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ABSTRACT: Until the outbreak of the Balkan Crisis in 1875, the 
Monarchy’s foreign politics of non-intervention into Balkan conflicts aimed 
at enabling the Ottoman Empire to solve its problems on itself. At the 
beginning of 1875, the minister for foreign affairs, Andrássy was alarmed by 
a not unlike intervention of Serbia and Montenegro in Bosnia-Herzegovina 
and its eminent consequences for the security of Dalmatia. Therefore, the 
occupation of the two Ottoman provinces became an open aim of his foreign 
policy. Another aim was to prevent a potential unification of Serbia and 
Montenegro. A sovereign status of Montenegro was a much better option. 
The paper’s first section will provide a short sketch of the Habsburg Balkan 
policy from about the Congress of Vienna (1814/15) to the Congress of 
Berlin (1878); the second will present an overview of the bilateral relations 
between the Habsburg Empire and the emerging state of Montenegro until 
1878; the third section, finally aims to shed light on the Empire’s ambitions 
related to Montenegro at the Congress of Berlin.
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Hab sburg Bal kan po licy in ge ne ral and to wards the emer ging sta-
te of Mon te ne gro is re la ti vely fa ir re se ar ched. Ho we ver, a pro fo und and 
com pre hen si ve study of the com plex re la ti ons bet we en the Euro pean Gre at 
Po wer of the Hab sburg Em pi re and the lit tle Bal kan po wer of Mon te ne gro 
is still mis sing. Sin ce the aut hor of this pa per has not con duc ted spe ci fic 
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ar chi val re se arch on this to pic, this pa per can only sum ma ri ze re se arch 
that has been con duc ted un til now. The first sec tion will pro vi de a short 
sketch of the Hab sburg Bal kan po licy from abo ut the Con gress of Vi en na 
(1814/15) to the Con gress of Ber lin (1878); the se cond one will pre sent an 
over vi ew of the bi la te ral re la ti ons bet we en the Hab sburg Em pi re and the 
emer ging sta te of Mon te ne gro un til 1878; the third sec tion, fi nally aims 
to shed lit tle light on the Em pi re’s am bi ti ons re la ted to Mon te ne gro at the 
Con gress of Ber lin.

1) Hab sburg Bal kan Po licy 18151878

The Hab sburg ru ling eli te co uld be sa tis fied with the re sults of the 
Con gress of Vi en na. Af ter the shock of the Na po le o nic wars, Austria’s in-
ter na ti o nal po si tion was again ter ri to ri ally con so li da ted (Brid ge, 196) but 
ex perts of fo re ign re la ti ons con si der its ter ri to rial ex ten si on on the long run 
as ob vi o usly over stretched. Com pa red to the Atlan tic po we rs the Mo narchy 
was eco no mi cally re la ti vely we ak – a pre do mi nant agra rian sta te, which was 
lag ging be hind in in du stri a li za tion. with a po pu la tion of only abo ut 30 mil-
lion and an army of ma xi mal 230,000 sol di ers, the Mo narchy was not able 
to ke ep its ter ri to rial po si tion in Cen tral Euro pe com ple tely and per ma nently 
(Brid ge, 197). Its po si tion was li mi ted by the strong con ti nen tal po wers of 
Fran ce in the west and Rus sia in the East and was thre a te ned by in ter nal na ti-
o na li stic mo ve ments. The only com for ta ble ne ig hbor was its for mer arch-ri-
val, the strug gling Ot to man Em pi re. One of the gu i de li nes of the Mo narchy’s 
sta te sman and fo re ign mi ni ster sin ce 1809, Co unt Met ter nich was not to we-
a ken the Ot to mans ad di ti o nally be ca u se this wo uld only open the fi eld for 
Rus sia’s ex pan si on in the Bal kans (Brid ge, 198). This ar chi tec tu re in clu ded, 
of co ur se, the Mo narchy’s re si stan ce aga inst the emer gen ce of in de pen dent 
Bal kan sta tes out of the Ot to man Em pi re. This ne ga ti ve at ti tu de is un der stan-
da ble from the Mo narchy’s own mul ti et hnic bac kgro und but con sti tu ted al so 
an ob stac le for ac hi e ving im pact on the newly emer ging sta tes in the Bal kans 
such as Gre e ce and Ser bia. 

The ex pan ding Rus sian Em pi re be ca me the Hab sburg’s main ri va lry 
in the con ti nen tal Bal kans sin ce the se cond half of the 18th cen tury. Both im-
pe rial po wers con si de red the Bal kans as the ir na tu ral sphe re of in te rest and 
ex pan si on, sin ce it be ca me mo re and mo re li kely that the Ot to man Em pi re 
was not per ma nently able to ke ep its Euro pean pro vin ces to get her. Be ca u se 
of its Ort ho dox ba sis, Rus sia had a bet ter re cep tion among the ma inly Ort-
ho dox po pu la tion of most of the Bal kan co un tri es com pa red to the Cat ho lic 
Hab sburg Em pi re, alt ho ugh it had de mon stra ted its abi lity to in te gra te suc-
cessfully Ort ho dox (Serb) po pu la tion sin ce the early 18th cen tury. 
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The Con gress of Vi en na pro vi ded the Hab sburg Mo narchy with the 
ter ri tory of Dal ma tia, which po ten ti ally con sti tu ted the ba sis for furt her po-
li ti cal and ter ri to rial advan ces in the Bal kan re gion. The qu e sti on of se cu rity 
for the long co a stal strip of Dal ma tia, in ter rup ted only by a nar row ac cess 
to the Adri a tic Sea for the Ot to man Em pi re in Her ze go vi na, be ca me one of 
the mo ti va ti ons of the Mo narchy’s en ga ge ment in the re gion – espe ci ally in 
the ne ig hbo ring Ot to man pro vin ces of Bo snia-Her ze go vi na and Mon te ne gro 
(Brid ge, 213). 

Af ter the for ced re tread of the Hab sburg Mo narchy from Italy and 
Ger many and the re or ga ni za tion of its in ter nal struc tu res in 1867, sin ce abo-
ut 1871 (when Co unt Ju li us Andrássy was ap po in ted the Mo narchy’s fo re ign 
mi ni ster – he ser ved un til 1879) al so its fo re ign po li tics be gan to fo cus mo re 
strongly on the Bal kans than be fo re. In his first years in po wer, Andrássy’s 
fo re ign po licy was very con ser va ti ve in the sen se that he wan ted to ac hi e-
ve and ma in tain a strong al li an ce with the Ot to man Em pi re. This in clu ded 
a po li tics of non-in ter ven tion in to Bal kan con flicts in or der to ena ble the 
Ot to man Em pi re to sol ve its pro blems on it self (Vra ne še vić, Ser bien, 354; 
Brid ge, 245p.). The si tu a tion, ho we ver, was com pli ca ted. The fu tu re of the 
Ot to man Em pi re be ca me mo re and mo re un cer tain; Rus sia al so played an 
of fen si ve ro le; and – maybe most cru cial – the re was the pro blem of the fu-
tu re of the So uth Sla vic po pu la tion – wit hin and wit ho ut the Mo narchy. The 
mo re So uth Sla vic ter ri to ri es un der Mo narchy’s do mi na tion, the big ger the 
po ten tial pro blems in the era of na ti o na lism. The Austro-Hun ga rian fo re ign 
mi ni ster Andrássy and parts of the ru ling eli tes we re com ple tely awa re of 
this pro blem (He er, 129). The re fo re it se e med to be mo re com for ta ble to 
con trol the Bal kan area po li ti cally and eco no mi cally than to oc cupy are as. 
Bo snia-Her ze go vi na was the only ex cep ti on from this ru le – and be ca me the 
be gin ning of the Mo narchy’s end. 

Andrássy’s fo re ign po licy of re ma i ning pas si ve and of se cu ring the 
sta bi lity of the Ot to man Em pi re fa i led. This be ca me al ready ob vi o us be-
fo re the out bre ak of the Bal kan Cri sis. At the be gin ning of 1875, Andrássy 
was alar med by a not un li ke in ter ven tion of Ser bia and Mon te ne gro in Bo-
snia-Her ze go vi na and its emi nent con se qu en ces for the se cu rity of Dal ma tia. 
The re fo re, the oc cu pa tion of the two Ot to man pro vin ces be ca me an open 
aim of his fo re ign po licy (Ha sel ste i ner, 229p., 232).  In the Bal kan Cri sis 
of 1875-1878, when a se ri es of upri sings from Bo snia to Bul ga ria co uld not 
be con trol led by the Ot to man Em pi re any lon ger, Austro-Hun ga rian fo re ign 
po li tics had to ma ke pro fit from the anyhow crum bling Em pi re, espe ci ally in 
Bo snia. Three ar gu ments spo ke for an en ga ge ment in the ne ig hbo ring co un-
try: (1) The Ot to man Em pi re was ob vi o usly una ble to ke ep the or der upright 
in the pro vin ce; (2) this wo uld cre a te a per ma nent dan ger for the po si tion of 
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Dal ma tia; (3) the per spec ti ve of a uni ted advan ce ment of Ser bia and Mon te-
ne gro in Bo snia-Her ze go vi na and a fi nal uni fi ca tion of the three re gi ons to a 
So uth Sla vic sta te with Rus sia as pos si ble pro tec tion po wer was an alar ming 
vi sion for the Bal lha u splatz (Brid ge, 249p.). This vi sion ca me clo se to re a-
lity with the tre aty of San Ste fa no bet we en Rus sia and the Ot to man Em pi re 
in March of 1878, which fo re saw a Gre a ter Bul ga ria un der Ot to man su ze ra-
inty, but wit ho ut Ot to man tro ops, with bor ders at the Aegean co ast and with 
the Al ba nian ter ri to ri es and an auto no mo us sta tus for Bo snia-Her ze go vi na. 
Mon te ne gro’s ter ri tory, ho we ver, sho uld be in cre a sed thre e fold in clu ding the 
ter ri tory of the San djak of No vi Pa zar as big gest ter ri to rial ex ten si on (Ge iss, 
XVI; He er, 154). 

Be lon ging to its fo re fi eld, the Mo narchy’s re la ti ons to Ser bia and Mon-
te ne gro be ca me es sen tial. The re la ti ons to Ser bia sho wed ups and downs 
un til 1878 but ge ne rally it was cle ar to Ser bia’s ru ling eli te of that ti me that 
it was not able to con duct an open an ti-Hab sburg po li tics be ca u se re a li stic 
po li ti cal al ter na ti ves we re not at hand. Rus sia de mon stra ted in San Ste fa no 
with the pro mo tion of Gre a ter Bul ga ria that it al ways had va ri o us op ti ons, 
and that Ser bia was only un der cer tain cir cum stan ces able to play out the 
Rus sian card aga inst Austro-Hun gary. 

In 1876, in the co ur se of the Bal kan upri sings aga inst the Ot to man 
Em pi re, Ser bia and Mon te ne gro con clu ded a kind of mi li tary agre e ment, 
which aimed at the mu tual as si stan ce in the li be ra tion of the So uth Sla vic 
co un tri es from Ot to man do mi na tion (He er, 133). From an Austro-Hun ga rian 
per spec ti ve a uni fi ca tion of Ser bia and Mon te ne gro con sti tu ted an ab so lu te 
dan ger for the exi sten ce of Hab sburg Em pi re be ca u se the re ac tion of its So-
uth Sla vic po pu la tion was not pre dic ta ble. On the ot her hand the qu e sti on 
re ma ins open whet her a vo lun tary uni fi ca tion of the two “Ser bian” co un tri es 
con sti tu ted a re a li stic op tion. The co un tri es’ ru ling eli tes al ready had de ve lo-
ped dif fe rent plans and con cepts for the ir fu tu re fo re ign po li ci es, which we re 
by far not only in ac cor dan ce (see Jo va no vić). 

The Con gress of Ber lin con sti tu ted a sig ni fi cant tur ning po int in the 
Bal kan af fa irs of the se cond half of the 19th cen tury. Rus sia was ma de cle ar 
that it co uld not over stretch its po li ti cal aims in the Bal kans, the Ot to man 
Em pi re’s we ak ness was do cu men ted by the for mal in ter na ti o nal ac know-
led gment of the so ve re ignty of Ro ma nia, Ser bia, and Mon te ne gro, the oc-
cu pa tion of Bo snia-Her ze go vi na by Austro-Hun gary and the prac ti cal loss 
of its so ve re ignty over most of Bul ga ria. Austro-Hun gary co uld be sa tis fied 
be ca u se its ter ri to rial po si tion in the re gion had im pro ved – and, at le ast for 
the mo ment – Ser bia and Mon te ne gro co uld be kept un der con trol. 
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2) Re la ti ons bet we en the Hab sburg Em pi re and Mon te ne gro 
    un til 1878

On the Con gress of Vi en na in 1815 the Hab sburg Mo narchy re ce i ved 
not only the Dal ma tia but espe ci ally the Bo ka Ko tar ska and be ca me the re fo-
re de fi ni tely ne ig hbor of the Ot to man pro vin ce of Mon te ne gro af ter a tem po-
rary con trol of the re gion from 1797 to 1805 (Vra ne še vić, 376; Tischler 52-
54). Mon te ne gro and Hab sburg had to esta blish ne ig hborly re la ti ons, which 
in clu ded po li ti cal, stra te gic as was as eco no mic qu e sti ons.

Sin ce the Bo ka con si sted only of a small co a stal strip, the qu e sti on of 
sta bi lity in its mo un ta i no us hin ter land be ca me of high pri o rity for the Mo-
narchy. The re fo re from the very be gin ning the Hab sburg-Dal ma tian aut ho-
ri ti es we re pa te r nally in te re sted in Mon te ne grin in te r nal af fa irs with the aim 
of “ci zvi li zing” its po pu la tion and im pro ving se cu rity and sta bi lity as well as 
to do mi na te the co un try in di rectly (Tischler, 357p.). One of the met hods to 
ac hi e ve this aim was the edu ca tion of se lec ted young men at Austrian scho-
ols, which pro vi de ort ho dox re li gi o us edu ca tion (Tischler, 362). This sho uld 
help to cre a te a Mon te ne grin eli te that was, at le ast partly, ori en ted to wards 
the Mo narchy and to bre ak with ten dency to send young men to Rus sia for 
hig her edu ca tion.    

One of the most im por tant pro blems was le gal con flicts bet we en in ha-
bi tants of Mon te ne gro and the Bo ka, sin ce the Mon te ne grin cu sto mary law 
and its prac ti ces was not to bring in ac cor dan ce with the Austrian ci vil and 
cri mi nal law (Tischler, 359pp.). One of the most evi dent suc ces ses of the 
men ti o ned Austrian tra i ning ef forts was the work of Val ta zar Bo gi šić (1834-
1908). The Cat ho lic Serb, born in Cav tat at ten ded Law School in Vi en na in 
1859 and re ce i ved his de gree in 1962. In 1872 he was in vi ted by Ni ko la I to 
cre a te a new Ci vil Co de for Mon te ne gro, which co uld be pu blis hed in 1888 
and, in a re vi sed ver sion, in 1898 (Ve ka rić/Ka pe ta nić, 74). 

Be ca u se of the pre do mi nant Ort ho dox po pu la tion of the Bo ka, the 19th 
cen tury wit nes sed a se ri es of smal ler con flicts with the Hab sburg ad mi ni-
stra tion, and the Mo narchy be gan to in ter ve ne in to Mon te ne gro’s in ter nal 
po li tics. Espe ci ally in the pe riod of the de fi ni te de mar ca tion (1837-1841) – a 
re sult of a per so nal con ver sa tion bet we en Met ter nich and Vla di ka Pe tar I in 
1837 – (He er, 43p.) of the bor der bet we en the two co un tri es con flicts we re 
fre qu ent, and it was not easy to set tle a se ri es of ter ri to rial mat ters. 

The se con flicts we re al so a re sult of the un re sol ved qu e sti on of the 
Vla di ka’s ter ri to rial com pe ten ce as spi ri tual and worldly le a der of the Mon-
te ne grins as well as of the tra di ti o nal rights of Mon te ne grin tri bes to use co-
a stal ter ri to ri es for win ter pa sto ral pur po ses; espe ci ally the Pa štro vi ći com-
mu nity with its tra di ti o nal rights on using pa stu res in the Pri mor je has to be 
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men ti o ned in this con text. The pre do mi nant pro blem was the com pe ten ces of 
the Mon te ne grin Vla di kas in So ut hern Dal ma tia – espe ci ally in the Bo ka Ko-
tar ska and over the mo na ste ri es of Sta nje vi ći and Ma ji ni clo se to Bu dva. The 
Ort ho dox com mu nity of the Bo ka Ko tor ska co uld be re la ti vely easy at tac-
hed to the Hab sburg-Ser bian Me tro po li ta na te of Kar lo vac, but the si tu a tion 
of the mo na ste ri es of Sta nje vi ći and Ma ji ni was much mo re com pli ca ted, 
sin ce the Austrian ad mi ni stra tion co uld con si der them as po ints of de par tu re 
for furt her Mon te ne grin ex pan si on in the co a stal are as. Fi nally, in 1837 the 
Austrian ad mi ni stra tion bo ught the mo na ste ri es as well as its ter ri to ri es at a 
sa tisfying pri ce (He er, 33-43). It has to be ma de cle ar that all the se tre a ti es 
bet we en Austria and the Ot to man pro vin ce of Mon te ne gro did not in clu de 
an ex pli cit or im pli cit ac know led ge ment of Mon te ne grin so ve re ignty (He er 
48; Ro berts, 209p.). 

Anot her qu e sti on was the stra te gic in te rests of the Mo narchy in the 
Bo ka, sin ce it was de sig na ted to be co me a pro mi nent war har bor for the 
Mo narchy. The re fo re the bor der bet we en the two co un tri es – ac cor ding to 
Austrian de si res – sho uld be de fi ned as high as pos si ble abo ve the sea le vel, 
which again cros sed with the win ter pa stu re in te rests of Mon te ne grin com-
mu ni ti es (He er, 44). Fi nally, most of the Mon te ne grin pa stu re aspi ra ti ons 
on Austrian ter ri tory we re eli mi na ted by the payment of com pen sa tion in 
1841 (He er, 47, 49, 50). The bor der drawn in 1841 re ma i ned un chan ged un-
til 1918. Alt ho ugh for the Mon te ne grin ru lers Rus sia was the most im por tant 
in ter na ti o nal part ner, espe ci ally Bis hop Pe tar II (1830-1851) was eager to 
esta blish cor rect re la ti ons bet we en the two co un tri es (Vra ne še vić, 377). 

One of Austria’s aims in Bal kan po li tics sin ce Met ter nich had been to 
sup port the exi sten ce of the Ot to man Em pi re. This in clu ded the re-in te gra-
tion of Mon te ne gro fully in to the Ot to man ad mi ni stra ti o nal system and to 
pro hi bit a Mon te ne grin ex pan si on to So ut he ast Her ze go vi na (He er, 97). But 
the bat tle of Gra ho vo (1858) chan ged the si tu a tion, and the Ot to man Grant 
Vi zi er agreed to bor der ne go ti a ti ons wit ho ut asking for the for mal ac know-
led ge ment of Ot to man do mi na tion by the Mon te ne grin aut ho ri ti es in advan-
ce (He er, 98). The Austrian de le ga te to the de mar ca tion com mis sion, ho we-
ver, as well as the Ot to man de le ga tion cre a ted pro blems for the Mon te ne grin 
si de (An dri ja še vić/Ras to der, 101p.). Prac ti cally an in de pen dent sta te sin ce 
1860, Austria’s main aim now was to con trol Mon te ne gro po li ti cally and not 
to let it ca u se po li ti cal pro blems for the Mo na rchy (Vra ne še vić, 378p.).

The fi eld of eco no mic re la ti ons was the less de ve lo ped. Mon te ne gro 
had a com ple tely non-de ve lo ped mar ket. It was in a pre-ca pi ta li stic and pre-
in du stri a li zed sta te. In du stry, ra il ro ads and a mo dern road in fra struc tu re did 
not exist. In short, Mon te ne gro was much less de ve lo ped than its ne ig hbo-
ring Bal kan co un tri es (Pres hle no va, 41).
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In 1815 the co un try ca me ba si cally in to the eco no mic sphe re of in te-
rest of the Austrian ne ig hbor, the eco nomy which was un der de ve lo ped com-
pa red to the Atlan tic po wers. Mis sing co lo ni es, lo sing im pact bet we en 1848 
and 1866 in Cen tral Euro pe, it be gan to pe ne tra te the Bal kans eco no mi cally 
as part of a self-dec la red ci vi li za tion pro ject. Eco no mi cally, the Mon te ne grin 
mar ket was unim por tant for the mo narchy. Austro-Hun ga rian en tre pre ne urs 
did not in vest in Mon te ne gro, and the an nual tra de was clo se to ze ro. The 
sha re of Mon te ne gro of the Mo narchy’s ove rall ex ter nal tra de was 0.01% 
and 0.5% of its Bal kan tra de (Pres hle no va, 55). In 1890 the Mo narchy, e.g., 
im por ted only 7,000 li ve stock from Mon te ne gro (Pres hle no va, 53). In the 
se cond half of the 19th cen tury 90% of the Mon te ne grin ex port con sti tu ted 
of li ve stock and ani mal pro ducts (Pres hle no va, 58). Mon te ne gro im por ted 
from the Mo narchy ma inly ce re als sin ce its po or so ils co uld not pro vi de suf-
fi ci ently for the gro wing po pu la tion, tex ti les, le at her we ar, and clot hes (Pres-
hle no va, 58). A di scus sion whet her the eco no mic re la ti ons bet we en the two 
co un tri es we re co lo nial in this con text ob vi o usly do es not ma ke sen se. 

If the Hab sburg Mo narchy con clu ded eco no mic agre e ments with Mon-
te ne gro, then be ca u se of po li ti cal re a sons. The only com mer cial tre aty bet we-
en the two co un tri es was con clu ded in 1911, when Mon te ne gro in ter rup ted 
tem po ra rily its ba si cally good re la ti ons to Rus sia. Mon te ne gro re ce i ved con-
ces si ons for bor der ex chan ge of stock and me at (Pres hle no va, 51, 53). 

3) Con gress of Ber lin 1878

In the Bal kan Cri sis (1875-1878), which ope ned the fi eld for va ri o us 
kinds of Ser bian and Mon te ne grin in ter ven ti ons in the con flict, the ten si ons 
bet we en the Mo narchy and the two Bal kan sta tes in cre a sed. The Mo narchy 
felt for ced to ex press im pli cit and ex pli cit thre ats vis-à-vis Ser bia and Mon-
te ne gro not to sup port the in sur gents in Bo snia-Her ze go vi na (Vra ne še vić, 
Ser bien 355). Bul ga ria, Ser bia, and Mon te ne gro we re Rus sia’s al li es in its 
mi li tary cam pa ign aga inst the Ot to man Em pi re. with the Tre aty of San Ste-
fa no the Rus sian al li es we re com pen sa ted by sig ni fi cant ter ri to rial ex ten si on. 
Mon te ne gro’s ter ri tory was tri pled, in clu ding an ac cess to the Adri a tic Sea 
and ac know led ge ment of its so ve re ignty, Ser bia’s ter ri tory was al most do u-
bled (Ba tow ski, 55).  

Fi nally, at the Con gress of Ber lin Ser bia and Mon te ne gro, which we re 
pre sent at the Con gress, but wit ho ut vo ting po wer (Ba tow ski, 56p.), de ci-
ded to co me in to good terms with the Hab sburg Mo narchy. Vi ce ver sa, the 
Mo narchy op ted fi nally for a con trol led up gra ding of the in ter na ti o nal sta-
tus of Ser bia and Mon te ne gro. Ser bia’s so ve re ignty was ac cep ted un der the 
con di tion that the co un try re no un ced an ex ten si on to Ko so vo and the Sa njak 
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of No vi Pa zar, ac cep ted the oc cu pa tion of Bo snia-Her ze go vi na, and pro mi-
sed the con clu sion of a com mer cial tre aty with the Mo narchy (Vra ne še vić, 
Ser bien 357). Mon te ne gro lost ter ri to ri es al ready oc cu pied by its tro ops (Ba-
tow ski, 57).  

Mon te ne gro had not a good stan ding at the Con fe ren ce: a rus sop ho bic 
gro und te nor was pre va i ling, and for Rus sia the Mon te ne grin qu e sti on was of 
no su per i o rity. In ter ri to rial qu e sti ons Austria-Hun gary was of ten on the si de 
of the Ot to man Em pi re, which re sul ted in a dec re a sed Mon te ne grin ter ri tory 
com pa red to San Ste fa no (He er, 156p.); Mon te ne gro lost three qu ar ters of 
the ter ri to ri es pro mi sed in San Ste fa no (Ba tow ski, 60). Austro-Hun gary on 
the ot her hand tried to se cu re its im pact on the we stern Bal kans – ge o stra-
te gi cally as well as com mer ci ally (He er, 158). The Mo narchy re ce i ved the 
right to co-oc cupy the Sa njak of No vi Pa zar, the con qu est of which was one 
of the aims of the Mon te ne grin upri sing aga inst the Ot to man Em pi re, and to 
esta blish gar ri sons the re. The aim of this step was to pro hi bit the esta blis-
hment of com mon bor ders bet we en Ser bia and Mon te ne gro and to se cu re 
Austrian traf fic li nes to the Ot to man Em pi re (Vra ne še vić, 380).  

But this was not the only re stric tion of the Hab sburg Mo narchy for 
Mon te ne gro. Art. 29 sti pu la ted the Mo narchy’s right to con trol the har bor of 
Bar mi li ta rily and sa ni ta rily the ac qu i si ti on of which was on Mon te ne gro’s 
po si ti ve si de in the Ber lin ne go ti a ti ons. Mon te ne gro was for bid den to esta-
blish a war fle et, to sta tion war ships the re or to use it for mi li tary pur po ses. It 
was al so not al lo wed to esta blish ro ads in the co a stal area wit ho ut per mis sion 
of the Mo narchy. No war ships of ot her na ti ons we re al lo wed to be sta ti o ned, 
but only ships with com mer cial am bi ti ons. Austria-Hun gary was al lo wed to 
ex tend its Dal ma tian ter ri tory slightly to Spič in or der to be able to con trol 
the har bor of Bar (Vra ne še vić, 380; He er, 162; Ge iss, 294p.). 

The ter ri to rial am bi ti ons of Mon te ne gro we re re du ced by Hab sburg, 
alt ho ugh the Gre at Po wers agreed in do u bling of its ter ri to ri es (pa ra graphs 
26 – 33 of the Ber lin Tre aty) (He er, 162p.). Espe ci ally the area of Nik šić be-
ca u se of its fer ti le plain con sti tu ted an im po r tant ex ten si on of Mon te ne grin 
ter ri tory. But it was cle ar that Austria wo uld pro hi bit any furt her ex ten si on 
to the north. The only re a li stic ex ten si on was the re fo re di rec ted to wards the 
North Al ba nian ter ri to ri es (Ro berts, 253) 

In sum ming up, Mon te ne gro was very suc cessful in esta blis hing its 
own sta te, alt ho ugh the so cial and in fra struc tu ral pre con di ti ons and the im-
me di a te ne ig hbor hood to the Euro pean Gre at Po wer of the Hab sburg Em pi re 
we re rat her un fa vo ra ble. Mon te ne gro was even able to ke ep upright an ac ti ve 
di plo ma tic ro le un til the eve of the Bal kan wars but co uld not ta ke im me-
di a te advan ta ge of the dis in te gra ting Hab sburg Em pi re. From a Hab sburg 
per spec ti ve the re la ti ons bet we en the two sta tes co uld be con trol led by it 
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un til 1878 but not so suc cessful af ter wards. The year of 1878 in so far con sti-
tu ted a kind of tur ning po int in the bi la te ral re la ti ons bet we en the Hab sburg 
Em pi re and Mon te ne gro. The an ne xa ti on of Bo snia-Her ze go vi na in 1908 
pro vo ked pro no un ced di sap po int ment in Ser bia but espe ci ally in Mon te ne-
gro (Ro berts, 274). The Dual Mo na rchy, ho we ver, was not any lon ger able to 
con trol its ter ri to rial fo re fi eld in the Bal kans ef fi ci ently.
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Karl KASER

AUSTRO-HUNGARY AND THE INDEPENDENCE 
OF MONTENEGRO 

Summary

The territorial ambitions of Montenegro at the Berlin Conference of 1878 
were reduced by the Habsburg Empire, although the Great Powers agreed in dou-
bling of its territories. But it was clear that Austria would prohibit any further exten-
sion to the north. A future unification of Serbia and Montenegro could be prevented 
by the Monarchy’s right to occupy the Sanjak of Novi Pazar. Further restrictions of 
the Habsburg Monarchy for Montenegro were the Monarchy’s right to control the 
harbor of Bar, the prohibition to establish a war fleet and to station warships there. In 
addition, Montenegro was not allowed to establish roads in the coastal area without 
the permission of the Monarchy. From a Habsburg perspective the relations between 
the two states could be controlled by it until 1878 but not so successful afterwards. 
The year of 1878 insofar constituted a kind of turning point in the bilateral rela-
tions between the two countries. The annexation of Bosnia-Herzegovina in 1908 
provoked pronounced disappointment in Serbia and especially in Montenegro. The 
Dual Monarchy, however, was not any longer able to control its territorial forefield 
in the Balkans efficiently. 


