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CHAPTER I 

FRANCE AND THE SEARCH 
FOR SECURITY, 1870-1907 

World War I, as is generally known, began as the immediate 

consequence of the assassination of Francis Ferdinand, heir to 

the throne of Austria-Hungary, in Sarajevo, Bosnia, June 28, 

1914. World War I was the first general European conflict in a 

century. Its occurrence brought to a close the comparatively 

humane, optimistic Western way of life of the eighteenth and 

nineteenth centuries. As the popular historian, Barbara Tuchman, 

recently has put it: 

The Great War of 1914-18 lies like a band 
of scorched earth dividing that time from ours. 
In wiping out so many lives which would have 
been operative on the years that followed, in 
destroying beliefs, changing ideas, and leaving 
incurable wounds of disillusion, it created a 
physical as well as psychological gulf between 
two epochs. 

In the light of the vast consequences of this terrible 

struggle, we discuss to this day the question of the responsibility 

that each of the great participating nations must bear for its 

outbreak. While on the one hand blame must be rather evenly shared 

2 

among most of the original participants, on the other hand, each, 

in its own way, must accept a degree of particular blame for facets 

of its own foreign policy. In the case of France, the nation with 

^Barbara W. Tuchman, The Proud Tower (New York, 1966), 
p.XIII. 

2 
Sidney B. Fay, The Origins of the World War (New York, 

1929), I, pp.3-32. Hereafter referred to as Fay, Origins. 



which this paper is particularly concerned, the degree of blame is 

rooted in France's relations with her pre-World War I ally, Russia, 

and her comparative indifference toward developments in the dangerous 

area of the Balkans, the "powder keg of Europe," where World War I 

finally broke out. But to understand France's position vis a vis 

the Balkans, with regard to her eastern partner, Russia, and in 

terms of the European diplomatic situation as a whole by the early 

years of the twentieth century, it will be necessary for us to 

review the course of European diplomacy from its last previous great 

turning point, the end of the Franco-Prussian War in 1870-71, down 

to the early years of the 1900's. This done, we can then observe 

more clearly France's relations with the Balkans over the same span 

of time, and finally, trace in detail the interconnections between 

France's relations with Russia and her reaction to events in South

eastern Europe in the last half-dozen years down to the outbreak of 

the First Great War. 

France's defeat in the 1870-71 war shifted European hegemony to 

the newly united Germany, led by her great chancellor. Otto von Bismarck. 

In consequence, a new era in diplomacy commenced. To ensure German 

preponderance for the foreseeable future, Bismarck, in the first years 

after the war, launched a program of obtaining powerful allies for 

his country in order to keep France isolated, and, thus, comparatively 

weak. It was Bismarck's diplomacy, then, which created the new mode 

of elaborate alliances among the Great Powers, which eventually was 

to bedevil relations among the various nations and contribute greatly 

to the outbreak of the 1914 war. 



It was in the early 1870's that the German chancellor took 

his first step to strengthen further his country's position of 

primacy among the European states. Largely through his efforts, 

Francis Joseph, ruler of Austria-Hungary, Czar Alexander II of 

Russia, and the German kaiser, William I, met together to form 

the Dreikaiserbund, or Three Emperors' League, in 1873. In the 

event of war, the three powers bound themselves to consult together 

to determine a common course of action. Germany and Russia 

specifically promised one another mutual support in case of attack.^ 

The Three Emperors' League was doomed to an early grave. 

Jealousy between Austria and Russia in the Balkans led to the 

disruption of friendly relations between these two powers, and at 

the Congress of Berlin in 1878, Bismarck was forced to make a choice 

between the two autocracies. As Austria appeared the more reliable 

ally, the "Iron Chancellor" arranged a secret alliance with her in 

October, 1879. This pact became the keystone of Bismarck's alliance 

system. Although originally the agreement was limited to five years, 

it was regularly renewed, and remained in force until 1918. 

Three years later, in 1882, the addition of Italy transformed 

the Dual into a Triple Alliance. Germany, Austria-Hungary, and Italy 

agreed not to enter into alliances against each other. Further, in 

the event of an unprovoked French attack upon either Italy or Germany, 

both allies would wage war on France. If any member or members of 

^Ibid., pp. 53-59. 

^Ibid., pp. 59-70. The Secret Treaties of Austria-Hungary, 
1879-1914, ed. Alfred F. Pribram (Cambridge, 1920), I, pp. 24-31. 
Hereafter referred to as Pribram, Secret Treaties. 



the alliance were attacked by two or more powers, all three allies 

were pledged to make war.^ 

In the meantime, Bismarck had been working to bring about a 

reconciliation with Russia. He succeeded in resurrecting the Three 

Emperors' league in June of 1881. The league continued until 1887, 

when rivalries between Austria and Russia again made it impossible 

for these two powers to be in the same camp. Bismarck, therefore, 

negotiated a separate alliance with Russia, the Reinsurance Treaty. 

This accord provided that if either Russia or Germany were involved 

in war, the other would remain benevolently neutral unless Russia 

attacked Austria-Hungary or Germany attacked France. It was further 

agreed that both powers would work together to maintain the principle 

of the closure of the Straits and that Germany would give diplomatic 

support to Russian aspirations for influence in Bulgaria and Eastern 

Rumelia. 

For more than fifteen years down to 1890, the Bismarckian alliance 

system had France stjmiied. Isolated on the continent by enemies to 

the east and south, France simultaneously found herself in a bitter 

struggle with Great Britain over colonial predominance. Humiliated 

by her 1870-71 defeat, and isolated, the French Republic carried on a 

long search for security. After 1890, France's efforts bore fruit. 

The years between that date and 1907 witnessed the re-establishment 

of France as a major European power. 

Pribram, Secret Treaties, I, pp. 64-73. 

^Ibid., pp. 32-49. 

^Ibid., pp. 274-280. Fay, Origins, I, pp. 77-79. 



France's recovery was related to personality changes in the 

diplomatic world. First, Otto von Bismarck disappeared from the 

diplomatic scene in 1890, when William II, the new German kaiser, 

virtually dismissed the old Chancellor. German foreign policy now 

passed into William's hands. Thanks to his instant ineptitude, the 

Reinsurance Treaty was allowed to lapse. This enabled France and 

Russia to begin to move together. Other Wilhelmian errors subsequently 

gave France opportunity to improve her relations with Italy, and 

caused Great Britain and Germany to grow unfriendly. Secondly, 

the emergence in France of Theophile Delcasse' as Foreign Minister 

provided that country with an unusually able and aggressive diplomat. 

He held the Foreign Office from June 28, 1898 until June 17, 1905, 

longer than anyone else in that post during the Third Republic. 

During this long term, his zealous efforts brought important dividends 

for France's foreign relations. 

Soon after the lapse of the Reinsurance Treaty, France took the 

initiative in improving relations with the Russian government. With 

the expressed purpose of pleasing the Tsar, in May, 1890, the French 

arrested a large number of Russian revolutionaries who had sought 

asylum in Paris. In the summer of 1890, the Deputy-Chief of the French 

General Staff, General Boisdeffre, was invited to attend the Russian 

army maneuvers. While in Russia, General Boisdeffre talked with 

members of the Russian General Staff concerning possible military 

collaboration between the two countries. Shortly afterward. President 

Carnot received a high Russian decoration, and on July 24, 1891, a 

French squadron visited Kronstadt admidst frantic demonstrations of 
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Franco-Russian friendship. The implications of such a demonstration 

had their effects in Berlin and Vienna. The English authority on 

French history, D.W. Brogan, writes: 

The visit was a diplomatic gesture of the 
most open type; it was not misunderstood 
anywhere, and when the Tsar stood bareheaded 
as a Russian band played the Marseillaise, it 
was known that the Republic was at last out of 
the dog-house.^ 

In August, 1891, shortly after the renewal of the Triple 

Alliance, Russia and France signed an agreement. The French 

desired a hard-and-fast accord, but the Tsar and his foreign minister, 

Nicolas Giers, had reservations. The convention was little more than 

an agreement to consult as to what measures should be taken by the 

two powers in case the maintenance of peace was threatened or one 

of the parties was menaced by aggression. All efforts of the French 

to arrange for mobilization agreements proved abortive. 

Russia's fears of overt French Revanchist threats to Germany 

prevented a closer accord for two or three years. In 1893, a rapid 

succession of events brought about a shift in Russia's position. 

Increased commercial difficulties with Germany, the passage of a 

new German army bill, an Anglo-French crisis over Siam, and several 

^D.W. Brogan, The Development of Modern France, 1870-1939 
(New York, 1966), I, pp. 313-314. Hereafter referred to as Brogan, 
Modern France. Frederick L. Schuman, War and Diplomacy in the 
French Republic (New York, 1931), pp. 134-141. Hereafter referred 
to as Schuman, War and Diplomacy. 

Q 

Brogan, Modern France, I, p. 315. 

^^ohrenheim to Ribot, August 27, 1891; Ribot to Mohrenheim, 
August 27, 1891, in France, Ministere des Affaires Etrangeres, 
Documents diplomatiques francais, 1871-1914, premiere serie (Paris, 
1938), VIII, pp. 683-687. Hereafter referred to as France, D.D.F. 



million francs of French capital motivated Tsar Alexander III to 

reconsider the French proposal for a stronger military agreement. •*••'-

Alexander announced in December, 1893, that he was prepared to 

accept the military convention which he had previously rejected. 

Thus, on January 4, 1894, a Franco-Russian Alliance officially came 

into being. By its terms, each country secretly promised the other 

full military aid if attacked by Germany. Mobilization of the Triple 

Alliajice would be followed immediately by mobilization of France and 

Russia, and the number of soldiers each was to furnish was specified 

in the convention. The Franco-Russian Alliance would endure as long 

as Germany, Austria-Hungary, and Italy maintained their Triple Alliance.-^^ 

It had taken only four years after Bismarck's retirement for the 

combination which he had worked so successfully to prevent, a Franco-

Russian accord, to come into being. In evaluating the new alliance, 

Andre Tardieu, the politician and commentator of Third Republic days, 

said: 

It insured us in Europe a moral authority 
which, since our defeats, had been wanting 
to us. It augmented our diplomatic value. 
It opened to us the field of political com
binations, from which our isolation had 
excluded us. From mere observation, we 
could pass to action, thanks to the recovered 
balance of power. ̂ "̂  

l^Fay, Origins, I, pp. 110-116. 

l^Montebello to Casimir-Perier, December 27, 1893, in France, 
D.D.F., premiere serie, X, pp. 711-712. Montebello to Casimir-
Perier, January 8, 1894, in France, D.D.F., premiere serie, XI, 
pp. 8-9. Pribram, Secret Treaties, I, pp. 215-217. 

^^Andre' Tardieu, France and the Alliances (Paris, 1909), 
p. 14. 
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The new alliance began as defensive in nature. In the years 

immediately following 1894, it did not take on an especially 

Germanophobe character. As French-German relations became relatively 

satisfactory in the later 1890's, the Franco-Russian agreement had 

no immediate effect, except as it tended to balance off the European 

• 14 powers once again. 

If anything, the Russian-French accord was in its early years 

more of a weapon against England than against Germany. In France 

the divisive effects of the Dreyfus case served temporarily to 

distract the nation's anti-German feeling. Furthermore, Gabriel 

Hanotaux, Foreign Minister, 1894-95, and 1896-98, and prominent 

historian, favored an aggressive French colonialist policy as a 

means of further re-establishing the country's prestige. Such a 

program necessarily entailed conflict with the greatest colonial 

power. Great Britain. In Hanotaux's opinion, England was France's 

age-old enemy. To equal or surpass her in the competition for foreign 

possessions, France needed Germany's support. Thus, France for a time 

turned away from thoughts of revanche, and her friendship with Russia 

took an anti-British rather than an anti-German turn.-̂ ^ 

Increasing Anglo-French rivalry in Africa culminated in the famous 

Fashoda Crisis of 1898. Ambitious Englishmen had visions of carrying 

the Union Jack from Cairo to Capetown. France, however, dreamed of 

^Brogan, Modern France, I, pp. 316-318. Charles Seymour, 
The Diplomatic Background of the War, 1870-1914 (New Haven, 1927), 
pp. 57-59. Hereafter referred to as Seymour, Diplomatic Background. 

l^Brogan, Modern France, I, pp. 319-321. Seymour, 
Diplomatic Background, p. 58. 



pushing eastward from French West Africa to the Red Sea. Each country 

pushed exploration in accordance with its aim. On September 19, 1898, 

British and Egyptian forces under General Horatio Kitchener reached 

Fashoda on the upper Nile, where they encountered a French unit 

commanded by Captain Jean Baptiste Marchand. Kitchener ordered the 

French expedition to evacuate the territory. Marchand refused to 

withdraw without orders from his government, and war appeared 

imminent. England refused to discuss the French claims until Marchand 

evacuated territory which the British claimed for Egypt. Internally 

torn by the Dreyfus affair, unprepared to fight at sea, and unable to 

secure support from Russia, the French capitulated. When Marchand 

evacuated Fashoda on November 3, 1898, war was avoided. 

Only three months before the Fashoda crisis reached its peak, 

Theophile Delcasse replaced Gabriel Hanotaux at the Quai d'Orsay. 

The new Foreign Minister was a diplomat of the Bismarckian school of 

Realpolitik, and a French nationalist of the first order. To Delcasse'', 

Germany's annexation of Alsace-Lorraine had brutally dismembered his 

nation, and France's resumption of a preponderant position in the 

European family of nations depended upon her re-acquisition of the 

"lost Provinces."^' 

Delcasse sensed that France's recovery was only partial as long 

as England was hostile and the alliance with Russia was aimed at the 

Brogan, Modern France, I, pp. 323-326. 

^Charles W. Porter, The Career of The'ophile Delcasse*̂  
(Philadelphia, 1936), pp. 106-111. Hereafter referred to as 
Porter, Delcasse'̂ . G.P. Gooch, Before the War, Studies in 
Diplomacy (New York, 1936), I, pp. 91-92. Hereafter referred 
to as Gooch, Before the War. 
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wrong foe. Believing that diplomatic bargaining power derived from 

military strength, he used his office to strengthen the hands of the 

Ministers of War and of the Navy.^^ 

Accordingly, Delcasse" proceeded to change the direction of 

Hanotaux's policy. He had three strings to his diplomatic bow: 

(1) to strengthen the alliance with Russia; (2) to weaken Italy's 

attachment to the Triple Alliance and draw her toward France; and 

(3) to bring about a rapprochement with England. 

With the rise of the Fashoda emergency soon after he took office, 

Delcasse had an early opportunity to appease England. Although the 

new Foreign Minister disliked as much as any Frenchman surrendering 

claim to a potentially valuable North African area, a war with Great 

Britain would have destroyed his plans for a new approach to the 

recovery of French prestige. It was largely at his insistence that 

the French government decided to back down at Fashoda. Officially, 

Delcasse displayed resentment over the English triumph, but privately, 

he felt that he had made the first move toward breaking down old 

barriers with England. Commenting on the widespread Gallic accerbity 

over the Fashoda defeat, Delcasse confided to the Assistant Director of 

Political Affairs at the Quai d'Orsay: 

What an error, what blindness.'... For 
Russia as for France, England is a 
rival, a competitor which has often 
acted disagreeably; but she is not the 
Enemy.'. . . Ah.' my dear Paleologue, if 

18r Torter, Delcasse, pp. 299-300. 
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Russia, England, and France could ally 
against Germany.-^^ 

In evaluating Delcasse''s role in the Fashoda crisis, his biographer, 

Charles W. Porter writes: 

Actually, though there was no evidence of 
it at the time, he had lost the swamps of Fashoda 
but gained the ally that he desired.^^ 

As soon as the Anglo-French crisis had subsided, the new, 

energetic Foreign Minister began his efforts to strengthen the Franctj-

Russian Alliance. In 1899, he traveled to St. Petersburg for the 

purpose of modifying the military convention between the two countries, 

The Tsar consented, and on August 9, 1899, the new accord was cemented 

in an exchange of notes between Delcasse and the Russian Foreign 

Minister. The Alliance was extended to provide for the maintenance 

of peace, and the military convention was left without a time limit. 

Further, the new agreement envisaged the possibility of common action 

in the event of a disturbance of the equilibrium in the Balkans or 

21 through the breakup of Austria-Hungary. 

The secret accord of August 9, 1899, changed the Franco-Russian 

Alliance into a potentially offensive instrument. It laid the 

basis for French support of Russian ambitions in the Balkans. 

Furthermore, Delcasse, by contending at an opportune moment that the 

Maurice Paleologue, Un grand Tournant de la Politique 
Mondiale, 1904-1906 (Paris, 1934), p. 13. Hereafter referred to as 
Paleologue, Un grand Tournant. 

20 ^ 
Porter, Delcasse, p. 140. 

•̂̂ Ibid , pp. 141-148. Mouravieff to Delcass^, August 9, 
1899; Delcasse'' to Mouravieff, August 9, 1899, in France, D.D.F., 
premiere serie, XV, pp. 432-434. 
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balance of power was endangered, might be able to use this under

standing as the means to force a shox̂ /down by which France would 

22 reacquire Alsace-Lorraine. 

Turning to Italy, the fall of Francesco Crispi, the longtime 

anti-French political leader, opened the way for Delcasse** to initiate 

a reconciliation policy toward her. The Foreign Minister succeeded 

in ending the long tariff war which had gone on between the two 

Mediterranean powers. The resultant commercial treaty marked the 

beginning of the gradual defection of Italy from the Triple Alliance. 

Relations were further improved by a secret Franco-Italian accord 

of December, 1900. By an exchange of notes between the Italian 

Foreign Minister and Camille Barrere, the active French Ambassador 

at Rome, Italy recognized French aspirations in Morocco, and France 

23 recognized Italian aspirations in Tripoli. Finally, in 1902, 

the new Francophile foreign minister of Italy, Marquis Prinetti, 

conveyed through his ambassador in Paris an important reassurance 

for the French government: 

I have been authorized by His Excellency, M. 
Prinetti, to communicate to Your Excellency 
(Delcasse) a telegram in which the Minister 
of Foreign Affairs of Italy assures me that, 
in the renewal of the Triple Alliance, there 
is nothing directly or indirectly aggressive 
toward France, no engagement binding us in any 
eventuality to take part in any aggression 
against her, finally no stipulation which menaces 
the security and tranquility of France... 

^^Porter, Delcasse'', p. 144. Georges Michon, The Franco-
Russian Alliance, 1891-1917, trans., Norman Thomas (New York, 1929), 
pp. 84-89. Hereafter referred to as Michon, Alliance. 

^%ay. Origins, pp. 141-151. 

0/ 

Pribram, Secret Treaties, II, p. 247. 
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Although Italy remained officially in the German alliance system, 

the French Foreign Minister had succeeded in substantially weakening 

her commitment to that combination. Delcasse' was able to say before 

the Chamber of Deputies: 

...in no event and in no manner will Italy 
become either the tool or the auxiliary of 
an aggression against our country. 25 

Delcasse's final objective, the rapprochement with England, was 

a more difficult trick to turn. A series of events between 1900 and 

1904, however, played into the hands of the Frenchman and caused 

England to seek security across the Channel, During the period 

between 1894 and 1902, Great Britain was confronted by hostile 

coalitions in four great areas of imperialist rivalry: in the Near 

East, the upper Nile valley, South Africa, and the Far East. A 

succession of crises in these regions eventually convinced British 

statesmen that the old days of "splendid isolation" were over and 

that an alliance with one of the two great groups of powers was 

26 
essential. 

In 1898 and again in 1901, England made overtures to Germany. 

The Germans were not favorably impressed by the offer of a British 

alliance and interpreted it as a sign of weakness. Instead of 

cultivating English friendship, the Germans set down a policy which 

alienated the British nation. The Kaiser himself contributed to 

Anglo-German misunderstandings by his bellicose and threatening 

-^France, Chambre des deputes, D('bats partementaires, 
microcard, July 3, 1902. 

Seymour, Diplomatic Background, pp. 154-156. 
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speeches. The British, on the other hand, were alarmed at the 

tremendous strides made by German industry and trade. Germany's 

commerce doubled in value from 1895 to 1905. The primary bone of 

contention, however, was created by Germany's new naval program. 

England's dependence upon the outside world for most of her food 

supply had always made command of the seas an indispensable feature 

of her defense strategy. When the German Reichstag in 1900 

passed a naval law providing for the construction by 1920 of a fleet 

strong enough to jeopardize Great Britain's naval supremacy, 

England was seriously alarmed. 

The possibility of a rapprochement was further enhanced by 

the personalities who emerged on the diploraiatic scene after 1900. 

The new English King, Edward VII, was popular in influential French 

circles and was desirous of an Anglo-French accord. Lord Lansdowne, 

the new English Foreign Minister, was also favorable to a policy of 

reconciliation. The Vice-President of the British Chamber of Commerce, 

Sir Thomas Barclay, traveled throughout France propounding economic 

accord and did yeoman service in bringing about friendlier relations 

between the two peoples. Finally, the new, competent French Ambassador 

to England, Paul Cambon, did much to advance Delcasse's position in 

London.2° 

The way was paved for the Entente Cordiale by the visit of King 

Edward VII to Paris in May, 1903. Two months later, the King's visit 

^^Ibid., p. 152. Fay, Origins, I, pp. 152-153. Gooch, 
Before the War, pp. 34-38. 

^°Sir Thomas Barclay, Thirty years, Anglo-French 
Reminiscences, 1876-1906 (New York, 1914), chapters 16-20. 
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was returned by President Loubet of France. Delcasse' accompanied 

Loubet on his visit, and his discussions with Lansdowne laid the 

basis for an agreement in 1904. On April 8, a series of conventions 

were signed, and the Entente Cordiale came into being. The new 

accord settled a large number of old problems concerning Siam, the 

Newfoundland fisheries. West African boundaries, Madagascar, and 

other less important issues of long standing. The most important 

agreement provided that France would give England a free hand in 

Egypt, while England would recognize French interests in Morocco, 

as well as provide diplomatic support in realizing them. Secret 

articles anticipated the eventual breakdown of Moroccan independence 

and the partition of that country between France and Spain.^^ 

To the English, the entente was a defensive agreement which had 

the effect of removing France from the list of British enemies, 

but to Delcasse and the French nationalists, the new accord meant 

the further encirclement of Germany. Soon after the agreement was 

consummated, Maurice Paleologue, one of Delcasse's few confidants 

at the Quai d'Orsay, wrote: 

The accord which has been concluded, is not 
solely a liquidation. It creates, in the Franco-
English relations, a new era; it is the preface 
of a common action in the general politics of 
Europe. Is it directed against Germany? Explicitly, 
no, but implicitly, yes.' 

After the Anglo-French entente, all that the French Foreign 

Minister had to do was to try to make some sort of an arrangement 

29 
Accords concluded on April 8, 1904, between France and 

England, in France, D.D.F., deuxieme serie, IV, pp. 533-544. 
or) y 

Paleologue, Un grand Tournant, p. 54. 
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between Great Britain and Russia. Delcasse'', however, was not 

destined to remain in office long enough to witness the completion 

of the Triple Entente. The crisis over Morocco in 1905 brought 

his downfall, as German pressure and French public opinion forced 

his resignation in June of that year.̂ -*-

Although Delcasse' was gone, the alliance system which he had 

created was strengthened by the Moroccan episode. At the Algeciras 

Conference in early 1906, France was given unqualified support by 

all the powers except Austria, which sided with Germany. The outcome 

of the conference left France in practical control of Morocco, and 

increased her and her allies' prestige. The historian, G.P. Gooch, 

gave it as his opinion that "the Tangier crisis (truly) created the 

Entente Cordiale."^^ 

Continued Anglo-German rivalry and the defeat of Russia by 

Japan paved the way for a reconciliation between England and Russia. 

Late in August, 1907, an agreement was signed by the two countries 

settling their outstanding differences. Thus, by 1907, the fusing 

of the Anglo-French entente with the Franco-Russian Alliance brought 

the Triple Entente into being.^^ 

In 1871, when the French National Assembly voted to ratify the 

humiliating Treaty of Frankfort, Leon Gambetta, the symbol of 

French revanche, withdrew from the Assembly and declared: "I wait 

^•^Porter, Delcasse', pp. 236-259. Malcolm C. Carroll, 
French Public Opinion and Foreign Affairs, 1870-1914 (New York, 
1931), p. 211. Hereafter referred to Carroll, Public Opinion. 

'>2 
"'Gooch, Before the War, p. 59. 

^%ay. Origins, I, pp. 214-222. 
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until republican France finds herself once more."^^ Thirty-five 

years later, France had indeed found herself. In her newfound 

position of strength, France's attitude toward localized problems, 

such as the pre-1914 Balkan muddle, took on greater significance 

than in the days when she had had to proceed in gloomy isolation. 

34 
Cited in Andre Maurois, A History of France, trans.. 

Henry L. Binsse (New York, 1956), p. 463. 
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CHAPTER II 

FRANCE AND THE BALKANS, 1900-1909: 
"NOT INACTIVE BUT RESERVED"34 

In the first several years of the twentieth century, south

eastern Europe was a distinctly secondary area of French diplomatic 

activity. Busy creating the Entente and pushing colonialism, and 

willing to let its ally, Russia, take the lead in anything concerned 

with the Balkans, France tended to respond to, rather than, initiate 

events in that theatre of Europe. 

For an appreciation of the Balkan situation at the turn of this 

century, there are two essentials. First, one must have a minimal 

knowledge of the peoples and their traditions. Second, it is 

necessary to understand the immediate historical background of the 

area from the time of the settlement winding up the Russo-Turkish 

War of 1877-78, the Treaty of Berlin. 

The Balkan Peninsula is located at the crossroads of three 

continents and has traditionally been a battleground of peoples, 

empires, and cultures. The peoples are a conglomeration of ethnic 

groups and religious affiliations. There are four main ethnic groups, 

The most prominent are the South Slavs, divided into four subgroups: 

the Slovenes, the Croatians, the Serbians, and the Bulgarians. The 

three others are the Rumanians, the Greeks, and the Albanians. The 

•^^illiam H. Waddington's, the French foreign minister, 
evaluation of France's role at the Congress of Berlin in 1878, 
cited in W.N. Medlicott, The Congress of Berlin and After (Hamden, 
1963), p. 34, Hereafter referred to as Medlicott, Congress. 
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T/ze Balkans, 
Key to numbers in this map: 

1. Western Podolia: to Poland 1699 (to 
Austria 1772) 

2. Bukowina: to Austria 1775 
3. Podolia: to Poland 1699 (to Russia 

1793) 
4. Bessarabia: to Russia 1812 
5. Southern Bessarabia: regained by Tur

key 1856; retroceded to Russia 1878 
by Romania 

6. Southern Dobrudja: to Romania 1913 
7. Northern Macedonia: to Bulgaria 1913 
8. Western Wallachia: to .Austria 1718-

1739 (Romania 1856) 

1683-1914 

9. To Austria 1718-1739; autonomous 
principality of Serbia 1830; independ
ent 1878 

10. Austrian occupation 1878; annexed by 
Austria 1908 

11. Independent 1799 
12. Macedonia: to Greece 1913 
13. Turks expelled 1829; independent 

kingdom 1832 
14. Crete: autonomous 1898-1912; united 

with Greece 1913 
15. Dodecanese Islands: occupied bv Italv 

1912 (to Italy 1923) 

(From Sydney H. Zebel, A History of Europe Since 1870 (Chicago, 1948), 
p. 115. 
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chief religions of the area are Orthodox Catholicism, Roman Catholicism, 

Muslemism, and Judaism.^^ 

Religious and national hatreds long divided the Balkan peoples. 

As Ivo Andric, a leader of the Pan-Slavic movement in Bosnia during 

the pre-World War I period, has put it: 

Anyone who spends one night in Sarajevo, 
sleepless on his bed, can hear the strange voices 
of the Sarajevo night. Heavy but steady strikes 
the clock on the Catholic cathedral: it is 
2 a.m. More than one minute will pass (exactly 
seventy-five seconds, I counted) and only then 
will the Serbian Eastern Orthodox church announce 
itself. It strikes its 2 a.m. A while after, 
with a hoarse faraway voice, the Sahat Tower near 
Beg's Mosque declares itself. It strikes eleven 
times, the eleven ghostly Turkish hours, according 
to some strange alien part of the world. The 
Jews have no clock of their own which strikes the 
hours, but only the good God would know what is 
their time, according to Sephardic and Ashkenazic 
calculations. And thus even during the night, when 
everybody is asleep, in this counting of the hours 
in the dead part of the night, the difference which 
divides these sleeping beings has been emphasized, 
beings who will, when they rise, rejoice and mourn, 
entertain and fast, according to their four different 
hostile calendars, and who will send all their wishes 
and prayers up to heaven in four different church 
languages. And this difference, sometimes openly and 
visibly, sometimes invisibly and basely, approaches 
hatred...^^ 

A complex of historical forces made the Balkan Peninsula the 

trouble-spot of Europe between 1878 and 1914. One factor was the 

decline of Turkey. By 1878 Turkey had deteriorated into a weak 

and crumbling despotism. Ruled by the cunning and cruel Abdul 

-^^L.S. Stavrianos, The Balkans Since 1453 (New York, 1963), 
Pp. 1-13. Hereafter referred to as Stavrianos, The Balkans. 

"̂ Ĉited in Vladimir Dedijer, The Road to Sarajevo (New 
York, 1966), p. 215. 
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Hamid II (1876-1909), blind reaction characterized government 

policy. Ferdinand Schevill, the Balkan historian, has an interesting 

description of the sultan: 

Dry, unimaginative, and pendantically devoted to 
labor of purely clerical sort, he was at the same 
time an old-fashioned Turk with a mentality bound 
by the Koran and with a fierce instinctive aversion 
to the terrible and enigmatic Europe apparently des
cending on him with the inevitableness of an 
avalanche. His absolutism was a low, contemptible 
growth, of which to operate with even temporary 
Success required a tireless, subterranean plotter, 
a creature half fox, half rat.^^ 

The second force stirring the Balkans consisted of the penin

sular nationality groups' growing self-awareness. The Turkish 

oppression, combined with newly stirring economic and intellectual 

developments, had aroused a thirst for independence among several 

of the groups in the peninsula. A Pan-Slavic movement which sought 

to unite all of the South Slavs, principally Serbs, Croats, and 

Slovenes, into one large state had become particularly important.-^^ 

As Turkey declined and the nationalities awakened, a third 

factor, the unsolicited intrusion of the Great Powers, became an 

ingredient of Balkan history from 1878 to 1914. In particular, 

the expansionist tendencies of Russia and Austria-Hungary caused 

these powers to become increasingly involved in Balkan affairs. 

Russia was interested in extending her influence in the Balkans 

under the guise of Pan-Slavism, which glorified the mission of 

the Slavic people and exalted the destiny of Russia. The Austrian 

-"Ferdinand Schevill, The- History of the Balkan Peninsula 
(New York, 1933), p. 421. Hereafter referred to as Schevill, Balkan 
Peninsula. 

38 Stavrianos, The Balkans, pp. 222-224. 
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concern in the Balkans was primarily defensive. Austria-Hungary 

was a polyglot empire containing millions of Slavs. If Serbia, 

egged on by Russia, should extend an Irredentist movement into the 

southern part of the Austrian empire, many Slavs might be lost and 

ultimately the operation of nationalism would result in the destruction 

of the whole empire. The Austrians were determined to check Pan-Slavism 

and Russian ambitions in the Balkans by extending their influence 

as deep into the peninsula as possible. Furthermore, the Western 

European powers, and especially Great Britian, concerned themselves 

with the southeastern muddle in a desire to induce the Turkish 

government to reform and to keep an eye on Russia. Eventually, the 

Balkans became the crucial battleground between the Triple Alliance 

and the Triple Entente, as the competing power combinations tested 

their strength in several of the crises which preceded the outbreak 

of hostilities in 1914.^^ 

It was these very forces which had brought on the Russo-Turkish 

War. After defeating Turkey with considerable effort, Russia forced 

her to sign the treaty of San Stefano in March, 1878. The most 

important provision called for creation of a greater Bulgaria, 

nominally an autonomous part of Turkey, but occupied for some time 

by Russian soldiers as a means to ensure Russian domination of the 

region. Other clauses provided for the independence of Serbia, 

Montenegro, and Romania, with the first two to receive some accessions 

39ibid., pp. 413-418. Mason W. Tyler, The European Powers 
and the Near East, 1875-1908 (Minneapolis, 1925), pp. 190-201. 
Hereafter referred to as Tyler, The European Powers. 
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of territory. Further, Russia was to receive Bessarabia from Romania 

in exchange for the Dobrudja, at the mouth of the Danube. Finally, 

Russia received Bayazid, Ardahan, Kars, and Batum in the Caucasus 

region. In sum, the Treaty of San Stefano virtually abolished the 

Ottoman Empire in Europe. 

As England and Austria-Hungary strenuously opposed this 

settlement, both insisted that a conference be called to revise the 

treaty. After agreement by the other powers, a congress assembled 

at Berlin in June, 1878, under the presidency of Bismarck. The 

guiding principle of the congress was the integrity of the Ottoman 

Empire. Therefore, the enlarged pro-Russian Bulgaria was sliced 

into three portions. Bulgaria, the northernmost part, became a 

semi-independent principality paying tribute to Turkey; south of this 

came an autonomous province, Eastern Rumelia, to be occupied by 

Turkish troops; while still further south lay an area which was 

returned in full to decrepit Turkey. The Treaty of Berlin went 

on to reaffirm Serbia's, Montenegro's, and Romania's independence 

asserted in the Treaty of San Stefano. Russia received part of 

Bessarabia from Romania and was permitted to retain Ardahan, Kars, 

and Batum, three of the four areas she had claimed in the Caucasus. 

Separate from Russians gains, England received the right to occupy, 

and therefore control, the island of Cyprus. Finally, Austria-

Hungary, to compensate for Russia's gains, was given a mandate to 

^^Stavrianos, The Balkans, pp. 408-410. William Miller, 
The Ottoman Empire and Its Successors, 1801-1927 (Cambridge, 
1936), pp. 380-384. Hereafter referred to as Miller, The Ottoman 
Empire. 
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occupy and administer the provinces of Bosnia and Herzegovina, which 

were to remain attached in name to Turkey.̂ •'• 

France contented herself with token participation in this 

settlement. As William Henry Waddington, the first French pleni

potentiary, was an Anglophile educated at Rugby and Cambridge, 

France generally supported the position of England. She also 

supported Romanian independence and acquiesced in Austrian control 

of Bosnia and Herzegovina. Waddington most asserted himself in 

supporting the territorial claims of Greece, a country for which the 

French had a longstanding sympathy. It turned out that the Greeks 

could only, obtain a promise of territorial expansion to their north 

for the itnmediate future. As the matter was not worth France putting 

herself out on a limb, Waddington gave his adherence to the treaty, 

and Greece had to bide her time as best she could.^^ 

The Treaty of Berlin, by disregarding ethnic and nationalistic 

hopes, helped to create the situation in the Balkans which grew 

explosive by 1914. Almost all the little peoples of the peninsula 

were left thoroughly dissatisfied. The Bulgarians were embittered 

by the partition of their country, the Serbians by the Austrian 

encroachment into Bosnia and Herzegovina, the Romanians by the loss 

of Bessarabia, and the Greeks by their failure to obtain immediate 

territorial compensation. As L.S. Stavrianos, a well-known Balkan 

historian, has written: 

^^"The Treaty of Berlin," printed in Medlicott, Congress, 
pp. 409-419. Miller, The Ottoman Empire, pp. 387-392. 

^^Medlicott, Congress, pp. 34-35, 51-52, 141. Miller, The 
Ottoman Empire, p. 386. 
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For the Balkan peoples, then, the Berlin Treaty 
meant not peace with honor but rather frustration of 
national aspiration and future wars. The direct and 
logical outcome of the Berlin settlement was the 
Serbian-Bulgarian War of 1885, the Bosnian crisis of 
1908, the two Balkan wars of 1912-1913 and the murder 
of Archduke Francis Ferdinand in 1914.^^ 

As the years passed, minor wars and nationalistic upsurges 

attested to the slipshod work of the great Powers in 1878. The 

French Foreign Office, beset with many more pressing issues, con

cerned itself directly only with Greece's aspirations as these little 

disturbances would occur. The Greeks, after acquiring Thessaly from 

Turkey in 1881, fixed their gaze on the island of Crete, inhabited 

almost entirely by Hellenes. 

At the Congress of Berlin, the powers forced the sultan to agree 

to the establishment of a Cretan assembly. Abdul Hamid, as usual, 

failed to live up to his promises. His misrule led in 1897 to another 

in a series of Cretan revolts. The Greek government sent munitions, 

troops., and gunboats to the islanders' aid. Although the powers 

intervened to force Turkey to grant complete autonomy to the Cretans, 

Greek public opinion expressed dissatisfaction with this solution. 

Defying the big states, the Greek government dispatched troops to the 

Turkish frontier. Border attacks by Greek irregulars led finally to 

a Turkish declaration of war in April, 1897.^^ 

German officers had recently reorganized the Turkish army. 

Consequently it proved to be more than a match for the Greeks. So 

completely were the Greeks routed that the Turks prepared to march 

^^stavrianos. The Balkans, p. 412. 

^^Ibid., pp. 469-470. 
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on Athens. In this emergency, the Greek government appealed to the 

powers to mediate. In May, 1897, an armistice was arranged. Although 

Greece was forced to pay a twenty million-dollar indemnity to Turkey, 

the powers permitted Turkey only to make a very small territorial 

gain at Greece's expense. As regards Crete, France, due to her 

special interest in Greece, proposed the appointment of a governor 

to turn Crete into an autonomous section of Turkey. Russia and 

England concurred in this. The sultan desired that this official 

should be a Turkish subject chosen by the Ottoman government, with 

the approval of the powers. However, France and Russia proposed the 

second son of the Greek king. Prince George, for this position. 

Finally, Abdul Hamid had to agree. In November, 1898, Prince George 

was named commissioner of Crete, with a mandate from the powers to 

organize an autonomous regime.^^ 

The diplomatic historian, William L. Langer, has thus described 

this outcome: 

After the exchange of thousands of despatches 
and notes between the powers, after the most flagrant 
breach of international law by the Greeks, after the 
intervention of Europe and a crisis that threatened a 
general conflagration in the Balkans and possibly a 
European war, the Greeks, totally defeated on the field 
of battle, secured what they had started out to get.^" 

Before the turn of the century, where our concentrated study of 

the Balkans begins, Austria and Russia temporarily were able to set 

^^Ibid., p. 471. France, D.D.F., premiere serie, XIII, pp. 380, 
413-419, 600-601. Paul Cambon, Correspondance (Paris, 1940), I, pp. 426-
428. Hereafter referred to as Cambon, Correspondance. 

^^Williara L. Langer, The Diplomacy of Imperialism (New York, 

1935), I, p. 378. 
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aside their conflicts in the Balkan peninsula. In 1897, the 

Goluchowski-Muraviev agreement was concluded between these two 

powers, with the professed purpose of "eliminating the danger of a 

rivalry disastrous to the peace of Europe on the seething soil of 

the Balkan peninsula."^^ The agreement provided that the status 

quo in the Balkans should be maintained as long as possible, and, 

if it could not be upheld, the two parties would cooperate to prevent 

any other nation from acquiring territory in the peninsula. At that 

time, the Austrians were concerned with domestic problems, while 

the Russians wished to be free to turn to the Far East.^^ 

By 1900, in spite of the Austrian-Russian accord, discontent 

and conflict had become endemic to the Balkan area. The first Balkan 

crisis in the twentieth century broke out in Macedonia. This region 

was the worst governed and most troublesome part of the sultan's 

European domains. While some Turks, Albanians, and Jews lived in 

this region, it was inhabited chiefly by Bulgarians, Serbs, and 

Greeks. Bulgaria, Serbia, and Greece all bordered on Macedonia, and 

each of these states was outraged by Turkish oppression of its 

brethren, and looked forward to the day when it could extend its 

boundaries to include Macedonia. This led to conflicting national 

claims among the three Balkan nations. As Bulgarians were most 

numerous, Bulgaria was ambitious to obtain the whole of Macedonia, 

but the other two states were determined to prevent this. To further 

^'Pribram, Secret Treaties, p. 184. 

^^Ibid., pp. 184-190. 
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their own ends, the three states spread anti-Turkish propoganda 

among their nationals in Macedonia. Each formed secret organizations 

which sent in guerilla bands to push national interests.^^ 

In opposition to the possible partition of Macedonia, a secret 

revolutionary body known as the Internal Macedonia Revolutionary 

Organization, or IMRO, was formed in the little Macedonian town of 

Resna in 1893. The slogan of the IMRO was "Macedonia for the 

Macedonians." Its aim was to prepare the people of Macedonia for a 

great uprising against the Turks. Rather than partition, the IMRO 

favored a South Slav federation in which the Macedonians, together 

with the Bulgarians and Serbians, would participate. The IMRO was 

ably led and spread throughout Macedonia within a few years. Arms 

were gathered, men were trained, and plans made for a mass uprising. ̂ ^ 

In November 1897, the Turks uncovered a part of the IMRO under

ground organization. In self-defense, the organization was forced 

into violent measures, culminating in the IMRO uprisings of 1902 

and 1903. In August, 1903, the rebels seized the Monastir vilayet, 

where they organized a revolutionary council and attempted to liberate 

the rest of Macedonia. Bands crossed over from Bulgaria and joined 

the insurgents. Taken by surprise, th,e Bulgarian government was far 

from prepared for war. Yet it dared not close the border to the 

bands because popular sympathy for the insurgents was so strong --

at the time, nearly half the population of Sofia consisted of 

/.Q 

^^Miller, The Ottoman Empire, pp. 442-444. 

Stavrianos, The Balkans, pp. 520-521. 
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Macedonian refugees or immigrants.̂ •'• 

The Turks soon brought up troops which, in customary fashion, 

began to massacre the Macedonian peasantry indiscriminately. It 

is reported that some two hundred villages were burned and seventy 

thousand persons left homeless. The Macedonian rebels were defense 

less against the Turkish onslaught, and the revolt was soon 

suppressed.^^ 

The uprising, plus the Turkish atrocities, served to goad 

the powers into momentary action. In France's case, concern 

over the fate of the Macedonian Christians forced the Foreign 

Office to turn from other matters to the support of a Turkish 

reform program for Macedonia. Delcasse^, as Foreign Minister, did 

not wish to initiate action in the Balkan m.uddle, so he urged 

Austria and Russia, the two powers whom he felt were most directly 

concerned, to pressure Turkey jointly, Delcasse''held the sultan 

and his misrule solely responsible for the crisis, absolving 

Bulgaria from stirring up the Macedonians. On November 27, 1902, 

the Foreign Minister advised Russia that in his opinion Turkey 

should be forced to initiate reforms in Macedonia. France promised 

to support her eastern ally, but Delcasse^ went on to urge Russia 

to cooperate vjith Austria in the development of a suitable program. 

Delcasse especially favored a revamping of the gendarmerie system 

in Macedonia and tax reform that would be beneficial to the 

^4bid., pp. 522-523. 

^^Ibid., p. 523. 
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Oppressed people. 

Simultaneously, Delcasse' made his wishes known at the Ottoman 

court. On December 9, 1902, the French Ambassador to Turkey informed 

the Porte: 

The French government considers it 
absolutely necessary to improve without delay 
the conditions of the populations of Macedonia, 
in order to prevent complications and grave 
consequences... 

The French government particularly points 
out to the Ottoman government the necessity to 
apply in Macedonia the principle of good 
financial administration, in order to assure 
there the regular payment of the troops and 
civil servants, and to discontinue exactions 
from the populations which have at present 
suffered so much.^'^ 

Russia and Austria presented a joint proposal for Macedonian 

reforms to the European powers for their approval on February 17, 

1903. France immediately approved this plan, as did the remainder 

of the powers. The February Program, as it became known, called 

for a gendarmerie of Moslems and Christians, proportioned on a 

population basis, plus a reorganization of the financial system.^^ 

The February Program fell far short of need, as the IMRO 

uprising in August of 1903 indicated. This made it obvious that a 

more inclusive program was necessary. Russia and Austria, therefore, 

prepared the so-called Murzsteg reform program of October 1903. 

Delcasse to Boutiron, November 27, 1902, in France, 
D.D.F., deuxieme serie, II, pp. 629-631. 

Delcasse'' to Bapst, December 9, 1902, in Ibid. , p. 652. 

^^"Note de I'Ambassador d'Autriche-Hongrie," February 17, 
1903; Delcasse' to St. Petersburg and Vienna, February 17, 1903, in 
Ibid., Ill, pp. 116-120. 
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This provided, first, that a Russian and an Austrian civil agent 

should accompany the Turkish inspector-general on his tours and 

report on conditions. Next, the gendarmerie was to be further 

reorganized and put under the command of a foreign general and 

a staff of foreign officers. Thirdly, the judicial system was to 

be reorganized, and financial provisions made for the return of 

the refugees and for the rebuilding of houses and churches 

destroyed during the insurrection.^^ France, along with the other 

European powers, supported these new Austrian and Russian efforts 

and forced the sultan to accept the Murzsteg program.^^ 

During the height of the Macedonian crisis, an incident 

occurred in Serbia which further complicated the Balkan situa

tion. The autocratic character of King Alexander I of Serbia 

and his pro-Austrian policy had given rise to considerable dis

content. The dissatisfaction became widespread when the king 

married his mistress, Drage Mashin, a woman of questionable repute. 

By 1903, the reactionary rule of the king, accompanied by rumors 

that Queen Draga was intriguing to win the succession for her 

brothers, gave rise to general protest. A military conspiracy was 

formed, and on June 10, 1903, the king and queen were brutally 

S6 • 
Delcasse to Berlin, St. Petersburg, Vienna, London, and 

Rome, October 27, 1903, in Ibid., IV, pp. 61-63. "The Murzsteg 
Reform Scheme" in British Documents on the Origin of the War, 1898-
1914, ed., G.P. Gooch and Harold Temperley (London, 1933), V, p. 107. 
Hereafter referred to as Gooch and Temperley, B.D. 

^^Delcasse to Constans, October 30, 1903, in France, D.D.F., 
deuxieme serie, IV, pp. 72-73. 
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murdered in their own palace. The king's body was riddled by thirty 

bullets, the queen's by eighteen, and the two corpses were put to 
C O 

the sword. 

So unpopular had the Obrenovich king made himself that the 

Serb people hailed the deed of the regicides, while no effort was 

made to punish the murderers. An all-party cabinet was formed, and 

the Serbian assembly unanimously elected Peter Karageorgevich, 

the son of a former Prince, as the new king. A liberal constitution 

was restored, the franchise was extended, and freedom of the press 

and of assembly were guaranteed.^^ 

The first problem facing the new regime was to secure recog

nition from the foreign powers. Regardless of the popular reaction 

in Serbia, the governments of Europe were profoundly shocked and 

were most reluctant to recognize the successor. The first powers 

to recognize King Peter were Russia and Austria, soon followed by 

Germany. France was somewhat more reluctant. At first, Delcasse 

ordered the French minister in Belgrade to refrain from recognition 

of the new regime and to abstain from participation in the croiming 

ceremonies being prepared for the new king. Shortly, Russia's 

insistence, together with stabilized conditions within Serbia, moved 

the French government to change its position. On June 23, 1903, Delcasse 

requested the French minister in Belgrade to participate in the 

58Benoit to Delcasse, June 11, 1903, in Ibid., Ill, p. 385. 
Stavrianos, The Balkans, pp. 453-454. 

^^Stavrianos, The Balkans, pp. 454-455. 

^^Delcasse to Benoit, June 21, 1903, in France, D.D.F., 

deuxieme serie. III, p. 412. 
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crowning ceremonies.^^ Two days later. King Peter thanked France 

for her support by means of an open letter to the French president.^2 

On July 2, 1903, the French foreign office announced its official 

recognition of the new Serbian government.^3 p^j. three years. 

Great Britain held out as the only power which refused to recognize 

the Karageorgevich king. On the third anniversary of the palace 

murders, diplomatic relations between Serbia and England were 

resumed, completing the process by which the new Serbian regime 

gained general international recognition.^^ 

In spite of the advent of a stable government in Serbia and 

the development of the Murzsteg reform program for Macedonia, the 

Balkan situation only worsened after 1903. While the sultan 

officially accepted the reform program, characteristically, he did 

little to carry it out. Furthermore, Article III of the reform 

program provided for altering the boundaries of the administrative 

divisions in Macedonia to secure a more regular grouping of the 

nationalities. Immediately, each of the three neighboring govern

ments sought to anticipate any changes by grabbing such territory 

as it could for its nationals. The Macedonian caldron continued to 

boil until the outbreak of World War 1,^ 

^loelcasse to Benoit, June 23, 1903, in Ibid., p. 414. 

^^King Peter I of Serbia to President Loubet, June 25, 
1903, in Ibid., p. 415. 

^^Delcasse to London, St. Petersburg, Vienna, Rome, Berlin, 
Constantinople, Bucharest, Sofia, Brussels, and Athens, July 2, 1903, 
in Ibid., p. 426. 

^^Gooch and Temperley, B.D., V, pp. 137-145, 251. 

^^stavrianos, The Balkans, p. 523. Miller, The Ottoman 

Empire, pp. 447-448. 



35 

By 1907 tensions among the Great Powers caused the Balkans to 

become much more important as a region of conflict. Between 1900 

and 1906, as has been seen, Russia and Austria had been able to 

cooperate to keep the Balkans on ice, with the other powers going 

along with the efforts of the two most directly concerned. By 1907, 

however, Austria and Russia were drifting apart, and the Goluchowski-

Muraviev agreement had become a dead letter. 

Two factors motivated Russia, once again, to turn to the Balkans 

for expansion. Russia's Far Eastern adventure had been ruined as a 

result of her humiliating defeat at the hands of Japan. Then, in 

1907, Russia and Great Britain straightened out old differences, 

thus completing the Triple Entente. This rapproachment with England 

greatly strengthened Russia's diplomatic position in European 

affairs.^^ 

Russian intrigues were further stimulated by the growing rift 

between Austria-Hungary and Serbia. The Serb nationalists, believing 

Yugoslav unification impossible as long as the Dual Monarchy con

trolled Boxnia and Herzegovina, forced the new king, Peter I, to adopt 

a strongly anti-Austrian policy. A dispute over a 1905 customs 

treaty with Bulgaria, together with Serbia's refusal to buy guns and 

munitions at the Austrian Skoda Works,, rapidly worsened relations be

tween the two countries. The Austrian government brought economic 

pressure to bear by raising all tariff duties against Serbian 

imports. The result was a trade war from 1905 to 1907 known as the 

"Pig War." The Serbs eventually succeeded in freeing themselves 

66 
T y l e r , The European Pov/ers, pp. 190-201. 
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from economic dependence on Austria by finding new markets. One 

direction in which they turned was toward Russia.^^ As Russia 

and Serbia drew closer, Russia's and Austria's peninsular 

rivalry, in turn, transformed each subsequent Balkan crisis into 

a challenge of the two great alliance systems. 

; Meantime, a new factor in the Balkan question arose in 1908-

09 when the Young Turk revolution occurred, resulting at last in 

the ouster of the xwrthless Abdul Hamid and otherwise shaking the 

old Turkish Empire to its foundations.^^ 

The response to the Young Turk movement varied. In France, 

as elsewhere, there was an initial tendency in liberal circles to 

expect the new Turkish regime to be progressive in terms of Turkey's 

need for domestic reform and in relation to the Balkan nationality 

question. There vzas even some expectation that Germany's influence 

in Turkey might be superseded by that of England and France.^^ 

The French government displayed more reserve toward Young Turkism, 

choosing, for instance, to refuse to the new regime a large loan 

that it had sought. The Foreign Office's skepticism proved warranted, 

as the Young Turks showed themselves to be as nationalistic as the 

previous regime. The Balkan Christians were no less harshly 

67 Stavrianos, The Balkans,^ pp. 397-398. 

^^Ernest E. Ramsaur, The Young Turks, Prelude to the 
Revolution of 1908 (Princeton, 1957), pp. 141-143. 

^^Schevill, The Balkan Peninsula, pp. 135-136. Cambon, 
Correspondance, II, pp. 245-246. Edouard Herriot, In Those Days, 
Before the First World War, trans., Adolphe De Milly (New York, 
1933), pp. 232-233. Hereafter referred to as Herriot, In Those 
Days. 
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treated than before, and strife resumed in Macedonia.^^ 

In terms of power politics, the Young Turk revolution provided 

Austria-Hungary with the opportunity for a peninsular power-grab. 

On October 5, 1908, the Dual Monarchy announced outright annexa

tion of Bosnia-Herzegovina, which, it will be remembered, was at 

least nominally still under Turkish sovereignty. Since this move 

was a blatant violation of the Treaty of Berlin, it aroused a storm 

that brought Europe to the brink of V7ar. 

A complication in the crisis was that supposedly Russia's 

Foreign Minister, Alexander Izvolsky, and the Austrian Foreign 

Minister, Alois Ahrenthal, had reached an understanding by which 

Russia was to obtain access to the Dardanelles, in return for 

acquiescence in Austria-Hungary's acquisition of the two provinces. 

Austria's sudden announcement of annexation left Russia outraged, 

and little Serbia infuriated. Serbia refused to accept the Austrian 

annexation as final and demanded immediate territorial compensation. 

The dispute did not go over the brink into v/ar because Austria-

Hungary's ally, Germany, backed her to the hilt, while Russia's 

partners were not willing to risk belligerency over her plight. 

As might be guessed, France's standoffishness with regard to 

Russia was motivated by her fear that she might be dragged into a 
I. 

major war over the Balkans, where her interests .were negligible. 

^^France, D.D.F., deuxieme serie, XI, pp. 719-722, 1041-
1042, 1067-1069. Herriot, In Those Days, p. 233. 

•̂'"Fay, Origins, I, pp. 368-381. Bernadotte Schmitt, 
The Annexation of Bosnia, 1908-1909 (London, 1937), pp. 24-29. 
Hereafter referred to as Schmitt, Annexation. 
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The desperate and humiliated Izvolsky demanded that the Great Powers 

convene to discuss Russian access to the straits, as well as 

territorial concessions for Serbia. He besought France and 

England for their strong support.^^ 

While outwardly giving lip service to Izvolsky's proposal,^^ 

the French government set out to undermine the Russian Foreign 

Minister's efforts. On October 23, 1908, the President of the 

French Republic, Armand Fallieres, sent a secret, personal letter 

to the Emperor of Austria-Hungary, Francis Joseph, in which he gave 

his unqualified support of the action of the Austrian government: 

By making so much knoxm to all the 
signatories of the Treaty of Berlin concerning 
Austria's position on the subject of the 
provinces of Bosnia and Herzegovina, Your 
Majesty has accomplished an act of high courtesy 
of which I have been personally cognizant and 
which has been appreciated by my government. 

The council of ministers has not failed 
to examine the situation created by the 
government of Austria-Hungary with the 
attention which is required by a resolution 
of this nature. Your Majesty can be assured 
that the government of the Republic, having 
in view only the general interests, concurs V7ith 
your actions and is inspired by the sentiments of 
cordial sympathy of the governments of Austria-
Hungary toward France... 

I take this occasion to express to Your 
Majesty the assurances of my sincere esteem. 

72 
Jules Cambon to Pichon, October 24, 1908, in France, 

D.D.F., deuxieme serie, XI, pp. 852-853. Bertie to Grey, October 5, 
1908, in Gooch and Temperley, B.D., V, pp. 387-388. 

^^Pichon to Paul Cambon, October 5, 1908; Paul Cambon to 
Pichon, October 14, 1908, in France, D.D.F., deuxieme serie, XI, 
pp. 823, 831-832. Bertie to Grey, October 6, 1908; Bertie to Grey, 
October 7, 1908, in Gooch and Temperley, B.D., V, pp. 395, 407-408. 

Fallieres to Francis Joseph, October 23, 1908, in France, 
D.D.F., deuxieme serie, XI, p. 852. 
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Soon after Fallieres's letter to the Austrian Emperor, the French 

Foreign Minister, Stephen Pichon, informed the Austrian Ambassador 

in Paris that "the opportunity for joint activity with us in 

political matters is far from being exhausted," and promised that he 

would "urge moderation on Russia." Such duplicity on the part of 

the French government left her ally, Russia, in a precarious position. 

Having a letter of concurrence from the French President and the 

assurances of the French Foreign Minister, Austria was not likely 

to succumb to the demands of Russia or Serbia. 

Izvolsky, unaware of France's double-dealing, continued to 

demand a conference and to give Serbia strong support. Serbia 

began to mobilize her troops and to demand immediate compensation. 

Germany continued to give her ally unqualified backing, and Austria, 

aware of French abandoment of Russia, refused to back down. War 

76 
appeared imminent. 

•At this point, the French government decided openly to insist 

that Russia and Serbia give way. On February 24, 1909, France 

notified Serbia that she was behaving too belligerently.' The 

following day, February 25, the French Foreign Minister sent a 

strongly worded note to St. Petersburg: 

The feeling of France for Russia, her 
adherence to the indissoluble alliance which 

Cited in Schmitt, Annexation, p. 82. 

Ibid., pp. 144-153. France, D.D.F., deuxieme serie, 
XII, pp. 27-28, 35-36, 57. Gooch and Temperley, B.D., V, pp. 591, 
602, 617. 

^^Pichon to Descos, February 24, 1909, in France, D.D.F., 
deuxieme serie, XII, pp. 62-63. 
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unites the two countries and the responsibility 
which France assumes in these circumstances, 
make it her duty to enter upon an exchange of 
views with the Russian government without 
delay in order to examine with it that line 
of policy which, with due consideration of the 
higher interests of both countries, must be 
maintained. The Russian government will surely 
agree with the French government that both must 
do everything possible to prevent the danger 
of an armed conflict in a question in which 
the vital interests of Russia are not involved. 
French public opinion would be unable to compre
hend that such a question could lead to a war 
in which the French and the Russian army would 
have to participate... 

In connection with the Serbian demands --
which, as is generally recognized, are difficult 
to justify --we have expressed our doubt 
whether it would be possible to realize them. 
But we have joined with the Russian government 
in demanding that the question be submitted 
to a conference. In reality, this is the only 
difficulty, for which another solution must 
be found than that which the cabinet of Belgrade 
demands with regard to its claims for territorial 
compensations. 

The moment has therefore arrived for Russia 
and France to examine this question in common. 
We beg the Russian government to communicate 
its opinion to us, in the firm conviction that 
the general discussion of the question by both 
governments will permit the present crisis 
to be solved under conditions which vjill be 

78 
equally satisfactory to France and to Russia. 

The dispute reached its final stage on March 21, when Izvolsky 

received a note from Germany demanding that Russia accept the 

annexation: 

We expect a precise answer -- yes 
or no; we shall have to consider any 
evasive, conditional or unclear answer 
as a refusal. We should then draw back 
and let matters take their course; the 
responsibility for all subsequent events 

78 Pichon to Touchard, February 25, 1909, in Ibid., pp. 62-63. 
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would then fall exclusively on M. Izvolsky.^^ 

Under the circumstances, Russia gave way before the German 

, J 80 
demand. Now left alone, Serbia had no alternative but to back 

down. On March 31, she issued a note stating that her rights had not 

been affected by the fait accompli and promised "to change the 

direction of her policy towards Austria-Hungary in order to live 

henceforth on terms of good neighborliness with the latter."^"^ 

The Triple Alliance had won a smashing victory over the Entente 

powers. The prestige of Germany and Austria-Hungary measurably 

increased, as their alliance had shoT-m itself to be firm. Conversely, 

the Triple Entente had suffered a severe diminution in its prestige. 

Appearances in 1909, however, were deceiving. Aehrenthal's 

success was purchased at a heavy price. In September, 1908, before 

the crisis had broken out, the German Foreign Minister, Freiherr 

von Schoen, demonstrated remarkable foresight in a conversation 

with the Chancellor concerning his country's strong support of the 

proposed Austrian annexation. Schoen said: 

Unforeseen things might occur which 
would resolve the diplomatic into an armed 
conflict, and in view of the attitude of 
the powers, into a European war. Under the 
existing circumstances, and in consideration 
of the stupendous weapons of modern warfare, 

7Q 
'^Bertie to Grey, March 24, 1909, in Gooch and Temperly, 

B.D. , V, p. 731. 

^Sertie to Grey, March 24, 1909, in Ibid., p. 732. 

°-'-Pichon to Descos, March 29, 1909; Descos to Pichon, 
March 31, 1909, in France, D.D.F., deuxieme serie, XII, pp. 174, 181. 
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this would be a matter of appalling gravity 
and extent; in addition to this, it would be 
a war for which our people would have neither 
sympathy nor enthusiasm. If Russia remained 
obdurate, relying on her o\m still considerable 
strength, and the support of her French ally 
and her new English friend, that would be 
a knot which could only be cut by the sword. 
If she yielded to our strong pressure, the 
fact of her doing so would amount to a defeat 
of the Russian Empire, and, particularly in 
view of M. Izvolsky's excessively sensitive 
and ambitious character, would have undesirable 
results, in particular, that of welding the 
Entente all the more firmly against us.^^ 

The German Foreign Minister's fears were justified. The 

crisis created a growing fear of Germany in both France and England. 

The members of the Entente realized that they must all work closely 

together in the future, and France began to pour billions of francs 

into an effort to build up the Russian war machine. On April 1, 

1909, in reference to the recent diplomatic defeat, the Russian 

Ambassador in Paris informed his government: 

Such a public exposure of our weakness has 
made painful impressions on our friends and must 
encourage our opponents to present the most 
impossible demands to Russia in the firm conviction 
that we shall yield. The cabinets of Paris and 
London have therefore drawn the "..•<>nclusion that 
Russia, France, and England must r .y more attention 
than ever before to action in co; :,on and at the 
same time must take the military measures necessary 
to convince their opponents that they have to deal 
with a political combination which knows how to 
ensure respect for itself and will carry through 
its demands.°^ 

"^Freiherr von Schoen, The Memoirs of an Ambassador, trans., 
Constance Vesey (New York, 1923), pp. 118-125. Hereafter referred to 
as Schoen, Memoirs. 

°%rance, D.D.F., deuxieme se'rie, XII, pp. 385-388. Bertie 
to Grey, August 4, 1909, in Gooch and Temperley, B.D., V, p. 801. 
Herbert Feis, Europe, The World's Banker, 1870-1914 (New Haven, 1930), 
pp. 210-223. Hereafter referred to as Feis, World's Banker. 

^Cited in Schmitt, Annexation, p. 253. 
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Russia, especially, had received a humiliation which she was 

not soon to forget. She immediately began a military reorganization, 

and gave Serbia and Montenegro assurances that one day Russia 

would assist them in smashing Austria. To construct a barrier 

against the Dual Monarchy, Russian diplomats began to work 

energetically to organize a Balkan league.^^ Such a league was in 

fact founded in the spring of 1912. Thus, the Balkan League and the 

Balkan wars that followed stemmed from the crisis over Bosnia and 

Herzegovina. Austria and Germany had won the first round, but another 

round was to come, and France was to prove herself a more reliable 

ally. 

^^Ibid., pp. 249-252. De Fontenay to Pichon, April 6, 
1909, in France, D.D.F. , deuxieme se'rie, XII, pp. 194-196. 



CHAPTER III 

FRANCE AND THE BALKAN WARS, 1912-1913: 
THE TRANSITION FROM DIPLOMATIC INDEPENDENCE TO SUBJUGATION. 

In consequence of the 1908-09 crisis, in 1912-1913, Balkan 

developments took a new and dangerous course which was increasingly 

to involve France. This new development was the formation of a 

league among the Balkan states, at the instigation of Russia, and 

aimed at both Austria-Hungary and Turkey. 

To understand the Balkan crisis of 1912-1913 and France's 

reaction to that crisis, it is necessary to observe, in some 

detail, the events which led to the formation of the Balkan League 

of 1912. These details are important because the League and its 

activities were a factor leading to the outbreak of the war in 

1914, and because France's reaction thereto was determined by 

Russia's involvement in these events. 

The principal factor contributing to the establishment of the 

1912 Balkan alliance system was the reaction in Serbia and Russia 

to the Bosnian affair. In both countries it was felt that a Balkan 

bloc of some sort was needed to keep Austria in check. This feeling 

was shared by France and even by England. Further impetus to the 

formation of a league was provided by the Turkification policy 

pursued by the Young Turks after they seized power in 1908. The 

people of the Balkan states had hoped for an amelioration of Turkish 

misrule when the Young Turks came to power. Instead, the Ottomanizing 

policy of the Young Turks and expecially their mismanagement of the 

Macedonian problem served only to increase the indignation of the 

44 
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Balkan peoples. Territorial ambitions also enticed them: they 

looked forward to partition of Macedonia and other Turkish territory 

in the Balkan peninsula,^^ 

Because of the ever-present Macedonian problem and the conflicting 

ambitions among the Balkan states, Russian diplomats worked for four 

years after the Bosnian crisis before a league could be formed. 

Negotiations for a Serbian-Bulgarian alliance were pressed seriously 

in 1911 with the energetic encouragement of the Russian minister in 

Belgrade, Nicholas Hartvig, and the Russian minister in Sofia, 

Anatole Nekliudov. Hartvig was an Austrophobe and a Russian 

nationalist. He strongly supported Serbian nationalism and held 

that Russian diplomacy should envisage the division of Turkey's 

European possessions among the Slavic nations, Hartvig had great 

influence over the Serbian government and was instrumental in the 

ultimate formation of a Serbian-Bulgarian alliance.^^ 

A stalemate i^jas reached at one point in the negotiations because 

the Bulgarians insisted that the alliance be directed against Turkey 

rather than Austria and that Macedonia should receive autonomy. 

Finally, the differences were ironed out and on March 13, 1912, the 

88 
Serbian-Bulgarian alliance was signed. 

Of. 

Ernst Christian Helmreich, The Diplomacy of the Balkan 
Wars, 1912-1913 (Cambridge, 1938), p. 146. Hereafter referred to as 
Helmreich, Diplomacy. Stavrianos, The Balkans, p. 532. 

87 
Edward C. Thaden, Russia and the Balkan Alliance of 1912 

(University Park, 1965), pp. 38-57, 60-70. Hereafter referred to as 
Thaden, Russia. 

O Q 

° Helmreich, Diplomacy, pp. 47-53. Bax-Ironside to Nicholson, 
March 14, 1912, in Gooch and Temperly, B.D., IX, p. 556. 
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The agreement included a treaty, a secret annex, and a military 

convention. By the treaty, the two states agreed to aid each other 

in case either was attacked, and to take joint action against any 

great power which tried to occupy any Balkan territory under Turkish 

suzerainty. This was aimed obviously at Austria. The secret annex 

contained clauses directed against Turkey, with provisions making 

Russia the arbiter of all disputes. According to the annex, if 

conditions became so bad in Turkey that one of the contracting parties 

thought military action indispensable, that party was at once to make 

a sensible proposal to the other party. Should an agreement favorable 

to action be reached, Russia was to be notified at once, and if she 

did not disapprove, hostilities were to be opened. If no agreement 

was reached, Russia should also be informed and her opinion was to be 

binding on both parties. Provisions were also included for the division 

89 of territorial spoils between the two countries. 

Thus, the treaty was directed not only against Austria-Hungary 

but against Turkey as well. To Serbia and Russia the first was 

important, to Bulgaria the latter. From Russia's standpoint, the 

agreement appeared to establish her hegemony in the Balkans and insured 

that the Tsar's word would have weight when the clearly impending 

90 dissolution of Turkey came about. 

Two months later, on May 29, 1912, Greece and Bulgaria concluded 

^%elmreich. Diplomacy, pp. 53-56, Thaden, Russia, pp. 82-98 

^%elmreich, Diplomacy, p. 56, Serge Sazonov, Fateful Years, 
1909-1916 (New York, 1928), pp. 50-51, Hereafter referred to as 
Sazonov, Fateful Years. 
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an alliance. This was due primarily to the initiative of the 

Greek Premier, Eleutherios Venizelos, who first proposed a pact 

in the spring of 1911. The alliance did not define Greco-Bulgarian 

claims in Macedonia, doubtless because both countries aspired to 

Salonika. The main provision stipulated that if either of the 

signatories were attacked by Turkey, the other would give full 

aid.91 

The Balkan pacts were completed by means of the alliances of 

Montenegro with Bulgaria and Serbia concluded in late September 

and early October, 1912, respectively. By this time the Balkan 

allies were definitely planning to attack Turkey, hence these 

Montenegrin pacts were avowedly offensive in character. The 

Bulgarian-Montenegrin alliance required the signatories to begin 

hostilities against Turkey, Montenegro not later than September 20, 

and Bulgaria not later than one month after the Montenegrin action. 

The text of the Serbian-Montenegrin treaty has never been published, 

but its provisions apparently were similar to those of the Bulgarian-

92 Montenegrin pact. 

With the Montenegrin agreements the Balkan bloc was completed. 

Formal alliances existed between Bulgaria and Serbia, Bulgaria and 

Greece, Serbia and Montenegro, and a verbal agreement equal to an 

alliance between Bulgaria and Montenegro. Greece also probably 

had some oral agreements with Montenegro and Serbia, but her only 

^^Helmreich, Diplomacy, pp, 72-77. 

92iMd., pp. 86-89, The Times (London), June 13, 1913, 
p. 5, 
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definite alliance was with Bulgaria.^^ 

While remaining somewhat anti-Austrian, the final alliance 

system had taken on a more anti-Turkish character than had been 

previously planned by the Russian government. In fact, some 

historians have concluded that Russia lost complete control of 

the League with the Greek-Montenegrin agreements, and that the 

resulting Balkan War of 1912 was in direct conflict with Russian 

aims. Nevertheless, ample evidence exists to indicate that the 

Russian government, despite appearances, was not opposed to a war 

between the Balkan states and Turkey. In fact, it is apparent to 

this writer that the Russian government, backed by public opinion, 

clearly supported the dissolution of the Turkish holdings in 

94 
Europe by way of the Balkan War of 1912. 

go 
Deville to Poincare, November 5, 1912, in France, 

D,D,F., troisieme serie, IV, pp. 373-379, Grey to Goschen, November 3, 
1912, in Gooch and Temperley, B.D., IX, p. 86. 

94 
A scholarly dispute exists as to the extent to which Russia 

knew what the Balkan states were about to do. Historians have differently 
analyzed this question. Edward C. Thaden's book, Russia and the 
Balkan Alliance of 1912, is the most detailed work supporting the 
thesis that Russia lost complete control of the Balkan League in 1912. 
Thaden cites as his evidence the official Russian documents which 
came from the Russian Foreign Office during this period, particularly 
those to France and England. These documents show that Russia was 
indicating to the European powers that she did not support the 
Balkan War of 1912. 

The thesis that Russia did support the actions of the Balkan 
League in 1912 is best propounded by William L. Langer in his article, 
"Russia, the Straits Question and the Origins of the Balkan League, 
1908-1912," in the Political Science Quarterly, XLIII, (September, 
1928), pp. 321-363, and by Ernest Helmreich in his book, The Diplomacy 
of the Balkan Wars, 1912-1913, pp. 146-164. According to these two 
historians, the official pronouncements made by the Russian govern
ment were little more than a subterfuge to cover up their actual aims. 
While the Russian government was officially proclaiming its efforts 
to prevent a Balkan war, according to Helmreich, Russian officials, 
including Serge Sazonov, the Russian Foreign Minister from 1909 to 
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1916, were secretly encouraging the members of the Balkan League to 
carry out their plans. The military attache in Sofia was especially 
active in urging Bulgaria on. Nicholas Hartvig, the Russian 
minister at Belgrade, did almost nothing to restrain the Serbs. In 
fact, he assured both Serbia and Bulgaria that they might rely on 
Russian moral and material support in case of war with Turkey. 

Furthermore, Russian public opinion would not have permitted the 
Russian government to take measures which would have prevented the 
Balkan League from military action against Turkey. The Times of 
London reported on October 10, 1912 that feelings ran so high for 
the Balkan cause throughout Russia that in one day over three 
thousand Russian men volunteered to fight in Serbia against the 
Turks. 

Taking all evidence into consideration, this writer must agree 
with Langer and Helmreich. It is apparent that the warnings of the 
Russian Foreign Office were mere steps to lull the suspicions of 
Europe, and that Russian opposition never existed. 
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French policy toward this new Balkan League and the resulting 

Balkan Wars of 1912 and 1913 constituted a dramatic change in her 

southeastern diplomacy. As we have observed, before and during the 

Bosnian crisis of 1908-09, the French government took little interest 

in Balkan troubles and was not willing to give her ally, Russia, 

strong support in her efforts to gain hegemony in the peninsula. 

Following the Bosnian emergency, France exerted herself to work 

more closely with Russia and England. 

French foreign affairs were controlled, after 1912, by the 

French patriot Raymond Poincare', who served as Premier from January 

1912, to January 1913, and as President of the Republic from January 

1913 to 1920. Throughout the crises of 1912-1913, Poincare was 

extremely solicitous of Entente solidarity. He worked unceasingly 

for this and gave France's ally complete backing, thereby tying 

French diplomacy to the Balkan intrigues of Imperialistic Russia. 

Entente solidarity, encouragement of the Balkan states for the sake 

of Russia and the Entente, and yet, almost paradoxically, desire for 

the prevention of a European war were the keynotes of French policy 

during the Balkan wars. 

France was kept in the dark about the Balkan negotiations until 

95 after the Serbian-Bulgarian alliance was concluded. On March 30, 

1912, Sazonov sent a telegram to Poincare informing the French 

government that a defensive alliance had been formed between Serbia 

and Bulgaria with the blessings of Russia. Sazonov gave France no 

9^Bax-Ironside to Grey, January 6, 1913; Lowther to Grey, 
January 28, 1913, in Gooch and Temperley, B.D., IX, pp. 360-368, 438. 
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indications of the actual terms of the treaty and tried to assure 

the French government of the peaceful intentions of the new accord. ̂ 6 

Poincare', nevertheless, was alarmed. He immediately telegraphed 

the French representatives at the different capitals to check his 

information and to try to find out more about the agreements. From 

the French minister in Sofia, Poincare'' received the disquieting 

opinion that an anti-Turkish alliance had been completed. ̂'̂  At 

Belgrade, although the French minister had seen fit to report earlier 

a growing intimacy between Bulgaria and Serbia, on this occasion he 

could add little information.9° in St. Petersburg, Sazonov assured 

George Louis, the French Ambassador to Russia, that the treaty was 

strictly defensive, that the powers from v/hich aggression might come 

were not named, that Russia had not engaged herself, and that the 

99 agreement was based on the maintenance of the status quo. Louis' 

telegram did not convince Poincare, who continued to press for more 

details from the Russian Foreign Office, but met with little response. 

In early August, 1912, Poincare made a personal visit to 

St. Petersburg to clear up the question of the Serbian-Bulgarian 

alliance. Here Sazonov translated to the French Premier the treaty 

96 / 
Poincare to the French Ministers in Sofia and Belgrade, 

April 1, 1912, in France, D.D.F., troisieme serie, II, p. 285. 

^'^Panafieu to Poincare', April 3, 1912; Panafieu to 
Poincare', April 17, 1912, in Ibid., pp. 304-307, 365-367. 

^^Ibid., pp. 229-232, 342-343. 

^^Louis to Poincare', April 5, 1912, in Ibid., p. 313. 

^Q^Ibid.. pp. 322-327, 376-378, 418. 
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and the secret annex from a Russian text.^^l Poincare', finding his 

fears substantiated, declared the agreement to be "a convention of 

war" and immediately set out to pursue an active policy for the 

localization of the conflict which he knew was bound to come.^^^ 

The French Premier's first step was to close the Paris money 

market to Bulgaria. It had previously been opened only on the 

intercession of Russia.^^^ Next, Poincare' came up with a formula 

for peace which he encouraged Sazonov to accept. The Frenchman's 

proposal called for Russia and Austria jointly to inform the members 

of the Balkan League and Turkey that: 

1. They (Austria and Russia) emphatically 
reprove any measures susceptible of leading to 
a breach of the peace. 

2. If war nevertheless broke out between 
Turkey and the Balkan states, they would not 
admit, on the termination of the war, any change 
in the territorial status quo in the Balkan 
peninsula. 

3. Basing themselves on Article 23 of the 
Treaty of Berlin, the powers would take in hand 
the realization of reforms in the administration 
of European Turkey, it being understood, that 
these would not impair the integrity of Ottoman 
territory. 

The powers soon agreed upon the French proposal, and on October 8, 

1912, the note V7as presented to the Balkan nations. -̂  

•'•Poincare'' to the Ministers of Foreign Affairs, August 13, 
1912, in Ibid. , III, pp. 339-346. "Extracts from the Temps of August 
18, 1912, in Gooch and Temperley, B.D., IX, p. 614. 

^^^Poincare' to Paul Cambon, October 15, 1912, in France, 
D.D.F. , troisieme se'rie, IV, pp. 174-177. 

^^ Helmreich, Diplomacy, p. 149. Bertie to Grey, August 29, 
1912, in Gooch and Temperley, B.D., IX, p. 653. 

^^^Grey to Bertie, October 6, 1912, in Gooch and Temperley, 
B.D. , IX, pp. 734-735. Sazonov, Fateful Years, p. 68, 

•'•̂ Ĝrey to Bertie, October 8, 1912, in Gooch and Temperley, 
B.D., IX, p, 748. Sazonov, Fateful Years, p, 69. 
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The big states, however, had intervened too late with too little. 

The Balkan states, motivated by the Italian defeat of Turkey in the 

war over Tripoli, by continued atrocities in Macedonia, and by the 

secret encouragement of Russia, were determined on a policy of 

war. Only one hour after the Austrian-Russian note was presented at 

Cetinje, the Montenegrin government declared war on Turkey. ̂ ^^ 

The Balkan allies surprised all but a few well-informed experts 

by the rapidity and completeness of their victories. The Greeks 

drove northward, besieged Jannina and occupied Salonika. The Serbs 

swept over the whole upper valley of the Vardar, the Sanjak of 

Novibazar, and the northern part of Albania, while the Montenegrins 

took the fortress of Scutari, The Bulgarians captured Adrianople 

and hammered the main Turkish army back through Thrace to within a 

few miles of Constantinople, Jarred by these disasters, the Turks 

applied to the powers for mediation. Peace negotiations were begun 

by representatives of the powers in London, and the Treaty of London 

was concluded on May 30, 1913. 

When the war broke out in the previous October, the French 

government had realized that it had not been acting in accordance 

with the actual aims of the Russian government. Deceived by the 

official proclamations of the Russian Foreign Office, the French 

had thought that Russia was working to prevent a war in the Balkans, 

Thus, French foreign policy had acted accordingly. With the victories 

of the Balkan League, however, the Russian government shoxr/ed its hand 

^^^Helmreich, Diplomacy, pp, 133-134. 

^^^Ibid., pp. 193-230, 267-277. Miller, The Ottoman Empire, 

pp. 505-508. 
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and began to demand that the Balkan states be allowed to retain their 

newly acquired territory. Furthermore, Sazonov began to show his 

displeasure with the attitude of the French government. It now 

became clear to Poincare' that France must support the actions of the 

Balkan League, in accordance with Russian desires, to maintain the 

Entente intact, or reconcile herself to the erosion and perhaps the 

collapse of the alliance. •'•̂^ 

On October 28, 1912, Poincare'moved to allay the fears of the 

Russian government in a widely-noted address at Nantes. In this 

speech, the French Premier stressed French and Russian solidarity. 

After discussing French peace-keeping efforts, he declared: 

...Need I say that, valuable and indi
spensable as these conversations are, they 
must neither now nor hereafter have the object 
or the effect of altering the essential lines 
of our foreign policy. France is incapable 
of inconstancy or of unfaithfulness. We too 
do not want to have an alternative friendship, 
and we think that a great nation owes it to 
itself to manifest in the management of foreign 
affairs the permanence of its concepts and the 
stability of its intentions. We remain closely 
attached to Russia our ally and to England our 
friend; we remain attached to them by ties 
which are interwoven and indestructible --
feeling, interests, and political uprightness. 
In the grave question which the war in the 
East raises, they and we will certainly be entitled to 
have our several preferences with regard to the 
solutions that will have to be considered. But 
as we shall proceed to the consideration of the 
questions in a spirit of complete confidence, and 
of unfailing friendship, nothing can possibly 
dissolve an entente, the validity of which remains 
indispensable for the balance of power in Europe. 
To strengthen this entente and to make it closer 

Sazonov, Fateful Years, pp. 64-71. Helmreich, Diplomacy, 
149-150, 231. 



56 

has been the object of unremitting endeavours 
on the part of France, and if here and there 
a section of opinion has manifested nervous
ness or impatience, the three governments, assured 
that they are expressing the deep and lasting 
convictions of their countries, have never ceased 
to co-operate with calmness and coolness... 

/ 
Poincare v,7ent on to discuss how the Balkan war pointed up the 

need for military preparedness on the part of the Entente. He 

stated: 

The events have shown that at any moment, the 
tranquility of the world might be disturbed 
by the explosion of irrepressible forces, 
the rebounding impact of which it is not 
always easy to calculate in advance... In 
order always to preserve peace for ourselves 
we must possess all the patience, all the 
vigour, and all the pride of a people which 
does not want war, but which, at the same time, 
is not afraid of it. A pacific nation which 
could not make itself respected would be at 
the mercy of chance. So long as there are on 
the face of the globe peoples which are capable 
of suddenly yielding to a warlike ideal, the 
peoples which are most sincerely devoted to 
the ideal of peace are obliged to remain pre
pared for all eventualities. 

The die was cast, and the French Foreign Office began an 

energetic campaign to support the conquests of the Balkan League and 

to ensure Entente solidarity. On October 30, Poincare' asked the 

powers to adopt a joint declaration of a "spirit of absolute 

disinterestedness." Poincare was asking, in effect, that all the 

powers accept the territorial conquests of the Balkan allies. On 

^^^The Times (London), October 28, 1912, p. 5. 

•••^Poincare' to the French Ambassadors in Berlin, Vienna, and 
Rome, October 30, 1912, in France, D.D.F., troisieme serie, IV, p. 295, 
Paul Cambon to the British Foreign Office, October 30, 1912, in 
Gooch and Temperley, B.D,, IX, p, 68, 
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November 4, a letter from the French Premier to Izvolsky, now 

serving as Russian Ambassador to Paris, stressed the advisability 

of entering upon conversations with regard to a common policy, 

should Austria attempt territorial aggrandizement. Poincare'wrote: 

I desire to know if the Imperial govern
ment is, like us, strictly hostile to all 
annexation of Ottoman territory by a great 
power, and if it will be disposed to examine 
with France, as well as with England, how 
this danger should be met. •'••'••'• 

In forwarding this letter to Sazonov, Izvolsky commented as follows: 

This proposal was made after a discussion 
in the ministerial council. It contains an 
entirely new standpoint for France in the 
question of Austrian territorial expansion 
on the Balkan peninsula. Up to nox-7 France 
has always declared that local, to some 
extent purely Balkan, questions could only 
call for diplomatic steps and no kind of 
active intervention. Now, however, she appears 
to realize that territorial conquests of 
Austria would disturb the balance of power 
and therefore jeopardize France's own interests. 

This new interpretation of the alliance by the French govern

ment generally reflected a corresponding change in French public 

opinion. The French populace had been particularly embittered by 

a resurgence of the Moroccan crisis in 1911. To resolve it, France 

had had one hundred thousand square miles of the Congo ceded to 

Germany, in return for final recognition of French supremacy in 

Morocco. The majority of public opinion was nox7 fed up with a policy 

of appeasement toward Germany, and insisted that no further concessions 

Poincare to Izvolsky, November 4, 1912, in France, 
D.D.F., troisieme serie, IV, pp. 359-360. 

112 
Cited in Helmreich, Diplomacy, pp. 231-232. 
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be granted. •'••'-̂  

The French newspapers, in particular, reflected the shift in 

public opinion. In 1908, the Temps had declared that Serbia was 

not worth a general war, whereas this same newspaper, along with 

the Siecle, the Gaulois, the Figaro, the Echo de Paris, and 

the Petite Parisien, all strongly backed the new position of the 

French government. On December 14, 1912, the Temps affirmed that 

the "evident interests of the Triple Entente is that the Balkan 

Confederation, a new and precious factor in the European equilibrium, 

should be firmly united and strong."^^^ The same newspaper, on 

January 29, 1913, approved the union of all Slavs under Russia's 

A- *-• 116 direction. 

A more bellicose point of view was offered by the historian, 

Albert Malet. Writing in Parlement et 1'opinion on November 12, 

1912, he opined: 

A Frenchman is welcomed like a brother 
by the Serbs; they have a right to our 
support because their interests are ours... 
because a large Serbia south of Austria-
Hungary will be in peace as well as in war 
a national ally adding her strength to the 
strength of Russia and France... If the 
blood of France's children must flow, be 
certain that it will be in the service of 

113 
Brogan, Modern France, II, pp. 437-444. E. Malcolm 

Carroll, French Public Opinion and Foreign Affairs, 1870-1914 
(New York" 1931), pp. 262-267. Hereafter referred to as Carroll, 
Public Opinion. 

ll^Carroll, Public Opinion, pp. 262-267. 

^^^Ibid., p. 271. 

ll^Ibid,., p. 271. 
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her own cause. The hour of reparations has 
sounded in the Balkans; we have been 
awaiting it for forty-one years; it must 
also sound from the steeples of Strassburg 
and of Metz.^^' 

French nationalism and the spirit of revanche were clearly on 

the rise, and Entente solidarity appeared to be the prime 

objective of this spirit. 

While France was giving strong backing to Russia and the Balkan 

allies, Poincare also was working to strengthen England's position 

in the Triple Entente. The French efforts culminated in an exchange 

of letters between Sir Edward Grey and Paul Cambon, in which moral, 

if not formal military, obligations between France and England 

118 
were put on paper. Further, French and English naval and 

military experts went over their agreements. General H.H. Wilson, 

the British Chief of Staff, with the approval of Grey, made a 

secret visit to France in November, by which it was concluded that 

England would protect the Atlantic coast of France in the eventuality 

119 

of a German attack. 

The extent to which the French military was willing to commit 

itself in support of Russia and the Entente may be gathered from 

General Wilson's report on his return: 

117ibid., p. 267. 

Paul Cambon to Poincare', November 23, 1912, in France, 
D.D.F. , troisieme se'rie, IV, pp. 535-536. Gooch and Temperley, B.D., 
X, pp. 367-371. 

•'•̂ M̂i Her and to Poincare', December 12, 1912, in France, 
D.D.F., troisieme serie, V, p. 65, Helmreich, Diplomacy, pp. 234-
235. 
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He (General Wilson) tells me that the soldiers 
are of the opinion that it would be far better for 
France if a conflict were not too long postponed. 
Their reasons are that if it would come now, it 
would be in consequence of the Balkan difficulties 
and therefore they would be able to secure the 
wholehearted support of Russia. Were a conflict 
to be postponed and eventually to arise over some 
difficulty between Germany and France alone, they 
had some doubts -- treaty notwithstanding --
whether Russia would go whole-heartedly on their 
side. They impress upon Wilson that Russia was 
exceedingly strong, both in her military organizations 
and also in her financial conditions, and was 
therefore far less dependent on French support, 
either in a military or a financial sense...^^^ 

Less optimistic about Russian military strength, the French 

Foreign Office desired to spur Russia on to greater efforts. In 

March, 1913, George Louis was recalled as the French Ambassador to 

St, Petersburg, apparently because he did not like the possibility 

121 
of Russian expansionism in the .Balkans. Louis' replacement 

was the former nationalistic foreign minister, Theophile Delcasse', 

The appointment of such an important statesman, well-known as a 

Germanophobe, had a noticeable impact on the diplomatic scene, Germany 

and Austria-Hungary regarded the appointment as a hostile act toward 

122 
them. On the other hand, among the Pan Slavs, the news was 

enthusiastically received as an added sign that France would hence-

-forth serve as a point d'appui for Slavism in its struggle against the 

German powers. Serbian patriots especially were gladdened: "Was not 

•^^^Nicolson to Grey, February 24, 1913, in Gooch and Temperley, 
B.D., IX, pp. 532-533, 

^̂ •'•Sazonov, Fateful Years, p. 56, Porter, Delcasse, 
p. 311. 

•'•Schoen, Memoirs, p. 263. 



61 

Delcasse' the man of revanche vhose very name inspired terror in 

Germany."^^^ 

Delcasse', who had been serving as Minister of Marine in various 

French cabinets since March, 1911, apparently was charged with a 

special military mission. On March 13, 1913, Izvolsky wrote Sazonov: 

As you are aware, M, Delcasse' is particu
larly competent, not only in questions of foreign 
policy, but also in all that concerns military 
and especially naval matters. After information 
obtained by our military attache, he had been 
given as his special mission the task of convinc
ing our War Department of the necessity of increas
ing the num.ber of our strategic railroads, so that 
our army can be more rapidly concentrated on the 
western frontier... He is also impowered to offer 
Russia all the financial assistance required, in 
the form of railway loans. •'•̂^ 

On March 20, 1913, Poincare, by now President of the Third Republic, 

wrote the Russian Tsar concerning Delcasse's mission to strengthen the 

Franco-Russian alliance: 

...Last year, when I had the honor of being 
received by Your Majesty at Peterhof, I called 
your attention to the fact that according 
to the opinion of our General Staffs, it was 
advisable to hasten the construction of 
certain railroads on the western frontier 
of your Empire. The great military effort 
which the French government proposes to make, 
in order to maintain a balance in European 
forces, renders it at this time particularly urgent for 
Russia to take the corresponding measures agreed 
upon by the General Staffs of our two countries. M. 
Delcasse will discuss these important questions with 
Your Majesty and with the Imperial government, and 
will also talk over all other matters pertaining 
to the functioning of the alliance which should 

•'•̂ •̂ Descos to Jonnart, February 25, 1913, in France, D.D.F. , 
troisieme serie, V, pp. 457-458. 

124 Cited in Porter, Delcasse, p. 315. 
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permit us to preserve peace more effectively. •'"̂^ 

In his sojourn in Russia, Delcasse' displayed his customary vigor 

in working to cement Franco-Russian military cooperation.126 

Meantime, the Balkan War had ended. In London, ambassadors 

gathered to try to prevent the after-effects of the conflict from 

having too grave consequences. The London Conference lasted from 

December, 1912, to August, 1913. The resultant Treaty of London 

forced Turkey to give up most of her territory in Europe. Only a 

small area east of a line drawn from Media on the Black Sea to Enos 

on the Aegean remained hers. This section included Constantinople 

and the Straits region, but not Adrianople. Turkey also acknov/ledged 

union of the Island of Crete with Greece. The treaty further 

provided that the status of Albania and the Aegean Island were to be 

127 left to the decision of the powers. 

With the conclusion of the Treaty of London, the conferees 

confronted three problems: (1) the organization of government for 

Albania, (2) the delimitation of the southeastern and southern 

12g 
boundary of Albania, and (3) the future status of the Aegean Islands. 

125poincare' to Nicolas II, March 20, 1913, in France, D.D.F., 

troisieme serie, VI, pp. 62-63, 

126ibid^^ pp. 66, 81, 82, 88, 94; VII, pp. 602, 634, 555, 

563. 

127paul Cambon to Pichon, May 3, 1913; Paul Cambon to Pichon, 
May 30, 1913, in Ibid., VI, pp. 541-542, 756. Gooch and Temperley, 
B,D. , IX, pp. 843-846. The Times (London), May 30, 1913, p, 5, 

128paul Cambon to Pichon, May 30, 1913, in France, D.D.F., 
troisilme serie, VI, p. 759, Grey to Cartwright, May 30, 1913, in 
Gooch and Temperley, B.D., IX, pp. 825-826. 
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In May, 1913, Austria-Hungary and Italy submitted a proposal to the 

conference calling for the establishment of an independent Albania. 

Austria-Hungary wanted a large Albanian state created to serve as a 

check on Serbia, and Italy desired an eastern Aegean shoreline state 

which she could dominate. Their proposal provided for an independent 

neutralized country, a gendarmerie in charge of officers from one of the 

smaller states of Europe, and an international commission which would 

work out a judicial system for Albania. The new government was to be 

headed by a prince who would be nominated by A -stria and Italy, subject 

to the approval of the Albanians and the powe? 129 

Paul Cambon, the French delegate to the ccaference, rejected the 

Austrian-Italian project. According to Cambon, Albania was not ready 

for a definite government; above all, no prince should be appointed. 

Instead, he suggested a provisional government headed by a commission. 

Cambon also opposed the appointment of gendarme officers from the smaller 

states and argued for appointment of officers from the powers as had been 

done in Macedonia in 1903. •'•-'̂  

With discussions dragging on, it took until July 29 for a compromise 

project to be adopted. According to the final plan, Albania was to be 

an independent neutralized state with a sovereign prince designated by 

the powers. The gendarmerie was to be in command of Swedish officers, 

and an international control commission was to be charged with the 

supervision of the civil and financial administration of 

the country. In addition, this commission was to draw up detailed 

12%elmreich, Diplomacy, p. 332. 

l^^Coramunication from the Ambassador of France to London, Nay 

16, 1913; Paul Cambon to Pichon, May 20, 1913, in France, DJ^JL., 

troisieme serie, VI, pp. 632-634, 654-657. 
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projects for the organization of all the branches of administration, l^ 

The southern boundary of Albania and the future status of the 

Aegean Islands were much more difficult problems to solve. The 

French government, motivated by its traditional sympathy for Greece 

and desire to gain favor at Athens, took up the Greek cause on these 

two issues. France proposed a favorable boundary to Greece and 

132 
demanded that the Aegean Islands be turned over to the Hellenes. 

Austria and Italy were violently opposed to this, making an 

agreement impossible.^^^ On August 1, Sir Edward Grey, who presided 

over the conference, proposed a compromise to be arranged on the 

following basis: 

1. An international commission vjould proceed to 
the delimitation of the southeastern and southern 
boundary of Albania v^th instructions to incorporate 
Koritza, Stylos, and S.jseno in Albania. 

2. The Channel of Corfu would be neutralized. 
3*. Greece, under certain restrictions of neutrality, 

would retain possession of the isles inhabited 
by a majority of Greeks, and then occupied by the 
Greek forces, with Tenedos, Imbros, and Thasos 

excepted. . 
4 Italy was to declare, in conformity with Article II 

of the Treaty of Lausanne, that as soon as the 
Ottoman troops and artillery would be withdrawn from 
Cyrenaria she would restore the islands of Turkey 

5 At the moment of final settlement the^gowers would 
decide on the fate of these islands. 

13lBertie to Grey, July 29, 1913, in Gooch and Temperley, B^, , 

IX, pp. 941-943. Helmreich, Diplomacy, p. 333. 

132F,ance, D.D^., troisieme ^f^f' ™ ' f * ̂ f "^^^• 
Gooch and Temperley, 111:7 IX, PP. 700, 765, 937-939, 964. 

l-33Helmreich, Diplomacy, pp. 335-336. 

134Grey to Cartwright, August 1, 1913, in Gooch and 

Temperley, B^., PP. 949-950. 
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As can clearly be seen. Grey's proposals amounted to little more 

than the postponement of the problems. Although each power had its 

oxm objections to Grey's plan, they were unable to come to a more 

definite agreement and accepted the British formula. Thus, the 

ambassadors adjourned on August 11, 1913, x̂ ithout completely solving 

the questions of the Albanian boundary and the Aegean Islands. These 

issues remained unsettled and a perennial source of friction down to 

the outbreak of World War 1.135 

While the powers were negotiating in London, the members of the 

Balkan League were quarreling among themselves over the spoils of 

their victories. One complication arose from the creation of Albania. 

This meant that the Serbs would have to surrender to the new state 

some territory they had conquered. As compensation, they sought 

portions of Macedonia claimed by the Bulgars. The latter indignantly 

rejected the Serbs' wishes, particularly because they had faced the 

largest Turkish armies and had done the heaviest fighting. There 

was also the question of the strategic Salonika area, which had been 

occupied by the Greeks but which was also coveted by the Bulgars. 

Moreover, Romania, as recompense for her neutrality, demanded a part 

of the Dobruja which belonged to Bulgaria.l^b 

On June 1, 1913, Greece and Serbia concluded an alliance directed 

against Bulgaria. The Russian government tried to arbitrate the issues 

in dispute, but met with evasive replies. Suddenly, Bulgaria put an 

end to tensions by attacking the troops of Greece and Serbia without 

135 
Stavrianos, The Balkans, pp. 540-541. 

Helmreich, Diplomacy, pp. 341-355. 
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declaring war. It was a great mistake. The Serbians and Greeks 

seized the opportunity and declared war on Bulgaria, and Montenegro 

soon followed. Romania, which had kept out of the first war, jumped 

into this one in order to get coveted Bulgarian territory. Even 

Turkey joined, in the hope of recovering something of what she had 

lost. Thus, Bulgaria found herself beset by the armies of five 

states. Against so powerful a combination she could do little and 

was speedily defeated and forced to sue for peace. "'•̂^ 

On July 23, 1913, only a little more than a month after the 

second Balkan war had begun, Bulgaria concluded the Treaty of 

Bucharest with all her enemies except Turkey. Under the terms of 

this treaty, Serbia secured a large part of western Macedonia, while 

Greece obtained a long strip of southern Macedonia along the coast 

of the Aegean Sea. Romania got the coveted southern Dobrudja region, 

extending westward from the Black Sea.^^^ Within the following 

month, Bulgaria signed a treaty with Turkey at Constantinople which 

139 
provided that Bulgaria had to give Adrianople back to Turkey. 

The representatives of the powers, still negotiating in London, 

sanctioned the Treaty of Bucharest, and peace was restored.^^^ 

During the prelude to the outbreak of the second Balkan war, 

France worked with Russia to forestall a conflict and to preserve 

^^^Stavrianos, The Balkans, pp. 531-540. 

138 "Treaty of Peace signed at Bucharest on July 23, 1913," 
in France, D.D.F., troisieme serie, VII, pp. 641-645. 

l^%elmreich. Diplomacy, pp. 405-406. 

l^Olbid., pp. 395-396. 
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the Balkan League.^^1 With the outbreak of hostilities, French 

sympathy and support immediately turned to the Greek-Serbian-

Montenegrin-Romanian alliance. Aside from Russian influence and her 

interest in Greece, France supported this group in an effort to 

detach Romania from the Triple Alliance. There is much evidence 

showing how diligently and successfully France and Russia worked at 

this task. In fact, with the encouragement of Russia and France, 

Romania took steps at this time which vzere to lead her from the 

Triple Alliance into the Triple Entente.1^2 

Although the Entente had gained a new ally, Bulgaria and Turkey 

had been alienated. Viscount Grey summarized the results of the 

second Balkan war as follows: 

It left Bulgaria sore, injured and despoiled 
of what she believed belonged to her. Any future 
Balkan peace was impossible so long as the Treaty 
of Bucharest remained. Turkey, of course, was also 
sore and despoiled. Thus when the great war came a 
year later, there were two Powers, Bulgaria and Turkey, 
hungering for a revanche and ready to take whichever 
side would give them a prospect of obtaining it. This 
naturally was the side of Austria and Germany, l'̂ ^ 

The Balkan League enabled the Balkan states to put an end to 

Turkish rule in Europe; aside from that, nothing constructive 

resulted. The second Balkan war so embittered relations between the 

former allies that conditions in the peninsula were more explosive 

^̂ •'•Delcasse' to Pichon, June 9, 1913, in France, D.D.F., 
troisieme serie, VII, p. 66. 

^^^Ibid., pp. 277, 290, 304. Sazonov, Fateful Years, 
pp, 112-116. Helmreich, Diplomacy, p. 377. 

143 
Viscoun t Grey of F a l l o d o n , T t / en ty - f ive Y e a r s , 1892-

1916 (New York, 1925) , I , p . 254. 
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in 1913 and 1914 than in the preceding years. 

Furthermore, the crises increased the tensions between the two 

great European alliance systems. In contrast to the Bosnian affair, 

the Balkan wars of 1912-1913 represented a diplomatic defeat for 

the Triple Alliance. Austria-Hungary had been forced to sit by 

while her bitter enemy Serbia had doubled her size and population. 

The Dual Monarchy now faced a militarily strong Balkan combination 

which, tied to Russia, was a threat to the Austrian Empire. 

Conversely, the Triple Entente, having presented a united front, 

appeared for the first time to have the upper hand in European 

affairs. As for France, she had played an important part in the 

successes of the Balkan allies. Throughout the crises, she not only 

had given Russia and her Balkan friends strong backing, but, in fact, 

had urged Russia on. 

With the score in the Balkans now one to one, both alliances 

began to gird themselves for the coming Armageddon. 
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CHAPTER IV 

FRANCE AND THE AUSTRO-SERBIAN CRISIS OF 1914: 
THE BREAKDOWN OF DIPLOMATIC INTEGRITY 

Following the Balkan wars of 1912-1913, France continued 

her diplomatic and military support of Russia and her Balkan 

friends, particularly Greece, Serbia, and Romania. With the 

outbreak of the Austro-Serbian crisis of July and August, 1914, 

the French government x̂ as more anxious than ever not to give 

Russia an excuse to abandon the alliance or to let it fall into 

desuetude. Therefore, Poincare and Rene' Viviani, the new French 

Premier and Foreign Minister, did not take any steps to bring 

pressure to bear on Russia which might suggest to the Tsar, or to 

Sazonov, that France was indifferent to Russia's Balkan interests. 

This subjugation of French diplomacy to Russian aims is 

emphasized by the lack of communication between the Quai d'Orsay 

and the Balkan governments throughout the crisis of 1914. The 

diplomatic documents indicate that France had very little to do 

with the Balkan countries, especially Serbia, choosing to handle 

everything through Russia. Furthermore, certain key French 

diplomats and statesmen provided the Russian government with 

overly zealous statements of support and presented a false picture 

of actual conditions to their own government as well as to Russia, 

Thus, French reaction to the Balkan crisis of 1914 had a signifi

cant effect in causing the diplomatic crisis to deteriorate into 

144 France, D.D.F., troisieme serie, XI, pp. 1-378. 
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armed conflict. 

The news of the assassination of the heir to the Austro-

Hungarian throne. Archduke Francis Ferdinand, in the capital of the 

annexed provinces of Bosnia and Herzegovina on June 28, 1914, did 

not create a great sensation in Paris. The French public, while 

abhorring the tyrannicide, did not anticipate the magnitude of the 

. . 145 
crisis. 

The diplomats were more impressed, for the murder of the 

Archduke could not fail to worsen the already flammable relations 

between Austria-Hungary and Serbia. On the Triple Alliance side, 

the Austrian Foreign Office was busy trying to bring about the 

diplomatic isolation of Serbia; the murder gave it an opportunity 

to press forward with this objective. Simultaneously, on the 

Triple Entente side, Poincare'' and Viviani undertook a trip to 

Russia to reaffirm the alliance and to smooth over the difficulties 

between Britain and Russia which were making the working of the 

Entente difficult. "̂'̂^ 

After embarking from Dunkirk on the cruiser, "France," on 

July 15, the French President and Premier were welcomed five days 

later off Peterhof by the new French Ambassador to Russia, Maurice 

Paleologue, Foreign Minister Sazonov, Ambassador to France, Izvolsky, 

and finally by the Tsar. What exactly was said during the three 

days' visit is something which probably xi/ill never be known. Some 

^^^Carroll, Public Opinion, pp. 287-288. 

146Bi-ogan, Modern France, II, pp. 454-456. Fay, Origins, 
II, pp. 278-279. 
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indication is given by a dispatch from Sir George Buchanan, British 

Ambassador at St. Petersburg, to the British Foreign Office on July 

24: 

Minister for Foreign Affairs and French 
Ambassador told me confidentially that result of 
the visit of the French Republic had been to 
establish the following points: 

1, Perfect community of views on the various 
problems with which the Powers are confronted as 
regards the maintenance of general peace and 
balance of power in Europe, more especially in the 
East. 

2, Decision to take action at Vienna with 
a view to the prevention of a demand for explan
ations or any summons equivalent to an intervention 
in the internal affairs of Serbia which the latter 
would be justified in regarding as an attack on 
her sovreignty and independence. 

3, Solemn affirmation of obligations 
imposed by the alliance of the two countries. 47 

In the conversations which took place, it was Poincare, as 

one might expect from his energetic personality, who dominated the 

discussions. Of the first encounter between '•' 'incare and Nicholas II, 

Paleologue observed: 

The Emperor and the President, sitting 
in the stern, enter at once into conversation... 
It is Poincare" who guides the discussion. Soon it 
is he alone who is talking. The Emperor only acquiesces. •'•̂  

The following morning, July 21, Poincare and the Tsar talked over 

English-Russian relations. The Tsar assured the French President 

that "he would not allow Persia to cause division between England 

•^^^Buchanan to Grey, July 24, 1914, in Gooch and Temperley, 
B.D,, XI, p. 80. 

•'•^aurice Paleologue, La Russie des Tsars Pendant la 
Grande Guerre (Paris, 1921), I, p, 4. Hereafter referred to as 
Paleologue, La Russie. 
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149 
and Russia," In the afternoon, the distinguished visitor was the 

central figure at a diplomatic reception at the Winter Palace, 

Poincare seized the occasion to deliver a reminder to the Austrian 

Ambassador, Friedrich Szapary. After some words of condolence over 

the assassination of the Archduke, the President stated: 

With a little good will, this Serbian affair 
is easy to settle. But it is easy also for it to 
become envenomed. Serbia has very vjarm friends 
in the Russian people. And Russia has an ally, 
France. Wliat complications are to be feared here.'"'-̂ ^ 

^ / 
When Szapary departed, Poincare'' remarked to Paleologue that he 

feared Austria was preparing some sudden stroke iv̂ hich Szapary was 

attempting to conceal, Poincare'' concluded: "If this be the case, 

Sazonov must be firm, and X'je must support him, "̂ •̂'• 

The presence of the French President encouraged the latent 

bellicosity of the Russian government. On the evening of July 22, 

the Grand Duke Nicholas gave a banquet in Poincare's honor. 

Arriving a few minutes early, Paleologue found the Montenegrin 

Princesses, Anastasia and Melitza, wives of Grand Duke Nicholas 

and Grand Duke Peter respectively, decorating the tables. The 

Grand Duchess Anastasia began to talk excitedly to the French 

Ambassador: 

Do you know that we are passing through 
historic days, blessed days.' Tomorrow, at the 
review, the bands will play nothing but the 
Marche Lorraine and Sambre et Meuse, Today, I 
had a telegram from my father (the King of Monte
negro), He tells me we shall have war before 

149Buchanan to Grey, July 22, 1914; Buchanan to Grey, 
July 23, 1914, in Gooch and Temperley, B.D., XI, pp, 61, 117-118, 

l^^Paleologue, La Russie, I, p. 9, 

^^^Ibid,, p, 10, 



74 

the end of the month,.. Just look at this little 
box I always take about with me. It has Lorraine 
soil in it, real Lorraine soil I picked up over 
the frontier when I was in France two years ago 
with my husband. Now look at the table of honor' 
It is covered entirely with thistles. I would 
not have any other flowers put on it. They are 
thistles from Lorraine, don't you see.' I picked 
a few stalks on the territory annexed (by Germany); 
I brought them here and had the seeds sown in my 
garden... 

During the dinner, the Duchess continued: 

There's going to be x,rar. There'll be 
nothing left of Austria. You're going to 
get Alsace and Lorraine back. Our armies 
will meet in Berlin. Germany will be destroyed.'^^^ 

On July 23, Poincare'' and Viviani left Russia, but before 

departing, a farwell toast was held on board the "France." 

Thanking the Tsar for his friendliness, Poincare*̂  concluded: "The 

two countries cherish the same ideal of peace in strength, honor, 

and dignity. "153 rj.-^^ Grand Duchess Anastasia remarked to Paleologue: 

That is just what wanted saying; just 
what we have been Xijaiting for so long -- peace in 
strength, honor, and dignity. Remember those words. 
Monsieur I'Ambassadeur, they will mark a date in the 
history of the world. •'•̂^ 

Poincare agreed to send a note to Vienna warning Austria against 

taking remedial action against Serbia. Just before leaving Russia, 

Viviani wired instructions to Paris to be transmitted to the French 

minister at Vienna, Alfred Dumaine: 

In the course of my conversation with the Russian 

152ibid., p. 14. 

^^%id., p. 18. 

154ibid., p. 19. 
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minister for Foreign Affairs we had to take into 
consideration the dangers which might result from 
any step taken by Austria-Hungary in relation to 
Serbia in connection with the crime of which the 
hereditary Archduke has been a victim. We found 
ourselves in agreement in thinking that we should 
not leave anything undone to prevent a request for 
an explanation or some mise en demeure X\7hich would 
be equivalent to intervention in the internal affairs 
of Serbia, of such a kind that Serbia might consider 
it as an attack on her sovereignty and independence. 

We have in consequence come to the opinion that 
we might by means of a friendly conversation with 
Count Berchtold, give him counsels of moderation, 
of such a kind as to make him understand how 
undesirable would be any intervention at Belgrade 
which would appear to be a threat on the part of 
the Cabinet at Vienna. 

The Russian reaction to the visit of the French notables was 

to interpret it as a blank check by which France promised full 

support to Russia in whatever measures she should take to prevent 

Austria from punishing Serbia. A year later, Nicholas said to a 

former French Cabinet Minister: "I have always present in my 

memory the firm words spoken to me by the President of the Republic 

on July 23, 1914, when he was on the point of leaving Russia." 

The warning sent from Viviani to the Austrian government on 

July 23, by way of Paris, did not arrive in Vienna until July 24 --

too late to have any effect. At 6 p.m. on the evening of July 23, 

1914, Austria-Hungary dispatched its famous ultimatum to Serbia. 

It was deliberately timed to be sent while the French politicians 

were en route back to their country from Russia. The ultimatum 

l^^Viviani to Bienvenu-Martin, July 24, 1904, in France, 
D.D.F., troisieme serie, XI, p, 1. 

•'•̂ Ĉited in Luigi Albertini, The Origins of the War of 1914; 
trans, and ed., Isabella M. Massey (London, 1953), II, p. 196. 
Hereafter referred to as Albertini, Origins. 
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was framed with the expectation that Serbia would have to reject it. 

The Serbian government was given only forty-eight hours to reply.^57 

The Serbians sent a very clever reply on July 25. Although two 

demands were accepted in their entirety, most of the others were 

neatly side-stepped by diplomatic qualifications. Serbia wound up 

by saying that if the Austrian government was not satisfied with any 

of its replies, the Slavic state was willing to refer the dispute 

either to the Hague Tribunal or to the European powers. The answer 

won for Serbia the sympathy of all the European powers except Austria-

Hungary. The reply V7as announced as unsatisfactory and partial 

mobilization of the armed forces was ordered against Serbia and 

1 S8 Montenegro. 

After the Austrian ultimatum and the Serbian reply, the French 

government, supported by public opinion, stood firmly behind the 

Russian and Serbian positions. The Temps, in its leading article on 

the evening of July 24, said: 

The Austrian note is an unprecedented document 
as regards the arrogance of its tone and the outrageous-
ness of its demands... What is asked of Serbia is not 
only the acknowledgment of vassalage...; but also a 
public general confession by which Serbia is to recognize 
herself responsible for all the difficulties which the 
Austro-Hungarian authorities will encounter in their 
relations with their Slav subjects... The blow 
threatening the Balkans and Slavism also threatens the 
European balance of power... Today's discussion ranges 
beyond Austria and Serbia; it concerns all Europe. •'•5" 

157Fay, Origins, II, pp. 269-273. 

138ibid., pp. 343-352. 

159cited in Albertini, Origins, II, p. 325. 
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With its heads of state on board the "France," and the 

government at home left in the hands of the inexperienced Minister of 

Justice, Bienvenu-Martin, the French government was temporarily in 

a precarious position. Having left Russia on July 23, Poincare^nd 

Viviani did not arrive back in Paris until July 29. Thus, the 

French position vis a vis Russia was left almost entirely in the 

hands of Maurice Pale'ologue. •'-̂^ 

Special attention must be given to Paleologue and the role he 

played at St, Petersburg from July 24 until the outbreak of hostilities 

in early August, The French Ambassador to St, Petersburg was a 

Russophile and a strong French nationalist. He had strongly backed 

Delcasse while serving as the Assistant Political Director at the 

Quai d'Orsay from 1900 to 1907 and now was an ardent backer and 

friend of Poincare. Palê 'ologue believed that the Franco-Russian 

alliance would enable France to regain European hegemony. During the 

critical days from July 24 to August 3, he used his position at St, 

1 fi 1 

Petersburg to further his own conceptions and ambitions. 

With the Austrian ultimatum, Paleologue began his efforts to 

influence Russia to take a hard line toward Austria, On July 24, 

at a luncheon given by Sazonov for the English and French Ambassadors, 

Paleologue recalled: 

Taking my stand on the toasts exchanged between 
the Tsar and the President, and the declarations of the 
two Foreign Ministers, I had no hesitation in advocating 

Ibid,, pp. 322-324, 

l^^Ib id . , p . 582. Fay, Or ig ins , I I , p , 286. Pale^ologue, 
La Russ ie , I , pp. 22-47, 
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a policy of firmness. 
"But suppose that policy is bound to lead to 

war?" said Sazonov. 

"It will only lead to war if the Germanic pov/ers 
have already made up their minds to resort to force to 
secure the hegemony of the East, Firmness does not 
exclude conciliation. But it is essential for the 
other side to be prepared to negotiate and compromise. 
You know my oxm views as to Germany's designs. The 
Austrian ultimatum seems to me to provoke the dangerous 
crisis I have anticipated for a long time. Henceforth 
we must recognize that war may break out at any moment 
That prospect must govern all our diplomatic action."1°2 

Regarding this conversation, the English Ambassador telegraphed 

London: 

...The French Ambassador gave me to understand 
that France would not only give Russia strong diplomatic 
support but would, if necessary, fulfill all the obliga
tions imposed on her by the alliance. 

The Russian Foreign Minister called a meeting of his ministerial 

council on July 24, to discuss possible military measures. The 

council agreed to request the Tsar to order partial mobilization of 

the Russian army. The next evening, July 25, after much prodding 

from Sazonov and the Chief of the Russian general staff, the Tsar 

authorized the secret military measures of the "period preparatory to 

war," simultaneously agreeing upon partial mobilization against 

Austria if it proved necessary. The Tsar also ordered a series of 

other measures, including the return to winter quarters of the troops 

who were on maneuvers, the proclamation of the state of war in the 

fortified cities and frontier forts, and the recall of officers on leave. 
164 

162 Paleologue, La Russie, I, pp. 22-23. 

Buchanan to Grey, July 24, 1914, in Gooch and Temperley, 
B.D. , XI, p. 80, 

^^"^Albertini, Origins, II, pp. 304-305. 
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Paleologue, informed of the decision of the ministerial council 

on July 24 concerning anticipated military action, did not see fit 

to inform his government properly. At 9:12 p.m., on the evening of 

July 24, he wired the French Foreign Office: 

As the President of the Republic and the Prime 
Minister have been able to see for themselves, the 
disposition of the Emperor of Russia and his minister 
is entirely pacific. But the ultimatum which the 
Austro-Hungarian Government has just handed the 
Belgrade Cabinet brings a new and disquieting element 
into the situation. Russian opinion would never 
tolerate Austria's doing violence to Serbia. The 
shortness of the time limit granted by the ultimatum 
renders still more difficult the moderating action 
which the powers of the Triple Entente might develop 
in Vienna. On the other hand M, Sazonov presumes that 
Germany will wish to support her ally and I fear that 
this impression is correct. The solidarity of the 
Triple Entente must therefore be resolutely displayed. 
Any wavering would encourage the Teutonic Foi-jers to 
accentuate their provocative attitude and would 
hasten events... •'•"̂  

Not a hint of Russian military preparation appeared in the Ambassador's 

dispatch. It was not until 6:22 p.m. on the 25th, long after the 

other European capitals had received word, that Paleologue telegraphed 

to the Quai d'Orsay that Russia had decided "in principle to 

mobilize the thirteen army corps which were destined, if necessary, to 

operate against Austria." 

Poincare and Viviani, on the "France," did not receive news of the 

167 
Russian military measures until July 27. This disquieting information 

caused Viviani to wire Paleologue the follov7ing instructions: 

^"^Pale'ologue to Bienvenu-Martin, July 24, 1914, in France, 
D.D.F., troisieme serie, XI, pp. 20-21. 

1 Paleologue to Bienvenu-Martin, July 25, 1914, in Ibid.,, 
p. 52. 

l^'Bienyenu-Martin to Copenhagen, July 26, 1914, in Ibid., 

p. 78. 
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Kindly say to M. Sazonov that France, appreciating 
as does Russia the high importance for both countries 
attaching to the affirmation of their perfect mutual 
understanding in regard to the other powers and to the 
need for neglecting no effort in view of a solution 
of the conflict, is ready in the interests of the 
general peace whole heartedly to second the action 
of the Imperial Government. 

Paleologue apparently took no heed of these instructions. In 

fact, he stated to Sazonov, on July 28, after he had received the 

u . -, 169 
above telegram: 

The head of the state and the head of the 
government are at sea. I can only communicate with 
them at intervals and through very uncertain channels; 
as their knowledge of the situation is incomplete they 
cannot send me any instructions. 

Events followed rapidly after July 28, 1914. On the afternoon 

of the 28th, Austria declared V7ar on Serbia. Paleologue immediately 

called on the Russian Foreign Minister and gave assurances of French 

support against Austria. Baron von Schilling, Head of the Chancery 

of the Russian Ministry of Foreign Affairs, stated in his diary: 

On the instructions of his government the 
French Ambassador acquainted the Foreign Minister 
with the complete readiness of France to fulfill 
her obligations as an ally in case of necessity. 

Russia, having the unqualified support of France, did not feel 

that she could let Austria crush Serbia. On the evening of July 29, 

the Russian government decided to order the mobilization of thirteen 

corps earmarked for operations against Austria-Hungary, and in secret 

l^^Viviani to Palê 'ologue, July 27, 1914, in Ibid., p. 118. 

l^^Albertini, Origins, II, p. 536. 

l^^Paleologue, La Russie, I, p. 31. 

l^lcited in Albertini, Origins, II, p. 537. 
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to commence general mobilization against Germany. Paleologue was 

immediately informed of both these decisions by Nicholas Basili, 

the Deputy-Director of the Russian Foreign Office.^^^ 

Instead of informing the French government of the order for general 

mobilization, the French Ambassador chose to deceive his ov/n foreign 

office. On the night of July 29, at 11:09 p.m., he sent a telegram 

to the Quai d'Orsay: 

The German Ambassador came to tell M. Sazonov 
that if Russia does not stop her military preparations 
the German army will receive the order to mobilize. 

M. Sazonov replied that the Russian preparations 
have been caused on the one hand, by the obstinate 
and uncompromising attitude of Austria, and on the 
other hand by the fact that eight Austro-Hungarian 
army corps are already mobilized. 

The tone in which Count Pourtales (the German 
Ambassador to Russia) delivered this communication 
has decided the Russian Government this very night 
to order the mobilization of the thirteen army corps 
which are to operate against Austria.173 

The telegram made no reference to the Russian general mobilization 

against Germany. 

More accurate information came to Paris from the Russian 

government by way of Izvolsky, now serving as the Russian Ambassador 

to Paris, After the Russian decision for general mobilization, 

Sazonov \rrote Izvolsky: 

The German Ambassador has told me today that 
his government has decided to mobilize if Russia does 
not stop her military preparations. We have begun the 
latter solely in view of the Austrian mobilization and 
of her obvious reluctance to agree to any peaceable 
settlement of her conflict with Serbia. Since we 

172 Paleologue, La Russie, I, p. 35. 

1 Paleologue to Bienvenu-Martin, July 29, 1914, in France, 
D.D.F., troisieme serie, XI, p. 230. 
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cannot possibly comply with Germany's wish, there 
IS nothing left for us but to hasten our own 
military preparations and to reckon upon the war 
being, in all probability, inevitable. Be so 
good as to warn the French government and at the 
same time to thank it for the statement made to 
me by the French Ambassador that we can fully rely 
on the support of our ally, France, In the present 
circumstances this assurance is particularly valuable 
to us.174 ^ 

On July 29, Poincare and Viviani finally arrived back in Paris. 

An atmosphere of intense excitement greeted the President and the 

Premier. Poincare wrote: 

Before we emerged on the square, Messimy (the 
Minister of War) said to me, "Monsieur le President, 
you are going to see Paris; it is magnificent." 
Indeed it was magnificent... As I came out I was 
greeted by an overwhelming demonstration which 
moved me to the depths of my being. Many people 
had tears in their eyes and I could hardly hold 
back my own. From thousands of throats arose 
repeated shouts of: "Vive la France.' Vive la 
Republique.' Vive le President.'.." From the station 
to the Elysee the cheering never stopped... Never 
have I felt so overwhelmed. Never have I found it 
more difficult, morally and physically, to maintain 
an impassive bearing. Greatness, simplicity, 
enthusiasm, seriousness, all combined to render this 
welcome unexpected, unbelievable and infinitely 
beautiful. Here was a united France. Political 
quarrels were forgotten...1'^ 

A more sobering atmosphere awaited Poincare and Viviani at the 

Quai d'Orsay. During the night, Izvolsky had received the telegram 

from Sazonov referring to Russian efforts to speed up military prepara

tions and thanking France for their support. Izvolsky immediately 

communicated the note to Viviani. Poincare and Viviani, for the 

174sazonov, Fateful Years, p. 194. 

175cited in Albertini, Origins, II, p. 596. 

l^^Ibid., pp. 613-614. 
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first time, seemed to grasp that Europe was on the brink of total 

war. On the morning of July 30, at 7:10 a.m., Viviani rushed off 

a telegram to Paleologue: 

As I have indicated to you in my telegram of 
the 27th, the Government of the Republic has decided 
to neglect no effort with a view to the solution of 
the conflict and to second the action of the Imperial 
Government in the interest of the general peace. On 
the other hand France is resolved to fulfill all the 
the obligations of her alliance. But in the very 
interests of the general peace, I believe it would be 
opportune that, in the precautionary and defensive 
measures to which Russia believing herself obliged to 
resort, she should not immediately proceed to any 
measure which might offer Germany a pretext for a 
total or partial mobilization of her forces,1^^ 

This document is significant, because it appears to be the only 

instance of diplomatic restraint that the French government 

initiated during the critical period of July and August, 1914. 

Back in St. Petersburg, just as the fateful order for general 

mobilization was sent out, the Tsar suddenly reversed himself, 

changing the order to partial mobilization against Austria only. 

The Russian military leaders were opposed to partial mobilization because 

such a step would endanger their position with regards to Germany if 

total war broke out. Exasperated by the Tsar's vacillation, the 

military leaders met with Sazonov in the afternoon and convinced 

the Foreign Minister that general mobilization against Germany was 

absolutely essential. Sazonov, the Chief of the General Staff, and 

the Minister of War then went to the Tsar and pressured him into 

ordering general mobilization. The fateful order went out at 4:00 p.m. 

l^^Viviani to Paleologue, July 30, 1914, in France, D.D.F., 
troisieme serie, XI, pp. 261-262. 
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on July 30, 1914.1^^ 

Paleologue was immediately informed of the general mobilization.1^^ 

For a second time, he chose to falsify his reports to Paris. The 

only note he dispatched on the evening of July 30 read: 

The German Ambassador came tonight and again 
urged on M. Sazonov, but in less categorical terms, 
that Russia should cease her military preparations] 
and affirmed that Austria \7ould not infringe the 
territorial integrity of Serbia: 

"It is not only the territorial integrity of 
Serbia x̂ 7hich we must safeguard," answered Sazonov, 
"but also her independence and her sovereignty. We 
cannot allow Serbia to become a vassal of Austria." 

M. Sazonov added: "The situation is too serious 
for me not to tell you all that is in my mind. By 
intervening at St, Petersburg while she refuses to 
intervene at Vienna, Germany is only seeking to gain 
time so as to allow Austria to crush the little 
Serbian kingdom before Russia can come to its aid. 
But the Emperor Nicholas is so anxious to prevent war 
that I am going to make a nev7 proposal to you in his 
name: 

"If Austria, recognizing that her dispute with 
Serbia has assumed the character of a question of 
European interests, declares herself ready to eliminate 
from her ultimatum the clauses which are damaging to 
the sovereignty of Serbia, Russia undertakes to stop 
all military preparations," 

Count Pourtales promised to support this proposal 
with his government. 

In the mind of M. Sazonov, the acceptance 
of this proposal by Austria would have, as a logical 
corollary, the opening of a discussion by the powers 
in London. 

The Russian government again shov; by their attitude 
that they are neglecting nothing in order to stop the 
conflict.1^0 

178sazonov, Fateful Years, pp. 202-205. Paleologue, 
La Russie, I, p. 39. 

I'^Paleologue, La Russie, I, p. 39. 

^^^Paleologue to Viviani, July 30, 1914, 10:30 p.m., in 
France, D.D.F., troisieme serie, XI, pp. 278-279. 
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Considering that Russia was in the process of mobilization against 

Germany, the last sentence in this telegram did not fit the facts. 

Paleologue telegraphed again on the morning of July 31. Again, while 

praising the Russian government for its pacific attitude, Paleologue 

181 
gave no hint of the mobilization. Such deceit on the part of the 

French Ambassador placed his foreign office in a very precarious 

position, and had important consequences. 

Germany, having been informed of the Russian general mobil

ization by its ambassador at St. Petersburg, immediately proclaimed 

a "state of danger of war." The German Ambassador received orders 

to present an ultimatum to the Russian government declaring that 

Germany would be forced to mobilize if Russia did not de-

1 oo 

mobilize within twelve hours. 

The Berlin government instructed its ambassador in Paris, 

Schoen, to inform the French government of Germany's declaration of 

a "state of danger of war" due to the Russian mobilization and of the 

German ultimatum to the Russian government. Schoen was also ordered 

to ask France whether it intended to remain neutral in a Russo-
-I go 

German war, ^ 

Carrying out his instructions on July 31, Schoen was astounded 

to learn that the French Premier was totally unaware of Russian 

mobilization.-^^"^ This lack of the most essential knowledge on the 

iSlpaleologue to Viviani, July 31, 1914, 7:30 a.m., in 
Great Britain, Collected Diplomatic Documents Relating to the Outbreak 
of the European War (London, 1915), pp. 220-221. Hereafter referred 
to as Great Britain, Collected Documents, 

l^^German Chancellor o the Imperial Ambassador at St. 

Petersburg, July 31, 1914, in jjiid., p. 433. 
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^^•^German Chancellor to the Imperial Ambassador at Paris, 
in Ibid., p. 433. 

Due to the close relations between England and France, 
England should have been in a position to inform the French Foreign 
Office of Russian mobilization, but such was not the case. The 
British Ambassador to Russia, Buchanan, did not learn of the mobil
ization until late on the morning of July 31, when it was publicly 
announced in St. Petersburg. Thus, the British government did not 
receive official confirmation of Russia's mobilization from Buchanan 
until the afternoon of the 31st. 
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part of the Quai d'Orsay at this critical time made effective 

negotiations between Schoen and Viviani impossible. Schoen related 

the incident and his reaction in his memoirs: 

In the conversation I had with M. Viviani, on 
the evening of July 31, he professed, to my surprise, 
to have no information of a Russian general 
mobilization against us, and said he only knew of 
partial mobilization against Austria-Hungary and 
general precautionary measures. He would not abandon 
hope that the worst might yet be avoided. On my 
pointing out that not only the whole Russian army, but 
the fleet had also been mobilized, a clear proof that 
the measure was directed against us, M. Viviani could 
make no reply. He promised to give an answer to the 
question of neutrality the next afternoon, after the 
Cabinet Council. His ignorance of the Russian general 
mobilization seems very remarkable, in view of the 
fact that it had been publicly proclaimed in the early 
morning of that day in St. Petersburg, had been 
ordered the evening before, and undoubtedly decided 
on even earlier; further, in view of the close 
relationship of alliance, and finally of the circumstance 
that the Premier had just returned from St. Petersburg, 
and therefore ought not to have been in ignorance of 
what was intended there. It must either be assumed 
that he knew all about it or that the Russian Government 
had misled him in the same way as it had tried to mislead 
our representatives in St. Petersburg. On the other 
hand, it is certain that the French Ambassador in St. 
Petersburg had been specially informed by the Russian 
government of the decision to order general mobilization... 

Viviani, on his part, believed that the German charges were 

created as an excuse to mobilize against Russia. He immediately 

telegraphed Paleologue, informing him of the German Ambassador's 

visit. Upon receiving Viviani's telegram, Paleologue belatedly 

decided to provide his government with accurate information. On the 

evening of July 31, 1914, he informed Viviani of the Russian general 

l^^Schoen, Memoirs, pp. 311-312. 
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mobilization: 

As a result of the general mobilization of 
Austria and the measures for mobilization taken 
secretly, but continuously, by Germany for the last 
six days, the order for the general mobilization of 
the Russian army has been given... 

By this time the pace of events outstripped ambassadors' 

telegrams. On the morning of August 1, Viviani informed the German 

Ambassador that France would be guided by her own interests. At 

3:55 p.m. France ordered mobilization, and across the Rhine, at 

4:00 p.m., only five minutes later, Germany ordered the mobilization 

of her army and navy. At 7:00 p.m., not having received a reply from 

Russia concerning demobilization, Germany declared war on Russia. Two 

days later, August 3, 1914, Germany declared war on France on the 

flimsy pretext of frontier violations.1^8 gy this last flurry of moves 

World War I had begun. 

Although many factors combined in 1914 to convert the diplomatic 

conflict into armed hostilities, two acts appear to stand out above 

all the rest: Austria's insistence upon war with Serbia and Russia's 

general mobilization. In 1914, general mobilization, as understood by 

military men everywhere, almost certainly meant war. A great power did 

not set in motion its military machine unless it had finally decided 

189 
that war could no longer be avoided. 

The power which had the greatest opportunity to restrain Russia 

l^^Paleologue to Viviani, July 31, 1914, 10:30 p.m., in 
Great Britain, Collected Documents, p. 223. 

l^^Fay, Origins, II, pp. 532-534. 

^^^Ibid,, pp. 479-481, 
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from mobilization unquestionably was France, v;hich V7as bound to be 

immediately involved in the consequences of this measure. As we 

have seen, by the actions of Poincare and Paleologue, the French 

government tended, if anything, to encourage Russia in a warlike 

direction. This is not to say that France, or even Russia, caused 

World War I, Germany, in fact, did no better restraining her ally, 

Austria. It is to maintain that had France and Russia exercised 

a greater restraint, this would have helped greatly in restricting 

the Austro-Serbian struggle to a localized conflict, and thus 

enhanced the prospects of avoiding the enormous war that actually 

occurred. 



CHAPTER V 

CONCLUSION 

What may V7e conclude from this study? It is clear, first, that 

in the early years of the century, France had little or no Balkan 

policy as such. Infrequently she chose to play a minor part, 

particularly insofar as events therein impinged upon Greece. As 

a result of her alliance with Russia, French involvement in Balkan 

affairs increased noticeably from 1909 on, finally reaching the 

state of outright commitment to whatever Russia might do in that 

theatre. Thus, a decided change in emphasis, if not an outright 

reversal in behavior, came to pass. 

What were the forces which brought about this change in 

behavior? These are important to understand for an appreciation of 

France's part in the diplomacy leading up to the outbreak of World 

War I, and in the assessment of her responsibility. 

There were five factors which account for France's change in 

outlook toward the Balkans after 1909, and especially from the moment 

of the outbreak of the Balkan wars on. First, the French leaders 

in the positions of crucial responsibility from 1911 to 1914 showed 

common characteristics of Germanophobia, nationalistic enthusiasm, 

and a feeling of a need for a rigid adherence to the Franco-Russian 

alliance. The leaders in question were, of course, Raymond Poincare, 

Theophile Delcasse, and Maurice Paleologue. These men were most 

anxious to regain for their country its one time hegemony in Europe. 

To accomplish this, a reliable and powerful friend was essential. 

The circumstances of the time made Russia, already an ally, the obvious 
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choice. If criticism of them is to be meted out, it should center upon 

their reliance upon the decadent Tsarist regime, and upon the value 

of a binding alliance system. 

Secondly, the attitude of the French public toward the interests 

of Russia and her small clients in southeastern Europe changed from 

a very mild concern between 1900 and 1909 to enthusiastic support from 

1912 to 1914. This shift in public opinion was largely a result of a 

growing fear and distrust of Germany. Of particular significance in 

increasing French animosity toward Germany were the first and second 

Moroccan crises. The French people were indignant over the fall of 

their Foreign Minister, Theophile Delcasse**, as a result of German 

pressure during the first Moroccan crisit of 1905. Then, when 

France was forced to cede a large portion of the French Congo to 

Germany as a result of the second Moroccan crisis in 1911, French 

public opinion became particularly embittered. After 1911, the 

majority of Frenchmen demanded that their government make no further 

1 QA 

concessions to the Triple Alliance.-̂ -̂ ^ 

Thirdly, a weighty factor in helping to shape the changing public 

mood was the fact that many of the organs of the French press were 

subsidized by Russian money. Between 1897 and 1914, the Russian 

government invested millions of rubles in the French press to main

tain confidence in the Franco-Russian alliance. By the time France 

went to war with Germany in 1914, the French newspapers had the people 

believing (1) that Russia maintained a powerful war machine that would 

^^^Carroll, Public Opinion, pp. 216-217, 250-251, 262-309. 
Brogan, Modern Europe, II, pp. 443-444. 
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be able to mobilize almost three million men on the eastern front 

within a few days; (2) France and Russia had done everything in 

their power to preserve peace and that war was the only recourse; 

and (3) England was committed to fight if Germany attacked France.191 

Certainly, the first two assertions were incorrect. The third was an 

overstatement. Until Germany invaded Belgium, the English government 

repeatedly informed Russia and France that British public opinion 

would not allow it to go to war over a purely Balkan issue.1^2 

Fourthly, another financial factor entered in. French capital 

became so heavily invested in Russia and the Balkans that the 

government could not afford to stand aside in case events should 

bring any of these countries to the verge of collapse. Between the 

years of 1900 and 1914, the French nation -- both private and public --

invested over eleven billion francs in Russia in the form of long-term 

notes. A large percentage of these funds went for the buildup of the 

Russian war machine. Furthermore, French long-term loans reached two 

and a half billion francs in the Balkan countries alone by 1914.1^^ 

These heavy investments contributed to the French government's strong 

support of Russia's Balkan ambitions. With reference to French invest

ments in Russia, Herbert Feis wrote: 

Once the sums loaned had grown great, 
they strengthened the necessity of making French 
foreign policy conform to Russian aims, a further 
cause of unwillingness to risk the rupture of the 

l^lcarroll. Public Opinion, pp. 291-310. Michon, Alliance, 
pp, 322-323, Schumann, War and Diplomacy, pp. 203-204. 

l°2cambon, Correspondance, III, pp. 71-72. 

193Feis, World 's Banker, pp. 49, 210-274. 
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Alliance. Debtor and creditor were firmly 
bound to each other, but debtor, in this case 
was the more aggressive in political plans.1^^ 

Lastly, and least significantly, France's traditional feeling for 

Greece and for the Christian populations in the Balkans made it 

easier for her to be sympathetic tox.7ard the virulent nationalism 

which characterized this region in the immediate pre-World War I 

period. 

Thus, French policy toward the Balkans from 1900 to 1914 had two 

distinct characteristics. First, as a consequence of the shift which 

has been discussed, French Balkan diplomacy lacked consistency. 

Vacillation in foreign affairs almost always produces ill effects. 

Because France did not overly concern herself with the Balkans from 

1900 to 1909 and because she conceded the issues so rapidly in the 

1908-09 Bosnian crisis, Austria had little reason to believe that 

Russia's ally would act much differently in 1914. 

Finally, variously actuated by (1) strong nationalistic leaders, 

(2) public opinion, (3) the press, (4) French capital, and (5) trad

itional sympathies, the French government failed to forraulate an 

independent and effectual policy toward the Balkans. Instead, as we 

have observed, French foreign policy tended to conform to Russian 

ambitions and intrigues in southeastern Europe. Wlien we realize that 

World War I was partly the result, we have in this diplomatic 

relationship an instance of the consequences that may follow from a 

country's failure to assess minutely all of the implications of its 

commitments to an ally. 

194 Ibid., p. 223. 
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