peninsula.””?

The sense of an opportunity slipping away was by now beginning to domi-
nate Kallay’s respectful but clearly frustrated correspondence with Andrassy.
Late in January, he reiterated his fear of impending calamity if the Bosnian ques-
tion were not resolved soon.”* He was particularly discouraged by the critical
comment in the Neue Freie Presse, which was Beust’s preferred vehicle, on the
recent leader in Jedinstvo. Not only did Jedinstvo come in for sarcastic treatment,
as evidence that the Serbs were once again dreaming of dividing up an Ottoman
Empire which was not even dead yet. In a direct attack on Pester Lloyd, the
Presse denounced the naiveté of the Hungarian press. Policy, the Presse insisted,
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was made not in Pest, but in Vienna, and was moreover “absolutely not Serbo-
phile but Turcophile.” It was crass to expect an enlarged Serbia to remain an ally
of Hungary, with its large South Slav minorities.”

“This article in the Presse has disturbed me,” Kallay noted; “I can see from
it that they have not reconciled themselves to this plan.”® Worse was to come.
Early in February Kallay learned from Orczy that Andrassy had once again spo-
ken with Francis Joseph and Beust on the subject. In a remark made much of by
Wertheimer, Beust apparently went so far as to say that “cette ide¢ me sourit.”’
In Kallay’s account of the Orczy letter, however, this apparent concession was
immediately followed by the rider, “but because of this both he [Beust] and the
others see very considerable difficulties too.””® For Kallay, the hidden message
was clear: “Of course, the fact that they see difficulties amounts to saying they
aren’t going to do a thing.”® And in fact nothing further happened on the Bosnian
issue for another two months.

For all Beust’s vacillation on the subject, a number of documents from early
1869 show that Austro-Hungarian policy regarding Bosnia was still guided by tra-
ditional considerations. Memoranda produced in January 1869 by Colonel Fried-
rich Beck, chief of the Emperor’s military chancellery, and his subordinate Captain
Gustav Thoemmel, while not in themselves guidelines for foreign policy, repre-
sent a significant counter-weight to Andrassy’s and Kéllay’s Bosnian project, since
Francis Joseph was bound to take seriously the opinion of his military experts.'®

For Thoemmel the bottom line for the Monarchy was clear:

Austria must at any price prevent Serbia becoming master of Bosnia, because
our possession of Dalmatia would thereby be much endangered, and Serbia’s
already noticeable moral influence over the Greek Orthodox population of the
Military Border could become considerable.

This did not rule out a partition between Austria-Hungary and Serbia, and Thoem-
mel suggested possible lines of division which ensured that none of the Catholic
population, and only a minority of the Muslims, went to Serbia. Just as important
was to secure for the Monarchy the most mineral-rich valleys, which were also
the easiest trade routes. Failing to do so, and above all letting Serbia take over
the Hercegovina, meant giving it control of these trade routes and permitting it
access to the Adriatic.!!

Beck roundly described a forcible entry by Serbia and Montenegro into
Bosnia-Hercegovina as “intimately bound up with the vital interests of the
Austro-Hungarian Monarchy.” It could have disastrous consequences for the
latter’s internal stability. Any indication that Bosnia was about to slip from the
Porte’s control demanded an end to the Monarchy’s conservative policy, and an
active push to secure “a strategically and commercially essential limited share
of territory.” Serbia would probably have to be bought off, but the military were
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under no illusions as to who the enemy was: “Anything it [Austria] does not
receive in the first partition of Bosnia will be lost forever, and will only benefit
our enemies.”!”?

There is no documentation of Francis Joseph’s reaction to these memoranda,
but the thinking which informs both of them might explain the Emperor’s oth-
erwise surprising assent to the Andrassy scheme. The Hungarian plan clearly in-
volved a disturbance of the status quo in the Balkans, and for radical reasons in
diplomatic terms. Andrassy and Kallay aimed to win the Serbs over with conces-
sions, on condition that Serbia bound itself unequivocally to the Monarchy, or at
least its Hungarian half. The military advanced more conventional arguments of
strategic and commercial advantage, as a justification for ending the status quo,
and stressed the imperative need to assure the Monarchy a share in the spoils.
Although the Emperor was in no way committed to a partition of the Ottoman
Empire, territorial gains of the sort entertained by Beck and Thoemmel may well
have been his own condition for letting Andrassy go ahead. More than one au-
thority, with only a sketchy knowledge of the Hungarian scheme, has pointed
to the psychological appeal, for Francis Joseph, of gaining territory rather than
losing it as a motive inclining him to occupy Bosnia.!® The compromise partition
envisaged in the late 1860s, therefore, can be seen as a staging-post on the way to
sole occupation by Austria-Hungary in the late 1870s.

Beust’s position is better documented. The chancellor saw the question in
terms of its possible effect on the broader scene, and shrank from violent change.
In a memorandum of 3 February, Beust started from the truism, ignored by An-
dréssy, that since “the maintenance of peace is still essential for us,” the Mon-
archy had perforce to reserve “all our means in order to paralyse any eventual
action by Russia.”!* War was simply not an option. Alluding to his proposals of
1867, Beust insisted that the Monarchy’s policy remained the same: to contain
Greece, Romania and Serbia, while at the same time striving to better the position
of the Balkan Christians generally.

Beust conceded that Serbia was still least overtly hostile to the Ottomans.
Hence, “If, at the cost of a few concessions, the Porte were able to relieve itself
of all insecurity on the Serbian frontier, it would not regret this sacrifice.”'® The
intriguing question here is the nature of the concessions Beust had in mind. Was
he resigned to letting the Hungarian initiative run its course, aware that he could
do little to obstruct it? Was he hoping that, against all his expectations, something
would come of it, that the Porte would see reason in the Hungarian plan and ac-
quiesce? What seems certain is that Beust did not, like the military, favor annexa-
tion of Bosnia for its own sake; nor did he really believe in the Hungarian policy
of winning Serbia over by concessions.

The real priority for the imperial government, in Beust’s view, as well as
the only hope of ameliorating the lot of the Balkan Christians, was to open up
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Turkey-in-Europe to economic development, and thus stabilize the situation in the
Near East. This could only be done by hurrying ahead with the railway between
Vienna and Constantinople.!% As far as Beust was concerned, it was essential that
construction of such a strategic link should be concerted solely between the Otto-
man Empire and Austria-Hungary. Any other power dominant in this area “would
dispose, so to speak, of the keys to our Empire and would have the power to close
at will the natural outlets for our peoples’ industrial and commercial activity.”!?’
So important did Beust consider this that he raised it at the common ministerial
council on 9 February 1869, discussing railways in Dalmatia. In a clear reference
to both the Andrassy plan and the Beck and Thoemmel memoranda, Beust men-
tioned “the supposition, still within the realm of the possible, of acquiring further
stretches of the hinterland.”'® Bosnia was an obvious means of safeguarding the
Vienna-Constantinople route, and it was vital, whether there was a partition or
not, that the province not fall into the wrong hands. As for the Balkan states them-
selves, Serbia included, Beust was determined to keep them small, divided and
dependent.'” So, despite Beust’s seeming acquiescence in the Andrassy plan, and
despite the justice of the remark by one historian that the chancellor’s stance on the
Bosnian question remained unclear, certain conclusions are in order.'°

Beust’s preference was for the status quo, but he was not above contemplat-
ing at least partial occupation of Bosnia by the Monarchy. This, if it had to happen
at all, would in his eyes be for purely defensive, strategic reasons. Beust cannot
have regarded as desirable even the partial expansion of Serbia as envisaged by
the Andrassy plan, although he might have resigned himself to accepting it, if
the Emperor persisted in giving Andrassy his support in the matter. What is most
likely is that Beust was resolved to resist the plan as far as he practically could
without distancing himself too much from the Emperor. Kallay was right in an-
ticipating further delaying tactics from Vienna.

There was a natural tendency, however, among foreign diplomats to assume
that the Bosnian plan was a truly Austro-Hungarian initiative. No one could realize
just how fractured was the process whereby the plan was eventually agreed upon.
That it was primarily Hungarian in origin was generally appreciated; that Beust
was a reluctant spectator, rather than a determined advocate, was at first missed.'"

Meanwhile Beust’s reservations had received reinforcement from Prokesch-
Osten, who reacted to the latest rumors of Austro-Hungarian approval of the plan
by flatly denying it. There was a sting in Prokesch’s remark that,

I credit him [Kdllay], because of his Hungarian origins, with too much per-
spicacity to believe him capable of supporting a project whose success would
threaten Hungary with serious difficulties in its South Slav provinces.'?

By late March, however, Prokesch could no longer deny that the policy he rep-

resented in Constantinople was not that pursued by Kallay. To the British am-
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bassador, he expressed “in the strongest manner” his disapproval of Kallay’s
“short-sightedness” in encouraging the Serbs.'"* Confronted by the Grand Vizier
with clear evidence of Kallay’s support for ceding Bosnia to Serbia, and reminded
how incompatible this was with traditional Austrian policy, Prokesch sought ref-
uge in equivocation. To attribute to Hungary’s leaders such a “disavowal of impe-
rial policy” would be to believe them capable of a course which, “however they
might seek to disguise it, would be handyman’s work for Russia.”!'* Everything
in the tone of Prokesch’s reports to Beust indicates that he expected the chancel-
lor to back him and not Kallay.

As of the end of March 1869, moreover, Beust still seemed to be in agree-
ment with Prokesch, endorsing his view that “no encouragement” should be
given the Serbs. To the British ambassador, Beust admitted that Kallay

had been under the influence of the Hungarian Government, who were in the
habit of communicating directly with him upon various local affairs. The ideas
which formed the subject of our Conversation had issued from Pesth and not
from Vienna, but we should hear no more about them and Mr. Kellay [sic]
would abstain from giving encouragement to the ambitions of the Servians to
look to any annexation of the Sclave Districts of Turkey.'”

In the light of what Beust was about to concede, this was a particularly vain
assertion.

At the beginning of April 1869 Kallay traveled up to Pest for leave, in the
course of which he finally had the Bosnian matter out with Beust.!'® Andrassy
informed Kallay on 4 April that he had broached the subject “several times” with
both Francis Joseph and Beust;'"” but the latter was still preoccupied with German
affairs, and as Kallay recorded in his diary, “in the eastern question, it seems, he
is only inclined to give way when Andrassy, for his part, gives way with regard to
Germany policy.”'"® Andrassy therefore had a plan,

by which we offer the Turks effective help in the event of a war with Russia, but
on condition that they agree to carry out the Bosnian plan. Beust to begin with
was scared even by this, saying that before the Crimean War Austria concluded
a secret alliance with Russia to the effect that in the event of Turkey’s disintegra-

tion the two of them would divide up the remains, this treaty would now be

more suitable for Austria than an alliance with Turkey.'"”

Beust was clearly making yet another plea for a policy of cautious cooperation
with Russia in the Balkans. Andrassy, however, “energetically and efficaciously
explained to him the danger of friendship with Russia.”!?°

Faced with Andrassy’s persistence, Beust appears again to have concluded
that direct opposition was futile. When Kallay saw him in Buda on 6 April, the
chancellor made a remarkable admission. As expected, he stressed that “the mat-
ter is not an easy one, indeed is surrounded by great difficulties.”'?! However,
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although the idea did not originate with him, nevertheless he is not against it, he
even authorized me in this connection to announce to the Serbian government
that we will not hinder its aspirations.'?

In response to Kallay’s enquiry as to what he should do if the Serbs took further
measures, Beust simply told him to report it to those above him.

To Andrassy, this meant that “we can now be satisfied with what we have
achieved so far.”'* Convinced that he had a free hand, he told Kallay that the
Serbian Regents could once again be urged to submit their memorandum, “which
we will then support.”'?* Yet Beust, when Kallay saw him again on 7 April, was
adamant that the strictest secrecy must be preserved. Kallay could confide only in
the French consul at Belgrade, Beust said, since France was already apprised of
the plan and, it was hoped, this time would act in concert with the Monarchy.'*

Beust’s concern for secrecy is explicable on two counts. For one, he was
undoubtedly anxious to allay the disquiet that rumors of the Bosnian scheme had
already aroused abroad. For another, by keeping everything as far as possible un-
der wraps he may have sought to conceal from the Hungarians the extent to which
he had been trying to dissociate himself from the plan and discredit it.

It is hard not to conclude that Beust had no clear alternative to Andrassy’s
Bosnian project, or rather, had not the stomach to defend the only obvious al-
ternative. This was the policy outlined by Beust himself on several occasions,
namely, defense of the territorial status quo in the Ottoman Empire, but linked
to reforms designed to defuse the potentially explosive situation in the Balkans.

The charge of supine acquiescence, moreover, makes more sense of Beust’s
policy than previous interpretations. Those historians, primarily Yugoslav, who
have seen, in every Bosnian initiative from 1867 on, a cleverly thought out dual
strategy by Beust and Andrassy, ignore the very real antagonism between the two
men.'?® The summer before there had been a damaging public brawl over policy
toward Germany.'?” The turn of the year 1868—69 was marked by further ructions,
conducted in the Vienna and Pest press, over the question of the Monarchy’s
ability to wage war without Hungary’s consent.'”® By June 1869, apropos of the
conflict between eastern and western priorities, Beust was complaining that “Cer-
tainly no minister of foreign affairs can be more obstructed in his actions vis-a-vis
another minister than I am by Count Andrassy.”!%

In view of Beust’s known views on the Eastern Question, the conspiracy
theory simply does not add up. Far more likely is that Beust, seeing that he could
not control Andrassy, decided to let him field his ideas, which Beust could then
disavow, and see how far they went. If they worked, which Beust cannot have
believed they would, fine; if not, Beust could shrug his shoulders and claim, as
he was to complain about Andrassy in 1870, that he “was obliged to bear much
from him.”"* It was a peculiar way to conduct foreign policy; but then, the Dual
Monarchy was a peculiar institution.
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Kallay was quick to perceive the lack of enthusiasm for the project in Vi-
enna. At the beginning of May he and counsellor De Pont, of the foreign ministry,
discussed the plan. De Pont, doubtless echoing Beust, was “afraid that Serbia, if it
acquires Bosnia will want still more, and sooner or later will attract to itself both
Dalmatia and Croatia.”’?! Kallay replied that the antagonism between Serbs and
Croats over Bosnia was so strong that

if we were to strengthen both (Croatia by the annexation of Dalmatia and the
Border and Serbia by the cession of Bosnia), we can only increase this antago-

nism, so we could even in the given circumstances by means of Croatia, acquire

Bosnia.!*

Kallay had to conclude that “We weren’t able, however, to convince one another
of our points of view.”!¥

Even before Kallay returned to Belgrade, he received the clear impression
that Beust was in no hurry to see the plan implemented. On 18 May the chancellor
“expressed himself very vaguely, said that it is necessary to act reassuringly.”!3*
Back in Belgrade, all Kallay heard, from both Vienna and Constantinople, was
of the need “to proceed with the Bosnian question with caution.”'** The Porte,
according to Prokesch, was seriously alarmed at Kallay’s activities.'>® Garbled
reports coming in to both Vienna and Constantinople testified to how quickly the
plan was becoming common knowledge.!*” Beust and Prokesch can hardly have
wanted the Ottomans to believe that Vienna supported the plan as wholeheartedly
as Pest.

In any case there was little Kallay could do to hurry things along, since the
Serbian government in the summer of 1869 was completely taken up with the
elections to the Constituent Skupstina, and the deliberations on the new Constitu-
tion.!*® Until mid-September Kallay had no opportunity to discuss the Bosnian
question with anyone on the Serbian side.'** About the only person he did discuss
it with was the Italian consul, Joannini, with whom Kallay raised the idea of the
Balkan peoples bound together in “an immense Near Eastern Switzerland.”'*° But
the Italian also pointed out the oddity of the enterprise:

I observed to my interlocutor [Kallay] that he happened for the first time to
be assisting in a diplomatic action exclusively directed by Hungarian interests,
without seeing placed in the balance the interests, perhaps in some quarter di-
verse, of the rest of the Monarchy.

The Ballhaus itself could not have put it more neatly. Kallay’s assurances to
Joannini that “Count Beust shares the ideas of Count Andrassy,” must have rung
hollow even in his own ears.!*!

Kallay, however, remained anxious to get the Bosnian plan moving again,
conscious that Andrassy himself was beginning to get impatient with the Serbs;

as early as May Andrassy accused them of wanting “to derive advantage from
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our friendship, but not to do anything for it.”'** By September 1869 Andrassy
was even more insistent. He was convinced that the Monarchy was in imminent
danger of being attacked as soon as Russia completed its current railway build-
ing program, and the security aspect of the Bosnian question was increasingly
uppermost in his mind.'** To secure both the Monarchy and the Ottoman Empire
against attack from the rear, from the South Slavs, was essential.

Because of this we must win the Serbs over completely. They can only be won
completely over by the cession of Bosnia. Its cession is the cornerstone of our
South Slav policy, without it we are building on sand.'*

The issue simply must be raised again; “regardless of what they think of it in
Vienna and Constantinople, he [Andrassy] will try however to win the upper
hand in both places.”'* But in return the Regents had to act on their own be-
half; and there was an open threat in the next remark: they should “be warned
that, in the event that Austria wins, and they have been on Russia’s side, an
extremely melancholy fate would await them.”!*¢ In response to Kallay’s query
about the possibility of a defensive-offensive alliance with Serbia, which af-
ter all was still a vassal state of the Sultan, “Andrassy replied that he would
achieve this.”'"” He would even agree to Blaznavac’s election as Prince, if this
facilitated the overall goal.

On 14 September Kallay finally managed to have a serious discussion of the
matter with Blaznavac, and stressed that “the time was nearing when something
would have to be done in this regard.”'*® The answer he got, however, reflected
the hesitancy which had dogged the issue on the Serbian side from the beginning.
If the Regents were “sure of Andrassy’s moral support, they would be willing to
turn to Bosnia at once and take it over, preserving of course the Sultan’s sover-
eignty.”'* There was “a certain guardedness” in Blaznavac’ general demeanor,
moreover, that disturbed Kallay.'>

A lengthier discussion, on the 17th, gave Kallay the opportunity to employ
the strong-arm tactics hinted at by Andrassy. He told Blaznavac that “Russia is
going to attack us sooner or later, because she can only break through into the
Balkans by going through us.”'>! Nevertheless,

there could hardly be any doubt as to our victory. I pointed out that Serbia could

expect no good to come out of it if it were not on our side during this war, and
we won.!”

What sort of policy, then, did Blaznavac intend to pursue? Blaznavac claimed
that, “if Hungary and Austria find themselves at war, Serbia will at once declare
war on Turkey and annex Bosnia, the Hercegovina and Old Serbia and form
a single state.”'>* Kallay, however, stamped on this idea as hard as he could:
Austria-Hungary was not looking for Serbia’s practical assistance in a war, he
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said, “only that it remain quiet and not disturb the Turks.”!** The reward for this
passivity, of course, would be Bosnia.

The problem then arose, as always, of how this reward would be effected.
Kallay’s proposed plan of action was a mix of practical, if bold, diplomacy, and
what amounted to political incendiarism.

Two means offered themselves: one was for the Serbian government to send
direct to the Porte and the guarantor powers in connection with this question a
memorandum, which Austria would support, or, if this wasn't enough, covertly

to activate the movements in Bosnia and exploit them to demand from the Porte

the handing over of Bosnia.'>

Blaznavac naturally listened to this unexpected advocacy of Balkan insurrection
“with great attention” but, beyond suggesting that a petition to Belgrade by the
Bosnians themselves was another option, he had no practical alternatives for the
moment. All Kéllay could extract from him was the promise that “he would have
a good think about the matter.”!*

When Blaznavac returned to the subject two weeks later, there was a
marked change in tone and emphasis. The Regent now thought it necessary “to
employ the most pacific methods possible.”!>’
be best to start with some less controversial request. For instance, Serbia could
ask for jurisdiction over the Orthodox population of Bosnia to be transferred
from the Patriarchate of Constantinople to the Metropolitan of Belgrade. If that
were successful, it might then be possible to broach the idea of a share in the
political administration.'>®

The switch in Blaznavac’ tactics mystified Kallay. On 5 October, he asked
Blaznavac point-blank: why the sudden retreat from the idea of an administrative
cession? Did the Regents no longer think the sympathies of the Bosnians could
be relied on? Blaznavac denied this, “but he didn’t see any possibility of action
this winter, it could perhaps be started as soon as spring arrived.”!** He assured
Kallay that, in any Austro-Russian war, Serbia would remain on the sidelines if
guaranteed the administration of Bosnia.'®” Kallay could only report back to An-
drassy, urging further measures.'®!

It was perhaps at this juncture that the seeds of irreparable suspicion were
sown on both sides. Kallay remained baffled by Blaznavac’ continuing air of
reserve. Were the Regents developing a case of cold feet? Worse, were they mak-
ing preparations to go their own way, if not throw themselves once more into the
arms of the Russians?'®

One can only wonder at the effect of a casual enquiry made by Kallay on
5 October: “I mentioned to him [Blaznavac] the cession of a corner of Bosnia
to Croatia, he didn’t see any difficulties in this regard.”'®* Blaznavac might well
have had no objections at this point. Nevertheless he and Risti¢ were to hold this

Perhaps, he suggested, it would
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remark against Kallay, as the Bosnian question dragged on into 1870 with even
less likelihood of a breakthrough in sight. The lack of a solution in turn disin-
clined the Regents to any sort of compromise in favor of the Croats. Then, in the
New Year, the revelation of talks between General Wagner, governor of Dalmatia,
and the Croatian National Party, coupled with Wagner’s subsequent elevation to
ministerial rank, may have aroused all over again the suspicion that some sort of
Austro-Hungarian confidence trick was being played on Serbia.!¢*

To be fair, Risti¢ in his memoirs made it clear that he regarded the Wagner
affair as a case of Vienna trying to set Slavs against Hungarians. Risti¢ saw in
this a preparation for the Monarchy’s annexation of Bosnia, and a means of keep-
ing the Military Border intact as a weapon against Hungary. Vienna, he claimed,
was acting on the time-honored principle “that it had to incite one nation against
the other, in order to draw its own strength from their dissension. Divide et im-
pera.”'® However, Risti¢ wrote these words in 1874. In the murkier circum-
stances of the winter of 1869-70, neither he nor Blaznavac can have been so sure
what to believe.

There was then a break in negotiations for several months, when Francis
Joseph, Beust and Andrassy departed to attend the opening of the Suez Canal.'é
Kallay’s political mentor was effectively out of touch until December and, left
to their own devices, Kallay and the Serbian Regents quietly shelved the whole
issue.'®” It was only upon Andrassy’s return that the Bosnian plan was revived.
In Andrassy’s opinion “the Serbian government could now apply directly to
the Porte.”'%® He had enjoyed a long talk with Ali Pasha in Constantinople,
“and from a distance mentioned this matter as well.”!® In any case the stay
of the Emperor’s party in Constantinople gave rise to all sorts of speculation,
including the suspicion that an Austro-Turkish alliance was concluded or in the
offing, provoking interpellations in the Hungarian parliament from Svetozar
Mileti¢ and others.!”® Both Kallay and Andrassy felt a renewed sense of ur-
gency about exploiting what they saw as a sudden vulnerability to pressure on
the part of the Porte.

Kallay saw both Regents on 5 January. To Blaznavac he argued that now
was the moment to submit a memorandum to the Porte. With sublime disregard
for the facts of the international situation, Kallay claimed that “Soon every Euro-
pean great power would be seeking Austria’s friendship,” which put the latter in a
unique position to do something about the Eastern Question.!”! At the same time,
“Turkey was afraid of the movement which could break out this spring and thus
would perhaps be more accommodating.”'”> Everything, Kallay urged, depended
on using this favorable combination, and quickly:

On our side . . . the greatest influence was possessed by Andrdssy. . . . Now,
it could happen that the great powers will combine amongst themselves, the
spring might pass without an uprising and the Porte’s fears might dissipate, An-



Chapter 5 ¢ 145

drdssy might die—he might even fall from office—or we might get involved in a
war which would take up all our attention, and then we would have thrown up
a good opportunity for a long time to come or even, perhaps, forever.'”?

It was Kallay’s most determined plea yet for action, but it ran immediately into
the Regents’ doubts and suspicions.

Blaznavac agreed with Kallay, but was disturbed by one thing. The Serbian
government had a long-standing policy of trying to establish an influence in Bos-
nia, and to counteract that of Russia.

Although this had been a success up to a point, it was not completely so and he
was afraid that if they take this step Russia will provoke a premature Russian-

oriented uprising in these provinces, by which they would be forced to take part

in this, and that they wouldn’t be able to take the lead in it.!”#

This was a crucial objection from the Serbian point of view, and one moreover
which had an arresting effect on Andrassy too, when he learned of it. For the mo-
ment, however, Blaznavac again promised that he would think the matter over.

Risti¢ had an even more fundamental objection. He simply did not think
the Porte would ever give way over Bosnia. “That’s what I think as well,” Kal-
lay confided to his diary, somewhat perversely, “but we really want to exert
pressure on it [the Porte].”!” After discussing the matter with Risti¢, Blaznavac’
reservations were only strengthened. He now considered the idea of a formal
proposal to the Porte, which could unleash a Russian reaction and a series of
events over which Serbia would have no control, as too dangerous. Blaznavac
was particularly apprehensive about the situation, not in Bosnia, but in Bul-
garia. Here revolution was being promoted, he claimed, by the Russians and the
Liberal government in Romania. Blaznavac insisted that “as long as all these
threads were not in his hands it would be dangerous to undertake a step which
Russia could use against them.”!7®

Another divisive issue was raised when Kallay again mentioned the need to
cede a corner of Bosnia to the Monarchy. Kallay emphasized “that we didn’t want
it, but want it only in case the Croats, who also yearn for Bosnia, were to make a
lot of fuss.”!”” Blaznavac, however, in contrast to his acquiescence the previous
October, was put out. He nevertheless, as before, accepted this as part of the price
Serbia would have to pay.

The rubbishing Risti¢ gave the idea of a memorandum had a certain weight
of experience behind it. A memorandum could even, Risti¢ suggested, be danger-
ous in itself. The Porte would reject it,

and since the other powers would never support it the Porte, even if it didnt
attack Serbia, would nonetheless send an observation corps to the frontier, with
which the Serbian government would then have to fight o, if it didnt do so, this

climb-down would be for it the greatest moral blow.'”®
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Instead, Risti¢ had an alternative plan. This was for the Serbs to stir up a revolt in
Bosnia, and then “exploit the situation by writing to the Porte in such a way as to
offer their services” in controlling it.!” As a reward, Serbia could then ask for the
administration of the provinces. At this point, “both we [i.e., Austria-Hungary]
and the other powers could get involved.”!*

Kallay was stymied. He tried to show the superior advantages of trying di-
plomacy first, “but I didn’t try too much, not knowing whether Andrassy would
share his [Risti¢’s] viewpoint.”'¥! In fact, in reply to Risti¢’s questions Kallay
was obliged to assure him that not only Andrassy, but also Beust and the Em-
peror, were involved in the process, an admission that somewhat dimmed the
image of the all-encompassing Hungarian government. At the back of Kallay’s
mind, too, there may have been the uneasy awareness that he was in a bad posi-
tion to disapprove of instigating revolt, when only the previous September he
had advocated precisely that. Risti¢’s counter-proposal, though not without its
perils, could at least claim to be aiming to avoid a general conflagration rather
than provoke one.

The negotiations were now so clearly in confusion that Kallay again re-
paired to Pest to consult with Andrassy. This is one of the turning-points in the
Bosnian question, when Andrassy at last began to realize the difficulties and dan-
gers of what he had been proposing. He might also have become suddenly so
exasperated by the lack of progress that he lost interest in the matter.

On 11 January Kallay gave Andrassy a detailed account of the recent talks,
“attaching especial importance to the view according to which, if we now want
to resolve this question peacefully Russia might foment an uprising which would
snatch from our hands the leadership in these matters.”'®? The effect on Andrassy,
in the light of all the arguments deployed against the Bosnian scheme in the
past by people like Beust and Prokesch, has a certain ironic aptness: “He was
impressed by this angle, which he hadn’t thought of.”'** So impressed, indeed,
was Andrassy that he decided that the Serbian government, while continuing its
activity in Bosnia, should rather hold itself in readiness to act “the moment it
might be necessary.”!$

There then ensued, through pure happenstance, another one of those long
gaps in the Bosnian question in which nothing actually happened. Kallay was
away from Belgrade for two months, ostensibly sorting out consular business in
Vienna, but in reality embroiled in the dying stages of his affair with the opera
singer Marie Rabatinsky.'® At the end of this period, in March 1870, the first
communication made to the Regents by Kallay was to repeat Andrassy’s advice
to postpone any action. Evidently not much had occurred to change Andrassy’s
thinking in the course of the last two months. Nor would Kallay accede to a
request by Blaznavac for some form of public statement that the Hungarian gov-
ernment “regarded Bosnia as a sister-state of Serbia,” and would not impede the
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amalgamation of the two.'®¢ Such a statement, Kallay said, could hardly be made
in a time of peace.

This was just as much of a turning point for the Serbian government as An-
drassy’s conversion to caution had been for the Hungarian government in Janu-
ary. After years of talk and exhortation from Pest on the subject of Bosnia, the
message now coming through was one of delay. It was one thing for the Regents
themselves to raise objections and foresee pitfalls; they could hardly be accused
of not wanting eventual Serbian control of Bosnia. But when Andréssy started
doing the same, any number of ulterior motives might be imagined by minds
traditionally suspicious of all things Hungarian.

And at the very time this news reached the Regents, they were still getting
conflicting reports about the significance of the Wagner affair. Wagner’s involve-
ment with the Croatian Nationalists, and his subsequent appointment as Austrian
defense minister, was proof to the Regents of continuing Austrian, if not Hun-
garian, designs on Bosnia.'®” Then there was the rumor that an Austro-Turkish
alliance had been signed the previous November, and had been the real purpose
of Francis Joseph’s Suez trip. According to this, Austria-Hungary would receive
Bosnia in return for guaranteeing the rest of the Ottoman Empire’s European

provinces. !

The rumor was groundless, but it put Andrassy’s arrieres-pensées
about the Bosnian plan in a suspicious light.

There seems no reason to doubt the sincerity, however self-interested, with
which Andrassy promoted the Bosnian scheme up to the beginning of 1870. The
Regents, moreover, probably appreciated this, since the differences between
Beust and Andrassy were too obvious for them to be cooperating in such a way,
on such an issue. Yet if the end result of all the Hungarian proposals was stale-
mate, what more could the Regents hope for from Andrassy? More important,
Beust’s reluctance, the prominence of Wagner in Vienna, the putative treaty with
the Ottomans, all seemed to indicate that Hungarian influence was not as great as
all that. Andrassy could initiate debate, but without the wholehearted cooperation
of Vienna his promises stood revealed as empty.

Nobody said as much, on either side, but the Bosnian question was effec-
tively dead. Talk about it between Kallay and the Regents continued for the next
few months, until the outbreak of the Franco-Prussian War gave it a whole new
complexion. In April, Blaznavac floated once again the idea of soliciting the
opinion of the European powers, but did not get much further than that.'®

It was Longworth, the British consul, who provided one of the sharpest criti-
cisms of Kallay’s handling of the issue. Kallay, he wrote on 20 June, was

too intent . . . on exciting rivalry between the Austro-Hungarian Slavs and those
of the Principality, and too glad to avail himself of Bosnia, as a bone of con-
tention, to widen the breach between them, to care much about other conse-
quences: it is nothing to him, who may have that province, provided it be not
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those, whose territory and numerical preponderance are already inconsistent

with the safety of the kingdom and the Empire."”

There was a rough justice in Longworth’s description of Kallay’s divide and rule
tactics, yet when all is said and done Kallay was merely an instrument of his
political master. By the spring of 1870, however, Kallay found himself increas-
ingly at odds with Andrassy over the policy to be pursued toward the South Slavs
generally. Kallay’s account of two separate interviews with Andrassy, in May and
June, make it clear why nothing more was happening with the Bosnian question.

As with Hungarian domestic policy, so with the Bosnian question. Having
suddenly given up on the need for a speedy solution to the problem, in January,
Andrassy by 9 May seemed almost oblivious to it. He was as concerned as ever
about the threat posed the Monarchy by Russia; indeed, he told Kallay that he
considered a Russian war “unavoidable,” even imminent.'”! But with regard to
the Bosnian question, Kallay commented sourly, “I noticed that he doesn’t really
have a firm, decided viewpoint, he would like the matter to drag on [forever].”!*?
Kallay came away from the conversation “as usual without result.”!**

Their meeting on 28 June, which brought Kallay’s sense of helplessness to
a head, did not even raise the Bosnian question. Instead, Andrassy expressed his
sense of the general manageability of the South Slavs."™ There was clearly not
much interest in the project which had preoccupied both men for the last two years.

The Bosnian plan was briefly reactivated in the summer of 1870. The occa-
sion this time was the outbreak of war in the West, which raised for the first time
the possibility of war in the East as well. The Bosnian plan in its second incar-
nation, however, had no more chance of success than before, and the Regents’
reluctance to commit themselves was correspondingly greater. Before the end
of 1871, as a result, the traditional Serbo-Hungarian antagonism had once again
become a feature of the political landscape.
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Chapter 6

Managing the South Slavs

Part of the problem confronting the Habsburg Monarchy, in its relations with
Serbia, was that the Principality could never be dealt with in isolation from the
South Slav minorities in either the Monarchy or the Ottoman Empire. What af-
fected Serbia tended to affect other South Slavs, and vice versa; at least, this was
the assumption in Vienna, borne out by years of experience.

By extension this problem also confronted the Hungarian government in its
attempts to influence policy toward Serbia after 1867. If anything, Hungarians
like Andrassy and Kallay were even more aware of the nexus, since most of the
Monarchy’s South Slavs were Hungarian subjects. It would not be too much to
say that the principal reason for intervening in Serbian affairs, for the Hungar-
ians, was precisely to mediate between Serbia and other South Slavs, to control
the relationship and rob it of what, from the Hungarian point of view, appeared
to be its menace.

The nature of the Regency regime in Serbia, which turned out to be only
notionally less authoritarian than that of Prince Michael, meant that relations
between the Principality and the rest of the South Slav world continued to be
troubled. After an initial period of confusion following the Topcider assassination
and the Regents’ marriage of convenience with the Serbian Liberals, it became
apparent that the new government intended pursuing the same quietist, and pro-
Hungarian, course. This had an inevitable negative effect on relations with both
the Serb and Croat nationalists in the Habsburg Monarchy, with the various na-
tionalist movements in the Balkans, and with Montenegro, Greece and Romania.

This, of course, was precisely what Andrassy and Kallay wanted. In their
scheme of things, the different communities of the South Slav world were to
be kept as isolated from one another as possible, their contacts monitored by
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the Hungarian government. A total, hermetic quarantine was, however, scarcely
feasible. Instead, Kallay maintained a sedulous watch over the movements of key
individuals where he could, and reported in detail to Andrassy as the situation
warranted. The irony of this vigilance was that, for all their proclaimed satisfac-
tion with the loyal attitude of the Serbian government, both Kallay and Andrassy
reacted with immediate suspicion to any and all contacts between Serbia and the
outside world.! It may be argued that such unremitting vigilance was at best un-
necessary, at worst self-defeating.

Where Serbia’s relations with the Croat nationalists were concerned, the
measures taken by the Hungarian government to guard against Yugoslavism seem
out of all proportion to the reality behind the rhetoric of individual Serbs and
Croats. When, in the autumn of 1868, Kallay learned from Blaznavac that Bishop
Strossmayer intended visiting Belgrade, his outward reaction was that he “didn’t
have anything against him.”? Behind the scenes, however, the Strossmayer visit
played a significant role in hardening Kallay’s views on how Croats and Serbs
could be played off against one another.

In Hungarian-Croatian affairs 1868 had been dominated by the negotiations
for a constitutional settlement, and much ill will had been generated among the
Croats by the methods employed on the Hungarian side.® Rigged elections to
the Croatian Sabor, in December 1867, returned a Unionist majority of fifty-
two deputies favorable to Hungarian terms, as opposed to a mere fourteen from
Strossmayer’s National Party. This packed Sabor duly sent its delegation to the
negotiations in Pest which hammered out the details of a compromise. The agree-
ment, or Nagodba, eventually passed by both parliaments in September 1868,
was, in the words of one authority, “more favorable to Croatians than is gener-
ally assumed.” It recognized Croatia as a “political nation possessing a separate
territory,” with legislative and governmental autonomy as far as its “internal af-
fairs” were concerned.” It conceded that Dalmatia and the Military Border in
Croatia-Slavonia should be part of Croatia proper, and confirmed Croatian as the
language of administration. Yet the grip on the office of governor, or Ban, and
the final say in finances, which the Hungarian government reserved for itself, re-
mained outstanding grievances for Croat nationalists. Even after a partial revision
of the Nagodba in 1873, Croatian autonomy seemed more a pious aspiration than
a reality; in 1868 the Andrassy government appeared determined to keep overall
control of the Kingdom firmly in its hands.

For a leading figure of the Croatian opposition to visit Belgrade was there-
fore a political event. Strossmayer was preceded, early in September, by Jovan
Suboti¢, whom the Croatian National Party sent down to sound the Regents on
their attitude toward the Nagodba. Was it really true, Suboti¢ asked Blaznavac,
that the Serbian government enjoyed a friendly relationship with the Hungarian?
And if this was the case, what did Blaznavac advise with regard to the Nagodba?*
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Blaznavac’ reaction was revealing. He defended the connection with Hun-
gary as advantageous to both countries, especially since “Serbia doesn’t want to
be used as a tool by Russia, indeed it will serve as a dyke for Hungary against the
encroachments of Russian influence.”” With regard to the Nagodba, the Regent
told Suboti¢ the only course available was to negotiate openly with the Hungar-
ians; a strong Hungary, he claimed, was a necessity, since “it [Hungary] pro-
tects the Slavs from German expansion.”® Significantly, Blaznavac immediately
turned to Kallay for assurance that he had said the right thing. And Kallay, while
endorsing Blaznavac’ language, thought he should see Suboti¢ for himself.

Suboti¢ called on Kallay on 7 September, and as a result Kallay was able to
inform Andrassy that “the Croatian national party seriously and sincerely wants
to negotiate.” Suboti¢ was evidently deputed to open a channel to Andrassy via
Kallay. “There is no doubt,” Kallay wrote, “that the attitude of the Serbian gov-
ernment has had a great influence on the tractability of Suboti¢ and his party.”
This did not, however, mean that the Hungarian government could afford to
ignore the “undeniable” fellow-feeling which persisted among the South Slav
peoples. Kallay was convinced

that the so-called national party . . . is in a decisive and overwhelming majority
in Croatia. . . . On the other hand, if the plans of the, in my present view, ficti-
tious majority go through, the national party will form the opposition at once,
and they will try to cause disturbances by every possible means. . . . an appeal
to the oppressed Slav nationality would still meet with the sort of sympathy
beyond our borders, especially here in Serbia, which the present Serbian govern-
ment, for all its good intentions, would perhaps be unable, or would not dare,
to get the better of."

Here was the worst nightmare of the Hungarian political class, and Kéallay evi-
dently thought Andrassy should make a push to avoid it by building a bridge to
the Croat nationalists.

The silence from Pest on this issue, over the next couple of months, was
deafening. This may simply have reflected the genuine obstacles to agreement
between the Andrassy government and the Croatian Nationalists. The govern-
ment hardly needed the Nationalists’ support, and the latter were unlikely to make
demands acceptable to Pest. It was evident that, much as he valued having Kallay
in Belgrade, Andrassy did not always see eye to eye with him. Their differences
over Hungarian domestic political affairs were to surface increasingly over the
next two years.

When he arrived on 30 October for what was ostensibly a pastoral visit to
the Catholic community in Serbia, Bishop Strossmayer was thus still very much
the unreconciled bogeyman of the Hungarian government, and it was as such that
Kallay, for all his outward courtesies, treated him.!" Kallay spent much of his
time during Strossmayer’s visit working to prevent a torch-lit procession in the
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Bishop’s honor, a prospect which, since Strossmayer was to be the guest of the
Austro-Hungarian consulate, filled Kallay with consternation. He lobbied with
Blaznavac to have any such demonstration banned, and suggested to Strossmayer
that the Bishop spend the night across the river at Zemun. In his interview with
Blaznavac on the 31st, Strossmayer openly reproached the Regents “for conclud-
ing an alliance with the Hungarians at the expense of the Croats”; and although
Blaznavac was able to deny such a link with perfect truth, he made no secret of
his desire for good relations with Pest."?

Kallay’s efforts to muzzle Strossmayer in Belgrade were not, however,
wholly successful. Strossmayer delivered a sermon on 1 November, in which he
predicted peace and understanding between nations, “not with some over others
but happily alongside one another, and the strong will try to help the weak.”"3 A
demonstration was held in front of the Metropolitan’s palace that evening, and
in a speech made the next morning Strossmayer’s most daring utterance was to
declare himself “ready to sacrifice the last drop of his blood for the mission of
the Serbs in the East.”"* Rhetoric though this was, both Kallay and the Regents
felt obliged to take it seriously. Risti¢ went out of his way to assure Kallay that,
although “a lot of people are trying to cloud the friendship which exists between
us . . . they will not succeed in this.”!s

Behind this petty manoeuvring there was undoubtedly a deeper purpose,
which Kallay only intermittently committed to paper but which was dimly per-
ceived by at least some outside observers. The Strossmayer visit was followed
with interest in the Slav press of the Habsburg Monarchy, and one organ, the
Correspondenz of Prague, openly denounced Kallay for his part in it. Kallay, said
Correspondenz, although a young “homo novus” with no diplomatic experience,
had already contributed to the Karadordevi¢ trial, to the suppression of the Om-
ladina, to the estrangement of Serbia from the nationalities on either side, to the
involvement of Hungary in the Eastern Question. The motive could only be that
the Hungarian government feared any closer development of Serbo-Croat rela-
tions on the eve of the Nagodba.'®

The chief significance of Strossmayer’s visit to Belgrade, however, was that
as far as Serbo-Croat cooperation was concerned, the Bishop came away em-
phatically empty-handed. It was clear Strossmayer had no hope of winning the
Regents from their pro-Hungarian policy. This was due partly to the Hungarian
courtship of the Serbian government, but partly also to the continuing mutual
suspicion of Serbs and Croats, which Kallay saw and was determined to exploit.

This suspicion was easily aroused. It was typified on the Serbian side by
Risti¢’s comment in November that

The Croats have not wanted to recognize their antecedents or that there are
Serbs in Croatia, and when the Hungarians have forced them to compromise,
then they start showing affection for the Serbs. And they have wanted to draw
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us into their struggle with the Hungarians so that when, with our help, they save

themselves, the Serbs will continue to be sacrificed even further. ... "

Strossmayer, by contrast, had a very different viewpoint in January 1869:

The Serbian government prefers the Hungarians and Turkey to us. . . . In Serbia
it is believed that Serbia profits from our being downtrodden and powerless.
How blind, what Byzantine wickedness and envy! But let us not give up hope.'®

Strossmayer’s followers were even less inclined to exercise the Christian virtues,
and it was with them that Kallay saw his opportunity to sow further dissension
among the South Slavs.

A couple of weeks after Strossmayer’s departure Kallay received a visit
from Oreskovi¢, who made no secret of both his and the Bishop’s dissatisfaction
with the Serbian government. The two discussed Oreskovié’s plan for achieving
South Slav unity by annexing Bosnia to Croatia, after which, he insisted, Serbia
would inevitably be drawn into a voluntary association under Hungarian aus-
pices."” Kallay’s solitary reflections that evening were revealing:

This conversation has strengthened the conviction I have had for years that in
these provinces [Bosnia-Hercegovina] we can achieve a lot by making use of
the jealousy which the Serbs and the Croats feel against one another. We must
exploit this skilfully on one side and the other.

Four days later, Kallay called on Risti¢, who launched into a bitter tirade against
Oreskovi¢. Kallay did not neglect this opportunity to encourage these signs of
rancor between the government and their Croat adviser:

I mentioned that in Hungary we were very well aware of the aspirations of the
Croatian so-called national party, [which are] directed at nothing less than the
takeover of Bosnia and the foundation of a Greater Croatia, to which Serbia
would have to be annexed later.”!

This exchange gave rise to further nocturnal musings by Kallay, which provide
one of the clearest possible illustrations of the principle of “divide and rule”:

It really would be a beautiful result if T could alienate the Croats and Serbs from
one another. . . . It is my old idea that these two nations can’t be friends; both are
striving for hegemony, especially with regard to Bosnia. The Bosnian question,
consequently, is an apple of discord which, thrown in between them skilfully
and at the right time, can naturally alienate them from one another.”?

The Bosnian question, then, was not just a device for winning Serbia over to the
Habsburg Monarchy; it was envisaged as playing a key role in managing the na-
tionalities within the Monarchy itself.

Kallay developed this theme in a letter to Andrassy in mid-December. At a
time when the Hungarian parliament had just passed the Nationalities Law, he
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argued, it was more essential than ever to maintain the present Serbian regime’s
indifference to nationality questions to the north. Blaznavac, Kallay reported,
had reiterated that the Regents “don’t care even if the nationalities in Hungary
are oppressed forever, Serbia’s mission is in the Balkan Peninsula and not north
of the Danube.”” This had an obvious application to the situation in Croatia and
southern Hungary. By supporting Serbia’s aspirations in the Balkans and ensur-
ing the goodwill of Belgrade, “not only would the nations be completely preoc-
cupied with their own affairs, but our nationalities too, seeing that nothing was
to be expected henceforward, would finally settle down.”** Serbia, which Kallay
considered “the focal point of the Eastern Question,” would be won over com-
pletely if the Monarchy could guarantee it possession of Bosnia, while the very
fact that Serbia had Bosnia would suffice to enrage the Croats and divide them
permanently from the Serbs.?

Andrassy appears implicitly to have approved this scenario when, in his
reply of 27 December, he endorsed the “soundness” of Kallay’s views.?® In the
meantime, Kallay was also encouraging Croatian ambitions in another direction.
Oreskovi¢, whom he saw on 20 December, declared that “the Croats can be com-
pletely satisfied if they really get Dalmatia and the [Military] Border.”?” In the
following months Kallay went out of his way to support this solution.?® What he
seems to have envisaged was a species of enforced trade-off: Serbia, whether the
Croats liked it or not, would be awarded Bosnia, or at least the lion’s share of it;
the Croats would regain control of the Military Border and Dalmatia. The Bosnian
issue would ensure, when all the territories in question had been parcelled out,
that neither side would ever be able to cooperate with the other against the center.

The Hungarian aim was plainly to keep Serbia and Civil Croatia divided.
In the Military Border, by contrast, the objective was more negative: simply to
exclude Serbian influence and encourage the Regency’s professed indifference to
what happened there.

The whole question of the Border’s dissolution was acute by the beginning
of 1869. Andrassy was determined to abolish this institution which, in the past,
had served the absolutist Monarchy against Hungary and which, even after the
Ausgleich, was considered to be, in Wertheimer’s words, “a constant threat to
Hungary, which saw in the Border an unshakeable pillar of the reactionary circle
ranged against it in Vienna.”? In addition to being what Kallay was apt to refer
to as “the den of reaction,”® the Border also appeared to Hungary’s leaders as
a seed-bed of South Slav nationalism. From the Hungarian point of view this
was all the more dangerous because the traditional hostility of Catholic Croats
and Orthodox Serbs was not maintained in the Grenzer regiments, whose shared
role engendered “a good deal of common feeling.”?! Here was a Slav population,
trained to bear arms, where the policy of divide and rule faced unusual solidarity,
and which constitutionally remained the exclusive domain of the Emperor and
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the military. It is hardly surprising that the continued existence of the Border wor-
ried the Hungarian government.

On the other hand, it is possible to see how exaggerated these fears were
when one considers the extent to which the Border was regarded as a liability
even in Vienna. The wars of 1859 and 1866 had demonstrated the waning military
effectiveness of the Grenzer troops and, what was more important, their unreli-
ability. In an age of nationalism the Grenzer were no more immune than any other
of the Monarchy’s ethnic groups, and the Austrian government was well aware
that the Border figured largely in past plans by the Serbian government for a ris-
ing in Bosnia; indeed, the staunchest advocate of such plans was the ex-Grenzer
officer, Oreskovi¢. This not only gave rise, in the general staff, to counter-plans
for a preventive occupation of Bosnia, but also made the imperial government all
the more ready to compromise with the Hungarian leadership.*

There is no convincing evidence that the Austrian military consciously en-
tertained the designs attributed to them, by Hungarians like Andrassy and Kallay,
with regard to the Military Border. Apart from anything else, the determination
of the Emperor himself to adhere to the deal struck with the Hungarians in 1867
would have made using the Border as a springboard for reaction almost unthink-
able; and where the Emperor did not lead, his generals were unlikely to initiate
their own action.*® The chief argument against dissolving the Border, for the gen-
erals as for Francis Joseph, was the fact that it constituted a preserve of military
power, free from civilian control, and thus desirable in itself.**

The debate on the future of the Border swayed back and forth in the first half
of 1869, but the Hungarian viewpoint finally prevailed in the common ministe-
rial councils of 26 May and 1 July. For the Emperor the decisive point was when
Andrassy convinced him of the reality of the South Slav nationalist threat. Feeling
in the Grenzer regiments against the Hungarian government was by now running
high, and found expression in a spate of violently anti-Hungarian pamphlets; the
fact that the Croatian National Party sided with the Grenzer against Pest only served
to reinforce the impression of a Border succumbing to the virus of nationalism. On
13 August 1869 Francis Joseph approved a gradual dissolution of the Border.*

It is difficult to distinguish fact from fiction in some of the Hungarian argu-
ments deployed against the Border’s continued existence. Kallay, in particular,
seems to have been ready to believe almost anything about the doings of the
“Vienna military reaction”; yet the sources for some of his alarms suggest that
he was better at scaring himself than others on this subject. It was Blaznavac,
for instance, who told him in August 1868 of a communication received from a
Grenzer officer, to the effect that “the Border can still be used by the Austrian re-
action as an instrument against Hungary, but Serbia can exercise a great influence
on it.”*¢ Kallay warned that “neither Vienna nor Buda can rely on the Border, only
Serbia,” and that “the military party, despite the unfavorable situation, fan the
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flames with hints of an annexation of Bosnia.”*” To Beust Kallay painted the situ-
ation in the Border “in very dark colors.”*® To Andrassy he reported “revolution-
ary agitation,” and on the basis of reports from contacts in Hungary concluded
that “there is a disposition against us so hostile that at the given signal the scenes
of 1848 could be repeated any time.”*’

In reality the Hungarians held all the best cards in this tug-of-war with the
military. They could make any number of allegations against the generals’ loyalty
to the Dualist settlement, lend credence to every rumor branding the military as
incompetent dabblers in politics, and cap all this with the undoubted fact that the
Border was clearly past its heyday as a military asset. The military, by contrast,
could appeal only to the Emperor’s sense of tradition and the agreeable freedom
from civilian control which the Border offered. The growing Croat and Serb agi-
tation against the government in the Border thus had three results. It played the
decisive role in convincing Francis Joseph of the justice of the Hungarian case
against the Border. It convinced Kallay, if not Andrassy, of the existence of an al-
liance between the Croats and the military. Finally, it confirmed Andrassy and his
government in their view that no compromise was possible with either nationalist
movement, and created the climate of opinion in which Kallay could seriously
contemplate assassination as a means of resolving political difficulties.

Kallay was glad to encourage Croats like Oreskovi¢ to think that Dalmatia
and the bulk of the Border would eventually be reincorporated into Croatia. In the
case of the Serbs in the Border it was Kallay’s object to demonstrate the inevi-
tability of their reincorporation into either Civil Croatia or Hungary itself. This,
however, was a goal which clearly clashed with the demand, newly formulated
by Mileti¢ in January 1869, for a Serbian autonomous region within Hungary.*

Kallay’s immediate preoccupation was to steer the Serbian government
clear of this domestic Austro-Hungarian controversy. As a conversation with the
British consul in the spring of 1869 reveals, he encouraged the equivocal attitude
of the Serbian government toward the Grenzer: “The truth is the Government
here [i.e., in Pest] looks upon the whole Grentzer system with ill-disguised fear
and suspicion.” Grenzer officers like Oreskovi¢ were better trained and educated
than the average Serbian officer; but as former servants of the Habsburgs no Ser-
bian government could ever completely trust them.

These are weaknesses and peculiarities of character, which Mr. Kallay has stud-
ied, and knows very well to turn to the best account, if by working on a com-
mon sense of danger, he could evoke a common feeling of antagonism to the
Grentzers, he would undoubtedly render a good service to the Hungarian, what-
ever he might to the Austrian Government.”!

The irony was that, while seeking to arouse this antagonism, Kallay was also
busily promoting the Bosnian scheme, which was bound to increase the Serbian
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government’s reliance on the training and administrative experience which the
Grenzer alone could offer.

Kallay and, through him, Andrassy certainly knew about the various secret
but ultimately abortive contacts between Vienna and the Croats in the course of
1869.#* The conclusions that they drew from the evidence available, however,
were unduly alarmist. Kallay read the worst into Oreskovi¢’s meetings with Gen-
eral Wagner, military governor of Dalmatia.** “Since these plans are not being
conceived in either the foreign ministry or the Hungarian ministry,” he wrote
Andrassy on 28 July, “their seat cannot be other than the . . . military party.”** The
mere fact of meetings between Strossmayer’s confidant, Matija Mrazovi¢, and
someone like Wagner, in mid-summer 1869, indicated to Kallay that

something is being matured behind the scenes, which is directed principally
against Hungary. . . . The plans recently prepared for the reform of the Border
appear to prove this. They give a degree of autonomy to the Border communities
which they could scarcely enjoy once they were joined to Hungary.®

At the very time when the Delegations were debating the Border question, Kallay
suggested, “it is perhaps being relied upon that the population of the Border will
not see any advantages in union with Hungary and Croatia and will thus resist it.”

Here was the nub of Hungarian concern about the Border: the situation, at
least in Kallay’s opinion, could conceivably lead to armed revolt. He repeated
his warning about an alliance between the Croats and the military early in Sep-
tember, by which time the activities of Mileti¢, on behalf of the Serbian Grenzer,
were also troubling him.*’” His general foreboding was only deepened when, in
Pest a few days later, he discussed the Border and the general situation with An-
drassy. The latter

especially voiced the certainty that Russia will fall upon us as soon as she com-
pletes her railways. The important thing, in the struggle, is that our back, as well
as that of the Turks, should be protected against the South Slavs. Because of this
we must win the Serbs over completely.®

The Bosnian question was the specific reference for this policy, but it would
be equally essential, if war really were imminent, to head off any unrest in the
Border.

The Dalmatian revolt, which broke out in the Cattaro region in mid-September
1869, set these Hungarian alarm bells ringing all the more urgently. Originating
as a purely local dispute over the application of the Austrian military service law
of December 1868, the revolt proved difficult to suppress and dragged on until
January 1870.% Apart from being an embarrassing revelation of the Monarchy’s
weakness, it quickly became a focus for South Slav nationalist discontents, and
consequently a natural source of apprehension in both Vienna and Pest. The fear
was, first, that the insurgents might attract the armed support of Montenegro,
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which adjoined Dalmatia, and the material and financial support of Slavs ev-
erywhere else, including Serbia. Second, and this was a particularly Hungarian
preoccupation, it was thought the Dalmatian example might prompt a similar
explosion in the Border.

Ironically, one effect of the Dalmatian revolt was to scupper once and for
all any real likelihood of cooperation between Croat nationalists and the Austrian
military along the lines feared by Kallay. General Wagner, in particular, whose
ineffective efforts to repress the uprising led to his replacement as governor of
Dalmatia in December, became the object of universal obloquy among the Slavs
inside and outside the Monarchy.*® Conversely, the reaction of government cir-
cles to the revolt, especially the military authorities, was immediately to suspect
the Croatian National Party of being its instigator.’'

Kallay, however, remained convinced of the existence of a Croat-military
combination. His apprehensions were increased late in September when his dep-
uty Theodorovics reported, after a visit to Pancevo across the river, that “in the
people a great fear of the Hungarians prevails and a great irritation, and it would
only need instigators for a rebellion like 1848 to break out.”? Articles in the
military-inspired Border paper Zukunft, in Kallay’s opinion, constituted a call to
the Border to rise up in arms, which “again shows that the military reaction and
Croatian national party are in agreement.”* Reporting to Beust in November, on
the sympathy for the Cattaro insurgents in the Border, Kallay pointed out that
the longer the revolt dragged on, the livelier the interest with which the Serbs
followed it, and the higher their hopes that something might happen to make
Serbia’s own aspirations realizable. It was yet another opportunity for Kallay
to reiterate his thesis that Serbia was the linchpin of peace in the Balkans, and
that “If Serbia moves, however, then all of a sudden the whole Eastern Question
comes to the forefront.”**

In fact the behavior of the Serbian government was something from which
Kallay could derive some comfort. On the Border, both Blaznavac and Risti¢
stressed their disinterest in the fate of the Grenzer, to the point even of informing
Kallay of the movements of nationalists there and warning against the machina-
tions of the military.*® The fact that Mileti¢ was a supporter of the Serbian Gren-
zers’ claim to an autonomous territory disinclined the Regents from sympathizing
with the Grenzer cause.

On Dalmatia, an even more inflammatory issue in that actual fighting be-
tween the Austro-Hungarian army and Slavs was involved, the determination of
the Serbian government not to get involved was all the more remarkable. The
fact that the revolt lasted as long as it did, and that in the end the imperial gov-
ernment was forced to accept a humiliating failure and suspend the application
of the military service law in the Cattaro region, was a source of tremendous
excitation in the South Slav world and was seen as a great moral triumph. Yet
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the Regents, despite face-saving allegations by the Austrian authorities that the
insurgents were inspired from Belgrade as well as Cetinje, had no hand in this and
could take none of the credit. Why?

The principal explanation must be Kéllay’s success in convincing them that,
as he put it to Blaznavac on 4 November, the revolt itself “was in reality called
forth by the Vienna military reaction.”’ Kallay appears to have believed this
himself. The imputation was that Dalmatia was a pretext for intervening in force
in Bosnia, an interpretation reinforced by what Kallay knew by now of military
plans for an occupation, and by the suspected links with the Croats. Dalmatia thus
highlighted the differences between Vienna and Pest over the Monarchy’s goals
in the Balkans. Whereas Hungary still opposed an Austro-Hungarian presence in
Bosnia, and indeed sought to help Serbia to the administration of the province,
Austria was at least toying with the idea, perhaps as a means of redressing the bal-
ance of nationalities struck by the Ausgleich to Hungary’s disadvantage. Hungary
could thus be presented as the only force preventing the Monarchy’s annexation
of Bosnia-Hercegovina.*®

Not only did Blaznavac respond to this reasoning, with “a categorical as-
surance in favor of Hungary, and against Austria,”’ but a couple of weeks later
he told Kallay he would be glad if the Dalmatian rising were crushed, so that
Russian influence in the region would be checked.® Kallay, reporting officially
to Beust, naturally did not mention the first of these sentiments.®' Beust, as might
have been expected, replied expressing the Austro-Hungarian government’s
warm appreciation of the Serbian stance.®

Kallay’s success in immobilizing the Regents was recognized by his fellow
diplomats. The British consul got the clear impression that Blaznavac accepted
there was a link between Cattaro and the Austrian military, a belief due to Kal-
lay’s activity: “Able, astute and versatile, Mr. Kallay has perfectly succeeded in
persuading the Servians, that their best, if not only allies are the Hungarians.”®
The Prussian consul reached identical conclusions: “Hungarian policy . . . does
not want to let any powerfully organized Serbia arise as crystallization point for
a future Yugoslav empire.” Yet Kallay, Rosen added, constantly praised things
Serbian and flattered the national sense of importance, by encouraging the Serbs
to think their territorial aspirations “justified, indeed attainable.”

Thus Mr. Kéllay has undoubtedly succeeded, on the one hand in isolating the
Principality of Serbia within the general Slavic movement, and on the other
hand in cutting off the ties between the Serbs of the Vojvodina, the most dif-
ficult faction among the Hungarian Slavs, the mainspring of their agitation, and
their independent brethren south of the river.*t

The extent of the Regents’ psychological dependence on the Hungarian link can

be judged by Blaznavac’ admission to Rosen, in January 1870, that it had been a
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mistake to fight Hungary in 1848-49, and that “‘Hungary’s friendship is one of
our principal necessities.’”®

There was, however, a growing divergence of views between Kallay and
Andrassy as to the proper handling of the South Slav question. Andrassy, while
yielding to no one in his determination to triumph over nationalist subversion
in Hungary, evidently did not share Kallay’s sense of impending crisis. Though
aware of the danger of a rising in the Border (which in fact happened in October
1871), he was probably more confident of his ability to suppress it than Kallay.
Then again, Andrassy was already showing signs of impatience with the Serbian
policy, which he had been trying to implement before Kallay had even gone to
Belgrade.® The result was an increasing disinclination to take Kallay’s advice,
particularly when this bore on Hungarian domestic affairs with which, in any
case, Kallay had nothing to do officially.

This became painfully apparent in the spring of 1870, when Kallay, in
response to an initiative from the ever-active Oreskovi¢, took up the idea of a
propaganda campaign in the Border in favor of a rapid dissolution. Kéllay was
perfectly aware, by this stage, that Oreskovi¢ was playing a tortuous double game
between Vienna and Pest, and had conducted talks with both Wagner and Beust.®’
The upshot of this, according to the report which Oreskovi¢ filed with the Re-
gents on his return, was that Beust had proposed a formal agreement between
Vienna and Serbia which endorsed Serbia’s “legitimate aspirations,” bound the
Monarchy to stay out of Ottoman domestic affairs, and would be kept secret
from the Hungarians.®® No record of these talks survives in the Vienna archives,
and it is probable, given what we know of Beust’s views, that the talks were a
diversionary tactic on his part.® Kallay, moreover, got the gist of Oreskovic¢’s
report courtesy of Blaznavac, so he knew what Oreskovi¢ had been up to; yet he
clearly was so convinced of the need to win hearts and minds in the Military Bor-
der that he preferred adopting Oreskovi¢’s propaganda plan to doing nothing.”
Oreskovic¢’s conditions, for persuading his fellow Grenzers that dissolution was
inevitable, included a number of points which Kallay knew would be unaccept-
able to Andrassy, such as Strossmayer’s appointment as archbishop of Zagreb,
and the removal of the unpopular Baron Levin Rauch as Ban of Croatia.”

Kallay, however, was destined to receive a rude shock when he eventually
talked the matter over with Andrassy in Pest on 9 May. To Oreskovi¢’s demands
regarding Strossmayer and Rauch, Andrassy gave short shrift:

He would never consent to Strossmayer being appointed Archbishop of Zagreb,
because he is an unreliable person, very deeply sunk in the South Slav agitation
which the Russians support. . . . In the same way he can’t promise Rauch’s removal,
as he had been such an exponent of the union [of Croatia with Hungary]. ... And
as far as financial assistance is concerned, he will be glad to give it to Oreskovi¢’s
people, if they want to agitate in a unionist spirit. However, if he should act in a
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contrary sense, then he [Andrissy] will oppose him energetically and if necessary

he will order the agitators to be imprisoned, and even hanged. . . . 7

To reinforce this uncompromising stance, Andrassy mentioned that a general was
now being sent to take command in the Border who would act “in a completely
Hungarian spirit.””?

Kallay accordingly made no attempt to talk Andrassy over, “since our views
have completely diverged.”” In Belgrade, he did what he could to soften the
harsh tone of Andrassy’s answer to Oreskovi¢, although he could do little to
alter the substance. Oreskovi¢, however, showed himself the eternal optimist.
The Croatian National Party, despite their recent feelers toward Vienna, and
even Moscow, still regarded “reconciliation with Hungary as a matter of life and
death.”” Oreskovi¢ was thus still prepared to sound the mood in the Military
Border. Kallay felt obliged to stress that any agitation should be conducted along
the lines laid down by Andrassy, and on this basis the two tentatively worked out
a program for joint action. Oreskovi¢ was eventually to get the promise of “some
privileges” for the Border, and an offer of 10,000 forints toward the cost of the
agitation, when he met Andrassy again in July, although Andrassy made no con-
cessions on the substantive issues.”®

In the meantime, Kallay had sustained yet another blow to his hopes of
influencing events from Belgrade. By late June 1870 he had become seriously
alarmed at developments among the Monarchy’s South Slavs. The situation in the
Border, the wrangling between Croat nationalists and Rauch in Zagreb, and the
increasing opposition to the Hungarian government among the Vojvodina Serbs
all contributed to Kallay’s sense of unease. Some of this nationalist ferment had
communicated itself to what passed for public opinion in Serbia, and was causing
the Serbian government concern.”” Kallay thus traveled to Pest on 28 June anx-
ious to impress on Andrassy the full gravity of what he saw as a crisis in Hungar-
ian domestic affairs, as well as a hazard to good relations with Serbia.

His interview with Andrassy confirmed his worst fears. Kallay set forth his
belief that “the Ujvidék [Novi Sad] agitation is reaching huge proportions,” and
that “behind all this agitation is lurking the Archduke Albrecht”; but Andrassy was
unconvinced.” The minister president felt sure that Albrecht had reconciled him-
self to the Ausgleich and was not involved in any agitation; it was far more likely,
he suggested, that some individual general officer was acting on his own. To this
not unreasonable interpretation, Kallay could only reflect bitterly “I fear that these
fine illusions of Andrassy’s are soon going to be dispelled very unpleasantly.””
Andrassy clearly thought that matters in the Border and Croatia were now better,
with the popular mood already swinging around in favor of incorporation.

Kallay gave up. “Seeing that Andrassy is again seeing everything through
rose-tinted spectacles,”®® he decamped for Belgrade the next day, but not before
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his long conversation with Andrassy on Serbian affairs in general had convinced
him that

in our way of thinking . . . we differ from one another so much, especially as
regards the relations of Hungary with the South Slavs, that it’s not worth my
wasting any more words on itatall. . .. Ishall ... in my reports confine myself
exclusively to the affairs of the Principality.®!

It is hard not to conclude that Kallay was led astray by having only a worm’s eye
view of the nationalities problems in Hungary, Croatia, and the Military Border.
Based as he was at Belgrade, he simply did not have all the facts at his fingertips.
Andrassy, too, thought the military dangerous, especially because of their power-
base in the Border; but being at the hub of things he tended to have a more just
appreciation of the extent of the threat, if any.

Judged in the short term, Andrassy was right to take a more relaxed view.
The Military Border by 1870 was an institution on the way out. With regard to
the nationalist movements in Croatia and the Vojvodina, Andrassy had even less
intention of compromising in his defense of historic Hungary. He saw no need
to make concessions to Strossmayer’s party on the issue of greater autonomy for
Croatia; and he was ready to resort to judicial repression as a weapon against
the obstreperous Mileti¢. Andrassy, in fact, was demonstrating the fundamental
paradox of Hungarian liberal nationalism in the nineteenth century: as its hold on
power was consolidated, so it increasingly paid only lip service to its liberalism,
whenever the nationalism of others reared its head. There seemed very little room
here for Kallay’s youthful vision of a federalist southeastern Europe.

In the long term, Andrassy’s approach to the problems that beset the King-
dom of Hungary on its southern border seems unimaginative and ultimately disas-
trous. It was precisely this refusal of leaders like him to budge on the nationalities
issue which sowed dragon’s teeth for the future, and helped make non-Magyar
nationalists even less ready to compromise than they were already.

Kallay’s vision of things was not necessarily more accurate. He could ac-
commodate the idea of territorial enlargement for Croatia as well as Serbia; he
was possibly in favor of a greater measure of Croatian autonomy;* he could
envisage, however vaguely, a federalist solution. The prerequisite for these solu-
tions, however, was always that Hungary should have the deciding voice, that it
should exert the ultimate control. And in the way he went about trying to shape
events in the South Slav world, Kallay, like Andrassy, was manipulative and divi-
sive. It never seems to have occurred to him that, although his opponents were no
less devious, such methods were hardly a recommendation for Hungarian hege-
mony in a reshaped southeastern Europe. On occasion, this tactical myopia could
blind Kallay to the most basic ethical considerations, and lead him into actions
quite startling in their ruthlessness.
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As a coda to Kallay’s involvement in the politics of the Monarchy’s South
Slavs, therefore, it remains to record his part in the plot to assassinate Svetozar
Mileti¢ in 1869—70. That Kallay should have regarded this as necessary at all seems
bizarre; but his candid references to it in his diary convey the impression that elimi-
nating a major political figure in this way was the most logical thing imaginable.®

Mileti¢, though deposed as mayor of Novi Sad, continued to sit in the Hun-
garian parliament as the town’s representative, and his interpellations of An-
drassy’s government were a source of chronic annoyance. His National Party
demanded the establishment of an autonomous Serbian territory, carved out of
the Hungarian part of the Military Border and the Banat, a solution viewed with
anathema by Hungarian politicians. He was also a supporter of the Serbian Om-
ladina. Mileti¢ was thus a thorn in the side of the Hungarian government, and
feared by the Serbian Regents, who were vulnerable to his charge that they had
sold out Serbian national interests to the Hungarians.

Kallay had been aware since his arrival in Belgrade that Blaznavac, in par-
ticular, thought Mileti¢ should be “strung up.”® In the summer of 1869 he re-
ceived renewed evidence that Blaznavac thought no differently: “About Mileti¢
and his friends he declared that they [the Serbian government] couldn’t, admit-
tedly, hang them, but if we Hungarians hang them not one voice would be raised
against it in Serbia.”®® Kallay was in any event disposed to take this seriously. He
knew as well as the Regents that the upcoming Omladina congress would be yet
another occasion for attacks on the Serbian régime.

On 14 August Kallay was visited by Milo§ Popovié, his newspaper hack,
who was “terribly depressed” over Mileti¢’s activities, and feared “some sort of
outbreak soon.” Popovi¢ thought some sort of action necessary, “especially at
the Omladina congress . . . some sort of scandal has to be cooked up.”¥” Popovié¢
already had a suitable agent for such an operation in the shape of Stevo Mirkovi¢,
a Belgrade innkeeper; and in the event the Serbian government acted on its own,
sending four agents to spy on the Omladina proceedings.®

The next step appears to have involved the Hungarian government itself, or
at least junior officials of it. On 13 September Kallay received a visit from Gyula-
Karoly Mayerfty, the Hungarian interior ministry’s agent in Novi Sad.® Mayerfty
turned out to be in contact with Mirkovi¢, who was definitely on Blaznavac’
payroll. Mayerfty believed Mirkovi¢ would be “the best individual to use for
Mileti¢’s murder, especially if Milivoj [Blaznavac] entrusted him with it, so he
asked my help in the matter.”° Kallay accordingly sounded Blaznavac the next
day, and learned that “Even now he expresses himself about them [Mileti¢ and
the Omladinal just as he has up to now.”!

Nothing seems to have come of this first initiative, however, nor does Kallay
appear to have mentioned it to Andrassy on paper. The matter rested there until
the following summer. Kallay, on a visit to Novi Sad in June 1870, was warned
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by Mayerfty and another Hungarian official, Kormos, about the level of national-
ist agitation there.”” Three days later, Mayerffy appeared in Belgrade, informing
Kallay that he had come to discuss Mileti¢ with Mirkovi¢, “whom Milivoj sent
to Kikinda last year to kill Miletic.” The next day, the 20th, Mayerffy was able
to announce that Mirkovi¢

gave his word that if he can get the necessary money Mileti¢ won't exist any
more after 5 weeks, since he has 3 safe people through whom he can have him

done away with. He will need 300 ducats. . . . Mayerfly promised him he would

getit. . . .  handed over 50 ducats to him at once.”

Apart from the fee, all Mirkovi¢ wanted, for what he seemed to regard as an act
of patriotism, was a commission in the Hungarian home guard for his son, “which
Mayerfty (at my suggestion) promised him.”

Kallay, by now, had been called to Pest for talks with Andrassy, but prepara-
tions for the murder went ahead as planned. A disagreeable surprise, however,
awaited Kallay. The interview on 28 June was where Kallay received such un-
equivocal evidence of what he saw as Andrassy’s fatal complacency on the South
Slav question. More important, Andrassy, though the subject was not discussed,
did not give the impression of a man who would welcome the assassination of
even the obnoxious Mileti¢ for the mere political éclat of the thing. Kallay there-
fore, on his return to Belgrade, sent for Mayerffy with the reflection that, since
“in Buda they once again see everything rosily, I think that Mileti¢’s destruction
would not yield the expected result, so I want to discontinue this business.”
Mirkovi¢ and his cronies were accordingly called off, and no more was under-
taken in this direction.”

One could say that Kéllay’s approach to the Mileti¢ problem betrayed the
crudity of youth; there were in fact more sophisticated ways of dealing with na-
tionalist politicians. In October 1870 the Andrassy government managed to get
Mileti¢ condemned to a year in prison for alleged violation of the Hungarian
press law. It was to prove a favorite stratagem thereafter against Mileti¢, whose
health and reason were eventually broken by prolonged incarceration, most of it
before any trial, in the late 1870s.”® The story of the Mileti¢ assassination plot,
however, has remained firmly bound in Kallay’s diary ever since. Although many
harsh things had been said of Kéllay by the time he left Belgrade in 1875, this
was one tidbit that escaped public knowledge. It seems doubtful that John Stuart
Mill would have approved.
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Chapter 7

Effect of the Franco-Prussian War

The Franco-Prussian War had several immediate results affecting Austro-
Hungarian policy toward Serbia. Beyond this, however, the conflict in the West
had a profound effect on the balance of power in the East. With the collapse of
Napoleon III’s regime in September, the Habsburg Monarchy lost its only po-
tential ally against not only Prussia, but Russia as well. This in turn facilitated
the re-emergence of Russia as a serious rival in the Balkans, when the Black Sea
clauses of the Treaty of Paris were renounced at the end of October 1870. Within
a few months, the Monarchy found itself once again isolated and, in the eyes of
its statesmen, exposed to extreme risk of attack. There was little the Monarchy
could do to alter these twin calamities; and an international conference on the
Black Sea issue, at the beginning of 1871, merely set the seal on this demonstra-
tion of Austro-Hungarian weakness. In the short term, the Monarchy’s Serbian
policy was shaped more than ever by security considerations.

On 18 July 1870, the day before France declared war on Prussia, the Em-
peror Francis Joseph held a crown council in Vienna, with Beust and Andrassy
present.! The purpose was to agree on a policy for the Monarchy during the Eu-
ropean Crisis.

As far as the War was concerned, it is clear that, on the essential issue of
whether the Monarchy should get involved, Beust and Andrassy were not at
odds.? Where they differed was over how neutrality should be announced, and
whether the Monarchy should mobilize. Even on the question of how to deal with
a possible Russian intervention, the chancellor and the Hungarian minister presi-
dent showed a rare unanimity. Each appeared ready to contemplate the inevitabil-
ity of war with Russia in certain circumstances and, in such an event, accepted
the need for counter-measures in the Balkans.
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Map 5. Europe at the Conclusion of the Franco-Prussian War, 1871

It was in their reasons for accepting the idea of a war in the East, predictably,
that Beust and Andrassy really differed. Andrassy saw it as an end in itself, an
essential defensive measure to remove a standing threat to the Monarchy’s, and
Hungary’s, security. Beust, by contrast, had his sights fixed firmly in both direc-
tions: the Monarchy had the chance both to reorder Germany more to its liking,
and at the same time to solve the Eastern Question.?

The key to understanding the decisions taken at this crucial council is that
the Monarchy was effectively paralyzed, and could, by the very nature of its posi-
tion between East and West, take only temporizing measures to meet the crisis.
At the same time, however, all the participants in the council, without exception,
were hoping for a French victory, which would then open up the prospect of ex-
ploiting the situation in the Monarchy’s own interests.*

There were three factors which tied the Monarchy’s hands. One was the
popularity of the war against France in the German-speaking world. Another was
the Monarchy’s poor state of military preparedness. By far the most important
consideration, however, was the threat from Russia: Russian intervention in the
event of a Prussian defeat, or any hostile move by Austria-Hungary, could be
taken as given.’ The practical results of the council of 18 July, then, were dictated
by this danger. It was resolved to adopt a “wait and see” neutrality; to announce
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the Monarchy’s neutrality; and to make military preparations.’ Nevertheless, the
language employed by both Beust and Andrassy during the council made clear
that, if events in the West unfolded differently, they were prepared to open up the
whole Eastern Question by laying down a challenge to Russia.

Beust, normally so cautious on the subject of Russia, seemed positively to
court hostilities in the East at this early stage. It was Russia’s attitude, he told the
council, which made mobilization necessary, in order “to put ourselves on such a
footing that developments do not find us unprepared, if they overtake us.”” One
passage outdid even Andrassy in its air of belligerence: neutrality would “not
prevent us . . . from casting our eyes towards Russia, which becomes more dan-
gerous from day to day, and here we could in case of a war count on the popular-
ity of the war domestically.”® Behind this, as with Andrassy, was the assumption
that a French victory over Prussia, by dragging Russia into the hostilities, would
thereby legitimize the Monarchy’s own involvement. Beust’s announcement that
the Ottoman Empire had expressed an interest in joining forces with the Monar-
chy evidently fitted in with this scenario.’

Andrassy’s vision of the Eastern Question was more predictable, and showed
no sign of having changed since his discussions with Kallay in August 1868.
While Andrassy was not averse to exploiting the conflict in the West to the Mon-
archy’s advantage, it was clear that for him the main point of remaining neutral,
and of military preparation, was “only because of eventualities in the Near East.”
There was, in his opinion, only one circumstance which justified, or rather de-
manded, a resort to arms: “Only if Russia intervenes, we have no choice.”'® The
language of defensive reaction employed here was doubtless euphemistic for,
as we have seen, Andrassy had fairly aggressive ideas on how to handle Russia.

With regard to the Balkans, Andrassy felt that a “wait and see” neutrality
would give the Monarchy time to ascertain what sort of assistance the Ottoman
Empire could provide “in case of a war with Russia.” It would help forestall what
Andrassy appeared to regard as the imminent proclamation of a red republic in
Romania. Most significantly, “we could use the time to neutralize Serbia, whose
position in the war with Russia would be of great importance.”!!

None of the points raised by Beust and Andrassy, regarding the Balkans,
was made the subject of any practical action by the council of 18 July. Neverthe-
less, they formed the basis of certain steps taken by the Ballhaus and the Hun-
garian government almost immediately after. Beust appears to have sounded the
Ottomans with a view to concluding a defensive-offensive alliance in the event of
war with Russia. Andrassy, via Kallay, again took up the Bosnian question with
the Serbian government, this time with a clear strategic purpose in mind, clearly
argued before a joint, Austro-Hungarian forum: this time the overriding aim was
to prevent any untimely Serbian attack on the Ottomans while the war in the West
lasted, and war in the East threatened.



178 ¢  Apple of Discord

In this sense, it might seem appropriate to conclude that the subsequent his-
tory of the Bosnian question, before it finally petered out again in mutual recrimi-
nations between Pest and Belgrade in late 1871, was the product of a genuine,
Austro-Hungarian diplomatic initiative. The execution of Andrassy’s proposals,
however, quickly became an essentially Hungarian sideshow once more. Beust,
who certainly knew, and presumably accepted the need for, this new initiative,
was left in the dark as to its results, and Kallay’s diary shows that subsequent ef-
forts to keep the issue alive, extending well into 1871, were actually undertaken
without the chancellor’s knowledge.'? Andrassy’s “foreign policy” was no more
successful in this instance than it had been before; on the contrary, its principal
effect was to create even more confusion and ill will in relations with Serbia than
already existed.

The hasty moves concerted between Beust and Andrassy in the next three
weeks, to cover the Monarchy’s Balkan flank, were undertaken with the clear
possibility of war with Russia in mind. That even the normally cautious Beust
could regard such a development with equanimity is a reflection of the general
belief in a French victory. The evidence suggests that Beust wanted to be able to
point to Russia’s threatening behavior as an excuse for the outbreak of hostili-
ties." The Ballhaus maintained this tough stance right down to the end of the first
week of August. On 1 August Beust made an unmistakable hint to the Ottoman
government of the need for some form of military alliance.!* He also rejected the
report from his ambassador in St. Petersburg that the Tsar was genuinely inter-
ested in an Austro-Russian entente, as a means of holding the ring.'s

Andrassy was even more forthright. Even while pouring cold water on the
French ambassador’s hope that the Monarchy might come to France’s assis-
tance, Andrassy nevertheless accepted that war might be “rendered national” by
Russian involvement.'* Whatever the likelihood of the Monarchy’s other nation-
alities regarding the matter in this light, it was clear that Andrassy felt he could
speak for Hungary. The Hungarian press reflected this, as in the statement by the
Pester Correspondenz, on 20 July, that “Hungary has only one natural enemy
and that is Russia. We will fight her, wherever we find her, and whomever she
is with, and we will welcome with open arms whomever wishes to unite with us
against Russia.”!’

To Kallay, the change from Andrassy’s relaxed attitude a month before must
have been striking. In conversation with Andrassy on 29 July,

He [Andrdssy] mentioned to me that he doesnt want war, but it can hardly
be avoided with Russia. . . . In this regard his plan is to conclude an offensive-
defensive treaty of alliance with Turkey and as a reward for our defending it to
demand from the Porte that it cede Bosnia to Serbia, since only in this way can
both we and the Turks secure ourselves on that side, and only in this case can we
deploy all our strength against Russia.'®
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Andrassy added that he had gone so far as to write the Ottoman government,
through its ambassador in Vienna, asking them to despatch someone “with whom
it is possible to negotiate.”!? Kallay’s main task in all this would be to sound the
Serbian government as to its intentions. In conclusion, Andrassy said that “if the
constellation should prove to be suitable then we will provoke Russia until she
attacks us.”?

Despite this warlike talk, Kallay treated Andrassy’s revelations with a cer-
tain scepticism. He found his instructions on sounding the Regents, for instance,
“so imprecise that I really hardly know how to carry them out.”?! More interest-
ingly, Kallay got the impression “that Andrassy would indeed prefer a war, but
that he doesn’t have sufficient resolution to start it energetically.”?* It was a per-
ceptive insight, even if Kallay’s unspoken assumption, that Andrassy was some-
how in a position to bring about hostilities single-handed, was equally revealing.

Something even more perplexing was to follow. In Vienna, Kéllay was told
by Béla Orczy that “in connection with Andrassy’s plan” he [Orczy] had talked
with the British ambassador and “tried to get him to agree that England too should
join us and that together we should try to win over the Porte for the Bosnian
plan.”? This, on the face of it, improbable scenario was to resurface a few weeks
later, much to Kallay’s consternation. At the time, he made no private comment
on Orczy’s communication, which leaves some doubt at least as to the accuracy
of Didszegi’s claim that this proved the joint nature of the new initiative.?*

The British sources contain no confirmation of Orczy’s approach to Bloom-
field.?® Beust of course knew that Andrassy intended taking action to “neutralize”
Serbia; and it seems unlikely that Orczy would have broached such a matter with
a foreign representative without the chancellor’s authority. The same could be
said, for that matter, of Andrassy’s approaches to the Porte via the Turkish ambas-
sador. Nevertheless, Orczy was essentially Andrassy’s man, not Beust’s; and one
only has to think of what Kéallay got up to at Andrassy’s behest to realize that the
Bosnian question was already falling prey, once again, to the literal duality of the
Monarchy’s foreign policy process.

Kallay was decidedly against British involvement in the plan, since he
believed this would negate whatever advantage the Monarchy stood to gain in
Serbia.?® Orczy might have been acting on Beust’s instructions; but in view of
Beust’s later expressed opposition to the scheme this raises the possibility that
the chancellor was deliberately sabotaging it by alerting the British to what was
being contemplated.”” Then again, Orczy might have been acting on Andrassy’s
orders, with Beust either unwilling to endorse such a step or even unaware of it.
If this were the case, it speaks volumes for the continuing naiveté of Andrassy’s
diplomacy. As Kallay correctly saw, the British were traditionally the staunchest
defenders of Ottoman integrity; and to reveal to them what their ambassador was
later to describe as this “insane project” was to risk an international storm.?
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These uncomfortable truths were for the future. When Kallay returned to
Belgrade to execute his somewhat ambiguous instructions, he found himself con-
fronted once again with the familiar problem of how to overcome the Regents’
reluctance to commit themselves.

Kallay had already received Blaznavac’ assurances that, as long as the war
was confined to western Europe, the Serbs would stay neutral.” Only if Russia
occupied Wallachia, said Blaznavac, would Serbia march into Bosnia, ostensibly
in the Sultan’s name. This was the crux of the matter: it was not in the Monar-
chy’s interests to see this happen under any power’s sponsorship but its own, or,
even worse, as an independent Serbian coup de main. Since Austria-Hungary
itself was hardly likely to remain passive in the face of Russian involvement, it
was really up to the Monarchy to give Serbia’s action a direction favorable to
Habsburg interests.*

On 5 August Kallay asked Blaznavac point-blank, “if, as a result of certain
circumstances arising, we were able to help them enter into possession of Bosnia,
would they be in a position to maintain peace and stability.”*' Blaznavac claimed
that he was ready “at any moment” to throw 30,000 men into Bosnia, while re-
peating the standard assurance that the Sultan’s sovereignty and right to tribute
would be preserved.* Risti¢, a couple of days later, was even more affable, and
told Kallay that “we will win eternal sympathy if we help them gain possession
of Bosnia.”*

None of this, however, amounted to anything practical. The Regents were
acutely aware of the dilemma with which the revived plan confronted them. Re-
ports from Serbian agents in Bosnia stressed the discontent of the population and
the resentment aroused by Ottoman repression. By the middle of the year this had
caused a considerable number of the inhabitants to flee into Austro-Hungarian
and Serbian territory; and the Regents were receiving bitter reproaches from their
contacts for Serbia’s failure to take action.**

The Franco-Prussian War increased the pressure on the Regents to take
advantage of the situation, since they had long counselled their agents in Bosnia
to wait until a major European conflict arose. “If this opportunity . . . were to be
abandoned, then a lot of people are going to think Serbia will lose . . . all hope
of ever being able to annex Bosnia,” wrote one such confidant on 21 July.® The
same agent estimated that Serbia could easily overcome the resistance of the
four to five thousand Turkish regulars in Bosnia, while Montenegro would over-
run Hercegovina.*

In view of Serbia’s lamentable performance against the Ottomans in 1876,
this was an optimistic assessment. Such sober considerations were not, however,
common among Serb nationalists. Mileti¢’s Zastava was already warning, by early
August 1870, that the European crisis was Serbia’s last chance to preserve its lead-
ership of the South Slavs. “Bosnia,” Zastava editorialized, “is the key to the west-
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ern side of the Balkans; it is the geographical core of the Serbian lands; whoever
acquires Bosnia separately from Serbia, having cut off Serbia’s vital artery, will
sooner or later become master of Serbia.””?” Even the Croats, Mileti¢ somewhat
implausibly claimed, would rather see Bosnia joined to Serbia than abandoned,
especially since the province would then act as a “buffer” between Croatia and
Serbia.’® In Serbia itself, there was widespread expectation that the government
would seize the opportunity, and puzzlement at the lack of military preparation.®

The truth was that the Regents were unable to act, and knew it. Heading a
provisional regime for the duration of Prince Milan’s minority only, Blaznavac
and Risti¢ naturally shrank from a war, which would entail a major commitment
of resources and, if unsuccessful, could even imperil the dynasty and Serbia itself.
Added to this fundamental constraint were others. The Ottoman authorities in
Bosnia, in anticipation of just such an attack as the nationalists demanded, started
feverish military preparations, and clearly would not be caught unawares.** Ser-
bia’s own military preparedness was still painfully inadequate, as both domestic
and foreign observers acknowledged. The links with other Balkan states, and
with revolutionary organizations throughout the Ottoman provinces, had been
allowed to atrophy where they had not been openly abandoned.*' Of crucial im-
portance also was the fact that the Russian government advised strongly against
any precipitate moves against the Ottomans. This Russian caution became even
more pronounced in the fall, when Russia committed itself to the renunciation of
the Black Sea clauses of the Treaty of Paris.*?

Finally there was the compromising position in which the Regents found
themselves as a result of their links with Austria-Hungary. In today’s political
parlance, Blaznavac and Risti¢ suffered from a “credibility gap,” not only with
Pan-Slavists like Ignatiev, but among the Balkan peoples generally. The rela-
tively long period of good relations with the Monarchy had weakened the links
with the Balkans and diminished Serbian prestige there. The despatches of Ser-
bia’s representative in Constantinople are full of reproaches by Ignatiev against
the Regents for being “instruments” of Austro-Hungarian policy, for having “sold
out” Serbia’s national interests.* In the Vojvodina, Serbian newspapers regularly
made the same accusations.* If the Regents had wished to make a move in the
summer of 1870, they would have had an uphill task re-establishing themselves
as the natural leaders of the nationalist movement.*

These restraints on the Serbian government, and especially the discourag-
ing attitude adopted by Russia toward any provocative action in the Balkans,
make a mockery of Andrassy’s urge to “neutralize” Serbia. Had Andrassy been
less inclined to assume the worst about Russian policy, and readier to explore
contacts with the Russians, he might have perceived that Serbia had little need of
neutralizing in the first place. On the contrary, the only threat to the status quo in
the Balkans was that introduced by Andrassy himself, in the shape of the Bosnian
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plan. Andrassy in fact was ill-informed. His chosen man in Belgrade, Kallay, in
his eagerness to see a Pan-Slav intrigue under every bush, exaggerated the dan-
gers of Russia suddenly gaining the upper hand in Belgrade.

By 7 August, the overall strategic situation facing Austria-Hungary had
been drastically transformed. With one crushing French defeat following an-
other, the Monarchy’s whole policy in both West and East obviously needed
urgent reconsideration.

This was nowhere more apparent than in Beust’s attitude toward relations
with Russia. After several weeks brushing aside the Tsar’s feelers regarding a joint
Austro-Russian mediation, Beust suddenly discovered a statesmanlike interest in
the idea, which formed the basis for the common ministerial council of 22 August.*®

Beust had at least abandoned his dangerous flirtation with the idea of a war in
the East, and was forced to admit that there might be something in the Tsar’s over-
tures. He now laid before the council an entirely new approach, which entailed
working with the Russians to limit the effects of Prussia’s victory in the West.*’

The Tsar stressed his belief in the need for Austria-Hungary in the overall
balance of power in Europe, and gave his word of honor that Russia had no plans
for attacking the Monarchy.*® He also reiterated the line Russia had been follow-
ing for some years: Russia no more wanted the break-up of the Ottoman Empire
than Austria-Hungary, since anything else would be, in the Tsar’s own words, “un
chiffre inconnu.” In a clear suggestion that Russia and Austria-Hungary revert to
the old conservative policy of seeking agreement where possible, the Tsar pointed
out that it was in their interests to work together, rather than against one another.

Here, should the Habsburg Monarchy choose to respond to it, was a classic
articulation of the alternative to that policy of watchful Russophobia, which had
been the mot d’ordre in the Ballhaus ever since the Crimean War, and which the
Hungarian factor had so much strengthened since 1867. The subsequent history
of Austro-Russian relations, down to 1914, suggests that the Monarchy would
have done well to react swiftly and favorably to the Tsar’s overtures. Austro-
Hungarian security was generally greatest in periods of détente with the Rus-
sians, and least when tsarist policy was ill-disposed or unpredictable. There was
a decided logic, for a multinational dynastic state with interests in the stability of
the Balkans, in trying to cooperate with the other major dynasty involved there.
Certainly such a policy ran completely counter to that which Andrassy had been
promoting for the last four years, which accepted the virtual inevitability of con-
flict with Russia, and sought to prepare for this by securing control over countries
like Serbia. The Andrassy policy sought hegemony in the Balkans as a weapon
against Russia; dynastic conservatism would gain this hegemony, in the western
half of the Peninsula at least, as part of the deal.

Beust was not only prepared to take the Russian offer, but he came to the
crown council of 22 August with the consciousness of powerful forces within the
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Monarchy on his side. The most important of these was the Emperor himself:
Francis Joseph might be expected to rally to the cause of dynastic solidarity.
The Austrian minister president and the common war minister both welcomed
the Russian offer. There were even sections of opinion within Hungary which
inclined toward Russia, at least on the issue of mediation in the Franco-Prussian
War. While much of the Hungarian press reacted with unease to the mere rumor
of Austro-Russian rapprochement, the influential Pesti naplo warned that the dif-
ferences between the two empires did not mean that Austria-Hungary could or
should avoid all contacts when vital state interests were at stake.”!

Beust’s recommendation to the council, that the Monarchy respond posi-
tively to the Tsar, thus met with no opposition to speak of. Even Andrassy had
nothing to say against exploring the Russian offer, for the general purpose of
securing a prop against the consequences of Prussia’s victory. Andrassy was con-
vinced, however, that Russia was only waiting for the completion of its railway
network and armaments program before falling upon the Monarchy, and sounded
a familiar note with his statement that “Austria’s task still remains as before, to
form a bulwark against Russia, and as long as it fulfils this task, its survival is a
European necessity.”>? The council in short empowered Beust to follow up the
Russian lead.

The answer, however, came quicker than anyone could have expected; and
although the reason for the reversal of Russian policy remained unclear for an-
other couple of months, the general effect was to vindicate every reservation
Andrassy had entered against supping with the Russian devil. Basically what
happened was that Bismarck, alerted to the moves toward Austro-Russian dé-
tente, had acted immediately to head off this danger to Prussian policy in the
West. The inducement he held out to the Russians, moreover, had been sufficient
to sink the whole idea of mediation: in return for Russian acquiescence in the
annexation of Alsace-Lorraine, Prussia would back Russia to the hilt if it unilater-
ally repudiated the Black Sea clauses of the Treaty of Paris.*

If it had not been for the Prussian intervention, itself only made necessary by
Prussia’s annexationist war aims, there were still no insuperable obstacles to an
Austro-Russian entente at this point. The identity of interests which produced the
Three Emperors’ League later in the 1870s, and again in the 1880s, was already
present at the outset of the Franco-Prussian War.** From the Habsburg Monar-
chy’s point of view, and whatever the apprehensions of the Hungarian leadership,
it was a major policy failure not to have exploited this.

On the face of it, however, the volte-face in Russian policy justified Hun-
garian scepticism. This in turn had practical consequences in the realm of rela-
tions between the Habsburg Monarchy and Serbia. The immediate result was to
give a further, if unwarranted, lease of life to the futile Bosnian plan, and other
aspects of Andrassy’s and Kallay’s strategy of tying Serbia to the Monarchy by
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judicious concessions. Whereas détente with Russia, as in the past, would have
given Austria-Hungary undisputed sway over the western Balkans, including
Serbia, the Hungarian policy meant that Serbia’s goodwill had to be bought,
while at the same time desperately fending off real or imagined Russian influ-
ence in the Principality.

Another consequence of the failure to reach agreement with Russia was the
re-emergence of the dualism which had bedeviled Austro-Hungarian policy toward
Serbia ever since 1867, but which the crisis of July 1870 had temporarily overcome.
Beust, and traditionalists like Prokesch-Osten, soon abandoned what little interest
they had ever shown in accommodating Serbia, and reverted to a policy of general
indifference, interspersed with intimidation. Andrassy and Kallay, by contrast, once
more struck out on their own, and for another year conducted negotiations with the
Serbian government very much as they saw fit, and in certain notable particulars
without the knowledge of the foreign ministry. In the process they completed the
sense of disillusionment on both the Serbian and the Hungarian side.

At the end of August, just when Kallay might reasonably have expected to
see the talks on Bosnia resume course, a chasm suddenly opened up at his feet, in
the shape of what appeared to be British involvement in the plan. This turned out
to be a mirage, although there can be no doubt that Longworth, the British consul
in Belgrade, made serious proposals to the Regents, telling them that “his govern-
ment is willing to act as a mediator in the Bosnian question.”*® Quickly disavowed
by London, this initiative by Longworth remains a mystery, but had Kallay in
despair. From the Hungarians’ point of view it was dangerous, because “the initia-
tive would thereby be taken out of our hands, and we would not be able to enjoy
the fruits of this great project even though it concerns us most nearly.”¢ Over the
next few weeks, conflicting evidence emerged as to what the British were up to;
but before September was out the issue was dead, quashed by a vigorous British
denial that any such initiative had ever been contemplated. It is possible that the
Gladstone administration, no longer convinced of the necessity of maintaining
the Ottoman Empire, was conducting a clumsy sondage about changing the status
quo; but if this was the case the astonished reaction from the other great powers
sufficed to kill the idea, and the evidence even for this remains inconclusive.’’

For Kallay, however, the mere rumor of British involvement was exasperat-
ing. “The raising of the Bosnian question,” he told himself,

the English efforts in this affair and our complete inactivity and silence raise
in me the fear that we are going to let slip this opportunity and that somebody
else is going to gather up before us the fruits of the Bosnian question, [which
is] so pressing.>®

Such a result, Kallay reflected, would force him to resign, “because I really have
no desire to serve a policy which is so inactive and does not grasp, and isn’t able to
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realize, its own interests.” As for Blaznavac, “The genuineness of his friendship
towards us . . . depends solely on our energetic proceeding in the Bosnian ques-
tion, and if this is not forthcoming all the fine words and support are in vain.”*

Equally discouraging for Kallay was the emphatic rejection of the Bosnian
plan which the British incident elicited from the Ottoman authorities. Had there
been a genuine willingness on the part of one or more of the great powers to
contemplate change, of course, Ottoman intransigence might not have mattered
all that much: the powers were accustomed to bullying the “sick man of Europe”
when it suited them. But once reassured of British support, the Ottomans dis-
played all their usual obstinacy. The language of their ambassador to London, as
relayed by Beust to Kallay on 11 October, was representative, and had a certain
force of its own:

it was absolutely impossible that the Porte should ever decide to lend an ear
to this dream of Serbias, whose realization would be impracticable not only
because of the Muslim element, which constitutes the most considerable part
of Bosnia’s population, but above all because this project would have subversive
and disastrous results for the security and integrity of the Ottoman Empire.®!

Worse still, from Kallay’s point of view, was the clear implication that Beust, in
passing on these sentiments, tacitly shared them. To the British ambassador, in
fact, Beust had already distanced himself from the Bosnian plan, albeit somewhat
cravenly. As Lord Bloomfield reported on 27 September,

Count Beust said to me in szrict confidence, that he was well pleased to learn of
the disavowal of any participation of her Majesty’s Government in this affair,
and their entire disapproval of it, as the Hungarian Government had evinced
considerable anxiety respecting it, and Count Andrassy especially was under a
false impression regarding the whole question.

Britain’s démenti, Beust continued,

had been useful to him in awaking Count Andrassy from his dreams about the
Sclave Provinces of Turkey. Count Andrassy he observed was inclined to be too
active in Eastern affairs, and especially to meddle too much with the Consulate
in Servia. . . .

Evidently oblivious to the irony of being reliant on foreign governments to rein
in Andrassy’s wilder flights of fancy, Beust went on to make a remark which
highlights admirably the fundamental differences between Vienna and Pest over
Eastern policy. Andrassy, according to Beust, was

anxious . . . to extend the influence of Austria amongst the Sclaves, imagining
that some day he will be able to compete with Russia in these districts. Count
Beust . . . feels in regard to the project of establishing a joint system of adminis-
tration in Servia, Bosnia and the Herzegovina that if carried into effect it would
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be simply advancing the great object Russia has in view, of extending her power
towards the Adriatic, and thus inflicting a serious Injury on the Interests of
Austria.®

In little more than a year’s time Andrassy would be using similar language; but in
the fall of 1870 the gap between his thinking and Beust’s was still a sizeable one.
What is even more striking, however, is the extent to which Beust felt constrained
to combat Hungarian influence in secret. Again, this was a result of the ambigui-
ties of the 1867 settlement with regard to foreign policy. Beust knew perfectly
well that Andrassy had the ear of the Emperor, but evidently did not feel sure
enough of his own position to fight Andrassy in the open. Yet it has to be said that
the Dualist system encouraged this behind the scenes tussling. Beust was like the
helmsman of a ship, with the Hungarians below decks in the steerage flat, trying
to alter his course by occasional tugs at the tiller-ropes.

The theme of Hungarian interference was one that Beust returned to in mid-
October, but again only confidentially with Bloomfield. Apropos of rumored ne-
gotiations for an alliance between Austria-Hungary and Turkey, the chancellor
denied ever having endorsed such a project, and portrayed it to Bloomfield in-
stead as yet another of Andrassy’s tiresome initiatives.*® Since the alliance pro-
posals, as reported, included further mention of a cession of Bosnia to Serbia, in
return for territorial compensation for the Porte in Asia, it was relatively easy for
Beust to saddle Andrassy and Kallay with the entire responsibility. Beust claimed
that Andrassy “ought to know full well that the Porte would never agree to the
cession in question.” Beust himself “had nothing to do with the affair”; moreover,

these attempts of Count Andrassy to meddle in the Administration of the For-
eign Affairs of the Empire, caused him [Beust] at times much trouble and an-
noyance; but Count Andrassy was an essential element of the Government, and
in Hungary, and . . . he was obliged to bear much from him.%

In a private letter the same day, Bloomfield reported that Beust “lays on An-
drassy’s shoulders all the blame of the insane project” concerning Bosnia. “His
[Andrassy’s] notions, he says, are plausible at times, but perfectly impracticable.”®

By his supine behavior Beust had done much to give Andrassy’s Bosnian
scheme a new lease of life; as Bloomfield warned him, “he will get into endless
trouble if he cannot stop this meddling in Eastern affairs.”®® When the British
foreign secretary, Lord Granville, at the beginning of November, claimed to have
heard “on excellent authority” that Beust, not Andrassy, was the prime mover
in all the recent troublemaking,” Bloomfield was politely sceptical, and put his
finger on the real problem: Beust might have been the instigator, “but both are
equally to blame & the Chancellor had no business to admit of Hungary’s inter-
ference in the Department of Foreign Affairs in the irresponsible way in which
it has been carried on in the East.”® It was a just criticism. Unfortunately for
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Beust, however, Andrassy had no intention of limiting his involvement in the
Monarchy’s Serbian policy. On the contrary, over the next couple of months he
and Kallay intensified their efforts in this direction, fortified by the consciousness
of having the direct endorsement of the monarch himself for their actions.

On 24 October Andrassy wrote one of his increasingly rare despatches to
Kallay.*” It was a long, rambling disquisition, which Kallay found so perplexing
that he asked for clarification before acting on it.”” Nevertheless, as a detailed
exposition of Andrassy’s Serbian policy, by late 1870, the despatch shows that
even at this stage Andrassy continued to believe in the possibility of buying Ser-
bia’s allegiance by means of the Bosnian plan, and the prosecution of Alexander
Karadordevi¢. It also shows, however, the growth of Andrassy’s impatience, as
well as his tendency to interpret the Regents’ reticence as ill will and conspiracy.

Andrassy was irritated by the Serbian reaction to Karadordevi¢’s release
in early October. The Hungarian government would of course continue to press
for Karadordevi¢’s conviction, but his case hardly warranted a Serbian turn to-
ward Russia: “this can never be anything but a pretext from the point of view of
Serbia’s foreign policy, not a deciding factor.””! In Andrassy’s view the changes
wrought by the Franco-Prussian War were fundamental, and perhaps not what the
Regents had expected. Despite the tactical cooperation of Prussia and Russia at
the outset of hostilities, Andrassy warned, it would be a mistake to imagine that
this had survived the by now obvious French defeat. Russia could see that it was
no longer needed by the new Germany; and Germany, for its part, was unlikely
“to gamble away the mouth of the Danube or the shores of the Adriatic into the
hands of Russia or some other, smaller state.”’?> His next assertion, in view of the
storm about to break out over the Black Sea clauses, was glaringly abroad:

already it is undoubtedly a fact that in the East Prussia will under no circumstances
offer the Russians a helping hand. Prussia would regard any action, taken by Aus-
tria-Hungary against Russian influence in the East, with complete complaisance.”?

In short, it was “now more than ever in Serbia’s interest to seek an alliance with us.”’

Andrassy pointed out that Germany could easily expand to the Adriatic
if it so wished, and would have no difficulty in assimilating five or six million
Slavs. Austria-Hungary, by contrast, made a less threatening neighbor for Ser-
bia. Neither Austria nor Hungary wanted more Slavs. On the contrary, Hungary
in particular wanted nothing more than good relations with the South Slavs, and
to see the Balkans free of Russian influence. “Serbia thus has and can have no
more natural and reliable ally than the Austro-Hungarian empire, as it is pres-
ently constituted.””

When it came to specifying how an alliance was to be achieved, however,
Andrassy was vague. The cession of Bosnia to Serbia continued to be the center-
piece of his Serbian policy, but in return for this “all misunderstanding between
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Serbia and us must be made impossible.”’® Andrassy insisted that neither Russia
nor Britain could be involved in this process. Russia in any case was not inter-
ested in Bosnia but in revising the Crimean settlement.”

The problem was rather in making use of the opportunity presented, and
here by his own admission Andrassy had failed to make any headway with the
people who mattered most, the Ottomans.

Up to now this question has not been raised by anyone at all apart from me, so
if it has been aired in Constantinople, this is due to the fact that I have spoken
of it, not in the name of but with the knowledge of the Foreign Ministry, with
Hajder Effendi [the Turkish ambassador to Vienna] and his successor Halil Bey,
openly and decisively.”®

Despite using “every possible argument,” however, “The result for the time
being has been a decided ‘non possumus’, and considerable Turkish coldness
toward us.””

In short, there was still no prospect of gaining the administration of Bosnia
for Serbia, which Andrassy himself held out as the chief inducement for an alli-
ance. Instead, he returned to his initial theme of how Austria-Hungary had to be
able to rely on Serbia, of how Serbia must guarantee that it would hold Russia
at arm’s length. Bosnia, from being the occasion of closer ties, began to appear

more a possible reward for good behavior:

Once everybody is persuaded that the successor to Turkish rule will not be Rus-
sia, then it will no longer be in either our or the other European powers’ interests
to hinder the natural transformation of the East; then we can boldly entrust the
fate of the East to its own peoples.®

Andrassy concluded by reminding Kallay of all that the Monarchy had done for
Serbia in the past three years. The corollary of this was a veiled threat. The Re-
gents must not assume that, because Austria-Hungary sought an alliance, it did so
from weakness, or a fear of Serbia. On the contrary:

It would be a good idea to draw Serbia’s attention to the fact that at present,
not counting the home guard, the Austro-Hungarian monarchy disposes of
840,000 soldiers.®!

The Regents would doubtless find this consideration of use in combating popular
enthusiasm for Russia, and in proving that “Serbia can easily safeguard its future
with us, but never against us.”® None of this in any case amounted to a firm,
detailed alliance proposal, but some form of draft alliance was the topic of nego-
tiations between Kallay and Risti¢ at the turn of the year, so it is clear Andrassy
intended there to be a follow-up.

It is striking how Andrassy spoke more and more the language of empire in
his dealings with Serbia. From being the zealous spokesman of Serbo-Hungarian
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friendship, Serbia’s defender against the machinations of Vienna, Andrassy wrote
increasingly in terms of the Monarchy’s interests, rather than Hungary’s. One can
see the transformation from the national politician, preoccupied with essentially na-
tional affairs, to the international statesman, conscious of broader issues. Andrassy
in his attitude toward the Serbs became concomitantly more peremptory and, in the
process, changed from someone whose words had some hold on Serbia’s leaders, to
someone who spoke the language they were accustomed to hear from the Monarchy.

Before any action was taken in the matter, however, international affairs
were once again thrown into uproar by the news of Russia’s repudiation of the
Black Sea clauses at the end of October 1870.% It was in Vienna and Pest that
the shock waves of the Russian action were felt most acutely. Beust was in the
awkward position of having publicly advocated a revision of the Treaty of Paris
as far back as 1867, but had no difficulty in condemning Russia’s move, since the
whole point of the 1856 settlement lay in its internationally agreed regulation of
the Eastern Question, and its restraints on Russian power.®

Andrassy’s reaction was more intemperate. From the reports of foreign rep-
resentatives, it appears that Andrassy was once more convinced that now was
the time to settle accounts with Russia. The Italian chargé d’affaires found An-
drassy “quite beside himself. . . . I was very much struck by the violence of his
language.”® The Saxon envoy in Vienna noted how pleased the Ottoman ambas-
sador was with Andrassy’s attitude. “Above all it can be expected of the Hun-
garian Hotspurs that they will use this opportunity for extremely unequivocal
demonstrations against Russia.”®® And the Italian ambassador reported, on his
return to his post, that Andrassy was of the opinion that “if we do not oppose
Russia squarely she will henceforth be mistress of the Near East. A war would be
inevitable later, in unfavorable conditions.”®’

The common ministerial council of 14 November was consequently the
sharpest confrontation yet between Beust and Andrassy on the subject of Russia.
The chancellor was all too aware that his own policy lay in ruins. With the pros-
pect of German unity looming, he had failed to prevent the nullification of the
Treaty of Prague. Now Russia had burst the bonds imposed by the Treaty of Paris,
a move to which Beust personally had no absolute objection, but which threat-
ened the Monarchy’s prestige in the Balkans and, at the same time, increased
Hungarian dissatisfaction with the policy laid down by the Ballhaus.®

Nevertheless, Beust was in a position of some strength to resist what every-
one present knew would be a frontal assault by Andrassy. For a start, Francis Jo-
seph himself appeared to have taken the Russian circular calmly; and neither the
Austrian minister president nor the common war minister was interested in pick-
ing a quarrel with Russia. Even more encouraging was the neutrality of Lonyay,
the new common finance minister but still a leading Dedkist, who had only re-
cently reacted favorably to the idea of cooperation with Russia.®
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Above all Beust had the sheer logic of the international situation on his
side. Quite apart from the case for revising the Treaty of Paris, to which Beust’s
own proposals of 1867 bore witness, how was the Monarchy to reverse Russia’s
action? Britain’s resolve was still a matter for conjecture, and without British
support any sort of collective resistance was clearly pointless. In contrast to the
policy toyed with in July 1870, any risk of war was out of the question.”

Andrassy made it clear that his principal fear was of the domestic repercus-
sions: “If we calmly accept this provocation, then the Slavs will draw conclusions
out of it for the future.” He went well beyond Beust in demanding approaches to
Britain and other powers in preparation for a collective diplomatic offensive.”!

Dioszegi rightly points out that Andrassy wanted to force a Russian climb-
down, “even at the risk of a war.”” This in itself was to be expected of Andrassy.
What is astonishing is his conviction that not only Britain, but Italy, France and
even Prussia would not be averse from associating themselves with a collective
remonstrance. Now, Andrassy informed the council, it was impossible for Prus-
sia, “despite all the intimacy of its relations with Russia,” to endorse a breach
of treaty like the Gorchakov circular. In fact, the Black Sea issue offered in An-
drassy’s view a glittering opportunity: “A simple separation of Prussia from Rus-
sia in this question would already be a big result, which could have the most
far-reaching consequences in the near future, and we should try resolutely to
achieve this.”* Well in advance of the reality, Andrassy was anticipating that
Austro-German (or perhaps one should say German-Hungarian) axis which was
to be a feature of the diplomatic landscape from the late 1870s to 1918.

For once, however, Beust rebutted Andrassy’s arguments with unwonted
firmness. It was essential, he replied, not to go further than the other powers; the
Monarchy’s interests lay rather in keeping options open than in cutting them off
by hasty action. Suggesting even a collective note, at this stage, would be over-
stepping the bounds of the feasible; all that ought to be attempted was to sound
the British as to how firmly they meant to react, if at all. With Andrassy quite iso-
lated, the council was therefore content to give Beust a free hand in this regard.”

For all his tough words on 14 November, Beust was in fact at the mercy of
domestic political factors. He was aware that he could count on no support from
the German liberals, and was considered by the military to have bungled the
Monarchy’s chances in July 1870. The conservative federalists who were shortly
to form the Hohenwart-Schéffle government in Austria inclined toward Russia,
not Germany, in foreign policy terms. And now, as a result of the Gorchakov
circular, the violent reaction of much of the Dedk party threatened to lose Beust
what little support he had for his foreign policy in Hungary. Pesti naplo, for in-
stance, the tone-setting flagship of the Dedkists, spoke darkly on 17 November
of the “ultima ratio,” of submitting the Black Sea affair to “the arbitrament of
the sword,” of a “holy war” against Russia.” Beust was singled out for especial
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blame, accused of a naive trust in Russia, which had only encouraged the latter
to encroach the more. Pester Lloyd went so far as to report, inaccurately but to
great sensation, that Andrassy had already been appointed Beust’s successor as
foreign minister.”

Beust was also uncomfortably aware that behind the uproar in the Hungar-
ian press stood Andrassy himself. The Hungarian minister president was clearly
growing impatient with his inability to control foreign policy, and despite his
defeat in council was still determined to promote a firmer anti-Russian line. The
British ambassador, late in November, reported that Andrassy was still in “con-
siderable excitement” about the Russian move, and “but little disposed to discuss
it calmly, having made up his own mind that war must inevitably result sooner
or later from the proceedings of the Cabinet of St. Petersbourg.” To Bloomfield’s
appeals for calm, Andrassy reiterated his naive belief that Prussia would side with
Austria-Hungary. Bloomfield concluded that “at the present moment a war cry
would be loudly responded to in Hungary by the great majority of the members
of the Diet.””” Privately, Bloomfield described Andrassy as “quite wild for war.”*

The evidence of Kallay’s diary also shows that Andrassy was counting
on the imminent meeting of the Hungarian Delegation to orchestrate a call for
Beust’s resignation. A week after the Delegation had convened on 24 November,
Kallay openly urged Andrassy to bring down Beust and take his place, “because
only he (Andréssy) is in a position to save the empire.”” Andrassy replied that he
could easily do so by going before the Delegation “with the facts,” but would not
“because he wouldn’t have it said that he forced Beust out of office.”'* It would
be a different matter, however, if the Delegation in fact brought about Beust’s
departure. That Andrassy hoped his party colleagues in the Delegation would do
so can be inferred from his remark to Kallay that, if they did not, “then he (An-
drassy) would probably tender his resignation, because he will not be responsible
for Beust’s policy.”!"!

Under this pressure of Hungarian public opinion, and bereft of any domestic
base of his own, Beust accordingly ate his words and started lobbying the British
for a firm lead. In the two months leading up to the opening session of the Lon-
don Conference, called to negotiate a settlement of the Black Sea dispute, Beust
associated himself explicitly with the lost cause of a collective note.'”> Andrassy
could thus be said to have had his way at the council of 14 November, despite his
isolation on the day itself. Yet the immediate effect of the setback he experienced
at that point had far-reaching consequences for relations with Serbia.

Convinced by the cold reception accorded his views on the Russian peril,
Andrassy resolved to continue his attempts to influence policy behind the scenes.
The result was another series of initiatives by Kallay in Belgrade, designed to
inject new life into the Bosnian proposals and, at the same time, to explore the
possibilities of an alliance or, at the very least, an entente between the Monarchy
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and Serbia. As a direct consequence of Andrassy’s frustration in council, how-
ever, these pourparlers with the Serbian Regents were carefully kept secret from
Beust although, as we shall see, Andrassy had the guile to secure the Emperor’s
sanction at a later stage.'”® The contacts made brought the Bosnian question to
its furthest and most detailed stage of development, but in the process they also
made it clear just how pointless the whole exercise was in reality. For no treaty
or even understanding with Serbia was possible without the involvement of the
Monarchy’s foreign minister, yet it was the decided object of the Hungarian min-
ister president to keep his rival out of the business for as long as possible. With or
without the approval of Francis Joseph, Andrassy’s attempt to guide the Monar-
chy’s Serbian policy at one remove in this fashion was nonsense, and was shortly
to be proved such.
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Chapter 8

'The Bosnian Question Revisited
1870-71

It is ironic that the Hungarian attempt to revive the Bosnian question should have
been launched on 23 November, for the same day saw the dispatch of Beust’s
circular to the Monarchy’s representatives in Belgrade and Bucharest.' This was
to prove the time bomb which, two months later, brought the fragile edifice built
by Andrassy and Kallay crashing to the ground.

In late November, Beust was faced with the need to react somehow to Rus-
sia’s unilateral renunciation of the Black Sea clauses. He associated himself with
a number of proposals for discussion at the forthcoming international conference
at London, which had their origin in Andrassy’s fertile brain but which were il-
lusory to say the least.> On a simpler level, however, Beust needed to convince
the Russians that he meant business, an ultimately fruitless exercise in view of
the Monarchy’s essential powerlessness. Part of this exercise involved squashing
any ideas of trouble-making in the Balkans. The Beust circular was designed as a
direct admonition to what the Ballhaus considered the two most likely sources of
unrest in the Peninsula, the Serbian and Romanian governments.

To Beust the connection between the Russian declaration and a threat to the
status quo in the Balkans was self-evident. “The Russian move,” he wrote to his
consuls in Belgrade and Bucharest, “is . . . all too well suited to put feelings in the
lands directly or indirectly belonging to the Ottoman Empire in a considerable state
of excitement,” and this might create a sense that the status quo in the Balkans was
no longer tenable. Beust expressed the hope that neither the Romanian nor the Ser-
bian government would be lured into taking steps “which would conjure up unfore-
seeable disaster for their country.” The passage which was to cause all the trouble,
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when it became public two months later, was not at first sight controversial. Ser-
bia and Romania, Beust wrote, must be under no illusions that Austria-Hungary’s
leaders were resolved to preserve the 1856 settlement, and “for its preservation to
deploy the whole force of the Monarchy in case of necessity.” In Beust’s view this
determination on the part of the Monarchy happened also to serve the interests of
both Serbia and Romania, and should be accepted in this sense.’

Just when Andrassy, through Kallay, was attempting to breathe new life into
the Bosnian plan, with the added bait of an alliance or entente of sorts between
Serbia and the Monarchy, Beust’s circular introduced a decidedly jarring note.
Far from encouraging Belgrade to look upon a division of Bosnia as possible, it
invoked the Treaty of Paris and the status quo, and virtually threatened the vassal
states with war if they endangered either. Beust had not always made his unease
at Andrassy’s schemes as clear as he might have done; in fact his acquiescence
in Hungarian meddling at times amounted to a weak-minded acceptance. The
circular of 23 November was a substantial corrective to this tendency, and indeed
might well have been conceived as a well-placed torpedoing of whatever it was
Beust suspected Andrassy of contemplating in relations with Serbia.

That being so, and given the ambiguity of Kallay’s position between Vi-
enna and Pest, it is perhaps not surprising that the Beust circular at first vanished
without trace. There is no mention of the circular in Kallay’s diary,* nor does the
original survive in the files of the Belgrade consulate.’ Nor did Kallay raise the
matter with the Regents, as the circular clearly enjoined him to do.® The evidence,
or rather lack of evidence, suggests that Kallay quietly consigned his unwelcome
instructions to the fire.

Quite apart from the possibility that Beust might easily query whether the
contents of the circular had been communicated to the Regents, Kallay was gam-
bling against the odds. Since 1868 the Austro-Hungarian foreign ministry had been
in the habit of publishing selected documents on foreign affairs, and it was entirely
conceivable that the circular of 23 November, which usefully demonstrated the
Monarchy’s support for the status quo, would find its way into one of these so-
called Rotbiicher. But Kallay, at the end of 1870, was convinced he was on the
verge of a breakthrough with the Bosnian plan. His determination to ignore Beust’s
instructions so blatantly was undoubtedly due to his awareness of something which
remained hidden to the chancellor. Not for the first time, Andrassy had secured the
highest possible authority for new overtures to the Regents. The Emperor Francis
Joseph himself was involved; and for a tantalizing few weeks it seemed as if, at
long last, Serbia might be drawn securely into the Monarchy’s orbit.

The final stage of the Bosnian negotiations, in the winter of 1870-71, was
a Hungarian-led and executed affair, even when the assent of the monarch is al-
lowed for. For one thing, Beust and the foreign ministry were, with the Emperor’s
agreement, deliberately kept in the dark. In their approaches to the Serbian gov-
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ernment, Andrassy and Kallay were once again pursuing their own “foreign pol-
icy,” in blithe disregard of the practical obstacles to its realization. Beust might
still have enjoyed the Emperor’s overall confidence, but as far as relations with
Serbia were concerned Andrassy increasingly behaved as if his views, rather than
Beust’s, were the ones that mattered.’

Andrassy’s fresh approach to Belgrade owed much to his sense of isolation
at the crown council of 14 November, convened to discuss the Black Sea crisis.
If, as Andrassy at first feared, Beust and the Emperor refused to take the threat
from Russia seriously, then it was all the more important for Andrassy to do
what he could in the one quarter, Serbia, where through Kallay he had a direct
influence. As far as the Bosnian question was concerned, Andrassy must have
realized, by now, that Beust was not really in favor of the scheme. The chancellor
had certainly shown no signs of disappointment when, in the autumn of 1870, the
British government so emphatically disavowed any involvement in such a proj-
ect. Andrassy’s proposed carve-up of Bosnia, in return for Serbia’s unequivocal
alliance with the Monarchy, thus paradoxically had to be put to the Serbian Re-
gents without Beust’s knowledge. What was even more paradoxical, as Andrassy
admitted to Kallay in late October, the Ottoman government, another key factor
in the equation, still refused to have anything to do with the Bosnian plan.?

Kallay, because of the vague nature of his brief from Andrassy, and because
the recent acquittal of Alexander Karadordevi¢ had seriously soured his relations
with the Regents, felt his way carefully at first. His chosen instrument was Colo-
nel Oreskovi¢, the (frequently self-appointed) mediator between Belgrade, Pest
and the Croatian nationalists in Zagreb. As it happened, Oreskovi¢ returned to
Belgrade from talks with Andrassy, on the subject of his proposed propaganda
campaign in the Military Border, at the end of the first week in November.’

Oreskovi¢ expressed his support for the Bosnian project, although for this
Croat exile Croatia’s interest in the division of Bosnia was never far from his
mind. He promised to talk to the Regents and “seriously propose an alliance with
Hungary, however, if they should incline towards Russia. . .in Bosnia he will
start such an agitation in favor of Croatia that Serbia will never be able to acquire
Bosnia.”'® As usual with OreSkovi¢, much of this was bombast, since he hardly
possessed the full confidence of the Croat nationalist leadership."!

Over the next few days, Kallay employed Oreskovi¢ as a species of Trojan
horse for ascertaining the Regents’ receptivity to Andrassy’s proposals. With Kal-
lay’s approval, Oreskovi¢ played the “Vienna military reaction” card when he
told the Regents, on 13 November,

that the military party aims to acquire Bosnia and because of this wants to
prevent the dissolution of the Border as well, that Andréssy, of course, is against
this plan and wants to get Bosnia for Serbia, so it would be good if the Regents
would come to an agreement with Andrdssy.'
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The Regents ought “to come out once and for all on this,” Oreskovi¢ urged, since
he was shortly to see Strossmayer in order to agree on “the position Croatia has
to take up towards the Hungarians.”'® Implied was the suggestion that it might
be the Croats, and not Serbia, who benefited most from any opening up of the
Bosnian question.

Oreskovi¢ also echoed Andrassy’s extraordinary claim that Prussia was pre-
pared to tolerate “any action . . . by Austria-Hungary against Russian influence
in the East.”' As the Colonel described it to the Regents, a treaty had been con-
cluded between Austria-Hungary and Prussia, and “in the East Austria is being
guaranteed a free hand.”"® Serbia would be foolish to range itself on the wrong
side in any impending conflict. Even allowing for Oreskovi¢’s tendency to exag-
gerate, however, this was a serious claim to be making, on the basis of nothing
more substantial than Andrassy’s assumptions about the future community of in-
terests between Germany and the Monarchy. Yet Kallay’s private record shows
no qualms about backing a statement which could so easily be proved false.

If Kallay required fresh evidence of how low Hungarian stock had sunk
in Belgrade, he had it in Blaznavac’ assertion to Oreskovi¢ that “an agreement
is possible, only because of the Karadordevi¢ business they now can’t have
much trust in Hungary.”'® Despite the rather unsubtle pressure brought to bear
by Oreskovi¢, both Regents remained stubbornly ill-disposed. On 17 November,
for example, Kallay learned that Risti¢ “doesn’t want to know about an alliance
with Austria.”'” The attitude of both Regents might also have been affected by the
news of Russia’s renunciation of the Black Sea clauses, only a few days before.'®

Kallay made his own approach to the Regents on 17 November. He had to
spend much of the interview reassuring them that the Hungarian government
intended taking the Karadordevi¢ case to a higher court. The Black Sea crisis,
too, had had its effect. Blaznavac was particularly apprehensive, and made the
connection Kallay doubtless dreaded. If the powers did not pull Russia up for its
unilateral action, “it will thereby establish its prestige in the East and in this case
it will be difficult to struggle against it.”’

On the Bosnian question, Kallay pretended to be acting on his own initiative,
but that “in so far as I am acquainted with Andrassy’s intentions, I believe that
something could be done and that seriously.”® The time for talk, in other words,
was past. In a couple of days, Kallay would lay before the Regents “his” (in real-
ity Andrassy’s) plan, and would hope for a clear answer. To heighten the Regents’
sense of being surrounded by unreliable elements, by comparison with which Hun-
gary must appear a rock of salvation, Kallay even described Oreskovic as “an agent
of the military party,” a slander agreed on by prior arrangement with OreSkovi¢
himself.?! These scare tactics appeared to work. Two days later Kallay had the sat-
isfaction of learning that Blaznavac and Risti¢ were “already much more inclined
to negotiate with us. They recognize that Serbia’s situation is critical.”*
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Yet the Regents’ attitude on matters of detail seemed if anything to be harden-
ing. Oreskovi¢ who, despite his new stigma as a supposed creature of the Vienna
military, still had the Regents’ ear, reported on 20 November that they “would
not possibly agree, in case they acquire Bosnia, to cede to the Croats the Croatian
part of Turkey [i.e. of Bosnia] as far as the Vrbas.”* Or rather, they would, if the
Monarchy were to cede its own southern tip of Dalmatia to Serbia, and with it
access to the Adriatic. Since the Vrbas River bounds the entire northwest corner
of Bosnia, this sudden caprice seemingly ruled out any sort of division.

On 23 November, when Kallay finally set forth his formal plan to Blaznavac,
this fresh obstacle soon reared its head. Kallay started by outlining the basic deal:

in case of war with Russia, either they [the Serbian government] would occupy
Bosnia, or, if the Porte protested against this, we would guarantee that, upon
conclusion of the war, we would, if necessary by force, get Bosnia for them.*

Blaznavac preferred the first option. At the back of his mind, undoubtedly, was
the fear that, once in Bosnia, the Monarchy might not be so keen to pull out again.
Kallay, however, warned Blaznavac that a Serbian occupation of Bosnia could
have a bad effect on the Croats, “who would probably provoke an uprising in the
Turkish part of Croatia, in their interest and to Serbia’s detriment, and we didn’t
want the expansion of Croatia.”

This did not impress Blaznavac. Serbia, he said, would cede northwest Bos-
nia “up to the Vrbas” [a Vrbaszig] in order to placate the Croats; but in return
it wanted “some insignificant territory” on the southern frontier of Montene-
gro, “and on the other side of the Boccha di Cattaro.”? The rationale for this, it
emerged, was that

by this the principle of compensation [i.e., to the Sultan] for Turkish Croatia
would still be reached; on the other hand they would completely encircle Mon-
tenegro, which was nothing but a tool in the hands of Russia.””

In effect, Austria-Hungary was being asked to exchange its naval base at Cattaro
for the northwest corner of Bosnia, while the Ottoman Empire made an addi-
tional, internal border adjustment in Serbia’s favor.

Kallay, not for the first time, found himself at something of a loss. He re-
iterated his conviction that allowing the Monarchy to annex northwest Bosnia
was “the sole means which might satisfy the Croats.”® The reciprocal cession of
Cattaro, however, was a new idea and, although Kallay liked it, he would have
to refer the matter back to Andrassy. As for the general feasibility of the scheme,

The greatest difficulty would arise if it didnt come to war [i.e., with Russia]
because it would then be hard to persuade Turkey to cede Bosnia. With regard
to this I said that Andrdssy had already taken steps and that they hadn’t found a
favorable reception with the Porte.”
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In the face of Serbian suspicion, these were embarrassing admissions to be forced
to make. The Porte was forewarned and obdurate; and the entire plan was virtu-
ally impracticable without the outbreak of war and upheaval.

Undoubtedly one of the factors which kept the Serbian government inter-
ested in the Bosnian plan, despite their growing scepticism about Andrassy’s abil-
ity to make good his promises, was their consciousness that Russia was unlikely
to be of assistance. On the contrary: the renunciation of the Black Sea clauses
paradoxically made the Russian government an even firmer supporter of the Bal-
kan status quo than it had been hitherto. In return for the Porte’s acquiescence
on the Black Sea issue, the Russians were willing to offer the Ottoman Empire
a renewed guarantee of its territorial integrity, and thus gain a tactical ally at
the projected international conference.*® In November 1870 rumors about this
guarantee, which implied there could be no change in the status of Bosnia, were
already reaching the Serbian Regents; as Dr. Rosen reported to Kallay on the
twenty-fourth, “Even Risti¢ is against the Russians.”!

The obvious annoyance in Belgrade with Russia caused Kallay to claim to
Beust, somewhat implausibly, that any Serbo-Russian understanding was out of
the question. The realization was gaining ground in Serbia, according to Kallay,
that Austria-Hungary was the only power from which it could hope for anything,
as well as the only power which could seriously threaten it. Kallay concluded that
“Serbia honestly desires the preservation of the Turkish Empire; this is indeed the
best guarantee for its own survival.” Naturally, the Serbian government had not
given up its hopes of taking over the administration of Bosnia; but they knew full
well that this could only take place, Kéllay stressed, “with the help of the Western
powers, but especially of Austria-Hungary, and under the suzerainty of the Porte.””*?

At no point did Kallay do more than hint to Vienna at what was really being
negotiated. Beust might well have gathered from the above that his subordinate
was still encouraging the Regents to dream of a Serbian share in Bosnia, but the
details of what Andrassy and Kallay hoped to spring upon him as a fait accompli
remained hidden from him.

In fact the Hungarian initiative appeared on the verge of a breakthrough.
Four days after the despatch just mentioned, on 28 November, Kallay had a meet-
ing with all three of Serbia’s Regents. Jovan Gavrilovi¢, the shadowy third Re-
gent, was no more than a political makeweight, but his presence at this stage of
the negotiations seemed to indicate a symbolic commitment to act on the part of
the real men of power, Blaznavac and Risti¢.*

This meeting was held specifically to discuss the Bosnian plan and the ques-
tion of a formal agreement on the matter between Serbia and the Monarchy. For
the benefit of Gavrilovié, Kallay began by rehearsing, as if it were his own plan,
everything so far discussed with the other two Regents. The Regents agreed with
the following summary:
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as long as there is no war they [the Regents] would like diplomatic activity
which would prepare the terrain, and when that was completed, the takeover of
Bosnia by the Serbian army, in which case we would proclaim our intention not
to intervene, while secretly we would help them with money and arms. With re-
gard to this I expressed my opinion that this would not pose any great difficulty.
In case war breaks out between us and Russia, let Serbia take over Bosnia, and
we would guarantee its possession after the war; they, however, must assure us
of their friendly neutrality.*

Kallay added that, in the event of an Austro-Russian conflict, it would be inad-
visable for Serbia to march into Bosnia at once, since at this point the Ottomans
could still be expected to have substantial numbers of troops stationed there.
However, “once the Turkish army was already preoccupied, and the excuse ex-
isted they could provoke an uprising in Bosnia and go in under the pretext of
maintaining order on the Porte’s behalf.”*

The Regents appeared to have no difficulty in accepting this scenario. What
should have caused Kallay concern, however, was a detail he set down in his
diary that evening. Despite Risti¢’s reservations about a formal agreement, the
Regents said “they would accept it if the minister of foreign affairs signed it.”*¢
It was a crucial proviso, which threatened the whole basis of the projected under-
standing. Short of a change of foreign minister, it is hard to see how it could be
complied with; but then Kallay in late November was hoping for precisely such
a change at the Ballhaus.

Another indication of future difficulties was the reaction to Kallay’s pro-
posed division of Bosnia along the River Vrbas. It was clear that this also found
little favor with Risti¢, who preferred not to discuss such details. Instead, said
Risti¢, the Serbian government would negotiate directly with the Croatian Na-
tional Party on the territorial division, and in the event of a partition along the
Vrbas line would be looking for compensation in the shape of Cattaro. To this,
Kallay merely replied that “we at least didn’t want the aggrandizement of Croa-
tia, but this would be in their [the Serbs’] interest, because otherwise they would
have trouble with the Croats.”’

Kallay was enough of a realist to see that all was not yet clear sailing, and
as he prepared to leave for Pest he was in sombre mood. He pondered whether he
should resign his post, “if I don’t find that Andrassy is pursuing a more energetic
policy.”*® Much of Kallay’s pessimism was due to the unpromising international
scene, since he had gathered from the press that “we are going to give way in the
Black Sea question.” He would see what Andrassy said to the latest proposals
from the Regents, but “I fear I am right, and that the time for energy from his
point of view has still not come.”*

The remarkable thing about Kallay’s despondency was the degree to which
he associated success or failure in his Belgrade mission with Andrassy’s policy,
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rather than Beust’s. In actual fact a great deal depended on whether, in the end,
the foreign policy establishment of the Monarchy as a whole could be induced
to back the Bosnian plan. Possibly this essential backing would be secured by a
change in personnel, an event which, given the Emperor’s personal interest in
Andrassy’s scheme, was at least conceivable in November 1870. Nevertheless
Andrassy was not yet foreign minister, and the Serbian Regents showed every
awareness of this awkward fact.

Between 1 and 23 December, Kallay saw Andrassy a total of five times in
Pest. Andrassy was less than pleased with the failure to secure a firm acceptance
of the Monarchy’s right to northwest Bosnia. He remained optimistic, however,
and, on the basis of an ambiguous enquiry by the Ottoman ambassador, believed
that “the Turks are beginning to become friends with this idea.”*! Such an assump-
tion, for which no other evidence exists, was on a par with Andrassy’s belief in the
Monarchy’s “free hand” for action against Russia. Deciding on the precise limits
of the territory Austria-Hungary should claim, in fact, appeared to Andrassy the
main problem in the Bosnian question, far transcending the matter of Ottoman co-
operation. At Kallay’s second interview with him, on 8 December, Andrassy still
had to “think this over a bit more, and will also speak to the Emperor.”*

On 11 December, Kallay handed over to Andrassy “a list, in which I have
noted down the principal points of the agreement to be concluded with the Ser-
bian government.”* This document, which as it turned out represented the closest
the Hungarians ever got to finalizing the negotiations over Bosnia, has not sur-
vived in its original form. Instead, the points drafted by Kallay resurfaced later in
three separate versions.

One, in Kallay’s hand but fragmentary and of questionable provenance, can-
not even be dated with certainty.* Nevertheless it clearly planned for a secret treaty
with Serbia, and obliged the Monarchy, in case of a war with Russia in which Serbia
was either an Austrian ally or a benevolent neutral, to permit a Serbian occupation
of Bosnia “even during the war.” Even if Ottoman protests made this impossible
during hostilities, Austria-Hungary engaged to detach the provinces afterwards
from the Ottoman Empire, “which would be compensated for this in Asia.” If Ser-
bia managed to secure the Porte’s agreement to a handover in time of peace, “then
we would be obliged to claim for ourselves the part roughly up to the line Narenta
[Neretva]-Verbas [ Vrbas] as frontier rectification.”* This, incidentally, was the first
mention of the Neretva River as a further delineation of Austria-Hungary’s share,
and made it clear that what the Hungarians had in mind was the entire western third
of Bosnia, as far south as Metkovi¢ on the Dalmatian frontier.

The other two surviving versions of the draft treaty are the virtually identi-
cal notes preserved by Jovan Risti¢, on the basis of his interview with Kallay at
the end of December, to be dealt with shortly. Risti¢’s posthumously published
third volume of memoirs contained a translation of his original notes of the in-
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terview, which he wrote down in French at the time and, according to his own
account, “in his [Kallay’s] presence, [and] at his dictation.”* In their published,
Serbian form these notes differ from the French notes taken at the time only
in minor details. The sole significant inaccuracy is that Risti¢ in his memoirs
describes the interview as having taken place in the autumn of 1870, an error
repeated by Vojislav J. Vu¢kovi¢ when he published the French text in 1963.%
The Kallay diary, however, makes it clear that the only draft treaty set down on
paper in this fashion, between Kallay and the Regents, was that discussed on 27
December.® It also seems probable, in the light of the above evidence, that what
Kallay read out to Risti¢ was the final form of the list he submitted to Andrassy
in Pest on 11 December.

On 15 December Kallay saw Andrassy again, and learned that he was now
backing away from the idea of a formal treaty at all. From being bent on war,
as late as 24 November, Andrassy had apparently calmed down considerably,
claiming that “since war with Russia, it seems, has been averted, we don’t have
to conclude a treaty with the Serbian government, but just give one another a
verbal guarantee.”® Nevertheless Andrassy announced that he was to see the Em-
peror personally the next day. “With Beust, however, he can’t speak about this.”°
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Renouncing a formal agreement did not, however, in Andrassy’s eyes, mean re-
nouncing Austria-Hungary’s claim to northwest Bosnia. In return, Andrassy was
prepared to guarantee that, if a dispute between Serbia and the Porte should flare
up in time of peace elsewhere in Europe, the Monarchy would not only adopt
a policy of non-intervention, but would prevent the intervention of other par-
ties. Andrassy also stressed, on 21 December, that he had indeed discussed the
whole matter with the Emperor, “who has accepted it.”! Kallay was authorized
to “communicate His Majesty’s assent with regard to the Bosnian affair. But
Beust must know nothing about the whole thing.”** Clearly this state of affairs
would not continue indefinitely. Andrassy’s sudden reluctance to contemplate a
formal treaty, despite Francis Joseph’s personal involvement, actually reduced
the chances of getting Blaznavac and Risti¢ to commit themselves.

The terms which Kallay laid before Risti¢, on 27 December, were concrete
enough. In the absence of Blaznavac, who was sick, Kallay informed Risti¢ of
the Emperor’s approval of the conditions proposed. He also claimed, with more
presumption than accuracy, that “the minister for foreign affairs would sign the
eventual treaty.”® On the ticklish question of why a formal treaty was no longer
required, Kallay fell back on the fact that the threat of war had receded, hence
“we had to reach agreement only with regard to those elements on which we
could later conclude a treaty.”>*

The points which Risti¢ then jotted down, in Kallay’s presence, covered
a wide variety of possibilities. In any Serbo-Turkish conflict, for instance, the
Monarchy would not intervene, and would ensure that no other power did so
either. If Serbia provoked a conflict, it undertook to let the Austro-Hungarian
government know of its intentions in advance. If the Porte started hostilities, or
if it was uncertain which side had initiated them, Serbia would still be bound
to warn Austria-Hungary before deploying any Serbian forces in Ottoman ter-
ritory. In each eventuality, Austria-Hungary engaged to preserve a benevolent
neutrality vis-a-vis Serbia. In the event of Austria-Hungary’s direct involvement
in war with “a foreign Power”—in plain parlance Russia—Serbia would preserve
a friendly neutrality. In return, the Monarchy

engages after the war to procure for Serbia Bosnia, the Herc[egovina]. and Old
Serbia (boundaries to be determined) in such a fashion as to have these prov-
inces annexed to Serbia, with which they would form a state placed under the
suz[erain]ty of the Porte, in the current conditons of Serbia.

The Monarchy moreover undertook to enforce this occupation “if necessary by
war.” The inevitable quid pro quo for this was northwest Bosnia: “As soon as
Serbia has annexed these provinces Austria will occupy, for its part, the part of
Bosnia up to the Verbas and Narenta.” Should trouble break out in Bosnia while
Austria-Hungary was still at war, then both parties would consult with one an-
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other “in order to enter into the countries, which, in the cases provided for, would
form the integral part of their states.”

As Kallay recorded that evening, this was where his own draft ended.’
Risti¢, however, tacked on a final clause. According to this, if the Ottomans ac-
tively resisted this joint Austro-Serbian intervention, either on Serbian soil or on
their own territory, “the condition of maintaining the suz[erainty]. of the Porte
lapses, and Austria engages to recognize Serbia as an indep[endent]. State, and
[to] work in this sense with the oth[er]. Powers.””” Kallay sensibly pointed out
that he could make no comment on this addendum, and on that point the two
wound up their discussion.™

Risti¢ was a notoriously cautious and suspicious individual. Nevertheless,
if his memoirs are to be believed, he personally accepted that the Hungarian ini-
tiative with regard to Bosnia was sincerely intended. Risti¢ at least in retrospect
made a clear distinction between the traditional machinations of Vienna, after
1867, and the policies pursued by the Hungarian government, which “entered
on to a completely different track and showed a friendlier disposition towards
Serbia.”® Ever since Andrassy’s rencontre with Prince Michael at Ivanka, Risti¢
conceded, the Hungarian government had demonstrated its desire for good re-
lations. There was, to be sure, a certain sting in Risti¢’s remark that Andrassy,
as minister president, had tried “to attach the neighbouring Balkan nations, and
especially Serbia, to Hungary—but for as cheap a price as possible.”®® But Risti¢
had to recognize the encouragement Andrassy had given Serbia’s national aspi-
rations, even if he “shrank from the very thought of changing the shape of the
Ottoman Empire.”®!

Risti¢ saw the contradictions inherent in Andrassy’s policy between 1867
and 1871. The Hungarian was a politician whose country found itself “in an in-
sufficiently consolidated monarchy,”®? and whose domestic policies were often
dominated by nationality issues. As Risti¢ asked himself, “how could he dare
even to think of inspiring and strengthening those nationalities on Hungary’s
borders?”% Was this not playing with fire, “which could easily spread to his
own premises?”% Risti¢ explained this paradox, accurately enough, with ref-
erence to the overriding Hungarian concern with Russia, and the need, in the
event of an Austro-Russian struggle, to ensure that Hungary was not caught
between two fires.

According to Risti¢’s account, Kallay deployed some powerful arguments
in his attempt to gain the Regents’ confidence. A comparison with Kallay’s own
personal record reveals that some of the things he told Risti¢ were true, while
others were not the whole of the matter, or were simply false; but Risti¢ naturally
could not know this. On the crucial issue of Francis Joseph’s involvement, for
instance, Kallay said “that the Emperor had informed him in brief, that he would
receive orders to work for the joining of Bosnia to Serbia.”®® Beust, moreover,
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had not only accepted the project; he had, claimed Kallay, “instructed Kallay
that he could start work on the business which Count Andrassy had advised.”*
Finally, Kallay revealed that Andrassy had already sounded the Ottoman ambas-
sador in Vienna on the subject, a detail which, as it happened, Risti¢ was able to
verify from his own sources.®’

Risti¢ thus did not share the conviction expressed to him by Bishop Stross-
mayer, at the start of 1871, that the entire scheme was “a Hungarian swindle.”¢®
On the contrary: in a passage written admittedly in the mid-1870s, at a time when
Andrassy was in a powerful position, Risti¢ insisted that Andrassy “meant hon-
estly by us with his proposal.”® Such recognition did not, however, preclude a
thoroughgoing skepticism as to Andrassy’s ability to work miracles. Risti¢ was
just as conscious as Strossmayer of the basic objection to the Bosnian plan: that
it did not square with the well-known views of Beust on the Eastern Question.
Risti¢ knew well enough by early January what stand Beust meant to take at the
London Conference on the question of the Black Sea clauses. He could hardly
dispute Strossmayer’s reminder that Beust would stress “above all the integrity
of Turkey.””

The assumptions behind the proposals, in Risti¢’s judgment, were all too
questionable. For instance, Serbia was bound to observe a friendly neutrality to-
ward Austria-Hungary in the event of the latter going to war; but since the likeli-
est opponent in such a conflict was Russia, would Serbian neutrality really be
possible? Nor was Risti¢ happy at the prospect of handing over to the Monarchy,
in the event of a Habsburg victory, what he revealingly described as “a third of
these Serbian lands.””" Rightly or wrongly, Risti¢ feared the consequences for the
Regency of accepting two such positions: “Would we not . . . enter into conflict
with the feelings and interests of all Slavs, not to mention our own people?”’’?

Just as worrisome for Risti¢ was the clause which provided for the occupa-
tion by the Monarchy and Serbia of their respective shares of Bosnia, in the event
of disorders breaking out there. For Risti¢ this was one of the points which made
the whole plan unacceptable. He evidently hoped that Austria-Hungary’s occupa-
tion of the northwest corner of Bosnia would be only temporary. However,

it could happen that Austria would maintain its occupation, but that we would
not be in a position to do this with ours. What a miserable result that would

be! We would have put ourselves under Austria’s thumb, while she occupied our

Serbian lands!”?

And in the event of such a catastrophe, from the Serbian point of view, who
would guarantee that Andrdssy, whom the Regents could trust, would remain
at Hungary’s helm? Who would wager that, in return for Serbia’s neutrality, the
perfidious Monarchy would not in fact occupy Serbia itself? In short, too much in
the plan hinged upon Andrassy’s continuing presence and influence.
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The scenario would be worst of all if the Monarchy suffered defeat in a war
against Russia, in which Serbia had sat on the sidelines as a supposedly friendly
neutral. Serbia would be exposed to the rancor of Russia and the Slav world for
its support for the Habsburg Monarchy, hence “we would share its destruction,
without even firing a shot.””* Since Risti¢ considered an Austro-Hungarian defeat
the most likely outcome, it is not surprising that in the light of all these reasons
he preferred to wait upon events. Nor is it any wonder that Blaznavac too increas-
ingly found the Bosnian plan “full of dangers.””

It was to be some time before Kallay realized it, but he was to advance
the Bosnian question no further. As on previous occasions, the Regents made
repeated promises, over the next few weeks, that they would give their answer
soon; but this receded, mirage-like, continually into the future. Matters were to
continue in this fashion for several more months, with the Regents assuring Kal-
lay that a detailed reply to the alliance proposals was imminent, and Kallay be-
sieging Andrassy for some fresh instructions, on the strength of which he could
put the negotiations back on the agenda.” Noticeable, too, was a further stiffen-
ing in the Serbian conditions: by late March 1871, the Regents were suggesting
that Austria-Hungary’s share in any partition of Bosnia should not extend beyond
the River Una, a considerable reduction.”

In reality, however, there was very little to negotiate. On 24 January, Kallay
learned for the first time that the Regents knew about what Risti¢, in his memoirs,
called “The first bomb, which exploded over this confidential relationship.”’® The
supplementary volume of the Austro-Hungarian Rotbuch had finally reached Bel-
grade, and in it was published Beust’s circular of 23 November. As Risti¢ com-
plained to Kallay, the explicit threat to Serbia and Romania, in the circular, was
an affront to “their national self-esteem”; certainly it had created “an extremely
bad impression” in Belgrade.” To this, Kallay’s attempt to demonstrate that the
circular “didn’t have any significance and that because of this I hadn’t mentioned
it to them [the Regents],” must have sounded lame even in his own ears.*

Risti¢, by his own account, accepted Kallay’s explanation, and even de-
scribes Kallay as being “so much wiser than his chief [Beust] that he did not make
any use whatsoever of this note with the Serbian government.”' What Risti¢
forebore to mention, but which both men knew perfectly well, was that there
was a glaring contradiction between the policy avowed by Andrassy, and that
which Beust continued to represent. While Andrassy promoted a plan which had
as its centerpiece a reordering of the status quo in the Balkans, Beust was still, it
seemed, prepared to threaten Serbia with condign punishment if it disturbed that
status quo. The alleged assent of the monarch himself to Andrassy’s scheme, one
must remember, was as far as the Regents were concerned just that: they only had
Kallay’s word for it. An inherently improbable plan, given the obstacles in the
way, appeared to be opposed by one of the key figures in the Monarchy’s foreign
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policy establishment. Unless the Hungarians’ vaunted endorsement from the Em-
peror was made obvious, moreover, it looked as though Beust’s opposition to the
plan would be decisive.

Beust’s November circular was certainly a more realistic appraisal of the
relationship between Serbia and the Monarchy than that which Kallay had been
promoting for the past three years. Its revelation at a time when the Monarchy
was confidently claiming Serbian support at the London Conference, however,
had a devastating effect. There was no disguising the leverage that the circular
gave the Regents, in citing Austrian, if not Hungarian, malevolence as an excuse
for non-cooperation over issues raised at the London Conference, such as the
regulation of the Danube.® The official press in Serbia immediately echoed this
tone of outrage, and there was a sudden rash of leading articles complaining
about Austrian arrogance and insensitivity.®

Kallay at first made no mention of these reactions to Beust, as if he hoped
against hope that the issue would die away. In a despatch to Andrassy on 28 Janu-
ary, however, Kallay did not conceal his alarm at the possible consequences of
“this tactless telegram,” which he saw as the culminating point in a long series of
“blunders by Austrian statesmen.”®* Beust’s stress on the inviolability of the 1856
treaties, and his slighting references to Balkan national aspirations, had created
such a bad impression, Kallay wrote,

the first because it diametrically contradicts the well-meaning proposals ex-
pressed by Your Excellency in the interests of these provinces, the second be-
cause small, backward nations, which have nothing else but the concept of a
future national greatness, are apt to be sensitive on this point.®

Noting the hostile replies in newspapers like Jedinstvo and even Vidovdan, Kal-
lay drew some comfort from the fact that the Vidovdan leader “is laying great
stress on the differences which exist between the policy of Count Beust and Hun-
garian policy,” a line which was apparently dictated by Blaznavac himself.*¢ Kal-
lay expressed the conviction that Andrassy’s standing in the Balkans, by contrast
to that of Beust, had if anything increased by comparison. However, “since the
common foreign minister is still Count Beust, the bad effect will sooner or later
extend to the policy of the entire Monarchy.”¥’

The discomfiture of both Andrassy and Kéallay can only have been height-
ened by the news that General Stratimirovi¢, the Hungarian Serb politician, had
tabled an interpellation of Andrassy on the subject in the Hungarian parliament on
1 February.®® Stratimirovi¢ pointedly asked whether the Hungarian government
was in agreement with the policy set forth in the November circular; whether in
fact the Monarchy should not be following “a liberal policy of support for the
emancipation of the Christians” in the Balkans; and why the same neutrality,
observed so strictly in the West, was not also applied to the East.®
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For Andrassy, who had spent the last four years trying to implement a policy
favorable to Serbian, if not Romanian aspirations, to be arraigned publicly in
this fashion for Beust’s sins must have been galling. In the meantime, Kallay
attempted to enlighten Beust as to the effect of the circular. Something clearly
had to be reported officially to Vienna, since Kallay had only just seen Blaznavac
who, as Kallay recorded privately, made no secret of the fact that the circular’s
effect was “extraordinarily unpleasant for him personally.”® The Regent com-
plained that the circular “made difficult if not impossible the work of consolidat-
ing good relations with us. . . . The Russians could never have done anything
so useful to their interests as Beust’s telegram.”"' To this Kallay made the bold
assertion that “although Beust even wrote telegrams in the matter what he wanted
wasn’t happening, the Emperor was completely won over to a policy which as-
signed Bosnia to Serbia.”” However necessary to placate Blaznavac, such lan-
guage clearly would not be acceptable in Kallay’s dispatch to Vienna.

Kallay at first tried the tactic of recalling Beust’s past expressions of good-
will toward the Balkan Christians. The frequency of these, Kallay claimed, had
gradually created in Serbia the conviction that its welfare was “most securely
to be achieved for the most part through a closer association with the policy of
its mighty neighbor Austria-Hungary.” For “Austria-Hungary,” here, it was of
course really “Hungary” which Kallay had in mind. His next observation, though,
was a more straightforward reflection of his priorities. This Serbian loyalty was
important, he wrote, because of that “extremely damaging influence which a Ser-
bia hostile to us could exercise among the South Slav populations of our Mon-
archy, especially on the occasion of a foreign war.” This ultimate disaster had so
far been avoided. Not only had Russian influence waned, but “Serbia’s relations
with our South Slavs can, on the contrary, be termed rather hostile than friendly.”

The circular of 23 November, however, was perceived as a threat, and “a
threat on the part of mighty Austria can inspire all the more apprehension here,
because the danger for little Serbia in this case would be imminent.” Making the
same point he had made to Andrassy, about the touchiness of Serbian national
feeling, Kallay went so far as to claim that Beust’s own instructions had consis-
tently ordered him, Kallay, “not to confront Serbian national aspirations abruptly.”
Since Beust’s circular appeared to do precisely that, Kallay feared for the results:
“Every step which estranges Serbia from us has, necessarily, a gravitation towards
Russian policy as a consequence.” And so indeed it proved, although Kallay
completely ignored the extent to which his own and Andrassy’s dabbling in secret
diplomacy had contributed, and was still contributing, to this result.

To Andrassy, on 6 February, Kallay held to it that the Regents continued to
look to Pest: “all their trust centers on Your Excellency alone.”* In view of what
both Regents were now openly saying about Serbia’s relationship with the Monar-
chy, however, Kallay’s belief in their loyalty to Andrassy seems increasingly like



212 ¢ Apple of Discord

whistling in the dark. It was significant that Blaznavac, especially, made a direct,
if unsubtle, link between the maintenance of good relations and the Monarchy’s
good offices for Serbia. As for Risti¢, Kallay was fully aware that the second Re-
gent had always been more sceptical of the benefits to Serbia of a close association
with the Monarchy, even under Andrassy’s aegis. Kallay would hardly have been
surprised at the scornful tone of Risti¢’s comments, in December 1870, to Serbia’s
representative in Constantinople: “Who is going to give us Bosnia over the diplo-
matic table? For that we need a different time and circumstances.”™

By early February 1871, with Serbia being upbraided by Vienna for its po-
sition on the Danube question, the revelation of the Beust circular had clearly
hardened Risti¢’s attitude still further. Replying to General Ignatiev’s taunt that
Serbia had abandoned its leadership of the Balkan Christians, Risti¢ informed
Hristi¢ on 7 February that “When the moment comes to act, then the impatience
will disperse like mist and all minds will be with us.””® He dismissed as nonsense
a report, attributed to Ottoman sources, that Serbia intended lobbying for the ad-
ministration of Bosnia at the London Conference: “We know perfectly well that
we can’t request Bosnia from anyone, so we shan’t be asking it from the confer-
ence either.””” If that “anyone” is to be taken literally, Risti¢ evidently no longer
set much store by Andrassy’s Bosnian plan, assuming that he had ever done so.

In mid-February, and with the London Conference entering its final stage,
Kallay received a lengthy justification from Beust for the publication of his No-
vember circular. It was clear Beust was in no mood to accept the strictures of the
Serbian press and government circles. Instead, he went on the offensive, listing
all the benefits Serbia had derived from the Monarchy in recent years. These
included the evacuation of the fortresses in 1867; securing the recognition of the
hereditary nature of the Obrenovi¢ succession; and sponsoring the 1869 Constitu-
tion. The Regents, Beust insisted, were completely misinterpreting the circular if
they saw in it evidence of a new, anti-Serbian policy on the part of the Ballhaus.
“Far from pursuing thereby views hostile to Serbia, . . . the only cause that I have
devoted myself to pleading is that of the maintenance of the treaties guaranteeing
the rights of the Principalities.””® Beust followed this up with a second despatch
the same day, making yet another appeal for Serbia’s support over the question of
regulating the Danube.”

Kallay went to see Risti¢ on 17 February. He started by reading out Beust’s
dispatch of 12 February, justifying the November circular, and got the impres-
sion that Risti¢ was “extremely pleased with it.”!® On the subject of the Danube,
however, and despite deploying every possible reason why Serbia should support
Austria-Hungary, Kallay ran into a brick wall:

Although he [Risti¢] didn’t say so outright, I could already see that they aren’t
going to do so. I mentioned that if they maintain their opposition this is noth-
ing other than mistrust of us."’
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With Blaznavac, whom he saw the same day, Kallay received an identical re-
sponse: emollient assurances that Beust’s explanations more than made up for
the November circular; prevarication and a promise to think it over with regard
to the Danube.'??

Whatever protestations of satisfaction Kallay received from the Regents,
their subsequent refusal to give way over the Danube was probably reinforced
by the ill will which Beust’s circular had generated. The Regents had received
a sharp reminder that the Austria they were most familiar with, the Austria that
threatened, and took Serbian insignificance for granted, still existed. Not only did
this cast a questionable light on Hungarian assurances of friendship, it clashed
with any attempt by Vienna to play down the original intent of the November
circular. Risti¢, admittedly in retrospect, claimed that Beust’s reluctance to see
his February dispatch published, as the Regents suggested, proved that the No-
vember circular “could not have any other meaning than that which we had given
it, and in addition to us everyone else who read it.”'%

Most important from Kallay’s point of view, his credibility as a negotiator
was fatally undermined. By February 1871 there was no lack of reasons for the
Regents to treat his interpretations of either Austrian or Hungarian policies with
scepticism. The Karadordevi¢ case remained in limbo, and Risti¢ at least was
increasingly dismissive of the Bosnian scheme. The need to smooth over Beust’s
circular appears to have taxed Kallay’s powers of explanation to the limit. Filip
Hristi¢ informed Risti¢ from Constantinople that, according to the reports the
Italian embassy there was receiving from its consulate in Belgrade, “Kallay’s
position . . . has become untenable.”'™ The Regents, Joannini was supposed to
have informed his superior in Constantinople,

have perceived now that all Killay’s fine words have been words only and noth-
ing else . . . Kéllay has . . . been so compromised and shamed before the Serbian
government, that he can’t go out of his house.'®

Kallay’s own record does not quite bear out this highly colored report; but what
he did set down is evidence enough that things had gone seriously wrong.

On 20 February Andrassy rose in the Hungarian parliament to answer the
Stratimirovi¢ interpellation. In a reply concerted with Beust, Andrassy denied ut-
terly that the chancellor had threatened Serbia and Romania with armed interven-
tion. Beust’s intentions had been, on the contrary, to emphasize just how much
the 1856 settlement guaranteed “the contemporary international position and
rights” of the vassal principalities.'® Stratimirovi¢’s concerns were thus “com-
pletely groundless.”!"’”

The statement was an anodyne account, which quite ignored the unmistak-
able note of menace in the November circular’s promise to deploy “the whole
force of the Monarchy” against any threat to the status quo. Andrassy’s reply
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also studiously sidestepped the real point of the circular, which was not aimed
at developments within the principalities themselves, but rather at their possible
provocation of revolt in neighboring Ottoman provinces. Such a warning had
especial relevance for Serbia’s known aspiration to gain control of Bosnia, an as-
piration which Andrassy and Kallay had of course been encouraging for the past
three years. Neither Kallay’s diary nor the relevant Serbian sources comment on
the reception Andrassy’s statement got in Belgrade, but it is hard to imagine how
it could have failed to remind the Regents of the dichotomy afflicting “Austro-
Hungarian” foreign policy.
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