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Suzana RAJIC

BELGRADE AND THE CITY QUESTION 1866/1867
IN CONFIDENTIAL CORRESPONDENCE OF FOREIGN OFFICE*

Abstract: A strictly confidential correspondence between British diplomatic
representatives in Saint Petersburg, Paris, Belgrade and Constantinople and its Royal
Majesty’s government relates to the period from September 1866 to March 1867. From
that correspondence we can find out how the issue of cities, and especially of Belgrade,
was solved as one of the important international issues. Also, the British Secretary of
State for Foreign Affairs Lord Edward Henry Stanley’s instructions to the ambassador
on the Bosporus are important for understanding the impact of that Great Power on
the definitive withdrawal of Turkish garrisons from the Serbian capital and other cities
in 1867. The entire correspondence presented to the members of Parliament is
available in electronic form — Correspondence Respecting Affairs in Servia, 1867.
However, it contains only twelve documents of fifty-six documents in total, which were
collected for the confidential needs of the Foreign Office — Affairs in Servia. This means
that British parliament’s members did not have an insight into the most important part
of the correspondence and instructions exchanged between their Ministry and
diplomatic representatives. From the point of view of historical science, more
important is the content of these unpublished documents, which are stored in the
British National Archives, and labeled as “confidential”.

Keywords: Serbia, Belgrade, Turkey, Great Britain, Prince Mihailo, Edward Henry
Stanley, Richard Bickerton, Pemell Lyons.

The confidential documents of the Foreign Office Affairs in Servia, unequivocally
testify that the city question® was one of the important international issues, and that
Britain’s influence was decisive to resolve it, as the Foreign Office said, in favor of the
Ottoman Empire. During the second rule of Prince Mihailo Obrenovi¢ (1860-1868),

* This article is the result of the project No. 177014 of the Ministry of Education, Science and
Technological Development of the Republic of Serbia.

11n 1862, Turkish soldiers bombed Serbs in the town from the Belgrade fortress. Thus, they
breached the international obligations, since the Ottoman Empire did not have the right to armed
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Belgrade, the capital of the Autonomous Principality of Serbia, was at the heart of
the city question. The other fortresses: Sabac, Smederevo, Kladovo, were of
secondary significance.

The position of Great Britain and its advice to the Ottoman government in 1867
significantly differed compared to 1862. According to the definitive conclusions of the
Kanlica Conference, only the less significant fortifications, UZice and Soko were
sacrificed. The Ottoman Empire got out of disadvantage in 1862 undamaged, thanks to
Great Britain.2 However, in 1867 the positions of the two pillars of the Ottoman Empire
defence — Britain and Austria — were different. But the positions of Serbian Prince
Mihailo also changed. In 1862 he threatened with abdication, and in 1867 with war.

In June 1866, Great Britain got a new government led by Lord Derby, the leader
of conservatives. Foreign Office jobs were entrusted to his son, Lord Stanley. From the
English conservatives Serbia could expect only status quo politics and the preservation
of the Ottoman Empire. Still, aware of the constant decline of Turkey, they were not
deprived of a rational look at things. Moreover, France and Russia favored their
projects in the issues of national movements in the Balkans since the beginning of
the 1860s. Despite the significant differences in their attitudes, it was evident that
due to the frequent exchange of thoughts between Paris and Saint Petersburg,
London was increasingly approaching Vienna. Nothing less important for new
commitments and re-assignments among the Great Powers were two important
events — the defeat of Austria from Prussia in 1866, and the uprising in Crete (1866—
1869). The first put into the game the new great player, Prussian Chancellor Bismarck,
who wisely prolonged to choose the side, putting to Russia the look of the support
that France constantly gave up to it. The second event was important in terms of an
exam that would be used by the Great Powers to pursue the Eastern question —

interventions without the prior approval of the Great Powers. Despite the violation of
international law, by the decisions of the Kanlica Conference, the Ottoman Empire remained
in possession of the fortresses of Belgrade, Sabac, Smederevo and Kladovo (Fetislam), while
garrisons in less significant fortresses — Soko city and UZice, were forced to leave. The issue
of the eviction of Turkish garrisons from the remaining four towns is called the city question
in Serbian historiography.

2 At the conference of the Great Powers representatives, held in the vestibule of the Grand
Vizier in Kanlica in 1862, regarding the concessions to Serbia, opinions were divided. British
and Austrian diplomats were opposed to all required concessions, while French and Russian
ambassadors advocated the option that Serbia should be satisfied after the unjustified
bombardment of Belgrade. British Foreign Secretary John Russell accused Serbia of hostile
behavior towards Turkey, and recommended to his Ambassador that Turkey make
concessions to Serbia in order to “calm down the ghosts”, that is, minimal ones. Ambassador
Bulwer considered that the assignment of the Belgrade fortress could not be found among
the concessions to Serbia, as this would jeopardize the entire European system in which this
fortress was a key position. I. Jakwwuh, B. Byukosuh, CnosmHa nonumuka Cpbuje 3a enade
KHe3a Muxauna: npsu b6ankaHcku cases, beorpap 1963, 122, 140-141, 146-154; /b. N.
Puctuh, Benuka bpumaHruja u Cpbuja 1856-1862, beorpapg, 2008, 233-271.
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whether for the rights of nations, or by protecting the legitimist principles and
preserving the integrity of the Ottoman Empire. Nothing less important was the
question of the choice of the actions of the Balkan peoples in the exercise of their
rights — would they choose an armed action, or diplomatic means? In the midst of
many dilemmas, the Serbian Prince wrote a letter to the Grand Vizier and asked for
the cession of cities, which was an unusual manner of communication between the
suzerain and vassal until then. For the prince and his first associates, the cession of
Turkish garrisons from Belgrade was an important state and national issue. None of
them were willing to accept any offer that would not encompass the capital city. llija
Garasanin said: “There is only one city in Serbia, Belgrade, and the rest are creatures”,
but he also emphasized that Serbia wanted to get, not to seize Belgrade.?

Although in large debts, destabilized by insurrections and rebellions, in July 1866
the Ottoman government refused the Serbian request to evict Muslims from Mali
Zvornik and Sakar.* When the turmoil in Crete grew into an open rebellion in early
September 1866, Constantinople was ready for concessions and offered Mali Zvornik
in fear that Serbia would put forward the city question. The fears of Turkey were
justified. Already at the end of September, with the help of Russia, Serbia made plans
to reclaim city fortifications, and above all Belgrade. Prince Mihailo, Prime Minister
llija Garasanin and representative in Constantinople, Jovan Risti¢, denied the former
position of the British ambassador in Constantinople Bulwer that Belgrade was a
European issue. They made everything to present it as an internal matter between
Serbia and the Ottoman Empire.>

The Serbian diplomatic representative in Constantinople in 1862, as well as in
1866 and 1867, was Jovan Risti¢. Before addressing the Ottoman government, he
visited British Ambassador Richard Bickerton Pemell Lyons, to inform him of the step
he would take, but not to seek his support. Risti¢ did not mention what fortifications
Serbia was seeking, certainly not by accident. The British ambassador was aware of
the fact that Serbian demands were supported by his Russian colleague Nikolay
Pavlovich Ignatyev. This time, Britain recommended to Risti¢ to enter into
negotiations with the Ottoman government and not to address the representatives
of the Great Powers. Using his experience from the time of the Kanlica Conference,
and even more inefficiency of European diplomacy ahead of the Paris Conference in
May 1866, when the issue of candidates for the Romanian throne was solved, Risti¢
did not intend to seek the mediation of the states signatories to the Paris Treaty of
1856. Lyons had the same opinion about the city question as his predecessor.

He believed that the Ottoman government should meet Serbian demands
regarding all fortifications except Belgrade. He encouraged Ali Pasha to take a

3 [Mucma Unuje MapawaHuHa JosaHy MapuHosuhy, 2, 00 4. jaH. 1859. do 29. mapma 1874,
Bbeorpag 1931, 197-198; J. Puctuh, Cnomawru odHowaju Cpbuje Hosuje2a spemeHa, 2,
Beorpap 1887, 398.

4 Muslims from Mali Zvornik and a smaller village called Sakar, had to be evacuated from
Serbia by the Hatt-i Sharif of 1833, within five years.

5J. Puctuh, op. cit., 398, 402, 438-440.
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favorable attitude towards Serbian demands, because it was in the Turkish interest
to leave all positions in Serbia that it could not hold firmly. The Foreign Office
confirmed that this could be taken for the Great Britain’s official position.®

Risti¢ received the requested absence and arrived in Belgrade on October 22,
1866. After talks and arrangements with the Prince and ministers, he visited British
consul John Longworth, who was acquainted with the real aims of Risti¢’s absence.”
After nine days, Risti¢ returned to the place of service, with a letter from Prince
Mihailo for the Grand Vizier. The letter was written in a flattering and conciliatory
tone, but with a clear demand that the cities be given to Serbia. At Risti¢’s insistence,
it was decided that Serbia should not address the Great Powers, until further notice,
thereby saving sensitivity of the Ottoman government. The day after he arrived, on
November 10, 1866, Risti¢ handed the Prince’s letter to Grand Vizier Mehmed-pasha.?

Emphasizing that mistrust should be eliminated, and peace, style and
understanding between Serbia and Turkey established, Risti¢ probably flattered more
than he knew and could. He claimed that by assigning the cities to Serbia, the Prince’s
friendship with the Ottoman government would be publicly acknowledged by the
Prince’s visit to the Turkish capital and the Sultan, and that Serbia would no longer
make any new demands.® The Great Powers sought peace in the East, and it was one
of Risti¢’s trumpets when he chose a moment to take action.

Britain’s growing interest came about ten days later, when Consul Longworth
managed to overtake the letter of Prince Mihailo to the Grand Vizier, and to send it
to Stanley and Lyons to be translated.® Until then, it was sensed, but was not certain,
what exactly the Serbian requests contained. Unlike Russia and France, which were
familiar with the problem in detail, Vienna was informed officially two days before the
official delivery of the Prince’s letter to the Vizier. Britain, or its diplomat, did not
inform any of the Serbian officials about the intended move. It was not a coincidence,
but a consequence of the negative attitude of Britain that was known to Serbia in the
spring of 1866 when the government questioned European diplomacy concerning its
intention to request cities from the Ottoman government.!

Britain was uncomfortable with news that Serbia was preparing to raise the entire
Balkans in the spring of 1867 and to create a Serbian kingdom that would include

5 The National Archives at Kew, Great Britain, Foreign Office (= FO), 881/1500, Lyons to Lord
Stanley, 10 October 1866, and answer of Lord Stanley from 20 October 1866.

7 Ibidem, Longworth to Lord Stanley, Belgrade, November 3, 1866; Also see: I". Jakwwuh, B.
Byukoswuh, op. cit., 301.

8 ). Puctuh, op.cit., 468-471.

9 Ibidem, 466, 474.

10 These efforts soon turned superfluous because Jovan Risti¢ personally met Lyons with the
content of the letter, and Ali-pasha gave him the original for reading on November 16.

11 The mission of Serbian envoy Jovan Marinovi¢ in London, in April and May 1866, with all the
external signs of curtsey, ended with an apology that Britain could not, however, submit a
request of cities to the Ottoman government. . Jakwwuh, B. Byukosuh, op. cit., 223-225; J.
Puctuh, op. cit., 409.
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most of the Slavs.'2 Moreover, from the beginning of the Serbian diplomatic action, the
new French minister of foreign affairs, the former representative in Constantinople,
marquis Lionel de Moustier, did not hide that in conversations with the Russian deputy
in Paris Andrey Budberg there was a common position that the Serbian demands
should be supported, but the motives for such a decision were very different.!?

Longworth made an unquestionable assessment of the goals of Marinovi¢’s
mission in Saint Petersburg, which occurred immediately after Jovan Risti¢ went back
to Constantinople with the Prince’s letter. This was confirmed by the report of British
ambassador in Saint Petersburg Sir Andrew Buchanan after a conversation that he
had with Chancellor Alexander Gorchakov. Russia openly stated that the Serbian
demands were justified and that, because of its situation, the Ottoman government
should act with caution and accept them. Gorchakov argued that if the Serbian
demands were not accepted, Russia’s influence on the Serbian Prince would be
significantly weakened. This statement warned of the war in the spring that Serbia
would launch and which would certainly lead to complications in the East. Buchanan
tried to divert the talk to emigration of Muslims from Mali Zvornik and Sakar*, but the
Russian chancellor decidedly said that this would not be a concession to Serbia, but
a rectification of injustice, and that the right concession, as a sign of trust to Prince
Mihailo, would be the cession of all fortifications. The new attempt by Buchanan to
talk with Gorchakov about Serbian claims was not successful.*®

Buchanan had the opportunity to meet Serbian envoy Jovan Marinovi¢ in the
Russian capital. On Marinovi¢’s attempt to explain that the Serbian-Turkish relations
would be stabilized if the source of permanent tension appearing in Turkish garrisons
in Serbian cities was removed, the British ambassador said that Turkish feelings could
not be offended and that England could not advise the Sultan to give up in the
direction that the emblems of the Sultan’s authority over the province were
destroyed. The ambassador placed a special emphasis on the fact that the Principality
of Serbia was only a Turkish province and nothing more than that.®

12FQ, 881/1500, Lord Henry Richard Charles Wellesley to Lord Stanley, Paris, November 2, 1866.

2 Lionel de Moustier emphasized that the French government supported Serbian demands to
strengthen Turkish influence in Serbia, and Russia, however, to weaken this influence. Moustier
also noted that Turkey was always reluctant to receive Serbian requests for concessions and that
there were always great differences in Turkish ministers’ reflections when considering Romanian
and Serbian demands. For them, the Romanian element was unimportant, unlike the Slovenian
one that spread in all directions and in places where Turkey could not maintain its control. Milorad
Ekmedi¢ noted that the advocacy of France for the transfer of the Belgrade fort to Serbia
represented a radical turn of Napoleonic policy. Oz1edu u3z ucmopuje, beorpap, 2002, 404.

14 According to the Hatt-i Sharif of 1833, Muslims from Mali Zvornik and Sakar were to be
evacuated not later than 1838.

15 FQ, 881/1500, Longworth to Lord Stanley, November 6, 1866; Andrew Buchanan to Lord
Stanley, Saint Petersburg, November 8, 1866, and report from Saint Petersburg; Andrew
Buchanan to Lord Stanley, Saint Petersburg, November 14, 1866.

6 FO, 881/1500, Andrew Buchanan to Lord Stanley, Saint Petersburg, November 21, 1866.
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While Risti¢ traveled to Constantinople, Longworth tried to get as accurate
information as possible about the conclusions of the Serbian government and the
instructions given to representative Risti¢. He noticed that all were very reserved and
avoided talking about the essence of the case. The avoidance of the diplomatic
members in Constantinople and consular representatives in Belgrade was a clear sign
that the Serbian Prince and the government chose different ways than previously
practiced, which did not benefit them. Ambassador Lyons announced to Risti¢ that the
Ottoman government would hand over to Serbia Belgrade and other fortifications, if
they deemed that necessary and desirable for Turkish interests. Longworth could not
restrain himself from transferring such ambiguity to the ambassador, which he
considered was, in addition to the news from Crete, the main instigator of Marinovi¢’s
mission in Saint Petersburg on November 6.7

Tackling the internal issues of electoral reform, and the Crete uprising, the United
Kingdom, at first only watched the Serbian demand for cities.!® Longworth sent
alarming news from Belgrade that did not overwhelm Lord Stanley: the alliance with
Montenegro, 50,000 rifles from Berlin, the public in favor of the war, and plans to
cross the Serbian Rubikon — Drina. All of the hopes were laid to soberness and
responsibility of the Prime Minister, Ilija Garasanin, who was believed not to allow
engagement of an army outside the borders of the Principality. On November 19,
1866, Lord Stanley wrote to the ambassador in Paris about his view of the current
situation: the Serbian demand for the removal of Turkish garrisons from cities, and
above all from Belgrade, was supported by France and Russia, Austria was initially
opposed, but France exerted pressure on it to make a statement. After considering
the circumstances, the Minister of Foreign Affairs of the Habsburg Monarchy,
Friedrich Ferdinand von Beust, stated that the Monarchy was not ready in military
terms, and that it was better that Belgrade be surrendered to Serbia as a peace patch
in the East. After summarizing everything, Stanley made the first official, though not
final, British opinion on the question of Serbian cities.

First he pointed out that this issue did not require urgent resolution and did not
believe that it would seriously come to the fore in the spring of 1867. And once this
happened, by the collective action of the Great Powers they would see what they
should do. Hence, Stanley emphasized, there was still no need to go into details
regarding the question of Serbian cities. However, on the whole, he had nothing
against the Austrian government’s stance that, in order to preserve Turkey, the
handover of cities to Serbia might be the only solution. In practical measures of Turkey
in autonomous provinces, he saw the continuation of a policy that had already begun
in Romania and Montenegro.'® Stanley was not willing to give more precise
definitions, as he had written off to the British diplomacy missions.

17 FQ, 881/1500, Longworth to Lord Stanley, Belgrade, November 5, 1866; I. Jakwuh, B.
Byukoswuh, op. cit., 303—-306.

18 K. Bourne, Great Britain and the Cretan Revolt, 1866—1869, The Slavonic and East European
Review, Vol. 35, No. 84 (1956) 74-94.

¥ FO, 881/1500, Lord Stanley to Lord Cowley, November 19, 1866.
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A few days later, the French ambassador brought him a telegram from Moustier.
In it, the French minister expressed a strong desire to work in Serbian affairs in concert
with England. Stanley called for an already existing arrangement from early November
1866 that the two countries worked in concert. He recalled the common view that
liberal concessions would be a very wise gesture by Turkey, especially in the case of
more remote provinces which already enjoyed a high degree of autonomy. As we
have seen, Stanley continued to observe general provisions, stressing that it was
important to examine the mood of the Ottoman government. He was testifying that
at the end of November he still had no clear position, sending his message to the
ambassador in Paris that he had the impression that the entire enterprise with the
cities would collapse, but that it was still early to think about what should be done at
that moment. It was also referred to the reports from Paris that Moustier often spoke
about the aspirations of the Serbian government to free themselves from the Turks,
but that he did not say whether Turkey should accept demands.?

However, Consul Longworth from Belgrade had a completely different view of the
city question, which he presented to the ambassador in Constantinople Lyons on
November 20. He considered that the possible concessions to Serbia could be only
Mali Zvornik and Sakar, as military irreplaceable points for Turkey. As for the Belgrade
fortification, things were, according to the British consul, quite different.

Namely, in May 1866, Longworth proposed that Turkey renounce Romania in
favor of Austria in order to strengthen the dam against the breakthrough of Russia,
and that Turkey should direct force to the reconstruction and armaments of the
fortresses on the Sava and the Danube, and force Serbia to dissolve the national
army.?! In November 1866, Longworth was, it is gentle to say outside the clock, when
he spoke to Prince Mihailo and his superiors about why it was impossible for Turkey
to renounce the Belgrade fortress. Any prior and later concession would have the
effect of increasing the appetite and new demands of Serbia, he argued. Therefore,
he defended the idea of Belgrade as the bastion of the Ottoman Empire, regardless
of the current state of the fortress and its actual weakness. Belgrade was always much
more than a material building — a symbol of the Sultan’s power “from Belgrade to
Baghdad,” said consul Longworth. If Turkey renounced Belgrade, it would be as if it
had lost a “half of the empire,” said the British consul, deliberately underlining the fact
that to Belgrade belonged the glory thanks to the Turkish greatness, unlike
anonymous Serbia whose name could never carry such a strong symbolic.?

At the source of events, in Constantinople, Lyons had a reserved attitude to the
Turkish Foreign Minister, and to the Serbian representative. Both of them were in his

2 FQ, 881/1500, Lord Cowley to Lord Stanley, Paris, November 22, 1866; Lord Stanley to Lord
Cowley, November 23, 1866; J. Puctuh, op. cit., 538-539; Archive of Serbian Academy of
Sciences and Arts (=ASANU), 12577/66, prints from French archives.

2T, Jakwwuh, B. Byukosuh, op. cit., 225.

22 FQO, 881/1500, Longworth to Lord Lyons, Belgrade, November 21, 1866; /b. . Puctuh, op.
cit., 227.
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residence. The former explained to him the delicacy of the situation from the
positions of Turkish feelings and rights, with the allusion that the prince’s request,
sparked by the best possible style and language, would not be completely rejected.
Risti¢ was clear to the British ambassador: if Serbia did not get cities from Turkey, in
the future, it will not ask for anything more; if it did not receive them, it would seek
other ways to satisfy its legitimate feelings of national pride and to overcome the
limitations on the path of further spiritual and economic development. Lyons asked
for closer instructions for work and suggested a concerted deal with France, as both
Russia and Austria had already expressed their views in favor of Serbia.?

Stanley’s nirvana and flat-rate forecasts sparked statements by Austrian officials
that Belgrade had no military significance for Turkey, and that all international treaties
should be left aside and Turkey be persuaded to hand over fortresses to Serbs. This,
in Vienna’s view, would save the Great Powers of possible conflicts and unrest
between Christians and Muslims and bring peace to the borders of Austria.
Concluding that the constant proliferation of Serbia, which had been taking place for
a long time, could led to realization of Russian threats that the Prince would receive
Belgrade by will or by force, Stanley himself began to look differently at the Serbian
request. What contributed to it was the news from Paris that Turkey was so absorbed
in various internal problems, and that the visit of the Serbian Prince to the Sultan
should be accepted as a proper satisfaction for the cities and continue on.?* At the
beginning of December 1866, the British Cabinet found itself lonely against the
French, the Viennese and the Russian. Gorchakov called on the British Cabinet to join,
asking all the Great Powers to make the most practical thing to avoid the general
movement of Christians against Turkey.?

Stanley announced instructions to Lyons on December 11, 1866. He did not want
the British government to put pressure on the Ottoman government in association
with other Great Powers, and pointed out that England, as a proven friend of Turkey,
could only give advice, respecting the full right of the Ottoman Empire to be
independent in deciding. Nevertheless, Stanley suggested to Lyons that Turkey should
get rid of the ballast of tradition and former glory, in order to find a rational and
beneficial solution. Money for fortresses in Serbia was only a burden, and it was clear
that, over time, they should be abandoned. Otherwise, it would give Serbia a reason
to use the disagreements of the Christians in the Balkans against Turkey. Offering his
observations for evaluation, Stanley directed Lyons to support the Sultan in resisting
the pressure from the other side, because the extorted solutions were not
permanent.?® On the same day, with the notion “confidential”, Stanley warned that
Aali Pasha should draw attention to the consequences that could result in Turkey due

3 FQ, 881/1500, Lord Lyons to Lord Stanley, Constantinople, November 21, 1866.

24 FQ, 881/1500, Lord Lyons to Lord Stanley, Constantinople, November 28, 1866; Lord Cowley
to Lord Stanley, Paris, December 8, 1866.

25 FQ, 881/1500, Andrew Buchanan to Lord Stanley, Saint Petersburg, December 4, 1866.

26 FQ, 881/1500, Lord Stanley to Lord Lyons, December 11, 1866.
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to Russia’s strong influence on European politics. It is obvious that Britain was more
concerned of leaving Russia out of isolation, after the Crimean War, than handing
over the cities to Serbia. Stanley imposed strict control over the Ottoman government
in order not to fall under the Russian influence, since in the end the joint action of the
European force was better from giving Turkey to Russia’s influence. In a confidential
telegram to Lyons on December 12, Stanley gave the possibility that the Sultan would
entrust the administration of the fortresses to the Serbian Prince, who would keep
them in the Sultan’s name. Thus, the Serbs would be freed from the presence of the
Muslim garrison, and the Sultan’s flag would remain on the Belgrade fortress as a
sign of his supreme authority.?”

It is easy to see that Stanley was resolved to leave the reserve immediately after
the Foreign Office received news about Marinovi¢’s return, and about the good
reception he had with the Russian emperor, but also with Bismarck in Berlin, and in
Vienna. Until then, reports from Belgrade about the permanent armaments of the
Serbian army were taken informatively, but a quick response ensued in relation to
the news from the beginning of December that military exercises in Belgrade and
Kragujevac were performed continuously and that the arsenal was filled without
interruption. In the first fifteen days of January 1867, he wrote to Lyons with
telegrams and instructions, instructing him to urgently cooperate with his French
colleague, and to stand unanimously. Stanley said that the British government
considered it desirable that the Sultan should immediately take, without delay, a
public and spontaneous action into his own hands and make fortresses as his gift to
the Serbian Prince. These instructions from London were of great importance for the
success of Serbia’s diplomatic action, because in January a stalemate power prevailed
among Turkish ministers. Lyons immediately started the action, “formally for us”, and
in fact in the interests of Turkey, as the Serbian representative had noticed.?® Under
the instructions of Stanley, Lyons pressured Aali Pasha. He suggested that it was best
for Turkey to make a positive decision as soon as possible, and if there was any
resistance, he and the French ambassador should persuade that Turkey would not
get the needed loan. Aali Pasha noted with regret that it was quite clear that Turkey
had no support among the European powers and that it remained alone. Lyons
warned him that such decision was in Turkey’s interest and that, in addition to being
a victim, it had to be done to prevent numerous complications that could be fatal to
Turkey. On the same day, on January 22, 1867, the British Embassy in Constantinople
received the answer that the ministers were sitting and decided to settle the matter
“in accordance with the advice of England and France”.?

When asked what caused the change of the British government’s attitude towards
Serbian claims, sources point to one single conclusion: fears of the dominance of the

7 FQ, 881/1500, December 11, 1866 (confidential, No 140); December 12, 1866 (confidential, No 141).

2 ). Puctuh, op. cit., 540-543.

» FQ, 881/1500, Lord Lyons to Lord Stanley, Constantinople, January 2, 16, and 22, 1867;
Lord Stanley to Lord Lyons, January 14, 1867; ASANU, 12577/66, prints from French archives.
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Russian influence in Constantinople and the growing degree of its participation in the
Eastern issues, because Russia threatened that influence on the European politics,
and the Balkan Christians, would turn into an exclusive right, as it was before the
Crimean War. Fearing that Russia would raise an uprising in the Balkans, Lyons
insisted that Aali Pasha tell to the Serbian representative that the Belgrade issue
would be resolved. It happened on January 28, 1867, the day when his colleague from
Belgrade announced with a telegram that Serbia sent two military battalions to the
border with Bosnia and sent a secret proclamation to Serbs at the Habsburg border
inviting them to join in the fight against the Turks. Lyons immediately informed the
French representative and Aali Pasha about this. On February 4, Jovan Risti¢ was
unofficially announced that Serbia would stand by and postpone any action, because
Turkey was friendly.

There were delays from the Turkish side. Lyons said that the Ottoman government
was close to the decision that the Belgrade fortress collapsed. That is why he repeated
a warning that any further disposal was dangerous. After that followed the
breakthrough step by Turkey, according to the British advice, that the Belgrade
fortress, together with other fortifications, be surrendered to Prince Mihailo to
management and guard, as a gift for the Prince’s loyalty and respect for the Sultan.
The Sultan made such decision on February 17, in effect from February 18, 1867. On
the eve of the final decision, the minister of foreign affairs Aali Pasha was dismissed
and replaced with the more fussy Fuad Pasha.*

The letter, or the response of the Grand Vizier from March 3, 1867, can be
considered the definitive end of the city issue. Two days earlier, the Prussian diplomat
sent a particularly ironic remark to the Serbian representative Risti¢ that Serbia looked
like a coquette that swirled and prepared for the fiesta. But when she left there was no
fiesta. Risti¢ replied with the same measure: “There is the dress left! That is the point
—to have the pleasure that the fiesta brings, and not being tired of playing there” 3

The behavior of the Vienna cabinet in these events was very strange. The Austrian
diplomat in London said that the Monarchy’s interest in the events in the immediate
neighborhood was high. He also pointed out that there was a “cross” of Austria’s
rights in the area south of its borders, while for it a critical issue was “outside the
sphere of interest”. Beus and Moustier agreed before that there would be no
conferences on the Eastern issue3, where various wishes of Christians could arise in
connection with compensation for the account of Turkey. That, but also all
revolutionary movements, had to be decisively suppressed by the decision of the two
cabinets. Recognizing Paris as “the center of diplomatic action in the East” since 1856,
Beust was trying to keep the situation in Turkey after giving the cities of Serbia as

30 FQ, 881/1500, Lord Lyons to Lord Stanley, Constantinople, January 29, 1867 (Confidential,
No 41); Lord Lyons to Lord Stanley, Constantinople, February 13, 1867 (Confidential, No 41);
Lord Lyons to Lord Stanley, Constantinople, February 18, and March 6, 1867.

31 ASANU, 14556/452, J. Risti¢ to llija Gara3anin, March 13, 1867.

32 The Paris Conference, in January 1869, solved only the Crete issue.
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long as possible, and to prepare for itself the space in which to operate in the future.
That is why he decided on a very strange thing, an unnatural diplomatic step, it can
be said.

After receiving the news about the still undisclosed information that the Serbian
demands were fulfilled, the Austrian diplomat in Belgrade Lenk, following the order
of his government, went at three o’clock in the morning to announce it to Prince
Mihailo exclusively. Turkey did not think of any satisfaction for such an indiscretion.
This act further offended the representatives of other Great Powers in
Constantinople, and their superiors. Vienna tried to explain this act with the need to
stop Prince Mihailo to move to Bosnia, and the fear that Russia would use such a step
for Serbia for its interests. Moustier himself defended this non-tactical move of the
government in Vienna and said that in Turkey a much more serious turn was prepared
than the Greek one, which was a “Slav Movement”.3 The original material of Russian
provenance indicates that the above-mentioned charges on Russia’s account were
not entirely unfounded. In Vienna, they used them very skilfully to denounce and
discredit Russia in the eyes of the Great Powers, which is not the subject of this paper.

After five months of exhausting tensions and the successful resolution of the city
question, the diplomats in Constantinople began with “questioning” who of them was
the most meritorious for a happy, saved peace in the East. Frenchman Bureau deeply
considered himself to be the most deserving, while the Austrian representative
Prokesch-Osten was told that he “was overwhelmed by the weight.” Lyons give
gentlemanlike the first place to Ignatyev, although he reported to his capital that the
councils from London played a decisive role. Ignatyev was wisely silent, aware of the
fact that Britain’s fears of spreading the Russian influence on the Ottoman government
and among Christians most contributed to Britain coming out of the eternal reserve
and exerting pressure on the Ottoman government.3* The role of Britain in the events
of 1867 was pointed out by the famous Serbian diplomat and politician Jovan
Marinovi¢. In his memoir “The City Question”, written in 1877, he expressed the
opinion that the influence of this force on the Ottoman government contributed most
to the positive solution of the Serbian request, but it did not “praise itself”.3

Without a doubt, the abandonment of fortifications in Belgrade, Sabac, Kladovo
and Smederevo opened the issue of the heritage of Turkish possessions in Bosnia and
Herzegovina, for which the most interested forces were Austria-Hungary and Russia.
These events were only the overture for the Great Eastern crisis, which was delayed
until the two most interested parties were sufficiently reinforced to settle with the
remains of the Turkish authorities both west of Serbia and east of Timok in the
Danube vilayet.

3 FO, 881/1500, Lord Lyons to Lord Stanley, Constantinople, January 29, February 21 and 27,
1867; ASANU, 12577/B6, prints from French archives, January 15, 1867.

34 ASANU, 14556/452, Jovan Risti¢ to llija Garasanin, Constantinople, March 13, 1867; ibidem,
14556/456, Jovan Risti¢ to llija Garasanin, Constantinople, May 21, 1867.

35AS, IG, 1573.
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1866/1867 YILLARINDA BUYUK BRITANYA DISiSLERi BUROSU
GiZLi YAZISMALARINDA BELGRAD VE SEHIRLER SORUNU

Ozet

Sirbistan’daki sehir kalelerinin devri ve Osmanli garnizonlarinin ayrilmasi,
Sirbistan’in otonomisinin gliglendiriimesinde buyiik rol oynayan, on yil sonra (1878)
gerceklesecek olan Sirp devletinin bagimsizligina giden yolu agan son derece 6nemli
bir olaydir. 1866 yilinin Haziran ayinda Biiylk Britanya, muhafazakarlarin lideri olan
Lord Derby’nin basinda oldugu yeni bir hikkiimete sahip olmustur. Dis iliskiler, oglu
Lord Stanley’e emanet edilmistir. Dogu sorunu ile aldkali olarak ingiliz
muhafazakarlarindan beklenen tutum, statikoyu devam ettirip Osmanli
imparatorlugu’nu  koruyacak bir yol izlemekti. Ona ragmen, Osmanh
imparatorlugu’nun miitemadiyen devam eden gerilemesinin farkinda olup olaylara
karsi rasyonel bir bakis agisindan yoksun degillerdi. Fransa ve Rusya XIX. ylizyilin 60°li
yillarinin baglangicindan beri Balkanlardaki milliyetgi hareketler konusundaki
projelerini daha da glglendirerek Biyik Britanya’nin tepkisine yol agmislardir.

Sirplar, sehir kalelerinin devredilmesi ile ilgili taleplerini Bab-1 Ali’'ye sunduklarinda
Lord Stanley bunun acil bir konu olmadigina kanaat getirerek onun yakin bir gelecekte
giindeme gelemeyecegine inanmaktaydi. Bu konuyla ilgili olarak ayrintilara
girilmesinin gereksiz oldugunu, olaylarin ciddi bir sekilde degerlendirme sartlarinin
olusmadigini iddia ediyordu. Ancak, sadece li¢ ay sonra Stanley’nin fikri degismistir.
Sirbistan’in devam eden silahladiriimasi ve Rusya’nin Balkanlardaki Osmanlh
egemenligine karsi ayaklanma hazirliklarina katildig1 haberi, Britanya’yi strdirdiigi
¢ekimserliginden vazge¢meye zorlamistir. Britanya, diger biiyik giiglerle birlikte Bab-
1 Ali'nin Gizerine baski yapmamakta bir siire direndikten sonra elgisine Bab-1 Ali 6niinde
Fransiz meslektasi ile beraber hareket etmesi igin emir vermistir.

Lord Stanley, Britanya Hiikiimeti adina Bab-1 Ali’ye Osmanli padisahinin hig vakit
kaybetmeden meseleyi agik ve alenen ele almasi gerektigini ileterek kaleleri Sirbistan
prensine armagan olarak teslim etmesi gerektigini bildirmistir. Londra’dan gelen bu
talimatlar, Osmanli nazirlarinin uzlagsmaz tavirlan sergiledikleri anda Sirbistan’in
diplomatik hamlesinin basarili olmasinda énemli bir rol oynamistir. Talimatlarin
sunuldugu 22 Ocak 1867 tarihinde bakanlar, Britanya Elgiligine verdikleri cevapta
meseleyi ‘Bliylik Britanya ve Fransa’nin tavsiyeleri’ dogrultusunda ¢6zeceklerini
iletmiglerdir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Sirbistan, Belgrad, Osmanli, Biyik Britanya, Prens Mihailo,
Edward Henry Stanley, Richard Bickerton, Pemell Lyons.
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CysaHa PAJUR

BEOrPAZ U NUTAKE MPAZIOBA 1866/1867. Y NOBEP/bMBOJ NPENUCLMN
MWHUCTAPCTBA CMNO/bHUX NOCNOBA BENUKE BPUTAHUIE

Pe3sume

YcTynawe rpagckux yrepherwa Cpbuju n ncesbasarbe TYPCKUX Nocaga U3 Hux
npeacTas/ba Aorahaj oa BeNMKOr 3HaYaja 3a CHaXKeke Cpncke ayToHomMje U 3a
yTUpar€e He3aBUCHOCTM CPMCKe ApXKaBe, A0 Koje je AOLWNOo AeueHujy KacHuje (1878).
Y jyHy 1866. roguHe BpuTtaHuja je pobuna HoBy Bnagy npeasoheHy nopaom
[epbujem, Bohom KoH3epBaTUBaLa. CNosbHU NOCNOBU NOBEPEHMU CY HETOBOM CUHY,
nopay CreHnunjy. Y norneay UCTouHOr nuTakba o4, eHrneckMx KoH3epeaTmMBala morao
Ce O4YeKMBaATU KypC 3aCHOBAH Ha status-uquo u odvysawy Typcke. Mnak, ceecHu
KOHCTaHTHOT onaaaka TypcKke, OHU HUCY BUAM NULWEHU paLMOHaNHOr norneaa Ha
cTBapu. ®PpaHuycka u Pycuja cy o noyeTka wesgecetux rogvHa 19. seka
dasopusoBane ceoje NpojekTe y NUTakbMMa HaLMOHANHUX NOKPeTa Ha bankaHy, wro
je nsassano peakumje Benvke bputanuje.

Kapa je cpncku 3axTeB 3a ycTynakem rpagckux yrephera gocneo npeg Mopry,
noppg CteHNM je cMaTpao Aa TO NUTakbe He 3aXTeBa XMTHO peluaBake U 4a He Bepyje
Aa he oHo y ckopuje Bpeme aohu Ha gHeBHM pes,. TBpAMO je aa Hema noTpebe 3a
ynywTabem y agetasbe, Npe Hero ce CTeKHy yc10BM Aa ce TO NuUTake 036u/bHO
pasmaTtpa. MNocne camo Tpu meceua CTeHAU je NPpOMEHNO mMUlbere. Bectn o
KOHTUHYMPAHOM Haopy:kasaky Cpbuje n ymelwaHocT Pycuje y npunpemama ycTaHKa
Ha BankaHy npoTuB Typcke Bnactu, npumopanu cy bputaHujy pga usahe wus
pe3epBucaHOCTU. Ta cuna je HEKO Bpeme UCTpajasanaa y oTnopy Aa BpLM NPUTMCAK Ha
MopTy y ApywTBY Ca OCTaMmM BeNUKMM cunama. Ha Kpajy je Hapeguna csom
ambacagopy aa npeg MopTom HacTynu 3ajeAHMYKM ca GPaHLYCKUM KONErom.

Y ume 6putaHcke snage Jlopg CteHnu je nopyyno MNoptu Aa je noxesbHO Aa
cynTaH oamax, 6e3 ognaraba, jaBHO M CNOHTAHOM aKLMjOM y3Me CTBapU y CBOje pyKe
1 aa Tephase npeaa Kao CBOj NOKNOH CPNCKom KHesy. Ta ynyTcTea us JloHaoHa 6una
Cy OA, BENMKe BAXXHOCTM 33 ycnex Cpncke AUNAoMaTcKe akuumje, y TPeHYTKY Kaga je
mehy TYPCKMM MUHWUCTPUMA NpeoBnagana HenonycT/bMea cTpyja. ctor gaHa Kaga
Cy ypydyeHe, 22. jaHyapa 1867, y 6puTaHcko nocnaHctBo Ha Bocdopy cturao je
OAroBoOp 4a CYy MUHUCTPM 3acedanu U OAAYYMAN Oa NUTakbe pelle ,y CKaagy ca
caBeTMa EHrnecke n ®paHuycke”.

KmoyuHe peyu: Cpbuja, beorpaa, Typcka, Bennka BputaHuja, kHe3 Muxauno,
EnBapa XeHpw CteHaun, Puyapp bukeptoH, Memen NajoHc.
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