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THE CONGRESS OF BERLIN AND THE ISSUE CONCERNING THE 
RECOGNITION OF ROMANIA’S INDEPENDENCE* 

GHEORGHE CLIVETI** 

Abstract 

As is well-known, Romania proclaimed its independence in May 1877 and 
gloriously participated in the war against Turkey. Despite these national history facts, 
the small Principality faced serious difficulties on the way to the international 
recognition of its sovereignty. Prince Carol and Prime Minister Brătianu refused the 
Russian-Ottoman conditions attached to Romania’s independence by the Treaty of San 
Stefano. The Romanian statesmen wished for the independence of Romania to be 
recognized by all the Great Powers, before the beginning of the preliminaries to the 
Berlin Congress. Instead of this, the Guaranteeing Powers mutually agreed that the 
issue referring to Romania’s independence was to be subjected to their deliberations 
during the Congress. In such a situation, Romanian diplomacy had to justify, at the 
same Congress, the international recognition of the Principality’s independence. 
Nevertheless, the Great Powers assumed the exclusive latitude for a very tough 
recognition. Therefore, it is of great historiographical importance to reveal the 
deliberations of that Congress, which implied in fact a conditional recognition of 
Romania’s independence.  

Keywords: Romania’s independence, Concert of Europe, Guaranteeing Powers, 
deliberations of the Berlin Congress. 

After proclaiming its independence and heroically participating in the war 
against the Ottoman Empire, Romania encountered serious difficulties relating to 
the international recognition of its full sovereignty. The manner in which this 
prerogative was recognized by the Russian-Ottoman Treaty of San Stefano was 
unacceptable to Prince Carol and his ministers. For finding justice, Romania, 
through its Foreign Affairs Minister Kogălniceanu, addressed the European 
Powers, still formally acting as guarantors and preparing to assemble at a great 
congress in Berlin. Romania preferred that the Great Powers recognize its state 
independence before the opening of the diplomatic forum in Germany’s capital, 
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and wished to be rightfully represented there. This event generated among 
historians in general and especially for those living in Romania a “long 
opportunity” for comments on the unfair attitude towards Romania before and 
during the Congress of Berlin. These comments were based almost entirely on 
diplomatic documents claiming Romania’s rights. We tried to highlight, even in 
short, some reasons from the perspective of the great European policy, which 
induced a certain course to the deliberations during the forum hosted by Germany 
and, implicitly, to the “treatment” administered to the Lower Danube Principality. 

During March-May 1878, the lack of audience for the “appeal addressed 
to Europe” by the Romanian Minister of Foreign Affairs had its main 
explanation in the fact that the Great Powers, as representatives of the “Old 
Continent’s general interest,” were focusing exclusively on the content and 
manner of their own deliberations in Berlin. Chancellor Bismarck’s proposition 
regarding preliminary conferences involving secondary plenipotentiaries or 
accredited ambassadors to the German capital1 was initially and fundamentally 
agreed by all “big cabinets,” but was then blocked by certain conditions 
imposed by some of them, with regard to the organization and agenda of the 
basic congressional deliberations. The British Cabinet, with its question 
whether to launch military operations against Russia both at the Black Sea 
Straits and, “when the Baltic snow clouds would dissipate,” towards Kronstadt,2 
acted in a reserved manner and laid the toughest conditions for the preliminary 
meetings of the ambassadors and even of the congressional ones, with 
plenipotentiaries hosted by Germany’s capital.3 The British Ministry Executive 
was disturbed by the fact that Lord Derby’s proposition for admitting Greece to 
“the conference or congress”4 was not accepted almost suddenly by the Russian 
and Austro-Hungarian Cabinets, even though not for the same reasons, whereas 
the German one tacitly agreed with it. As Odo Russell suggested to 
Saint-Vallier during an “opinion exchange incited by Wilhelmstrasse,”5 the 
British Ministry Executive was even more convinced that the mission of Count 

                                                            
1 German Diplomatic Documents, selected and translated by Edgar Trevelyan Stratford 

Dugdale, vol. I (New York, London: Harper & Brothers Publishers, 1928), 79 (Bülow to Count 
Münster, Germany’s ambassador to London, Berlin, 14 March 1878). 

2 Documents diplomatiques français (1871–1914), Ist series (1871–1900), tome II (Paris: 
Imprimerie nationale, Alfred Costes, L’Europe nouvelle, 1930), 287 (Saint-Vallier to Waddington, 
Berlin, 28 March 1878). 

3 Ibid., 282–84 (Harcourt to Waddington, London, 27 March 1878); Foundations of British 
Foreign Policy from Pitt (1792) to Salisbury (1902) or Documents, Old and New Selected and Edited, 
with Historical Introductions by Harold Temperley and Lillian M. Penson (Cambridge: University 
Press, 1938), 357 ff. 

4 German Diplomatic Documents, vol. I, 78 (Stolberg-Wernigerode to Bülow, Vienna, 12 
March 1878); Documents diplomatiques français, Ist series, tome II, 276 (Viel-Castel, in charge of 
General Affairs, to Waddington, Petersburg, 13 March 1878). 

5 Documents diplomatiques français, Ist series, tome II, 287 (Saint-Vallier to Waddington, 
Berlin, 28 March 1878). 
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Ignatiev, “personnalité inquiétante et tapageuse,”6 with a mandate entrusted to 
him by Alexander II himself “at the Courts of Habsburg and Hohenzollern,”7 
had signified an attempt to resuscitate the Three Emperors’ League, so it 
contested the validity of the entire Treaty of San Stefano8 and conditioned in a 
peremptory manner, through a large circular note dated 1 April 1878, authored 
by Lord Salisbury, the new Secretary of State,9 the participation of the United 
Kingdom in the conference or congress by “the discussion of all peace 
preliminaries” signed on 19 February/3 March by the plenipotentiaries of the 
Tsar and of the Sultan, respectively. And maybe not as trenchantly as the 
British, the French have also conditioned their participation in the preliminary 
conferences and even in the future congress. The French ministers tried to 
impose “their terms” with as many arguments as possible, as they were 
suspected by the Germans that they would object to the conduct of the first 
congressional deliberations in Berlin and on appointing Bismarck as their 
chairman,10 and also by the Russians, who thought the French would take the 
side of the British regarding the proposition for admitting Greece to the 
European forum and the contesting attitude towards the peace preliminaries to 
the San Stefano Treaty.11 First of all, the French representatives requested that 
the preliminary conference proceedings should be purely preparatory for the 
Congress; secondly, they asked for some business of mainly French interest, 
such as Egypt, Syria, and the Holy Places, not covered by the clauses of the 
Russian-Turkish Treaty of 19 February/3 March, but suitable for compensatory 
practices that were commonly used in the atmosphere of deliberative forums, 
not to be discussed.12 

Especially the “French conditions” were accepted by the German Cabinet, 
by Bismarck himself, who added his own observation that they represented 
nothing but “the cover for the central issue,” namely that of Egypt, a 
“touchstone” for the relations between Paris and London.13 In the two “big 
capitals,” some worried that, at the Congress, the German Chancellor would in 
fact strain the French-British relations by skilfully submitting to the attention of 
the two sides either a condominium over Egypt or the assignment of the 
“Khedive Country” to the United Kingdom, with a satisfactory compensation, 
                                                            

6 Ibid., 289 (Saint-Vallier to Waddington, Berlin, 31 March 1878). 
7 Ibid., 281 (Viel-Castel to Waddington, Petersburg, 25 March 1878). 
8 Foundations of British Foreign Policy, 367–72 (Memorandum, for the use of Cabinet, 

London, 27 March 1878). 
9 Ibid., 372–80. 
10 Documents diplomatiques français, Ist series, tome II, 275 ff., 279 ff. (Saint-Vallier to 

Waddington, Berlin, 9 and 19 March 1878). 
11 Ibid., 276, 281 ff., 288 (Viel-Castel to Waddington, Petersburg, 13, 25, and 29 March 1878). 
12 Ibid., 278 (Waddington to Saint-Vallier, Paris, 16 March 1878). 
13 German Diplomatic Documents, vol. I, 80 ff. (Bülow to Hohenlohe, Germany’s ambassador 

to Paris, Berlin, 17 March 1878). 
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in the size of Tunisia, provided to the Third Republic.14 All these possibilities 
were taken into account at the “purely theoretical” level, and they could have 
rather instigated the parties against each other than strengthened the “chances 
of the Joint Investigation Commission,” supervised by the Foreign Office and 
the Quai d’Orsay for Cairo,15 and they could have blocked the possibility for a 
“joint reaction of the Western Cabinets” to the desire of Kaiser Wilhelm I and 
his counsellors for an Austro-Hungarian-Russian reconciliation on behalf of the 
Balkans, beneficial to Vienna, as Moltke “urged towards Saloniki” (“Allez 
jusqu’à Salonique, nous vous approuverons et vous soutiendrons”).16 The very 
serious British-Russian tensions, on the verge of an armed conflict, forced the 
Austro-Hungarian Cabinet to abstain from “a broad agreement” with that of 
Petersburg and to admit, as a “signal” for London, Paris, and Rome, only the 
validity of the European deliberations on the “Eastern Question.”17 Through 
Andrássy’s “voice,” the Vienna Cabinet positioned itself on the side of the 
British one regarding the necessity to submit the entire Treaty of San Stefano to 
conference or congress deliberations, not just certain clauses touching on the 
general European interest, according to Russian opinions.18 Between the 
Austro-Hungarian and the British Cabinets, with an effect on the French one, 
the parties agreed not to accept “a great Principality of Bulgaria.”19 The failure 
of the “Ignatiev mission” in Vienna and, as a direct consequence, in Berlin 
meant the end of a deliberative superiority that would be awarded during the 
Congress to the plenipotentiaries of Germany, Austria-Hungary, and Russia, 
“solidary under the auspices of the Three Emperors’ League.”20 Sensing the 
failure of that mission, Gorchakov understood to “somehow moderately” 
respond to Lord Salisbury’s circular letter of 1 April, referring to the 
deliberative competences of the future congress on the entire San Stefano 
Treaty. In a promemoria text, annexed to his response, dated 9 April, to the 
above-mentioned letter of the British Secretary of State, the Tsar’s Chief 
Counsellor tried to justify the San Stefano clauses in that they were only peace 
preliminaries, and they only “gave Bulgaria a more complete, more precise,  
and more practical reform program” than the Constantinople Conference  
                                                            

14 Documents diplomatiques français, Ist series, tome II, 282 ff., 291 (Harcourt to Waddington, 
London, 27 March and 5 April 1878). 

15 Ibid., 290 (Waddington to Des Michels, France’s Consul General to Cairo, Versailles, 5 
April 1878). 

16 Ibid., 287 (Saint-Vallier to Waddington, Berlin, 28 March 1878), referencing Moltke’s 
words to the Austro-Hungarian ambassador to Germany’s capital. 

17 Ibid., 291 ff. (Waddington to Vogüé, France’s ambassador to Vienna, Paris, 6 April 1878). 
18 Ibid. 
19 Ibid., 289 (Ambassador Fournier to Waddington, Pera, 3 April 1878, after debates with 

Count Zichy, the Austro-Hungarian ambassador to the Porte). 
20 Ibid., 291 (Waddington to Vogüé, Paris, 6 April 1878). 
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had managed to put together towards the end of 1876 and the beginning  
of the next year; in addition, he wished to give satisfaction also to  
“the other Balkan Christian peoples,” without any intention “to sacrifice  
the Greeks to the Slavs” due to the absence of a preliminary clause on Epirus 
and Thessaly.21 Perceived by the diplomatic world as a way to excuse the delay 
in the official communication of the Treaty of 19 February/3 March,22 
Chancellor Gorchakov’s note of 9 April signified in the meanwhile an 
invitation addressed to the London Cabinet for a mutual agreement with  
the Russian one, preferably under German mediation, what Bismarck seemed 
not to refuse.23 

However, Russian-British diplomatic discussions did not provide an occasion 
for effective German mediation. They also eliminated the opportunity for the 
preliminary conference in Berlin.24 In order to overcome a serious stalemate caused 
by the refusal of the British to “withdraw the royal fleet from the Black Sea Straits” 
and the denial of the Russians to “remove the Tsar’s troops that surrounded 
Constantinople,”25 the “mission Shuvalov”26 activated itself as if it were automatic. 
Called to Petersburg for special instructions and inevitably passing through Berlin 
to confirm to Bismarck “the firm view of Emperor Alexander” that the deliberative 
forum hosted by the German capital had “an important mission,”27 Shuvalov saw 
himself progressing in a diplomatic initiative role for at least diminishing “the 
serious Russian-British impasse.” Out of the necessity of role-balancing, British 
ambassador Odo Russell, in turn, informed the German Chancellor, also in Berlin, 
                                                            

21 Ottoman Diplomatic Documents on “the Eastern Question,” XI. The Balkan Crisis 1875–
1878, part V. From the Andrinople Armistice to the Treaty of Berlin, February-July 1878, eds. Sinan 
Kuneralp and Gül Tokay (Istanbul: The Isis Press, 2016), 195 (Musurus Pasha to Safvet Pasha, London, 
10 April 1878, referencing the content of the promemoria text attached to Gorchakov’s note and 
published by The Times of London). 

22 German Diplomatic Documents, vol. I, 82 (Shuvalov to Derby, 19 March 1878, on the 
“official notification” of the San Stefano Treaty); Ottoman Diplomatic Documents, XI, part V, 196 
(Safvet Pasha to Turkey’s representatives “abroad,” Constantinople, 11 April 1878—disputable 
date!—, about the same “peace preliminaries notification,” whose implementation was assumed by 
the Sublime Porte only after the consent of “its befriended Powers”). 

23 Die auswärtige Politik des Deutschen Reiches, 1871–1914, eds. Albrecht Mendelssohn 
Bartholdy and Friedrich Thimme, vol. 1 (Berlin: Deutsche Verlagsgesellschaft für Politik und 
Geschichte, 1928), 64 ff. (Bismarck to Münster, Berlin, 9 and 14 April 1878), 65 (Bismarck to 
Schweinitz, Germany’s ambassador to Petersburg, Berlin, 16 April 1878); German Diplomatic 
Documents, vol. I, 91 ff. (Bismarck to Münster, 9 April 1878, with Editor’s Note). 

24 German Diplomatic Documents, vol. I, 92–95 (Münster to Bismarck, London, 20 April 
1878, with Editor’s Note). 

25 Ibid., 95 (Münster to Bülow, London, 29 April 1878). 
26 Foundations of British Foreign Policy, 364. 
27 Documents diplomatiques français, Ist series, tome II, 320 ff. (Waddington to Saint-Vallier, 

Versailles, 20 May 1878), 321 (Saint-Vallier to Waddington, Berlin, 25 May 1878, on the talks 
between Shuvalov and Bismarck, favorable to the perspective of the Congress). 
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that a congress of genuine European scale would be of real interest for the London 
Cabinet.28 After returning to London, Shuvalov dedicated himself to negotiations 
with Salisbury, more accommodating and also more skilful than Derby, the former 
Secretary of State, reaching a deal marked by the memoranda dated 30 and 31 
May.29 Russia accepted the frontier of the Balkan Mountains for a “smaller 
Bulgarian Principality” and promised to refrain from its “direct influence” on the 
South-Danubian Slavs and Asia Minor. The “two sides,” Russian and British, each 
reserved “full freedom of action during the Congress,” including over the Black 
Sea Straits. A few days later, on 6 June, Great Britain and Austria-Hungary also 
agreed on the “limit represented by the Balkan Mountains” for the Principality of 
Bulgaria, located north of them, and on “maintaining the Ottoman administration to 
their south.”30 Quite secretly, two days before, in Constantinople, British 
Ambassador Layard and Ottoman Foreign Minister Safvet Pasha had signed a 
convention referring to Cyprus, allowing the occupation of the island by the 
British, as a strategic counterweight to the strengthening of Russia’s control over 
the “Asian points,” i.e. Kars, Batum, and Ardahan.31 Also in Constantinople, Count 
Zichy, an ambassador “trained” by Andrássy, tried to conclude a convention 
between Austria-Hungary and the Ottoman Empire on Bosnia and Herzegovina, 
which provided that both provinces would continue to be subjected to the 
sovereignty of the Sublime Porte, but that they would be also “open,” with the 
Sultan’s ab initio consent, to an imperial and royal military intervention in any 
event that would require “such a measure.”32 By trying to prevent the extent and 
manner in which an Austro-Hungarian-Ottoman agreement could interfere with the 
Balkan interests of Russia, the Petersburg Cabinet sought to regain the 
“predominant influence” in Belgrade by inciting Prince Milan “to send his army to 
occupy Old Serbia.”33 However, it had become very difficult for the Russians to 
have such an influence on Serbia, since in Belgrade, especially “in the Prince’s 
                                                            

28 Foundations of British Foreign Policy, 364. 
29 Benedict H. Sumner, Russia and the Balkans, 1870–1880 (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1937), 

646–51 (Appendix VIII: Salisbury-Shuvalov Memoranda). 
30 Foundations of British Foreign Policy, 364 (the signatories of the British-Austro-Hungarian 

agreement were Lord Salisbury and Count Beust, the latter as ambassador to the capital of the United 
Kingdom). See also William Alexander Gauld, “The Anglo-Austrian Agreement of 1878,” The 
English Historical Review XLI (January 1926): 108–12, still a special reference work; Robert 
William Seton-Watson, Disraeli, Gladstone, and the Eastern Question. A Study in Diplomacy and 
Party Politics (New York: W. W. Norton & Company, 1972), 416–21. 

31 Foundations of British Foreign Policy, 365. See also Harold Temperley, “Disraeli and 
Cyprus,” The English Historical Review XLVI (April 1931): 274–79; Seton-Watson, Disraeli, 
Gladstone, and the Eastern Question, 421–30. 

32 Documents diplomatiques français, Ist series, tome II, 323 (Ambassador Fournier to 
Waddington, Constantinople, 26 May 1878). 

33 Ottoman Diplomatic Documents, XI, part V, 183 (Essad Bey to Safvet Pasha, Vienna, 3 
April 1878). 
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entourage,” there was increasing dissatisfaction with the “too great attention” paid 
by the “Tsarist Court,” including through the clauses of the San Stefano Treaty, to 
“Bulgaria’s rebirth.”34 Serbian officials had already started to turn their attention 
towards Vienna, which during and especially after the closure of the Berlin 
Congress, was going to belong to “the domain of evidence.”35 

Before the opening of the great diplomatic forum in the German capital, the 
“road to peace,” although becoming shorter, was intersected by tensions involving 
the risk of armed conflicts, both in limited areas such as the Balkans or the Black 
Sea Straits, as well as at the general level of interstate relations. Realizing that for 
counteracting Russia’s ambitions, the British wanted to launch a “Mediterranean 
League” consisting of the United Kingdom, France, Austria-Hungary, and Italy, 
which, like the “Crimean Alliance” of 1854–1856, presented the risk of isolating 
the “Hohenzollern Power,”36 the German Cabinet hastened the “inquiry on the 
opinions of the others, also great ones” (i.e. the Great Powers) on the text of the 
invitation to the Congress.37 Strengthened by the prior endorsement of the parties to 
which it was addressed, the invitation would present, in its form and content, 
features that would correspond also to the deliberation agenda; the German Cabinet 
“suggested to all the signatory Powers of the 1856 and 1871 Treaties, in 
accordance with the Austro-Hungarian initiative, to convene at the Congress in 
Berlin, for discussing the stipulations of the San Stefano Preliminary Treaty 
concluded between Russia and Turkey”; by accepting the invitation to the “great 
diplomatic forum,” every Power understood that “it allowed for a free discussion of 
the entire content of the San Stefano Treaty”; in case all invited Powers agreed on 
the aforementioned, the German Cabinet also suggested 13 June 1878 “as the 
opening date of the Congress.”38 To that assent, confirmed without delay by the 
“invited Powers,”39 even by Russia, despite the regret of not being more favored by 
Germany,40 corresponded also the “announcement of the plenipotentiaries at the 
deliberations.”41 The remaining tricky issue resided in the manner in which at the 
Congress, the essential purpose of this agreement, namely the accomplishment of 
                                                            

34 Ibid., 184–86 (Danich Effendi to Safvet Pasha, Ragusa, 3 April 1878), 193 (Fitzio Effendi to 
Safvet Pasha, Semlin, 8 April 1878). 

35 Bogdan Catană, Relații româno-sârbe, 1875–1913 (Târgoviște: Cetatea de Scaun, 2012), 
66–73. 

36 Seton-Watson, Disraeli, Gladstone, and the Eastern Question, 326 ff. 
37 Documents diplomatiques français, Ist series, tome II, 321 (Saint-Vallier to Waddington, 

Berlin, 25 May 1878). 
38 Ibid., 324 (Hohenlohe to Waddington, Paris, 3 June 1878, invitation to the Congress). 
39 German Diplomatic Documents, vol. I, 97 (Münster to Bülow, London, 3 June 1878); 

Documents diplomatiques français, Ist series, tome II, 324 ff. (Waddington to Hohenlohe, Paris, 4 
June 1878), etc. 

40 German Diplomatic Documents, vol. I, 98 (Schweinitz to Bülow, Petersburg, 4 June 1878); 
Serge Goriainow, La Question d’Orient à la veille du traité de Berlin (Paris: 1948), passim. 

41 Documents diplomatiques français, Ist series, tome II, 325 ff. (Waddington to Saint-Vallier, 
Paris, 8 June 1878). 
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“a great act of peace” as a “joint result of all deliberating parties” was going “to fit 
the freedom of action” reserved by each party. After passing the “threshold of the 
European forum,” the representatives of the six Powers still acting as guarantors 
and those of the Ottoman Porte, who were, all of them, loudly affirming their 
exclusive capacities in the deliberations, left out those designated as “small states,” 
such as Romania, Greece, and Serbia. Therefore, even during the Congress, there 
were words or expressions through which “the great ones” displayed that 
deliberative exclusivity and “the small ones” made a case out of their injustice. 
From the beginning, the history of the Congress of Berlin was double-tracked, as 
an expression of either “a work of the Great Powers, of the classical kind,”42 
passing through position or interest confrontations, but crowned by a peace treaty, 
or of the justification for “an adequate treatment concerning the small states,” on 
whose account, then, they deliberated in their absence.43 

The Great Powers justified their exclusive representation at the Berlin 
Congress by referring to the Treaties of 1856 and 1871, whose validity they in 
fact no longer accepted. Through these Treaties, their “signatory parties,” 
rigorously speaking only “the six genuine European ones,” assumed collective 
guarantees, namely “solidary and indivisible commitments”44 regarding the 
Ottoman Empire, the Principalities of Moldova, Wallachia, and Serbia, the 
internationalization of the Danube, the neutralization of the Black Sea, “the 
Sultan’s duty to guard the religious freedom of his Christian subjects,” etc. The 
disputes with a hegemonic stake between the European Powers, the 
anachronistic conduct of the High Porte and, at another level of “historical 
action,” the Romanian national achievements or the emancipation tendencies of 
the “Balkan peoples” have progressively undermined what since about 1856 
was called “Eastern Order.” As a result, in 1878, in order to justify the fact that 
they were the only ones passing the threshold of a new great diplomatic forum, 
the Great Powers invoked their quality of guarantors or, by including also the 
Ottoman Empire, of “treaty signing parties,” in a somehow rhetorical tone 
                                                            

42 Der Friede von Berlin und die Protokolle des Berliner Congresses. Authentischer Text, 
besonders abgedruckt aus dem Staatsarchiv (Leipzig: Duncker & Humblot, 1878); La Question 
d’Orient et le Congrès de Berlin (Paris: Charles Douniol, 1878); Ruggiero Bonghi, Il Congresso di 
Berlino e la crisi d’Oriente (Milano: Fratelli Treves, 1878); Benoît Brunswick, Le traité de Berlin 
adnoté et commenté (Paris: Plon, 1878); Adolphe d’Avril, Négociations relatives au traité de Berlin 
et aux arrangements qui ont suivi. 1875–1886 (Paris: Ernest Leroux, 1886); Adolphe du Chastel, Les 
événements d’Orient et le Congrès de Berlin de 1878 (Tournai: Établissements Casterman, 1908); 
Ernest Llewellyn Woodward, The Congress of Berlin 1878 (London: H.M. Stationary Office, 1920); 
William Norton Medlicott, The Congress of Berlin and After. A Diplomatic History of the Near 
Eastern Settlement, 1878–1880 (London: Methuen & Co, 1938; important reference work).  

43 Vladan Georgévitch, “La Serbie au Congrès de Berlin,” Revue d’histoire diplomatique V 
(1891): 483–552; Emil Diaconescu, România la Congresul de la Berlin (Iași: Institutul grafic “Presa 
Bună,” 1939); Sorin Liviu Damean, Introduction to the vol. România și Congresul de pace de la 
Berlin (1878) (București: Mica Valahie, 2004), 9–107, etc. 

44 Serge Goriainow, Le Bosphore et les Dardanelles (Paris: Plon-Nouritt, 1910), 141. 
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meant to cover, as almost usually, “political manoeuvres” rather destroying 
than strengthening de jure situations or even moral precepts. Beyond what they 
initially and rhetorically invoked, the “deliberant parties” became increasingly 
loud and noticeable during the Berlin Congress, showing positions of fierce 
rivalry, suitable also for the “combinations of interests,” sometimes with 
cynicism. The British-Russian rivalry presented itself as dominant before the 
opening of the deliberative forum, and it remained this way until its closure. 
From its geostrategic position, Austria-Hungary played a “double game” either 
with Russia, to secure its consent to Vienna’s control over the western part of 
the Balkan Peninsula, or especially with Great Britain, as a reaction to the 
“ambitions of the Orthodox Court,” super-incited by its new military triumph 
against the Ottomans, for turning the Southeast European state of affairs into an 
alignment corresponding to the times when it imposed treaties to the Sublime 
Porte, and “other Powers” at least tacitly accepted them. In addition, because 
the Habsburg Power was already searching for its main support in Berlin, the 
Russian attempt, through the “Ignatiev mission,” to resuscitate the “solidarity 
of the three Nordic Imperial Courts” was not successful, as shown above. 
Bismarck seemed somehow disturbed by Russia’s claims to be supported 
mainly by Germany and, as its direct effect, by Austria-Hungary at the 
Congress, as a test for confirming the strength and prestige of the Three 
Emperors’ League, of which “Tsar uncle” Alexander II and “Kaiser nephew” 
Wilhelm I were confessing their mutual faith in their private correspondence. 
The painful assassination attempt against the Kaiser a few days before the 
opening of the Congress had somehow absolved Chancellor Bismarck of the 
“great care” not to contravene the “monarchical cause” by pursuing, above all, 
the interest of the German state at the European forum he was going to preside, 
a cause to which the Courts of Romanov, Hohenzollern, and Habsburg were 
deeply attached. The Berlin Congress was going to prove itself as “a good 
opportunity” for Bismarck to explore or check the possibilities of strengthening 
Germany’s dominant position at European level. Thus, with no chance of being 
supported by Germany the way two Great Powers would support each other, 
nor benefiting from the Three Emperors’ League, Russia saw itself at the 
Congress as a “loser of the peace” for which it had sacrificed so many troops in 
the battles against the Ottomans.45 Irritated by the British, feeling betrayed by 
the Germans and even by the Austro-Hungarians, the Russians accumulated 
perhaps more frustrations than the Turks did.46 These feelings were not 
diminished by the conciliatory predispositions of the French, who, with the 
nostalgia of the “1856 moment,” wished to express their vocation of “masters 

                                                            
45 See especially Serge Goriaïnov, La Question d’Orient à la veille du traité de Berlin (Paris: 

Institut d’études slaves, 1948), passim. 
46 Bertrand Bareilles, Le rapport secret sur le Congrès de Berlin, adressé à la Sublime Porte 

par Carathéodory Pacha, premier plénipotentiaire ottoman (Paris: Bossard, 1919), passim. 
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of the art of deliberation under the auspices of a European Concert,”47 or by the 
rather reticent propensity of the Italians for combinations from which they 
would also get “something.”48 

Right from the very first meeting of plenipotentiaries on 13 June, one could 
see how, to the disappointment of the Russians that they had been somehow taken 
by surprise,49 Andrássy “suggested to assign Prince Bismarck with chair duties 
concerning the deliberations,” but “not by making use of precedents” created by 
the hosting diplomatic forums, but in recognition of the German Chancellor’s 
“personal qualities” and “as homage brought to his sovereign.”50 Surprising only 
for Gorchakov and Shuvalov, among the deliberant plenipotentiaries, was 
Bismarck’s suggestion to place “issues according to their importance” on the 
Congress agenda, and not to follow “the order of the paragraphs in San Stefano.”51 
As suggested by the German Chancellor, the negotiations were going to refer not 
so much to principles as to details, such as territorial delimitations, and especially 
“to their separation from issues of autonomy and guarantees.”52 For the good 
conduct of the same negotiations, the “two lecture system” (“au système des deux 
lectures”), the first one after the parliamentary procedure, with a clarifying role for 
approvable texts, and the second one for communicating the final drafts,53 were 
going to be used during the Congress. The congress secretary role was assigned to 
the German Radowitz, minister to Athens, and the French Moüy, “accompanied” 
by C. A. Busch, Holstein, and Herbert von Bismarck, all of them without 
deliberative plenipotentiary tasks, were appointed for the drafting of the acts.54 The 
language used in plenipotentiary deliberations and for drafting documents was 
French, and only Lord Beaconsfield wished “to prove the diplomatic virtues” of 
English.55 Based on Bismarck’s transparent “calculus,” the facilitation of the 
                                                            

47 Charles de Moüy, “Sovenirs d’un diplomate. Récits et portraits du Congrès de Berlin,” 
Revue des Deux Mondes LXXIV, tome 23 (15 October 1904): 721–50 (I. Les origines et la 
constitution du Congrès); tome 24 (1st November 1904): 52–87 (Les séances et le traité). 

48 Ruggiero Bonghi, Il Congresso di Berlino, passim. 
49 Documents diplomatiques français, Ist series, tome II, 328 ff. (Waddington to  Dufaure, 

Prime Minister and Foreign Minister ad-interim, Berlin, 14 June 1878); I Documenti diplomatici 
italiani, 2nd series, vol. X (Roma: Istituto poligrafico e zecca dello Stato, 1876), 167 ff. (Launay to 
Cairoli, Berlin, 13 June 1878); Ottoman Diplomatic Documents, XI, part V, 315 (Sadullah Bey to 
Safvet Pasha, Berlin, 13 June 1878). Before the Congress, there were talks also about the possibility 
for Prince Gorchakov to chair deliberations regarding “the Eastern Peace.”  

50 “Tractatul de Berlin urmat de protocoalele Congresului,” in Sorin Liviu Damean, România 
și Congresul de pace de la Berlin (1878) (București: Mica Valahie, 2004), 131 (Congress Protocol no. 
1, 13 June 1878). 

51 Ibid., 133. 
52 I Documenti diplomatici italiani, 2nd series, vol. X, 182 ff. (Launay to Cairoli, Berlin,  

17 June 1878). 
53 Ibid., 183. 
54 “Tractatul de Berlin urmat de protocoalele Congresului,” 132 (Protocol of 13 June 1878). 
55 Documents diplomatiques français, Ist series, tome II, 329 (Waddington to Dufaure, Berlin, 

14 June 1878). 
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agreements between the deliberants was made through substitutions of the 
congressional plenary works with discussions between the directly interested 
parties. Such discussions took place between Congress meetings or in special 
committees concerning particularly border delimitations. Only in the plenary of the 
diplomatic forum, the deliberations maintained the maximum tensions reached 
during the very first meeting of 13 June by the confrontation between the British 
and the Russians on Constantinople and the Black Sea Straits. Lord Beaconsfield, 
the first British plenipotentiary, took the floor and said that before studying the San 
Stefano Treaty, the Congress encountered an extremely urgent preliminary matter, 
that of the position occupied by the Russian forces in the vicinity of Constantinople 
. . . , beyond the line settled by the armistice and announcing great danger–the seize 
of the Ottoman capital (“the capture of Constantinople”).56 In response, requested 
by the Congress Chairman for clarification purposes, Gorchakov stated that 
Russia came to participate in the deliberations with the intention of avoiding any 
recrimination involving the past, its interest being to start researching the reasons 
and the circumstances that have led to the San Stefano Treaty.57 More prone to 
clarifications, Shuvalov, the second Russian plenipotentiary, envisioned, after the 
advance of the English fleet through the Straits, the presence of the Russian 
troops so close to Constantinople, the measure being required also by the 
prevention of the disorder that would encompass the capital of the Ottoman 
Empire.58 However, the serious problem raised by Lord Beaconsfield remained 
“in suspense,” a risk also outlined by the observation of the Ottoman 
plenipotentiary Sadullah Bey, that the Turkish armed forces could provide alone 
for peace and public order in Constantinople;59 this issue could have irremediably 
blocked the works of the Congress. Such a risk has also been sustained by the 
“disclosure incident” of the London-based newspaper The Globe, referring to the 
Russian-British “secret and reciprocal engagements” of 30–31 May.60 Irritated by 
this incident, the Turkish plenipotentiaries tried to submit to the Congress a 
memorandum regarding the pressures exercised in San Stefano, during the 
negotiations and the signing of the Preliminary Treaty, by the Tsar’s 
representatives on those of the Sultan.61 By “appeasing” the representatives of the 

                                                            
56 “Tractatul de Berlin urmat de protocoalele Congresului,” 134. 
57 Ibid. 
58 Ibid., 135. 
59 Ibid., 136; Ottoman Diplomatic Documents, XI, part V, 315 (Sadullah Bey to Safvet Pasha, 

Berlin, 13 June 1878). 
60 Documents diplomatiques français, Ist series, tome II, 332 (Waddington to Dufaure, Berlin, 
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London, 14 June 1878). 

61 Ottoman Diplomatic Documents, XI, part V, 320 ff. (Chakir Pasha to Safvet Pasha, 
Petersburg, 14 June 1878, on the reaction of the Russian Cabinet to the intention of the Ottomans to 
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High Porte, i.e. Karatheodory Pasha and Sadullah Bey,62 the Congress Chairman 
also demonstrated that not British-Russian rivalry, but mediation was going to 
guide the course of deliberations.63 

Regarding the “Bulgarian issue,” the most important one on the agenda of the 
congressional deliberations, its details were reserved for a British-Austro-
Hungarian-Russian committee.64 The utility of the British-Russian agreement of 
30–31 May and the British-Austro-Hungarian one, signed a few days later, became 
obvious in that regard. Bulgaria became an “autonomous principality, under 
Ottoman suzerainty,” without territorial extension over Eastern Rumelia or “as far 
as the two seas,” Black and Aegean, reaching only the shore of the former one. 
Established “roughly” at the Congress, the drawing of the Principality’s frontiers 
on land became the object of a special commission. The duration of the withdrawal 
of the Russian troops from the Bulgarian territory was seriously reduced, 
approximately until the institutions of the Principality began to function. The 
tracing of the Greek-Ottoman and Montenegro-Ottoman frontiers as well as the 
“rectification of Serbia’s frontiers” was left to some “committees” or 
“arrangements between the directly interested parties” at the Congress, under the 
supervision of its plenary. The resolution of any misunderstandings “on land” was 
assigned to some “technical commissions” after the closing of the great diplomatic 
forum in Germany’s capital.65 The cases of Greece and Romania were, however, 
much more demanding for the congressional plenary. As a reaction to Gorchakov’s 
“pleading on behalf of all Balkan Christians,” the second British plenipotentiary, 
Salisbury, with the support of Lord Beaconsfield and the positive feedback from 
Waddington, the main French deliberant, raised the issue regarding the differences 
and even the “racial” antagonisms between the Greeks and the Balkan Slavs, 
“represented at the Congress” not only benevolently, but “out of strategic interest” 
by the Russians. The British proposition for “normalizing Greece’s chances” was 
that its delegates be admitted to the Congress to expose, according to a suggestion 
of the French plenipotentiary Félix Hypolite Desprez, their comments on 
establishing the fate of the provinces bordering on their kingdom.66 In the case  
of Romania, the request for admission of its delegates, I. C. Brătianu and  
                                                            

62 Ibid., 317 ff. (Karatheodory Pasha to Safvet Pasha, Berlin, 14 June 1878). 
63 Bernhard Schwertfeger, Die diplomatischen Akten des Auswärtigen Amtes, 1871–1914: ein 
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M. Kogălniceanu, was submitted by both of them to Prince Bismarck,67 and it was 
“touched” by an unfavorable memorandum of the Universal Israeli Alliance;68 it 
was afterwards sustained by the British, French, Austro-Hungarian, and Italian 
plenipotentiaries, the latter ones being summoned by Rome to do so.69 The support 
of the respective plenipotentiaries meant to respond in a positive way to the request 
of the Romanian Principality’s delegates pertaining to the right to communicate 
their country’s issues in the Congress Plenary.70 When, before the reception of the 
Romanian delegates, the articles of the San Stefano Treaty concerning the 
Principality were discussed during the Congress Plenary, Lord Beaconsfield 
accused Russia of serious violations of the 1856 Paris Treaty. The first British 
plenipotentiary considered as an “enforceable interference” in that international act 
the stipulations of Article XIX of the San Stefano Treaty relating to Bessarabia, 
which were not justified by whatever Russia called “necessity,” but, on the 
contrary, they testified to the error of anticipating an exchange of territories 
between two states without the prior approval of all authorized parties since 1856. 
Articles IV and XX of the Paris Treaty meant, in the view of the same first British 
plenipotentiary, a commitment made between the European Powers and Russia, in 
order to ensure free navigation on the Danube. In 1856, that purpose meant the 
correction of the Russian frontier in Bessarabia as the “price” for the restitution to 
the Russian Empire of all territories occupied by the troops of the Allied Powers.71 

Contesting Russia’s violation of a commitment made by Europe, Gorchakov 
argued, first, the absence of Romania’s contribution to the improvement of Danube 
navigation; the Treaty of Paris gave Moldova a part of Bessarabia and the Danube 
Delta; a year later, however, the Great Powers returned the Delta to the Turks, 
reserving, as a consequence, only for the European Commission the capacity to 
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carry out great works to the benefit of the world trade; as for Bessarabia, the first 
Russian plenipotentiary resumed his “well-known sophistry” according to which 
that part of land was linked only to Moldova, in 1856, when the Principalities had 
to remain separated, their union taking place against the Treaty of Paris and being 
strengthened, in 1866, by the choice of a foreign ruler, contrary to the same Treaty; 
such a “changed situation” meant, in the culmination of the “Gorchakovian 
sophistry,” that the freedom of the Lower Danube would not be touched at all by 
the retrocession of Bessarabia to Russia;72 in the opinion of the Russian Chancellor, 
this was not “a real reason” for the Romanian delegates to be allowed to exhibit 
their wishes before the Congress. Adding to this in the same sophisticated manner, 
Shuvalov did not see the purpose of complicating a “frontier issue,” such as that of 
Southern Bessarabia, he regarded it rather as an honour for Emperor Alexander II 
than a matter of ambition and power interest; the same Russian plenipotentiary did 
not see how his imperial country could hinder, through the honourable 
readjustment of a part of the territory, the freedom of Danubian navigation and 
create any notable damage to Romania, since it was compensated with the Danube 
Delta and some fertile districts with a good harbor to the Black Sea.73 For better 
compensation, Waddington suggested that Romania be given extra territory in 
Southern Dobrogea, stretching as far as Silistra and Mangalia.74 It is difficult to say 
whether the intervention of the first French plenipotentiary was a sign of sympathy 
for Romania or meant “a penalty” for the perseverance with which Gorchakov 
contravened the opinions of the representatives of other European Powers than 
Russia, according to which the new independent states in the south-eastern part of 
the continent and even only the autonomous Principality of Bulgaria were 
compelled to conform to the “modern civilization norm” regarding the exclusion of 
religious considerations when their inhabitants exercised their civil rights.75 

Welcomed by the congressional “general embarrassment,”76 under the slight 
cover of diplomatic manners, with Bismarck himself “taking a few steps” of 
protocol reception,77 delegates Brătianu and Kogălniceanu had the opportunity to 
expose the Romanian view78 on 1 July (19 June according to the Old Style—our 
note, G. C.). By their mere presence, “the two” recalled a serious shortcoming in a 
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modern diplomatic process, namely that, when plenipotentiaries were going to 
deliberate on the San Stefano Treaty, their country would become a plaintiff rather 
than an equal participant. Romania should have been treated based on its 
belligerence, but Russia, who regarded itself as the sole victor over Turkey, 
brutally violated its rights as signatory party to that act, which was tacitly 
disregarded by Europe’s great politics and also referred to as the peace 
preliminaries, and the results of definitive discussions over at least some of its 
clauses. Ever since the opening of the Berlin Congress, Brătianu and Kogălniceanu 
formally asked Bismarck, the chairman of the great diplomatic forum, to be 
admitted to the deliberations in order to expose and defend the rights of their 
country.79 Deeply disappointed, they had to wait for more than two weeks in order 
to be allowed to appear before the Congress. They took some time for the 
necessary visits, with successive meetings with Bülow and Radowitz, Gorchakov 
and Jomini, Andrássy, Corti, Waddington, Ottoman plenipotentiaries 
(Karatheodory Pasha and Sadullah Bey—our note, G. C), and Nothomb, the 
Belgian minister to Berlin, who represented his country in the negotiations of 1831, 
when its situation was similar to that of Romania in 1878.80 Beyond receiving 
purely conventional sympathy reactions, or having been given signs of platonic, i.e. 
sterile benevolence,81 the two Romanian delegates were unpleasantly surprised by 
what they could learn about the treatment manner reserved for the “small states” at 
the Congress by the “big ones”; they must have felt amazed by the same treatment 
that was reserved to the issue of religious freedom in the case of Serbia, 
Montenegro, Bulgaria, and Romania, by disregarding the special situation of the 
latter confronted for many decades with a thorny consular jurisdiction including the 
“Jewish issue,” touching also on a constitutional article; they were bereaved to 
learn about the sealing of the fate of Southern Bessarabia, arbitrarily dissociated 
from the issue of free navigation on the Lower Danube and, implicitly, about the 
possibility of this role being assigned to independent Romania in the future; they 
submitted to the Congress, on 24 June, a memorandum on Southern Bessarabia and 
the Danube Delta, with the islands affiliated to it, meant to prove the true 
justification of Romania’s independence and the admission of the Principality to 
the Congress;82 they must have been aware of the fact that the unique and true 
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desires of the Greek government, identical to the aspirations of the entire nation 
represented by free Greece, through Foreign Minister Delijannis and Rangabé, the 
minister to Berlin, desires regarding the annexation of Candia and the provinces 
adjacent to the Kingdom, such as Epirus and Thessaly,83 were heard only by the 
Congress Plenary; they must have learned that Lord Salisbury suggested that they 
too should be heard as Romanian delegates; they must have been amazed by Prince 
Bismarck’s opinion that the admission of the Romanians to the Congress did not 
carry the same interests as that of the Greeks,84 although they knew about their 
singular case of territorial claim, be it based on national rights, for their country, 
which did not wage war against the Turks during the years 1876–1878; it was 
undoubtedly difficult for them to understand the distinction that Shuvalov also tried 
to make between Greece, an independent state, and Romania, whose independence 
was not yet recognized by Europe; the Congress accepted a possible analogy, 
belonging to the second Russian plenipotentiary, between Greece and Serbia, the 
latter being liberated by a congressional declaration, thus losing its vassal 
character;85 they must have taken comfort in the news that the British, Italian, 
French plenipotentiaries and Count Andrássy himself recommended, based on the 
“Romanian memorandum” (believed to be that of 12/24 June—our note, G. C.), 
that the delegates of Prince Carol should be admitted to expose their wishes;86 they 
were probably not surprised that Gorchakov, irritated by the above-mentioned 
memorandum, shared Prince Bismarck’s opinion presented above, and that 
Shuvalov signalized the risk of seeing his country accused by the Romanian 
delegates, without his country defending itself;87 with the analogy attempted by 
Shuvalov in mind, they must have received the news concerning the proclamation 
of Serbia’s independence88 as a strange context of circumstances on the very day 
when they, Romania’s delegates, were welcomed at the Congress. 

After being introduced together with Brătianu by Prince Bismarck to take the 
floor89 at the Congress, Kogălniceanu exposed his country’s rights and desires,90 
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based on the summary presented in the memorandum of presumably 24 June, 
submitted then by the plenipotentiaries of His Highness Prince Carol I to the 
deliberative forum in Berlin; first of all, he insisted on expressing his gratitude to 
the Congress wholeheartedly, for its willingness to hear the Romanian delegates 
during the debates over their country; in such a proof of goodwill, he saw a new 
title awarded by Europe to the small Lower Danube country, along those that have 
elicited the gratitude of the Romanian nation a long time ago; in the same proof of 
goodwill, he also saw a happy omen for the success of the cause that the two 
delegates of the Prince of Romania were called upon to defend before the 
Congress; he understood, perhaps even out of the cautious attitude towards a 
possible reaction of Russia’s representatives in the deliberations, not to consider 
the events in which Romania was pushed by the necessities of force majeure and to 
keep silence over either the military action in which it took part, or the diplomatic 
action in which it was not favored, given the fact that the negotiation period “was 
less beneficial to it than the luck brought to it by the weapons.”91 He presented, in a 
tense tone, without rhetorical valences, his country’s “rights and wishes” in “five 
points”: I) Lawfully, no part of the territory should have been separated from 
Romania; the retrocession of Southern Bessarabia to the Moldavian Principality in 
1856 was an act of justice performed by Europe, because the truncation of 1812 
could be justified neither by the fact nor by the right of conquest; before 1812, all 
treaties, and especially that of Kuchuk-Kainarji, which were concluded between the 
Russian and Ottoman Empires, recognized the autonomy and boundaries of that 
Principality; it would be definitely “an anomaly” to regard Bessarabia as a Turkish 
or a Tatar region based only on the fact that the Ottomans ruled over three of its 
fortresses; in 1878, Southern Bessarabia belonged to Romania, and Russia could 
not claim this territory after its alliance with the Principality during the last war 
against Turkey; on 4/16 April 1877, Russia had concluded an agreement with 
Romania immediately before the former’s campaign against the Ottoman Empire, 
which guaranteed Romania’s territorial integrity; the warranty, initially occasioned 
only by the passage of the Tsar’s troops through Romania’s territory to the south of 
the Danube, was much better consolidated on the day when, after Russia’s call, the 
Principality’s reaction became more positive and turned into an effective military 
cooperation, into a complete alliance; it was incomprehensible for the Russians to 
invoke their right to reclaim Southern Bessarabia, born out of the glory and 
military victories, since they had not done so when they were victorious on the 
battlefields against the Turks and could have claimed a property title over the 
Balkans;92 II) The Petersburg Cabinet’s new claim to submit the lands of the 
Principality to the right of passage for imperial troops during the period in which 
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Bulgaria would be occupied by them could not be a consequence of the historical 
fact that Russia had bases of military operations on the Romanian territory; in favor 
of contesting that right, the geographic argument could also be taken into account, 
namely that the Danube and the Black Sea represented easier and less expensive 
ways of communication for the respective troops, so that Romania would be able to 
respond to its need for absolute rest, for eliminating the damage caused by the war, 
and not to allow the trespassing of a foreign army anymore.93 III) Romania 
requested, on the basis of its centuries-long titles, to recover possession over the 
Danube Islands and the Danube Mouths, including over the Serpent Island, thereby 
restoring the original dispositions according to which the Great Powers entrusted 
the Romanian Principalities, in 1856, with the “watch” over the freedom of the 
lower part of the great river;94 IV) Romania also had the strong hope to receive 
from the imperial government of Russia a war compensation commensurate to the 
armies it had set in motion; it was not right to divide the compensations stipulated 
and obtained by Russia in the name of the various states, according to the measure 
of the military contingent provided by each, so that the splitting would rather favor 
Serbia and Montenegro than Romania; the compensations were to be 
proportionalized, for various damages, to the total war indemnity that was allocated 
to Russia, and any liability was going to be regulated by the Congress;95 V) 
Romania had full confidence in Europe recognizing its definitive and total 
independence; to its old right of recognition, whose principle was affected by 
historical misinterpretations, were added the titles that Romania refreshed or 
rejuvenated on the battlefields, where ten thousand of its sons had fallen for 
obtaining its freedom and independence; after such sacrifices, Romania would feel 
particularly happy and grateful when seeing her own effort, through which she 
manifested her individuality, rewarded by Europe’s real benevolence; that 
benevolence would be the real guarantee for Romania’s neutrality (our emphasis, 
G. C.), which would put it in the position of proving to Europe that it had no other 
ambition than to be a faithful guardian of the Danube, as well as to work on the 
improvement of its institutions and the development of its material means.96 

I. C. Brătianu joined in Kogălniceanu’s exposé of Romania’s “rights and 
desires,” reminding the High Assembly of plenipotentiaries that he had the 
mission to regulate the situation of the East, possessing all the necessary 
notions for the accomplishment of his task; he said he believed that the feelings 
of justice and good will of the deliberant Powers will also cover the decisions 
touching on Romania; he added that spoliating Romania of a portion of its 
patrimony would not only cause deep pain to the Romanian nation, but it would 
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also totally destroy its trust in the power of the treaties and in the holy guarding 
of both the principles of absolute justice and the written rights; he took the 
respectful freedom to submit such thoughts to the great appreciation of the 
Grand Council of Europe and the Emperor of All Russias.97 The Romanian 
Prime Minister formulated an intense political appeal “to the European 
Areopagus” for backing the emancipation of the Principalities of Moldova and 
Wallachia in accordance with the commitments it had made already since 1856, 
their territorial integrity being strengthened by their unification in 1859 and the 
conquest of independence. Kogălniceanu was assigned with the highly 
diplomatic mission of supporting his exposé of Romania’s desires with 
historical and legal arguments by means of the five points outlined above. The 
contributions of the two Romanian delegates at the Berlin Congress vibrated 
with their deep attachment to the national cause and the feelings of 
accomplishing the great program drawn by their compatriots in 1848 and 
proclaimed before Europe by the ad hoc assemblies of 1857. And as if in a 
prolonged echo of the wishes of those assemblies, they also requested the 
guarantee of the European Powers corresponding to Romania’s independence 
and the Principality’s neutrality requirement. However, as N. Iorga skillfully 
phrased his observation, that appeal was struck by the “fatality of 
circumstances passing over the very fine spider webs of diplomats.”98 

As soon as the two representatives of Romania withdrew, in the Congress 
forum, the examination of Article V of the Treaty of San Stefano started in the 
presence of the representatives of the Guaranteeing Powers and the Sublime Porte 
only. Bismarck noticed that it was about learning whether the Powers agreed to 
recognize Romania’s independence . . . and under which terms they would take this 
important decision, i.e. the same or different ones from those established by the 
Congress for Serbia.99 The first French plenipotentiary, Waddington, suggested 
setting the same terms for Romania’s independence as for the Serbian one, what 
essentially meant to exclude religious considerations from the exercise of civil and 
political rights by the inhabitants of the two “small principalities.”100 The French 
proposition was accepted by the representatives of all Powers, even by Gorchakov 
who, during the debates over Serbia, had somehow objected to the exclusion of 
those considerations.101 Shuvalov, the second Russian plenipotentiary, added that 
his country’s agreement with Romania’s independence was subordinated to the 
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acceptance by the Bucharest government of the territorial retrocession claimed by 
the Russian one,102 a term already accepted by the Powers represented at the 
Congress. To alleviate the toughness of the condition that Romania should admit 
the territorial exchange stipulated in Article XIX of the San Stefano Treaty and for 
the Congress to unanimously consent to the independence of the Principality, 
Waddington supported the proposition for extending the territory south of 
Dobrogea, including Silistra and Mangalia.103 Andrássy, invoking the 
Austro-Hungarian support for the hearing of the Romanian delegates with the 
purpose of having their country’s independence recognized, announced that he 
reserved his option of insisting, when it would come down to the navigation on the 
Danube, on the Principality’s most complete freedom, which could also be ensured 
by the annexation of Dobrogea by the Principality, with the southern territorial 
extension suggested by Waddington.104 Count Corti shared the Austro-Hungarian 
plenipotentiary’s position on Dobrogea, while Gorchakov and Shuvalov, also on 
their side, tried to convince the Congress that the territorial satisfaction granted to 
Romania excluded its request for financial compensation.105 Waddington expressed 
his satisfaction that Romania’s rights were observed by extending Dobrogea the 
way it was entitled to, and Lord Salisbury reminded the Congress to also assign the 
Serpent Island to the Principality, a suggestion accepted by the Russian 
plenipotentiaries.106 When Gorchakov raised the issue referring to the 
inconvenience caused to Russia by the request for war compensation claimed by 
Romania, this made Karatheodory Pasha, the first Ottoman plenipotentiary, to 
suggest the capitalization of the Principality’s current tribute, with the amount 
being added to Turkey’s treasury. The representative of the Sublime Porte further 
suggested that Romania should bear a part of the Ottoman war debt according to a 
ratio proportional to the income resulting from the territory that was going to be 
permanently annexed by the Principality.107 Then came the turn of the Austro-
Hungarian plenipotentiary Haymerle to take initiative in the issue of free 
navigation on the Danube, with new data resulting from the assignment of 
Dobrogea to the Romanians and the retrocession of Southern Bessarabia to Russia. 
The representative of the Dual Monarchy suggested the neutrality of the Danube as 
far as the Iron Gates, the permanence of the European Commission with Romania 
participating in its works, and the assumption by his imperial country alone of the 
works to be done at the Iron Gates.108 The Austro-Hungarian suggestion, supported 
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by Bismarck and accepted by the British, French, and Italian plenipotentiaries, 
received some vague comments only from the Russian ones.109 

On the account of the “small states,” as seen when Romania’s case was 
discussed, or of “issues of local or regional interest,” the Great Powers settled 
relatively easily. There were no serious disagreements between the deliberant 
parties when the borders of Bulgaria and Eastern Rumelia were drawn, or those of 
Montenegro, Serbia, Romania, and Greece were rectified.110 The works of the 
Congress have surpassed detail misunderstandings on the borders of the “small 
states” by leaving definitive clarifications to the task of technical committees 
operating “on site,” after the execution of the Berlin Peace Treaty. The Russian-
Ottoman dissent regarding war compensation was arbitrated quite fast by the other 
deliberant Powers, in the sense of assigning the Petersburg and Constantinople 
Cabinets with the conclusion of a “bilateral and permanent” agreement.111 A 
similar arbitrage also alleviated for the moment the Austro-Hungarian-Russian 
dispute over the “freedom of the Danube,” caused by Shuvalov when invoking the 
principles proclaimed in 1815 at the Congress of Vienna, concerning international 
rivers as auspices for amending Haymerle’s suggestions of 2 July, too attached to 
the particular interests of the Dual Monarchy, and not to the “general ones,” 
considered by the eastern empire bordering again on the Chilia Branch.112 In 
expedite manner, the Berlin Congress reaffirmed those principles in order to 
provide at least formal satisfaction to the Russian plenipotentiary, but also for 
taking into account the practical aspects revealed by the suggestions of the Austro-
Hungarian baron.113 In the “Asian issues,” the smart Russian-British consensus114 
has counted, like in the case of Armenia, with the special recommendations made 
particularly by Lord Salisbury to the Sublime Porte, for considering certain rights 
of that province.115 An attempt by Karatheodory Pasha to submit to the Congress 
the “motion regarding the petition of Archbishop Gherasim on the dedicated 
monasteries,” an issue that, according to the terms of the 1858, 1859, and 1861 
Protocols of Paris and of the 1864 Protocol of Constantinople, had not yet been 
resolved116 in 1878, has merely led to a “protocol record of the Ottoman 
plenipotentiary’s gesture,” and not to a positive resolution concerning the Holy 
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Places, to the detriment of the secularization undertaken by the “government of the 
United Principalities” fourteen years ago. France, through Waddington, expressed 
its opinion for the statu-quo in the matter of the Holy Places,117 and Russia 
maintained a silent position regarding an Ottoman initiative on an issue that 
Petersburg regarded as one reserved to “the mission of the Tsarist Court to the 
benefit of the Eastern Church.” 

The decision of the British to “pursue especially their own interests”118 
towards the end of the Berlin Congress has caused a great deal of discomfort to the 
Russian plenipotentiaries as well as an increase in tensions at the grand 
deliberations forum until the Treaty of 13 July was signed by all Great Powers. 
One week before this date, Lord Salisbury confidentially announced Waddington 
that a “defensive alliance treaty”119 had been concluded between the British 
Government and the Sublime Porte on 4 June 1878, as shown above. The first 
French plenipotentiary had to note that the British provisional occupation of the 
island of Cyprus did not mean an alternative to a similar act regarding Egypt, but a 
measure for counteracting Russia’s Asian territorial growth. The reassurance of the 
French resulted also from an annex of 1 July of this Treaty, according to which, “if 
Russia restituted to Turkey the Kars Province and other conquests made by the 
Tsar’s troops in Armenia during the recent war, the island of Cyprus will be 
evacuated by the British.”120 News from journals about the British-Ottoman 
agreement arrived mainly from London to the plenipotentiaries at the Berlin 
Congress as well as to the governments represented by them.121 In the plenary of 
the deliberative forum, under “Bismarckian” coordination, consensual dispositions 
on various “points” between “directly interested parties” were registered. When 
Jovan Ristić communicated to the Congress “Prince Milan’s statement that his 
government, on the first occasion after the conclusion of peace, would legally bring 
down the last restriction pertaining to Serbian Jews,”122 the representatives of the 
Great Powers strengthened their conviction on the fairness to condition the 
recognition of the independence of the “small Balkan states” by their promotion of 
civil and political freedom of their non-Christian inhabitants. Bismarck, a fervent 
and “very interested” follower of that condition, was surprised to see that the 
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Serbian government was discussing the legal path for meeting this requirement, 
after the Congress underlined its binding nature.123 Lord Salisbury’s proposition 
that “all the inhabitants of the Ottoman Empire in Europe, of any religion, should 
enjoy full equality of rights”124 elicited Prince Bismarck’s “benign remark” to not 
consider “all Christians subjected to the Sultan as one nation,”125 and it gave 
Karatheodory Pasha the opportunity to invoke the respect for religious freedom by 
Turkey on its territories “both Asian and European,”126 contrary to the situation in 
Romania and Serbia. Following Lord Salisbury’s suggestion, Lord Beaconsfield 
expressed his opinion according to which there are “not two, but three Balkan 
races,”127 Shuvalov realized the threat against “European peace” posed by any 
Turkish-Greek agreement “to the detriment of the Balkan Slavs,”128 and 
Waddington became the statu-quo advocate for the Holy Places, “the possessions 
and advantages of the Mount Athos monks.”129 

At some point, the Congress was positively surprised or impressed by 
Gorchakov’s words that thanks to the spirit of conciliation and the mutual 
concessions between the Powers, Russia conceded Erzurum, Bayazid, and 
Ashkered, to the satisfaction of the Sublime Porte, and the first plenipotentiary of 
the Tsar announced “the declaration of Batumi as free port (porto franco)” and the 
restitution of the Khotur District to Persia.130 By simple coincidence or otherwise, 
the “Russian proposition” was made to the Congress on the very day when Lord 
Waddington was informed by Lord Salisbury on the contents of the British-
Ottoman agreement of 4 June. As soon as the diplomatic forum in the German 
capital learned about that agreement referring to the island of Cyprus, the 
possibilities for any consensus between the British and Russian plenipotentiaries 
were greatly reduced, as was Bismarck’s willingness to further support them. The 
British, backed by the French, have rather untimely requested the shortening of the 
period stipulated by the San Stefano Treaty for the evacuation of Russian troops 
from Turkey’s European territories. Waddington insisted on speeding up that 
evacuation and sparing Romania the tasks in connection with the passage of 
Russian troops through its territory. The first French plenipotentiary was already 
recommending that these troops “should march along the Danube and towards 
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Varna,” although Shuvalov had just been invoking the difficulties caused to such 
endeavor by the delayed evacuation of this fortress by the Sultan’s soldiers.131 
When the Austro-Hungarian plenipotentiaries considered that two strategic points, 
Pirot and Trn, had to belong to Serbia, a declaration somehow pointing towards the 
suggestion made by Vienna to Belgrade about the urgent granting of civil and 
political rights to the Jews by Prince Milan’s government, Russia’s representatives 
at the Congress invoked the risk of serious prejudice to Bulgaria. Shuvalov has put 
forward some arguments in the name of the rights of the new principality, at least 
as far as “the point” of Trn, in a manner that increased the dissatisfaction of Prince 
Milan’s political entourage132 over the “excessive preference” for Bulgarians 
shown by the Russian plenipotentiaries on the occasion of the diplomatic 
deliberations in Berlin. The British representatives have, of course, supported 
Austria-Hungary’s preference for Serbia.133 Russian-British dissensions started, as 
expected, especially with regard to the Black Sea Straits. When the Russians 
announced that Batumi was going to be a free port for the sake of the world trade, 
Salisbury admitted the “statu-quo ante principle for the Straits,”134 which meant 
respecting the clauses pertaining to them in conventions and treaties prior to the 
peace act that was going to be concluded in Berlin. However, things became a lot 
more complicated from the moment Gorchakov read the notification saying that in 
order to finalize the peacemaking work undertaken by the High Assembly gathered 
in Berlin under the auspices of His Majesty The German Emperor in a good way, 
Russia, entitled by its sacrifices during the war and its contribution to the 
maintenance of the European agreement, raised the issue of the principles and the 
manner by means of which the deliberant parties wished to ensure “the execution 
of the decisions taken by them.”135 It was not difficult for British plenipotentiaries, 
like others who had heard the “Gorchakovian notification,” to understand that it 
was hiding a Russian strategic stake. Accusing the loss of the preliminary peace in 
San Stefano, the Tsarist diplomacy sought to adjudicate upon the strategic initiative 
for securing the established one at the Berlin Congress. Gorchakov, after failing to 
receive the honor of presiding over the European diplomatic forum that was 
initially envisioned by Petersburg to take place in a smaller city than Germany’s 
capital,136 must have dreamed of a role reserved for Russia, comparable to that of 
Austria or France during 1815–1823 and 1856–1866 respectively, in order to 
initiate and hold meetings of the Great Powers’ representatives. Therefore, the 
notification read by the Russian Chancellor caused rather disorder than the 
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clarification of the works of the 1878 Congress. Based on the discussions referring 
to that notification, at the great diplomatic forum resulted “lessons” that were 
essential for a new course of inter-state relations of at least European level and with 
serious repercussions on the positioning of Romania, which saw the recognition of 
its independence governed by extremely harsh conditions imposed to it by the 
Powers “deserting” their quality of guarantors of the Principality’s emergence, 
meant, as was phrased in those times, to be “a guardian of the Danube Mouths and 
a boulevard of modern civilization.” 

Of the participants in the debates, Karatheodory Pasha did not understand the 
goal of Gorchakov’s notification; Turkey presented itself at the Congress as a 
“defeated party” and regarded itself as implacably compelled to give assurances 
that it would put the resolutions of the High Assembly into practice as soon as 
possible. In the opinion of the first Ottoman plenipotentiary, the principles and 
modalities, meant to ensure those resolutions, had already been indicated during 
the deliberations hosted by Germany; a part of the resolutions were meant to be 
enforced immediately, through the Peace Treaty, others were assigned, after its 
execution, to “special commissions with permanent duties.” The signing of the 
Treaty “solemnly imposed the most stringent obligations, the stipulations provided 
by it.”137 By pretending “not to understand” the opinion of Karatheodory Pasha and 
recalling the “feeling of the past” (from the time of the Conference in 
Constantinople, in December 1876/January 1877—our note, G. C.) of Lord 
Salisbury referring to the necessity for Europe to supervise the implementation of 
reforms in Turkey, meaning something far less than a peace treaty, Gorchakov, 
asked by Bismarck to formulate a clear proposition, wished to ask the Powers 
represented at the Congress “to collectively guarantee the implementation of its 
resolutions.”138 Faced with such a trenchant request, Bismarck, noting that, as 
chairman, he was not assigned with a mandate for expressing the “congressional 
opinion,” admitted “the exclusion of the Powers’ intention to work in vain, all of 
them having to supervise and control the execution of certain stipulations that 
formed a whole, of which no part was to be accepted or refused.” He thought it was 
hard to believe “that every isolated Great Power would intervene for the fulfilment 
of those stipulations,” while, between several parties, there would also be a 
solidary and collective guarantee. He considered that, under such conditions and 
from Germany’s point of view, there could not be given absolute assurances to 
Europe on some events that would move it/disturb it, so that “the parties signing 
the stipulations and jointly promising to use force in case of necessity” would 
expose themselves to the risk of provoking “the most serious dissensions” among 
themselves. He admitted “as purpose of the Congress the accomplishment of a 
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human work exposed, like any other, to the fluctuation of events.” He was 
concerned with the complicated situation when Gorchakov’s “request would 
surpass Congress resources.” He admitted, in order to meet the expectations of the 
first Russian plenipotentiary, that “the execution of the obligations that were 
gathered and recorded in the future treaty” should become an object “of 
surveillance” for the representatives to Constantinople of the “subscribing parties” 
of that peace act. He further admitted that, prevented merely by those 
representatives, the Great Powers would have a reason to agree among themselves 
only “for appealing to new diplomatic assemblies.”139 Feeling somehow 
uncomfortable as a result of such observations, Gorchakov pretended to believe 
that the Congress Chairman would have “a good understanding of his request,” so 
that an article inserted in the Treaty would stipulate the surveillance of entire 
Europe (of all Great Powers—our note, G. C.) concerning the implementation of 
the decisions of the Berlin Congress. Then, he tried to point out that the task of 
reporting offenses committed against the Treaty should be assigned “not only to the 
representatives to Constantinople, but also to the governments” of the Great 
Powers, possibly to each of them, separately.140 

When the talks were resumed, the same Gorchakov read a new version of his 
request, according to which, by giving the most solemn and most binding sanction 
to the stipulations of the Berlin Treaty, the high contracting parties should consider 
the articles of that act as a whole, and they should assume control and supervision 
duties in connection with its implementation in accordance with their intentions. 
The same parties reserved “the right to agree, if necessary, on the measures capable 
of ensuring a result whose invalidation would have been allowed neither by the 
general interests of Europe nor by the dignity of the contracting Powers.”141 The 
new drafting of the request was made by the first Russian plenipotentiary, for 
introducing it entirely as an article into the the Treaty meant to crown the works of 
the Berlin Congress. Bismarck noted, however, that only the first part of the 
“Russian request” could be approved by the High Assembly, and he also suggested 
that the new text read by Gorchakov “should be split and become the object of two 
successive votes” of the deliberants.142 Lord Salisbury, disagreeing even more with 
the new version of the Russian request and asking whether its terms implied the 
need to use a unilateral foreign force in case of the non-implementation of the 
Treaty, also said that “this could not be accepted.” All Powers were allowed to 
engage in active surveillance only, which, as Bismarck had shown, should be 
followed by diplomatic action, if necessary.143 The idea of the Congress Chairman, 
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invoked by Salisbury, was shared also by Count Andrássy.144 Gorchakov declared 
that he had in mind, through the new wording of his request, especially 
“maintaining the dignity of Europe’s stipulations,” his true desire being to avoid 
the risk of “caducity for the result of the deliberant Congress.”145 He was really 
confused by Lord Salisbury’s regret referring to the possible insertion of the 
Russian proposition into the Treaty before printing it for more attention.146 After 
printing and distributing it for the use of all plenipotentiaries, the “Russian request” 
remained the subject of some talks, but of rather sterile ones. Andrássy suggested 
shortening its text until it conveyed a meaning that could be deduced from the 
ensemble of clauses of the Peace Treaty (“The High Contracting Parties regard all 
the articles of this Act as forming a set of stipulations, and they assume the task of 
controlling and supervising its enforcement.”).147 Lord Salisbury reached the point 
where he no longer could explain its purpose.148 Waddington and Corti regarded 
the above-mentioned words of Karatheodory Pasha149 as happier. Bismarck and 
Andrássy recalled that the sanction given by the Congress to the Treaty was itself 
solemn and binding, and Lord Salisbury signalized a commitment of the same 
order in the very subscription of Great Britain to that act.150 Adding to this, 
Gorchakov said that he had received from the Emperor, his august Master, the 
explicit order to present the proposition for sanctioning the Congress Acts.151 
Finally, neither the Russian request/proposition nor its version abbreviated by 
Andrássy152 was accepted by the deliberant forum. Above all, Bismarck had to 
conclude that the Congress was not meant to represent a court or a college (“da 
dieser kein Tribunal und auch keine seine Mitglieder verpflichtendes Kollegium 
sei”), but only a free reunion (“eine freie Vereinigung”) of deliberants and 
signatories of an agreement for putting an end to the “Eastern Crisis.”153 

The failure of the “Russian request” for the collective guarantee of the 
European Powers over the execution of the Berlin Treaty clauses was viewed as 
a completely different congress final compared to other large diplomatic fora, 
such as those in 1814–1815 and 1856, hosted by Vienna and Paris, respectively. 
If the diplomatic forum in Austria’s capital was regarded as the inauguration 
moment of the “classical congress system,” illustrated by the Great Powers 
under the auspices of a European Concert until 1823, and the Congress 
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convoked and hosted by France of Napoleon III after the so-called “Crimean 
War” was viewed as the first assumption by the signatory parties of a peace 
treaty, of some collective and active safeguards on its stipulations, the 
deliberations and the conclusion of the international act bearing the date of 13 
July 1878 have led to completely different historiographical disclosures. The 
Congress in Germany’s capital was the last great one during the 19th century. At 
the end of this diplomatic forum, the Great Powers were more divisive than 
they had been before the Congress. Beyond what was left to “special” or 
“technical” committees for solving and the harsh conditions imposed on the 
“small states,” especially on Romania for the recognition of its independence, 
the Great Powers, especially the United Kingdom and Russia, wished to “pay 
their debts” on the level of strategic rivalries. The British considered that, to the 
detriment of Russian interests, it was still necessary to maintain a certain 
connection between the “small states,” Romania and Serbia, which became 
independent, and the Ottoman Empire, under eventual, and not certain, 
“European surveillance.” That “connection” would consist in the “capitalization 
of the tribute” owed to the Sublime Porte by each of the two “small states.” The 
British proposition expressed by Salisbury (“The tribute of Serbia/Romania will 
be capitalized and the representatives of the Powers to Constantinople will 
establish, together with the Sublime Porte, how much that capitalization will be 
raised”)154 was opposed by Gorchakov and Shuvalov.155 When the second 
British plenipotentiary, sensing Bismarck’s agreement with the proposition, 
tried to connect the capitalization of the tribute payable by Romania and Serbia 
to the interest of the creditors of the Sublime Porte awaiting the satisfaction of 
“special interests,”156 for which Corti considered useful to set up “financial 
boards in Constantinople, composed of people appointed by the directly 
interested governments,”157 it was exactly Gorchakov who noticed that this 
would mean a serious injustice inflicted on each of the two “small states” after 
they had proclaimed and consecrated their independence through the war 
against the Turks.158 On his side, Waddington shared the opinion of the first 
Russian plenipotentiary regarding especially Romania,159 and Andrássy 
referred, quite randomly, to the paragraph of article V of the San Stefano 
Treaty, touching on the indemnity issue, negotiable between Bucharest and 
Constantinople.160 
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The mentioned aspects became disputes between the representatives  
of the Great Powers at the Congress. Even the assignment of the Serpent  
Island along with the Danube Delta to Romania161 stemmed from those disputes 
and not as evidence for the willingness of the deliberants to somehow  
alleviate the impression of “rough treatment” applied to the Principality.  
At the pinnacle of Russian-British rivalry, Lord Salisbury insisted upon the 
inclusion of his statement on the Black Sea Straits into the meeting protocol  
of 11 July:  

Considering that the Berlin Treaty will change a significant part of the 
agreements sanctioned by the Treaty of Paris in 1856 and that the 
interpretation of Article II of the London Treaty of 1871, which depended 
on the Paris Treaty, could be challenged . . . , His British Majesty’s 
obligations concerning the closure of the Straits were confined to a 
commitment to the Sultan for respecting in that regard the determinations 
independent from His Majesty, in conformity with the spirit of the existing 
treaties.162  

Russian plenipotentiaries fully felt the impact of such a statement on the 
“strategic interests” of the empire they represented at the Congress. Noticing the 
German-Austro-Hungarian concord for almost the entire duration of the 
deliberations, they were only hoping that the revivable Three Emperors’ League 
could counteract any British offensive at the Straits. They did not notice, however, 
that the rapprochement of Austria-Hungary to Germany intersected with “signs of a 
Mediterranean agreement” between the Dual Monarchy and Great Britain, 
attractive to Italy.163 So, apart from some “territorial acquisitions,” such as 
Southern Bessarabia and some “Asian territories towards Turkey,” or the war 
indemnities owed by the defeated Ottomans, the Russians were rather the losing 
party in the Berlin peace talks. It seems like no other Great Power winning a war 
has lost as much as Russia in 1878 during the peace settlement arbitrated by 
Bismarck. 

The most significant attestation of the results of the Berlin Congress was 
the Treaty of 13 July 1878. At the 9 July’s meeting of that diplomatic forum, 
Desprez, “rapporteur of the Drafting Committee,” had presented “a treaty plan, 
with articles distributed on issues,” namely Bulgaria (1), Eastern Rumelia (2), 
the Christian provinces in European Turkey (3), Montenegro, Serbia, Romania, 
and the Danube (4), Asia (5).164 By mutually agreeing that the official Peace 
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Act should not be communicated before its ratifications, more powerful than 
the signatures, only the Congress Chairman enjoying the right to notify the 
states in matters regarding them,165 the deliberant parties signed their work on 
13 July.166 Many of the LXIV articles of the Treaty were going to be subjected 
to the work of “technical committees.” Those on the Danube (Articles  
LII–LVII) were going to be viewed by the European Commission in Galați, 
with the status of “independence from the territorial authority,” and the 
responsibility for the works “at the Iron Gates” was going to be assigned to 
Austria-Hungary. Among the evidently applicable clauses were also those 
concerning Romania (Articles XLIII–LI, especially Article XLIV, which 
excluded the consideration of the “differences in religious belief for civil and 
political rights,” and Article XLV stipulating “the cession of Southern 
Bessarabia to Russia”). The toughness of the Treaty clauses regarding or 
touching on Romania was completed by Germany’s particular claim for the 
Principality to redeem its railways in such way as to give full satisfaction to the 
Berlin Shareholders’ Society. At the conclusion of the Congress, Bismarck 
conceded to the rhetoric on the spirit of conciliation and mutual benevolence 
between the Powers. He fearlessly affirmed that the Peace Forum has served 
Europe well, because if it were impossible for him to resettle all public 
aspirations, history would at all times agree with its work, accomplished for 
“Europe’s harmony, with God’s help.”167 Given such rhetoric, the validity of 
the commitment made by the Powers participating in the Congress, for 
maintaining untouched all those decisions that were not abrogated, remained 
rather vague in the treaties of 30 March 1856 and 13 March 1871 (Article LXIII 
of the Berlin Treaty). The deliberant parties sensed the persistence of some 
mutual misunderstandings or rivalries, and a “small state” like Romania 
perceived the injustice inflicted on it. The echo of the words spoken by 
Kogălniceanu before his formal declaration must have also persisted in the 
atmosphere of the Congress: “Nous ne sommes que des paysans du Danube; 
nous écrivons ce que nous voulons dire, et nous ne venons qu’avec l’intention 
de défendre les droits de notre malheureux pays . . . ”168 These were words 
expressing the accusation referring to the fact that Romania’s independence, 
although provided by the discussed Treaty, which was then, on 1 July 1878, “in 
its final stage,” was going to be unilaterally and conditionally recognized by 
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each of the deliberant Powers at the Peace Forum. There were also accusations 
against the last—but not the least serious—inadvertence in the “guarantor” 
conduct of the Great Powers in the Romanian issue. The political-diplomatic 
treatment applied to Romania reflected, in the particular case of a “small state,” 
the turning point in the evolution of international relations at the limit between 
the seventies and the eighties of the 19th century. The same treatment marked 
the entry into history of the experiences of the European Concert elicited by the 
complex Romanian issue. 


