‘The tragedy which has just taken place in Sarajevo will not, I trust, lead to further complications.’ Sir Arthur Nicolson, 30 June 1914.[footnoteRef:1] [1:  Quoted in Mark Bostridge, The Fateful Year: England 1914 (London, 2014), p. 168.] 

The murder of Archduke Franz Ferdinand in Sarajevo proved to be the final act in a series crises which the Concert of Europe ultimately failed to overcome. We might be tempted to view what followed as a single-minded quest for justice on Austria’s part, or as the long-awaited legitimising factor in Austria’s attempt to settle the score with Serbia. Yet, just as surely as the news stunned European spectators, it also ripped a hole in the centre of the Habsburg administration. The years of planning to prepare the Archduke to succeed his uncle were now for nought. The main check on the Austrian war party was now gone. Gone too were the reforming sentiments Franz Ferdinand had embodied, which included a latent hostility to Hungarians, and plans for a federalist Habsburg system. In the years before his murder, the Archduke gathered a powerbase for himself, the so-called Belvedere crowd, named for the Viennese palace he resided in. What were these men to do now? Would their plans go up in smoke now that their main sponsor was dead? What would this mean for the monarchy? What would it mean for the Emperor, who would now have to designate a new heir? And how would Franz Josef act? His relationship with the Archduke was never pleasant – the morganatic marriage episode rankled both men until the end – and the Emperor was unlikely to miss his nephew’s assertive personality and insistence on being heard on matters which he had no power to change. Would this be a factor in Austria’s reaction?[footnoteRef:2] [2:  See Samuel Williamson Jr., ‘Influence, Power, and the Policy Process: The Case of Franz Ferdinand, 1906-1914,’ Historical Journal, 17, 2 (Jun., 1974), 417-434.] 

By Sunday 28 June, Vienna was preparing for its summer holidays. The capital’s elite had begun to move to their summer residences. By the end of the day, a sense of sombre shock enveloped the city. The following day on 29 June, the media had got hold of the story, and communicated it to stunned audiences across the world. Austria’s loss would be on display for all to see, and just as readers were horrified by the act, they were apprehensive about what would come next. That tangled region of Europe was a place few understood, but it was not difficult to imagine that murdering the heir to one of Europe’s great powers would bring forth consequences. Upon Serbia, perhaps, but upon the rest of Europe, undergirded by decades of alliance building and interconnected commitments, there was no guarantee that this horrific act would be contained there, and would not reverberate across the continent. 
To begin with, the reaction among the people in Vienna was surprisingly muted. The Archduke had never tried to ingratiate himself on the people, and his sudden murder did not strike much of an emotional blow. The wife of the British ambassador recorded that everyone ‘seemed very gay and not the least upset by such a terrible event.’ The couple were also buried quickly, without formal state ceremonials, at Franz Ferdinand’s country estate near Linz, in what one contemporary called a ‘state funeral third class.’[footnoteRef:3] It was also noted that the Emperor, present at the rushed funeral, viewed the event ‘with complete indifference.’ Franz Josef had already privately confessed to his daughter that ‘it is a relief from a great worry.’ ‘Horrible!’ he had said earlier, ‘The Almighty does not allow himself to be challenged with impunity. A higher power has restored the old order which I unfortunately was unable to uphold.’ This was a reference – in extremely poor taste – to the Archduke’s morganatic marriage to Sophie, which seemingly troubled the Emperor enough that the violent death of the couple appeared akin to divine justice. Franz Josef, notwithstanding the grandfatherly affection he roused among the people, was coldly concerned with the Archduke’s decision to reverse the morganatic status of his marriage, a possibility which seemed to him fatal to the prestige and dignity of the dynasty.[footnoteRef:4] [3:  Otte, July Crisis, p. 40. ]  [4:  Jack Beatty, The Lost History of 1914: How the Great War was not Inevitable (New York, 2012), pp. 185-186.] 

If the Emperor was not at his best, other citizens of the Empire imprinted their own hopes and dreams on the late heir. During the requiem mass held a few days later on 2 July, for instance, Romanians laid floral wreaths bearing the inscription ‘To our last hope, in loyal devotion.’ With the major reforming force of the polyglot empire now gone, who was there to fix the glaring imbalance of representation, typified by the Hungarian stranglehold over not just their own ethic heartland, but the morass of other nationalities they ruled over? Loathed by Hungarians, above all Stefan Tisza, with whom he frequently butted heads, Franz Ferdinand was not popular in Viennese high society either. It was recalled that neither he nor Sophie made any effort to connect with the people, refusing to engage with them from their box at their opera or cast a friendly glance at the audience. 
As one contemporary wrote, ‘Franz Ferdinand lacked everything that counts for real popularity in Austria; amiability personal charm and easygoingness.’ With ‘his bulldog neck and his cold staring eyes,’ the Archduke could be intimidating and cold to those outside his circle. This may well have been a natural reaction to fourteen years of humiliations, perpetrated by the Emperor’s court chamberlain who worked consistently to remind the Archduke that his marriage was akin to sacrilege. This official ‘hovered over her, striving to exacerbate every possible humiliation, never happier than when he could hold her back from entering a carriage or cutting down to the minimum salutes and attendants called by any state occasion.’[footnoteRef:5] Outside of his clique of statesmen eager to take the reins from Franz Josef’s coterie, and the repressed nationalities he intended to elevate, the Archduke was viewed invariably as an impersonable, impatient man. As Jack Beatty wrote: [5:  Ibid, pp. 189-190.] 

Franz Ferdinand was in a hurry in a country where nothing happened fast, and the old emperor never died. Convinced that no one liked him, Franz Ferdinand gave up trying to be liked. Tetchy, he was enormously sensitive to slights, especially to his wife.[footnoteRef:6] [6:  Quoted in Ibid, p. 190.] 

Historians may be in agreement that Franz Ferdinand was far from pleasant, but unlike Kaiser Wilhelm II, who was as short-tempered, dogmatic, intolerant and, yes, anti-Semitic as the Archduke, Franz Ferdinand did possess one quality historians could not have failed to notice: vision. Recognising the unsustainable mess the Habsburg Empire had become, Franz Ferdinand drew on life experience, including a tour of the United States as a young man, to arrive at a system which might have resurrected it. In 1906, a member of his inner circle penned the essay ‘The United States of Greater Austria’, which viewed the model of local autonomy enjoyed by the States, and the Swiss cantons, as a blueprint Vienna should emulate. Those Hungarians who had paid close attention from 1908 regarded Balkan expansion as a step towards this end, and were wholly opposed to it. ‘I regard the annexation as a second Mohacs,’ declared one Hungarian statesman, referencing the 1526 battle which destroyed the medieval Hungarian kingdom. This was because ‘the equality of rights enjoyed by Hungary will obviously be curtailed when she will be compressed between the Slavs of Bohemia in the north and the Slavs in the South.’ As Franz wrote to Kaiser Wilhelm, it was only logical that 
to conduct a vigorous foreign policy, beneficial to all the peoples, there is only one remedy and one requirement; that is to break the predominance of the Magyars. Very well. Hungary will have to be conquered once again at the point of a sword. I do not see how it would be possible to escape from this necessity.
This was nothing less than the erasure of the 1867 Compromise, or at least its updated version, to raise the peoples of all segments of the Empire up to a position where they might participate with equal rights. The power and prestige of the dynasty would hold it together, just as the Presidency kept the individual United States in check. Franz Josef loathed the whole idea, adhering rigidly to the 1867 arrangement, and disproving any adjustment, no matter how egregious the Hungarians became. It would represent the destruction of the aged Emperor’s life’s work, and there was no guarantee that the newly elevated peoples would not demand more and more, until the new model was crippled beyond repair. That the Archduke’s death meant such a reimagination of the Habsburg Empire was now impossible could only have been a relief to the eighty-four-year-old Emperor. His sigh of relief would have been joined, ironically, by those same terrorists who had gunned the Archduke down – now there was no hope of incepting a South Slav Kingdom which might replace Serbia’s irridentist mission. Perhaps the very idea was too explosive and too advanced for its time. Several historians dispute both its supposed egalitarian qualities, and its practicality. Franz Ferdinand did not want suffrage for the Empire’s peoples, but a neo absolutist system which left them all equally powerless, according to one judgement. A. J. P. Taylor, never one to mince his words, wrote on Franz that ‘It is hard to escape the feeling that he would have become a disastrous Emperor if he had lived.’ Whether such a federalist system would have worked, whether it would have preserved or expanded its power, or whether it would have collapsed under the weight of so many competing nationalities, we can never know for sure. We do know that the Empire the Archduke left behind was, in his view, woefully unprepared for the kind of European war many in Vienna had been demanding since 1908. In this at least, he was correct.[footnoteRef:7] [7:  Ibid, pp. 191-194.] 

It is also worth considering the possibility that Franz Ferdinand was one of the most important checks on the Austrian war party. Indeed, he had made something of a habit of pouring cold water on a succession of crises in recent years. As Jack Beatty points out, between December 1912 and July 1914, no fewer than four war scares gripped Vienna, and in the first three, the Archduke’s intervention was pivotal in preventing the escalation. Had he survived the attempt – had the feckless governor Oskar Potiorek, for instance, been killed in his stead – it is hard to imagine him allowing the fourth crisis to proceed any differently. Franz Ferdinand’s opposition to war was not based on any moral concerns, but were purely practical. ‘Suppose we wage a separate war against Serbia,’ he considered, in a reply to the belligerent chief of staff Conrad von Hötzendorff:
In no time at all, we will overthrow it, but what then, and what good will it do us? God save us from annexing Serbia; a country over its head in debts, brimming with regicides and scoundrels etc. As it is we cannot even cope with Bosnia…and Serbia will be far worse! We can throw away billions there and still be faced with terrible irridenta.
The army had no plans to occupy Serbia, and in any case, as Franz was well aware, war with Serbia alone was impossible so long as Russia lurked in the background. In an eerie echo of what transpired a month after his murder, the Archduke asserted:
If we take the field against Serbia, Russia will stand behind her, and we will have war with Russia… War with Russia will mean the end of us… Should the Austrian Emperor and the Russian Tsar topple one another from the throne and clear the way for revolution?
It was perhaps representative of the hole he had left behind that, when planning their response in the first days of July, no Habsburg statesmen brought Franz Ferdinand’s old objections forward. Instead, they internalised the immense challenge of rallying such a multifaceted state against an external enemy, but reasoned that they had no choice. Indeed, war was the only choice, both to preserve Habsburg prestige, and as the final chance of welding the multiple nationalities to Vienna’s side. As Conrad wrote to his wife shortly after the assassination: ‘It will be a hopeless struggle but nevertheless it must be because such an ancient monarchy and such an ancient army cannot perish ingloriously.’ Like the Archduke’s person, Franz Ferdinand’s warnings and considerations had been murdered in Sarajevo, never to be seen again. This final war scare gathered pace because of him, and Austria leapt into the abyss without him.[footnoteRef:8] [8:  Ibid, pp. 195-198.] 

Interestingly, if the mood among the Viennese public was one of feigned grief, the mood among the statesmen tasked with deciding what to do with this atrocity was also far from straightforward. From the beginning, all decision makers kept their true intentions quiet. Austrian officials sent home rumours and reports of varying accuracy, and some were particularly insistent. Wilhelm Ritter von Storck, in charge of the Austrian mission at Belgrade, asserted that a clear link existed between Serbia and the assassins, and that the time to act was now. In Storck’s view, the government had to ‘seize the first advantageous opportunity for a destructive strike against the Kingdom,’ to ‘secure the Monarchy a few days of tranquil internal development and to preserve undiminished for the crown the Empire, which the dynasty of Habsburg-Lorraine fathered under its sceptre in the course of centuries.’ Belgrade, Storck declared, ‘must learn to be afraid of us again, otherwise not only the annexed provinces but also our older border districts shall be endangered.’[footnoteRef:9] [9:  Quoted in Otte, July Crisis, pp. 41-42.] 

In the Ballhausplatz, the towering mansion next to the Emperor’s Hofburg palace, leading Habsburg statesmen built their case. The emotion missing from the people was channelled through them, and included Count Alexander Hoyos – Berchtold’s chief of staff who was later tasked with sounding out German opinion on the murders – as well as a former Serbian ambassador turned head of the state ministry, and the Empire’s religious minister, who doubled as an expert on Balkan affairs. These three key figures were convinced of the need for war, and would be joined by Conrad, the chief of staff, who needed little encouraging. These figures were operating on a set of assumptions which had been shaped by years of confrontation and crisis with Serbia. Among these was an assumption, reinforced by Belgrade’s behaviour during the Albanian Crisis, that Serbia would fold. 
This, incidentally, was what happened when Serbia received the ultimatum in late July. But there was also an element of what Otte called ‘tunnel vision,’ insofar as Vienna increasingly viewed its Serb relationship in isolation from the rest of Europe, including from Russia, Serbia’s main backer. Recommendations at this point included one memo urging the reduction of Serbian size and power. All such ideas, we will recall, conflicted with everything Franz Ferdinand had once said. What would be done with these slices of Serbian territory? Would they be subsumed into Vienna, and how would she govern these parts of Serbia? It may have been correct to presume on Serbian weakness, considering her exhaustion after two costly wars, but in her weakness, Serbia presented an emotive picture to her Russian friend.[footnoteRef:10] [10:  Ibid, pp. 43-44.] 

The impossible challenge posed by a war against Russia did not deter Conrad von Hotzendorff, who embraced a fatalistic position. Sean McMeekin noted in that 1913, the Austrian chief of staff called for war with Serbia as many as twenty-five times. There was something darkly comical in this, and such a repetitive campaign is reminiscent of Cato the Elder’s fervent calls for the destruction of Carthage. Yet they should be seen in the context of Vienna’s strategic position. Although it had held onto Bosnia, this was little comfort while Serbia had nearly doubled in size, and Russian diplomacy had showed itself invigorated when Nikolai Hartwig, Russian ambassador in Belgrade, played a pivotal role in orchestrating the Balkan League which made such Serbian expansion possible. Conrad had last seen the Archduke the night before his death on 27 June, when the chief of staff left Sarajevo to preside over military exercises in Croatia. He learned of the news while on the train through Zagreb, and he absorbed its meaning with his customary coolness. Now was the moment he had been waiting for; finally, those craven civilians in the Ballhausplatz would be compelled to see sense. Conrad did not need to wait for an investigation; he was convinced from the moment he learned of the initial details that Serbia was responsible. On the night of 28 June, having received the Emperor’s approval to cease manoeuvres in Croatia, Conrad boarded the night train to Vienna. It was time to take his place at the head of the war party.[footnoteRef:11] [11:  McMeekin, July 1914: Countdown to War (New York, 2014), pp. 24-25.] 

To Conrad’s surprise, in this role he would have some new competition. Count Leopold von Berchtold was the Habsburg Foreign Minister since 1912. From 1906-1911, Berchtold had served as Austrian ambassador to Russia, meaning that his journey to the Foreign Ministry was remarkably similar to Count Aehrenthal. Yet Berchtold differed because at forty-nine, he was the youngest foreign minister in Europe. A landowner of extensive Hungarian estates – his country residence was in modern-day Slovakia – Berchtold could claim distant Hungarian ancestry, though his manner, language and name had long since been Germanified. The post of Austro-Hungarian Foreign Minister was distinct from other European foreign ministries. Foreign Minister was one of four positions to jointly represent Austria and Hungary, alongside the ministries for war, finance and the navy. This meant Berchtold had to represent Austrians and Hungarians equally, both within and without the Monarchy. He was a quasi-chancellor, responsible for both the external relations of the Habsburg Empire, and for its internal relations, which meant smoothing over Austrian and Hungarian disagreements. 
Berchtold headed a Foreign Ministry of 230 employees, and led 150 diplomats posted abroad. Berchtold could also rely on a small personal staff for his immediate needs in foreign policymaking, and Count Alexander Hoyos served as his chief of staff. Further distinctions existed, including five sections tasked with specific subjects in foreign policy, an administrative department grappling with a ballooning mountain of paper, cyphers, matters of protocol and consular affairs. While worrying about the implications of Serbian expansion and Russian agency, Berchtold also had to flitter between negotiating financial agreements with the Hungarians, thanks to the 1867 Compromise which granted Hungarians extensive vetoing power. Some 30% of Habsburg diplomats were of Hungarian stock, a number which had steadily increased, and although these were Habsburg loyalists, the growing visibility of the Magyar element would certainly have provided food for any Habsburg statesman imagining a simpler time, or envisioning more radical reforms. Berchtold boasted a formidable portfolio by any measure, but if the domestic political aspects of the brief were demanding, his inheritance from February 1912 was one coloured by his predecessor Count Aehrenthal, who had left mixed impressions on Europe during his tenure in office since 1906. 
As we saw in episode 5, Aehrenthal presided over a more assertive Habsburg foreign policy, which included the formal annexation of Bosnia, facilitating a crisis which left the British concerned, the Germans optimistic and the Russians humiliated. Having also served as ambassador to Russia, Aehrenthal proved an effective administrator and worked at rejuvenating Habsburg prospects. But his tenure left a bitter taste in Russian mouths, and by the time he handed Berchtold the reins Europe was already undergoing dramatic changes, beginning with Italy’s invasion of Libya in September 1911. Berchtold had not the time nor the experience of Balkan affairs to appreciate the significance of the Italian act, and when the Balkan Wars erupted a few months into his term, they found him unprepared and unable to grasp the full measure of the nationalist forces in play. Having recovered from their loss to Japan, with a renewed focus on Europe and an improvement in British relations, Russian diplomacy was also looking for ways to increase its stock. These competing efforts to prove one’s prestige and power certainly exacerbated Austro-Russian tensions, particularly throughout the Balkan Wars when Berchtold oversaw expensive mobilisations designed to intimidate the Russians, without having to take the plunge into war.[footnoteRef:12] [12:  Samuel Williamson Jr., Austria-Hungary and the Origins of the First World War (New York, 1991), pp. 39-44.] 

Samuel Williamson Jr. argued that the representation of Berchtold as something of a dilettante – ‘more interested in racing and art than diplomacy’ – was unfair. Berchtold, Williamson says, came to the office of Foreign Minister with few personal ambitions, and appreciated most of the aspects of his multifaceted mission.[footnoteRef:13] Well-read, cultured, intelligent and charming, Berchtold was every bit the opposite of Conrad, and even of the late Archduke. Yet, Berchtold and Franz saw eye to eye on the importance of maintaining peace, and consequently drew the ire of Conrad, who regarded him as weak and indecisive. Nor was he the only one, as one colleague commented: ‘poor Berchtold finds so often that others really understand so much more than he. He asks too much, and feels his way forward too much.’ It cannot have been encouraging for Berchtold to have known that he was Emperor Franz Josef’s third choice as Foreign Minister, and he perhaps attempted to compensate for this by pushing for a harder line against Serbia in recent months. He had been instrumental, for instance, in issuing an ultimatum to Serbia in October 1913, regarding the Albanian controversy.[footnoteRef:14] In June 1914, Berchtold was attending a country fair with his wife when the news reached him, and he was unique in our story in that he regarded the Archduke as a friend. Franz Ferdinand’s murder left him momentarily speechless, but after taking a breath, he elected to leave the beautiful summer’s day behind, and caught the train to the capital.  [13:  Ibid, p. 43. Otte refers to Berchtold as a dilettante, see July Crisis, p. 53.]  [14:  Otte, July Crisis, p. 53.] 

Arriving in the late afternoon, Berchtold would have been struck by the inconsistently sombre tone and widespread rumours which sewed confusion in Vienna. Was it the Freemasons? Was it Stefan Tisza, who loathed the Archduke’s reforms? Was it in fact Serbia, or that ultimate bogeyman, Apis, whose reputation preceded him? Berchtold was duly informed of the mood in Belgrade, which was consumed with celebrations of the 525th anniversary of the martyred Serbian kingdom. News of Franz Ferdinand’s murder could only elevate these festivities. Just as Milos Obilic had struck down the Sultan, now an Austrian sultan had also been felled – vengeance for the annexation of Bosnia in 1908. The Austrian legation recorded that the sense of euphoria continued into the night, which was not proof of guilt, but certainly a reminder of Austria’s beleaguered reputation in the Balkans. 
Berchtold’s first formal cabinet meeting that evening saw him connect with the hawks we mentioned above. As other statesmen arrived, including the Minister for War, the Austrian Premier, Bilinski, the joint Finance Minister whose portfolio included Bosnian administration, and the Bosnian military governor Oskar Potiorek, the mood had become still more bellicose. By now, sufficient detail had emerged from the atrocity that several points were clear. Numerous assassins had been present, all were Bosnian Serbs, and none could have arrived in Sarajevo on their own power. The whispered connections to shady organisations became louder, though Belgrade had been quick to clarify that its statesmen were not officially involved. Of course, that was precisely what a guilty party would say. Even now, Berchtold was able to tell the German ambassador that ‘the threads of the conspiracy come together in Belgrade.’ The extent and nature of this conspiracy may have been unknown, but there was no doubt that it existed, and that it played a key role in felling the Habsburg heir.[footnoteRef:15]  [15:  McMeekin, July 1914, pp. 27-31.] 

Berchtold proved arguably the most important to what transpired next. From the moment the murders were learned of, he made it clear that he favoured war, albeit with several caveats. The most important of these was the insistence that war should be preceded by a diplomatic device, the ultimatum, which had increased in popularity in recent years. In a meeting with Conrad, the chief of staff, in the evening of 29 June, the civilian and the general spoke freely, as Conrad recorded:
On 29 June in the evening, before a Ministerial Council scheduled for 8 o’clock, I saw Berchtold. I had greeted him with the words: ‘’We meet again under circumstances which are quite different from when we parted.’ Count Berchtold remarked that Kaiser Wilhelm would come to the funeral, which would offer an opportunity to discuss the situation. I replied that this was certainly desirable, but that this had been an attack against the Monarchy, which ought to be followed by an immediate step. In my opinion it would consist of mobilisation against Serbia. This seemed to me to be unavoidable, however little it suited the Monarchy at present. The Minister replied that the outward occasion was lacking and that public opinion must also first be prepared.
Conrad then recalled their exchange:
Berchtold: ‘Do you not think that a revolution might break out?’
Conrad: ‘But where?’
Berchtold: ‘In Bohemia.’
Conrad: ‘Do not let anyone persuade you of such a thing.’
Berchtold: ‘I thought of a different procedure. We make the demand of Serbia to dissolve certain societies, dismiss the Minister of Police, etc.’
Conrad: ‘The Serbs will quietly dismiss the Minister of Police; it will have no effect whatsoever; only the use of force will have an effect. The Muslims and the Croats are against the Serbs. Vis-à-vis Russia one ought to stress the anti-monarchical element of the murder, and King Carol [of Romania] could hardly be actively hostile considering this circumstance.’
Concluding on their meeting, Conrad recalled that ‘Even Count Berchtold agreed that the moment had indeed come to solve the Serbian question and that he would discuss the matter with His Majesty. Above all, however, one would have to wait for the outcome of the investigation.’[footnoteRef:16] Berchtold evidently wished to adhere to some form of diplomatic protocols, and there was a clear acceptance – expressed in his meeting with Emperor Franz Josef on 30 June – that no plans for war could proceed without getting the Hungarians on side first – perhaps the most important domestic aspect of Berchtold’s role. In his incredibly detailed study of Austria-Hungary’s role in the origins of the First World War, Samuel Williamson Jr. recorded the weighted scene as the Foreign Minister met with his Emperor: [16:  29 June 1914, Conrad’s conversation with Berchtold in Mombauer, Documents, pp. 166-167.] 

He found Franz Joseph shaken, with moistened eyes and anxious to be reassured about the future of Habsburg rule. His personal gestures, including offering his hand and asking Berchtold to sit next to him, were unusual and revealing. The ruler doubted that Vienna could afford to appear weak towards Serbia. Franz Joseph observed Berchtold's determination to act, a determination that the ruler shared. But both men wanted to know more about the judicial investigation and to assess Tisza's views, while they awaited a report on Berlin's attitude.[footnoteRef:17] [17:  Williamson Jr., Austria-Hungary and the Origins of the First World War, p. 192.] 

Franz Josef did not give his blessing for an immediate strike, then, despite the mutual acceptance that something had to be done to reverse the downward trend of Habsburg prestige. The Emperor acknowledged ‘our policy of tolerance had been badly rewarded,’ and that Habsburg prestige in the Balkans had been damaged. When Berchtold met this tone with a recommendation for a ‘a clear program of action’ towards Serbia, however, the aged Emperor hesitated. He directed Berchtold to meet with Stefan Tisza, the Hungarian Minister President. This was in effect the Emperor passing the buck to his statesmen; he knew of Tisza’s inbuilt opposition to war, yet he did not rule out a punitive strike altogether. 
It seems the Emperor did wish for war with Serbia, or that he at least recognised the lack of other options, but personal experience during his long reign moved him to pause.[footnoteRef:18] Franz Josef had led his country into three unrewarding wars; in 1859, against France and Italy, in 1864, alongside Bismarck’s Prussia against Denmark, and in 1866, against Bismarck’s Prussia, which ultimately facilitated the 1867 Compromise and Vienna’s abdication of German leadership to Berlin. He did not intend to embark on such a policy again without first ensuring Austria was prepared, united, and above all, supported by its German ally.[footnoteRef:19] The conversations which followed between Berchtold and Tisza would iron out the issues in Habsburg policy, and lead in time to a consensus. This was what Franz Josef intended, but he did not count on the person of Stefan Tisza. [18:  Samuel Williamson Jr. affirms the Emperor’s inherently pro-war stance, see Ibid, p. 190.]  [19:  Otte, July Crisis, pp. 54-55.] 

Tisza was in many respects the opposite of Berchtold; ‘stern and colourless where Berchtold was dapper and charming,’ in Sean McMeekin’s words.[footnoteRef:20] A devout Calvinist, Tisza could come across as dour and cold, but he held certain beliefs passionately close. One of these was loyalty to the Habsburg throne, the other was admiration, bordering on awe, of Germany. In the 1880s, while studying at Heidelberg, Tisza had dedicated one of his books to Otto von Bismarck, and he continued to harbour deep respect for the Iron Chancellor until his retirement. Up north, in Tisza’s mind, was the truly powerful, virile power capable of reshaping the continent to its advantage. Tisza put so much stock in Germany’s military capacity that he believed its strengths would counterbalance Habsburg weaknesses. He thus took a stand against his nationalist peers, who wished for Hungarian to be adopted as a language of command alongside the traditional German.  [20:  McMeekin, July 1914, p. 31.] 

These beliefs, and these formative impressions of Berlin, however, placed Tisza in an awkward position. In foreign policy terms, he was firmly behind the Dual Alliance between Germany and Austria, seeing in Germany the greatest protection from Russia, and the best opportunity for expanding Hungarian influence. Yet, as a Calvinist, he was opposed to war with Serbia in principle, but strategic reasons not unlike those of his foe, Franz Ferdinand, also influenced his outlook. A war with Serbia would require absorbing more Slavs, unruly and ungrateful for Habsburg civilisation, which would add to the instability of the polyglot Empire. Furthermore, this would dilute Hungary’s predominance, which was already on shaky demographic ground in its own sphere. Such expansion would surely facilitate the nightmare program favoured by the late Archduke, which imagined a better balance between the nationalities in a federal hybrid system. We can thus see Tisza as a Habsburg loyalist, and an anti-war Germanophile. In his status as Minister President or Hungarian Premier, he could block any policy he disliked, and the mission of persuading Tisza would thus have to commence before any concrete plans for war were developed.
Tisza was then turning over a significant, but now forgotten, memorandum, commissioned on his instruction, the latest draft of which had been published a few days before Franz Ferdinand’s assassination.[footnoteRef:21] This Matscheko Memorandum reflected Austria’s effort in the spring and early summer of 1914 to arrange a fresh diplomatic offensive in south-east Europe following the upheavals of the Balkan Wars. Although the memo emphasised the need to guarantee Romanian adherence to the Triple Alliance, its central thrust aimed at restoring German confidence in Austria’s position.[footnoteRef:22] The position of Germany in Austrian strategic considerations will be considered in the next episode in more detail, but it is worth looking briefly at the Romanian element first. Bucharest had joined the Triple Alliance as a secret partner several decades before, but recent developments had brought her reliability into question. The secret agreement’s staying power rested on the personality of King Karol of Romania, who was far from a reliable partner. If Russia managed to persuade Romania to realign itself towards the Entente, this would have presented a strategic disaster for the Habsburgs; their Transylvanian flank would have been dangerously exposed. The solution was to approach Bulgaria, Serbia’s old foe from the Second Balkan War, and potentially the Turks as well, to constitute a new source of stability in place of Romania’s uncertainty.  [21:  For this memorandum, termed the Matscheko Memorandum, see Mombauer, Documents, pp. 185-188.]  [22:  McMeekin, July 1914, p. 41.] 

The Romanian element in Austrian planning had long been a source of concern; as the Balkan Wars raged, Austrian officials, including the Archduke, attempted to balance Habsburg strategy with the art of maintaining a public impression that Romania was not so important that she could leverage her position to glean concessions. In line with these challenges, Count Czernin had been despatched to Bucharest to sound out the Romanians in 1913, but the doomed Archduke underlined the necessity of proceeding with caution. ‘The Romanians are realpolitiker,’ he said to Berchtold in April 1913, ‘they want to have two irons in the fire and will wait to see whether in the far future, Bessarabia or Transylvania will fall to them.’ If the memo highlighted Romania as the chink in the armour, it also emphasised the importance of Germany to any future Habsburg foreign policy initiatives. Germany could only overcome Russia’s reinvigorated position with Austria’s assistance, and ‘it was a common interest of the Monarchy no less than of Germany, in the current phase of the Balkan Crisis, early and energetically to block the development carefully planned and directed by Russia, that might possibly be irreversible later.’ Ironically, this memo, written in a pre-assassination context, was repurposed for the reckoning with Serbia, and it thus contained both the emphasis on securing Romanian and Bulgarian adherence to the Triple Alliance, alongside the drive to guarantee Berlin’s unconditional support.[footnoteRef:23] [23:  See Otte, July Crisis, pp. 56-57.] 

When Stefan Tisza met Berchtold in their official capacity on 30 June, the two Foreign Ministers were unable to agree. Tisza again urged caution, referencing that aforementioned memo commissioned a few weeks before Franz Ferdinand’s assassination. ‘It ought to be considered,’ Tisza argued, ‘whether the international situation might not in future be developed in a more advantageous direction for the Monarchy,’ before alluding to the possibility of acquiring Bulgarian support. Berchtold rejected this as hypothetical, as he rejected Tisza’s calls for calm towards the Serbs. Austria simply could not afford to mobilise without putting these soldiers to good use, so she would not be able to use any tools normally associated with bluff and military pressure. There could not be a rerun of earlier crises, this time was different. Unless Tisza was persuaded, Vienna could never act with purpose or, critically in this context, speed. Tisza had paid his respects to Franz Josef the morning after the assassination, but in a one-on-one meeting with the Emperor on 1 July, the Hungarian laid out in more detail both the dangers of rash action, and the necessity of improving the Habsburg diplomatic position: 
First of all we have so far no sufficient grounds for holding Serbia responsible and for provoking a war with her in spite of possible satisfactory explanations from the Serbian Government. We should find ourselves in the weakest position imaginable, appearing before the whole world as the disturber of peace and kindling a great war in the most unfavourable conditions.
These expressions were to prove tragically prophetic, although Tisza could not have known that future accounts would focus so heavily on German behaviour. Still, enlightening the Emperor on the finer details of the Habsburg position, Tisza proceeded to make several recommendations for improving it, and these are worth detailing here to show his mindset:
I regard the present moment generally as highly unfavourable, when we have practically lost Romania without gaining any compensation for it, while Bulgaria, the only state on which we can count, is exhausted. In the present Balkan situation my least concern would be finding a suitable casus belli. When the moment to strike presents itself, a reason for war can always result from the various questions. But first a diplomatic constellation must be created which creates less unfavourable power relations for us. The definitive inclusion of Bulgaria in such a way which does not offend Romania and which leaves open the door for an understanding with her as well as with Greece becomes more urgent by the day, therefore, a last approach must be made to Germany to bring about the open accession of Romania to the Triple Alliance. If Germany cannot or will not carry out this mission, she must put up with our securing at least Bulgaria for the Triple Alliance.[footnoteRef:24] [24:  1 July 1914, Tisza to Franz Josef in Mombauer, Documents, pp. 174-175.] 

Whether this ‘diplomatic constellation’ was possible or not depended on whom you asked; Berchtold, as we have seen, was certainly not positive about Habsburg prospects to gather the middle states to their side. Tisza was adhering to the memorandum in these recommendations, though there was certainly an element of self-interest in his determination to block Vienna from conducting a war with its Balkan antagonist. Whether these points were sincere or not; whether they were formed from self-interest or strategic pragmatism, the important fact was that Tisza would not budge, nor did the Emperor try very hard to move him. But the practicalities of a strike on Serbia were brought forward. With the earlier memo in mind, Tisza suggested that there were two options available; either a joint Austro-German pressure campaign to ensure Romanian compliance, or an approach to Bulgaria which would guarantee Bucharest’s isolation and compel her support. As he had the memo to guide him, Tisza did not intend to stand still, he just had very different priorities to consider – above all Hungary’s eastern flank, which would be dangerously exposed without a commitment from either Bulgaria or Romania. 
Conrad von Hotzendorff, the chief of staff, had insisted that expanding the Triple Alliance to include Bulgaria, Romania and the Ottoman Empire would grant Vienna the power she required to act with impunity against Belgrade. Berchtold was not opposed to such a position in principle, but there was still some work to be done preparing the ground before Serbia was attacked. Berchtold had tried without success to impress Tisza with the necessity of swift action, acquiring support from Berlin for this diplomatic reinforcement of the Triple Alliance before a march on Serbia was made. For Tisza, Berchtold and Conrad, we will notice, Germany’s position was paramount. But what would Germany do, and could she be expected to throw her full weight behind Vienna’s punitive strike against Serbia? ‘There can be no talk of success,’ Tisza had underlined in an earlier draft of the memorandum, ‘Unless we have complete assurance of being understood, respected, and supported by Germany. Germany must see that the Balkans are of decisive importance not only for us but for the German Empire.’[footnoteRef:25] The Emperor was similarly affected by this German question, and in the next episode, we will do our best to answer it.  [25:  Quoted in McMeekin, July 1914, pp. 41-42.] 


