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BBS FACE

In choosing the subject of the entrance of Bulgaria 
into the World War, the author has attempted to show some 
of the social, economic, and political factors leading to 
the alliance Between Bulgaria and the Central Powers. The 
influence of nationalism, resulting from centuries of bitter 
struggles between the various Balkan nationalities, has been 
particularly stressed as a cause of the Bulgarian participa
tion in the War. .

The beginning of the struggle between the Serbs and 
the Buigars is apparent as early as the seventh century when 
the Bulgarians first invaded the Balkan Peninsula. In the 
fourteenth century the conquest of the Buigars by the Serbs 
accentuated the conflict. Both nationalities were then sup
pressed by the Turks until the nineteenth century.

The Bulgars, being the last Balkan nationality to 
throw off the Turkish yoke, found themselves confronted by 
a number of small, poorly.organized states struggling 
desperately to increase their power. Bulgaria was thus con
tinually at odds with her neighbors. The rivalry between 
Serbia and Bulgaria, both attempting to seize Macedonia, was 
particularly bitter. The Second Balkan War, arising from a 
struggle over the spoils previously seized from Turkey, ac
centuated this bitterness and also created the enmity of



Rumania. Thus the Central Powers were able to capitalize on 
the historic Balkan struggles to bring Bulgaria into the War.

The entire story has not as yet been told, for only 
Austrian, German, and English documents are available. As 
long as the Serbian and Bulgarian documents are not ob
tainable the story remains somewhat obscure . However, dur
ing the twenty years since Bulgaria entered the War sufficient 
secondary material has been published to clarify the situa
tion considerably. Since the German and Austrian Governments 
have published documents only to July 31, 1914, and the 
English only to August 4, 1914, the author has had to rely 
on secondary sources for the final negotiations bringing 
Bulgaria into the War.

The author wishes to acknowledge her indebtedness to 
Dr. 0. H. Wedel of the University of Arizona for the use of 
his set of Austrian documents, without which much of the 
material for this thesis would not have been available.
The author wishes also to express her appreciation of the 
valuable aid given by Dr. H. A. Hubbard, Dr. W. E . Waltz 
and Professor 1. D. Oliver of the University of Arizona .

University of Arizona 
Tucson, Arizona 
August 7, 1936



OUILIHE

I. Introduction: A Brief History of Bulgaria
A. Early history of the Bulgars ;

1. Early Asiatic history
a . First mentioned in Classical and Armenian 

-sources in 482
b . lived north of Black Sea
c. Were of the stock known as Mongol or Tartar
d. Were subjects in sixth century of Avars, 

another Mongol tribe
2. The arrival of the Bulgars in the Balkan 

Peninsula, 600-700
a. First detachment crossed Danube in 679
b . The Slavs had preceded them
c . Organization under leadership of Zrum
d . Fusion of Slavs.and Bulgars

3. The introduction of Christianity
a. Introduced during reign of King Boris 

• : b . Christian religion result of influence of 
Greek captives, and Slavic missionaries

B . The rise and fall of the First Bulgarian Empire and Greek supremacy, 893-1186
1. Reign of Simeon (893-927)

a. Promoted cause of learning .
b . Made successful drives against the Greeks

2. Reign of Peter (927-969)
a . Revolts caused formation of two Bulgarias—  

eastern and western 
b . Eastern half becomes practically a 

Byzantine province
3. Rise and fall of Western Bulgaria

a. Reign of Samuel (977-1014) 
be Bulgars disastrously defeated by Greeks 

/ c. Ho existence as an independent state from . 1018-1186
C. The rise and fall of the Second Bulgarian Empire and 

Serbian supremacy, 1186-1393
1. Reign of John Asen

a. Led a revolt of the Bulgars in northern Bulgaria -
b . Received.aid from the Serbs and the Crusaders



2. Reign of John As on II
a. Bulgaria again reached great height
b . Almost regained her former proportions

3. Reign of John Alexander, 1331-1365
a. Influence of Stephen Dushan
b . Bulgaria became vassal state of Serbia
c. Defeat of Serbs and Bulgars by Turks

D. The Turkish Dominion and the Emancipation, 1393-1878
1. Bulgaria fell completely under Turkish dominion
2. Five centuries of Turkish rule , 1396-1878
3. Intellectual renascence first half of nineteenth 

century
a. Establishment of schools, 1835
b . Complete independence from Greek Church 

in 1870
4. Interests of the Great Powers in the Balkan 

Peninsula y
a. Andrassy note, 1875
b . Reichstadt Agreement, 1876

5. Russo-Turkish far, 1877
a . Treaty of San Stefano
b . Creation of "Greater Bulgaria"
o . Congress of Berlin

E. Union under Prince Alexander of Battenberg, 1878-1886
1. Prince Alexander made ruler under Russian influ

ence
2. Nationalist party developed within country
3. Annexation of Eastern Romelia, 1885

a . Displeased Russia 
b . Caused short war with Serbia

4. Russian party forced Prince Alexander to ab
dicate in 1886

F. Regeneration under Prince Ferdinand and the formation 
of the Kingdom, 1886-1908
1. Denounced as usurper by Russia
2. Won favor of Turkey
3. Work of Stambulov as minister-president

a. Helped win the favor of Russia
b . His foreign policy was adopted abroad

4. Effect of Young Turk Revolution, 1908
a. Caused Austria-Hungary to hasten annexation 

of Bosnia and Herzegovina
b. Caused unrest in entire Balkan Peninsula

5. Bulgaria declared a Kingdom in 1908
a. Difficulty of financial settlement with Turkey
b. Recognition by the Powers

/



II. The .Balkan League and the Balkan Wars
A. Formation:of the Balkan league

1. Idea grew out of the Treaty of Berlin and was 
sponsored by Bussia

2. Serbo-Bulgarian:Alliance, Kay 13; 1912
a. Provisions for the division of Macedonia
b . Military convention concluded :

3. Buigarian-Montenegrin Alliance
a. Ho formal treaty, merely an agreement
b. Bulgaria promised Montenegro financial aid 

in case of war
4. Serbo-Montenegrin Alliance
5. Greco-Bulgarian Alliance ..

a. Ho mention of partition of Macedoniab . Military convention concluded
6. Powers intervene to prevent war

a .  Are slow in reaching an agreement
b . Issue warning too late

B. The First Balkan War
1. Montenegro attacks Turkey, October 7, 1912 

J . : _ : a. Speedily joined by other Balkan allies
0. b . Balkan allied troops superior to Turkish

troops
, 2. Albania declares herself independent and neutral,

Hovember 28, 1912 •
3. Conference at London, December 3, 1912

a. Difficulty over Turkey’s desire to retain
•; Adrianople,. Constantinople , Scutari, and

Janinab. Rumania asked compensation for her neu- 
. trality4. Coup d ’etat of Enver Bey *

a . Work of the young Turks
b . Brought an end to the conference

5. Conference of Ambassadors
a. Made up of ambassadors representing the
; Great Powers •_
b . Met to aid in settlement of Balkan disputes

6. War renewed -
a. Balkan allies met with even greater success
b . Turkey sued for peace

7. Second Conference of London, May 30, 1913
a. Practically ousted Turkey from Europe
b . Balkan allies could come to no agreement 

as to division of the spoilsc. Serbia not willing to abide by Serbo- 
Bulgarian Treaty

d. Bulgaria’s attitude influenced by new warlike premier, M. Danev



0. The Second Balkan War
1. Bulgaria declared war on Serbia and Greece
2. Rumania came to aid of Serbia and Greece
3. Turkey took up arms to recapture Adrianople
4. Bulgaria quickly defeated
5. Conference at Bucharest

a. Greece secured southern Macedonia
b. Serbia secured part of Macedonia and 

half of Bovi Bazar
c. Montenegro received half of Bovi Bazar
d. ' Bulgaria secured less than Greece or

Serbia; gained part of Macedonia and 
western Thrace

e . Rumania secured the Dobrudja, and 
Silistria

f . Turkey secured eastern Thrace and Adri
anople

6. Animosities created eventually led to World War
a. Bulgaria's hatred of Serbia
b . Russo-Austrian antagonism
o . Austro-Serbian antagonism

III. negotiations from the Balkan Wars to the Austro-Serbian Crisis of June 1914 . ,
A. Situation in the Bear East

1. Two acute problems in Bear East
a. Russo-German rivalry at Constantinopleb. Austro-Serbian antagonism

2. Bulgaria's geographical position
a . Of advantage to powers of Triple Alliance 

and Triple Entente
b . Gateway to the East by land or sea

3. Balkan Wars end Russian tutelage in Bulgaria
B. Beginning of negotiations

1. Work of Radoslavov, Prime Minister of Bulgaria
a. Proposed an alliance with Austria-Hungary
b . Secured a loan from Berlin

2. Rumanian attitude
r a. Hostile toward Austria-Hungary

b . Influenced Austria-Hungary to formulate a 
definite policy in the Balkans3. Policy of Count Tisza

a. To attach Bulgaria to the Triple Alliance
b . Germany asked to support policy

4. Bulgaria gradually became pivot of Central Powers



IV. negotiations During Jaly 1914
A. Overtures from the Central Bowers

1. Slow in taking place
2. King Ferdinand made first advances

a. Pressed by opposition
b. King preferred to play a waiting game

3. Continued efforts of Central Bowers
4. Rumania not in favor of Bulgaria’s entrance 

into Triple Alliance
a . Wished to maintain Treaty of Bucharest
b. Rumania’s attitude caused Austria-Hungary

to hesitate ;
o. Caused Central Bowers to insist on 

Bulgaria's neutrality
d. Central Powers could not come to agree- 

• = ment with Bulgaria until Rumania’s
position was determined

5. Bulgaria announced her neutrality
a. Rumania and Greece issued warning that 

Treaty of Bucharest was to be maintained
b. Powers had no faith in Bulgaria's announce

ment
c. King Ferdinand recognized by Bowers as wily
d. Bulgaria’s neutrality opportunistic in 

nature
B . Overtures from Russia

1. Russia suggested new alliance of Balkan states
a. For purpose of aiding Serbia
b. Idea coldly received by Bulgaria

2. Russia felt Bulgaria would eventually come to 
aid of Slavdom

V. The Entry of Bulgaria into the War
A. Change in attitude of Germany toward Bulgaria

1. Declaration of war on Russia caused change
a. Rumania declared her neutrality
b. Germany now willing to make Bulgaria pivot 

of Central Bowers
2. Austria-Hungary adopted waiting attitude

B . Renewal of overtures from Russia and overtures from England and France
1. Russia promised Bulgaria Macedonia

a. Bulgaria's reply a distinct refusal
b . Bulgaria again declared her neutrality

2. Overtures from England and France
a. Turkey’s entrance into war spurred them into action



3
b . Promised Bulgaria Macedonia 

. Failure of Dardanelles expedition
a. Caused King Ferdinand to believe victory 

would be on side of Central Powers
b. Negotiations after this came to rapid close

C. Final negotiations with Central Powers
1. Turkey had consented to give Bulgaria a part of 

Thrace
2. Bulgaria to receive Macedonia as well as the 

territory lost to Greece and Rumania
3. Treaty of alliance signed September 6, 1915
4. War declared on Serbia, October 14v 1915
5. Allied Powers immediately declared war on 

Bulgaria
VI. Conclusion: Summary



CHAPBH I

A B3 B P  . HIS TORY. OF BULGARIA.

The progress of the Bulgars toward the Balkan Penin
sula is involved in obscurity. They are first mentioned by 
name in Classical and in Armenian sources in 482 as living 
on the steppes to the north of the Black Sea among other 
Asiatic tribes.1 The Bulgars, like the Huns and Avars who 
preceded them and like the Magyars and the Turks who fol
lowed them, were a tribe from eastern Asia, of the stock 
known as Mongol or Tartar. The tendency of all these people 
was to move westward from Asia into Europe, and this they 
did at long and irregular intervals.1 2 3

-By-the sixth century they were well established between 
the Urals and the Volga, -their federation having split, into 
two groups— the Utiguri and the Kutriguri, the latter being 
at first the more powerful. For one hundred years they 
formed a powerful state on the north coast of the Black sea . 
About .590 this state was destroyed by the Avars,5 who absorbed

1. Uevill Forbes. The Balkans . p. 23.2. Ibid..:p. 24. ' " —
3. The Avars were a Mongol tribe, the seat of whose empire 

was modern Rumania, Transylvania, and parts" of Hungary. 
After being feared for several centuries they met with 
a crushing defeat in 796 at the hands of Charlemagne, 
the King of the Franks.

7



the survivors in their ranks. The Utiguri, living farther 
eastward, were subject for only a few jears to the Avars.
After recovering their independence they founded a state on 
the Volga, remains of which survived in the thirteenth cen
tury under the name of Great for Black) Bulgaria.4 5 6

The first Bulgar detachment crossed the Danube in 679, 
and took possession of the territory between the Danube and 
the Balkan Mountains. Apparently the Greek Empire offered 
no resistance, its attention being absorbed by the Turks, 
who were just then at the peak of their power. Such oppo
sition as was offered by the Slavs was no match for the 
efficiently organized invaders. As a result a Bulgar state 
was created, which, from the region south of the Danube 
(called Moesia in Roman days) as a center gradually spread 
southward and westward, that is, toward Thrace and Macedonia.^

4. 7/VS. Monroe, Bulgaria and Her People, p. 13.
5. The Slavs appeared in the Balkan Peninsula in the sixth 

century and settled in the lands between the Danube, the 
Aegean, and the Adriatic. By the middle of the seventh 
century they had absorbed the Bulgars who lived in the 
eastern half of the Peninsula. Prom this time on the 
nationality of the Slavs in the western half became 
more definitely defined. They split into three groups: 
Serbs, Groats and Slovenes. The Serbs, much the more 
numerous of the three, occupied roughly the modern 
kingdom of Serbia, most of Bosnia, Herzegovina, and 
Dalmatia; the Croats occupied the more western parts of 
these last three territories and Croatia; the Sieves 
occupied the modern Carniola and southern Carinthia. 
(Forbes, op. cit.. p. 79.)

6. Ferdinand Schevill, A History of the Balkan Peninsula. 
p * 92 *
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From the time of the establishment of the Bulgars in 
the Balkan Peninsula they were a thorn in the side of the 
Greeks. They were fascinated by Constantinople, and, al
though they never succeeded in taking it, they never grew 
tired of making the attempt. At the end of the eighth cen
tury the Bulgars south of the Danube under the leadership 
of Krum, joined forces with those to the north in the ef
forts of the latter against a remnant of the Avars, who, 
beaten by Charlemagne, were again pressing southeastward 
toward the Danube. In this war the Bulgars were success
ful, and Krum in the elation of victory was elected to the 
throne. Having finished with his enemies to the north, he 
turned his attention to the Greeks, with no less success.
In 809 he captured Sofia, which is today the capital of 
Bulgaria, and in 813 he captured Adrianopie, which is now 
included in the possessions of European Turkey. He died in 
815, during preparations for a final assault on Constanti
nople. Though Krum cannot be said to have introduced 
civilization into Bulgaria, he at any rate increased its 
power, and gave it some of the essentials in the organiza
tion of government. His successor, of uncertain identity, 
founded in 822 the city of Breslav (known to the Russians as 
Pereyaslav) which is situated in eastern Bulgaria and was 
the capital until 972.^

7. Forbes, "op. cit., pp. 26-28 .
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It is plain that by the early ninth century the question 
between the Greek and Bulgar states was nothing less than 
the question of Peninsular supremacy. In the eyes of the 
Greeks the Bulgars had taken possession of the territory 
which had belonged immemorially to the Homan Empire, while 
the Bulgars, animated by greed and filled with a sense of 
power, looked upon the Greeks as a decadent people of a
higher culture, who in the long run were unable to maintain
; ' Qtheir civilization.

In this period the result of the fusion of the Bulgars 
and Slavs became very noticeable. The issue was probably 
settled by the fact that the Mongolians were numerically in 
the minority, and that they lagged from the point of view 
of social and economic development behind the Slavs. After 
two hundred years of living side by side the Bulgars gave 
up their language and customs, and, freely intermarrying with 
the Slavs, became practically indistinguishable from them. 
From approximately the middle of the ninth century we think 
of the Bulgars as a Slav people, with a not unimportant 
Asiatic strain. However, even down to the present day the 
Bulgar differs somewhat physically and mentally from the 
purer Slav to the west of him, the Serb. The Bulgar has 
shown considerably greater virility, cohesion and driving- 
power, though it must be conceded that his problems have been

8. Sohevlll, op. oit. p. 94.
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Infinitely simpler .9 10 11
The reign of Prince Boris (862-888) is remarkable be

cause it witnessed-the definite conversion to Christianity 
of Bulgaria and of her ruler. The Christian religion had 
been spread throughout Bulgaria by the large number of . 
captives, many of whom were priests and bishops. Bulgaria 
was, moreover,surrounded by nations that had been converted 
by the teachings of Slavic missionaries. By a formal edict 
the Christian religion was adopted in Bulgaria in 864, and 
Prince Boris was baptized by the Byzantine emperor Michael 
III. When Boris retired to a monastery in 888, he was suc
ceeded by his son Vladimir and later by his son Simeon

During the reign of Simeon (893-92?) Bulgaria reached 
a high level of power and prosperity. Simeon had spent his 
childhood in Constantinople, where he had been educated. 
Through a long reign he pursued two conspicuous ends: he
wished to help his people forward on the road of civiliza
tion, and he held fast to the program inherited from his 
ancestors of destroying the Greek Empire and uniting the 
Balkan Peninsula under Bulgar s w a y T o  promote the cause 
of learning Simeon had numerous Greek books translated into 
Slav. On the whole the Bulgars were slow to take to literary 
expression, and never accumulated a literature of outstanding

9. William Miller, The Balkans. p. 124.
10. Monroe, op. cit., pp. 14-16 .
11. Schevill, op. cit.. p. 100.
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merit. As to his second mission he was hardly well estab
lished on the throne when he renewed the ancient straggle 
with the Greeks. The Greeks resorted to the devioe of sum
moning a savage people from beyond the Danube to attack the 
foe from the rear. These people were the Magyars, another 
one of the many Asiatic tribes who had long been engaged in 
pushing westward from the steppes beyond the Caspian Sea 
to the rich grazing ground north of the Black Sea. For 
several years the Magyars raided Bulgaria, and were a ter
rible burden to the country. Then, in 895, an opportunity 
which Simeon was quick to seize rid him of his foe. Be 
joined hands with another band of Mongols and raided the 
Magyars so thoroughly that they abandoned their Black Sea 
home and moved on to the middle Danube.- Through imitation 
of their neighbors and by gradual assimilation into their 
stock of surrounding German and Slav elements they became 
in the course of some generations Europeanized and founded 
under the name of Hungary a mid-Danubian state, which has 
continued to our day

; On the removal of the Magyars to the mid-Danube, Simeon 
was free to attend again to the Greek Empire. By attempt
ing to extend his power over the Serb tribes to the west of 
him,;he created fresh alarm at Constantinople, where the 
Serbs were regarded as subjects. Accordingly, new wars

12. Soheyill, op. cit., p . 101.



followed in which Simeon v/as largely successful. He over
ran large sections of Macedonia and Thrace and failed to 
reach the Aegean shores only'becaus®, lacking a sufficiently 
large navy, he could not cut the Greek communications by sea. 
As a result of these expeditions, however, the Greek Empire 
was largely reduced in size and the Greek army greatly de
moralized. Conscious of his mastery of the situation,
Simeon ventured far into the difficult mountains of the 
northwest. When, after stubborn resistance, most of the 
Serbs had bowed to Bulgar supremacy, Simeon pushed farther 
west into the land of the Croats Defeated in this ven
ture, Simeon died (927) before he could organize a new force 
to go against the C r o a t s •

Simeon was succeeded by his son Peter, who ruled from 
927-969, but with the death of Simeon Bulgaria fell into 
rapid decay. Peter, a lover of peace and comfort, had mar
ried a Byzantine princess, and during his reign Greek influ
ence grew still stronger, the capital, Prealov, becoming a 
miniature Constantinople . Peter’s reign was one of mis
fortune for his country, both at home and abroad. In 931 
the Serbs broke loose and asserted their independence. Peter 
lost, as a result of a Bulgarian revolt in 963 under 
Shishman, Macedonia and all western Bulgaria, including Sofia. 13 14

13. How the northwestern part of Jugoslavia.
14. Edward Gibbon, The History of the Decline and Fall of 

the Roman Empire. Vol. VI, pp. 134-136.
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From this time there were two Bmlgarlas— eastern and western.
Bie eastern, half was little sore than a Byzantine province, 
and. the western became the center of national life and 
aspirations. Western Bulgaria included Macedonia, parts 
of Thessaly,. Albania, southern and eastern Serbia, and the 
westernmost parts of modern Bulgaria. Over this region 
Shishman proclaimed himself independent tsar. Upon his death 
in 977 he was succeeded by his son Samuel. Almost immedi-, 
ately the new ruler began to fight the Greeks; his chief 
reason seemed to be that this was the only possible occupa
tion for any.seIf-respecting Bulgarian ruler. In his early cam
paigns he conquered the region which is now Montanagro and 
Herzegovina. In 996 he threatened Salonika, where the Greeks 
surprised and completely overwhelmed him.^ After this his 
fortune changed completely; the Greeks reoooupied northern 
Bulgaria and recovered Thessaly and;parts of Macedonia.
The final disaster occurred in 1014 when Samuel was disas
trously defeated by the Greeks in a pass in Macedonia.
Thus western Bulgaria came to an end as had eastern Bulgaria 
in 972.15 16 . ■; . - ' ■

From 1018-1186 Bulgaria had no existence as an inde
pendent state . The chief reason for the complete overthrow 
of the Bulgarians was that the nation was lacking in cohesion

15. Forbes, oj>. cit.. pp. 34-36.
16. Eastern Bulgaria had been taken by Greece in 972 as 

it was being invaded by the Russians.
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and organization. Another discouraging faster was the lack 
of.a large standing army, and the faot that the bulk of the 
Slav population had no desire for foreign adTenture or 
national a g g r a n d i z e m e n t . \

?rom 1186 to 1258 Bulgaria experienced a temporary re
turn to:power. The exactions and oppressions of the Greeks 
resulted in a revolt on the part of the Bulgars of northern 
Bulgaria, who were led by John Asen. Their efforts failed, 
but, securing the support of the Serbs in 1188 and of the 
Crusaders in 1189, they became more sucoessful. Asen died 
in 1196, being succeeded by his relative Ealoian, who achieved 
such success abroad that Bulgaria -almost regained its former 
proportions. But in 1207 he was murdered and was succeeded 
by John Asen II,under whom Bulgaria again reached great 
heights. The rulers.succeeding him from 1224-1258 managed 
to-undo all the constructive work of their immediate prede
cessors . Province after province was lost and Bulgaria

■I Q
again came to an inglorious end.

From 1258 onward Bulgaria may be said.to have continued 
flickering until its extinction .as a state in 1393, but dur
ing this time it had no voice in controlling the destinies 
of the Balkan Peninsula. Owing to the fact that no ruler 
emerged capable of keeping the country in order there was a 17 18

17. Gibbon, ojd. c i t V o l .  VI, p. 138.
18. Miller, op. cit.. pp. 169-170.



ohaos of rival princelets; and a steady series of political 
marriages, murders , conspiracies, and revolts. From 1351- 
1365 Bulgaria was under John Alexander, whose,sister became 
the wife of Serbia's greatest ruler, Stephen Dushan. More
over V! he recognized Stephen as his sovereign, and from that 
time Bulgaria was a vassal state. of Serbia

She Hungarians invaded northern-Bulgaria after the death 
of Alexander, and his successors invoked the help of the 
Turks against the invaders. This was the.beginning of the 
end. During the absence of -the Sultan in Asia the Serbs 
undertook an offensive but were defeated by the Turks near
Adrianople, and completely defeated the second time in the*
southern part of Serbia in the Battle of Kosovo. After a 
momentary success against the Turks in 1387 the Serbs were 
vanquished by them in 1389. Meanwhile an assault on 
Tirnova, the old Bulgarian capital, destroyed it; and thus 
Bulgaria fell completely under the rule of the Turkish 
Empire,-where she remained until 1878

The five centuries of Turkish rule (1396-1878) form a 
dark epoch in Bulgarian history. During this time the 
Bulgars slaved for their conquerors and were taxed without 
discretion. The proximity of the Turkish capital exposed 
them to a much stricter supervision than the more remote 19 20

19. Forbes , op. cit.. pp. 44-46 .
20. Miller, op. cit., p. 128.

-* 16 —



- 17 -

Christian groups . By the beginning of the nineteenth cen
tury the existence of the Bulgarian race was alsos t unknown 
in Europe; in fact, as Bulgars, they were scarcely known 
to themselves But the forks were not, perhaps, the most 
formidable foe to their spirit of independence and sense of 
nationality. The role played by the Greeks in Bulgaria 
during the Turkish dominion was almost as important as that 
of the Turks themselves, for while the country became pol
itically a part of the Ottoman Empire, its church passed 
into the hands of the Greeks. From 1393 until 1767 the 
Bulgarians were under the Greco-Bulgarian Patriarchate of 
Okrida, an organization in which all posts had to be bought 
from the Turkish administration at exorbitant and ever-rising 
prices. In 1767 the independent patriarchates were abolished 
and from that date the religious control of the Greeks was 
complete. The Bulgar language was replaced by Greek in the 
service and the Greek bishops took care to surround themselves 
with a clergy disposed and anxious to suppress in their 
parishioners every memory of a national past

Curing the first half of the nineteenth century there 
was the beginning of an intellectual renascence in Bulgaria.
It began with the publication of a Bulgarian history— a work 
with no pretensions to scientific accuracy, but it aroused 21 22

21. Schevi11, op. cit.. p. 385.
22. J. A. R. Marriott, The Eastern Question, p. 290.
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the dormant patriotism of the people. This was followed by 
a book entitled "Old and Hew Bulgaria,,T written by an en
thusiastic admirer of Bulgaria, a Russian named Venelin.
In 1835 a'successful Bulgar merchant founded at his own ex
pense a school at Gabrovo, the first purely Bulgar school 
in modern times. Other schools followed so rapidly that by 
the middle of the nineteenth century there were several * 
score; Shortly after, books * newspapers1 and periodicals 
made their appearance, printed mostly abroad to escape the 
eyes of the Turkish officials. Collections of popular songs 
were made, novels and plays were written and a German and 
Bulgarian grammar was issued, yithin a generation an edu
cated class made its appearance and boldly essayed the role 
of leadership. And, intelligibly enough, its first con
certed effort was directed against the Greek dominance over 
their church. As soon as the patriarch.and his Greek fol
lowers became aware that a Bulgar national agitation was on 
foot they induced the Porte to promise religious reforms 
tending to the appointment of Bulgarian bishops and the 
recognition of the Bulgarian language in church and school. 
But these were not carried through and the Bulgarians took 
the matter into their own hands, and in 1860 refused any 
longer to recognize the Patriarch of Constantinople, the 
same year an attempt was made to bring the Churoh of Bulgaria 
under that of Home, but at this point Russia intervened. 
Russia did not wish to see eastern Slavdom lose it's solidly
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orthodox character and promised the Bulgar leaders diplo
mat ic support in an attempt to wring from the Sultan v/hat 
had been denied by the patriarch. In 1870,the growing agi
tation having at last alarmed the Turks, the Bulgarian 
Exarchate was:established. The Bulgarian.Church was made 
free and.national and was to be under an Exarch who was in
stalled in Constantinople,where he resided until 1908. This 
complete independence from the ©reek Church gave the Bul
garians the freedom necessary to continue to develop their 
national feeling. In fact, it might be said that it marked 
the beginning of nationalism in Bulgaria.^

Following the uprising against Turkey in 1875 in Bosnia 
and Herzegovina a general revolt, was organized in Bulgaria.
It was repressed with fearful barbarity, some 15,000 Bul
garians being massacred, and fifty-eight villages and five 
monasteries destroyed. These atrocities were denounced by 
Gladstone in a celebrated pamphlet which aroused the indig
nation of Europe. The Great Powers, however, remained in
active; not that they were cold-hearted toward the situation, 
but that they feared interference would involve all Europe 
in a war for which they were not ready

Until the advent of William II the attitude of Germany 
toward the Balkans was that of an outsider. During the first 23 24

23. Forbes, on. oit., pp. 49-52.
24. J. Salwyn Sohapiro, Modern and Contemporary European 

History, p. 469.
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ten years of his reign Bisaarok ones said, "I never take 
the trouble to open the mail hag from Oom^antinople. The 
whole of the Balkans is not worth the hones of a single 
Fomeranian grenadier.n He, however, turned to the Hear 
East as an arena in which to reward the services of friends 
or to abate the disappointments of opponents. As, for ex
ample , in 1866 he turned Austria out of Germanj and turned 
her attention toward the Balkans. In 1870 he used his 
influence to see that the Black Sea Clause in the Treaty 
of Paris favored Russia, not because of benevolence for 
Russia alone but to keep Russia at arm's length from France, 
and what was still more important from England. He deliber
ately encouraged the Drang nach Osten, which from 1866 on
ward became a marked feature of Bapeburg policy.**®
. The policy of Great Britain was to maintain the integri
ty of Turkey. The British support of Turkey was due to her 
desire to safeguard her route to India. Russia in Con
stantinople might be a preliminary to a Russian advance upon 
India, long the dread of British statesmen. Hence the safe
ty of the British Empire depended upon the integrity of the 
Ottoman Empire.25 26 Meanwhile, the interest of France in 
colonial expansion, especially in Africa, had steadily 
increased. Since much of this territory was still in the

25. -Marriott, op. cit.. pp. 342-346
26. Schapiro, op. cit., p. 161.



hands of the Turkst she looked with interest to the develop
ment of the situation in the Balkans.27 28 Constantinople had 
been the goal of Russian foreign policy since the days of 
Peter the Great. The famous city was Russia's key to th# 
Mediterranean because of its command of the Bosphorus and 
the Dardanelles. With the Straits in her hands Russia would 
no longer fear being bottled up in time of war. She, there
fore, became Turkey's uncompromising enemy, bent.upon ex
pelling her from Europe . Her policies toward Turkey changed, 
however, sometimes favoring her, then again opposing her.
Her ambition to secure Constantinople was not the only 
cause of Russia's hostility to Turkey. Her racial and re
ligious affinities with the Slavic subjects of Turkey in
spired her with the motive of liberating the "little Slav 
brothers". To secure again the mosque of Saint Sophia, 
once a Christian church, appealed to the religious imagina
tion of the Russian people, to whom a war with Turkey was 
regarded as a Crusade.2®

After Austria was excluded from Germany and started 
her line of expansion toward the Balkan Peninsula she soon 
discovered that this led to Slavic resistance which was 
bolstered up by Russia, who could not forego her ambition to 
win the Straits. On the other hand Austria could not permit 
this if she expected to keep her position on the Danube .

27. Arthur Hassall, The History of France . p. 282.
28. Schapiro , ojo. ci't pp. 160-161.



Thus Russian influence.meant, blocking her way to the Aegean 
and the Adriatic.29 Austria had no ties of religion or 
blood with the oppressed Christian nationalities who were 
under Turkish rule . However, she had ao objection to their 
achieving independence providing that they did not fall 
under Russian dominance. Andrassy, the Austrian Minister 
of Foreign Affairs, was opposed to the a@iuS»lties.aftBosnia 
and Herzegovina for fear of aggravating the internal problem 
of the Dual Monarchy by increasing the number of Slavs. He 
preferred, a conference of the Great Powers to enforce re
forms. on Turkey. His attitude took form in the Andrassy 
Hote of December:30, 1876, which demanded an armistice, # 
series of reforms, and the appointment of a mixed oommleelom 
made:up of Christians and Mohammedans to supervise the ad
ministration of. the reforms. The Turks made a pretense of 
accepting the demands, but the Bosnians, fired-with.en
thusiasm and sure of support from Serbia and Montenegro, 
refused to abide by the note. Bismarck's chief concern in 
the whole affair at this time was to prevent it from disturb
ing the peace of-Europe. He, however, was not in favor of 
the Andrassy idea of a conference of the Bowers. He felt 
Austria would side with England, and Russia draw closer to 
France, which grouping would place Germany in a had position

29. Charles Seymour, Diplomatic Background of the War. 
1870-1914. p. 20QT~^ — —



and endanger the Dreikaiserbund .30
Cto July 8, 1876, without Bismarok*s knowledge, Austria 

and Russia entered Into what was known as the Reichstadt 
Agreement. They agreed to refrain from Intervention in 
Turkey for the present, but if Turkey failed to abide by 
the reforms Russia and Austria agreed to protect the Serbs. 
If, however, the Serbs were successful in their revolt 
Austria would annex part of Bosnia; Russia would regain 
Bessarabia, lost in 1856, and territory on the eastern shore 
of the Black Sea; Bulgaria and Rumelia were to be autonomous; 
Serbia, Montenegro and Greece were to receive territory; 
and Constantinople was to be a free city. This was favorable 
to Austria because it eliminated the possibility of a strong 
Slavic state.

The Turks were more successful in putting down the 
various insurgent movements than had been expected, and 
Serbia finally called for aid. The Russian government, 
contrary to the Reichstadt Agreement, felt that it must 
intervene on behalf of the oppressed peasants. This brought 
about a tense situation between Russia and Austria which 
caused both nations to turn to Bismarck, who once more re- 30 31

30. The Dreikaiserbund was an alliance of Russia, Austria 
and Germany, formulated in 1872, to repress revolution
ary movements, to settle disputes arising from the 
Eastern Question, and to maintain the territorial 
boundaries laid down by the treaty that ended the 
Franco-Prussian War of 1871.

31. S. B. Fay. The Origins of the World War, Vol. I, pp. 62-63.



24 -

fused to give Russia a free hand against Austria. Then,
In the hope of settling the trouble peaceably, beth nations 
turned to the Sultan, who again made his habitual promises 
of reform. Gorchakov, the Russian Minister, hat no faith in 
the promises and prevailed upon Austria to sign a new agree
ment on January 15, 1877, by which Austria promised not to 
threaten the Russian flank upon its advance south of the 
Danube, and in return Russia approved Austria‘s annexation 
of Bosnia and Herzegovina and the other provisions which 
had been:agreed upon at. Reichstadt.32 ;
. Public sentiment in. Russia demanded war against Turkey 

as the enemy: of the Slavic race and of the Christian faith. 
Tsar Alexander II declared that unless Europe intervened 
promptly and firmly Russia would act alone . But Europe 
acted neither promptly nor firmly; therefore, in April 1877, 
Russia declared war on Turkey. . Russian armies moved swiftly 
forward into Bulgaria and laid seige to Plevna, a great 
fortress which commanded the passes of the Balkans. After 
a stubborn seige of five months, Plevna surrendered. Rus
sian armies now poured through the Balkans, captured Adri
ano pie and prepared to march on Constantinople. The Sultan, 
however, decided to sue for peace ^

At this turn in affairs the Great Powers became keenly 32 33

32. Die Grosse Politik der EuropSisohen Kabinette, 1871- 
T9T4, IIT pp. 111-lTFT lHereafter cited as G. p T f

33. Schapiro, op. oit.. p. 470.



Interested. They saw Russia -in complete possession Of her 
foe, and to let the Tsar know that they did not expect to 
he entirely ignored "by.him they made frantic gestures, 
Austria by mobilizing an army on the Rumanian border, and 
Great Britain by dispatching a fleet to the Dardanelles.
It was a critical situation which became almost explosion 
when Russia in a treaty negotiated at San Stef ano (a suburb 
of Constantinople) finally revealed the terms to be forced 
upon Turkey. One of the principal features of the treaty 
was the reduction of European Turkey to. such small dimen
sions that its Balkan role might be looked upon as a closed 
book. Except for this Turkish remnant around Constantinople 
and except for the already liberated states of Greece, 
Serbia, Montenegro and Rumania, the Balkan area was to be 
formed into a "Greater Bulgaria". This new state, obviously 
under Russian influence, was the outstanding provision of 
the Treaty of San Stefano Following the treaty a series
of protests arose. Greece, Serbia and Rumania objected be
cause it made Bulgaria larger than they. Austria and Great 
Britain feared Bulgaria would virtually be a vassal state 
under Russian control. Austria feared such an increase of 
Russian power so near her border, and Great Britain feared 
for the safety of the Suez Canal and her route to India.
They insisted that the Treaty of San Stefano be submitted to 34

34. Ferdinand Schevill, A History of Europe. p. 668.
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a congress of Powers for revision. And undoubtedly they 
would have gone to war had not the Tsar compromised. His 
yielding was due largely to the fact that he was without a 
friend in Europe on whom he could count for help against an
Anglo-Austrian combination.^5

To make a new settlement of the Treaty of San Stefano 
the Powers met in a congress at Berlin, the result being the 
Treaty of Berlin. "Bismarck presided and filled his role of 
the 'honest broker,' but it was lord Beaeonsfield whose 
personality dominated the Congress. 'Per alte Jude. das 
1st der Mann.1 was Bismarck's shrewd summary of the situa
tion ."26 tJncLer the terms of the new treaty, Russia was not 
to be deprived of all the fruits of her victory; she re
ceived back from Rumania southern Bessarabia, surrendered in 
1856. For this loss Rumania was compensated by the 
Dobrudja, taken from Bulgaria. In addition, the Tsar was 
permitted-to strengthen his territorial position at the 
eastern end of the Black Sea by the acquisition of a part of 
the Armenian borderland. Austria emerged with a mandate to 
occupy and to administer the Turkish provinces of Bosnia 
and Herzegovina, which kept open the road to Salonika. As 
for Great Britain, she secured from the Sultan by special 
treaty the island of Cyprus. The outstanding feature of the 35 36

35. Pay, ojo. clt.. Yol. I, p. 66.
36. Marriott, op. cit.. p. 302.
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Treaty of Berlin was that the Tsar had to forego his strangle
hold on the Balkan Peninsula secured by his plan of a "Great
er Bulgarian. Bulgaria was broken into three sections . Be
tween the Danube and the Balkan Mountains a self-governing 
principality of Bulgaria was set up with no obligation to 
the Sultan save the payment of an annual tribute; south 
of the Balkans a province to be called Eastern Rumelia 
was given civil autonomy on the understanding that it was 
to be occupied by Turkish military forces; and lastly the 
province of Macedonia was returned to the Sultan in order to 
enable him to continue to play an effective Balkan role 
The Powers felt they needed the Ottoman Empire as a means

37. The fact that the Congress of Berlin restored Macedonia 
to Turkish rule after the Treaty of San Stefano had 
given it to Bulgaria was a cause for constant rebellion 
among the Macedonians and also one of the causes of 
the Balkan Wars of 1912-1913. Bulgarian nationality 
was especially strong and whole-hearted in Macedonia. 
The Macedonian revolt of 1903 brought Bulgaria on a 
verge of war with Turkey, and despite a convention of 
April 8, 1904, in which reforms were secured from 
Turkey , she was obliged to keep up an army with a view 

• to possible war, which, together with the maintenance 
of many destitute refugees from Macedonia, proved a 
heavy drain on her finances. Hor was this the sole 
question involved, as Serbia and Greece also laid claim 
to Macedonia on the grounds of ethnic kinship and car
ried on their rival propaganda by force of arms. Their 
real interest, however, lay in their fear of Bulgarian 
dominance in the Balkans, for, no doubt, Bulgaria's de
termination to push toward the Aegean and to gain a 
port was the basis for her interest in Macedonia. 
(Encyclopaedia Britannica (14th edition), Vol. IV, 
p. 365.)
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fjOr thwarting tha territorial ambitions of Russia, Serbia, 
Montenegro and Hamania were .given small increases of ter
ritory; they were also declared free and independent from 
©Irtish rule. Greece, besides rounding out her frontier by 
the addition of the province of Thessaly, also reoeived com
plete independence. In this way the Gongress proved that it 
was attempting to divide its favors among the small nations 
with an even hand. If one adds to this the creation of the 
Bulgarian principality one may be justified in saying that, 
although the Congress brought back to life the Ottoman Em
pire , it at the same time saw a not too distant future in 
which the entire Peninsula would be taken over by the liber
ated Balkan peoples. And that was, for the great European 
states from a diplomatic point of view, a happier prospect 
than the Balkan Peninsula under Russian dominance

After the Congress, of Berlin, a European Commission was 
to draft a constitution for Rumelia; for Bulgaria an as
sembly of notables was to meet at Tirnovo within nine months, 
draw up a constitution and elect a prince. Their choice 
was to be confirmed by the Porte with the assent of the 
Powers. The country was meanwhile occupied by Russian troops 
and administered by Russian officials. The Constituent . 
Assembly which met at Tirnovo on February 22, 1878, was 
overwhelmingly democratic. The majority of its members were 38

38. Schevill, History of the Balkan Peninsula, pp. 402-405.
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peasants, and the- Liberals easily dominated tli» Giwena- 
tf-ves The constitution drafted at the Assembly was one of 
the most democratic in Europe. Bemever, Bassia saw to it 
Wat it left room for many conflicts between thye ruler and 
the Sobranje (Parliament), thus elevating Russia's position 
as a protector; On August 29, 1879, the first regular Bul
garian Assembly elected as their new ruler Prince Alexander 
of Battenberg a member of the grand-ducal house of Hesse, 
and a nephew of the Tsar, Alexander II of Russia. Prince 
Alexander arrived in Bulgaria amid general rejoicings; but 
from the first his position was difficult. Elected as 
Russia’s candidate, and autocratic by nature and training, 
he considered himself less a Bulgarian ruler than an agent 
for the foreign and domestic policy of his protector. , A 
nationalist -party was soon formed that demanded the freedom 
of Bulgaria from Russian influence. Thus the political 
history of the country for the next generation was concerned, 
largely, with the struggle of the Russian and-the Rationalist 
parties for control of the government.39

In 1885 Eastern Rumelia flouted the Treaty of Berlin
and joined Bulgaria. The union displeased Russia, who. did

A _znot wish to see her protege become so strong that her pro
tection would no longer be necessary. Tsar Alexander III, 39

39. William Stearns Davis, A Short History of the Rear 
- East, p. 348. •



mthdrawing the Russian officers from tfa# Bulgarian army, 
seriously crippled it. Meanwhile, King Milan of Serbia, 
maintaining that the balance of power in the Balkans was 
endangered, suddenly declared war, but the Bulgarians de
feated the, Serbs and compelled them:.to sue for peace . This 
brief but decisive victory aided in setting the seal to 
Bulgarian u n i t y . . .
: Prince-Alexander had aroused the enmity of the Russian
party, which in 1886 succeeded in forcing him to abdicate.
The election of a new prince was a more difficult task.
Sussia sent General Kaulbars to Bulgaria to arrange for the 
election of the Prince of Hingrelia;40 4 1  42 but, finding fresh 
cause of discontent, broke off relations on November 17.
The Bulgarian delegates, touring the courts of Europe, found 
the difficulty of selecting a prince who would be agreeable 
to Russia and to the rest of Europe alike almost insur
mountable . At last their offer was accepted by Prince Ferdi
nand , youngest son of .Prince Augustus of Saxe-Coburg and 
Gotha and a grandson of Louis Phillips. He was at the time 
a. lieutenantVin. the Austrian Hussar Regiment The position 
of Prince Ferdinand was a difficult one, for Russia denounced 
him as a usurper and brought pressure on the Porte to declare

40. Davis, op. cit.. p. 349.
41. Mingrelia was a government in Transeausian Russia 

known today.as Georgia.
42. Sohapiro, op. cit., p . 473.
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his presence in Bulgaria illegal. Stambulov, who became 
Sinister president on August 3, had to rule almost as a 
dictator, but fortunately his foreign policy was very suc
cessful. fhe Powers withheld recognition, yet Ferdinand 
was received personally in Vienna, londbn and Constanti- 
lople, where relations became cordial, the Forte granting 
the Bulgarian schools and the church valuable concessions 
in 1890, 1892, and 1894. While Staabulov sought the friend
ship of the Porte, Ferdinand was anxious to recover the 
favor of Russia and thus secure his own recognition. Rela
tions between the two grew more strained until Stambulov 
resigned in 1894. Under his successor Ferdinand inaugurated 
a Russophile policy which was facilitated by the death of 
the Tsar Alexander III in November 1894. In the spring of 
1893 Ferdinand married Princess Marie Louise of Bourbon- 
Parma, as Stambulov had previously persuaded the Sobranje 
to alter the constitution and to allow the issue of the 
marriage to be brought up in the Roman Catholic faith. Now, 
however, Ferdinand had his eldest son, Prince Boris, bap
tized into the Greek Orthodox faith, with Tsar Nicholas II 
as godfather, a step which, although it incurred the dis
pleasure of Austria-Hungary, sealed the reconeiliation with 
Russia. On March 14, 1896, the Powers having signified their 
assent, Ferdinand was nominated by the Sultan Prince of 
Bulgaria and Governor-General of Eastern Rmaelia 43

43. Charles Downer Hazen, Europe Since 1815, pp. 575-76.



Bulgaria, in the meantime, had been making rapid and 
astonishing material progress. Hallways were built, exports 
increased, and the general oonditioa of the country greatly 
improved. The growth seemed quite great compared with the 
very much slower progress made by Serbia during a much long
er period, but it must be remembered that the geographical 
position of Bulgaria with its seaboard was much more favor
able to its economic development than that of Serbia, "Which 
the Treaty of Berlin had hemmed in by Turkish and Austro- 
Hungarian territory. Moreover, Bulgaria, being double the 
size of the Serbia of those days, had far greater resources 
from which to draw. From 1894 onward Ferdinand's power in 
his own country and his influence abroad had been rapidly 
growing. The gradual weakening of the Turkish Empire, par- 
ticularly. in Macedonia which, since the insurrection of 1902- 
1903, had deteriorated into a reign of terrorand also the 
unmistakably growing power and spirit of Serbia sine# the 
accession of the Karageorgevich dynasty in 1903, caused 
uneasiness in Sofia, as well as in Vienna and Budapest.

This uneasiness brought about two events which brought 
on a new crisis in Balkan affairs— namely, the annexation 
of Bosnia and Herzegovina by Austria in 1908, and Bulgaria's 
declaration of her complete independence from Turkey, also in 
1908 ,4 4

44. Forbes, op. clt., pp. 62-63.



Austria, who had never given up her hope of a road to 
Salonika, soon observed the growth of nationalism, and a 
pro-Russian feeling in Serbia. If nationalistic revolts 
were to break out in Austria, it would spell disaster for 
her. in view of this Austria tried to stifle the economic 
and political independence of Serbia, the result being that 
Austrian products were replaced by German and factories were 
started within the c o u n t r y W i t h  the Young Turk Revolution 
in 190845 46 Austria startled the world with the announcement 
of the annexation of Bosnia and Herzegovina. Aehrenthal, 
the Austrian Minister of Foreign Affairs, declared he was 
moved to take this step because he feared that the Young

45. Pay, op. cit.. Vol. I, p. 359.
46. In recent decades an increasing number of Turks had 

come into contact with western ideas and institutions 
and had reached the conclusion that the conversion of 
their fellow countrymen to these ideas was necessary if Turkey was to be saved from extinction. These reformers called themselves Young Turks. Their chief following was to be found among the officers of the army. It is this that explains the sudden and complete success of the movement. What happened in July 1908 
was largely that the officers of certain leading army 
units informed the Sultan that they would renounce their allegiance unless he at once declared in favor
of a constitutional regime. With the army against him, the Porte signified his assent. The Young Turks proclaimed a constitution and a parliament on the western pattern. They planned a reform of the law, the administration, and the schools. The effect of the Revolution had been to fill the whole empire with thoughts of liberation, and that for the many non-Turk 
races meant a liberation from the Turk. Thus, the Young 
Turks had caused the house to begin to fall about 
their ears. (Sohevill. A History of Europe, pp. 682- 
683.)
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Turks might try to bring the two prof faces onoe more
under.Turkish control. Aware of the advisability of a pre
liminary understanding with Russia, he had in September an 
interview with the Russian Foreign Minister, Izvolski. as 
a result Izvolski agreed not to oppose the annexation if 
Austria would support her should she apply for a modification 
of the agreement shutting her warships from the Straits .47

Shortly following this understanding with Stiesla, Brinee 
Ferdinand of Bulgaria was received at Budapest by Emperor 
Frances Joseph, and a plan was formulated by which Austria 
might plan to paralyze Serbian aggression. Austria decided 
to make use of Bulgaria by helping satisfy the ambition of 
her ruler to become an independent monarch in exchange for 
the menace of a Bulgarian army upon Serbia’s eastern frontier.
A military understanding was reached by which Bulgaria promised 
military action against Serbia on the assurance that Austria 
would support and recognize her if she wished to proclaim 
her independence. It was specified, however, that Bulgaria 
was not to proclaim her independence before December 2 . ^ 8

In the meantime Aehrenthal had laid his plan before the 
Crown Council;, he contended that, since Austria had been in 
actual possession of Bosnia and. Herzegovina over such a long 47 48

47. Schevill, A His tory of Europe. pp. 703-704.
48. Vidi, "The Real. History of the Hear Eastern Crisis,"

The Fortnightly Review, Vbl. 91 (1909), p. 224;
ET“T. S . Dugdale, German Diplomatic Documents 1871- 
1914, Vol. Ill, p.-5'OT. ' '



period of years, annexation was a mere formality. He in
tended to give the provinces parliamentary government, but 
first their relationship to the Empire must be defined.
He offered the Austrian guarantee to relinquish the Sanjak 
of Novi Bazar, hoping to dispel all fears of Austria’s 
desire to expand in the Balkans. The final deolsion v/as 
made at a second Crown Council on September 10, after Aehren 
thal had assured the Council that all possible precautions 
had been taken to secure the support of the other Powers .50 

Although Aehrenthal had specified that Bulgaria was 
not to announce her independence until December 2, Ferdi
nand was making plans for more immediate action. He had 
probably reasoned that if Europe did not approve of the 
annexation of Bosnia and Herzegovina by Austria and seri
ously protested the violation of the Treaty of Berlin he 
would lose his chance. But if Bulgaria could precipitate 
matters and steal a march on Austria she would be shielded 
by the uproar which would naturally follow Austria’s 49 50

49. The Sanjak of Novi Bazar was a district of the Turkish 
Empire which thrust a mountainous wedge between Serbia 
and Albania. By the Treaty of Berlin (1878) permission 
to garrison the Sanjak was given to Austria, to whom it 
was of great strategic importance by reason of its lo
cation. Aehrenthal had proposed building a railway 
through the Sanjak with the terminus at Salonika. The 
opposition of Greece, Russia, England and France led 
Austria to abandon this policy of aggression. After 
the annexation of Bosnia and Herzegovina the Sanjak was 
restored to Turkey. By the Treaty of London and 
Bucharest (1913) the district was made a part of Serbia.

50. Oswald Henry Wedel, Austro-German Diplomatic Relations 
1908-1914, pp. 56-571



annexation, the announcement of which Ferdinand was expect
ing at any time.5 1  52 . , : .

Another factor which probably had a bearing on Ferdi
nand ‘s haste in the matter was a strike of several weeks, 
beginning in September, of the Oriental Bailway.; The Bail- 
way, an enterprise in which the Turkish government had a 
proprietary interest, extended from Turkey proper aerosa 
Eastern Bumelia into Bulgaria, forming part of the trunk
line from Vienna to Constantinople . The strike temporarily 
crippled all traffic over the railway and Bulgarian troops, 
in order to prevent violence, occupied that part of the line 
which extended over Bulgarian territory. When the strike 
was over, Bulgaria refused to withdraw her troops and Turkey 
protested vigorously, since the railway was placed under 
her control by international agreement of the Powers, al
though the majority of stockholders were German and Austrian.

Meanwhile, Aehrenthal's actions were obviously hurried; 
this was due largely to Bulgaria. He had undoubtedly antici
pated that the railway strike in Bulgaria would be used by 
Prince Ferdinand to hasten his plans. Yet, knowing that it 
might happen, it caught Aehrenthal unprepared. He had wished 
his announcement to come first, but when on October 7, 1908, 
he announced the annexation of - Bosnia and Herzegovina,

51. Vidi, 0£. oit.
52. "The Strike of the Oriental Railway." Be view of Be views.

Vol. 38 (1908), p. 529.



Bulgaria had anticipated him by one 4ay*^P :
Since Bulgaria had announced her independence on October 

6 , 1908, it naturally necessitated a settlement by which 
Turkey would be compensated for the railway. Before the end 
of the month England, France, and Russia joined in a com
munication which was approved by Italy and Germany advising 
Bulgaria to undertake direct negotiations with the Sultan.
The government at Sofia acted promptly on this advice, and 
sent a representative, 1£. Dimitrov, to Constantinople . The 
chief difficulty proved to be the difference of opinion be
tween the two parties respecting the amount of total indem
nity due to Turkey. After several weeks Bulgaria offered to 
pay about $16,400,000, but;Turkey demanded $24,000,000. 
Several weeks later the Russian government hit upon a plan 
to relieve the tension and made a definite financial propo
sition to both governments. Turkey was bound by treaty to 
pay an annual war indemnity to Russia (on account of the 
Russo-Turkish War, 1877-1878) of about $1,600,000 without 
interest. Russia now proposed to relieve Turkey of the 
obligation to make these yearly payments until the total 
sum remitted should amount to $24,000,000— the amount Turkey 
demanded. Then Russia proposed to accept from Bulgaria in 
annual installments, with interest, a sum aggregating $16,- 
400,000— the amount Bulgaria offered to pay. Both countries

53. We del, ojd. cit.. p. 63.



accepted this settlement and within a few days the govern
ments of the Great Powers formally recognized Bulgaria as 
an independent kingdom.54

Thus Bulgaria was ready to take her place in the world 
of nations. Her rise since the awakening of her nationalism 
in the middle of the nineteenth Century was meteoric, fhe 
Treaty of San Stefano in 1878 ga-fe her a feeling of national 
unity with definite boundary lines. Although the Treaty of 
Berlin reduced these boundaries, it did not affect her 
growing nationalism. The annexation of Eastern Humelia 
increased her strength as well as her desire to push toward 
an outlet into the Aegean; a desire which led her to break 
the bonds which bound her to Turkey. Bulgaria was now ready 
to play a vital role in the policies of the Balkan Penin
sula ; she had a splendid army; her independence gave her 
prestige, power, and, above all; a Xing.

54. W. S. Murray, The Making of the Balkan States, 
pp. 180-185. '
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CH1PBH II

THE B A L M  LEAGUE AND THE B A L M  WARS

The idea of a permanent alliance or even a confedera
tion among the Christian states of the Balkans was frequently 
broached after the Treaty of Berlin. But the aggrandisement 
of Bulgaria in 1885, and the war between Bulgaria and Serbia 
which followed shattered the hope for many years to come• In 
1891 M. Trikoupis, at that time Prime Minister of Greece, 
visited Belgrade and Sofia with the object of renewing nego
tiations for an alliance. The Serbian statesmen welcomed 
his advances, but Stambulov, who was supreme in Bulgaria, 
frowned upon the project of a Balkan League. The real 
obstacle, however, to a confederation or league of Balkan 
States arose from their conflicting claims in Haaedonia 
After the Young Turk Revolution and the Austrian annexation 
of Bosnia and Herzegovina in 1908 Russia took an active 
part in trying to create a Balkan League.1 2 But all her 
efforts failed, owing in a large part to the inherent hatred 
and jealousy of Serbia and Bulgaria toward each other, and 
to the distrust with which the wily King of Bulgaria was

1. Marriott, op. cit., p. 391.
2. G. P., XXVII, 9757-9755. (References to all sets of 

"documents are to the documents and not to the page, 
unless otherwise indicated.)
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regarded by everyone, including his own ministers .3 4
The idea came to life again, however, when the news - was 

received that Italy had declared war on Turkey in September 
1911 Russia saw here an opportunity to take - advantage of 
the Turkish difficulties to strengthen her position in the 
Balkans. In 1909 a new minister, Nicholas Hartwig, had been 
sent to Belgrade. Hartwig was an ardent Pan-Slavist; he at 
once devoted himself to attaching Serbia to Russia, and to 
promoting a Balkan League. He was also active in promoting 
the anti-Austrian feeling, and practically dominated Serbian 
foreign policy. When Italy declared war on Turkey it aroused 
tremendous excitement in the Balkans. Everyone believed 
that Austria would take advantage of the occasion to re- 
oocupy the Sanjak of Novi Bazar, and even force her way 
south to Salonika. Both Serbia and Montenegro demanded that 
their governments seize the Sanjak. The Russian ministers 
quickly took advantage of the situation. Nekliuiov, the 
Russian minister at Sofia, urged Bulgaria to make an alliance 
with Serbia, and Hartwig warned the Serbs not to occupy the 
Sanjak until after an alliance with Bulgaria was signed.

3. British Documents on the Origin of the War, edited by 
&. P. (Jooch and Harold Temperly, V, 261, Buchanan to 
Sir Edward Grey, August 7, 1907. (Hereafter cited as 
Brit. Doc.); Ibid., IX, Part II, 461, Bax-Ironsides to 
Sir Edward Grey, January 6 , 1913; B . de Slebert and
G. A. Schreiner, Entente Diplomacy and the World.
406, Russian Ambassadorat Paris to Sazonov, May 24, 1912.

4. Wedel, ojo. cit. p. 136.
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Hassian success was so great that on September 30 the Bul
garian Prime Minister announced that if Austria undertook 
action against Turkey she would find Bulgaria and Serbia 
united against her. The negotiations thus begun continued 
with great difficulty during the following months. But * 
unrest in Macedonia and Albania continued; anti-Turkish' 
feeling ran high among the Bulgars; fear of Austrian inter
vention remained and Russian diplomacy continued actively.
At last, on March 13, 1912, a secret treaty of alliance was 
signed,5 6 the terms of which were as follows:

(1) Bulgaria and Serbia bound themselves to aid each
other with their entire forces, in the event of 
one's being attacked by one or more States.

(2) If any Great Power attempted to annex, occupy, or
even temporarily invade any part of the Balkan 
territories which at the time were under Turkish 
rule the two contracting parties would come to 
each other's aid.

(3) The two contracting parties bound themselves not to
conclude peace except jointly and after a preliminary 
understanding.

(4) 6 A military convention must be concluded which would
provide minutely for everything that might have to be

5. Joseph Ward Swain, Beginning the Twentieth Century, pp. 318-319.
6 . This Convention was concluded May 11. The complete text 

of the Convention may be found in Brit. Doc.. IX.
pp. 1011-1013. ”



undertaken by either side in the event of a 
w a r r ' ' : ' - ■ ■ ' v!

By Article 2 Serbia was protected from Austria against 
any attempt to re occupy the Sanjak of ITovi Bazar or to seize 
the ports of Macedonia and Albania which Serbia wanted. Bul
garia had little interest in seeing Serbia acquire Bosnia 
and Herzegovina or other Hapoburg territory. Her eye was 
directly on Macedonia, Thrace and even Constantinople; 
she therefore wished the new allianee directed against 
Turkey. Accordingly, a secret annex provided that if dis
order broke out in Turkey threatening the status quo of the 
Balkans, Bulgaria and Serbia would enter into an enehange 
of views for joint military action* If Russia did not ob
ject to this plan of action, the two Balkan allies would then 
carry on military operations as agreed. Any dispute which 
might arise was to be referred to the Tsar, whose decision 
was to be binding. ; A detailed statement set forth the division 
of the spoils to be acquired in Macedonia; this was insisted 
upon by Serbia. Knowing that Bulgaria had a superior army, 
she deemed it necessary that there be a definite statement 
concerning a division of the spoils before a war started.
The Treaty provided, among other things, that Serbia would 
receive western.Macedonia, but would lay no claim to

7. G . P ., XXXIII, 12058, Pourtales to Bethmann-Hollweg, 
lay 17, 1912.

n



territory in the direction of Salonika south of a line from 
Mount Golem to Lake Oohrida.8 In order to give the Treaty 
additional solemnity it was signed not only by the minis
ters but by the sovereigns of the two countries as well. By 
April.the Tsar signified his aooeptaaoe of the difficult 
function assigned to him under its provisions.9

King Nicholas of Montenegro had always been eager for 
a combination against Turkey and had already made several 
proposals for an alliance with Russian aid. Immediately 
after the outbreak of the Turko-Italian War he suggested 
common military action to the other states. Serbia, at 
this time looking to possible negotiations with Turkey, de
clined . When, near the middle of April 1912, the Bulgarian 
minister conferred in Vienna with the Montenegrin prime 
minister who had accompanied King Nicholas on an official 
visit to the Austrian Emperor, an agreement was easily 
reached. No formal treaty was signed. By the terms of the 
agreement Bulgaria was to give financial assistance to 
Montenegro in case war should break out. An agreement be
tween Montenegro and Serbia was more difficult because of 
mutual suspicions and dynastic intrigues, but through the 
intermediation of Bulgarian officials it was reached soon

8 . A complete text of this Treaty may be found in E. C. 
Stowe11, Diplomacy of the War of 1914, pp. 572-674.9. Marriottop. oft.. p . 394 .



a f t e r w a r d s _ * f
Negotiations between Greece and Bulgaria had long been 

under way. Venizelos became prime minister of Greece in 
October 1910. His express policy at the. outset was to avoid 
difficulty with Turkey, but the Turkish government, by renew
ing its boycott on Greek commerce in Salonika and its policy 
of repression in Macedonia, forced him to change his pacific 
policy. He therefore made efforts to secure the cooperation 
of Bulgaria in a defensive agreement. In April.1911 he 
sent to Sofia a proposal that the two countries enter into 
an understanding for joint defense of the Christians in 
Macedonia and for an eventual defensive alliance against 
Turkey. Gueshov, who became the Bulgarian prime minister in 
1911, made no response to the proposals of Yanlselos, for 
he doubted the military strength of Greece ant feared that 
a Greco-Turkish war over Crete was imminent . H  In Febru
ary 1912 negotiations between Bulgaria and Greece were again 
taken up. Venizelos proposed that the Treaty should include 
territorial arrangements. But since the rigid claims of 
Greece would inevitably oonfliot with Bulgarian aspirations 
in Salonika, and since there was no time for delay, it was 
decided to omit all territorial understanding. The Treaty 10 11

10. F. M. Anderson and A. G. Hershey, Handbook for the 
Diplomatic History of Europe. Asia, and Africa 
1^70-19147 P. 424.11. TbicL, p. 422.



was signed May 29, 191E. By this Treaty the two countries 
■bound themselves to aid eaoh other, if attacked by Turkey, 
and to use their influence ofe# their co-nationalists in 
Turkey to assist in the peaceable conduct of all the nation
alities forming the population of the Turkish Empire . They 
also bound themselves to secure for Bulgars and Greeks in 
Turkey the enjoyment of the rights assured them by previous 
treaties.1 2 The Treaty differed in one important respect 
from the Serbo-Bulgarian Treaty in that no mention was made 
as to the partition of Macedonia. Further, it was expressly 
provided that if war broke out between Turkey and Greece 
on the question of the admission of the Cretan deputies to 
the Greek Parliament, Bulgaria, not being interested in 
the question, should be bound only to benevolent neutrality.1^ 
This defensive alliance signed in May was supplemented in 
September, as in the case of Serbia, by a detailed military 
convention. The real gain to the alliance by this convention 
was the assured cooperation of the Greek fleet, whose chief 
aim was to secure naval supremacy over the Aegean Sea, thus 
interrupting all communications by that route between Asia 
Minor and European Turkey.1 4 With this Treaty the negotia
tions for the Balkan league were complete.

12.. -The complete text of this Treaty may be found in Brit. 
Doc., IX, pp. 1013-1016.

13. Marriott, op . cit.. p. 395.
14. A complete text of this Convention may be found in 

Brit. Doc. IX, pp. 1016-1018.
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Unfortunately, the crucial question of the division of 
the spoils was left unsolved. In the eyes of all the main 
purpose of the common drive was the conquest of Macedonia, 
but instead of agreeing beforehand upon each ally's share 
in the disputed region, no mention of it was made, except 
in the Serbo-Bulgarian Treaty. Even in this treaty any 
dispute was to be left to the arbitration of the Tsar. This 
evasion of the territorial issue in all but the Serbo-Bul
garian Treaty made a struggle in case of the victory of the 
allies absolutely certain.

Although the terms of the treaties were secret, by 
August 1 they were known to the Powers of Europe,15 who 
were alarmed at the arrangements, which were likely to bring 
about a war in the Balkans, and who did not fail to see the 
guiding hand of Russia. Although it had been expected, 
the news was nevertheless a surprise; even Russia seemed un
prepared to deal with the situation she had started, for 
at the last minute she seemed to have feared the effects of 
a war on her own plans to open the Straits .1® Although the 
Powers were correct in their judgment of the dangers latent 
in the treaties binding the Balkan league, they nevertheless 
took no immediate steps to consult with each other to avert 
an outbreak of war in the Balkans. This was due largely to 15 16

15. Siebert and Schreiner, on. oit.. 396, Sasonov to 
Benokendorv, March 30, 1912.

16. We del, oj>. cit., p. 144.
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the division of the Powers into two camps: the Triple
Entente (England, Prance, Russia) and the Triple Alliance 
(Germany, Austria-Hungary, Italy).

Count Berchtold, the Austrian Minister of Foreign Af
fairs, was the first of the European diplomats to propose 
collective action in view of the increasing tension between 
Turkey and the Balkan States, but his proposal was so vague 
that it did not commend itself to any of the powers By 
September 17 the news of Turkish atrocities and Bulgarian 
war excitement became so alarming that Sazonov, the Russian 
Minister for Foreign Affairs, made a suggestion to all the 
Powers, "not as a rival but as a supplementary action* to 
that of Berchtold, that the Powers should advise Turkey to 
make immediate reforms in Macedonia.*8 As quick action seemed 
necessary to prevent the Bulgarians from taking things into 
their own hands in Macedonia, Sazonov gave his advice to 
Turkey immediately without waiting to hear from his Entente 
friends. But his proposal had no effective results for 
several reasons: Sir Edward Grey did not want to put pres
sure on the Turks; Poincare did not wish to act except in 
cooperation with England; and Germany after past experiences 
had little confidence in the success of any reforms by the 
Turks in Macedonia Finally, the assent of all the Powers 17 18 *

17. G. P., XXXIII, pp. 50 f 60 f., 89 f., 99.
18. V5. P., XXXIII, 12148, Lucius to Foreign Office, Sep- 

TemFer 18, 1912; 12149, Bethmann-Hollweg to Lucius, 
September 19, 1912.. Ibid.19



was secured to advise the Balkan States not to disturb the 
peace and warning them that no territorial gains would be 
permitted if it were disturbed. On October 7 Russia and 
Austria issued the agreed warning to the now highly excited 
Balkan States . It was too late, for oh.the following day 
Montenegro declared war on Turkey,2® and was speedily joined 
by the other Balkan Allies.2^

Turkey was attacked simultaneously on four sides.
' 1 ' '  ' • g gThe Montenegrins invaded Albania, the Serbians northern 

Macedonia, the Bulgarians Thrace, and the Greeks southern 
Macedonia. By far the best army of the Allies was that of 
the Bulgarians, who won a great victory at the Battle of MLe 
Burgas. The Serbs defeated the Turks in several engagements 
and entered the seaport of Durazzo in Albania. No less 
successful were the Greeks, who captured Salonika. There 20 21 22
20. King Nicholas was anxious to declare war before certain 

of his activities became too obvious to the European 
Powers who had agreed to loan him thirty million francs. 
Shortly preceding his declaration of war he carried
out a stupendous coup de bourse at the expense of the 
European public . The HTng first began by lowering prices 
on the stock exchanges of the world by assuming a trucu
lent and defiant attitude towards the Powers . When 
everyone was convinced that Austria-Hungary was de
termined to begin military operations and the gloom was 
sufficiently intense all round King Nicholas suddenly 
came forward in the character of the dove of peace and prices jumped up on the bourses in every European capi
tal. It is asserted that King Nicholas made his pile by these indelicate operations. (Brit. Doc., IX,
Part II, 968, Sir Cartwright to Sir Nicolson, Kay 9, 1913.)

21. G. P., XXXIII, 12243, Kiderlen to Wangenheim, October 8 ,
1912.

22. Albania, who had no desire to exchange the Turkish for a Serbian yoke , called an assembly of representative chieftains and proclaimed herself independent and 
neutral on November 28, 1912.



was great astonishment in Europe at the success of the 
Allies, whose soldiers were generally considered far inferior 
in fighting power to the German-trained Turks. In their 
surprise and distress the Turks appealed to the European 
Powers, which agreed to assemble a conference at London to 
consider the case . As a preliminary measure they required 
the combatants to arrange a truce, which they did on It ©ember 
3, 1912. The London Peace Conference, which held its first 
meeting on December 16, 1912, was composed of delegates from 
the Balkan Allies and Turkey. At the same time a Conference 
of Ambassadors, consisting of Sir Edward Grey and the London 
representatives of all the Powers, was also in session, this 
group sitting almost continuously until the signing of the 
Treaty of Bucharest' in August 1913. From the outset the 
negotiations between the representatives of Turkey and those 
of the Balkan Allies were exceedingly difficult, and nothing 
but the tact and patience of Sir Edward Grey kept the dele
gates together. Turkey held out for the retention of the 
four cities which at the moment represented all that was 
left of the Ottoman Empire in Europe: Constantinople,
Adrianopie, Scutari and Janina. As to the first, there was 
no dispute; the main obstacle to peace was presented by the 
question of Adrianopie and Thrace. A secondary difficulty 
arose from the claim put in by Rumania to a readjustment of 
the boundaries of the Dobrudja as compensation for her neu
trality. By January 22, 1913, both difficulties had been



more or less overcome, as Turkey had agreed to surrender 
Adrlanople.

But the Conferences had not reckoned on the Young Turks.
On January 23 Snver Bey, at the head of a military deputation, 
burst into the chamber where the Couno1 1 was sitting in 
Constantinople, denounced the proposal to surrender Adrlanople, 
insisted on the resignation of the grand vizier. Eland 1 
Pasha, and shot ITazim Pasha, the Turkish commander-in-ohlef • 
Enver Bey then placed himself at the head of the new govern
ment . Enver’s coup d ’etat brought the London negotiations to 
an abrupt close . The armistice was denounced by the Allies 
on January 29,23 and on February 4 the war was renewed, 
bringing more decisive victories to the Allies. An army of 
Bulgarians and Serbians captured Adrlanople, and an army of 
Montenegrins captured Scutari, a great fortress in Albania.
The inferior Ottoman navy was bottled up in the Dardanelles 
and practically all the Ottoman islands, with the exception 
of Cyprus, held by Great Britain, and Rhodes and the 
Dodekanese, held by Italy, passed without resistance into 
the hands of the Greeks. Turkey, overcome by defeat, sued 
for peace. On April 20 the Balkan States agreed to accept 
the mediation of the Powers. The Balkan delegates and the 
representatives of the Great Powers met for a second time in 
London and a treaty was signed on May 30, 1913, which

23. Marriott, op. cit.. pp. 402-403.



practically ousted Turkey from Europe . She was compelled to 
cede to the Allies all her European territory, except Con
stantinople and the adjacent region,which lay between the 
Sea of Marmora and the line connecting Midia on the Black 
Sea with Enos on the Aegean; Crete *as given to Greece but 
the status of the other islands of the Aegean was left for 
a later decision. The Turkish delegates fought hard for a 
reasonable peace, being especially anxious to retain Adri
ano pie t a sacrifice insisted upon by Bulgaria.24

Far from easy was the settlement of the question of 
Albania. Serbia had not only occupied the city of Scutari 
but also Durazzo, the seaport on the Adriatic. She naturally 
supposed that Albania would fall under her sphere of influ
ence, thus giving her the long desired outlet to the Adri
atic. But she had not counted on meeting such opposition as 
she soon encountered. Austria could not allow Albania to 
become Serbian; in other words, a Russian sphere of influ
ence, particularly since her goal of advance in the Balkans 
was further endangered by the Greek occupation of Salonika. 
Austria was supported by Italy In the establishment of an 
independent Albania, though under different forms and for 
different reasons . Allies, yet rivals, both were in favor 
of creating Albania as an independent state as a means of 
excluding Serbia from the Adriatic, which both desired to

24. Schapiro, op. cit.» p .481.
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dominate. Austria wanted a completely independent Albania, 
either under a native chief tain or .under ao.aa pther ruler 
whom Austria could more or less control and influence. She 
hoped to find in Albania an ally against Serbia on the east 
to check the dangerous "Greater Serbia” movement in the 
future, and a check upon Italy on the west. Italy, on the 
other hand, did not want too strong an Albania. Italy, 
wanted to control the harbor at Valona, build a railway 
across the mountains to Salonika, and check the northern 
advance of Greek influence. In possession of Brindisi : 
on one shore of the Adriatic and in control of the Albanian 
coast on the other, Italy aspired virtually to make the 
Adriatic into an Italian lake . But both Austria and Italy 
were extremely Jealous and suspicious of each other, and both 
had sought secret support from Russia for the exclusion of 
the other from all influence in Albania. lor was Germany 
indifferent to the future of Albania. With Serbia out off 
from the Adriatic she would be compelled to seek access to 
the sea on the shores of the Aegean. A conflict of interests 
between Serbia and Bulgaria would be sure to follow over 
Macedonia, and a conflict between Serbia and Greece would 
not be impossible. Thus the solidarity of the Balkan League, 
by far. the greatest obstacle which lay between Germany and 
the Mediterranean, would be effectively broken.2® The

25. Davis, op. cit.. p. 405.



question became so strained that for a time it appeared that 
it would draw the Powers into a war, but concessions were 
made and a compromise proposal was accepted for an independent 
Albania whose boundaries were to be determined later.^6

Par more difficulty was experienced by the Allies in 
partitioning the estate of the "stele man of Europe" than in 
conquering him. A bitter quarrel arose as to the share of 
each. Bulgaria, who had rendered the greatest service dar
ing the war, demanded the greater share of Macedonia as her 
prize. While she had been pursuing her plan of campaign 
against Turkey by driving southeastward into fhraoe, Greece 
and Serbia had taken possession of Macedonia. From a purely 
military point of view this was the most strategic plan, 
but when it came to a division of the spoils the mere 
retention of Thrace did not satisfy Bulgaria, particularly 
when for decades Macedonia had been her goal • Greece op
posed her demand by insisting on retaining Salonika, and 
Serbia, being deprived of her conquests in Albania through 
Austrian intervention, demanded the part of Macedonia south 
of the line from Golem to lake Oohrida. Bulgaria objected 
seriously to this on the ground that this was in violation 26

26. The Powers selected Prince Wilhelm von Wied, a nephew 
of the Queen of Rumania, as Prince of Albania. The 
Prince had the prime qualifications for the position, 
being a Protestant. Therefore,he could not be charged 
with favoring his Moslem, Greek, or Catholic subjeots-- 
there not being one native Protestant in all Albania.



of the Treaty of 1912.27 28
- The situation was highly erittoal aWM, iNm 8, th# 

Tsar offered his services as arbitrator, taking advantage 
of the position assigned to and accepted by him in the Treaty 
of 1912. Serbia accepted the Tsar’s offer, but Bulgaria, 
though not actually declining it, made various conditions, 
attributing all the blame for the dispute to Serbia and re
minded the Tsar that Russia had long ago acknowledged the 
right of Bulgaria to protect the Bulgarians of Macedonia.

In the meantime a new cabinet had been formed in Bul
garia, where the warlike M. Danev replaced the pacific H. 
Gueshov as Premier. Bulgaria during April and Hay had 
transferred her military forces to the borders of Macedonia 
to make good her claim. A state of tension consequently 
existed which was heightened by spontaneous clashes among 
the excited soldiers. On June 29 the Bulgarian military 
authorities ordered an attack on the Serbs• Ifc certain 
anticipation of the events, Greece and Serbia had some weeks 
before signed an alliance to afford to each other assistance 
with all their armed forces and not to conclude peace except 
jointly and together. They bound themselves not to come to 
any separate understanding with Bulgaria but to give each 
other constant assistance in upholding mutually their

27. Anderson and Hershey, op. cit., p. 451•
28. Marriott, op. eft., p. 408 .



territorial claims and the boundary lines which were in
dicated. Should a dissension arise with Bulgaria in regard 
to the frontiers designated, and a friendly settlement become 
impossible they reserved to themselves the right to propose 
to Bulgaria that the dispute be submitted to the mediation 
or arbitration of the sovereigns of the Entente Powers. M  
case Bulgaria should refuse to aoeept this manner of settle
ment they bound themselves to assist each other with all 
their armed forces.29

The war among the Allies therefore took the form of 
Bulgaria versus Greece and Serbia, supported by the fresh 
and unexhausted strength of Rumania, who had decided to 
enter the war. This new war lasted less than a month, for 
Bulgaria was caught between the Serb and Greek armies ad
vancing from the west and south, the Rumanian army striking 
from the north, and the Turkish army,3® coming from the south
east. In the face of this fourth invasion Tsar Ferdinand 
asked for peace. At a conference which met at Bucharest 
Bulgaria was deprived of nearly all the territory that she 
had won from Turkey. Greece got the largest share— southern 
Macedonia, including Salonika; Serbia got a large part of

29. The full text of this Treaty may be found in The 
American Journal of International law, Vol. 12, 
Supplement, pp. 89-92.

30. The Turkish army had taken up arms on its own ac
count and marched an army up to recapture Adrianople.



Macedonia and half of the Sanjak of Ilovi Bazar; Montenegro 
received the other half of the Ilovi Bazar and Bulgaria re
ceived part of Macedonia and western Thrace, which was con
siderably less than the gain of Greece or that of Serbia. 
Rumania secured a large strip of the Dobrudja, including 
the important fortress of sillstria. By the Treaty of Con
stantinople between Turkey and Bulgaria, the former doubled 
the European territory left to her by the Conference of 
London, Adrianople and eastern Thrace being given back to 
the Sultan.51

The Balkan Wars solved the Hear Eastern Question as 
far as Turkey was concerned, but they left behind a legacy 
of hatred and distrust which was to have momentous conse
quences . Bulgaria was humiliated and embittered at the in
creased power of the Balkan rivals. Serbia's gain of a 
large part of Macedonia filled Bulgaria with a deadly hatred, 
and henceforth she was eager to gain the support of Austria 
or Russia— whichever offered her the best prospect of over
throwing the Treaty of Bucharest. But Bulgaria had for
feited the confidence of everyone. Russia hesitated to ally 
with her for fear of antagonizing Serbia, and-Austria hesi
tated similarly for fear of offending Rumania. Serbia came 
out of the Wars greatly increased in power and prestige, al
though embittered at her exclusion by the Bowers from a

31. Brit. Doc.. IX, Part II, p. 1074.



political and economic outlet on the Adriatic. The compensa
tion she received in Macedonia, how»vers rfIre#.-her with a 
renewed self-confidence and determination to realize her 
ambition of a "Greater SerbiaM. Backed by Russia she began 
a propaganda campaign among the Slavs in Austria-Hungary to 
detach them from their allegiance to the Hapsburgs. Austria, 
therefore, clung all the more tightly to Germany to protect 
herself from disruption. Thus the Wars did not in the least 
diminish the Balkan animosities. For were the indications 
that a storm was gathering limited to southeastern Europe.
To be sure, the Powers had, during the two Balkan T/ars, 
successfully maintained their equilibrium and on matters 
of common concern as, for example, the fate of Albania, 
had reached a decision to which all adhered. But, neverthe
less , relations were strained and difficult, and at times 
war between the Powers was barely averted. When the Treaty 
of Bucharest was finally signed Europe felt a sense of relief 
that the map of Europe had been made over without the out
break of war between any of the Great Powers. But fear and 
suspicion dominated even the European press and public 
opinion. As a result, the Balkan crisis was followed by 
almost convulsive efforts on the part of every great state 
to increase its military and naval forces. Thus the problem 
of the Fear East, of whioh John Morley said, "that shifting, 
intractable, and interwoven tangle of conflicting interests, 
rival peoples, and antagonistic faiths that is veiled under



the easy name of the Eastern Question,n became the background 
of the events leading directly to the World War.
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EEGOTIATIOITS ZEOM .THS BAIKA1I \7AE3 TO THE
AUSTRO-SBRBlAli CRISIS OF JUKE 1914

Following the Balkan Wars, two aoute problems existed 
in the Kear East: the Rosso-Qermn rivalry at Constanti
nople, augmented hy the Bagdad Railway, and the Austro-* 
Serbian antagonism in the western Balkans, due to Serbia's 
Jugoslavia activities. Each was"a possible cause for a 
European war. Russia might attempt to seize Constantinople 
and the Straits; Austria-Hungary might begin the long desired 
campaign against Serbia, or Serbia, if assured of Russian 
support, might attack the Hapsburg Monarchy. In either case 
much would depend upon the attitude of Bulgaria and Rumania, 
which lay between the two danger zones.

Bulgaria's geographical position had been her undoing in 
1913; she was completely isolated by nel^ibors idao surrounded 
her on all sides. This isolated position now proved of value 
when her neighbors were on the verge of being engaged each 
in divergent directions . The policy of Rumania and Greece 
depended on that of Bulgaria. Furthermore, Bulgaria was 
also the only European neighbor of Turkey.

The strongest trump in Germany's hand was her central
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position, the fact that she held the inner line which would 
allow the transportation of troops at will from one front to 
another. To cement more securely this chain of military 
coherence, the support of Bulgaria was needed. Germany needed 
the raw resources of Turkey; Turkey needed German guns, 
ammunition, and equipment. And only through Bulgaria could. 
Berlin communicate with Constantinople overlamd.

The Entente's greatest source of weakness was the absence 
of communication between east and west. To remedy precisely 
this situation, the forcing of the Dardanelles was thought 
imperative . The success of a Dardanelles expedition would 
achieve two ends with one stroke; it would sever Germany 
from Turkey and thus frustrate the menace to England's 
dominion over Egypt and India, and it would establish over
seas communication between Bnssia and her allies. Here again 
the importance of Bulgaria’s position was paramount. With 
the help of the Bulgarian army striking directly at the 
Turks an Anglo-French attack on the Dardanelles could be suc
cessful; with a benevolently neutral Bulgaria refusing to 
allow the transportation over her railroads of German ammunition 
for Turkey, the armies of Enver Pasha would soon he ex
hausted, for all ammunitions sent by way of Rumania's 
Oonstanza would be liable to attack by Russia's Black Sea 
fleet. With a Bulgaria friendly to Germany, however, the 
Anglo-French expedition would face an endless task. Thus 
Bulgaria held the key which could either unlock the Constant!-
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no pie gates for the Entente or lock them for Germany. The 
fact that, of all the neutral states Bulgaria alone pos
sessed both a Black Sea coast and an Aegean coast gave her 
a position of inestimable value., Germany's immediate aim 
in the Balkans was economic dominion over the Hear Bast and 
that would need a friendly Bulgaria. Bussia's immedi
ate aim was political mastery over Constantinople and the 
Dardanelles; therefore, dominance in Adrianopie and Thrace 
was necessary. Russia, from this point of view, was Bul
garia's more dangerous enemy, and aiding the Entente meant 
sacrificing Bulgarian interests to those of Russia, which 
were dangerous to Bulgaria. For Bulgaria was again seeing 
the possibility of realizing her national ideal, her ambition 
to regain Macedonia and the Dobrudja."^ Therefore, owing to 
this strategic position, the countries of the Triple Alii-‘ 
ance and the Triple Entente were to bid eagerly for Bul
garia 's support.

The attitude of King Ferdinand, however, was not always 
clear. He came to the throne in 1887, as has been indicated 
in Chapter I, against the wishes of Russia. Furthermore, he 
was a German prince, a former officer of the Austrian Hus
sars, and a great Magyar magnate. His sympathies, like 
those of King Carol, were undoubtedly German, although he was

1. Radoslov Andrea Taanoff, "Bulgaria's Bart in the European 
War," Hew York Times Current History. Vol. 9 (1916), 
pp. 7CPT5.



fond of reminding the.Frenohthat he was a grandson of Louis 
Phillips.2 He appeared to have realized that to secure 
Macedonia from the Turks he would need Russia's consent, pos
sibly her support. He also realised that the mass of his 
subjects looked upon Russia as their liberator. Therefore, 
his policy-for a time was on the whole Russophile, although 
he took pains to keep on good terms with Austria. A mil
itary convention with Russia in 1902, the assistance ren
dered by Russia in 1908-1909 in securing the recognition ' 
of independence by Turkey, the negotiations of 1909-1910 
for a new military convention, and the formation, under 
Russian influence, of the Balkan league in 1912 all point to 
his Russophile policy. The German Emperor considered Bul
garia as being in the long run bound by Russian interests 
and tried to dissuade the Austrian Government from making 
Bulgaria the pivot of its Balkan policy.^

The Balkan Wars of 1912-1915 changed this situation eos- 
pletely. In November 1912 it appeared as if the Bulgarian 
army might penetrate Chatalja and enter Constantinople. To 
forestall such a development, the Russian government issued 
a warning to Bulgaria and authorized its Russian Ambassador 
at Constantinople to summon the Black Sea fleet to the

- - 6 2 . -

2. Bernadotte E. Schmitt, The Coming of the War 1914,
voi. r, p . 156. ~ :

3. Bsterreich-tlhgarns Ausaenpolitik von der Bosnischen 
Krise bii~zum Eriegsausbrueh 1914. VI, 7964, Bethmann- 
Hollweg to Be'rchtold, July 13, 1913. (Hereafter cited 
as tt.-U. A.)
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Bosphorus''The failure on the part of Russia to permit 
Bulgaria to occupy Constantinople was the beginning of an 
estrangement between the two countries. Furthermore, Bul
garia felt that Russia was not willing to hold Serbia to a 
strict observance of the Serbo-Bulgarian Treaty of 1912, 
according to which Bulgaria was to receive the greater part 
of Macedonia. The final straw was Russia's consent to the 
Rumanian invasion in 1913. Even though M. Sazonov, the 
Russian Minister of Foreign Affairs, tried later to prevent 
the Turks from reoccupying Adrianople and to secure a re
vision of the Treaty of Bucharest in Zavala,& the breach 4 5 6

4. Schmitt, op. cit«. Yol. I, p. 86.
5. A summary of the Serbo-Bulgarian Treaty may be found on 

pp. 41-42 of supra.
6. Zavala was a Macedonian walled town and seaport situated 

about half-way between Salonika and the Dardanelles. It 
was the best port available for the Bulgarians on the 
Aegean.Greeks and Bulgarians both coveted it. In
the First Balkan War the Bulgarians got there first and 
occupied it. But in the following war between the Balkan 
States, Bulgaria had to yield it to the Greeks. As to 
the final fate of Zavala, it soon appeared that the Great 
Powers had very divergent views. Austria and Russia 
were anxious to give it to Bulgaria. Germany and France 
were equally insistent that it should go to Greece. 
England and Italy were at first inclined to give it to 
Bulgaria but soon acquiesced in letting the Greeks stay 
in the seaport because, as Sir Edward Grey said, "it 
would be difficult to drive the Greeks out" (G. P .,
ZZXV, 13743, Lichnowsky to Bethmann, August 8, 1913). 
Sazonov thought that by giving Zavala to Bulgaria it 
would win her to the side of the Triple Entente and bring 
about a reconciliation between Bulgaria and Serbia; 
then in case of a European war Serbia need not worry 
about Macedonia and the Bulgarian frontier, but could 
turn her attack against Austria. Furthermore, Sazonov 
believed that Zavala in Bulgarian hands would be a pro
tection against Greek naval interference with Russia’s
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was complete .
Since the Balkan Wars had robbed King Ferdinand of his 

expected annexations, he and his people had felt greatly 
wronged; and it was only natural that Ferdinand should carry 
on a waiting policy to see which group offered him the great
est gains . Furthermore, the certainty of securing these 
promised gains could best be determined by accepting the 
promises of the group which appeared to be the winner in the 
inevitable conflict. In view of the international situation 
created by the Balkan Wars, it was almost certain that Bul
garia wouid throw in her lot with Austria-Hungary and Germany 
and undertake to despoil Serbia .

Early in 1913 King Ferdinand called M. Badoslavov to 
office as Prime Minister and Minister for Foreign Affairs 
and the Interior. Badoslavov was definitely pro-Austrian and 
the new Cabinet promptly proposed an alliance with Austria,^ 
which was agreed to in principle by Count Berchtold, the 
Austrian. Minis ter Vf 6 r For sign Affairs The visit of King 
Ferdinand to Vienna in the fall was interpreted as the public 
announcement of the new policy. Ho alliance was made at 
this time, however. Count Berchtold first wished to bring * 7

cherished ambitions in regard to the Dardanelles, especial
ly as the King of Greece was the German Kaiserrs brother- 
in-law. (B.-U. A., VII, 8221, 8300, Sazonov to Hekliu- 
dov, August 2 an^ August 6, 1913.)

7 . tt.-TJ. A., VII, 9580, Tarnowski to Berchtold, July 22, 1913.
8. TblT., 9582, Berchtold to Tarnowski, July 23, 1913.



about a Bulgarian-Bmnanian rapprochement and wished to be 
sure that the AustropMle Cabinet in Sofia was not overthrown 
by the scheming of the Russian minister* concerning whose 
activities he received constant reports.9

As proof,of its good will, the Bulgarian Government 
raised a .loan in Berlin and Vienna by means of which it 
hoped to maintain itself in power.10 The French and Rus
sian Governments tried to prevent the floating of the loan 
in Berlin; when hope of success dwindled, preparations were 
made to get the Bulgarian Sobranje |o reject the loan, but 
this also failed. In Russia the loan was regarded as a 
political engagement with the Triple Alliance, and Sazonov 
demanded the payment of 10,000,000 rubles which Bulgaria 
owed.11 12 Much credit for the success of the loan goes ip 
Count Berchtold, who exerted great pressure in Berlin to 
persuade the German Government to induce German bankers to

1 Pparticipate in the loan.

9. O.-tr. A., VII, 9079, Berchtold to Taraowski, September 
23, 1913; 9013, Mittag to Berchtold, November 19, 1915; 
9266, 9301, 9326, 9480, Taraowski to Berchtold, Janu
ary 28, February 4, February 9, March 15, 1914.

10. The loan was concluded with the Biaconto-Gesellschaft of
Berlin which thereby obtained control of the Bulgarian 
coal mines, part of Lagos , and the projected railway to 
it. The agreement contained a clause saying that in 
case of war Germany would have the privilege of postpon
ing the loan which was to have been but on the market in 
August but that this delay would not be deemed valid 
ground for a breach of contract by Bulgaria. (B. J.
Dillon. "Bulgaria and Entente Diplomacy." Fortnightly 
Review. Vol. 103 (1915), p. 765.)

11. Frederick Stieve. Izvolsky and the World War, p. 185.
12. 5.-U. A., VIII, 9832-9847, Berchtold to Szbgyeny, 

December 8, 1913.



"The more or less hostile attitude of Rumania in 1913 
caused Austria to formulate a more definite policy in the 
Balkans. The secret Treaty of 1883, by which Rumania joined 
the Triple Alliance, had been renewed at various times. 
During the early years of the Treaty Austria and Germany had 
no serious fear that Rumania would ever fail to fulfill her 
treaty obligations. King Carol, a Hohenzollern educated in 
Germany and sympathetic with the German point of view, was 
regarded as honest and upright. This regard was not mis
placed, for King Carol remained loyal up to his death in - 
October 1914.13 Self-interest likewise seemed to assure 
Rumania's loyal adherence to the Triple Alliance, for it 
guaranteed Rumania against domination or aggression by 
Russia in an advance toward Constantinople, and against 
attack by Bulgaria or Turkey for possession of the Dobrudja. 
By the end of 1913 the situation was greatly altered. ■The 
King remained as loyal as ever, but the sentiment of the 
Rumanian people had changed so greatly that Austria and to 
some extent Germany began to be worried as to whether King 
Carol’s personal prestige would be strong enough to carry 
his country with him.

Three factors had contributed toward the development 
among the Rumanians of a hatred toward Austria: (1) the
Magyar policy toward Transylvania, (2) the Austrian policy
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toward Bulgaria, (3) the Boaso-Serbian attempt to win Rumania 
over to the Triple Entente .14 * For the first factor the IZag- 
y&r nobles were largely to blame; they had steadily refused
to grant democratic suffrage to the Rumanian and Slav sub
jects in Hungary. The Rumanians in Transylvania were
refused what they considered a fair number of seats in the 
Hungarian Chamber of Deputies, and their nationalistic desire 
in regard to schools and language questions were disregarded. 
The second factor which embittered the people was the weak
support,Rumania felt Austria had given her against Bulgaria 
for Sillstria during the Conference at London .15

Austria-Hungary hoped to win Rumania back through,a c 
cessions, and Count Tisza, the Hungarian Premier, took steps 
to conciliate the Rumanians in Transylvania; but owing to - 
obstinacy on the part of the Magyars and to the excessive 
demands of the Rumanians, these steps proved futile, and 
negotiations were dropped.16 In the further hope of winning 
Rumania back, Austria-Hungery had sent Count Czernin as 
Minister to Bucharest. He tried to carry out Berehtold‘s 
instructions to secure better relations, but soon realized 
it was hopeless. He found King Carol stood almost alone in 
his sympathy with the Triple Alliance. The treaties had been

14. C. P., 15784, Quadt to Bethmann-Hollweg, March 7, 1913;
T57F5, Tschirschky to Bethmann-Eollweg, March 19, 1915• 

15 . Pay, op. cit., Vol. I, p. 476.
16. G. P., XXXlX, 15735, Jagow to Tschirschky, June 15;

T5737, Tschirschky to Bethmann-Hollweg, June 17, 1914.



*8

kept so secret that they were known only to the King, K. 
Bratianu, the Rumanian Prime minister and Minister of ,7ar, 
and one or two others. So seriously did King Carol feel his 
own weakness in the face of Rumanian popular sentiment that 
he admitted to Count Czernin in December 1913 that he would 
he unable to side with Austria in a war »

Thus the desertion of Rumania was a prominent factor in 
the formulation by the Monarchy of a definite policy in the 
Balkans, as was "being urged by Ceunt Osernin. The lead was 
taken by Count Tisza, who in March 1914 addressed to the 
Emperor Francis Joseph a lengthy memorandum in which ha 
emphasized "a comprehensive, forward looking policy that 
would smooth away obstacles, remove hindrances, and cause a 
grouping, favorable to the Central Powers .,r The essence of 
his policy was as follows:

(1) Rumania was an uncertain ally; therefore, Germany
and Austria should seek to attach Bulgaria to the 
Triple Alliance and make Sofia instead of Bucharest 
their pivot in the Balkans. Otherwise Bulgaria 

- would be bribed by the promise of Macedonia to 
' join the Entente . Thereby the long desired moment

- would arrive when Russia and France could foment 
• the world war with prospect of success and attack 
Germany .with superior forces. 17

17. 6.-IT. A ., VIII, 10590, Czernin to Berchtold, December
24,-1913.



(3) The Dual Monarchy, as well as Bulgaria, needed peace

must be the prime aim of the Triple Alliance.
(4) German influence in Constantinople and Athens should

conflict which might prove disastrous for Bulgaria. 
(5) Germany should accept this policy, for she must per

ceive that the Balkans are of decisive importance

He went on further to say that he did not believe that

But he felt that Bulgaria would line herself up with Russia

accomplish this, Germany and Austria, so Tisza argued, must 
effect "a certain modification of the present condition" by 
which he seems to have meant persuading Rumania to tolerate 
a revision of the Treaty of Bucharest, not at her own expense 
but at Serbia's . He continued by saying that for Bulgaria

18. H. Marczali, "Papers of Count Tisza, 1914-1918,,r
American Historical Review, Vol. 29 (1924), pp. 305-306.

be interposed to prevent any possible Turco-Greek

not only to Austria but also to the German Empire.18

'Russia was contemplating an immediate war against the Central 
Powers, largely because she did not feel sure of Bulgaria.

y- j A-if the Central Powers did not give her secure backing. To



Bulgaria did not secure an alliance
expansion in Macedonia was a vital

she would unconditionally join Russia and support the policy 
of conquest directed against the Central Powers. Through
this program it would be possible to reconstitute a Balkan

would be weakened by her isolation,and Russia would lose the 
position she had attained in 1913.

proval of Count Berchtold, for his ideas are found at some 
length in a memorandum prepared in the Ballplatz during May 
and June and intended for communication to the German Govern
ment. In brief he said,

in regard to Bulgaria, the only course is to accept 
the offer made a year ago by Bulgaria and repeated 
several times since, and to enter upon relations 
with that country which would practically amount 
to an alliance. There is no time to lose, for 
Russia is scheming to secure from Serbia the 
cession of a part of Macedonia to Bulgaria in re
turn for acquisition of Bosnia and its contiguous 
territories, and no Bulgarian Government would dare refuse to agree to this combination.20
The situation as it appeared in the early summer of 1914

may briefly be summed up as follows: Russia and Germany were
rivals for ascendancy at Constantinople; Russia an# Austria* 19 20

19. Marczali, op. cit.
20. Max Monteglas and Walther Sohttoklng, editors. Outbreak 

of the World War (German Documents collected by Karl 
Kautsky), 14, Memorandum of the Aus tro-Hungarian Govern
ment, July 5, 1914. (Hereafter cited as Kautsky.)

League under the protection of the Central Powers. Serbia

•Count Tisza rs policy appears to have met with the ap
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Hungary contested the Balkan Bsninsula . Russia, w"1-’- 
eye on the Straits and the other on a long-dreaded 1 
advance against Serbia, was anxious for a closer
with Rumania, Serbia and Greece. She Haps1 il:' ;
alarmed by these Russian activities, was anxious to create

■

a counter-league, also including Rumania and Greece,
with Bulgaria as its pivot. 
port this policy because of her own interests in the Hear
East. With these policies in view, by the middle of 1914

■
' ' ' ' : ..sif j"'

it

negotiations had begun in earnest.
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CHAPTER IV

. ' ' "mcoTiATioas Dmims a m f  i#4' -

The influence of the Central Powers in Bulgaria was 
rather slow in making its appearance. Berohtold, the Austro- 
Hungarian Minister of foreign Affairs, who had at first been 
anxious to settle the whole thing at one®, hesitated on 
July 8 to conclude the prospective alliance with Bulgaria, 
for fear it might disturb Rumania.1 Besides, Tarnowski, the 
Austrian Minister at Sofia, felt that Bulgaria would not com
mit herself until after the outbreak of the war, and.until 
she could determine what the attitude of Sreeoe would be 
He also felt that Bulgaria should be the one to make the 
first move rather than Austria-Hungary and Germany,^ for 
Tarnowski was not certain of the sincerity of King Ferdinand 

It was from Sofia that the first advances apparently 
came . Without waiting for the expected crisis between Aus
tria-Hungary and Serbia, the Bulgarian Premier on July 14 
felt out the Austrian Minister at Sofia on the renewal of * 19

1. Kautsky, op. cit.. 17. Zimmerman to Michahelles, July 6;
19, Griesinger to Bethmarm-Hbllweg, July 6; 21, Jagow
to Y/aldburg, July 9, 1914.

2. O.-TJ. A., VII, 10764, Tarnowski to Berohtold, July 14,1914.
3. TbicT.. VIII. 10135, Tarnowski to Foreign Office, July 8, 1914.
4. Ibid.. 10423, Tarnowski to Foreign Office, July 20, 1914.
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. ' , S  -a;•finegotiations for a formal a 
it weakened the position of a
air concerning foreign affairs; furthermore, the opposition 
had been reproaching the Cabinet with the fact that it had 
been running after the Triple Alliance for years. Tar- 
nows ki informed Hadoslavov that Austria was ready to renew 
negotiations and asked Hadoslavov that he make suggestions 
as to how the desired relations between Bulgaria and Austria- 
Hungary could best be brought about. Hadoslavov replied 
that a military convention would perhaps be most suitable. 
Tarnowski said that he would leave it to Hadoslavov*s judg
ment , except that he thought the alliance should be of a 
defensive character. Hadoslavov agreed and said he would 
lay the matter before the Bulgarian Minister of Finance,

r M

Ji> M
:*

after having secured the approval of King
An overture was also made to the German Minister, to 

whom it was explained that as a result of a loan recently 
floated in Germany the government was now firmly established 
and could begin to follow a course of its own by seeking to 
become attached to the Triple Alliance.6

With the apparent willingness of Germany and Austria to * 6

■I

6. 5.-TJ. A., VIII, 10310, Tarnowski to Berchtold, July 14, 1914.
6. The German Minister, Miohahelles, in reporting this to 

the Foreign Office, said that Hadoslavov had reported 
to the King Germany’s willingness to draw up concrete 
propositions and that the King was overjoyed and com
missioned him to draw up a plan. (Kautsky, op. cit.,162.)
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take Bulgaria into the Triple Alliance, and since the Austro-
Hungarian note to Serbia was hailed as a great victory for

''''
Bulgaria, the conclusion of a treaty might have seemed easy. 
But Bulgaria apparently was still playing for time and seeing 
if something better could not be gained. ’ In face of the 
Austro-Hungarian note to Serbia, Eadoslavov had announced 
that he thought it was of the utmost importance to localize 
the situation and assured Austria that Bulgaria would do 
nothing alone or with Turkey without the knowledge of 
Austria.7 In the meantime Pallavicini, Austrian Ambassador 
at Constantinople, had hinted to his Bulgarian oolieages that 
the recovery of Macedonia might be expeoted as a reward if 
Bulgaria took the side of Austria against Serbia. When 
approached by Turkey, Eadoslavov explained that Bulgaria 
would determine her attitude in agreement with Turkey. The 
Bulgarian Minister thought that he had answered cleverly, 
for he had feared to say that Bulgaria would side with 
Austria

Since it was too early in the Austro-Serblan negotiations 
to predict what the results might be, King Ferdinand continued 
to play a waiting game. On July SO he went to the country 
and on his return he received with satisfaction the news 
that Austro-Hungary and Germany were ready to admit Bulgaria

7. O.-U. A., VIII, 10625, Tamowski to Berehtold, July 21,T9l5",
• Ibid., 10554, Tamowski to Berehtold, July 23, 1914.8



to the Triple Alliance .9 Yet he declined to grant an audi
ence to Tarnowskl.lO and seemed to hesitate about taking so 
momentous a step as signing the treaty.9 10 11 He took his time 
about examining the draft of the treaty submitted by his 
Premier,12 13 and finally left the capital on a motoring trip,15 
from which he did not return until July 31.14 That he did 
not sign the treaty before his departure is shown in Tar- 
nowski's telegram to Berchtold on July 30, in which he says , 
that Radoslavov regretted not having turned over the draft 
of the treaty, which was still in the hands of the King, 
who was absent on a motoring excursion. The Premier believed 
it would be better in any event to have the formal sanction 
of the King before submitting the draft of the treaty to the 
Austrian or German Ambassadors. The motives for the King’s 
hesitation are not revealed; one may guess that his calcu
lating disposition made him reluctant to take sides so early 
in the conflict, when its results could not be predicted.

The suggestion to take Bulgaria into the Triple Alli
ance was coldly received by Rumania, who was determined to

9. 8.-U. A., VIII, 10555, Tarnowski to Berchtold, July 23,
10. Ibid., 10556, Tarnowski to Berchtold, July 23, 1914.
11. Ibid.. 10691, Tarnowski to Berchtold, July 25, 1914.
12. Ibid.. 10926, Tarnowski to Berchtold, July 28, 1914.
13. Ibid., 11105, Tarnowski to Berchtold, July 30, 1914.

To this note Tarnowski made the following notation in 
the margin, ’’Striking nonchalance.”

• Ibid., 11188, Tarnowski to Berchtold, July 31, 1914.
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1 Rmaintain the Treaty of■BuoharesS #*S:

would watch her chance to seise Mace do-
Austria-Hungary for assurances, for it was __ __
Sofia they would do what Vienna desired.17 But Count 
Berohtold had ordered his minister to avoid saying anything 
concerning the territorial consequences of eventual warlike
complications.18 The Austrian Minister was reduced to saying

V  -* A *that no annexation was contemplated, but this did not allevi
ate the distrust of Rumania .- -tf''

Count Berohtold was in no hurry to conclude the alli
ance , being well aware of Rumanian suspicion towards Bul
garia. He informed Tarnowski that in case it should come to 
an armed conflict between Austria-Hungary and Serbia, it 
would be particularly important that Bulgaria should remain 
officially neutral, so as not to endanger the possibility 
of localizing the w a r I f  Russia intervened to aid Serbia, 
he felt it was possible that Rumania would aid the Triple 
Alliance, or at least remain neutral. He felt, however, 
that Bulgaria should assure Rumania of her neutrality as long 
as the latter did not join in the war. Tarnowski was also

15. Brit. hoc., II, 316, Sir G. Barclay to Sir Edward Grey, 
July 27T1914.

16. O.-U. A., VIII, 10592, Csernln to Foreign Office,
July 24, 1914; 10723, Czernin to Foreign Office, July 26, 1914 »

17. Ibid., 10663, Czernin to Foreign Office, July 27, 1914.
18. THJ., 10482, Berohtold te Czernin, July 22, 1914.
19. IHcT.. 10796, Czernin to Berohtold, July 27, 1914.
20. Ibid., 10462, Berohtold to Tarnowski, July 21, 1914.
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... _ _ , _told to inform Bulgaria that Austria-
■ ' . . . ' '' . " ‘ ... ■

M

1

at any time to take aeoount of the historical claims of Bul- 
garia to Macedonia, hut only in case Rumania appeared hostile
towards Austria-Hungary«22- Berchtold said also that it would:■ . :- . ;,n " ' ' ' ' .
he very desirable to Austria-Hungary for the Macedonian
committees in Bulgaria to start intensive activities.
activities would naturally be represented abroad as inde-

. ■ " • • ... . : .: : ' . " ,.. ■ ’:
pendent of all government influence and would be officially
denied. The principal purpose of the committees would be to
destroy the means of communication in order to shut Serbia

,off in the south from Salonika and in the east from Bul
garia. When the matter was taken up by the military attache, 
the Bulgarian authorities promised to send:committees to 
Macedonia at once and in order not to prejudice relations 
with Rumania precautions would be taken to prevent the hand 
of the government from being seen.22

A #

:'#n

Count Tarnowski, to impress on the 
the Austrian assurances to Romania, 
news received from Bucharest that "in case 
war with Serbia, the Rumanian army will be mobilised immedi
ately."23 The necessity of strictest neutrality 
impressed on the Bulgarian Minister in Vienna. 1 w
Ambassador at Vienna in writing to the Foreign Office said.

21. B.-U. A., VIII, 10560, Berchtold to Tarnowski, July 21, X915 •
22. Ibid.. 10922, 11097, Tarnowski to Berchtold, July 28 

and July 30. 1914.23. Ibid., 10838, Berchtold to Tarnowski, July 27, 1914.



on the Rumanian border. Austria will continue to 
keep Bulgaria as peaceful as possible in order 
not to irritate Rumania. II. Bratianu has also been 
making an attempt here to influence Bulgaria to 
remain quiet, in which he has been promised ener
getic support. Berchtold has had 12. Bratianu in
formed that in case anyone should attack Rumania,

TT._________ -I a ~ --- ----

Tarnowski, to impress Bulgaria further, warned her that if

fate.25 In other words. Count Berchtold could not come to

Hot only by Austria but also by Germany and Russia was 
Bulgaria advised;to remain neutral. Russia warned her against 
the Turks, and Germany urged her not to irritate Rumania.

would use their utmost endeavors to maintain the terms of the

24. Eautsky, - op. oit.. 259, Tschirschky to Foreign Office, 
July 27, 1914.

25. B.-U. A., VIII, 10874, Berchtold to Tarnowski, July 28, 1914.
26. The Greek Government claims to have had information of 

a report from the Bulgarian General Staff to its Gov
ernment which asserted definitely that the Bulgarian

. army was strong enough to fight against Rumania and 
also to organize action against Serbian and Greek 
armies. (Eautsky, op. cit., 581, Bassewitz to Foreign 
Office, July 29, 19l4.)

determined.

The Greek24 25 26 and Rumanian Governments issued warnings that they



anoe that she would not let horse]
binding assurances of an unoondit:

Treaty of Bucharest Bulgaria, 
ing, recognized the inevitable anc

Bulgaria conveyed to .Count Be
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trality, nor act against R u m a n i a B u t  the Powers were not 
at ease in spite of this assurance. The Russian Minister 
at Sofia felt that Bulgaria's neutrality was of a purely 
opportunistic nature, for the Rumanian Government was in
formed that a friendly attitude would be maintained and the

more faith in the assurance is shown by the correspondence 
between the British Minister at Sofia and the Foreign Of fie®, 
in which the former says, "as regards to Bulgaria whatever

Shortly after Bulgaria's announcement of neutrality, 
Tamowski reported to Berchtold that the Bulgarian Prime

27. Brit. Doc., XI, 224, Erskine to Sir Bduard Grey, July 28;
267/ Bax-Ironsides to Sir Edward Grey, July 29, 1914.

28 . Kautsky, op. cit., 356, 456, Bassewitz to Foreign 
Office , July 26' and July 30, 1914.
B.-D. A., VIII, 10844, Tarnowski to Foreign Office,
July 27; 10849, Tarnowski to Foreign Office, July 27, 1914.

29. Ibid., 10847. Tarnowski to Berchtold. July 27.
1913.

30. Brit. Doc., XI. 653. Bax-IronsIdes to Foreign Office. 
■July '297"1914.

Dobrudja. renounced if no obstacle were placed in the way of
Bulgarian aspirations in Macedonia. That England had no

statement she may make officially, she will wait to see which 
way the cat jumps before taking any decisive action."0®
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—  —garia would le assured of the territorial gains she could 
expect. larnowski.further stated that.

Minister was anxious to

on the one hand,
that after our U l i l l

the Treaty of Bucharest and oppose a territorial
aggrandizement of Bulgaria. U  appear to think

: : r : i ^ ^ : u i : : % ^ ; h ^ : h
facilitate an understanding hef— —  "--- <-*—

mains true to 
sition to the
likewise belong to the T r i p l e ^ ^ ° * , * ^ / ° t a t e s

::r:^i':o:::^io^:;i. ' 

Sf ^ r ? S f r n MtSet 0ofh?rm̂ l a^ i r i L 0t f abandon

aggrandizement of Bulgaria 
ing them anything or r 
them in good dispositionS t in g  i h e V o f T o ^ V L T '  

021 * ‘
In the meantime Russia hat approached Bulgaria with 

the suggestion that all the Balkan States should form a i 
alliance for the purpose of aiding Serbia• 
a curt refusal to the suggestion stating, 
not lift a finger for the benefit of Serbia.
Premier further appealed to Ratoslavov by suggesting that he
aid Serbia— if for no other reason than the fact that they 
were brother Slavs. Radoslavov answered, "Bulgarians feel 
themselves Slavs, but first of all Bulgarians ."33 again

31. j%-U. A., VIII, 11182, Tarnowski to Berchtold, July 31,
32. Ibid 1. 10846, Tarnowski to Berchtold, July 27, 1914.
33. TEH., 10921, Tarnowski to Berchtold, July 28, 1914.



Sofia had announced neutrality. ^  ,
in St. Petersburg stated, Bulgaria was looked upon almost 
as a traitor to Slavdom, but Russia believed it was not yet 
too late for Bulgaria to follow 
Russia gave up only for the time being her a 
an understanding with Bulgaria.

By the close of July, then, nothing 
beyond the drawing up of the draft of a 
which was done largely because of pressure 
sition on her Cabinet. The King was sJ 
waiting game, and Austria-Hungary was not wil 
to terms until the position of 
Therefore, in spite of the fact that Austria- 
intended to push negotiations with Bulgaria, the 
she did at this time was to urge Bulgaria to
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THE EUTRY OF BULGARIA UTTO THE WAR

During the months of June, July and August affairs in 
Europe had been moving rapidly to a climax. On July 28,
1914, Austria declared war on Serbia, tear Nicholas on 
July 29 ordered mobilization against Austria and the next day 
ordered general mobilization. On July 51 Germany sent a 
double ultimatum: one to Russia and another to France de
manding to know her attitude in case of war with Russia.
When Russia did not reply Germany on August 1 declared war 
against her. France replied that she would act in accordance 
with her interests. Germany considered the reply unsatis
factory and on August 5 declared war against France.

After the declaration of war on Russia the attitude of 
the German Government in regard to Bulgaria seemed to change . 
Von Jagow, Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs, in writ
ing to the Minister at Sofia on August 1,said, "we are advo
cating at Vienna an immediate understanding with Bulgaria 
concerning her attitude in the threatening European war. 
Please.support emphatically any step of your Austrian Col- 
league to this e n d T h e  Minister at Sofia answered the

1. Kautsky, op. oit., 549, Jagow to Michahelies,-August 1, 
1914 .
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Foreign Office the following day, saying,
the Premier, with the consent of the King, pro
posed to my Austrian colleague and myself today 
the accession of Bulgaria to the Triple Alliance 
on the following basis:
' (1) The Triple Alliance guarantees to Bulgaria

her present territorial status against any 
attack of every kind, no matter from what 
source.

(2) The Triple Alliance promises Bulgaria its 
support in her efforts toward the future 
acquisition of territory in which she pos
sesses historic or ethnographic rights and 
which is under the domination of a country 
not belonging to the Triple Alliance.

The Minister continued, commenting that in the event that
Rumania were to go with the Triple Alliance she would have
nothing to fear from Bulgaria; in case of later territorial
changes, Bulgaria would seek territorial acquisitions only
toward the west. Should Romania go over to the side of
Russia, Bulgaria would have a free hand to cake good her
claims on the Dobrudja once more and might possibly take the
field against Rumania.2

Bethmann-Hollweg, the German Imperial Chancellor, in
writing to his minister at Sofia, urged him to agree to the
proposal. He further stated,

it would seem advisable that Bulgaria should con
clude separate agreements with us and with Aus
tria-Hungary, and that any possible later partici
pants should join us by means of treaties of ac
cession. Hence it should read ”Germany” and 
"Austria-Hungary” respectively, in Article 1 and 2, 
in place of "the Triple Alliance” and "that is not

2. Kautsky, op. oit., 673, Hichahelles to Foreiera Office. August 2, 1914.
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one of her allies" at the close of Article 2.
Since prior alliance negotiations are already 
under way with Turkey®— it must he communicated 
at Sofia with a request that they be kept abso
lutely confidential— it must be agreed upon in a 
special note that the aspirations referred to in 
Article 2 shall not be directed against Turkey in 
the event that the latter should enter upon an 
alliance with us, or so long as she should maintain 
an attitude of benevolent neutrality in the present 
conflict .4
The German Minister at Sofia was authorized to begin 

negotiations, but as a precaution was asked to find out 
what active military obligations Bulgaria proposed to under
take . . Count Berchtold was urged to send instructions prompt
ly to Count Tarnowski at Sofia Berchtold promised that 
Tarnowski would be‘empowered immediately and that in case 
his German colleague received similar instructions was to 
notify the Bulgarian Government that

the Imperial and Royal Government is willing to 
accept in principal the two fundamentals drawn up 
by Bulgaria. The Austria-Hungarian representative 
will receive exact instructions as to the text of

3. On July 26, 1914, Germany began negotiations for an alii 
ance with Turkey. The Grand Vizier proposed giving the 
alliance the character of a secret treaty, both defensive 
and offensive, between Germany and Turkey against Russia. 
The secret would be kept even from the other Turkish 
Ministers. Upon this basis, the German Chancellor pre
pared the draft of a treaty in which Germany guaranteed 
Turkey her territorial integrity against Russia, and 
Germany’s military mission in Constantinople was to be 
left to the command of Turkey in event of war• The 
treaty was signed August 2 and was to be ratified within 
a month. (Pierre Renouvin. The Immediate Origins of
the Uar, pp. 322-323.)

4. Eautsky, op. cit.. 697, Bethmann-Hollweg to Michahslles, August 2, 1914.
5. Ibid., 693, Bethmann-Hollweg to Tschirschky, August 2,

T5I£.
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the final compact and will he told to keep in 
constant touch with his German Colleague
Berchtold apparently took his time, for on the afternoon 

of August 4 Miohahelles, the German Minister at Sofia, in
formed the Foreign Office that,

my Austrian Colleague has as yet no instructions 
for concluding a treaty of alliance with Bulgaria;

• ' I am therefore waiting until he has, so that the 
treaties can he written on analogous lines. In 
the meantime I have had a talk with the Bulgarian 
Premier concerning the active obligations that 
Bulgaria will have to assume in the compact of 
alliance, and have proposed the following agree
ment to him: "Bulgaria obligates herself for
the present European conflict to march her army in 
full force at the demand of Germany against any 
one of her national neighbors who may be on the 
side of the enemies of Germany." As Turkey and, 
according to reports received here, Rumania also, 
are counted among our friends, Bulgaria's only 
remaining national neighbors are Greece and 
Serbia, of whom Serbia is on the side of the ene
mies . Provided Austria should agree, we could 
send Bulgaria into the field against Serbia, in 
order that the Bulgarian army might be used to 
our advantage and that Austria might send against 
Russia a portion of her troops now being used 
against Serbia .7
From Constantinople the German Ambassador on August 3

was urging the Foreign Office to hasten the conclusion of
the treaty with Sofia, saying,

Enver and Liman would like to declare war on Russia 
immediately, in order to be able to seize three 
valuable Russian steamers with wireless equipment 6 7

6. Kautsky, op. cit.. 798, Tschirschky to Foreign Office. August 4, 1914.
7. Ibid., 857, Miohahelles to Foreign Office, August 4, 1914. 

Ibid., 873. Jagov? wired Miohahelles to agree to the 
formula; also to agree to Bulgaria's taking the field against Serbia.
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that are lying here . The Grand Vizier is against 
it "because the Turkish mobilization has not yet 
been determined, and without Bulgaria a direct 
attack on Russia is not possible. I have per
suaded General liman to wait for the present until 
we know something more definite about Bulgaria’s 
decision, for everything depends on the speed of 
the Bulgarian decisions and transactions
On August 5 Germany renewed her pressure on Austria to 

send the necessary instructions.8 9 But Austria seemed in no 
hurry to accede to Bethmann-Hollweg’s request. Three days 
slipped by. Meanwhile, Bulgaria learned that Rumania had de
clared her neutrality and she asked to be allowed to recon
sider the matter. When the general war finally broke out, 
the efforts of the German diplomats in Sofia had not led to
any tangible results. These efforts, however, were not

9abandoned, but continued as the war proceeded.
Meanwhile, Russia had been trying to bully Bulgaria.

LI. Sazonov, the Russian Minister for Foreign Affairs,
dispatched a note to Sofia on August 3 in which he said,

in the present decisive moment through which we 
are passing, the attitude of Bulgaria will pos
sibly determine her relation to Russia forever.
The possibility is offered the directors of Bul
garian policy to eliminate all misunderstandings, 
to restore the connection between Russia and Bul
garia with new strength and, by facing the test 
which is coming, to draw nearer to the realization 
of the national ideal. To this end a conscientious 
honorable agreement on the part of Bulgaria with the undertaking of Russia is necessary. In the 
event of territorial conquests by Serbia, Bulgaria

8. Kautsky, op. cit., 795, Wangenheim to Foreign Office, August 3, 19irr"
9. Renouvin, op. cit., p. 328.
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• can get real advantages.10 If on the other hand 
Bulgaria sows discord in Macedonia or cherishes 
sinister intentions toward Serbia, such an atti
tude on the part of Bulgaria will in view of Rus
sia 's entry into the war be regarded by us as 
openly hostile action against Russia and will 

; create a gulf forever between the two peoples.
The leaders of Bulgaria will have a personal re- 
sponsibility for the policy to be adopted, and we 
should like to believe that Bulgaria will remember 
and not betray the best traditions of her history 
and will definitely declare her intentions to enter 
into negotiations with us for the harmonization 
of our mutual interests.H
LI. Sazonov read the note of August 3 to the Bulgarian 

Minister in St. Petersburg, who reported to Sofia his 
opinion as a soldier that Austria and Germany had little 
chance of victory and urged his government not to flout 
Russia. Meanwhile , the Russian Minister in Sofia reported 
that he thought LI. Radoslavov was impressed with the note, 
nevertheless, the Bulgarian reply to the Russian note was 
a distinct refusal. After saying that in the presence of 
the most fearful war known in history the Bulgarian Govern- 10 11

10. The advantages to Bulgaria were to be Macedonia, if she 
took sides with Russia; Serbia was to be compensated 
by Bosnia and Herzegovina. (Kautsy, op. cit., 794.) 
Previously, on July 31, M. Sazonov hadadvised Serbia 
to sound Bulgaria on the possibility of military co
operation and to offer a territorial concession in case 
Serbia should receive compensation elsewhere . (Schmitt, 
op. cit.. Yol. II, p. 315.) On August 5, M. sazonov 
urged Pashich, the Serbian Prime Minister, to offer 
Bulgaria Ishtip and KoGhana. He reminded Serbia that 
Russia had been drawn into the war for the defense
of Serbia, and that Serbia's sacrifices bore no rela
tion to those .which Russia must make or to the gains 
that might he expected. (Schmitt, op. cit., Yol. II. 
p . 446 .)

11. Schmitt, op. cit., Yol. II, pp. 445-446.
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ment was thinking neither of realizing its national ideals 
or of territorial expansions but only of the security of 
the country, it denied the insinuations that the government 
was guided by personal motives; it promised, however, to 
provoke no disturbance in Macedonia and to try to prevent 
bands from passing the frontier. M. Sazonov did not find 
this answer satisfactory and sent an even sharper note to 
Sofia:

We expect a quite precise and immediate answer to 
our proposal with reference to neutrality, with 
the engagement to prevent action by Turkey. In 
case we do not receive a quite precise answer, ' 
or if the answer is delayed, we warn the Bulgarian 
Government that Russia reserves complete freedom 
of action, which results from her alliance with 
Serbia and that she leaves to the directors of 
Bulgaria's policy the responsibility for the conse
quences. In case Bulgaria points to the difficulty 
of fulfilling this task alone, you may say that in 
the event of an affirmative answer, Bulgaria can 
count on the support of our Black Sea fleet.

Since Bulgaria had by this time concluded an agreement with 
12Turkey, her answer to Russia was as follows:

Since the Bulgarian Government must consider that 
nothing important has happened to modify its previ
ous decisions respecting the neutrality of the 
country, it regards it as its duty to inform the 
imperial (Russian) legation that Bulgaria will con- 12

12. Radoslavov at first tried to make negotiations with 
Turkey dependent upon the conclusion of the German- 
Bulgarian Alliance (B.-U. A., VIII, 11186, Tarnowski 
to Berchtold, July 3T, T9l¥), but on receiving the 
news that a Turco-Bulgarian commercial treaty had been 
signed, he declared his willingness "to enter upon con
versations with Turkey concerning a harmonious attitude 
of the two states" (B.-U. A., VIII, 11193, Tarnowski to Berchtold, July 3T, T9l¥).
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tinue to observe the strictest neutrality and to look to the defense of its territory.13
Russia then had waged a losing fight in her efforts to bring
Bulgaria into the war on her side.

" France and England were equally unsuccessful in attempt
ing to secure the support of Bulgaria. Early in August 
1914 Mr. IToel Buxton, Chairman of the Balkan Committee, sub
mitted a memorandum to Sir Edward Grey, in which he said 
that armed Bulgarian neutrality might be assured if a revision 
of the Treaty of Bucharest could be secured in the event of 
victory and by a loan. The Foreign Office had little hope 
of success, but Mr. Lloyd George and Mr. Churchill, who be
lieved that Bulgaria could be won, suggested that Mr. Buxton 
should go to Sofia. The entry of Turkey into the war spurred 
the English and French Ministers into action; they tele
graphed their governments advocating the promise of Mace
donia up to the 1912 line with immediate occupation of the 
district east of the Vardar. The reply stated that im
mediate occupation was impossible and that no precise promise 
could be made. Returning home on January 15, 1915, Mr.
Buxton reported to Sir Edward Grey that Bulgaria was still 
uncommitted, though Macedonia constituted a continual tempta
tion, and urged that she should have Macedonia if Serbia 
secured Bosnia, Herzegovina and Dalmatia. Kavala would also 13

13. Schmitt. op. Pit.. Vol. II, pp. 446-447.
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be necessary, and Greece might cede it in return for a 
promise of Smyrna.

England and Prance did not make a more determined ef
fort to win Bulgaria until the attacks on the Dardanelles 
failed, but the Austro-German victories of June and July, 
coupled with the failure of the Dardanelles, expedition, had 
apparently convinced King Ferdinand that victory would final
ly rest with the Central Powers. Negotiations then advanced 
rapidly. Under pressure of Germany Turkey consented, in 
August, to a Bulgarian occupation of part of Thrace, and on 
September 6, 1915, a treaty of alliance and a military con
vention was signed by Bulgaria and the Central Powers. 
Bulgaria was to receive Macedonia, as promised in 1912, and 
the territories lost to Rumania and Greece in 1913 if these 
countries entered the war against the Central Powers 
The military alliance provided that the Central Powers and 
Bulgaria should attack Serbia jointly, each using the same 
number of troops, the German attack beginning on October 6, 
and the Bulgarian troops on October 11# On September 21, 
Bulgaria ordered mobilization "to defend her neutrality .
On October .14 she declared war on Serbia. The next day 
England declared war on Bulgaria, France followed suit on 
October 16, and Russia and Italy on October 19.14 15 16 Sir

14. Gooch, op. ci|-; PP- ||2-58415. Swain, op. HT., p. 4.53.
16. Ibid.
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Edward Grey admitted that the Central Powers had sucoess- 
fully outbid the Entente in their offers for Bulgarian sup
port .

The Bulgarian Government issued a lengthy manifesto to
the people explaining its reason for favoring the side of
the Central Powers . It stated that Bulgaria had waited until
it became evident which side was going to win in the war and
had improved the time in bringing the army up to a pitch of
preparedness never before reached.

Bulgaria must fight at the victor's side . The 
Germans and Austro-Hungarians are victorious on 
all fronts. Russia soon will have collapsed en
tirely. Then will come the turn of France, Italy, 
and Serbia. Bulgaria would commit suicide if she 
did not fight on the side of the Central Powers, 
which offer the only possibilities of realizing 
her desire for union of all Bulgarian peoples.

- - Serbia, the worst enemy of Bulgaria, has opprest
the purely Bulgarian population of Macedonia in 
the' most barbarous manner,:the male population 
being compelled to die for Serbia's cause . . . . 7

The manifesto explained that Bulgaria's commercial interests
were inseparably bound up with Germany, Austria and Turkey
and that Bulgaria's sympathies ought also to incline that
way. For, while Russia was fighting for Constantinople,
Great Britain to destroy German competition, France to get
Alsace and Lorraine,and the other Allies to rob foreign
countries, the Central Bowers were fighting to defend their
property and to assure peaceful progress. The Bulgarian 17

17. "Bulgaria Breaks with the Allies," The Independent. 
Yol. 84 (1915), pp. 88-89.
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ffovernment declared that it could not trust the Allied 
Powers. Italy broke a treaty of thirty-three jears. But 
Bulgaria could have confidence in Germany, who had always 
fulfilled her treaty obligations and was now fighting the 
whole world to carry out her pledge to Austria.18

Thus the outbreak of the war was a determining factor 
in the final development of the policies of the Powers. 
Germany, who had not been too eager to make Bulgaria the 
pivot of the policies of the Central Powers, now realized 
the importance of this move. When Germany declared war on 
Eussia, Humania definitely declared her neutrality, and 
Germany realized her mistake in having held out against 
Austria-Hungary, who favored Bulgaria rather than Humania 
as a pivot in the Balkans. But procrastination on the part 
of Austria-Hungary led to no definite results in 1914.

The German Emperor considered Humaniars declaration of 
neutrality a total collapse of both German and Austro- 
Hungarian diplomacy. Both the Wilhelmstrasse and the 
Ballplatz, dominated as they were by monarchical sentiment, 
naively supposed that the King of Humania could compel his 
government and his people to follow a course dictated by him 
rather than the one indicated by national instinct. Even 
after the Humanlan decision was known, the report was sent 
to Bucharest that Turkey and Bulgaria would help Humania

18. "Bulgaria Breaks with the Allies," op. .cit.
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conquer Bessarabia if the opportunity was offered.19
Russia as well as England and France came forward with 

inducements to secure the support of Bulgaria. But King 
Ferdinand had been convinced that victory would finally rest 
with the Central Powers, and his policy of watchful waiting 
came to an end. fhe treaty of alliance was signed which 
brought Bulgaria's entry into the war. Apparently,in the 
eyes of King Ferdinand the Central Powers had offered 
Bulgaria a more definite guarantee of obtaining that for 
which other nations already engaged were striving— namely, 
the realization of her national ideals.

19. Schmitt, op. cit., Vol. II, p. 424.



CHAPTER VI 

C6HCIUSI01

The Bulgars have gone a long way sinee they came into 
the Balkan Peninsula as a semi-harbarous tribe from the 
steppes of Asia. Through gradual progress and assimilation 
they developed a series of leaders who in a few centuries 
made them a power with which to be reckoned. Although 
their progress was checked by the Turks in the fourteenth 
century a nationalistic feeling awoke in the nineteenth 
century and from that time on the Bulgars were involved in 
the affairs of Europe. This might not have been the case 
had the Great Powers been more able to keep their house in 
order. The political struggle in Central Europe over 
boundary lines only gave the minor or Balkan States prece
dence for their claims. Had Europe been able in 1848 to 
create one country out of Central Europe it might have 
saved the future struggles which followed and which un
doubtedly are yet to follow.

When Germany excluded Austria from the German Con
federation of States in 1866 she attempted to appease her 
by suggesting the Drang nach Os ten. This alienated the 
Balkan nationalities which in turn led Austria and Germany 
into an alliance. Austria needed Germany for fear of

94 -
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disraption, since only one fifth effaerp®paintion was 
Austrian; Germany needed a friendly Austria because of the 
French danger from which she was never free after 1870.
This close alliance in Central Europe caused Russia to con
centrate her attention on an outlet by way of the Straits 
and to hasten her plan for the disruption of Turkey, which 
she knew would come sooner or later. This disruption in
volved the creation of "Greater Bulgaria" which in turn 
created jealousies which prompted the Balkan States to seek 
alliances with each other and with the Great Powers. The 
Balkan Wars did not in the least settle the question of 
nationalities, for plans were immediately made in preparation 
for the next conflict. .

Europe was already divided into two camps by the Triple 
Alliance and the Triple Entente and each was trying to form 
a closer relationship with Bulgaria, Greece, Romania and 
Turkey, who held the keys to the Straits, the Black Sea and 
the Aegean Sea. But Turkey and the Balkan States were in 
unstable equilibrium. An inherent opposition of inter
ests necessarily caused persistent enmity between Greece 
and Turkey, between Turkey and Russia, and between Austria 
and Serbia. But Bulgaria and Romania were pursuing oppor
tunist policies and were ready to side with whichever group 
of the Great Powers seerned likely to prove the stronger and 
offer the greatest gains. Rone of the Great Powers were 
at first willing to yield in the Austrian-Serbian conflict
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of July 1914 for it might have a determining effect on the 
policy of Bulgaria and Romania. For several years it had 
been recognized that a strong Balkan bloc would have an 
influence in a general European war almost equal to that 
of a Great Power. Hence in the spring of 1914 Russia was 
seeking to win Rumania and build up such a bloc, including 
Serbia and Greece, while Austria in turn was preparing to 
form a counter-bloc with Bulgaria and Turkey. Such was the 
situation when the shots at Sarajevo precipitated the 
Austro-Serbian conflict and caused a crisis involving the 
prestige and power of the Triple Alliance and the Triple 
Entente. And to increase this prestige and power they bid 
eagerly for Bulgaria's support, who true to all predictions 
waited until she anticipated the victor before casting her 
lot in the hope of regaining her national ideals .
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