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Abstract

Despite aspirations for expansion into Bosnia and Herzegovina since 1844 and Ilija Ga-
rasanins Nacertanije, Serbia was too weak to actively pursue its foreign policy towards
Bosnia and Herzegovina (BiH). However, the insurrections of the Christian (both Ortho-
dox and Catholic) population against the Ottoman Empire turned BiH not only into the
nexus of South Slavic imaginings of nationhood but also into an ideal site for the develop-
ment of the Great Eastern Crisis (1875-1878), followed by Balkan rebellions, such as the
Serbian Wars of Independence (1876-1877 and 1877-1878), and the Russo-Turkish War
(1877-1878). This paper aims to offer a general analysis of Serbia’s sovereignty within the
kaleidoscope of the Treaty of Berlin (1878), while also providing insights into the geopo-
litical impact of the “Bosnian Question” on Serbian state- and nation-building processes.
Namely, due to its pivotal geostrategic importance, Serbia and the region of BiH have
always had to maintain the ability to strategically navigate their nationalist interests in the
context of divergent geopolitical aspirations. By relying on historical analysis backed up
by a qualitative methodology encompassing narrative and descriptive approaches, and by
an analytical framework that includes comparative and case studies related to operation-
alization of sovereignty in Serbia and (BiH), this research analyses geopolitical interests
of historical Great Powers toward the Balkan region, framing the Congress of Berlin not
just as a historical precedent but as a paradigmatic moment that articulated a durable
paradigm of conditional sovereignty, underscoring the structural continuities between
nineteenth-century Balkan arrangements and the evolving architectures of modern inter-
national governance.

Keywords: Serbia, Balkan uprisings, Eastern Crisis (1875-1878), Great European Powers,
Congress of Berlin, sovereignty, Bosnian question, geopolitics

" E-mail address: sanja.stosic@ips.ac.rs; ORCID: 0000-0003-4921-9268; Institute for
Political Studies, Belgrade.

" 'The paper was created within the project “The Great Eastern Crisis and the Slavic World:
Historical, Political Science, and Cultural Aspects”, organized by the Historical Archive
“31 January”, Vranje and the Institute for Political Studies, Belgrade, funded by the Minis-
try of Culture of the Republic of Serbia.

177


mailto:sanja.stosic@ips.ac.rs

Temarcku 36OPHI/IK HallMMOHAa/IHOT 3Haqaja

INTRODUCTION

The Great Eastern Crisis (1875-1885) was marked by intense dip-
lomatic and political upheavals tied to Europe’s attempt to resolve the so-
called “Eastern Question,” which stemmed from the Ottoman Empire’s
decline and the uprisings across the Balkans.' As the Empire lost control
over its territories in Southeastern Europe and the Middle East, the Balkan
region gained heightened strategic significance for the Great Powers. The
Serbian uprising in Herzegovina in July 1875, followed by revolts in Bos-
nia, the Bulgarian insurrections of April- May 1876, and the war waged by
the autonomous principalities of Serbia and Montenegro against the Otto-
man Empire in June- July 1876, transformed the Eastern Question into a
central issue of European politics. The Serbian uprising of July 1875 spread
into parts of the Novi Bazar Sanjak, beginning in Priboj under the lead-
ership of clerics such as Pop Zarko and Prokopije Bujisi¢. Rebels attacked
Ottoman posts, burned inns, mosques, and villages, and briefly captured
Priboj, devastating the area between ViSegrad, Nova Varos, and Sjenica. In
response, Ottoman reinforcements were dispatched from central regions,
with troops moving through Novi Bazar, Sjenica, and Nova Varos toward
Bosnia, and even Egyptian units temporarily deployed. Meanwhile, Uzice
became a hub of Serbian propaganda and volunteer recruitment, supplying
arms and men to insurgents across the border. By mid-1876, around 2,000
volunteers had gathered, reviving historic Serbian banners in preparation
for war (BandzZovic¢ 2019, 212-214).

Confronted with continued unrest in Bosnia and Herzegovina,
along with the economic difficulties facing Egypt and the Ottoman Em-
pire,” both the British public and policymakers were compelled to reassess
Britain'’s commitment to preserving Ottoman territorial integrity, as well as
the broader inter-European dynamics that threatened to undermine Brit-
ain’s imperial interests.’

! The Eastern Crisis intensified as Ottoman efforts at administrative centralization clashed
with Christian minorities’ drive for autonomy and independence, turning the conflict be-
tween rulers and subjects increasingly violent (Yapp 1987, 59).

? Foreign support for the Ottoman Empire began in the Crimean War (1854-1856), when
Britain and France allied with it against Russia, and grew over the next two decades until
the Empire’s bankruptcy in 1876. The Imperial Ottoman Bank, established in London in
1856, depended on British creditors, while economic crises in the Ottoman Empire and
Egypt (1875-1876) destabilized the Great Powers, especially France and Britain as key
financiers. Despite reform efforts by the Sublime Porte, the Empire continued to face deep
economic and political decline.

* At the start of the Eastern Crisis, the Great Powers aimed to uphold the 1856 tripartite
alliance of Britain, France, and Austria to protect Ottoman integrity. However, Germany’s
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Moreover, reports of the so-called “blood horrors,” referring to
atrocities carried out by Muslim paramilitary groups against Bulgarian
Christians, had an unprecedented impact on Western powers, reshaping
their Orientalist perceptions and straining the Ottoman Empire’s ties with
the Balkans. Throughout the Eastern Crisis, both Britain and other Euro-
pean elites, including Russia, developed strong anti-Ottoman sentiment.
In fact, the Bulgarian Crisis of 1876-1878 acted as a catalyst, reinforcing
long-standing cultural prejudices that portrayed the Turks as barbaric and
oppressive, and the Ottoman Empire itself as the “Ottoman peril” (Said
1978, 59-60)." In addition, Victorian British elites influenced the transfor-
mation of Britain’s Eastern policy through the rivalry between Conserva-
tives and Liberals. The traditional Palmerstonian approach had favored the
Ottoman Empire as a bulwark against Russian expansion in the Balkans,
the Black Sea, and potentially toward India. As a defender of Ottoman ter-
ritorial integrity, this policy — endorsed by the Conservative government
under Prime Minister Benjamin Disraeli (later the First Earl of Beacons-
field, 1804-1881) - sought to preserve the European balance of power
while advancing British interests in the Eastern Mediterranean. Yet Dis-
raeli’s support for the Ottomans was driven more by pragmatic aims and
realpolitik than by ideology, with his strategy focused squarely on securing
England’s standing within the framework of great power politics.’

Nonetheless, the turning point in this dynamic was driven not only
by the democratization of the British Parliament during the 1860s and the
rise of political liberalism, but also by the growing influence of the press in
shaping public opinion and alternative approaches to foreign policy. The
British government faced mounting criticism and internal divisions over
its efforts to uphold Ottoman territorial integrity. Guided by his “Catholic
Christianity, Liberalism, European outlook, and democratic sympathies”
(Shannon 1963, 89), yet simultaneously advancing an imperialist agenda,

Prussian-led unification and BismarcK’s realpolitik unsettled the Near Eastern balance es-
tablished after the Crimean War, enabling Russia at the London Conference of 1871 to
restore its naval power and militarize the Black Sea.

! Even before the Eastern Crisis, Europeans portrayed the Ottoman Empire and Turks as
uncivilized - associating them with Islam, laziness, polygamy, feudalism, and backward-
ness — while constructing their own image as liberal, progressive, and the embodiment of
civilization (Rodogno 2012).

° In 1876, Disraeli’s Cabinet, pressured by public outrage over Bulgarian atrocities and
domestic shifts, aimed to safeguard Britain’s strategic interests and control of the Turkish
Straits without overtly backing the Ottomans. Germany’s unification after the Franco-Prus-
sian War disrupted the European balance of power, weakening France’s role, though this
dynamic was later altered by the Franco-Russian alliance of 1894 (Ghosh 2025).
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William Gladstone - former Prime Minister and leader of the Liberal Par-
ty — argued that Britain had a responsibility to defend Christians and the
“profound interests of humanity.”” He insisted that Britain, together with
“civilized Europe,” bore the duty of eradicating Turkish power in Bulgaria
(Gladstone 1876, 13, 19, 37-38).° Thus, as a result of their sympathy for the
oppressed Ottoman Christians, the British middle class grew more hostile
toward the Ottomans, viewing Islam as a rigid and regressive faith resistant
to progress and civilization. In this context, they portrayed the Turks, along
with local Muslims from Bosnia, Herzegovina, and other Slavic regions,
as uncultured and barbaric (Todorova 2009, 97).” Furthermore, although
Russian foreign policy had remained largely measured and pragmatic after
its defeat in the Crimean War, Britain’s political elite continued to view the
Russian Empire as a major imperial threat. Reinforced by widespread Rus-
sophobia, Russia was portrayed as the principal external force behind the
Balkan uprisings (Schumacher 2012).

Considering that the Crimean War (1853-1856) had split the Con-
cert of Europe into rival blocs, the Great Powers - signatories of the Trea-
ty of Paris — held a shared conviction that any changes to borders or the
creation of new independent states required collective agreement. Yet the
era of imperialism fostered highly self-serving and aggressive power poli-
tics (Cali¢ 2020, 286). At the same time, the rise of nationalism among the
Slavic peoples of the Balkans after the Crimean War could not be ignored.
By the onset of the Balkan Wars, all four Balkan Christian states — Greece,
Serbia, Romania, and Bulgaria (with Montenegro still closely tied to a Ser-
bian proto-national identity) — had become deeply infused with mass na-
tionalist sentiment (Markovi¢ 2013, 245).° As the largest Slavic group in
the Balkans and a semi-independent nation,’ the Serbs — engaged with the

° The British Parliament closely followed the rise of anti-Turkish sentiment, which repeat-
edly demanded an end to Ottoman rule over Christian territories — first during the Greek
War of Independence, and later in the Lebanon crisis of 1860, the Serbian events of 1862,
and the Cretan uprising of 1866.

7 The term civilized delineated not only the British from the Ottoman, but also the Euro-
pean from the non-European.

® Between 1831 and 1872, the Orthodox Church’s ethnicization was pivotal in shaping
Balkan national movements. It fostered ethno-religious proto-national identities among
Serbs, Greeks, Bulgarians, Romanians, and Macedonian Slavs, which gradually developed
into full national identities during the 19th century (Markovi¢ 2013).

’ The First Serbian Uprising (1804-1813), seen as the Serbian Revolution, fostered a new
national ideology shaped by Enlightenment-influenced Serbian Josephinists among Hun-
garian Serbs, laying the foundation for modern Serbian identity (Stoianovich 1994, 172,
174). Serbia achieved de facto autonomy in 1815, and by 1830 this autonomy was formally
recognized by Russia, the Ottoman Empire, and European Powers. Under Prince Milo$
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labor movement in Central and Western Europe and influenced by mod-
ern socialist ideas — viewed their national aspirations as a powerful means
of uniting the South Slav territories (McClellan 1966).*° Nevertheless, the
surge of nationalism in the Balkans inherently encompassed ethnic diver-
sity and fostered conflicting national aspirations, which proved difficult
for the Great Powers to manage or contain. The Congress of Berlin (1878)
exemplified the Great Powers™ attempt to manage the Balkan Question
through negotiated equilibrium rather than regional consolidation. Ethnic
complexities and unresolved national aspirations ensured that territorial
settlements remained provisional and contested (Ekmeci¢ 1981, 94). The
guiding principle was the prevention of a Balkan hegemon, achieved by re-
drawing boundaries and curbing Russian ambitions toward the Bosporus,
the Black Sea, and the Mediterranean. The resulting distribution of territo-
ries — Austria-Hungary’s acquisition of Bosnia and Herzegovina, Britain’s
control of Cyprus and eventual penetration into Egypt, and France’s ex-
pansion into Tunisia - illustrates a form of “balkanization from above,” a
showcase of diplomacy as a calculated craft.

In this context, the Prussian triumph over France in 1870-1871
paved the way for Germany’s long-awaited unification into a single na-
tion-state, dramatically reshaping the European balance of power. With
France’s influence diminished, Germany assumed its role as a leading pow-
er and the new focal point of European diplomacy. Although Austria in-
troduced a revised policy toward Germany in 1871, the Hungarian foreign
minister, Count Julius Andrassy, was reluctant to reassert Austria’s involve-
ment in German affairs. Concerned about the ambitions of Russia, Austria’s
eastern neighbor, Andrassy focused instead on blocking any attempt to es-
tablish a large Slavic state south of Austria (Bridge 1972, 50)."* Hence, up
until the Berlin Congress of 1878, Islam was not actually recognized as a
European religion and peace treaties did not allow for Muslim religious or

Obrenovi¢, the Hatt-i Serif secured an autonomous Serbian Church, with ethnic Serbs
appointed as metropolitans and bishops from 1831 onward (Markovi¢ 2013, 201, 231).

" In the mid-1870s, Serbia sought territorial expansion and formal recognition of its
independence by petitioning the Ottoman High Porte for authority over Bosnia, using
the uprisings there as leverage. Austria-Hungary initially supported the move, but the
involvement of Britain, Austria-Hungary, and Russia shifted the issue to the Constantino-
ple Ambassadors’ Conference (December 1876-January 1877) (Pandevska 2022, 79-80).
' After 1871, Slavic agitation made the Balkans a potential expansion zone and threat to
Austria-Hungary’s borders. Prince Milan Obrenovi¢, pressured by liberal and national-
ist circles to fight the Ottomans, initially resisted under Prime Minister Kaljevi¢’s weak
“First Action Ministry.” He later shifted toward the liberals, forming the “Second Action
Ministry” with Stev¢a Mihailovi¢ as Prime Minister and Jovan Risti¢ as Foreign Minister
(Bartulovi¢ and Randelovi¢ 2012, 72; Stoianovich 1959, 261).

181



Temarcku 36OPHI/IK HallMMOHAa/IHOT 3Haqaja

national minorities to exist within European states. What Ekmeci¢ calls
the “iron law” of forcing Muslims to migrate from conquered territories
remained in effect until Austro-Hungarian interests reshaped the situation
in 1878. Consequently, Muslim demands for protection and self-determi-
nation were met with skepticism in Berlin. However, by then, the Ottoman
Empire had ceased to be a major European power, though it was granted
“one more generation of life” — about thirty to forty years. Even so, military
defeats severely undermined the modernization project begun in the mid-
19* century. Ultimately, the Berlin Congress forced the empire to surren-
der three-fifths of its territory and one-fifth of its population - around 5.5
million people, half of them Muslims. This marked another step in the long
decline of Ottoman power, following earlier treaties such as Sremski Kar-
lovci (1699) and Kiigiik Kaynarca (1774) (Bandzovi¢ 2019, 231).

Within this framework, as the Herzegovinian crisis broke out in
July 1875, the Great European Powers initially sought to uphold a stance
of non-intervention, working together in peacekeeping efforts and assum-
ing the Ottomans would eventually suppress the unrest. Yet, despite these
attempts to contain the turmoil, the Balkan crisis escalated in 1875-1876.
Crucially, by 1876 the Serbian government concluded that war was the
only means to preserve its regime, making the conflict with the Ottomans
not just a struggle for national liberation but also a tool to safeguard the
prevailing political and social order (McClellan 1966, 68).* Moreover, Im-
perial Russia recognized the clear divisions among its Western rivals and
their failure to form a united anti-Russian alliance.® In this context, as Pan-
Slavism" increasingly aligned with Russia’s objective of restoring its Black
Sea fleet,” the new Tsar, Alexander II, pursued a policy that allowed Russia

"> Due to Slavic agitation, the Balkans became a possible area of expansion after 1871, or a
destabilizing region that could eventually lead to a change in Austria-Hungary’s borders.
13 In 1844, Tsar Nicholas proposed to Britain a plan for partitioning Turkey, anticipating
the Ottoman Empire’s collapse (IToremxun 1941, 424). Though criticized as “pro-Turkish,”
Disraeli’s priority was maintaining the 1815 balance of power and peace between Russia
and the Ottomans, countering Russia’s Balkan ambitions and, after the Crimean War, pre-
venting further Great Power intervention in the Ottoman East where Britain and France
could not compete.

' Pan-Slavism emerged between 1830-1840 as the first modern pan-nationalist idea, aim-
ing to transcend divided national identities and create a broader, more sustainable Slavic
unity. While Russia later became its main defender, the earliest significant form developed
as Austro-Slavism (1846-1918), reflecting the struggles of Slavic peoples under Habsburg
rule for greater autonomy and emancipation (Suslov, Cejka, and Dordevi¢ 2023, vii).

'* The Russo-Turkish War (1768-1774) ended with the Treaty of Kiigiik Kaynarca, which
expanded Russian influence by granting access to the Black Sea, Crimea, navigation rights
through the Straits, and authority to protect Orthodox Christians - laying the foundation
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to choose its allies independently.

Given the poorly coordinated military campaigns by Serbia and
Montenegro in support of the Bosnian and Herzegovinian insurgents
during the summer of 1876," Russia launched its war against the Otto-
mans in 1877-1878. Consequently, with the Ottoman Empire weakened
by internal uprisings and the acknowledged legitimacy of foreign inter-
vention in its domestic affairs, Austria-Hungary and Russia came to recog-
nize the necessity of defining their respective spheres of influence and ter-
ritorial ambitions within the Ottoman Balkans.”” The Russo-Turkish War
of 1877-1878 unfolded across two main fronts: the Balkans in the west
and the mountainous regions of northeastern Anatolia in the east. In the
western theater, Osman Nuri Pasa successfully repelled the Russian siege of
Plevna (Pleven) in northern Bulgaria, yet by November 1877 the Russians
captured Kars, and the following year advanced to Edirne. Further Russian
penetration into European Turkey was halted through the intervention of
the Great Powers — most notably Britain — which pushed for a truce. The
conflict concluded in March 1878 with the Treaty of San Stefano, signed
in Yesilkoy, a suburb of Istanbul. Had its provisions been fully enacted, the
treaty would have created a “Greater Bulgaria” within the Ottoman Empire
as a tributary principality, temporarily under Russian occupation, with ex-
panded territory reaching the Aegean Sea (Hale 2023, 47-48).

The Congress of Berlin in 1878 reshaped the Balkans, accelerating
the erosion of Ottoman authority and formally recognizing the indepen-
dence of Romania, Serbia, and Montenegro. This process of “balkanization,”
driven by the Great Powers in an effort to maintain balance, produced frag-

of the “Eastern Question”” Britain later opposed these claims during the Crimean War and
the Treaty of Paris, seeking to restrict Russian naval power and access to Constantinople.
However, the Treaty of London (1871) allowed Russia to rebuild its Black Sea fleet, though
Britain maintained that treaties could not be changed unilaterally (Anderson 1966; Mar-
riott 1940; Taylor 1954).

'* The Herzegovina uprising, launched near Nevesinje on 9 July 1875, quickly grew into
full-scale war with support from Montenegrin forces, foreign volunteers, and later Russian
troops under General Chernyaev, appointed by Serbia (Ekmeci¢ 1996; Stojanovic 1939).
By 1876 it expanded into a Serbo-Ottoman war, but Serbia’s defeat led the Constantinople
Peace Conference to restore the status quo. Though Serbia’s National Assembly absolved
its government, covert Ottoman- British cooperation created a diplomatic stalemate,
leaving the Balkans’ future unresolved (Pandevska 2022, 80).

"7 In 1877, Russia secured Austria-Hungary’s neutrality through the secret Budapest Con-
vention, limiting its own expansion in the Balkans and blocking a unified Slavic state,
while recognizing Austria-Hungary’s right to occupy Bosnia and Herzegovina. Likewise,
the London Protocol, though rejected by the Sultan, reflected Russia’s readiness to coop-
erate with the Great Powers and avoid unilateral military action (Pandevska 2022, 80).
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mented states and left unresolved territorial disputes, which in turn fueled
nationalist tensions and set the stage for the Balkan Wars. Namely, Western
political culture, framed by notions of European civilizational superiority,
constructed the Balkans as a liminal frontier where the “Imaginary Turk”
embodied the “European Other” In this discourse, the region was imagined
as a fragment of Asia within Europe - an exotic, unstable zone separating
the supposedly superior European civilization from the “mystical Orient”
Thus, in the eyes of Great Powers, “Balkanism became synonymous with
disorder, violence, and misfortune, while Balkan ferocity was the expected
natural outcome of a warrior ethos deeply rooted in the psyche of the local
population” (Todorova 2009, 15, 207; Lazarevi¢-Radak 2013, 58-59).

After 1878, “Ottoman Europe” was reduced to a fragile corridor
from the Adriatic to the Black Sea, increasingly exposed to conquest. Be-
tween 1870 and 1890, mass killings and expulsions of Muslims, alongside
waves of muhajirs from Crimea, the Caucasus, and the Balkans, reshaped
the empire’s demographic profile. Successive migrations, particularly
during the Balkan Wars, devastated Bosniak communities — many reset-
tling in Sandzak only to be displaced again during the Balkan Wars. By the
early twentieth century, the Balkans were marked by rapid de-Ottoman-
ization and successive Muslim migrations, which reveal how the turbulent
Balkan events and Bosniak displacement formed part of a broader exodus
shaped by great-power rivalries and global geopolitical context, processes
of deosmanization, and balkanization, with many Balkan Muslims having
earlier migrated into Ottoman lands and fought in its military, and the
Empire’s eventual collapse, which culminated in the Ottoman defeat after
the Greco-Ottoman War (1919-1922), and the founding of the Republic of
Turkey in 1923 (Bandzovi¢ 2020, 2022).

The article examines the Berlin Congress as a turning point in
diplomatic practice, showing how sovereignty was externally curated and
hierarchically distributed. By connecting nineteenth-century diplomacy
to modern governance, this research contributes to both historical schol-
arship and international relations theory, demonstrating that the Berlin
Congress of 1878 institutionalized a hierarchy of conditional sovereignties,
rather than establishing sovereign equality among Balkan states.

HISTORICAL AND GEOPOLITICAL BACKGROUND OF THE
BALKAN CRISIS

Given that the Serbs had lacked full sovereignty for nearly four cen-
turies, their collective aspiration for independence was relatively obscure in
Europe at the dawn of the 19" century. Specifically, in periods of peace, the
Serbs succeeded in gaining substantial autonomy, which was formalized
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through interstate agreements between Russia and the Ottoman Empire
(Suljagi¢ 2025, 9).* Beginning with the Herzegovinian revolt in 1875 and
concluding with the Treaty of Berlin in 1878, the three-year Balkan Crisis
unfolded through the diplomatic maneuvers of the Great Powers seeking
to extend their influence, alongside the nationalist movements within the
Balkans that manifested in uprisings against Ottoman domination. Despite
unfavorable international conditions, Serbo-Bosnian relations developed
according to their own internal dynamics. Following uprisings against Ot-
toman rule in 1831-1832" and 1850-1852,” Bosnia - though marked by
its distinctive resistance to Ottoman centralization — remained part of the
empire, gradually moving toward Austro-Hungarian control after the Ber-
lin Congress. In 1875, heavy taxation, feudal exploitation, and religious op-
pression of Orthodox and Catholic Christians sparked a peasant revolt in
Herzegovina that soon spread into Bosnia. At various points, Bosnian in-
surgents advocated for unification with Serbia, while rebels in Herzegovina
looked toward Montenegro.” Once Serbia and Montenegro declared war

'* The First Serbian Uprising (1804-1813), led by Karadorde Petrovi¢, secured Belgrade
and gave Serbia nearly a decade of de facto independence, but collapsed after Russia with-
drew support through the Treaty of Bucharest in 1812, leaving the rebels vulnerable to
renewed Ottoman invasions (Narochnitskii 1982). The Second Uprising (1815), under
Milo$ Obrenovi¢, succeeded through diplomacy: by 1817 he was recognized as hereditary
Prince of Serbia, granting the region broad self-governing rights while remaining under
Ottoman suzerainty (Melicharek 2012).

" In 1830, Serbia gained autonomy as a principality, reviving the provisions of Article 8 of
the Bucharest Treaty (1812) that had guaranteed self-rule. Though limited in scope, this
autonomy - secured after the uprisings — provided the framework for sustained efforts in
building and consolidating Serbian national identity (Novakovi¢ 2004, 258).

** Bosnia experienced two major uprisings against Ottoman rule: the Great Bosnian Up-
rising (1831-1832) under Husein Gradascevi¢, the “Dragon from Bosnia,” and revolts in
1850-1852. Both stemmed from Sultan Mahmud IT’s centralizing reforms, which nobles
resisted after Serbia’s autonomy and the loss of Bosnian lands in 1829. In 1831, Bosnian
leaders declared autonomy, opposed military reforms, and backed Gradascevi¢ as Vizier,
winning battles before defeat. Renewed reforms later provoked further revolts, briefly sep-
arating Herzegovina from Bosnia. Ultimately, Ottoman forces crushed resistance, disman-
tled the kapetan system, and tightened control, paving the way for the peasant revolts of
1875 (Melichérek 2014, 1).

*' Some members of the Main Committee for Aid to the Uprising in Zagreb sought to
assert political control over the Bosnian uprising, viewing Bosnia as part of Croatian ter-
ritory (Slipicevi¢ 1952, 127). The Croats of Starcevi¢ pursued the revival of a Greater Cro-
atia, thereby positioning themselves as open adversaries of the Serbian cause (Biankini
1925, 12-13). In Zagreb, young Croatian academics reinforced this stance by publishing a
statement in the press that denied the existence of Serbs or a Serbian uprising in Bosnia,
instead portraying Bosnia as a “jewel in the crown of Croatian King Zvonimir” (Pelagi¢
1880, 85).
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on the Ottoman Empire, unification with Serbia was proclaimed in four
Bosnian regions where most of the rebel forces were concentrated (Bata-
kovi¢ 1996, 118).? Therefore, the Herzegovinian uprising demonstrat-
ed that the insurgents possessed a clear political awareness, recognizing
their struggle as not merely against local injustices but as part of a broader
fight for national liberation and integration within a Serbian-Montenegrin
framework. Historically, the relationship between the two state entities was
generally supportive” and can be divided into distinct phases. The first of
these was the preparatory stage of the national program, marked by Serbia’s
non-intervention due to its political weakness, which limited its ability to
pursue foreign policy objectives in Bosnia and Herzegovina.** Neverthe-
less, during this period, various national programs already identified Bos-
nia and Herzegovina as belonging to the Serbian ethnic sphere.”

In this regard, the most influential program defining Serbias
long-term national and foreign policy in the 19th century was Nacertanije
(The Draft), written in 1844 by Ilija Garasanin, then serving as Serbia’s in-
terior minister (Garasanin, Batakovi¢, and Josi¢ Visnji¢ 1991, 15). Within
Nacertanije, the section titled “Policy of Serbia in regards to Bosnia, Mon-
tenegro and Northern Albania” placed particular emphasis on Bosnia. Ow-

** The insurgents proclaimed Bosnia and Herzegovina’s unification with Serbia and Mon-
tenegro, declaring their resolve to end Ottoman rule and join their Serbian kin. This was
met with widespread celebration, as they pledged loyalty to Prince Milan of Serbia and in-
vited Prince Nikola of Montenegro to take sovereignty over Herzegovina. (Ekmeci¢ 1996,
231).

*In 1459, Bosnian King Stjepan Toma3 sought to unite Serbian lands with Bosnia by mar-
rying his son, Stefan Tomagevi¢, into the Serbian throne to resist the Ottomans. The plan
failed, and Stefan’s brief rule ended with the fall of medieval Serbia in 1459 and Bosnia in
1463 (Zirojevi¢ 2009, 12).

** The 1875 Herzegovina uprising, lacking strong backing from Belgrade, leaned on Rus-
sian support and fostered ties with Serbs in Vojvodina, Slavonia, and other Yugoslav
groups. Herzegovina’s strategic role made it a battleground between Serbia and Montene-
gro: Prince Milan sought its annexation with Bosnia to Serbia, while Prince Nikola aimed
to curb Serbian influence and expand Montenegro between the Lim and Neretva Rivers,
bolstering his position against the Obrenovi¢ dynasty (Jaroslav 1875, 1-2; Vukovi¢ 1925,
84,170).

» Between 1790 and 1794, Serbian national consciousness spread among intellectuals in
Hungary and Austria and merchants from Adriatic centers, inspired by Enlightenment
ideas. This climate shaped the First Serbian Uprising. Count Tekelija advanced the cause
with an 1805 map of Serbian lands and an 1804 proposal to Napoleon for an Illyrian King-
dom. Metropolitan Stevan Stratimirovi¢ later drafted a program for Serbian liberation and
unification under a Slavonian-Serbian Grand Duchy, while in 1868 Svetozar Markovi¢
expanded the vision to include Serbia, Bosnia, Herzegovina, and Montenegro (Melicharek
2014, 6).
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ing to its strategic geography, rugged terrain, and strong military traditions,
Garasanin viewed these areas as essential to Serbia’s territorial expansion,
insisting that consolidating Serbian influence there should be a key priority
of Serbian politics within the Ottoman Empire. He set forth seven guiding
principles, the most important of which was the assurance of full religious
freedom - intended to satisfy Christians and potentially attract Muslims
as well. Equally central was Serbia’s envisioned role as the protector of the
Slavic peoples of the Balkans, including Bosnia and Herzegovina, with the
Principality of Serbia acting as their diplomatic representative. As Bosnia’s
nation-building process progressed in the early 19th century, Garasanin
also highlighted the importance of cooperation with Croats - particular-
ly the Franciscans — who could support the idea of uniting Bosnia with
Serbia.”® He also emphasized the need to publish prayer books, hymnals,
liturgical texts for Orthodox Christians, anthologies in both Latin and Cy-
rillic, as well as a concise history of Bosnia that included Bosnians who had
converted to Islam (30, 33-35).

By 1875, the preparatory stage of the uprising shifted as ties be-
tween Serbia and its compatriots in Bosnia and Herzegovina strength-
ened, with many openly expressing their wish for unification with Serbia
(Ekmecié¢ 1989, 256-257; Batakovi¢ 1996, 118). The decline of Ottoman
authority in Herzegovina coincided with Russia’s broader objective of ex-
panding its influence in the Balkans and ultimately gaining access to the
Mediterranean. Framing the rebellion within its Pan-Slavic mission, Russia
emerged as a key supporter of the Bosnian-Herzegovinian revolts, working
in concert with Montenegro.”” On the other hand, while the Dual Monar-
chy proclaimed official neutrality, it exploited this stance to prohibit the
delivery of humanitarian aid to the rebels and block the export of weapons.
In reality, this declared neutrality was chiefly aimed at preventing Monte-
negro and Serbia from supporting the insurgents, thereby limiting Russian

* Nevertheless, while Serbian radicals strived to revive the Serbian medieval empire of
Dusan the Mighty, the Croats of Starc¢evi¢ intended to resurrect Greater Croatia (Biankini
1925, 12-3).

% The Bosnian uprising was driven by both internal and external factors. Domestically,
Serbian nationalist agitation combined with the 1858 Ottoman land reform under Omar
Pasha Latas, which weakened Muslim nobility and converted state timars into private es-
tates, fueling resentment among Christian serfs and intensifying peasant hardship through
heavy taxation and tithe exploitation. Externally, Montenegro, Serbia, Austria-Hungary,
and Russia were involved more as participants than direct instigators. Austria-Hungary
exerted particular influence, both through the local Catholic community and its coop-
eration with Montenegros Prince Nikola I Petrovi¢ (Ekmeci¢ 2007, 269-278, 278-279;
Cubrilovi¢ 1996, 19-28, 45-52, 52-57; Kovi¢ 2010, 55-57).
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involvement.”® The uprising claimed roughly 150,000 lives, and by the end
of 1875, more than 200,000 civilians had fled to Austria-Hungary, with an-
other 70.000 seeking refuge in Montenegro and Serbia (Pavlowitch 2002,
64; Ekmecic¢ 2007, 280).

Facing near bankruptcy, the Principality of Serbia was forced to
dismiss many of its officers, particularly foreign ones, and its army suffered
defeat. The brief conflict exposed the weaknesses of relying on short mili-
tary training for peasant soldiers and highlighted Serbia’s overall military
ineffectiveness, underscored by the Ottoman advance that captured Alek-
sinac and threatened Belgrade.” At Prince Milan’s request, Russia inter-
vened as mediator, with General Mikhail Chernyaev taking over as com-
mander of the Serbian forces (Gallenga 1877, 187-92; Popov 2008, 197).
Ultimately, a ceasefire was declared on 28 February 1877, preventing the
collapse of the Principality of Serbia (Mandi¢ 1910, 14-15).* In December
1877, Serbia reentered the conflict following Russia’s initial strategy in Ot-
toman Bulgaria but soon shifted to independent campaigns in South Ser-
bia, capturing Nis, Leskovac, Vranje, and nearby towns, and advancing into
northern Ottoman Macedonia before the Edirne armistice (Popov 1985,
65). At the same time, Montenegrin forces operated along the borders of
Ottoman Herzegovina and Albania, taking Niksi¢, Bar, Ulcinj, GrmozZur,
Vranjina, and Lesendro between September 1877 and January 1878. These
joint Slavic successes significantly altered the Balkan political landscape,
intensifying friction between Russia and the Western powers (Pandevska
2022, 82). Moreover, Pan-Slavist-s celebrated Alexander II as the “Tsar of
all Slavs” while fiercely criticizing Europe (Stojanovic 1939, 154).*

* Foreign volunteers who fought alongside Serbia grew resentful due to severe shortag-
es of food, clothing, footwear, and military equipment, compounded by the ethnocen-
tric attitudes of some Serbian leaders toward non-Serb volunteers, especially those from
Austria-Hungary (Lukovi¢ 1977, 224).

* Austria’s occupation of Bosnia-Herzegovina in 1878 marked the collapse of Garaganin’s
Nacertanije vision of uniting all Serbian-inhabited Ottoman lands into a single Serbian
state. This outcome, shaped in Vienna to secure control of the Balkans and facilitate ex-
pansion toward the Near East, signaled the beginning of Austria-Hungary’s Drang nach
Osten policy, aimed at dominating Slavic territories in the region (Batakovi¢ 1996, 118).
* Petar Karadordevi¢, fighting under the pseudonym Petar Mrkonji¢ and defying the Ser-
bian assembly’s prohibition, took part in the Bosnian Uprising as a “simple volunteer”
Although his role was limited and he withdrew in January 1876, Serbian journalism and
historiography elevated his participation into a powerful symbol of national memory. As
a result, the Bosnian Uprising of 1875-1878 came to be popularly remembered as “Petar
Mrkonji¢s uprising” (Guti¢ 1980, 10).

*! During the Russo-Turkish War (1877-1878), Romania, led by Prince Carol 1, allied with
Russia and seized the opportunity to declare its formal independence from the Ottoman
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After advancing to Constantinople, Russia attempted to impose
peace terms, but British intervention prevented its entry into the city.”” Re-
luctant to cede territory to Serbia, the Ottoman Empire was compelled to
sign the preliminary Treaty of San Stefano on February 19, 1878.** Actually,
the Treaty of San Stefano (1878) marked Russias bid to reshape the Bal-
kans after its victory in the Russo-Turkish War (Raspopovi¢ 2003, 198). It
recognized Romania (Art. V), Serbia (Art. III), and Montenegro (Art. II)
as independent, promised Serbia and Montenegro territorial expansion to
create contiguous borders, and granted Bosnia and Herzegovina autono-
my under Russian and Austro-Hungarian supervision. Its most disruptive
clause, however, was the creation of a vast Bulgarian principality envisioned
as a Russian satellite,* stretching from the Danube to the Aegean and in-
cluding much of Macedonia (Anderson 1966, 203). This “Greater Bulgaria”
threatened the regional balance of power and provoked sharp criticism in
Serbia, where leaders saw it as undermining national interests and chal-
lenging their own South Slavic project, leading to strained relations with
Russia even before the Congress of Berlin.

In fact, the Treaty of San Stefano created a new framework in which
Austria focused on Bosnia-Herzegovina and Britain on Bulgaria, laying the
groundwork for a coordinated great-power policy in the Balkans (Gauld

Empire (Lyde and Mockler-Ferryman 1905, 151).

% The peace settlement endangered key British and Austrian interests. A large Bulgaria
under Russian dominance, with access to the Aegean, threatened Mediterranean trade
routes and Britain’s vital passage to India via the Straits and the Suez Canal. Russian con-
trol of the Black Sea also jeopardized alternative routes toward the Persian Gulf and India.
Britain further feared that Russian influence over the Ottoman Empire would erode the
Sultan’s independence, leaving him vulnerable to constant pressure. As a result, Britain
firmly opposed any arrangement granting Russia authority over the straits.

* The Treaty of San Stefano, authored by General Count Nicholas Ignatiev, reflected Rus-
sia’s Pan-Slavist agenda by seeking to liberate Slavic peoples and secure influence over the
Straits while curbing Austria’s role in the Balkans (Stojanovic 1939, 233). Britain strongly
opposed Russian control of the straits, and in February 1878 even sent its fleet through
the Dardanelles toward Istanbul, risking direct confrontation. To prevent war, German
Chancellor Bismarck mediated at the Congress of Berlin. The settlement dismantled the
“Greater Bulgaria” envisioned at San Stefano: western Bulgaria was placed under nominal
Ottoman rule, Eastern Rumelia remained under Ottoman administration with a Christian
governor, and Serbia, Romania, and Montenegro gained independence. Russia secured
territory in northern Romania along with Batumi, Kars, and Ardahan, while Britain ob-
tained Cyprus through a separate agreement (Hale 2023, 47; Varnava 2009).

* Shuvalov described the Treaty of San Stefano as “the most foolish act we could have
undertaken,” further dismissing Ignatiev’s vision of Bulgaria as absurd (Clayton 1971,
142-144).
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1926, 109).*® However, a major flaw in this perception was the absence of
clearly defined, homogeneous entities like Bulgaria or Bosnia; portraying
the Balkans as a purely Christian land under Islamic rule ignored its diverse
realities and ultimately fueled conflicts and human rights abuses through
aggressive nation-building.*®* Namely, the agreement deprived Turkey of
most of its European possessions, and formally recognized the indepen-
dence of Montenegro, Serbia, and Romania. Serbia secured Ni$ and ex-
tended its influence toward Novi Bazar and the Sanjak, while Pirot and
Vranje were assigned to Bulgaria. Montenegro expanded into Herzegovina
and gained the port of Bar, with guarantees protecting the property rights
of local Muslims. Although Article 14 dealt with Bosnia and Herzegovina,
it failed to establish a lasting resolution (Randelovi¢ 2015, 125).”

Russian military campaigns broke Ottoman authority in Bulgaria,
yet the Western powers insisted on reinstating it, even in territories already
occupied by Russia. Consequently, Count Nikolay Ignatyev’s so-called “Rus-
sian Machiavelli’s San Stefano Bulgaria” plan functioned largely as a tacti-
cal maneuver to gain bargaining power at the forthcoming congress, since
its terms conflicted with Russia’s earlier agreements with Austria-Hungary
and Britain and were inevitably subject to revision.* Prior to the signing of
the Treaty of San Stefano, Bismarck convened a congress of the Great Pow-
ers to address the Eastern Crisis, presenting himself as a neutral mediator

* On 21 April, Andrassy urged the British government to back Austria’s occupation of
Bosnia-Herzegovina, while Lord Salisbury’s reply on 4 May emphasized that joint An-
glo-Austrian action on Bulgaria would be more effective than separate efforts. Salisbury
even declared willingness to treat a “Balkan line” agreement as a casus belli, provided it
was reached first, and in return pledged support for Andrassy’s proposal of a European -
rather than Russian — administration (Gauld 1926, 110).

* Following the Russian intervention and the war, populations were forcibly expelled from
newly independent Bulgaria and Bosnia into Ottoman territory, a process that intensified
divisions among ethnic, religious, and linguistic groups and deepened regional alienation.
7 The redrawing of Balkan borders after the Congress of Berlin did not secure lasting
peace, as unrest, uprisings, and the brief Serbo-Bulgarian War of 1885 quickly followed.
These events reflected the continuation of earlier European political, military, and dip-
lomatic struggles rather than a resolution. Thus, the years from 1878 to the mid-1880s
represent the next phase of the Great Eastern Crisis, defined by Balkan resistance to the
settlement imposed at Berlin (Pandevska 2022, 82).

* Russia envisioned a vast Bulgarian principality from the Black Sea to the Albanian
mountains, including Macedonia, Kosovo, Serbian towns, and the Aegean coast. Con-
ceived as a Russian-dominated stronghold and gateway to Constantinople, it secured
Russian supremacy while weakening Ottoman and Austro-Hungarian influence. Yet by
privileging Bulgaria over Serbia and excluding other powers, the plan reflected Russian
ambitions and proved unacceptable to the wider European community (Randelovi¢ 2015,
125).
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— a “fair proxy” - aiming to guide negotiations rather than pursue personal
interests. However, this claim masked his retreat from openly supporting
Russia, effectively placing the final decisions in the hands of the European
Concert of Powers. Their priorities overshadowed the aspirations and fates
of the small Balkan states, whose populations ultimately suffered the con-
sequences of these geopolitical compromises.*® Thus, without German in-
volvement, Russia accepted a limited victory, and only three days after the
signing of the Treaty of San Stefano, Count Andrassy officially suggested
convening a congress to settle the peace terms between Russia and the Ot-
toman Empire - a proposal supported by the other Great Powers. Escalat-
ing the situation carried the danger of sparking a new war, with Britain and
Austria-Hungary potentially mobilizing against Russia. Consequently, dip-
lomatic records indicate that prominent Russian leaders - including Grand
Princes Nikolay and Mikhail, War Minister Milutin, Finance Minister Re-
itern, and Chancellor Gorchakov - determined that extending the conflict
was detrimental to Russia’s interests and should be avoided (Hvostov and
Minz 1949, 49).

Before the congress convened, a wave of diplomatic exchanges
sought to shape outcomes in advance. In a letter to Gorchakov dated 18
February 1878, Count Ignatyev restated his opposition to a direct border
between Serbia and Montenegro, instead suggesting that Turkey maintain
a corridor extending toward Sarajevo. He underscored Mitrovica’s strategic
value as both a railway hub and a pivotal point for Bosnia. Attached to the
letter was the program of the recently established Prizren League, which
represented Albanian leaders. The League proclaimed loyalty to the Ot-
toman Empire while expressing hostility toward Montenegro, Serbia, and
Bulgaria. Its declaration vowed unending resistance to foreign rule, fram-
ing participation as a sacred Islamic obligation and condemning betrayal
with collective reproach and curses (Randelovi¢ 2015, 127).

Another instance is a telegram dispatched from Saint Petersburg to
the Russian mission in Vienna in mid-April 1878. In this message, Russia
explained its stance during and after the war, affirming to the Austro-Hun-
garian government that it upheld its pre-war commitments and did not
object to Austria-Hungary’s occupation of Bosnia and Herzegovina.” The

* Bismarck sought to maintain European balance while actually protecting Germany’s
interests, mainly by preventing an anti-German alliance. The Three Emperors’ League of
Germany, Austria-Hungary, and Russia initially appeared cooperative but proved inef-
fective during the Balkan crises. The Herzegovinian revolt (1875) and the Russo-Turkish
War (1877-1878) exposed deep rifts between Austria-Hungary and Russia, with Germany
carefully managing its alliances while avoiding direct involvement (Kosmach 2025).

‘ As mentioned earlier, Russia and Austria had secretly aligned their Balkan strategies, be-
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telegram further recognized the option of splitting Bulgaria into two sec-
tions, with the southeastern area placed under tighter Ottoman adminis-
tration, and proposed that the borders established at San Stefano be adjust-
ed in line with ethnic considerations.

Austria-Hungary, in turn, submitted a Memorandum to Britain de-
fending its intention to occupy Bosnia and Herzegovina.* Attached to it
was an Appendix that provided a geopolitical assessment with long-term
cautions. It argued that the creation of a large Slavic state in southern Eu-
rope would destabilize the region, pointing to Dalmatia’s weakness as a
narrow coastal strip lacking a secure hinterland. The Appendix further
maintained that Bosnia and Herzegovina were unsuitable for autonomy
due to fragile geography and economy, pronounced ethnic and religious di-
visions, and cultural contrasts — Herzegovinians depicted as impoverished,
warlike highlanders, and Bosnians as more agrarian and peace-oriented.
Religious plurality, with Muslims, Orthodox Serbs, and Catholics living to-
gether yet frequently in conflict, was identified as the greatest barrier. The
document concluded that any attempt at self-rule would be short-lived and
ultimately result in union with neighboring Slavic states. It also warned
that Serbia posed a direct danger to Austria-Hungary and Central Europe,
since a union of Bosnia and Herzegovina with Serbia or Montenegro - or
the creation of a new Slavic state — would threaten the monarchy’s bor-
ders and stability. This, in turn, would compel Austria-Hungary either to
annex the entire Slavic bloc or confront unrest among its own Serbo-Cro-
atian population. On the economic front, Austria-Hungary opposed Mon-
tenegro gaining access to the Adriatic, fearing smuggling, and dismissed
Serbia’s claims to Kosovo and Metohija as unrealistic. These demands had
already been rejected by Turkey at San Stefano, with Russia backing its po-
sition — an outcome that aligned with Austria-Hungary’s strategic interests
(Randelovié¢ 2015, 126-127).

From this standpoint, intense diplomatic efforts — both overt and
covert — made revisions to the Treaty of San Stefano unavoidable. The broad
framework of the new arrangement had already been established, needing
only official endorsement and minor tactical modifications. This outlook
was solidified by the secret British-Russian memorandum of 18 May 1878,
which was later communicated to Germany. In it, Lord Salisbury, Britain’s

ginning with the Reichstadt Agreement in July 1876 and later reinforced by the Budapest
Treaties signed in January and March 1877.

! From February 1877 onward, Herzegovina was organized as a Sanjak within the Bos-
nian vilayet. Following extended disagreements, Austria and Russia came to an accord to
regard Bosnia and Herzegovina as a unified entity (Rupp 1925, 508-512).
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newly appointed Foreign Secretary, and Count Shuvalov, the Russian Am-
bassador in London, reached a confidential accord that essentially set the
boundaries of the Berlin settlement (Seton-Watson 1972, 432).

This agreement demonstrated Britains resolve to limit Russias
gains from the Treaty of San Stefano, while Russia accepted compromise
to avoid a direct clash with the other Great Powers. In effect, the Salis-
bury- Shuvalov accord served as the diplomatic foundation for the Berlin
Congress: it set boundaries on Russian influence in the Balkans, confirmed
Austria-Hungary’s right to occupy Bosnia and Herzegovina, and assured
Britain that Russia’s access to the Mediterranean would be restricted. As
a result, “the Berlin Congress was less a venue for genuine debate than a
formal endorsement of arrangements already settled behind closed doors”
(Jelavich 1983). Ultimately, the Great Powers agreed to convene the Con-
gress only on the condition that it deal exclusively with issues stemming
from the Treaty of San Stefano and the Russo-Turkish War, leaving aside
questions concerning Egypt, Syria, and the Far East (Stojanovic 1939, 236).

During the 1878 crisis, the Ottoman Empire was ultimately pre-
served due to Russia’s diplomatic isolation, as none of the other European
powers accepted the Treaty of San Stefano. Britain continued to resist any
arrangement granting Russia control over the straits, and in February 1878
its fleet sailed through the Dardanelles toward Istanbul, heightening the
risk of direct conflict with Russia. To avert another European war, both
sides agreed to mediation by German Chancellor Bismarck, which result-
ed in the Berlin Congress. On 13 July 1878, a peace treaty was concluded.
Its main outcome was the dismantling of “Greater Bulgaria™: the western
portion received autonomy under nominal Ottoman authority, while the
southeastern area, Eastern Rumelia, remained under Ottoman rule but
was governed by a Christian official. Serbia, Romania, and Montenegro
achieved independence; Russia gained territory in northern Romania as
well as Batumi, Kars, and Ardahan in the east; and Britain, through a sep-
arate agreement, secured Cyprus (Anderson 1966, 69-73, 178-217, 226).

THE IMPACT OF THE TREATY OF BERLIN: SERBIA'S ACCOM-
PLISHMENTS AND STRATEGIC LOSSES

The Congress of Berlin, which convened on 13 June 1878, was
hailed as one of the most significant political assemblies of the modern age,
frequently likened to the Congresses of Vienna and Paris (Langer 1956,
150). Its purpose was to uphold European stability through the Concert
of Powers, operating within a pre-set framework for peace, with delegates
responsible only for refining details and formalizing agreements. Acting
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as an “honest broker” (Kosmach 2021, 48) Chancellor Otto von Bismarck
gathered the leading states — Germany, Austria-Hungary, Britain, Russia,
France, Italy, and the Ottoman Empire - to renegotiate the Balkan settle-
ment. The Congress thus emerged out of necessity, serving not as a platform
for Balkan self-determination but as an arena for imperial negotiation.

From the outset, it was clear that the Great Powers would domi-
nate the Congress, leaving the smaller Balkan states to exert influence only
through informal channels. Although Serbia, Montenegro, and Romania
were present, their role in shaping decisions was negligible. The aspirations
of these states were subordinated to the strategic agendas of the Great Pow-
ers, who, as Mark Mazower notes, determined the Balkans” destiny not in
Belgrade or Sofia but in Berlin, treating the region as a geopolitical chess-
board (Mazower 2000). Bismarck’s dismissive attitude toward Balkan na-
tionalism - captured in his famous remark that the area was “not worth the
bones of a single Pomeranian grenadier” — mirrored the dominant view
of the Balkans as peripheral yet dangerously unstable (Wallace 1922, 289;
Kossler 1981, 102).

In this context, Serbia’s exclusion from sending an official delegate
- while Greece and Romania were granted that privilege — underscored the
unequal treatment of Balkan states at the Congress. A clear anti-Slavic bias,
promoted chiefly by Britain and Austria-Hungary, permeated the negotia-
tions and set their overall tone. Guided skillfully by Gyula Andrassy, Aus-
tro-Hungarian diplomacy pursued Bosnia not through outright conquest
but by presenting itself as Europe’s appointed authority, ostensibly tempo-
rary and framed as a civilizing mission. Consequently, with Vienna intent
on curbing Serbia’s access to the north and west, and Russia showing little
concern for its interests in the east, Jovan Risti¢, Serbia’s plenipotentiary,
was left to depend on informal diplomatic channels along the Vienna- Ber-
lin- Belgrade axis to make Serbia’s position heard (Popov 2008, 162-163).

On 12 June 1878, Jovan Risti¢ submitted a Memorandum to the
Congress of Berlin, serving as Serbia’s sole official voice in the absence of
direct representation. Reinforced through further memoranda and diplo-
matic contacts, it traced Serbia’s trajectory from medieval decline to Otto-
man vassalage and pressed two central demands: recognition of indepen-
dence and territorial expansion on ethnic-historical grounds. Risti¢ argued
that recent wars had severed ties with the Ottoman Empire, that San Stefa-
no had already acknowledged sovereignty, and that Ottoman atrocities and
tribute payments made renewed vassalage impossible. His conclusion was
clear - Serbia’s future lay in full independence, not subordination to the
Porte (Randelovic¢ 2003, 248).

194



Benuxa ucmouna Kplzl3(/l U ClI08EHCKU ceem

Therefore, at the Berlin Congress (1878), Serbia pressed for territo-
rial expansion on ethnic and historical grounds, insisting that lands occu-
pied by its army should not be returned to Ottoman rule. However, while
its independence was acknowledged, the Great Powers curtailed its ambi-
tions: Bulgaria and Eastern Rumelia were established, Serbian claims in
Old and Southern Serbia were restricted, and Austria-Hungary was grant-
ed oversight in the Sanjak of Novi Bazar.*” Vienna’s interpretation held that
allowing Austria-Hungary into the northern Sanjak of Novi Bazar would
prevent “the supremacy of the Slavic race” and ensure balance among eth-
nic groups.® This arrangement gave Austria-Hungary military presence in
the corridor separating Serbia and Montenegro, effectively blocking their
potential unification and reinforcing its strategic influence in the Balkans
(Anderson 1966, 214-219).

Border disputes with Bulgaria, backed by Russia, complicated mat-
ters further, though local populations in contested districts expressed loy-
alty to Serbia. Ultimately, Serbia secured Pirot, land up to Caribrod, and
part of Trn, while Bulgaria received Caribrod and Trn as compensation,
with Thtiman left under Ottoman control. The settlement reflected prag-
matic Great Power bargaining rather than principle, yet Serbia emerged
with recognized independence and partial fulfillment of its territorial de-
mands (Randelovi¢ 2015, 130).

In summary, the Treaty of Berlin regulated Serbia’s status in Arti-
cles 34-42, granting formal recognition of independence, equality of citi-
zens, religious freedom, and defining new borders, while also confirming
Serbia’s prior international agreements and imposing obligations such as
railway construction and the assumption of Ottoman debt for newly ac-
quired territories — an issue strongly opposed by Jovan Risti¢. Montene-
gros independence was similarly recognized (Article 26), with financial
responsibilities for ceded lands (Article 33). Bosnia and Herzegovina were

** The term Sanjak of Novi Bazar is frequently misapplied in scholarship and popular
writing. Detached from the Vilayet of Bosnia in 1872 and briefly part of the Vilayet of
Novi Bazar, it was incorporated into the Vilayet of Kosovo in 1877. After 1880, its western
districts formed the Sanjak of Pljevlja, the remainder became the Sanjak of Sjenica, and
only the kaza of Novi Bazar was attached to the Sanjak of Pristina. By the early twentieth
century, Novi Bazar no longer existed as a distinct Ottoman unit, though the name per-
sisted; between the Congress of Berlin (1878) and the Balkan Wars (1912) its territory
was divided among several sanjaks, making continued use of the term for the whole area
administratively illegitimate (Svircevi¢ 2013, 288-289).

** Austria-Hungary received an international mandate to occupy two provinces plagued
by persistent unrest under Ottoman rule, with the British and other European powers
viewing this mission not as temporary but as a permanent settlement to restore peace and
order (Schmitt 1930, 312).
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assigned to Austro-Hungarian occupation and administration (Article 25),
with military garrisons in the Sanjak of Novi Bazar to be arranged later.
Navigation on the Danube was addressed in Articles 46-57, largely con-
tinuing earlier provisions, with Austria-Hungary overseeing works in the
DPerdap Gorge* (Article 57). Finally, Article 63 confirmed the continued
validity of the Treaties of Paris (1856) and London (1871) except where
amended (133).

Jovan Risti¢, in his parliamentary address, underscored that Serbia’s
military victories had relied on Russian arms, while its political achieve-
ments were secured through Austro-Hungarian diplomacy, foreshadowing
Serbia’s future political orientation. He argued that independence, more
than territorial expansion, was Serbia’s greatest accomplishment, likening
it to individual freedom and invoking Ranke’s view of independence as the
foundation of statehood. Risti¢ criticized the financial burdens imposed by
the Treaty of Berlin, particularly the obligation to assume Ottoman debt for
conquered territories, and warned against British and Turkish proposals
to capitalize tributes, which would have been ruinous but were ultimately
rejected. Supported by Russian, French, and even Count Andrassy’s ref-
erences to San Stefano, Risti¢ concluded that despite the painful financial
obligations, the settlement was tolerable and inevitable, securing Serbia’s
independence and modest territorial gains (Randelovi¢ 2003, 254).

Consequently, after BiH was incorporated into the Habsburg Mon-
archy following the Congress of Berlin, Serbia could no longer influence
Bosnian affairs and redirected its policy toward Old Serbia, Macedonia,
Kosovo, and northern Albania (Petrovich 1976, 411-414).” Furthermore,
with the signing of the secret Austro-Serbian Convention on 28 June 1881,
Serbia effectively became a protectorate, abandoning the principles of
GaraSanin’s Nacertanije (1844) and reorienting its policy toward Austria,

“* Article XXV of the Berlin Congress allowed Austria-Hungary to station a garrison and
secure military and commercial routes in part of the former Bosnian vilayet, ensuring
control of communications and the new political order. Foreign Minister Count Andrassy
adopted this measure both to appease Turkey and to avoid direct governance of a volatile
region, while using the garrison as a safeguard against a Serbia-Montenegro union. Antic-
ipating future complications, he also obtained Russia’s assurance that it would not oppose
Austria-Hungary should it eventually decide to annex the Sanjak of Novi Bazar along with
Bosnia and Herzegovina (Seton-Watson 1930, 313-314).

* Following the Congress of Berlin in 1878, Bosnia and Herzegovina mounted fierce re-
sistance to Austro-Hungarian occupation, led mainly by Bosnian Muslims under Hadzi
Lojo, with sporadic Serbian support. Austria-Hungary was forced to deploy up to 268,000
troops to crush uprisings, especially in Bosanska Krajina, suffering over 5,000 casualties
in the process. The campaign devastated the local population, costing Bosnia and Herze-
govina around 150,000 lives, predominantly Serbs and Muslims. (Batakovi¢ 1996, 119).
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thereby aligning itself with the Triple Alliance (Pribram 1920, 51-63).*Bos-
nia-Herzegovina was effectively treated as a colony within Austria-Hunga-
ry, and Vienna viewed the suppression of the Serbian national movement
for unification with Bosnia as essential for securing dominance in the Bal-
kans and advancing further toward the Near East. Austria’s occupation of
Bosnia-Herzegovina marked the launch of its Drang nach Osten policy, and
the true underlying cause of the conflict between Austria-Hungary and
Serbia that eventually led to World War I was the occupation and subse-
quent annexation of Bosnia-Herzegovina (Schmitt 1930, 108).

The Treaty of Berlin marked Serbia’s formal recognition as an inde-
pendent and sovereign state, ending centuries of Ottoman suzerainty and
representing a major diplomatic triumph. Yet this independence was lim-
ited by Austria-Hungary’s dominance in the northern Balkans, as Serbia
was compelled to construct railway links to the Habsburg network, sign a
trade convention favorable to Vienna, and align politically with Austrian
interests (Samardzi¢ 2010)."

Hence, the Treaty reconfigured rather than resolved Balkan ten-
sions, leaving Serbia independent but constrained by Austria-Hunga-
ry’s dominance and setting the two states on a path of antagonism.* This
hostility surfaced in the Pig War (1906-1908), when Austria-Hungary
blocked Serbian livestock exports, prompting Serbia to diversity trade and
strengthen ties with France.” Moreover, these obligations were not merely

46 Frustrated by Russia’s pro-Bulgarian stance and tempted by promises of expansion into
the Vardar valley, Prince Milan Obrenovi¢ concluded the Secret Convention in Vienna.
The treaty bound Serbia to seek Austria-Hungary’s consent before making agreements
with other states and to refrain from any agitation in Bosnia and Herzegovina, effective-
ly subordinating Serbian foreign policy to Austrian oversight (Samardzi¢ 2005, 30-34,
40-42).

7 From the beginning, Austria-Hungary viewed its occupation of the Balkan provinces
not as temporary but as a precursor to annexation, underscoring its strategic ambition to
consolidate control and expand regional influence (Seton-Watson 1930, 586-587). This
intent was formalized in 1881, when Austria-Hungary conditioned its participation in the
Three Emperors’ League on recognition of its right to annex the territories whenever it
deemed opportune (Pribram 1920, 43).

*® Austria-Hungary’s rule in Bosnia-Herzegovina was marked by exploitation rather than
genuine modernization: infrastructure such as roads and railways served mainly to ex-
tract raw materials, while social progress stagnated, with the agrarian question unresolved
and school enrollment remaining very low (just 14.33 percent by 1908). Governance was
undermined by poorly trained officials, often from lower military ranks, who lacked local
language skills and behaved arrogantly, fueling resentment and widening the divide be-
tween the occupying authorities and the population (Batakovi¢ 1996, 135).

* Guided by St. Petersburg, Serbia commissioned cannons from the French firm Schnei-
der-Creusot, rejecting Austrian and German suppliers. Vienna retaliated with the five-year
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economic; they symbolized Serbia’s incorporation into Austria-Hungary’s
sphere of influence.” Consequently, railroads and factories played a limited
role compared to the pervasive presence of military garrisons, fortresses,
and gendarmerie posts, which underscored the dominance of military au-
thority over genuine economic progress (Batakovi¢ 1996, 120). Politically,
Belgrade was expected to align with Austrian policy, curtailing its free-
dom of maneuver in foreign affairs.”* Hence, Austria-Hungary’s ambitions
in the Balkans consistently conflicted with Serbia’s, blocking its westward
expansion and denying it access to the Adriatic Sea. Moreover, in an effort
to prevent Serbia’s alliance with Russia, Austria-Hungary granted Milan
Obrenovi¢ the royal title, and concluded the “Secret Convention” which
allowed Serbia to expand southward at the expense of the Ottoman Em-
pire, except in the Sanjak of Novi Bazar, which remained under Austrian
influence. In return, Serbia pledged not to support political or religious
uprisings in Bosnia, Herzegovina, or the Sanjak against Austria-Hungary
(Petrovich 1976, 414). In that sense, Serbia’s independence was “genuine in
form but constrained in substance, shadowed by the influence of a pow-
erful neighbor” (Banac 1984). Accordingly, from Serbia’s perspective, the
Bosnian settlement of 1878 was disastrous, stripping what was seen as part
of its medieval heartland and fueling outrage that weakened the Obrenovi¢
dynasty while empowering the nationalist Karadordevi¢ opposition.* In
other words, independence was both a victory and a frustration: Serbia had
achieved formal sovereignty but remained hemmed in by the geopolitical

customs conflict (1906-1911), known as the “Pig War” By redirecting exports through the
port of Salonika, Serbia resisted the blockade, and within a few years Austria-Hungary
controlled only 41 percent of Serbian trade (Pordevi¢ 1962).

** With independence, Serbian progressives viewed rapid modernization as vital, mak-
ing railway construction both an economic necessity and a fulfillment of Berlin Congress
obligations. The railway, seen as a “Berlin child,” symbolized the price of independence
while serving as the cornerstone of Serbia’s domestic modernization and state-building
(Samardzi¢ 2010, 140).

*' Bosnian Serbs found support primarily among opposition parties (Radicals and Liber-
als) and clerical circles in Belgrade. The Austrophile orientation of Milan Obrenovi¢, con-
tinued under King Aleksandar (1889-1903), was unpopular among Serbs, who tradition-
ally leaned toward Russia. Radicals and some Progressists condemned Milan’s refusal to
protect Herzegovinian and Bosnian Serbs as a betrayal of national interests. Under Alek-
sandar, Austro-Hungarian envoys repeatedly pressured Serbia to suppress the Belgrade
press, objecting even to references to “national aspirations,” “Slavic solidarity,” “repressed
brethren,” or “Serbdom?” As a result, Serbia remained absent from Bosnian politics for the
next three decades (Batakovi¢ 1996, 120).

** As a leader of the 1804 First Serbian Uprising, Karadjordje Petrovi¢ is remembered as
the founding father of modern Serbia for making a decisive break from Ottoman rule
(Stojancevi¢ 2004, 272).
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realities of Great Power politics. Thus, from 1889 onward, the administra-
tion sought to shape provincial identity in Bosnia and Herzegovina by in-
troducing a distinct red-and-yellow flag and coat of arms (Batakovi¢ 1996,
125).

Article 25 of the treaty granted Austria-Hungary the right to occupy
and administer the provinces while leaving nominal sovereignty to the Ot-
toman Sultan (Schmitt 1930, 313).> This compromise served several Great
Power interests: it blocked Serbian and Montenegrin expansion into Bos-
nia, rewarded Austria-Hungary for its neutrality during the Russo-Turkish
War, and aimed to stabilize a region recently shaken by anti-Ottoman re-
volts. For Austria-Hungary, occupation of Bosnia and Herzegovina offered
strategic depth against Russia but created governance problems due to the
provinces’ ethnic diversity.”* Namely, the 1881 decree introducing general
recruitment in Bosnia and Herzegovina ignited the Serb uprising in Her-
zegovina the following year. The rebellion, which also drew in numerous
local Muslims and received backing from Montenegro and the Ottoman
Empire, spread beyond the Neretva River into central and eastern Bosnia
along the Drina. In contrast to the Muslims, who opposed the new rulers
together with the Serbs, hope rose among the Croats of Croatia-Slavonia
that the occupation of Bosnia-Herzegovina was only the beginning of its
union with the Monarchy by including it in Croatia-Slavonia. Austria made
no effort to ease religious tensions and, exploiting the link between faith
and national identity, actually sought to divide the Serbian population in
Bosnia into three separate nationalities (Batakovi¢ 1996, 122-123, 130).>

> Although the convention proclaimed the occupation of Bosnia-Herzegovina as “provi-
sional” and recognized Ottoman sovereignty, its promises soon collapsed: Ottoman cur-
rency was excluded, the provinces absorbed into the Austro-Hungarian customs union,
administration reshaped to match the Monarchy, capitulations abolished, and military
service enforced - effectively turning the region into a Habsburg possession (Schmitt
1930, 313).

** In Bosnia and Herzegovina, demographic shifts were pronounced in the late 19th cen-
tury. By 1879, Orthodox Serbs constituted a relative majority, accounting for 51.25% of
the population, while Muslims comprised 32.83% and Roman Catholics 14.25%. Roman
Catholics were systematically settled in the province, with around 230,000 newcomers —
mainly Croats, but also Czechs and Poles - arriving between 1879 and 1914. At the same
time, Serbs migrated to Serbia, while Bosnian Muslims relocated to nearby provinces such
as Kosovo, Macedonia, and Albania, or to distant Ottoman regions like Anatolia. Earlier,
the Ottoman census of 1871 had recorded Muslims as the relative majority, a result of
mass emigration from Serbia to Bosnia following 1867 (Batakovi¢ 1996, 121).

*> Along the Drina River, Roman Catholics were settled in Serb-inhabited towns to disrupt
Serbian ethnic continuity on the Bosnian border with Serbia. In 1881, Jesuits were intro-
duced to Bosnia to reinforce Roman Catholic influence, regarded as more militant in their
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However, broadly speaking, the settlement fused the Bosnian and
Serbian Questions, embedding the liberation of Bosnian Serbs into Serbi-
an nationalism and foreign policy.>® Austria-Hungary’s policy of forcibly
imposing a new Bosnian identity failed to achieve its aims and instead pro-
voked resistance and counter-reactions. Facing the threat of Roman Cath-
olic proselytism, Bosnian Serbs cooperated with the autonomist Muslim
movement. In 1902, they founded the cultural society Prosvjeta in Saraje-
vo, which, together with Zora from Mostar, became a cornerstone of the
future struggle for national rights. Over time, Bosnian Serbs grew more
organized and fostered stronger solidarity, and Bosnia, rather than serv-
ing as a barrier to Serbia, became a conduit for the expansion of Serbdom
(Batakovi¢ 1996, 131-132).

At the same time, Serbia embraced the “Piedmont of the South
Slavs” identity, positioning itself as the nucleus of South Slav unification.”
The settlement’s failure to liberate millions of Serbs under Habsburg rule
made irredentism inevitable, ensuring Serbia’s focus on undermining Aus-
trian authority. The turning point certainly came with the Bosnian Annex-
ation Crisis of 1908 when Austria-Hungary formally incorporated Bosnia
and Herzegovina into the empire, violating the spirit of the Berlin Treaty. In
1909, under Russian pressure, Serbia was forced to accept Austria-Hunga-
ry’s annexation of Bosnia and Herzegovina and the Belgrade government
signed a declaration affirming that the new situation did not infringe on
Serbia’s rights, thereby abandoning hopes of territorial compensation, an
Adriatic railway link, or a corridor through eastern Bosnia (149-150).>®

proselytism than the local Franciscans. As part of a broader repression of Serbian national
identity, officials — mostly from Croatia — suppressed the Cyrillic alphabet and imposed
the Croatian Latin script in Bosnia (Batakovi¢ 1996, 126-127).

** From 1896 onward, Bosnian Serbs — backed by Serbs in Croatia, Dalmatia, Vojvodi-
na, and the Belgrade government - advanced their struggle for educational and religious
autonomy. They submitted three memorandums to Emperor Franz Joseph (1896, 1897,
1901), demanding communal self-governance, civil rights, press freedom, freedom of as-
sembly, and constitutional protections (Batakovi¢ 1996, 127).

%" The 1903 coup restored the Karadordevi¢ dynasty in Serbia and ushered in a new foreign
policy direction. Between 1903 and 1914, Serbia revived Garasanin’s Nacertanije program,
adapting it to contemporary international circumstances by pursuing national unification
through an independent foreign policy. Serbia aligned itself with Western democracies,
France and Great Britain, but relied on Russia as its principal ally, viewing it as the tradi-
tional protector of Slavic and Orthodox interests against growing German influence in the
Balkans (Batakovi¢ 1996, 137).

** The annexation of Bosnia-Herzegovina was a consequence of Austria-Hungary’s do-
mestic and foreign-policy needs. The beginning of political cooperation between Serbs
and Croats in Croatia, Dalmatia, and Slavonia (the Croato-Serbian Coalition), the Ser-
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By the early twentieth century, the Balkans had become Europe’s
most volatile frontier. Austria-Hungary struggled to govern Bosnia, a prov-
ince marked by ethnic diversity and nationalist agitation. Serbia, embold-
ened by its victories in the Balkan Wars of 1912-1913, sought to expand
its influence and liberate South Slavs under Habsburg rule. The collision
course set at Berlin seemed unavoidable as “the Bosnian settlement fused
the Serbian and South Slav questions into a single explosive issue, ensuring
that the Balkans would remain Europe’s most dangerous frontier” (Mazow-
er 2000). The crisis reached its climax in Sarajevo on 28 June 1914, when
Archduke Franz Ferdinand, heir to the Habsburg throne, was assassinat-
ed by Gavrilo Princip, a Bosnian Serb nationalist affiliated with the Black
Hand. The assassination was the spark that ignited the First World War, but
its roots lay in the unresolved tensions of 1878.

CONCLUDING REMARKS

Before the Congress of Berlin in 1878, Serbia had achieved autono-
my under Ottoman suzerainty, maintaining its own institutions while still
paying tribute and hosting Ottoman troops. The modern Serbian state was
forged through the First and Second Uprisings, which secured autonomy
in 1830 and entrenched anti-Ottoman sentiment in national identity (No-
vakovi¢ 2004, 112). Independence was formally recognized in 1878 and
Serbia became a kingdom in 1882, but its ambition to unite all Serbs was
blocked by Austro-Hungarian control of Bosnia and Herzegovina. Nation-
alist discourse, first articulated in Nacertanije (1844), envisioned either an
inclusive South Slav state or an ethnically defined Greater Serbia, shaping
foreign policy toward expansion south into “Old Serbia” (Kosovo and Nis)
and west into Bosnia (Manetovi¢ 2006, 138, 140). The “Bosnian Question”
thus emerged as a central regional issue, as Serbian nationalists claimed
Bosnia — home to Orthodox Serbs, Croats, and Muslims - as part of their
historic homeland, a claim contested by others. Nonetheless, the long-term
consequences of Berlin demonstrated that hierarchical sovereignty was not
a sustainable model. Though it offered temporary stability in the Balkans,

bian national movement for religious and educational autonomy in Bosnia-Herzegovi-
na, along with the analogous movement of Bosnian Muslims, gave rise to fears that the
further development of the movement for Serbian unification might make the idea of
Serbia as the Piedmont appealing to the South Slavic peoples of the Monarchy. The logic
of Vienna’s policy in 1908 was: “With the weakening of Turkey and its expulsion into Asia,
the process of state rearrangement has begun again on our southeastern frontiers. As we
had to respond to that fact, thirty years ago it was solved by occupation, and this time by
annexation. These two acts meant the destruction of the dream of a Greater Serbian state
between the Danube, Sava, and the Adriatic” (Batakovi¢ 1996, 140).
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it entrenched great-power rivalry and denied genuine autonomy to emerg-
ing states, ultimately fostering instability. Its collapse in 1914 illustrates the
core argument: fragmented and conditional sovereignty produces disorder
rather than lasting order. By analyzing Balkan sovereignty after the Berlin
Congress, and situating Serbia and Bosnia within a hierarchy of condition-
al sovereignties, this article examines how the Berlin Congress institution-
alized sovereignty as conditional, relational and negotiated, reshaping the
meaning of statehood from an absolute Westphalian principle into a frag-
mented, externally supervised status. In this sense, the article contributes
to both historical scholarship and international relations theory by refram-
ing the concept of sovereignty and offering a historically grounded frame-
work for understanding supervised statehood today, with implications for
scholars of Balkan history, international law, and policymakers engaged in
peacebuilding and state recognition.

For Austria-Hungary, Bosnia and Herzegovina served as a strate-
gic buffer against Russian and Serbian ambitions, consistent with its Drang
nach Osten expansion. Russia’s victory in the Russo-Turkish War produced
the Treaty of San Stefano, which redrew Ottoman territories “in the ex-
clusive interest of Russia” (The National Archives 1878b, ZLIB 15/16, 4),
creating a “Greater Bulgaria” under Russian influence that destabilized the
Balkans and alarmed Britain, France, and Austria-Hungary. Britain’s am-
bassador Austen Henry Layard warned that the treaty sought to establish
a vast Slav state under Russian control, threatening the European balance
of power (The National Archives 1878a, FO 881/3541). However, rather
than fostering Orthodox unity, the settlement alienated Serbia, which felt
marginalized by Russia and left geopolitically isolated. Austria-Hungary
exploited this, positioning itself as the main check on Serbian expansion
and Russian influence. The Congress of Berlin, under Bismarck’s media-
tion, revised Russia’s gains to restore equilibrium, subordinating Balkan as-
pirations to Great Power interests. While some independence and territo-
rial gains were recognized, Serbia’s ambitions remained unfulfilled, leaving
it embittered and estranged from Russia. Specifically, the Treaty of Berlin
(1878) curtailed Ottoman influence by reorganizing Bulgaria as an auton-
omous principality (Art. I), granting Eastern Rumelia limited autonomy
(Art. XIII), and recognizing the independence of Romania, Serbia, and
Montenegro (Arts. XLIII, XXXIV, XXVI), collectively stripping the Empire
of much of its Balkan territory (The National Archives 1880).

For Serbia, independence confirmed what had long existed in prac-
tice, but territorial ambitions were only partly realized: it gained Pirot,
Caribrod, and part of the Trn district, while Bulgaria received compensa-
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tory lands. These compromises reflected Great Power interests in balancing
imperial rivalries rather than adhering to ethnic or historical claims. Thus,
the settlement was both a triumph and a setback for Serbia - securing
statehood and international recognition but leaving Bosnia and Herzegov-
ina under Austro-Hungarian administration with nominal Ottoman sov-
ereignty. Although this arrangement was intended to stabilize the region, it
deepened tensions, particularly with Serbia, which viewed Bosnia as part
of its national aspirations. This tension, coupled with rising popular na-
tionalism and peasant political mobilization, ensured that Serbia’s leaders
remained determined to prepare for future Balkan upheavals.” As Mazow-
er notes, 1878 marked the peak of Great Power control in the Balkans, but
its unraveling culminated in 1914 when the Sarajevo assassination trans-
formed a Balkan dispute into a global war (Mazower 2001, 103, 111). Thus,
by institutionalizing hierarchy, conditionality, and external supervision,
Berlin created a durable model that continues to shape both Balkan politics
and global governance. In this framework, sovereignty is not absolute but
relational, negotiated, and perpetually contested. In this sense, the Berlin
settlement anticipates modern forms of “monitored autonomy,” where sta-
bility is prioritized over full independence.

Ultimately, the Berlin Congress of 1878 did more than resolve the
Eastern Question; it established a lasting model of conditional sovereign-
ty. By granting recognition while restricting autonomy, it set a precedent
for externally supervised statehood - later echoed in Bosnia after Dayton,
Kosovo under international administration, and other cases of internation-
al oversight. This continuity highlights the central claim of this research:
the hierarchy of sovereignties created in 1878 redefined sovereignty itself,
showing it to be a negotiated status contingent on external supervision and
compliance with international norms.
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Cawa Cinowuh’
Mnctauinyiu 3a donumiuvke ciiyguje, beoipag

CYBEPEHOCT CPBUJE 1 ,, BOCAHCKO IIMTAILE” Y KAJTTEUJJOCKO-
ITY BEP/IMHCKOT CIIOPA3YMA™

Caxxerak

Vcroyno murame ce kao mpodiem oncranka OcMaHckor napcrsa y EBpomm
OfIpaswmIo MCTOBPEMEHO Ha OffHOCe OaIKaHCKMX Hapoja U IpefcTaBHUKA ,, KoH-
nepta EBpone”. Crora, ucropujy bankana XVIII n XIX Beka Hemoryhe je ane-
KBaTHO pasyMeTy de3 caryieflaBama Iper eBPOIICKOr KOHTEKCTA, OFHOCHO CBEY-
KYITHOT T€OIONIMTIYKOT MTOPeTKa, Kao M pasyMeBama MHTepeca TalallliblX Bejle-
cua. 3anpaBo, pasyMeBame ba/lkaHa Kao jeJHOT Off KJbYYHMX ITONIPUIITA CYKOoda
BEJIVIKVX CVJIA, KPYLIMjaJTHO je 3a CXBaTame Oopde 3a He3aBMCHOCT CPIICKe ApiKa-
Be Kao HeoyiBojuBe (ase y mporecy ¢puHaan3oBama VcTouHor mTama odeHor
y opirykama bepmuckor Konrpeca (1875-1878). Haume, ca cnadbemeM 0TOMaH-
cKkor basnkaHa oTBOpMO ce IPOCTOP reONONUTUYKOT BaKyMa Y OKBUPY Kora Cy ce
JICTOBPEMEHO CYKOO/baBajIM CTPATEIIKM LV/beBY BeleCuIa U IpeTeH3uje MalIux
dankaHCKUX Hapopia BoheHMX IpeBacXOfHO e/bOM 3a YCIIOCTaB/bambeM CaMo-
CTaJTHOT CIIO/BHOIIOJIMTUYKOT ITO3UIMOHMPama 11 SopOOM 3a HE3aBUCHOCT. Y TOM
CMICTTY, Y OBOM UCTPaXMBalby OCIOHMIN CMO Ce€ Ha JeCKPUIITUBHU U VICTOPU)-
CKV MeTOf, KaKo O KpOo3 HapaTVMBHM U KOMIIAPATUBHY NPUCTYI ca (OKYCOM Ha
OUIUIOMATCKY ¥ IOMUTUYKY UCTOPHjY MHTEPAUCLHUIIIMHAPHO U XOMUCTUYKY Ca-
IJIefla/ll YTUIIAj aKTye/THUX MOfiea TeoCMaHM3anyje 1 dajkaHusaluje Ha mpo-
nec crunama MehyHnapogHor npaBHor cyBepeHutera Cpduje u pasymenn MaHe-
BapCKI IPOCTOP KOHPPOHTHPakha MICTOPYjCKUX eBPOICKUX cula 1 Mehynapop-
HJIX OKOJIHOCTH KOje CY YC/IOBUJIE CIIO/BHOIIOIMTIYKO fienioBame Cpduje y maTom
nepuony. Ln/p ucTpakubama je fla yKake Ha 3Hayaj Koju Cy Benmka Jicrodna
kpusa (1875-1878), Pycko-ocMaHCKM paT, Kao 1 ofyKe bepnmHckor KoHrpeca
1878. roguHe, MMaM y PYLITBEHO-IOIUTUYKOM Manupamwy bankana n MehyHa-
porHoM nosunuonupamwy Cpduje kao cyBepeHe ap>xaBe. CTPyKTypalHo, paf ce
€acToju U3 TpH fiefia. Y IPBOM, YBOJHOM Je/y aKIeHaT je CTaB/beH Ha pa3yMeBa-
e OffHOCA Ipolleca fie3uHTerpanyje OcMaHCKOT LJapCcTBa ¥ HafiMeTama eBpoll-
CKMX CWJIa Y HOBOHACTAJIOj IOfeM MHTepecHux cdepa. OdjaurmeHo je Kako je
ocnadpeHo OCMaHCKO IIAPCTBO IOCTANO 3aBUCHO Off AMUIUIOMATHje BEeIVKVX
CIIa, a MOJIePHM CBET KpOjeH y CK/lay ca oppendama beukor konrpeca 1815.

" Vimejn ajpeca: sanja.stosic@ips.ac.rs; ORCID: 0000-0003-4921-9268; ViuctutyT 3a no-
MUTUYKe CTynuje, beorpan.

" Pap je HacTao y OKBUPY IIPOjeKTa ,, Be/mika MCTOUHa KpK3a 1 CIOBEHCKM CBET: UCTOPH)-
CKM, TIOTUTUKOJIOLIKY ¥ KY/ITYPOJIOIIKHM acClIeKT ’, y opranusanyju Vicropujckor apxmpa
»31 janyap®, Bpame u VMHcTuTyTa 3a MonmmTIuKe cTyAMje, beorpan, puHaHCHpaHOT Off
cTpaHe MuHuctapctBo Kynrype Penydnuke Cpduje.
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TOAMHe KOji je MMIIepujamuctuike amduiyje EBpore penraBao paroM, a Halyo-
HaJIHe IPOTUBPEYHOCTY YIMHUO LIEHTPATHUM IIPEIMETOM €BPOIICKE IIONNUTHUKE.
Ipyru meo pana nocseheH je pasymeBarmy MCTOPUjCKOT U F€OHOMUTUYKOT KOH-
TekcTa bankaHcke kpuse n gorabaja koju cy mosenu mo bepmmHCKOr KOoHrpeca.
YKparko, Kpo3 IpusMy K/bYYHUX AMUIUIOMATCKUX M IONUTUYKUX aKTUBHOCTU
Koje cy odenexxne nepuop 1875-1878, bankaHcka Kpusa caryiefiaHa je Kao Kyi-
MUHaIlJja BUILEeJelleHNjCKOT VICTOYHOTr 1Taba y KojeM Cy ce CyJapany MHTepe-
cn Pycuje, bpurtanuje u Aycrpoyrapcke. Y TOM CMUCITY, YCTaHAaK OalKaHCKMX
Hapoya 0110 je KaTanan3aTop, ajIy Cy KOHauHe Of/TyKe JJOHeTe Ha bep/IMHCKOM KOH-
rpecy, Ifie Cy »,Maje Haiuje” Omae caMO IMOHM BeMMKMX CBETCKMX MIpada.
3aBpurHu geo pasa nocsehen je ananuau bepnmHCKOr KOHrpeca ca acreKkTa CTH-
nama MelyHaponHo nmpusHare HesaByucHocTH Cpduje, OMHOCHO MHTepIIpeTpaHa
cy mocturayha, Kao u cTpaTelKy ryOuIy 1 OrpaHuyera Koja je 0Baj CliopasyM
noneo Cpduju. VcrakuyTo je na je bepnmuHcku criopasyMm, Kao MCTOPUjCKM IIpe-
noMHa Tadka 3a Cpdujy n bocny, Cpduju goneo MehyHapogHo npusHame Hesa-
BUCHOCTU ¥ TepUTOpHMjamHO mpommpeme Cpduje Ka jyry, anim je UCTOBpEMEHO
OTpaHNYMO heHe HallMOHa/IHe acnupanuje npema Kocosy, Cannaky u Makefo-
HUjU, JOK je AycTpoyrapckoj oBepeHa okynaiuja bocHe u XepiierosuHe, 4ume
Cy CPIICKe TeXXIbe Ka 3allaJHUM KpajeBruMa Ouste dnokmpane. Ha taj Haumn, bep-
JIMHCKM KOHTpec je 3a Cpdujy mpescTaB/bao MCTOPUjCKY YCIIeX Y CMUCITY CTHLIA-
Iba HE3aBMCHOCTH M T€PUTOPUjaTHOT IPOIIMPEHa, all ¥ CTpaTelIKy IIopas jep
Cy KJbY4He CpIICKe acrmpanyje npema bocan n ,,Crapoj Cpduju’ ocrane BaH mwe-
Hor fiomanraja. Tume je Cpduja, mako ocHaXkeHa Kao CyBepeHa [Ip)KaBa, yILIIa y
opduty aycTpoyrapckor yTuiaja, a bocHa je mocrana mosbe mmIepujanHe KOH-
Tpone beda, mTO je AYrOpOYHO OSMMKOBA/NO MONUTUYKY AMHAMUKY baskaHa,
npeTBapajyhn ocaHCKo mMTame Y K/bYYHY TauKy CyKoda Koja je IOKpeHy/Ia Hu3
porabaja, kynmunnpajyhu bankanckum paroBuma u IIpBuM cBeTckuM parom. Y
OBOM KaJIEMJIOCKOIly MHTepeca, Pycuja je HacTojanma ja IOAp>KM ITaHC/IaBU3aM U
jauarmbe CTIOBEHCKMX IPXKaBa, JOK je AyCTpoyrapcKa IIMpIIa CBOj YTUIIAj U Cy30u-
jama cmoBeHcke actpanuje. Cpduja Koja ce HallIa y CpeyILITY TOT CyKoda Mo-
pana je ma danmaHcupa usMeby ujeje croBeHCKe COMMAAPHOCTY U PealnoNNTIKE
HaMeTHyTe ofi beua u JlonfioHa, ynMe je MOCTa/la reoNOINTUYKA KIAljKaauIia
peruona. JIpyrum peunma, nako je Cpduja gnoduma mehyHapomHO npusHame He-
3aBJMICHOCTH, Ib€H YTUIIA] Y PETMIOHY OCTAO0 je OTpPaHMYeH MHTePecuMa BeTMKNUX
cuna. Hanme, anexcuja boche n Xepiierosune ofj ctpane AycTpoyrapcke IIoKasa-
na je pa bankaH HUje y mo3uuumju ja caMocTanHo odnuKyje cBojy cyaduny, Beh ma
je leo mMpeT eBPOIICKOT Ka/lIeNI0CKoIa Y KOjeM ce IIpe/iaMajy IIaHC/IaBUCTUYKE U
repmaHyucTiuke amounyje. 3a Cpdujy, To je 3aIpaBO 3HAYMIO Jja je HeH MYT Ka
IIYHOj HaIIOHA/IHOj adupMaliyji TeK 3amoyYeT, Aok je bocHa ocrama cumdon He-
UCIIYHeHUX TEXIbYM U CTATHM M3BOP HMOAUTUYKMUX TEH3Mja U IOTEHLMjaTHUX
koH}mKara. PerpocnektuBHo, myT o bepnuHckor koHrpeca fo CapajeBckor
aTeHTaTa OrOJ/IMO je KPXKOCT eBPOIICKMX caBe3a Y XIX BeKy 1 He[JOBO/bHY MOJIN-
TUYKY Moh BesleciIa a AMIIOMATCKMM ITyTeM pelre 1yd/ba reOnoMINTNYKe Ipo-
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dneme. Hanme, naxo je Hamepa Konrpeca duna ma odesdenu eBporncky cradu-
HOCT mopipebuBameM OalKaHCKMX TEXHIM MHTEpecHMa MMIepHja, HepelleHO
docaHcko nurame u3 1878. rofnHe MOCTANIO je McKpa Koja je 1914. 3anmanmna ¢u-
TWb KOjUM je JIOKaJTHM CIIOp NTOIIPMMMO pasMepe CBETCKOT parta. bepnmucku Kon-
rpec u3 1878. rogyHe TpaHCHOPMIMCAO je CyBEPEHNUTET U3 AIICOMYTHOT BecTdar-
CKOT IIpMHINIIA Y pparMeHTUCaHy U YCIOBHY KaTeropujy. Cpduja je soduna dop-
MaJIHO TIPU3HAaIbe He3aBMCHOCTH, a/Ii IIOfl CTA/IHUM CIIO/bHUM Ha/I30POM U Teo-
HONMUTUYKMM KOMIPOMUCKMMA, JIOK €y bocHa m XeprieroBuHa mpepcrabbae
IpuMep ,IIPasHOT CyBepeHNTeTa” — HOMMHATHO IO OCMaHCKOM Biialnhy, a ak-
TUYKY YIpaB/baHe off cCTpaHe AycTpoyrapcke. OBa acMMeTpHja MHCTUTYIMOHA-
NM30BaJIa je XUjepapXujy CyBepeHUTETa, I7ie je IIpM3Habe 3aBUCIUIIO Off ycKabe-
HOCTMU ca CIIO/bHMM HOpMaMa 1 MHTepecuMa BeMKux cua. Ha Taj HaumH, y pagy
ce CTHUYE KaKo je bepnMHCKM KOHIpec 3alpaBo YCIIOCTABMO TPAjHU MOJE Hajl-
I7IelaHOT CyBepeHMTETA, KOjU je aHTULIMIIMPAO MOJiepHe apaH)KMaHe NonyT bo-
cHe HakoH Jlejrona u Kocoa nog mehynapogaom ynpasom. [Tpahemem koHTH-
HynUTeTa oBOT Mofiena of 1878. mpexko AHekcnoHe Kpuse 1908, IIpsor cBeTckor
para, Ia cBe 0 CaBpeMEHOT YIpaB/baiba, OBaj Paji MO3UIMOHMPA ,,0ePINHCKO
pelleme” Kao MPOTOTHUII ,HaJ30poBaHe ayToHoMuje”. CyBepeHUTeT ce Y OBOM
OKBIpY He jaB/ba Ka0 MHXEPEHTHO IIPaBo, Beh Kao peanujcku, yCroBHA U TPajHO
OCIIOpaBaH CTaTyc. Y TOM CMUCTY, Hacnehe bepnmHCKoOr KoHrpeca ornefa ce y
KOHIIENITyaTHOM IIOMaKYy: Off je[fHaKOCTH Ka XMjepapXuju, off ayTOHOMMje Ka HaJl-
30PY U Off AlICOTY THOT CyBEepEHNTETa Ka CII0/ba OOIMKOBAHOM JIP)KaBHOM IOpPeT-
Ky. AHanusupajyhu nurame cyBepeHUTeTa Kpo3 Ka/lengoCcKol bep/ImHCKor KOH-
rpeca 1 KOMIIapalyjy CpIICKOT ¥ OCAaHCKOT INTaka, OBYM MCTPKMBAbEM YKa-
3aHO je KaKo Cy ojjlyKaMa bepnmHcKor KoHrpeca AuMeH3Mje CyBepeHMUTeTa —
IpaBHa, TepuTopMjamHa U MehyHapogHa — Omsme dparMeHTHCaHe U TIOAIOKHE
CIo/bHUM yTulajuMa. CTora, BpeJHOCT OBOT MCTPaKMBaha OI7Iefla Ce YIIpaBo y
HIOBE3MBaIbY ,,OePIMHCKOT MOfie/la CyBepeHOCTH” ca caBpeMeHuM MebyHapon-
HUM apaH)XMaHIMa, TonyT bocHe HakoH [lejToHa nnm KoHuenTa ,,Kocosa mog
MeDhyHapomHIM Hafi30poM”, UMMe Ce YCIIOCTaB/ba AMPEKTaH KOHTUHYUTET M3Me-
by mmnepujanne pumnomaruje u pgaHammer MehyHapopgHOr ympaebama. Ha
OCHOBY TaKBMX yBI/Ia OCIIOpaBa ce TPaJyIMOHaIHa BecT(asicKa Iapafgurma p-
YKaBHOT yIIpaB/bakba, a HeKaalllibyl KOHLENT allcOMyTHe CyBEepeHOCTH pefedu-
HMIIIE Y CMePy pe/alnjcKe, yCIOBHE 1 MOfie/beHe CYyBepPEeHOCTH OMIOKHE PIyna-
HOCTU M MehyHapopHuM ,aparkmaHuma”. Crora, Kpo3 UCTOPUjCKY yTeMe/beH
OKBUp 3a pasyMeBaibe HaJI/Ie[laHe Jp>KaBHOCTHU, bepnuHCcKM KoHrpec ce mosu-
IIVIOHMPA He CaMO Kao ITPOTOTHI ,HaI30pOBaHe ayTOHOMMje” KOjy ITpeBa3nIasn
rpaHuIe dankaHCKe ucropuorpaduje, Beh npysxa UCTOpMjcKy MepCcreKTUBY U 3a
pasyMeBambe CaBpeMeHNX 13a30Ba Y 3TPa/iibll Ap>KaBa 1 pelraBamy cykoda. Ha-
ume, cappeMenn mofienu y bocan u Xeprierosuun HakoH [lejrona u Ha KocoBy
o, MeyHapoHOM afIMMHICTPALIMjOM IIOHAB/bAjy YIIPAaBO JIOIMKY bepimHckor
KOHTpeca, NoTBphyjyhn na HaarnemaHum cyBepeHUTET OCTaje K/bYYHO CPEefCTBO
o0nMKoBama I70daTHe NOMUTUKE. VICTOBpeMeHO, OBUM IIPUCTYIIOM yKasyje ce
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Ha pU3UKe XUjepapXUjCKOT CyBepeHNUTeTa KOji, MaKO MO>Ke IIPUBPEMEHO CTadu-
JIM30BATY PErVOHe, JYTOPOYHO MPOM3BOAY HECTAOMIHOCT ycKpahmBameM IyHe
ayTOHOMMje HOBUM JIp>KaBaMa.

Kbyune peun: Cpduja, dankanckm ycranny, Vicrouna kpusa (1875-1878), Be-
JIKe eBPOIICKe CHJIe, BepIMHCKM KOHTpeC, CyBepeHUTeT, 00CaHCKO MUTambe, Teo-
HO/IUTUKA
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