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ABSTRACT

FORCES OF LIBERALISM AND CONSERVATISM IN THE

NINETEENTH CENTURY: A COMPARATIVE STUDY ON THE

ITALIAN PENINSULA AND THE OTTOMAN EMPIRE

Bordignon, Mattia

Master of Arts, Middle East Studies

Thesis Supervisor: Prof. Dr. Mustafa Soykut

September 2011, 110 pages

This thesis analyses the position of the Ottoman Empire and the Italian penin-

sula and their position in the international scenario during the 19th century.

This work studies the developments in the Ottoman Empire and the Italian

peninsula from the beginning of the Tanzimat (in the Ottoman Empire) and

the Risorgimento (in the Italian peninsula), until the Crimean War, and eval-

uates the consequences of these events for the European balance of power.

These developments took place at a time when Europe was divided be-

tween conservative and liberal states, the formers being represented by Russia

and the Habsburg Empire, the latters by Great Britain and France. This the-

sis, while focusing on the role played by these great Powers in influencing the

Ottoman Empire and the Italian peninsula during the first half of the 19th

century, also considers the international developments that followed the out-

break of the Crimean War.

The Crimean War in fact saw the Ottoman Empire and the Kingdom of

Sardinia allying themselves with the liberal forces, a choice consistent with the

political path these two states were following in their internal reforms, which

they were undertaking to allow them to meet the challenges of evolving times.

Keywords: Ottoman Empire, Italy, Crimean War, Liberalism, Conservatism
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ÖZ

19. YY’DA LİBERAL VE MUHAFAZAKAR GÜÇLER: İTALYAN

YARIMADASI VE OSMANLI İMPARATORLUĞU ÜZERİNE

KARŞILAŞTIRMALI BİR ÇALIŞMA

Bordignon, Mattia

Yüksek Lisans, Orta Doğu Çalışmaları

Tez Yöneticisi: Prof. Dr. Mustafa Soykut

Eylül 2011, 110 sayfa

Bu tez Osmanlı İmparatorluğu ve İtalya yarımadasının 19. Yy boyunca

uluslar arası senaryo içerisindeki konumlarını analiz etmektedir. Bu çalışma

Osmanlı İmparatorluğu’nda Tanzimat ve İtalya yarımadasında Risorgimento

döneminden Kırım Savaşı’na kadar olan zaman dilimi içindeki gelişmeleri ve

Avrupa güç dengesi için sonuçları değerlendirmektedir.

Bu gelişmelere Avrupa’nın muhafazakar ve liberal devletlere bölündüğü bir

dönemde yer almaktadır. Muhafazakar devletler Rusya ve Habsburg İmparator-

luğu ile temsil edilirken liberal devletler Büyük Britanya ve Fransa tarafından

temsil edilmektedir. Bu tez 19. Yüzyılın ilk yarısı boyunca Osmanlı İmparator-

luğu ve İtalya yarımadasına etkide bulunan büyük güçlerin oynadıkları role

odaklanırken aynı zamanda Kırım Savaşı’nın baş göstermesi ile uluslar arası

gelişmeleri de göz önünde bulundurmaktadır.

Kırım Savaşı’nda Osmanlı İmparatorluğu ve Sardunya Krallığı’nın liberal

güçlerle ittifak olduğu görülmektedir. Bu seçim ilerleyen zamanın zorluklarını

karşılamak için bu iki devlet tarafından yapılan iç reformları meydana getiren

politik yol ile uyumlu olmaktadır.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Osmanlı İmparatorluğu, İtalya, Kırım Savaşı , Liberalizm,

Muhafazakarlık
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

It is well known to what extent the international order and the goals of the

single nations affect the internal events of the single political entities. As to

that which concerns the history of the Ottoman Empire, the extent to which

the “Western influence” exerted over the Tanzimat reforms of the 19th cen-

tury is recognized. The problem is that in this very assumption lies the silent

orientalist conception of a feeble and passive “East”, vis à vis a strong and

active “West”.

The present thesis will take under consideration the situation of the Ital-

ian peninsula during the same period of the Tanzimat, that coincides more

or less with the Risorgimento, namely that lapse of time in which the Italian

peninsula gradually left behind the ancien régime institutions1 and in which

took place the process which brought at the end the unification of the various

Italian political entities, establishing in this way the Kingdom of Italy, freed

from the Austrian, above all, and the French hegemonies. Before the unifi-

cation, in the first half of the 19th century, the peninsula was divided into a

number of different entities, mainly characterized by the ancien régime form

of governments and feudal organization of the territory and economies. If we

consider the “East” as “characterized by what it lacks: individual ownership

of property, rational orgnization of market activity and rational bureaucratic

forms of government”,2 in that period the Italian peninsula could be said to

be somewhere in the opposite side of what is considered as the “West”.

It is within this premise in which the present author thought that taking

into account the influences of the European Great Powers (the “West”) both

towards the Ottoman Empire, and the Italian peninsula would have been an

interesting and original focus. The 19th century, and above all the period of

time dating from 1839 (for the Tanzimat), and 1815 (for the Risorgimento), is

1Lucy Riall, The Italian Risorgimento, (London: Routledge, 2004), p.1
2Huri İslamoğlu, “Modernities Compared: State Transformations and Constitutions of

Property in the Qing and Ottoman Empires”, in Huri İslamoğlu and Peter C. Perdue (eds.),
Shared Histories of Modernity. China, India and the Ottoman Empire, (Oxon: Routledge,
2009), p.109
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to be considered if we want to understand the following developments of the

two concerned entities.

As the history of the Ottoman Empire in the 19th century is thought to be

heavily influenced by the external Powers, it would be interesting to make use

of this same point of view for what concern the history of the Italian peninsula.

The economy of the Ottoman Empire was declining, not being able to compete

with the economies of the leading powers. Derek Beales wrote that in 1861

Italy’s “great part of south and centre on the economical and structural plan

were more similar to Egypt, Greece and parts of the Ottoman Empire than to

that western Europe that the patriots admired so much.”3

This is a demonstration of the fact that, as it is important to consider the

leverage that the Western Powers had for the Ottoman affairs, by the same

token we should consider the situation concerning the Italian peninsula: they

shared both a particular position in the international politics as they were

considered in order to maintain the European balance, and a “peripheral po-

sition for what concerned the economical integration, in a situation in which

Great Britain and France were the most influential and active European Pow-

ers, therefore the most economically developed.

While for the Ottoman Empire the Tanzimat represented a period of re-

forms as an effort in order to keep the Empire independent and intact, the

Italian Risorgimento consisted in a period of uprisings and constitutional re-

forms, all aimed at reaching civil rights and independence from foreign control.

Despite these differences, “To preserve the Ottoman heritage, the Tanzimat

statesmen crushed rebellion wherever they could, played off one great power

against another when possible, and instituted measures of domestic reorgani-

zation.”4

The above measures made the Ottoman methods very close, if not identi-

cal under a general perspective, to those of the statesmen of the Kingdom of

Sardinia, the political entity that stood out between the others in the Italian

peninsula because of its proximity with the Western Powers and its interna-

tional dimension. So, in order not to preserve a “heritage”, but to gain strategi-

cal and political power, Sardinian authorities clashed with radical democratic

movements, favoring the monarchy vis à vis projects of reforms “from the

3Derek Beales and Eugenio F. Biagini, Il Risorgimento e l’Unificazione dell’Italia,
(Bologna: Il Mulino, 2005), p.236

4Roderic Davison, Reform in the Ottoman Empire, 1856-1876, (Princeton: Princeton
University Press, 1963), pp.5-6
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masses”, they played the Great Powers against each other, above all trying

to isolate the Habsburg Empire, and reformed the state, overall for what con-

cerned the economic sector.

Starting from an introduction about the situation of the Ottoman Empire

and the Italian peninsula in the first half of 19th century, I chose to focus on

the Crimean War (1853-1856) and the consequent Congress of Paris in 1856.

This war was the first international military campaign of the army of an Ital-

ian political entity, namely the Kingdom of Sardinia, and the Congress was

the occasion in which the Ottoman Empire acquired the membership to the

Concert of Europe, and at the same time a representative from the Italian

peninsula participated for the first time to the negotiations of the European

diplomacy.

The aim of this thesis is to demonstrate that historically, at least for the

19th century, the configuration of the international politics was not so much

affected by conceptions like “West” or “East”, “Christianity” or “Islam”. The

developments of the international order followed just the material and strategi-

cal interests of the states. The Hatt-ı Hümayun was strongly recommended by

the great Powers for political and economical strategical reasons. In the same

period, actually in that same Congress of Paris where the Islahat edict was

formally recognized, the British and the Sardinian representatives expressed

themselves very harshly against the Papal States government. Not to mention

the fact that even before, in the 1830s, the great Powers sent an ultimatum to

the Pope suggesting him to make use of reforms in order to make his dominion

less exposed to popular uprisings.

The way in which the great Powers behaved in a context in which also

religious questions were at stake (let’s just think about the Holy Places crisis

before the Crimean War) is of significative importance, and also the alliances

in the Crimean War are of great significance from this point of view. Great

Britain and France were not reluctant at all to ally with the Ottoman Empire

against Russia, which in those times defined itself the defender of the Ortho-

dox population inside the imperial territories.

The correspondences of the Pope were also very beneficial to understand

the position of a strong religious authority like the Catholic Church in the inter-

3



national arena. When Pope Pius IX reminded the French “Catholic Sovereign”

Napoleon III the importance of sustaining Catholicism against other “false re-

ligions” in the Ottoman lands and to oppose “the spirit of indifference on the

subject of faith [. . .] also between a number of Catholics”,5 the emperor an-

swered with great pragmatism that in those territories the Christian interests

were to be considered as a whole with the other Churches. Moreover, when

Napoleon III saw suit, did not hesitate to ally with the Kingdom of Sardinia

(the Italian arch-enemy of the Papal States) to enact war against the Habs-

burg Empire (1859), namely the historical ally of the Pope and guardian of

the Italian status quo after the Congress of Vienna in 1815.

These elements suggest that studying history through the lens of culture

(West vis à vis East) or religion (Christianity vis à vis Islam) cannot be a vi-

able method to understand the real developments of international politics. On

the contrary, as a matter of fact, it could jeopardize the objective perception

of how historical events evolved.

In this context it is worthwhile to recall that on the international scenario

the real struggle was between liberal and conservative Powers. The liberalism

was represented by Great Britain and France. During the Crimean War the

Ottoman Empire and the Kingdom of Sardinia stepped on their side against

the conservative Russia. Also the Habsburg Empire was a conservative Power,

but for strategic reason during the war was compelled to maintain a neutral

position. This provoked the end of the Russo-Austrian alliance, undermining

in this way the conservative front. Even before the Crimean War, the Ot-

toman Empire and the Kingdom of Sardinia chose the “liberal way”, although

in different manners. The Tanzimat reforms begun as the ruling class under-

stood that there was the need for improvements in military, economical and

governmental sectors. The Risorgimento was the period in which the Italian

middle classes begun to rebel against the old conservative order to gain po-

litical rights. In both these cases it is clear that, in a way or another, there

existed the perception of the necessity to follow the liberal trend of the time.

5Pietro Pirri, Pio IX e Vittorio Emanuele II dal loro carteggio privato. II: La Questione
Romana (1856-1864), (Roma: Pontificia Università Gregoriana, 1951), Documenti, pp.5-6

4



CHAPTER 2

OVERVIEW

2.1 Ottoman Empire

2.1.1 The Tanzimat Period

In the case of the Ottoman Empire there were three fundamental factors that

made reforms indispensable. After the French Revolution introduced the prin-

ciple of equality through citizenship, mass conscription became essential to

constitute an army in condition to face the modern armies of the enemies of

the Empire. The economical power of the non-Muslims inside the Ottoman

territories was a richness from which the state should have taken advantage

in order to survive the economical challenges of the period. The internal na-

tionalist turmoils was to be put under control, and to this aim the equality

between the subjects seemed to be a suitable prescription.1

2.1.1.1 Mahmud II

Mahmud II, supporter of the Nizam-i Cedid of Selim III (program of reforms

at the end of the XVIII century, aiming at the reinforcement of the centrality

of the sate, both against the external and the internal enemies), necessitated

the first 15 years of his sultanate (1808 - 1823) to consolidate his power2,

assigning his men both in the central administration, in the ulema hierarchy

and in the army, and regionally (ayans), without taking under consideration

the possibility of reforms. In order to suffocate Wahabi and Greek revolts, the

Sultan had to turn to his powerful vassal, Mehmet Ali governor of Egypt.3 This

was due to the discouraging situation of the Ottoman army, still represented

by the obsolete Janissary corps. Mahmud II was convinced of the fact that

any reform could be promoted if the ruling elites of the old system was still in

charge, and because of this the authority of the Sultan was to be reconquered

and strengthened.

1Donald Quataert, The Ottoman Empire 1700-1922, (Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 2005), p.67

2Erik J. Zürcher, Turkey. A Modern History, (London: I.B.Tauris, 2004), p.30
3Robert Mantran, “Gli Esordi della Questione d’Oriente (1774-1839)”, in Robert

Mantran (ed.), Storia dell’Impero Ottomano, (Lecce: Argo, 2004), p.471
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From 1814 to 1820 the Sultan could concentrate on reinforcing its authority

on the Balkan provinces by diminishing the power of the local notables because

of a period of appeasement with Russia. Mahmud II was forced to maintain a

connection with the ulema class, one of the most influent group of the Empire

by assuming a religious attitude, encouraging the traditional teaching and pro-

moting the ulema which collaborated with the government. Two şeyhülislam

supported his reformist policies: Seyyid Abdül Wahhab Efendi (1821 - 22) and

Mustafa Asim (1818 - 19 and 1823 - 25).

During the last years of Sultan Mahmud II, the Greek and Egyptian crises

showed the weakness of the Ottoman Empire, and Great Britain and the

Habsburg Empire began to get worried about the Russian influence over the

Mediterranean Sea. The European statists were disturbed by the fact that the

dismemberment of the Empire could damage the balance of power between the

states, and this very international situation accompanied the development of

the Tanzimat reforms.4

The Western powers both encouraged and hindered the reforms inside the

Empire. They supported the aim of a reinforcement of the Ottoman state, but

at the same time they wanted to protect their economic interests linked to the

non-Muslim millets, namely the autonomous groups of non-Muslims guided by

a religious leader. So they gave life to a paradox standing both by equal rights

for all the citizens, and by the refusal of the non-Muslim subjects to lose their

privileges.5 Actually for the foreign Powers to support the non-Muslim millets

meant the extension of their influence inside the Empire, given the situation

that French and Austrian protected the Catholics, Russians the Orthodoxes

and the British the Druzes and the Protestants.

In order to reinforce the central state it were required a modern army,

money from taxes, and an efficient and modern central bureaucracy were re-

quired. So the first step of Mahmud II was the annihilation of the Janissary

corps in 1826, an event happened a day remembered as the Vaka-i Hayriye,

the “Auspicious Event”. This put an end to the traditional autonomy of the

corps of the Ottoman army, introducing the figure of the serasker, which in

the future would be the Ministry of War, commanding the new western-style

Mansure army trained with the help of first Prussian, and then German offi-

cials.

4Erik J. Zürcher, op. cit., p.38
5Ibid., p.39
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A consequence of this event was that the ulema lost their armed ally - the

janissaries - and this let the Sultan centralize the control of the religious in-

stitutions by putting the pious foundations, the evkaf, under state control and

placing the şeyhülislam at the head of the hierarchy of the ulema.6 Together

with this, the 1826 event made easier the development of Ottoman economic

liberalism, because the Janissaries constituted an obstacle for economic re-

forms as they also played a crucial role in the Ottoman urban economy, and

had therefore interests in maintaining the status quo.7

Apart from the lack of trained people, the elitist character of the reforms,

the strong patronal system, and the financial problems of the Empire, another

between the troubles of the Tanzimat era was the coexistence of the reforms

with the traditional establishments, and the failed abolition of the latters.

The obsolete teachings of the ulema were sided with the new Western training

schools, and the new rules based on European laws coexisted with the Sharia.8

According to Niyazi Berkes, the greatest innovation of Mahmud II was the

conception of an Ottoman state with its secular idea of sovereignty, in oppo-

sition to the idea of an Islamic state. So the new entry of citizenship replaced

the medieval idea of Umma, the community of believers. It was the new un-

derstanding of government by law and equality before the law irrespective of

race, creed, or position.9

Mahmud II died in 1839, leaving to his successor Abdülmecit I a state

conformation in which the centre of power leaned from the Palace to the Porte,

giving in this way more power to the modern bureaucracy. After his death,

the greatest inheritance of Mahmud II was that he left open possibilities for

future reforms. Nevertheless, at the same time, with the extermination of

the Janissary corps, removed an important check for the central power: this

brought to the arbitrary rule of Abdülaziz after 1871 and Abdülhamid II after

1878.10

After five months the death of Mahmud II, the Gülhane edict was pro-

mulgated. Butrus Abu-Manneh wrote that it was the result of an internal

6Ibid., p.40
7Donald Quataert, “The Age of Reforms, 1812-1914” in Suraiya Faroqhi, An Economic

and Social History of the Ottoman Empire - Volume II: 1600-1914, (Cambrdige: Cambrdige
University Press, 2006), p.764

8Erik J. Zürcher, op. cit., p.46
9Niyazi Berkes, The Development of Secularism in Turkey, (London: Hurst, 1998), pp.90-

94
10Roderic Davison, Reform in the Ottoman Empire, 1856-1876, (Princeton: Princeton

University Press, 1963), pp.30-32
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reformist dynamic, as it did not contradicted the Sharia: “even when the

Gülhane promised ’to introduce new legislation’ none of the acts and measures

introduced in the first decade of the Tanzimat contradicted the Sharia.”11 The

Rescript was announced on 3 November 1839 by the Foreign Minister Reshit

Pasha, ex ambassador of the Empire in London and Paris, experience that

gave him a reformist knowledge. He raised Ali and Fuad Pashas, which in the

future during the Crimean War would have important roles as diplomats and

statesmen.12 The edict contained the promise of equal rights between Muslim

and Christian subjects of the Empire, and this was also a diplomatic move to

gain the support of foreign Powers against the insurrection of Mehmet Ali, who

wanted Mahmud II to give him the governorship of Syria as a compensation

for his big loss at Navarino in 1827. At the same time it was also an attempt

to curb the turmoil provoked by nationalism inside the Empire.

It is difficult to state how much he Gülhane edict contributed to the decision

of the foreign Powers to help the Ottoman Empire against Ibrahim Pasha, son

of Mehmet Ali, in Syria, eventually putting an end to the Egyptian crisis.13 It

is anyway meaningful the fact that the Foreign Minister Reshit Pasha was the

one charged with the promulgation and the elaboration of internal reforms, and

this was a result of several factors: his competence for what concerned foreign

languages and societies and the strict relation between external diplomatic

pressure and internal efforts to reform.14 These factors made the Foreign

Minister the most important state figure of the Tanzimat period, a role covered

subsequently by, a part from Reshit, Ali and Fuad Pashas.

In 1843 was issued a new penal code which recognized equality between

Muslims and non-Muslims, and established mixed courts for commercial cases

which involved foreigners. In 1844 death penalty for apostasy (a prescription

of the Sharia) was abolished. In 1850 a new commercial code copied by the

French one was introduced.

The secularization of law was an attempt to avoid frictions inside the Ot-

toman Empire, attempting to introduce equality between all the subjects. But

in the case of the non-Muslim millets the result was just the opposite. Arme-

nian and Greek bourgeoisie started to feel the need to be independent from

their respective religious communities. The consequence was the elaboration

11Butrus Abu-Manneh, “The Islamic Roots of the Gülhane Rescript”, in Die Welt des
Islams, vol.34, n.2, p.201

12Roderic Davison, op. cit., pp.36-37
13Erik J. Zürcher, op. cit., pp.50-51-52
14Ibid., p.58
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of internal secular constitutions and administrations, and the fact hat the

reorganization was along millet lines helped to reemphasize the lack of homo-

geneity among Ottoman peoples,15 fostering in this way nationalist separatist

movements.16

Contributing to the separatist desires was the educational situation in the

Empire. In the 19th century, four kind of educational institutions existed: the

Muslim mektep; the Tanzimat’s secular schools, wanted by the reformers to

form the new bureaucracy and military classes; the schools of various non-

Muslim millets; and the Catholic and Protestant’s missionary schools.17

The 1856 Hatt-ı Hümayun was also a consequence of the Crimean War

(1853 - 1856) and the involvement of the foreign Powers into it. With the

Paris Congress in 1856 the Ottoman Empire was formally admitted into the

Concert of Europe, even though its financial and military weaknesses assured

it a passive role in it. The Hümayun edict was officially recognized by the

Concert, giving in this way the theoretical right of supervision over the internal

reforms of the Empire to the foreign Powers, an hypothesis confirmed by the

fact that the pledge of non intervention into internal matters was not respected

in the following years.18

2.2 The Eastern Question

The Eastern Question originated during the XVIII century as the Ottoman

Empire was experiencing a military and institutional decline and the Powers

began to focus on it for their ambitions. This was a situation which lasted until

the last days of the Empire. From 1830’s onward Russia and Great Britain was

the two Powers mainly active on that front. The Habsburg Empire became

more interested in the Balkans after having lost German and Italian territories

after the Austro-Prussian war in 1866. The European policy of France at that

time was weak and she could not afford to be involved.19 Russia had in her

hands an important tool to interfere into Ottoman Empire affairs: the Ortho-

dox minority in Asia Minor and the Balkans, much more significant than the

Catholic one which France could lean on. Beyond that, Russia shared frontiers

15Roderic Davison, op. cit., p.132
16Erik J. Zürcher, op. cit., p.62
17Ibid., p.63
18Roderic Davison, op. cit., p.413
19Matthew S. Anderson, The Eastern Question: 1774 - 1923. A Study in International

Relations, (Hong Kong:MacMillan, 1991), pp.388-389
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with the Empire.20 In fact, as the biggest threat came from Russia, from the

beginning of the 19th century to 1878, the Ottoman Empire adopted a pol-

icy of good relations with Britain, against the Russian menace21 and in turn

Great Britain adopted a policy of preservation of the integrity of the Ottoman

Empire.

The Crimean War provoked a change in the European political balance:

Until after the Crimean War Russian expansion in the Near East seemed

dangerous to Britain mainly because it would increase Russian power

in Europe as a whole, and thus threaten the balance of power there and

weaken the forces of liberty and constitutional government. That war

destroyed the conservative concert with the Habsburg Empire which [the

Czar] Nicholas I had struggled so hard to maintain. The great changes in

the political configuration of Europe which took place between 1859 and

1871 ended the possibility [. . .] of Russian dominance in the continent.22

These rivalries existed in spite of the existence of the Concert of Europe, an

entity funded on the balance of power between the states which composed it.

Every time a state declared the intention to interfere in the internal matters of

the Ottoman Empire for the purpose of defending the Christian communities,

the other states were forced to intervene as well, in order to maintain the Eu-

ropean balance of power. This was in practice the Eastern Question pattern,

which characterized the Ottoman diplomacy until the end of its days. It was

a very controversial one, since its consequence was the direct linking of the

European equilibrium to the Ottoman destiny, displacing the battlefield from

European lands to the Ottoman territories. So while European powers em-

braced the cause of the integrity of the Empire, they at the same time helped,

or were at least involved in, its final disintegration.

An important aspect of the Eastern Question is the one regarding the

internal reforms of the Ottoman Empire. The Empire needed to readjust its

institutions in order to keep the pace with the European powers, and this was

true above all for what concerned the military. But in order to reorganize and

20Ibid., p.390
21Besim Özcan, “Osmanlı Devleti’nin Rusya’ya Yönelik Dış Politikası (19. yy. ve 20.

yy. Başı)”, in Mustafa Bıyıklı (ed.), Türk Dış Politikası: Osmanlı Dönemi, (Istanbul:
Gökkubbe, 2008), p.309

22Matthew S. Anderson, op. cit., p.391-392
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ameliorate it, it was necessary to face problems like the decline of the Timar

system, the taxation system and the overall obsolete structure of the Empire.

In the reforming process the Powers had their role, because of their interests

in keeping the Empire alive.

2.2.1 International developments affecting the Ottoman

Empire from 1815 to the Crimean War

At the Congress of Vienna of 1815 the Eastern Question was not a matter

of debate because of the desires of the Czar, who thought to maintain the

Russian supremacy for what concerned the Ottoman Empire. Nevertheless

the interests of the great Powers in the Ottoman dominions was quite clear.

Napoleon’s conquest of Egypt in 1798 made Great Britain realize how strate-

gically important was the control of the east Mediterranean region. This is

also why Great Britain in 1815 received from France the bases in Malta and

the Ionian islands. Russian focus on the Christian Slav Balkans and on the

Straights and the consequent oppositions of Great Britain and France were

some of the causes of the contrasts experienced by the European powers. The

main conflicts were between the Habsburg Empire and Russia, Great Britain

and Russia, Great Britain and France.23

In 1814 the revolutionary Greek secret society Philiki Etaireia was founded

in Odessa with the connivance of the Czar. Russian interests were in harmony

with Greek nationalist forces, which succeeded in a rebellion in the Morea.

Sultan Mahmud II asked for the help of his Egyptian vassal Mehmet Ali, who

sent his son Ibrahim to reconquer Morea in 1825. Meanwhile in Russia, Czar

Nicholas I took the place of Alexander. This Czar was much more concerned

about the direct Russian interest than about helping a revolution. So in 1826

he sent an ultimatum to the Ottomans asking the right to protectorate over

Moldavia, Wallachia and Serbia.24 Great Britain was apprehended about the

possible influence that Russia would gain had acted alone, thus the 1827 Lon-

don treaty suggested a mediation through a naval blockade. But the Ottomans

refused (at the time they were managing to reconquer Morea) and the same

year the battle of Navarino took place between the Anglo-French and the Egyp-

tian fleets, causing the destruction of the latter. Czar Nicholas was unhappy

23René Albrecht-Carrié, Storia Diplomatica dell’Europa. Dal Congresso di Vienna ad
Oggi, (Bologna: Cappelli, 1970), p. 71

24Robert Mantran, “Gli Esordi della Questione d’Oriente (1774-1839)”, in Robert
Mantran (ed.), Storia dell’Impero Ottomano, (Lecce: Argo, 2004), p. 480
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about how the events unfolded, and decided to declare war on the Ottoman

empire on 26 April 1828. So Great Britain reinforced its Mediterranean fleet

and the French agreed with the Egyptian troops to substitute them in Morea.

In the meantime Russia conquered Kars and Erzurum, Moldavia, Bulgaria and

after Edirne was also conquered on 22 August 1829, on 14 September 1829 the

hostilities ended with the Edirne Treaty, that avoided the dismemberment of

the Ottoman European provinces thanks to Great Britain and France, never-

theless autonomy was given to the Danubian Principalities and the Russians

obtained the right to sail through the Straits for commercial purposes.25

With the London Protocol of 1830, the Powers established an independent

Greek state.26 Mehmet Ali demanded Syria to be given to him as a compen-

sation for his help in Morea. Great Britain and Russia were worried about a

possible Ottoman strengthening because of Mehmet Ali, which was supported

by France. In 1832 he managed to win against the Ottoman troops in Konya,

an event whose consequences have been prevented by the Russian emissary,

who went to Alexandria and warned Mehmet Ali explicitly. In 1833 Russian

troops appeared on the Bosphorus, worrying in this way Great Britain and

France, thus the latter decided to put their troops in the eastern Mediter-

ranean region. In the end, this diplomatic tension was resolved by a direct

Ottoman-Egyptian agreement. In the meanwhile, the Russians achieved to

impose on the Ottomans the Hünkar Iskelesi agreement in 1833, a defense al-

liance between the two parts. In the same year the Münchengratz agreement

guaranteed Russia’s help in Austrian central European affairs in change for the

Austrian help in Russian Ottoman affairs. However, this arrangement proved

to be obsolete.

In 1838 Great Britain established its commercial influence on the Ottoman

Empire through the Balta Limanı agreement. But this was not enough for

the British. With the 1840 London treaty Great Britain tried to oppose the

French influence over the eastern Mediterranean, acquired through the support

to Mehmet Ali. The treaty actually represented an actual ultimatum toward

Egypt that required its cession of Crete, the Arab possessions (except southern

Syria), and the Ottoman fleet. Counting on the French support, Mehmet Ali

refused. So Lord Palmerston decided to put an end to the crisis by bombing

25René Albrecht-Carrié, op. cit., pp.75-76; Robert Mantran, op. cit., p.481
26René Albrecht-Carrié, op. cit., p.77
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Beirut and forcing Ibrahim, son of Mehmet Ali, to pull back from Syria. After

this episode, with the Straits Convention (13 July 1841) the Great Powers

agreed that the straits would be closed to all warships during peacetime.27

This was a clear victory for Great Britain because it managed to defend the

Ottoman Empire, to increase the Sultan’s authority, to thwart the French in-

fluence and to cancel the Russian privileged position in the Ottoman affairs.

The 1840’s were a relatively calm period for the Ottoman Empire as inter-

national antagonisms became less acute.28 Only two episodes are remarkable.

The informal 1844 agreement between Great Britain and Russia against France

is the first. An agreement that however, when Britain and France solved their

territorial problems about Morocco and Tahiti, became null because Russian

support did not seem necessary anymore, leaving Russia empty handed.

The second was the Hungarian and Polish revolutionaries escape into the

Ottoman territories the next year after the European risings of 1848. Re-

spectively, Austrian and Russian governments demanded their extradition.29

When Russia and the Habsburg Empire broke off relations because of the

Ottoman refusal, the latter appealed both for the support from British Strat-

ford Canning and French General Aupick, and secretly to the Czar sending

his favorite among the Ottoman diplomats: Fuad Pasha. So Russia, also as

a reaction against Austrian arbitrary execution of some Hungarian generals

which had surrendered to the Russian army, dropped her demand for the ex-

tradition, leaving the Habsburgs alone. However, even if this diplomatic crisis

ended, it had the consequence to mobilize British and French fleets towards

the Dardanelles, in this way planting the seed of the Anglo-French alliance of

the Crimean War.30

2.3 The Italian Peninsula

2.3.1 Situation at the time of the Congress of Vienna

After the Napoleonic invasions subverted the European order, the Congress of

Vienna in 1815 restored the status quo ante bellum without paying attention to

27Erik Goldstein, Wars and Peace Treaties: 1816 - 1991, (London: Routledge, 1992), p.25
28Matthew S. Anderson, op. cit., p.110
29Ibid., pp.112-113
30Alan J. P. Taylor, The Struggle for Mastery in Europe 1848-1919, (Oxford: Oxford

University Press, 1954), pp.33-34
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the nationalistic feelings, which in that period were beginning to grow strong.

The foundation of the legitimate authority was the alliance between throne and

altar. The revolutionary notion of statehood based on the concept of nation

was rejected in favor of the restoration of dynasties, among which there were

multiethnics empires.31

The main purpose of the Congress was the containment of France to its

original frontiers, restoring also the legitimate position of King Louis XVIII,

which Napoleon previously occupied. Great Britain, Habsburg Empire, Rus-

sia, and Prussia were the great Powers that had the fundamental roles at the

Congress (France would be admitted to the Concert of Europe from 1818, af-

ter the payment of an indemnity, and the occupying forces retreated from its

territories)32. Three were the basic principles of the Congress: compensation,

legitimacy and restoration. The Czar obtained great part of Poland; the same

did Prussia with Saxony. Britain did not claim anything in Europe apart its

bases in Malta and Ionian islands. Holland gained the former Austrian Nether-

lands.33

According to the legitimacy principle, for what concerned the Italian penin-

sula, the modifications that Napoleon brought to the monarchical systems be-

tween 1796 (when Napoleon invaded the Italian territories) and 1815, were

to be considered as parenthetical, something the international system had to

annihilate. The dynasties of Savoy and Bourbon came back to the throne from

their exile in Sardinia and Sicily. Adding to their original territories, Vitto-

rio Emanuele I gained Liguria, and Ferdinand IV obtained the territories of

the Kingdom of Naples before 1806, after having accepted a defensive alliance

with Austria.34 The Papal States were recomposed with their former regions,

the ’Legazioni ’, namely Umbria, Lazio, Marche, Romagna, and Emilia. The

Duchies of Parma, Piacenza, Modena, and Reggio, the Granduchy of Tuscany

as well, were all consigned to relatives of the Habsburg family. While in this

zone the Austrian control was in a way mediated, in the central-eastern part

of the north of the peninsula a direct control was implemented, as a com-

pensation for its lost German and Belgian territories. The Lombard-Venetian

Kingdom was directly given to a viceroy, member of the Habsburg royal family.

31Michael Burleigh, Earthly powers: the Clash of Religion and Politics in Europe from the
French Revolution to the Great War, (New York: HarperCollins Publishers, 2005), p.116

32René Albrecht-Carrié, op. cit., pp.47-48
33Ibid., p.29
34Marco Meriggi, Gli Stati Italiani prima dell’Unitá (Bologna: Il Mulino, 2011), p.115
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Nevertheless Habsburg hegemony was not just based on the control wielded

directly or indirectly over the peninsula, because the Habsburg Empire, ac-

cording to the Congress of Vienna agreements, was furthermore considered to

be the guardian of the status quo, a condition which permitted to maintain

its garrisons spread in all the territory. The consequences of this situation

were strikingly felt in the occasions of the 1820-21 constitutional risings in the

Kingdoms of the Two Sicilies and Piedmont, and in 1831 with the rebellions

in Modena, Reggio and in the provinces of the Papal States, when Habsburg

troops crushed the rebels.35

Napoleon brought in the peninsula different kinds of reforms and estab-

lishments. These consisted in the abolition of the feudal privileges, the codi-

fication and standardization of laws (introducing the French Commercial and

Civil Codes), introduction of the representative government and of constitu-

tions and between 1809 and 1814 the division of the peninsula in just three

states36 (unlike the former peninsular institutional organization of eleven little

political entities37). The Congress of Vienna reintroduced in the peninsula the

old fragmented subdivision of the territory in little states, characterized by

different structures and establishments, differences to be found both between

the states themselves and inside their very territory.38 Nevertheless the ad-

ministrative reforms contributing to a more efficient central control, namely

those reforms which gave more power in the hands of the governors, were main-

tained.39

The newly acquired territory of the Kingdom of Sardinia, the former Re-

public of Genova, partially maintained the French civil, legal and military

organizations, while in the rest of the Kingdom these same institutions were

abolished. Even if formally banned in 1815, in the island of Sardinia feudal-

ism existed until the end of 1830’s; conscription was not enforced, and only in

1848 the codes already existing in Piedmont, Savoy and Liguria, were finally

introduced. While Vittorio Emanuele I in the Kingdom of Sardinia confirmed

its intentions to bring back everything to the pre-Napoleonic status quo, the

establishment continued to maintain Napoleonic administrative features. A

35Cristopher Duggan, La Forza del Destino. Storia d’Italia dal 1796 a Oggi, (Bari: Lat-
erza, 2009), p.87

36Derek Beales and Eugenio F. Biagini, Il Risorgimento e l’Unificazione dell’Italia,
(Bologna: Il Mulino, 2005), pp.37-38

37Ibid., p.23
38Marco Meriggi, op. cit., p.117
39Derek Beales and Eugenio F. Biagini, op. cit., p.39

15



system of central ministers and a general treasury with its council were in-

troduced, and governors and intendants were under the control of the State.

Aristocracy and clergy were restored. In Sardinia only in 1847 there would be

the return to a unique and hierarchical system of justice. A characteristic of

the Kingdom of Sardinia was the clash between the former Napoleonic bureau-

cratic class and the aristocracy, caused by the firm intention of the rulers to

ostracize the new administrative middle class, and this situation persisted until

the 1848 revolutions. A similar situation, even if altered during the risings of

the 1820’s and 1830’s, was to be found in the rest of the peninsular States.40

The Kingdom of the Two Sicilies was what resulted from the fusion between

the Kingdoms of Naples and Sicily, a configuration wanted by the Congress.

Also in this case the territorial organization was not uniform, a greater in-

dependence was granted to the island of Sicily in the fields of appointments,

justice, taxation and representative organs, and of the conscription for the

military service. In Naples, capital city of the former Kingdom of Naples ruled

by Napoleon’s brother-in-law Joachim Murat41, the Napoleonic heritage was

more intense, but in the periphery outside Naples the revolutionary French

influence was replaced by the old feudal Bourbon structure. Likewise, in the

island of Sicily the refusals of the local notables contributed to the sabotage

of the councils of intendancy.42

In the Pontifical States the conscription introduced by Napoleon was abol-

ished for all the subjects and, on one hand, the Napoleonic heritage was still

present in the juridical and administrative establishments in the states pre-

viously part of the Napoleonic Kingdom of Italy (Marche, Romagna, and

Emilia), while on the other hand this same heritage was overturned in the

regions formerly part of the French Empire (Lazio and Umbria), where frag-

ment of feudal jurisdiction could be found until 1848.43 The administration of

the Papal States was basically centralist, with congregations in Rome which

managed the civil and religious administrations. All the delegates were ap-

pointed by the Pope.44 If in the XVIII century Roman theology was evolving

in a rationalistic way, after the Congress of Vienna it became obscurantist,

40Marco Meriggi, op. cit., p.118
41Spencer Di Scala, Italy: from revolution to republic, 1700 to the present, (Boulder:

WestviewPress, 2009), p.34
42Marco Meriggi, op. cit., pp.135-136
43Ibid., pp.119-120
44Ibid., pp.133-134
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focusing on mysteries, miracles, and repressions of heresy.

Napoleonic reforms regarded also the abolition of the old privileges of aris-

tocracy and of the clergy. Nevertheless Restoration keywords were order and

hierarchy, and the re-establishment of the power of the Pope would have helped

to maintain and reinforce the status quo. The Church was actually the source

of the consensus for the lower classes, with its religious orders, missions, ju-

bilees, pilgrimages, popular cults. The problem of the maintenance of the old

status quo was actually represented by the cultured classes.

In the Lombard-Venetian Kingdom two governments coexisted, one in Mi-

lan and the other in Venice. They were coordinated by a Habsburg viceroy

and were two parallel and similar structures divided in provinces, districts and

municipalities. In the city of Milan a great resentment was felt against Aus-

trian domination. Political measures like high taxes, custom duties against

Piedmont and France, and appointments into the bureaucracy to German-

speaking officials were under criticism.

Also the Padan Duchies of Parma and Modena and the Grand Duchy

of Tuscany were characterized by a coexistence of Napoleonic and absolutist

structures, with administrative and judiciary competencies mixed together (a

phenomenon erased during the Napoleonic period).

Even if the declared intentions of the Congress of Vienna were to rein-

troduce the old system free from the Napoleonic heritage of administrative

reforms, actually the result was a coexistence of traditional and new arrange-

ments.

The Napoleonic model was not entirely refused. Eminent political per-

sonalities were aware of the positivity of the French codes, and managed to

avoid their complete rejection. Substantially the old monarchical power was

restored, maintaining however the Napoleonic elements of the state monopoly

of the public power and the codification, this latter of course deprived of the

elements which would have hindered the alliance between throne and altar.

The centralization was a characteristic that in the long run fueled the emer-

gence of the local identities. The old aristocracy suspended in the Napoleonic

era was restored. Nevertheless, as feudalism was officially abolished, nobility

was not anymore a title linked to jurisdictional capacity, and it became merely

honorific. This factor actually contributed to a de facto continuation of the

Napoleonic establishment, even if for what concerned the administration of
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justice, there was ambiguity between judiciary and executive fields.45

To epitomise, the French administrative innovations survived even after

the Vienna Congress, with various degrees, in all the States of the penin-

sula, and they reached even the islands (Sardinia and Sicily), which formerly

remained untouched by the Napoleonic transformation. There were also dif-

ferent realities, characterized by admixtures of executive and judiciary powers

where form of feudalism survived.46 Another factor of significance is that in

the 1848 revolutions the public servants tended to participate in the popular

upheavals and to challenge the establishment, demonstrating their distance

with the Restoration regimes.47 Only two States were really independent, the

Kingdom of Sardinia and the Kingdom of the Two Sicilies. The Papacy was

formally independent, but like the next years would demonstrate, it needed

the Austrian and French armies in order to maintain its integrity.

It is worthwhile to recall the fact that the Napoleonic Wars exerted their

influence over the Ottoman Empire, too. After Napoleon’s military campaign

in Egypt in 1798, there the villagers were conscripted for the first time into a

modern Egyptian army and forced to pay the taxes to support it. When in

1822-23 artisans and peasants rebelled against these Napoleonic innovations,

their uprisings were destroyed by military reinforcements led by European of-

ficers.48 From the point of view of the international situation, the Napoleonic

Wars transformed the balance of power in Europe, and the foreign Powers

gained more opportunity to intervene on the internal affairs of the Ottoman

Empire, in a situation in which Russia and the Habsburg Empire had their

interests in the Balkans, and Great Britain needed to safeguard its Eastern

trade routes.49

For the Habsburg Emperor the Italian peninsula was important for its rev-

enues and conscription. Especially the Lombard lands were the place in which

the Habsburgs and France confronted each other, and the Kingdom of Sar-

dinia was the buffer state between them. Even if Metternich considered the

45Ibid., pp.125-129-137
46Ibid., p.143
47Ibid., p.151
48Timothy Mitchell, Rule of Experts. Egypt, Techno-Politics, Modernity, (Berkeley: Uni-

versity of California Press, 2002), pp.127-128
49Caroline Finkel, Osman’s Dream. The Story of the Ottoman Empire 1300-1923, (Lon-

don: John Murray, 2005), p.402
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peninsula as a strategical whole important for the international affairs of the

Habsburg Empire, he was persuaded that Italian nationalistic unitarist spirit

and the consitutional ideas had to be annihilated.50

With respect to the European situation as a whole, France and Great

Britain represented a liberal tendency, namely more attentive to nationalistic

or constitutional desires of the European peoples. This was directly in oppo-

sition to the conservative spirit, represented by the Habsburg Empire, Russia

and Prussia. Nevertheless Great Britain thought that for the moment balance

and a peace settlement were much more important than reformer ideals.

Nationality was one of the dominant forces of 19th century, and the Hab-

sburg Empire was the Power more directly influenced by the growing Italian

demands for independence. Russia was straightly against the nationalistic

movements, with the exception of those blossoming the Balkans, at the time

under the Ottoman Empire. Significant is that according to the desire of Czar

Alexander, during the Congress of Vienna the issues concerning the Ottoman

Empire were untouched.

2.3.2 The Risorgimento

The Risorgimento was the name (translatable as “Resurgence”) given to that

period covering the time span between the Congress of Vienna and the Italian

unification. It can be defined as

the collapse of the ancien régime and the development of a parliamen-

tary system, the breakdown of traditional rural society and the birth of

modern, urban life, the transition from a feudal to a capitalist economy

and the replacement of local or regional identities by a single national

culture.51

The Risorgimento had its origins during the end of the XVIII century,

thanks to the French Revolution and the Napoleonic Empire in the Italian

peninsula, because they inspired the next generations of democrats an liberals,

protagonists of that period of time.52

The Italian unification was not the goal of these movements, because in the

beginning all they wanted was independence from the foreign forces present

50Derek Beales and Eugenio F. Biagini, op. cit., p.48
51Lucy Riall, The Italian Risorgimento, (London: Routledge, 2004), p.1
52Derek Beales and Eugenio F. Biagini, op. cit., p.18
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on the territories and from their hegemony over the peninsula, and internal

constitutional reforms, in each Italian state. The idea of unification had born

toward the end of the 1850s, when the reformers understood that in order to

achieve their goals they needed either an Italian federation or a unified and

centralized Italy.53

To understand the entity of the Risorgimento it is useful to consider also

the change concerning the ruling class: before it consisted basically in an aris-

tocracy of landlords linked to the Church, but eventually in 1861 the new group

of rulers, that was made up by traders allied with a new middle class of lit-

tle landlords, took the lead.54 This transformation means that eventually the

situation in the Italian peninsula adjusted according to the European liberal

trend, leaving behind the old conservative institutional and social structure.

Distinct from reformism, nationalism was another important component of

the Risorgimento. The peninsula was never politically united since the sixth

century, namely when the barbaric invasion put an end to the Western Roman

Empire, and its territories were divided in a number of scattered little political

entities. As a consequence, in this situation the nationalistic feeling was helped

by the arbitrary boundaries that Napoleon put to his Kingdom of Italy, in the

sense that their consequence was the breaking of the barriers with which the

Italian peoples lived for centuries.55

It is worthwhile to recall the figure of Giuseppe Mazzini. He was one of the

most influential personality of the Risorgimento. He was not only interested

in the destiny of the Italian peninsula, his ideal exteneded on an international

level. He proposed a configuration of Europe based on democracy and national

self-determination: revolutionary stances against the hereditary kingship and

empires still present in the continent. According to Mazzini the nation was

the only entity that could grant the democratic participation of the people,

and it was also the means toward the “brotherhood” of the peoples.56

Another important personality of the Risorgimento was Giuseppe Garibaldi.

He was a military chief, he became the personification of the national idea when

53Ibid., p.20
54Denis Mack Smith, Storia d’Italia, (Bari:Laterza, 2008), p.45
55René Albrecht-Carrié, op. cit., p.139
56Stefano Recchia and Nadia Urbinati, A Cosmopolitanism of Nations. Giuseppe Mazzinis

writings on democracy, nation building, and international relations, (Princeton: Princeton
University Press, 2009) pp.1-2
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he tried to defend the Roman Republic in 1849. His acquired charisma was

a fundamental factor in his 1860 battles for the unification of Italy. Strongly

anticlerical nationalist, he used a revolutionary language, and for this reason

he alarmed not just the conservatives, but also the liberal reformers.57

The third among the three “founding fathers”58 was Camillo Benso Count

of Cavour. He was in contact with the liberal ideas of the European political

circles, he “was devoted to the ideal of liberty”.59 As Cavour covered an

important political position in the Kingdom of Sardinia, this personality will

be treated especially in the following pages.

2.3.3 The Uprisings of the Decades Following the Congress

of Vienna

There were several causes which brought the uprisings into existence. The most

common, shared by most of the reformist movements of the Italian peninsula,

were the demands for representative governments and the fundamental free-

doms of speech, association, and print. These were essential for the political

and economic interests of the upper classes, challenging the protectionism of

their regimes. Middle classes and aristocracy came together in an effort to

reform the political systems, characterized by the absence of a safety valve for

the discontent of the population, and in some cases by organizations that had

still feudal characteristics.

2.3.3.1 The 1820s

On January 1820 in Cadiz, situated in the southern coast of Spain, a military

revolt constrained the Spanish King to bring back the democratic constitution

of 1812, which compelled the King to share his power with a chamber elected

between the wealthier classes. This was inspirational for the events in the

southern Italian peninsula.

After a revolt in Naples on July 1820, King Ferdinand was forced to concede

a constitution, to institute a new assembly, and to appoint new ministries. He

57John Roberts, “Revolution from Above and Below: European Politics from the French
Revolution to the First World War”, in T. C. W. Blanning (ed.), The Oxford History of
Modern Europe, (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2000), p.34

58Lucy Riall, op. cit., p.1
59Arturo Carlo Jemolo, Church and State in Italy, (Oxford: Basil Blackwell, 1960), p.16
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was constrained to do so because he did not enjoy the support of the army.

Even if in those years the Italian liberals, the Carbonari, and other secret

societies began to think about some project of a united Italy, they finally con-

centrated their forces just on claims about reforms within the existing States

borders.

The whole situation was of direct interest for the Habsburg Empire, which

had a certain degree of control into the Peninsula, with garrisons spread in

the States. Thus, after a meeting of the Concert of Europe at Troppau in the

month of November of the same year, Austria took charge in order to restore

the situation. On January 1821 the King of the Two Sicilies asked formally

the foreign intervention to bring back the satus quo. Eventually the liberals

were beaten by the Austrian army in Rieti in the month of March.

In the Kingdom of Sardinia prince Carlo Alberto allied with the conspira-

tors, and when the rebellion exploded on 12 March King Vittorio Emanuele I

abdicated to his brother Carlo Felice. Prince Carlo Alberto, while in his role of

prince regent, conceded the Spanish constitution, but once more the Austrian

army put an end to the rebellions on May 1821, and Carlo Felice took the

throne.

Great Britain and France preferred to stay outside the Troppau deal, as the

first was against intervention, and the French government, afraid of its liberal

public opinion, refused to take position against the Italian liberals.60

2.3.3.2 The 1830s

In July 1830 in France, after a popular revolt, the Bourbon King Charles X was

sent into exile and was replaced by Louis Philip d’Orleans. It was a victory for

the bourgeois liberalism. The new king was no more the sovereign of Kingdom

of France, but of the French people; he conceded a constitution more liberal

than the previous one. This event was also a change in the international

balance as now there was the possibility of a French support for the Italian

rebellions.61

The Papal States and the Duchies of Modena and Parma, experienced in-

ternal rebellions aiming at reforms, not yet at Italian unity. Like the decade

before, the Habsburgs sent troops in order to suppress the rebels. But this

time France started to feel worried about the massive Austrian influence over

the Peninsula. Thus, given the fear of a possible French intervention, the

60Derek Beales and Eugenio F. Biagini, op. cit., pp.60-61
61Ibid., p.62
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Austrians pulled back after having restored order and having issued an ulti-

matum asking the Pope for reforms in the administration of his territories.

Nevertheless other rebellions in Bologna required again the Austrian troops,

which stayed there until 1838 to protect the Papal order. Then, as a reaction,

France sent by sea a garrison to the Adriatic coast port of Ancona to check

the Austrian activity and protect its political leverage.

Even if also this time did not happen a real modification of the internal

conditions of the Italian states, the presence of the French was a renewed

encouragement for the Italian anti-Austrian and liberal rebels. Together with

this, the events demonstrated how fragile was the Restoration structure of the

Congress of Vienna, and at the same time how inadequate was trying to face

Austria without even a coordination between the Italian entities.

A consequence of this wave of revolutions was the intensification of the

Austrian control over the peninsula. The rebellions lacked of popular support

and specific organization, but above all they did not attribute the suitable

importance to the international situation, and because of this fundamental

factor the Italian liberals and patriots of the time could not achieve success.

Nevertheless two great novelties appeared: the 1831 Austrian memorandum

to the Pope, and the French presence into the peninsula.62 Pope Gregorio

XVI refused to adopt the reforms, according to the Vatican refusal to share

the decision-making power with the middle class, limiting as much as possible

its political force to a level that under the enlightened monarchs was reached

almost a century before.63

At the beginning of the 1840s, also the Ottoman Empire was facing internal

uprisings. In Anatolia and Rumelia the peasant population revolted against

the new taxation system of the Tanzimat and its application. In some zones

the new taxes were introduced without removing the old ones, as the officials

appointed to the implementation of the Tanzimat reforms had not been prop-

erly trained.64 Nevertheless, the fact that these uprisings were led by peasants

in a period in which in Europe the claims of the middle class were beginning to

be stronger, is a signal of the fact that the Ottoman burgeoisie did not shared

the same needs of the European one, as the former (mainly constituted by

non-Muslims) was already under the protection of the liberal foreign Powers,

62Ibid., pp.63-68
63Rudolf Lill, Il potere dei papi, (Bari: Laterza, 2010), p.66
64Ahmet Uzun, Tanzimat ve Sosyal Direnişler, (Istanbul: Eren, 2002), p.95
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while the latter was struggling to gain rights in their homeland.

2.3.4 1848 Revolutions

During the decades following the Congress of Vienna, in the Italian peninsula

the liberal reformers promoted agricultural companies, innovative school sys-

tems, savings banks, nurseries, insurances, and cultural magazines. They also

supported technological innovations for the territory as drainages, railroads,

and gaslight. For what concern the industry, they tried to revive the tissue

production in the north of the peninsula, and enforced the abolition of custom

duties. Florence was the heart of the technical and economical innovation,

a meeting point for all the Italian liberals. Magazines, journals and scientific

congresses spread. Despite the firmness of the restrictive censorship laws, pub-

lisher could manage in their work bypassing them taking advantage from the

different legislations of every State, and in any case the smuggling “sector”

was healthy.

In that period a northern middle class was blooming, and it was not a

coincidence that this happened when the old aristocratic rights were gradually

declining. This new social class took advantage from its contacts with the

industrial Europe, making use of the international stocking market and bene-

fiting from the technological innovations, so important for the transformation

of the European industrial States. The old buying and selling of properties was

not anymore in an “aristocratic key”: it was happening instead with the capi-

talistic strategies of riskly and innovative, but profitable, choices.65 Because of

these changes, for the new middle class the right to freedom of association was

not just a political claim, but something necessary to pursue the expansion

of their material properties and interests. The bourgeois was a threat for the

authority in the case he was not let free to follow freely his interests. And

given the past experiences, now the governments were less confident on their

direct and violent methods of repression.66

Drafted by Austrian State Chancellor Metternich and his associates (Rus-

sia, Prussia) in 1833, the Münchengratz agreement consisted in the formal

definition of the so called “Holy Alliance”. It put forward three arrangements:

the first bounded Russia and the Habsburg Empire to maintain the status quo

in the Ottoman Empire; the second was a mutual guarantee between Rus-

65Derek Beales and Eugenio F. Biagini, op. cit., p.93
66Ibid., pp.89-90-91-92-93
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sia and the Habsburgs about their Polish lands, and promised mutual aid in

case of rebellion; the third and last consisted in a declaration against the doc-

trine of non-intervention if an appeal for help against liberalism came from

an independent sovereign. In substance it showed the three chief weaknesses

of the conservative system: the situation in the Near East was a source of

tension for Russia and the Habsburg Empire, as they were afraid to clash by

mistake because of it; a possible Polish rising, against which the three pow-

ers placed their garrisons; the fear of another French Revolution, causing the

three despotic monarchies to look west cautiously towards France. The bulk of

Austrian troops were in the northern Italian peninsula, and Prussia controlled

the federal Germany.67

The Congress of Vienna ideas were put at risk by the liberal regime orig-

inated by the 1830 July Revolution in France and three following whig gov-

ernments in Great Britain (1830-34, 1835-41 and 1846-52). Both the strongest

European powers were ideologically conflicting with the absolutism, the po-

litical doctrine on which Russia and the Habsburg Empire founded their gov-

ernance. At the same time trade challenges were becoming more relevant:

significant was the “commercial war”68 between the Habsburg Empire and the

Kingdom of Sardinia about the trade of wine and salt; or the dispute between

Great Britain and the Kingdom of the Two Sicilies about the concession of the

monopoly of sulphur extraction in Sicily to France.69

The 1848 revolutions were caused by shared social and economical chal-

lenges of the incipient industrialization and the end of “feudal rule”70 together

with demands of civil rights and constitutional reforms. The revolutions were

against the international stability based on the system of the Congress of Vi-

enna.

The second half of 1840’s was characterized by strong winters and disas-

trous harvests, which caused agricultural, food, and economic crisis, which in

turn generated a political crisis. Italian northern landowners tried to sell the

products to northern Europe, where prices were higher. The first turmoils

against exportations appeared as the prices increased.

67Alan J. P. Taylor, op. cit., pp.2-3
68Ibid., p.73
69Ibid.
70Reinhart Koselleck, “How European Was the Revolution of 1848/49?”, in Axel Körner

(ed.), 1848 - A European Revolution?, (Basingdtoke: Palgrave Macmillan, 2004), p.215
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The fact that the Papal States were under unrest due to its lack of suitable

police to control public order and law is to be underlined because it clar-

ify how much the central peninsula was at the mercy of the external forces.

When in Galicia similar revolts appeared, the Austrian authority managed to

suffocate them through an instrumental alliance with the local peasants, still

serfs under a feudal regime. As a consequence hundreds of Polish landowners

were slaughtered. The Austrians believed that these events had the potential

to be a scary bogeyman also for the Lombard and Venetian middle classes.

Nevertheless peasants and workers of the Lombardo-Veneto united under the

leadership of the local liberal elites, which were waiting for a suitable occasion

to pursue their reformist goals.71

Habsburg and Bourbon presence in the peninsula was felt as usurper forces.

Even pope Pius IX seemed in agreement with the rebels.72

On June 1947 there were turmoils in all peninsula caused by attempts to

celebrate the anniversary of Pius IX election. In Milan, at the beginning of

1848 the liberals achieved to manipulate the tensions due to the agricultural

crisis, high taxation and conscription. To protest against Austrian economical

regulations, they proclaimed a “tobacco strike”, in a manner that recalled the

actions of the Boston Tea Party. The brutal riots and clashes that followed

increased the general dislike towards the Austrian troops among the popula-

tion, as these uprisings were the result of an alliance shared between all the

layers of the society.73

The first great revolution of 1848 happened in Palermo on 12 January. It

was caused by the great tension given by the coexistence of the old order based

on nobility, and the new market oriented middle class. The King of the Two

Sicilies asked Metternich for the Austrian intervention, who denied it given

the internal pressing crisis he had to tackle. Because of that, at the end of

January Ferdinand II conceded a constitution. In February the Grand Duchy

of Tuscany and the King of Sardinia, and in March the Pope, they all promised

a constitution: none of the Italian governments could resist the riots without

the help of the Habsburgs, which in that specific period was busy taking care

of its internal turmoils. Metternich fell from power and went into exile, and the

Emperor Franz Joseph I met the requests of the people granting a constitution.

71Derek Beales and Eugenio F. Biagini, op. cit, pp.115-116
72Reinhart Koselleck, op. cit., p.215
73Derek Beales and Eugenio F. Biagini, op. cit., p.121
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It was the “spring of the people”, these were turmoils that indicated the

need for satisfaction of liberal and nationalistic feelings in most of Europe:

Germany, Hungary and France, where the liberal monarchy of Louis Philip

became a democratic republic. People in Milan began to claim the same de-

mands of the Viennese rebels, namely constitutional liberties, together with

the demands of the peasant against heavy taxation system and the conscrip-

tion. In Venice also occurred a victorious insurrection, after which a new

independent republic was proclaimed.74

2.3.4.1 The War with the Habsburg Empire

The 24th of March the Sardinian King Carlo Alberto decided to move war to

the Habsburgs in support of the Lombardo-Veneto revolutions. He was driven

to this by both the enthusiasm of his citizens and his dynastic ambitions. Ac-

tually it was as well a move directly against the Italian radical democrats, the

bogeyman of the governments, trying to not let them overtake the hegemony

of the Italian reformism. Thus Tuscany and Naples gave their symbolic sup-

port to the undertaking, and from all the peninsula thousands of volunteers

marched north. There was a de facto alliance for some weeks in the summer of

1848 between Lumbardy, Veneto, Modena, Parma, all together with the King-

dom of Sardinia. Nevertheless, after the Italians managed to acquire some

territories, the Austrian commander in Italy, Radetzky, beat the Piedmontese

in the city of Custoza in July. Carlo Alberto signed an armistice with which

he gave back to the Habsburg Empire the annexed territories. The Piedmon-

tese army was still intact, nevertheless the greatest fear of the King were the

democrats, he feared them even more than the Habsburgs, especially after the

Paris revolution. In this respect, it is worthy to remember the many workers

protests of that period in Piedmont, Liguria, Lombard-Veneto and Tuscany.

Great Britain was worried about the privilege that France would have ob-

tained had it intervened in the war. Even if Britain was not against an inde-

pendent united Italy, she was concerned about the possible disintegration of

Austria, necessary as a counterweight against Russia.

2.3.4.2 The Roman Republic

Pope Pius IX compromised his liberal image when refused to support the war

against the Habsburg Empire, and on November 1848 went into exile for se-

74Ibid., pp.122-123-124; Alan J. P. Taylor, op. cit., p.7
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curity reasons when his Prime Minister was assassinated.75 On February 1849

a group of democrats proclaimed the Roman Republic. Religious and civil

liberties were conceded to the minorities; the walls of the Jew ghetto were

demolished. Following the tradition of the old Roman system, the government

was composed of three “triumvirs”, and between them was Giuseppe Mazzini,

leader of the democrat radical ideology during the Risorgimento. A demo-

cratic constitution was adopted: it proclaimed popular sovereignty, religious

and civil equality, municipal autonomy and the brotherhood of nations. Nev-

ertheless the new republic lacked diplomatic support, and the Catholic powers

(the Habsburg Empire, Spain, the Two Sicilies and France) intervened to help

the Pope. Austrian and French forces won over the Roman republic in July,

and the absolutist Papal government was restored with their protection, which

would have lasted until its end in 1870.

Meanwhile in 1849 the Russian army helped the Habsburgs invading Hun-

gary, letting them free to concentrate their forces on the repression of the

uprisings in the Italian peninsula. In Piedmont the parliamentary govern-

ment survived and leaned to the left under the new Prime Minister Vincenzo

Gioberti. Carlo Alberto again declared war on the Habsburg Empire on March

1849, but the Italian Piedmontese forces was immediately defeated. King Carlo

Alberto refused the help of France because he was afraid of its revolutionary

attitude;76 in the end he abdicated in favour of his son Vittorio Emanuele II,

who rejected the Austrian demands to abolish the constitution. Eventually

in Lombard-Veneto the peasants revolted this time against the anti-Austrian

landowners, because they were too much interested in protecting the property

rights not to lose the support of the peasantry.77 In August Venice felt as well

under the Austrian attacks.78

As a consequence the Italian democrats were disappointed by France, they

hoped for a support in order to establish republics in the peninsula, but instead

French troops helped to destroy their “sister” Roman Republic. Together with

this a strong disappointment was also caused by Pope Pious IX, after he be-

trayed the liberal cause. Even the NeoguelphNeoguelphism was the ideology

75Derek Beales and Eugenio F. Biagini, op. cit., p.131
76René Albrecht-Carrié, op. cit., p.106
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that counted on the Vatican for the Italian independence. In the next section

it will be explained thoroughly Gioberti let his idea go, starting to look at the

Piedmontese monarchy and the French republic for an Italian salvation, and to

imagine a clear separation between the Church and the State. The Habsburg

Empire occupied Tuscany, Parma, Modena and the Romagna until 1859 and

began to implement its hegemony in a more direct way, using weapons more

explicitly, attributing full power to the army, and imposing a high taxation on

the middle class. And of course in this way in the following years the Habs-

burgs could not win the favor of the population.

Nevertheless the revolutions this time won a greater support among the

people, more than any past episode of this kind, even if the division among

both classes and parties, and the different motivations of the uprisings, demon-

strated that the time was not yet ripe for a real unity of intents. It was the

first time that a sovereign, King Carlo Alberto, offered its direct intervention

to support the anti-Austrian revolutionaries. The Kingdom of Sardinia gained

influence and credibility, and after 1849 it was clear that for a further consoli-

dation of the parliamentary institutions it was necessary to limit the power of

the Church.79

In the end the old European system of legitimacy was reestablished dur-

ing 1948-50, with the only exception of Napoleon III, whose coup d’etat was

accepted by the European balance of power.80 In the end, all European hege-

monic powers agreed on maintaining the status quo according to their interests

against any notion of national self-determination.81

2.3.5 The Church during the Risorgimento

The Papal States occupied the middle third of the Italian peninsula, extending

from the river Po in the north, confining with the Kingdom of Naples in the

south. It was one of the largest among the Italian political entities, along with

the Kingdom of Sardinia, the Kingdom of the Two Sicilies, the Duchies of

Tuscany, Parma and Modena, and the Austrian provinces of Lombardy and

Venetia.82

79Derek Beales and Eugenio F. Biagini, op. cit., pp.133-134-135-136
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The Papal authority was based on the premise that temporal power was a

necessity in order to achieve spiritual supremacy. Papal States citizens were

bound to suffer from an illiberal and incompetent government. The Pope,

given its universal dimension, neither could become a nationalist, nor could

reform the State letting lay people take the control of the State.83

The government of the Papal States, like the one of the Kingdom of Naples,

could “stand the comparison with with that of the dominions of the Sultan

[. . .] to the point that the Powers took steps to convince the Pope to reform,

like they did with the Sultan.”84

The Pope even refused the 1831 memorandum issued by the Powers: he

resisted the introduction of representation in municipalities, the institution of

a council to regulate finances, the admission of lay people to administrative

and legal offices. Also important was the incapacity of the clergy to main-

tain order: banditry was very common and it could be tackled only with the

Austrian intervention. Because of this the Pope always entrusted the respect

of the law inside the State to foreign occupation forces or semi-private citizen

groups.85

The Papal States always sided with the conservative forces, a part from

that short period of time in which Pius IX represented a liberal hope for the

Italian patriots at the end of the 1840s. The Church was straightly against

the liberal trend represented by the middle class:

The only organization which frankly undertook to resist [the bourgeois

society] without qualification, the Catholic Church, merely isolated it-

self. The Syllabus of Errors of 1864 and the Vatican Council demon-

strated by the very extremism of their rejection of everything that char-

acterised the mid-nineteenth century, that they were entirely on the

defensive.86

Although Catholic propaganda invariably tended to support the principle

of absolute monarchy, the Holy See had not pronounced officially in favor

of any particular form of government. Like said above, it had condemned

liberalism, and the sympathies of the Curia rested with the champions of

University Press, 1983), p.2
83Derek Beales and Eugenio F. Biagini, op. cit., p.66
84René Albrecht-Carrié, op. cit., p.142
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absolutism. Since the influence of the French Revolution started to be felt,

the problem of the temporal power was raised: Sovereign Pontiff or Bishop of

Rome? Should the Papal States be secularized (administered by laymen rather

than ecclesiastics)?87 And to these questions the very future of the Peninsula

was connected, and as a consequence they interested all the Powers that wanted

the maintenance of the political order of the 1815 Congress of Vienna. This

is why the Church became more and more affected by the political conflicts of

the time.

It is worthy to be underlined that even Metternich, the “spiritual leader”

of the Congress of Vienna, was secretly tired of the Papal administration. He

actually detested it,88 but he considered its defense as a conditio sine qua non

for the stability of the Restoration and the Austrian hegemony in the peninsula.

Metternich sacrificed his critical ideas for the safety of the Habsburgs Empire.

Apart from Great Britain, at the Congress of Vienna the European Powers

declared that they would have maintained the status quo not just on a politic

base, but also on a religious one by means of the Holy Alliance.89

2.3.5.1 Neoguelphism

Vincenzo Gioberti was the “chief architect of the Italian Risorgimento in the

realm of ideas”,90 he was part of that small group of thinkers and writers

who contributed to the materialization of the Italian national idea. With his

Del primato morale e civile degli italiani (Of the Moral and Civil Primacy of

the Italians) published in Bruxelles in 1843,91 he envisioned an Italy united

and independent, organized in a confederation of States with the Pope as

the president, as his ideology, called “neoguelphism”, imagined the papacy

and Catholicism as the Italian leading forces. The term “neoguelphism” came

from “guelphism”, namely the faction that in the middle ages defended the

Pope against the Holy Roman Emperor during the investiture controversy.92

Nevertheless this book and his other works was placed on the Index (a list of

prohibited publications) because they contained criticism against the order of

the Jesuits.93

87Arturo Carlo Jemolo, op. cit., p.2
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The election in 1846 of Pius IX was a relief for the Papal States population,

because he started some reforms: he granted a political amnesty, announced his

will to remedy abuses, and opened partially the administration to the laymen.

The Italian patriots and liberals believed he would have helped the process of

unification and pushed away the Austrians. Anyway his liberal commitment

was caused both by the need to control the uprisings of those years in the Pa-

pal States, and by his inexperience. After this reformist beginning, the liberal

hopes of the masses were too strong to be kept quiet, and gradually the liberal

concessions appeared in all the peninsula. Pius IX became the first common

point of reference shared by the Italians, something that after was replaced by

the Kingdom of Sardinia.

It is worthwhile to recall that this neoguelph strategy was in a way shared

also by Great Britain, both because it was believed that the figure of Pius

IX could grant a balance inside the Italian peninsula, and because, fearing

an European war between the Habsburg Empire and France over the Italian

territories, supporting the Pope meant to favor a solution opposing Austrian

domination and independent from the influence of Napoleon III.94

Nevertheless Pius IX refused to participate in the war against the Habsburg

Empire in 1848. After this decision, he went into exile in Gaeta until the

intervention of the French and Austrian armies which stepped in to topple the

Roman republic.

The only Italian state in which the 1848 constitution survived was the

Kingdom of Piedmont. And it had the only “non-ephemeral” parliament if

compared to the other Italian ones.95 From now on it would have been the

place in which anti-Austrian feelings developed more.

A similarity with the Ottoman political background, to be more precise

with the millet system, was that the reformers were thinking about the eman-

cipation of the Jews and Waldensians, religious communities from which po-

litical rights were withheld. Other than that, also an anti-Jesuit feeling was

rising, due to their contrary attitude toward the liberal and anticlerical mood

of the time. As a consequence, the Piedmontese parliament in 1848 passed

94Saho Matsumoto-Best, Britain and the Papacy in the Age of Revolution, 1846-1851,
(Rochester,NY: Editrice Pontificia Università Gregoriana, 2003), p.172

95Arturo Carlo Jemolo, op. cit., p.8
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laws that granted political rights to non-Catholics and suppressed Jesuitism.

At the same time, the neoguelphian idea of Gioberti lost its appeal between

the population, apart some circles close to Napoleon III that tried to revive it

in 1859-60. After these events in the Kingdom of Sardinia the idea of modern-

izing Papal States decayed, the Holy See officially became a force against the

constitutional and anti-Austrian movements.96

The nine years from 1850 to 1859 were the last years of Catholic power

in Europe.97 The Church tried to reinforce its power in France, in the Hab-

sburg Empire and in the Italian peninsula during the 1850s, namely the last

decade of that period called Risorgimento. Especially after having resisted the

revolutionary uprisings the European Catholic powers became more friendly

and favourable towards the Church and agreeable to concede more freedom

regarding religious matters.98

Unlike the rest of Europe, in the Italian peninsula the contrast between

Church and State was also on a temporal base because of the very existence

of the Papal States. This is also why after 1848 Italian nationalism clashed

with the Pope. Interesting is to notice that this clash in the future would

have become a problem for the new united Italy: without the support of the

Pope the Italians found themselves lacking of those religious cultural elements

that united them at the social level (like the Neoguelphs envisioned), and this

consisted in a strike against the liberal and secular Kingdom of Italy.99

With the advent of new technologies, Pius IX was known like no other of

his predecessors. He was aware of this and took advantage from this to foster

the international authority of the Holy See.100 It was the first time in history

that the image of a Pope was subject to mass reproduction, boosting in this

way the cult of the Papacy.101

The destiny of the Holy See was strictly connected to Napoleon III, because

its power lied also on the consensus of the French Catholics, in fact part of his

96Ibid., pp.6-7-8
97Owen Chadwick, A History of the Popes 1830-1914, (Oxford: Oxford University Press,

2002), p.95
98Owen Chadwick, op. cit., p.109
99Lucy Riall, op. cit., p.77

100Owen Chadwick, op. cit., pp.113-114
101Frances Knight, The Church in the Nineteenth Century, (London: I. B.Tauris, 2008),
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1848 electioneering was the liberty of the Pope (at the time of the turmoils

in the Papal States). So Napoleon was in a way forced to maintain a French

garrison in Rome (that remained there since 1849 to 1870 with two brief inter-

ruptions102)for the freedom of action of the Pope.103 Napoleon III was bound

to keep safe the Pope in Rome not because of his faith, but because of the

French political situation.104 For this reason it was an agreement based on

opportunity, not on a real community of interests, given also the very different

views in internal and foreign politics.105

In Great Britain the Church was gaining more leverage because of the great

Irish immigration caused by the potato famine at the turn of the 1850’s. In

1850 the Pope established a hierarchy of bishops, something fifty years before

he could not even imagine to do without a previous discussion with the British

government. This provoked a reaction, and the British government legislated

against the titles of the Catholic bishops with the Ecclesiastical Titles Act,106

so that they would be fined if they took the title of an Anglican see. All

this situation caused a change in the relations between Great Britain and the

Pope, who was interested to take advantage from the Catholic Irish massive

immigration.107

2.3.5.2 The 1855 Austrian Concordat

In the Habsburg Empire there was a friendly legal treatment toward the

Catholic Church because they thought religion would help as unifying cement

of the State, thinking above all to the Italians and the Hungarians. More-

over they needed the Pope as an ally for the government of Austrian Italian

provinces and because he was against revolutionary war.108 This is why, to

much pleasure of the Pope, in 1855 a Concordat was signed between the Holy

See and the Empire, which meant the end of “Josephinism” (which took the

name from Joseph II), a system that took as legal basis for the control of

102Giacomo Martina, Pio IX (1851-1866), (Roma: Editrice Pontificia Università Gregori-
ana, 1986), p.153
103Owen Chadwick, op. cit., p.96
104Ibid., p.101
105Giacomo Martina, op. cit., p.153
106Michael Burleigh, Earthly powers: the Clash of Religion and Politics in Europe from the

French Revolution to the Great War, (New York: HarperCollins Publishers, 2005), p.314
107Owen Chadwick, op. cit., p.114
108Ibid., p.105
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the Church the sovereingty of the State and not the papal privileges.109 Like

in France, also in the Habsburg Empire the Church gained new privileges

and influence on the government. The Concordat helped the Church in Lom-

bardy and Veneto, and Austrians thought that it could hinder the influence of

Napoleon III over the Italian peninsula.110

Even if it did not proclaim a State religion, the Austrian Concordat of 1855

was judged with severity by the Austrian liberal opinions. By repealing the

whole legislation of Emperor Joseph II, it promised the episcopate complete

freedom of communication with the Pope, the clergy and the Faithful, and

let the episcopate be the final arbiter in all religious matters. The Concordat

modified the 1811 civil code to acknowledge the jurisdiction of the ecclesias-

tical courts in matrimonial disputes. It recognized the inviolability of sacred

places, the State would help the bishops to ensure that the sanctions which

they imposed on members of the clergy were duly enforced, ecclesiastical or-

ganizations were left free to add to their material possessions. Similar to this

arrangements were the agreements that the Church had with Tuscany and the

Kingdom of the Two Sicilies.111

With this Concordat, negotiated since 1851 and during the developments

of the Crimean War, both the Habsburg Empire and the Holy See took ad-

vantage from the union between Throne and Altar: they both had the same

enemies. In this way the Church allied with the arch-enemy of the aspirations

of many Italians for unity and independence.112

It is clear how the Church took position on the side of the conservative

forces in Europe. The Holy See was not even willing to stoop to compromises

with the liberal forces that manifested themselves in the Italian peninsula

during all the Risorgimento period. Other than that, also on an international

level the Church strengthened its relations with the conservative Habsburg

Empire, while it challenged the liberal Great Britain.

2.3.6 The Kingdom of Sardinia

Among the little political entities that constituted the Italian peninsula in the

19th century, in this thesis the Kingdom of Sardinia (called also Piedmont

109VV.AA., The New Catholic Encyclopedia, (Detroit: Thompson/Gale, 2003), vol.7,
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110Owen Chadwick, op. cit., pp.106-107
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because it was the northern region that constituted the more developed part

of it) will be treated under greater consideration because it was both the most

reformist after the 1848 revolutions, as it was the only state that maintained

the constitution, and the one that eventually realized the Italian unification

in 1861. As the Papal States were definitely against liberalism, which was

one of the factors that mainly characterized Piedmont, it had to start a fight

against the Pope, both through laws aimed at limiting the power of the clerics,

and through a final war against the dominions of the Church. So in this

situation, secularization meant also emancipation from the supporters of the

old absolutist order which would have not allowed the unification of an Italy

independent from the foreign Powers.

2.3.6.1 Piedmontese Restoration

The Kingdom of Sardinia geographical location gave it a singular position into

the international affairs, and thus a strong tradition of foreign policy: it was

situated in the western part of the north of the Italian peninsula, and included

also the island of Sardinia. For centuries it was involved in the rivalries between

France and the Habsburg Empire, taking advantage of its strategical position

and changing alignment in the critical times, without missing the importance

of maintaining a strong army, that constituted an important leverage in the

questions of international politics of balance. With the acquisition of Genova

after the Congress of Vienna, the Kingdom obtained an important strategic

commercial position, with a coast facing directly towards the western seaside of

the Italian peninsula. Vittorio Emanuele I (king from 1802 to 1821), sovereign

during the Congress of Vienna, was even more conservative than Metternich,

in the sense that the ideology of the Austrian diplomat was a consequence of

his realpolitik, and not of his real believings. The King was a clerical obscu-

rantist, who just took care of its Kingdom’s position in the Italian scenario.113

King Carlo Felice succeded Vittorio Emanuele and reigned until 1831.

Keeping in mind the insurrection of 1821, he understood the danger of adopting

intransigent policies against the population, and as a consequence his rule for

the Kingdom of Sardinia meant ten years of moderate conservative reforms.114

After the 10 years of King Carlo Felice, Carlo Alberto became king in 1831,

and he immediately signed an agreement with the Habsburg Empire and de-

113Derek Beales and Eugenio F. Biagini, op. cit., pp.74-75
114John A. Davis, Italy in the Nineteenth Century, (Oxford: Oxford University Press,

2000), pp.55-56

36



clared to be ready for a military intervention against the liberal France. More-

over, he did not concede amnesty to the rebels of 1821; suppressed harshly a

1833 conspiracy against him organized by Mazzini and Garibaldi, two eminent

figures between the radical democrats; appointed in practice just aristocrats to

the highest administrative offices; he was a pious Catholic who protected the

Jesuits, committed to obtain a papal ambassador in Turin, the Piedmontese

capital, and reintroduced the special jurisdiction of the ecclesiastical courts,

the forum ecclesiastico. During his Kingdom intellectuals and oppositors who

in the future would constitute the driving force of Italian unification, did not

have it easy. The only field in which Carlo Alberto could be said to be a

“liberal” reformer was trade. He reduced duties in general and considered the

importance of having commercial treaties with other States.115 He eventually

began to allow the middle class to manifest its interests in his Kingdom: sci-

entific conferences were authorized in 1840 and 1846, in 1847 the nationalistic

political magazine “Il Risorgimento” was published.116

2.3.6.2 The Statuto Albertino

On 4 March 1848 Carlo Alberto conceded a constitution similar both to the

other Italian constitutional documents of that year, and to the 1814 French

constitution, and reflected the Western debate over representative monarchy.

The Statuto Albertino provided for a bicameral parliament, with the lower

chamber members elected according to their wealth, and the high one (the

senate) appointed by the King. The Ministers were accountable to the King,

not to the Parliament. The King was the head of state and the head of the

executive power, and shared the legislature with the two chambers of the Par-

liament. He was the chief of staff and could declare war and conclude peace

treaties without the permission of the Parliament. He could dissolve the low

chamber and he was not accountable to his subjects.

The Parliament was divided in two fractions: the Destra storica and Sinis-

tra storica. Their difference is better explained by their behaviour toward the

Italian unification: the first was monarchist and supported a moderate process

of unification, the second was republican and believed in a democratic process

starting from the patriotic masses.117
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Finally, even if the first article of the Statuto established Catholicism as

the only religion of the state, the new constitution brought the equality before

the law, including the end of the religious discrimination against the non-

Catholics.118 Already on 17 February 1848 the legal prohibition against the

Waldensians, namely Protestants present in Piedmont which suffered many

persecutions in the former centuries, were abolished through the “Lettere

Patenti”.119 The British and Prussian ambassadors sided with them, and

important Piedmontese liberals followed suit. On 19 June the same happened

for the Jews. These reforms could be perceived as one of the most important

contribution of the 1848 uprisings120, as they were the first step against the

confessional state, establishment inherited by the Counter-Reformation and

the time of the wars of religion, and to extend the civil liberties.121

2.3.6.3 Piedmont from the Statuto Albertino to the Crimean War

After the “betrayal” of the Pope and the incapacity of the Italian rebellions

to resist external attacks, the Kingdom of Sardinia with its constitution (the

only constitution surviving among the others in the peninsula after 1849), its

representative government, its civil, religious, intellectual and press freedoms,

and its independence from the Habsburgs, was the only left hope for the Italian

liberals, who came there as exiles from the other Italian states.

Nevertheless the Savoy dynasty, namely the royal family of the Sardinian

sovereigns, was in danger, with a leftist majority in the parliament and the city

of Genua in the hands of the radicals. For the balance between the external

Powers it was important to keep the buffer state of Piedmont wealthy, but it

had also to be independent: had the Habsburg Empire invaded it, probably

France and Great Britain would have felt compelled to intervene. So in order

to preserve the equilibrium the only thing that the Habsburgs could do was

to support Vittorio Emanuele II in its efforts to maintain control and stabil-

ity. Furthermore, the armistice between Vittorio Emanuele and Radetzky was

perceived as a conspiracy against the radical republicanism in the Kingdom of

Sardinia and in the rest of the Italian peninsula. Finally, the constitutional

regime of the Kingdom guaranteed the sympathy of Great Britain, the econom-

Bermeo (eds.), Who Governs Southern Europe? Regime Change and Ministerial Recruit-
ment, 1850-2000, (London: Frank Cass, 2005), p.114
118Derek Beales and Eugenio F. Biagini, op. cit, p.128
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ical and political superpower of the time.122 The result was that the existence

of Piedmont and its liberal way was kept safe by the consensus of both the

conservatives and liberals of Europe.

Piedmont represented a threat to the integrity of the Papal States because

of its unitarian aspirations, and its free press and parliament made it the only

Italian state in which dissent against religion or the Holy See could find a

safety valve.

After the Vatican “betrayal” during the war against the Habsburgs, when

Pius IX refused to participate on the side of the Italians, the formerly neoguelph

Gioberti, Sardinian Prime Minister of that period, now believed that the State

should exercise control in all matters pertaining to education, marriage, burial,

holidays, and also mortmain, fields in which at that time the Church exerted

its influence.123 This change of view would have been embraced by the two fol-

lowing Sardinian Prime Ministers of the time, Massimo d’Azeglio and Camillo

Benso di Cavour.

These ideas were reflected in the Siccardi laws of 1850, proposed by Count

Giuseppe Siccardi, Minister of Justice and Ecclesiastical Affairs, and approved

by the parliament on 9 April 1850 after Pius IX refused a proposal of Con-

cordat with the liberal Kingdom of Piedmont.124 The Pope actually was still

opposing the Sardinian constitutional government, supporting the personal

government of the King. Nevertheless the situation was not suitable for a

change like this: the opposition of politicians like d’Azeglio or Cavour would

have been too strong even for King Vittorio Emanuele II.125 The Siccardi laws

seemed to be against the concordat of 27 March 1841 between Pope Gregorius

XVI and Carlo Alberto that regulated the immunity of the members of the

clergy.126 These laws also abolished the ecclesiastical tribunals and the asylum

rights in the churches for the criminals. The Sardinian Government declared

that these provisions were just consistent with the Statuto Albertino, namely

that all the citizens are equal before the law, idea remembered also in the

122Ibid., pp.139-140-141-142
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monument to the Siccardi laws in Savoia square, Turin.127 It was during the

parlamentarian works for the Siccardi laws that the Minister of Agriculture

and Trade Camillo Benso Count of Cavour, member of the Destra Storica at-

tracted attentions over him as a possible Prime Minister.128

In that same period Cavour arranged very broad economical reforms paving

the way to free trade and then the entrance of Piedmont into the European

markets, stimulating its exports, lowering tariffs, reorganizing the system of

credit, arranging many economical agreements with European states. This

practically brought the Kingdom of Sardinia from protectionism to free trade.

Other than that, he expanded rail lines, modernized the port facilities of Gen-

ova, developed irrigation projects and builded new roadways, in turn stim-

ulating the Piedmontese machine industry.129 It is important to notice that

lowering the tariffs permitted “English manufacturers and traders to profit

from a sizeable 50 per cent increase in their exports to Piedmont from 1850 to

1853” and this actually reinforced the British vision of a reformist Piedmont

vis à vis the despotic government of the Papal States, as the latter risked also

to cause to the Italian peninsula a strongly unstable situation.130 Furthermore

Great Britain was interested in the stability because it considered important

to maintain its interests over the peninsula and the Mediterranean Sea: there

were British bases at Malta and the Ionian Islands, from which the fleet sur-

rounded the entire peninsula, and were in charge to keep the ports and the

seaways open for British merchants and defended their superiority at sea and

thus “their access to the Middle East, Central Asia and above all, British In-

dia”.131

The Siccardi laws consisted of an important step for the modernization of

Piedmont with the introduction of the legal civil equity, but this was violently

opposed by the Church. The archbishop of Turin ordered to his priests to

refuse to appear in the secular courts if required by law. As a consequence

he was arrested and expelled from the state, and the Pope did not want to

appoint his successor. The diplomatic relations would have been restored just

on 1929,132 with the Patti Lateranensi during the fascist regime. In the same

127Owen Chadwick, op. cit., p.134
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way, the archbishop Fransoni was expelled from the Kingdom as he ordered

to refuse to celebrate the funerals of Santa Rosa, a liberal politician member

of the cabinet, unless he was to make a retraction of the acts against the

Church. Even if it was not committed any illegal action, the Government

decided to expel the Servites (the order of monks which followed the statement

of archbishop Fransoni) from the Kingdom for the sake of public order, and by

accusing unfairly the archbishop to have plotting links with the Habsburgs, he

was exiled too.133

Another law against the clergy passed: on 5 June 1850 the Parliament

decided to prohibit to the ecclesiastical entities to buy building without the

permission of the Government.

In 1851 another decision against the Pope was taken as a penalty for his

attitude against the Siccardi laws: the government decided not to deliver any-

more to the Vatican the gold chalice (worth 2,000 silver scudi of Roman cur-

rency) that Piedmont had been sending since 1741, in return for a feudal

right.134

In 1852 thanks to King Vittorio Emmanuele II, a bill proposing the civil

marriage did not pass. He had schemed against it to avoid a break with the

Holy See, even if he was loyal to the constitutional Government.135 This caused

the collapse of the d’Azeglio government, and Camillo Benso Count of Cavour

took office as Prime Minister, a role he held until 1861, a part from a brief

interruption.136

Cavour’s idea regarding the relationship between State and Church was “a

free Church in a free State”. He thought that a coexistence between the two

entities could be possible, nevertheless with a degree of control that reminded

the Habsburg Josephism,137 contrary to the trend that would have brought

the concordat with Austria in 1855. The idea of Cavour was one of separatism

between the two entities, limiting the Church competence on the individual’s

conscience and attributing the jurisdiction on the external acts of man to the

State.138

As far as politics in general was concerned, Cavour believed that the only

133Derek Beales and Eugenio F. Biagini, op. cit., pp.150-151; Owen Chadwick, op. cit.,
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possibility to conceive political action was to do it according to the “forces

of the time”, and not against them, like the Austrian stateman Metternich

thought.139

On 28 November 1854 the Government presented the Convents Act: it pro-

vided for the suppression of religious organizations present in the territories of

the Kingdom, with the exception of those which were committed to education,

preaching and health care. The properties of these institutions would have

passed under the administration of the State, with the obligation to pay in

the cassa ecclesiastica their proceeds, which would have been used to pay the

pensions of the former member of the suppressed organizations. The Govern-

ment justified this operation calling it a redistribution of the proceedings of the

Church to the members of the clergy which were poorer and devoted to socially

useful activities; it was as well a demonstration of the absolut sovereignty of

the civil power.140 King Vittorio Emanuele II was against this idea, and se-

cretly wrote to the Pope trying to bypass the government and substitute it

with a filo-clerical one.141

On 29 May 1855 the Convents Act became law, and Pious IX excommu-

nicated all the responsibles, including the Prime Minister and the King. The

Convents law was a strong strike against the clerical and obscurantist Pied-

mont of the former king Carlo Alberto. In this way the secularization took

a big step forward, the solidarity between clerical conservation and monarchy

began to dissolve and the clerical party weakened. 142

Thanks to the strong resolution of Cavour against the privileges of the

Church in Piedmont, (arriving also to manipulate electoral laws to exclude ec-

clesiastics from the Parliament and invalidate election results that he did not

regarded convenient) liberalism became associated with anticlericalism, pro-

voking in this way the impossibility of compromise between State and Altar.143

Eventually, one can deduce that, apart from its strategical geographical

position, the Kingdom of Sardinia’s advantage in respect to its Italian “broth-

139René Albrecht-Carrié, op. cit., p.143
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ers” consisted of the fact that its leaders was much more aware of the changing

international situation and much more able to take advantage out of it. The

events developed not merely because of the Risorgimento ideals, but overall

thanks to the strategic capacities of its political class, that at the same time

represented the emerging middle class of the period, constantly committed to

maintain its equilibrium between the radical democrats reformers and the cler-

ical monarchical conservatives. Nevertheless this strategy of equilibrium did

not hinder the Kingdom of Sardinia to place itself on the side of the liberal

forces of the time, a choice opposite to the one of the Holy See.

43



CHAPTER 3

THE CRIMEAN WAR

3.1 The Holy Places Crisis

In 1740 the Ottoman Empire conceded to France capitulations which granted

a dominant position over the Holy Places. But in the 1830’s the overwhelming

Orthodox pilgrimages enriched much more Greek monasteries and clerics, and

in the 1840’s Russia and France became more inclined to protect their protegés.

In 1852 president Louis Napoleon acquired also the title of Emperor of

the French, and took the name of Napoleon III. His new regime was made

possible by the support of the burgeoisie, thus for the internal support it

was suitable to favor the investment of capital finding new outlet abroad1.

Therefore, counting also on his internal Catholic support, Napoleon III decided

to demand the reassertion of the 1740 concessions. The Habsburgs supported

France in this claim, but Czar Nicholas I wanted to keep the status quo.2 In

1852 the Porte gave concessions to the Latins, in this way favoring France

vis à vis Russia. This unhinged the Russian claim to be the most influent

power over the Ottoman Empire.3 Actually both France and Russia chose

the strategy of the religious fervor as a means to obtain the internal popular

support.4 According to the Czar it was also a struggle between conservatism

and the forces of “revolution”, to which the future of German and Italian

territories was strictly connected.5 Even if Chancellor Nesselrode made an

effort to dissuade him, the Czar tried to involve Great Britain into the anti-

France cause, just as a former attempt in 1844, through the so-called Seymour

conversations. The Czar wanted the British support for his affairs in the Near

East and was concerned about a possible partition of the Ottoman Empire.

But Russell refused, as an Anglo-Russian agreement was likely to provoke a

1Michelle Raccagni, “The French Economic Interests in the Ottoman Empire”, in Inter-
national Journal of Middle East Studies, vol. 2, 1980, p.339

2Matthew S. Anderson, The Eastern Question: 1774 - 1923. A Study in International
Relations, (Hong Kong:MacMillan, 1991), pp.114-116

3Alan J. P. Taylor, The Struggle for Mastery in Europe 1848-1919, (Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 1954), p.49; Matthew S. Anderson, op. cit., p.117

4Erik J. Zürcher, Turkey. A Modern History, (London: I.B.Tauris, 2004), p.53
5Alan J. P. Taylor, op. cit., p.50
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war.6 As the Czar thought that the Habsburg Empire was already under his

influence, he did not think to involve it in talks about Ottoman partition.

On 28 February 1853 Nicholas I sent Prince Menshikov, a prominent Or-

thodox clergyman7, to Istanbul in order to solve the Holy Places question. The

Czar had to deal with the problem of prestige against France as if it was a reli-

gious one, in order to win the support of Russian Orthodox public opinion.8 So

the first task of Menshikov was to restore Russian prestige over the Ottoman

Empire through an Orthodox religious protectorate and the exclusion of Fuad

Pasha from its office of Foreign Minister because he was the one that granted

to the Latins the keys of the Holy Places, eventually achieving to bring about

his resignation and replacement with Rifat Pasha.9 Had the Ottomans refused

the proposals, as an alternative, Menshikov was to offer an alliance against

France.10

Menshikov furthermore asked the right for Russia to protect the Orthodox

laymen living in the Ottoman Empire, something France never asked (France

just asked about the protection of monks and priests). Had this demand been

conceded, Russia would have obtained the right to intervene strongly into the

internal affairs of the Empire, as the Orthodox population amounted at two

fifths of the total. The Porte (also advised by the British ambassador Lord

Stratford de Redcliffe, as the independence of the Ottoman Empire was part

of British policy11) refused to sign the agreement, nevertheless promised to

respect the rights of its Orthodox subjects and the immunities of the Greek

Church. On 21 May Menshikov left Istanbul, and the relations between Russia

and the Ottoman Empire were broken.12 On the same day the Czar ordered

the occupation of the two principalities of Wallachia and Moldavia, and the

Russian forces crossed the Pruth on 2 July 1853.13

The demands eventually were not accepted mainly for various factors: Men-

shikov was a soldier without diplomatic experience, and he could not avoid to

injure the pride of the Ottoman Ministers; at that time the Ottomans could

count increasingly on the support of both Great Britain and France; and the

6Matthew S. Anderson, op. cit., p.119
7Ibid., p.121
8Alan J. P. Taylor, op. cit., p.51
9Matthew S. Anderson, op. cit., p.121

10Alan J. P. Taylor, op. cit., p.52
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Russian demands triggered risings of popular fanaticism among the religious

elites. On 13 June British and French fleets gathered in Beşika Bay, just out-

side the Dardanelles, showing their commitment to defend the Empire against

Russia. Now that the Powers spread their forces, for both sides it was now

difficult to withdraw without a consequent loss of prestige.14

With these events the Crimean War diplomatic pattern was created: both

sides (Russia vs. Great Britain and France) began to attempt to involve the

central European powers, namely Prussia and the Habsburg Empire.15 The

former did not want to risk to become the battlefield of the struggle between

revolution and conservatism, the latter feared of both siding with Russia and

France: in the first case France could take its revenge in the Italian terri-

tories, in the second the Habsburg Empire would bear the main burden of

a war against Russia, without considering the fact that Russian invasion of

the Danubian principalities threated directly Austrian trade down the Black

Sea.16 So the Habsburgs had to pretend to support the western Powers, yet

never give them real support.17 This was not what the Czar expected, after

having helped the Habsburg Empire through the suppression of the Hungarian

nationalists in 1849, and given their shared fear of revolution.18

Given this difficult situation Count Buol, the Austrian Foreign Minister,

invited to Vienna representatives of Great Britain, France and Prussia (but

the Russian ambassador did not attend as no instructions were given) in an

attempt to settle the Russo-Ottoman controversy. Its outcome was the Vienna

Note, which embodied the concessions which in the opinion of the four Powers

the Ottoman Empire could make to Russia without risking its independence.19

The Note proposed that the Sultan should promise to observe the spirit and

letter of the treaties of 177420 and 182921 as regarded the rights of the Or-

thodox Church; to extend to the Orthodox all privileges enjoyed by member

of other Christian sects; and not to make change in the existing position of

his Christian subjects without the agreement of French and Russian govern-

ments.22 The document seemed to represent an agreement between all the

14Matthew S. Anderson, op. cit., p.121-123-124-125
15Alan J. P. Taylor, op. cit., p.54
16Matthew S. Anderson, op. cit., p.125
17Alan J. P. Taylor, op. cit., p.55
18Matthew S. Anderson, op. cit., p.125
19Alan J. P. Taylor, op. cit., p.55
20Küçük Kaynarca
21Edirne
22Matthew S. Anderson, op. cit., p.126
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involved Powers, apart form the Ottoman Empire, which was not consulted

in the drafting, and was in the end reluctant to concede as much as the Pow-

ers wished. Advised by Stratford de Redcliffe23, the Ottomans proposed an

amendment: it had to be clear that the privileges to the Orthodox derived

from the will of the Sultan, and not from agreements with Russia. Of course

Russia did not accept, forcing on the contrary the meaning of the Note, stating

that the document gave Russia the right to intervene in the Empire on behalf

of the Orthodoxes.24 Great Britain and France suddenly showed that they

wanted to resist to Russian encroachments25 letting know to the Ottomans

that the Note did not provide a legal basis for any Russian invasion.26 After

the failure of the Vienna Note, Nicholas I tried with diplomacy to revive the

Holy Alliance with Prussia and Austria, but the situation has changed, and

they had nothing to gain in such an alliance with Russia.27

During all these negotiations the Pope did not commit himself to a cause or

another, he preferred to stay neutral, he neither encouraged France to protect

Catholics in the Ottoman Empire, nor officially took a stance against the war

because he feared persecutions of the Poles inside Russia. Even if constantly

informed by his nuntios, Pius IX did not take side, above all he did not go

along with the wishes of the Czar who thought the influence of Pope Pius IX

could be used to help him to convince the Habsburgs to join his side. The

Pope just specified to the Czar his worry about the situation of the Catholics

in Russian territories.28

3.2 The War

On 4 October 1853 the Ottomans declared war on Russia29, and on 23 October

they crossed the Danube and attacked the Russian troops. In its declaration

of war, the Sultan was driven on by his public opinion, and was reassured by

the presence of British and French fleets in the Bosphorus.30 This started the

conflict between Russian and the Ottoman Empire, that is the preliminary

23René Albrecht-Carrié, Storia Diplomatica dell’Europa. Dal Congresso di Vienna ad
Oggi, (Bologna: Cappelli, 1970), p.130

24Matthew S. Anderson, op. cit., p.126
25Alan J. P. Taylor, op. cit., p.56
26Matthew S. Anderson, op. cit., p.126
27Alan J. P. Taylor, op. cit., p.57
28Giacomo Martina, op. cit., p.177
29René Albrecht-Carrié, op. cit., p.131
30Matthew S. Anderson, op. cit., p.128
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phase of the Crimean War.31 Besim Özcan states that the real cause of the

war was the conflict between Great Britain and Russia for the economical and

political supremacy in the Middle East. In fact, if we consider with this respect

Russia as the bogeyman for the rest of the European powers, it was a shared

opinion that Great Britain played the main moves, France was just a tool in

the hands of the British ally, while the Habsburgs behaved ungratefully as it

was formerly saved by Russia during the 1848-49 revolutions.32

On 30 November in the harbour of Sinop the Russians destroyed an Ot-

toman squadron, provoking in this way the entrance of British and French

troops into the Black Sea, because they could not tolerate this affront for the

fact that they were there to protect the Empire,33 anyway assuring the Rus-

sians that it was just a demonstration, not an act of war.34 Again the Czar

tried to rebuild the Holy Alliance, but without success. Napoleon III, without

alienating his good relationship with Great Britain, felt free to propose a di-

rect negotiation between Russia and the Ottoman Empire, because as long as

the Holy Alliance ceased to exist, he was not anymore interested in the Holy

Places35, but Nicholas I refused.

On 27 February 1854 Great Britain and France sent an ultimatum to Russia

demanding the withdrawal from the principalities of Wallachia and Moldavia,

but the Czar refused it, so they decided to declare war on 28 March36: Great

Britain did not want to permit a further Russian expansion, and France did

not want to leave the task to stop Russia to Great Britain alone.37 As it

has been already recalled, once the conflict had been launched, the Powers

involved could not retreat in order to not lose their prestige: Russia needed

a subordinate Ottoman Empire for its security; Napoleon III needed success

for his domestic position; Great Britain needed an independent Empire for the

security of the Eastern Mediterranean.38

With the Istanbul treaty of 12 March 1854 France and Great Britain for-

31Lord Kinross, The Ottoman Centuries, (New York: Morrow Quill Paperbacks, 1979),
p.493

32Besim Özcan, “Osmanlı Devleti’nin Rusya’ya Yönelik Dış Politikası (19. yy. ve 20.
yy. Başı)”, in Mustafa Bıyıklı (ed.), Türk Dış Politikası: Osmanlı Dönemi, (Istanbul:
Gökkubbe, 2008), pp.323-324

33Matthew S. Anderson, op. cit., p.130; Alan J. P. Taylor, op. cit., p.58]
34Lord Kinross, op. cit., p.494
35Alan J. P. Taylor, op. cit., p.60
36Erik Goldstein, Wars and Peace Treaties: 1816 - 1991, (London: Routledge, 1992), p.27
37René Albrecht-Carrié, op. cit., p.131
38Alan J. P. Taylor, op. cit., p.60
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malized their engagement with the Ottoman Empire to guarantee its integrity

and the independence of the Sultan in exchange for egalitarian reforms.39 This

was probably to counteract the fact that the Czar tried to take advantage from

the influence of pope Pius IX to convince the Habsburg Empire to participate

to the war “on the side of the Christians and not to bolster a Muslim State”.40

Austrian behavior was dictated by the dislike of the Russian occupation

of the Danubian Principalities and at the same time by the fear that showing

sympathy to Russia would have meant a French invasion of its Italian terri-

tories.41 On 20 April 1854 the Habsburg Empire signed a treaty of alliance

with Prussia and therefore had the back covered for its territories in the Italian

peninsula and on the lower Danube.42

In the spring of 1854 a Russian army crossed the lower Danube and sieged

to the Ottoman fortress of Silistria, but on late June the Ottomans managed

to resist the attack and Russians renounced to continue.43

On 14 June the Habsburgs signed an agreement with the Ottoman Empire

which transferred the sovereignty of the principalities of Wallachia and Mol-

davia to the Habsburgs, and on 20 August the Austrian troops occupied the

territory once in the hand of the Russians. These events brought to an end

the Russian expansionism toward Europe.44

In respect to the other Powers involved, the Habsburg Empire was in the

riskiest position and hoped in a fast ending of the war operations. So, in order

to define French and British war aims45, on 8 August 1854 the representatives

of the Habsburgs, Great Britain and France reached a new agreement that

was proposed as the basis for the negotiation with Russia. The Four Points

established a collective protectorate over the Danubian Principalities; free nav-

igation in the Danube; end of the Russian preminence over the Black Sea by a

revision of the Straights Convention of 1841; renunciation of Russia about its

exclusive protection of the Christian subjects of the Ottoman Empire. Russia

did not accept the four Points, and the allies decided to take the war to Crimea

39Paul Dumont, “Il Periodo dei Tanzimat (1839-1878)”, in Robert Mantran (ed.), Storia
dell’Impero Ottomano, (Lecce: Argo, 2004), p.545

40Owen Chadwick, op. cit., p.102
41Matthew S. Anderson, op. cit., p.132
42Alan J. P. Taylor, op. cit., p.64; Matthew S. Anderson, op. cit., p.132
43Lord Kinross, op. cit., p.495
44Ibid.
45Matthew S. Anderson, op. cit., p.134
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in September. 46 Great Britain was not satisfied with the Russian defeat in

the Balkans, they wanted also the Russian maritime power annihilated. This

is why they brought the war to Crimea: they aimed at the Russian arsenal of

Sebastopol.47

3.2.1 Participation of the Kingdom of Sardinia in the

Crimean War

After the Anglo-French treaty of alliance against Russia in 10 April 1854,

there was a crisis in the Cavour Government. The Prime Minister and the

King Vittorio Emanuele II were in favor of the Sardinia participation to the

war on the side of the allies even without any guarantee of compensation by

the Powers, but the other ministers were against a treaty which did not grant

anything at all. So Cavour in the end managed to convince his collegues with

the promise that if Sardinia decided for its participation in the war, he would

have backed the law against the monasteries, the Convent Act. King Vittorio

Emanuele II was constrained to choose between his two friends Pope Pius IX

and Emperor Napoleon III, and at the end he decided to be on the side of

the western European Powers.48 After the war against the Habsburg Empire,

this was the second time that the Kingdom of Sardinia took a strong decision

at the international level. Even king Vittorio Emanuele II was committed to

take place among the liberal forces of Europe, thus detaching increasingly the

Kingdom of Sardinia from the conservative forces in Europe.

Great Britain and France wanted also the Habsburg Empire to participate

in the war, which nevertheless in the end preferred to stay neutral. In Crimea

France brought a bigger contingent than Great Britain, and this is why the

latter took advantage by the participation of Sardinian army in the war, not

to mention that this factor could work as a pressure for the Habsburgs to be

involved into the war.49 On 2 December 1854 they made an alliance with

France and Great Britain to defend the Danubian Principalities50 obtaining in

this way guarantees for its Italian territories, conscious of the fact that had it

46René Albrecht-Carrié, op. cit., p.132; Matthew S. Anderson, op. cit., p.134
47Paul Dumont, op. cit., p.545
48Pietro Pirri, Pio IX e Vittorio Emanuele II dal loro carteggio privato. I: La Laicizzazione

dello Stato Sardo (1848-1856), (Roma: Pontificia Università Gregoriana, 1944), pp.104-105
49René Albrecht-Carrié, op. cit., p.133
50Matthew S. Anderson, op. cit., p.135
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displayed sympathy for Russia, maybe France would have attacked the Hab-

sburg possessions in the Italian peninsula.51 On 22 December the Habsburg

Empire and France concluded a secret treaty agreeing to maintain the status

quo in its Italian provinces and providing that, in case of military cooperation

in the Near East, their troops would also cooperate in the Italian peninsula.

In this way Buol gained an alliance with Napoleon III to check Russia and not

endanger the Habsburg Empire as a Great Power.52 This particular Austrian

neutrality was given by the fact that had it moved to war against Russia, the

price for British and French support would have been the withdrawing from

Lombardy and Veneto.53

Sardinian Prime Minister Cavour understood that this kind of agreement

represented the end of the Italian hopes of freedom from the Habsburg ascen-

dancy, nevertheless he considered important to keep the favour of the western

Powers. But the collegues of Cavour did not accept its view, and overruled

him. Great Britain on 13 December 1855 tried again with a formal request

to the Sardinian cabinet. Cavour would have accepted at once, but Damor-

bida, the Foreign Minister, wanted to pose some condition, like a stance of

the Powers against the sequestration from part of the Austrian authorities of

the property of Lombard refugees in Piedmont54 and their consideration of

the Italian situation in time of peace, conditions that, had Great Britain been

alone, would have been accepted. But France needed an agreement not in an

anti-Austrian spirit, and threated even to support the Austrian complaints on

Piedmontese press. King Vittorio Emanuele took the occasion to break the

stalemate by calling the conservatives by his side in order to participate to the

war on the side of Austria. Nevertheless Cavour did not let this happen, he did

not want to leave Sardinia to the conservatives, and on 10 January 1855 signed

the Anglo-French alliance without conditions,55 backed up also by Rattazzi,

the leader of the Left, to whom Cavour promised his support for the Convents

Act.56

Moreover, after the Russian refusal to the Four Points, the relationships

between the Habsburg Empire and the western Powers suffered a serious crisis.

51Ibid., p.132
52Alan J. P. Taylor, op. cit., p.70
53Ibid., p.85
54Alan J. P. Taylor, op. cit., p.71
55Ibid., p.72; Rosario Romeo, op. cit., p.284
56Indro Montanelli, Storia d’Italia. L’Italia del Risorgimento. Dal 1831 al 1861, (Milano:

RCS Libri,1998), p.346
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Sardinian Prime Minister Cavour took advantage from the situation and in

June 1855 Great Britain and France accepted his request of participation of

the Kingdom of Piedmont at the peace conference at the end of the war.57

Sardinia signed a military convention on 26 January 185558 hoping to win

the goodwill of the allies in its claims against the Habsburgs.59 In fact the

decision of Sardinia to sign the convention with the allies and send an expedi-

tionary force of about 18,000 men helped to keep the Habsburgs in the alliance

and diminish the French ascendancy in Crimea.60 It was also a way in which

the Kingdom of Sardinia became a sort of representative entity of the Ital-

ian peninsula in the eyes of Europe, and thus a step toward the Piedmontese

hegemony of the following years,61 and the fact that the Habsburg Empire

chose neutrality and the Kingdom of Sardinia participated actively to the war,

although its army had a secondary role, changed their respective position in

the eyes of the allies.62

On 10 September 1855 the allies managed to take the fortress of Sebastopol.63

The hostilities ended on 28 November 1855, when the Ottoman fortress of

Kars surrendered to the Russians.64 On 14 November 1855 France and the

Habsburgs agreed on an ultimatum to be presented to Russia. The document

proposed the neutralisation of the Black Sea and the cession of part of the

Bessarabia territories, and it would have been accepted without conditions by

Russia on 16 January 1856.65

The Crimean War was the greatest international conflict of the period:66

it had cost the lives of nearly half a million men (two thirds of disease and

hardship, not from battle), much more of any other European war a hundred

years after the Congress of Vienna. As practically this war consisted in an

invasion of the western Powers against Russia, a clear outcome was that after

1856 Russia became less important for the European balance.67

57Rosario Romeo, op. cit., p.306
58René Albrecht-Carrié, op. cit., p.134
59Erik Goldstein, op. cit., p.28
60Matthew S. Anderson, op. cit., p.138; Derek Beales and Eugenio F. Biagini, op. cit.,

p.156
61Rosario Romeo, op. cit., p.288
62Ibid., p.306
63Paul Dumont, op. cit., p.546
64Selçuk A. Somel, Historical Dictionary of the Ottoman Empire, (Lanham: Scarecrow

Press, 2003), p.66
65Matthew S. Anderson, op. cit., pp.139-140-141
66Erik J. Zürcher, op. cit., p.53
67Alan J. P. Taylor, op. cit., p.82
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3.3 Aftermath

3.3.1 The Congress of Paris

3.3.1.1 Ottoman Empire

From the point of view of the history of relationships between the Ottoman

Empire and Europe, the Congress of Paris in 1856 ratified the entrance of

the Empire in what was called the Concert of Europe. The Ottoman Empire

was given the right to profit from European legal system and the unity and

autonomy of the Empire was guaranteed.68 At the Congress the Empire was

represented by grand vizier Ali Pasha and Mehmed Cemil Bey, ambassador in

France and in the Kingdom of Sardinia.69 Nevertheless the Paris Congress did

not managed to guarantee a period of peace for the Ottoman Empire. At the

same time, this Congress established in Europe a new political balance.70

Between the end of the Crimean War and the Congress of Paris, the British,

French and Austrian ambassadors in Istanbul cooperated with the Porte to

prepare the Hatt-ı Hümayun (or Islahat) edict, a move “promised” to the al-

lies with the 1854 Istanbul treaty. It was important to prepare it before the

beginning of the peace conference so that Russia would have no hand in Ot-

toman reforms.71 The British ambassador Lord Stratford was convinced that

the Ottoman reform efforts were betrayed by the disinterest of France and

Great Britain, concerned just with the peace and appeasement with Russia.

He thought that without foreign pressure the edict would have been just an

insignificant peace of paper.72 As a demonstration of his commitment, it is

worthwhile to recall the solemn investiture of sultan Abdülmecid I with the

Order of a Knight of the Garter by the same Lord Stratford de Radcliffe.73

Unlike its predecessor, the Hatt-ı Şerif, this edict was essentially “made

in Europe”, but originated basically from the same situation: the Ottoman

68Necmettin Alkan, “Osmanlı Devleti’nin Batı Politikası-Tanzimat’tan II. Meşrutiyet’e
(1839-1908)”, in Mustafa Bıyıklı (ed.), Türk Dış Politikası: Osmanlı Dönemi, (Istanbul:
Gökkubbe, 2008), p.155

69Candan Badem, The Ottoman Crimean War, 1853-1856, (Boston:Brill, 2010), p.286
70Besim Özcan, op. cit., p.327
71Roderic Davison, Reform in the Ottoman Empire, 1856-1876, (Princeton: Princeton

University Press, 1963), p.53
72Lord Kinross, op. cit., p.502
73Ibid.
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Empire was dealing with the international events and it needed both to take

under consideration European opinion and the internal need for reforms.74

The Hatt-ı Hümayun was formally taken under consideration by the Powers

in the article 9 of the Treaty of Paris, where they recognized its importance and

adding that the edict did not give them the right to intervene in the internal

affairs of the Empire.75

The Hatt-ı Hümayun was much more elaborate and accurate of the 1839

Hatt-ı Şerif, that started the Tanzimat: it guaranteed to the non-Muslim com-

munities the respect of their traditional immunities, their freedom of worship

and their right to administrate their belongings without obstacles. These were

measures which could hinder the attempts to impose the foreign protectorates

over the Ottoman Christians. The members of every clergy would receive from

their community a fixed contribution, in order to avoid abuses; all the sub-

jects of the Empire will be considered equal for the taxation system, justice,

education, military service (unless the payment of the bedel tax); in order to

offer representation to all the communities, the provincial administrative sys-

tem would be reformed. The state would establish annual budget and would

control the public finances; it would support public works for general purpose;

it would authorize the foundation of banks and other financial enterprises. The

Hatt-ı Hümayun, together with bringing the standard of life of the non-Muslim

to an upper level respect to that of the Muslim population,76 put the basis for

a greater penetration of the foreign Powers into the Ottoman Empire inter-

nal affairs.77 As an example, the article 25 stipulated that European capitals

should be used to increase the wealth of the Empire, and the right to own

property was granted to foreigners.78

An important novelty was that the edict did not contain anything about

the sacred law, and was overall written in a clearer language than the Hatt-ı

Şerif, which was instead characterized by a “split personality”.79

The Islahat edict was aimed at the equality before the law of all the subjects

of different ethnicity and religion, namely the new doctrine of Ottomanism in-

troduced by Ali and Fuad Pashas in order to “to transfer the loyalty of the

74Roderic Davison, op. cit., p.54
75Ibid., p.4
76Besim Özcan, op. cit., p.327
77Paul Dumont, op. cit., p.546
78Michelle Raccagni, “The French Economic Interests in the Ottoman Empire”, in Inter-

national Journal of Middle East Studies, vol. 2, 1980, p.342
79Roderic Davison, op. cit., p.55
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non-Muslims from the local community and the Ottoman dynasty to the fa-

therland and the state.”80 Actually the Hatt-ı Hümayun represented also an

attempt to remove the millet system and substitute to it the notion of citi-

zenship, nevertheless the edict treated the matter of the rights of Christian

and other non-Muslim communities, thus without achieving its goal.81 More-

over, this attempt to end the desire for autonomy or independence from part

of the non-Muslim millets,82 was hindered by the fact that, as the reforms

were boosted from foreign pressure, the non-Muslim millets, knowing that the

edict was prepared under foreign pressure, used to call foreign intervention

into Ottoman internal affairs when they saw suit in order to maintain their

privileges, at the cost of the association of the non-Muslim communities with

foreign attack or treason.83

It is interesting to notice that at the end of the ceremony of proclamation

of the Hatt-ı Hümayun, which had place at the Sublime Porte on 18 February

1856 and at which there were representatives of the religious minorities, a

famous preacher of Istanbul, made a prayer containing the exortation to God

to preserve the people of Muhammad, an event that could represent well the

contradictions of the underlying mentality of the reforms.84

The edict collected criticism not just because it was a result of the for-

eign pressures: moreover the şeyhülislam underlined the fact that not only the

fleets, but also land armies were present in the territories of Istanbul. Reshit

Pasha criticized the edict because in his opinion it was just constituted of

concessions, and Ali and Fuad gave too much political privileges to the Chris-

tians.85 Interestingly, also the higher Christian clergy was critic, because they

thought the edict would consist in a loss of power of their positions inside their

millets.86

During the Crimean War the Ottoman Empire, in 1854 and 1855, for the

80Stanford J. Shaw and Ezel Kural Shaw, History of the Ottoman Empire and Modern
Turkey Volume II: Reform, Revolution, and Republic: The Rise of Modern Turkey, 1808-
1975, (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1977), p.127; Butrus Abu-Manneh, “The
Christians between Ottomanism and Syrian Nationalism : The Ideas of Butrus Al-Bustani”,
International Journal of Middle East Studies, vol.11, n.3, p.287

81Roderic Davison, op. cit., p.56
82Stanford J. Shaw and Ezel Kural Shaw, op. cit., p.125
83Ibid., p.128
84Roderic Davison, op. cit., pp.3-5
85Ibid., p.57
86Ibid., p.59
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first time borrowed money from France and Great Britain, linking in this way

its already bad finances to the more developed countries,87 a move that, after

twenty years and over a billion dollars of loans,88 would have lead to the formal

declaration of insolvency in 1876,89 due also to the administrative disorgani-

zation.90 Ottoman bureaucracy was characterized by inertia and shortsighted-

ness, there lacked incentives to advancement, and favoritism and bribery were

common.91 These first loans were guaranteed by Great Britain and France,

as they were explicitly aimed at strengthening the Ottoman Empire against

Russia.

The borrowing of loans in the European financial markets consisted of

the most important method adopted by the Ottoman government after mid-

nineteenth century to deal with the recurring budget deficits.92

These events were much more important for what they started than for

the economical relief of the Ottoman Empire: the Crimean War loan control

commission was just the ancestor of the Ottoman Public Debt Administration

set up in 1882.93

The loans and the subsequent default was the price the Ottoman Empire

payed for the introduction of reforms, but the incapacity of the Ottoman states-

men to deal with modern economics paved the way as a pretext for the foreign

intervention,94 even if the reason that started this process of borrowing was

just the will to keep the Ottoman Empire as a military ally against Russia.95

Donald Blaisdell wrote that the Ottoman Empire incapacity to keep the

pace at the economical level was for Europe a positive thing, because it repre-

sented a vast market for the consumption of European goods, products of the

European expanding industry and commerce.96 Significant is also the fact that

the Ottoman Empire found itself in a situation in which, while loaning, it had

87Besim Özcan, op. cit., p.327
88Donald C. Blaisdell, European Financial Control in the Ottoman Empire - A Study of

the Establishment, Activities, and Significance of the Administration of the Ottoman Public
Debt, (New York: AMS Press, 1966), p.23

89Benjamin C. Fortna, “The Reign of Abdülhamid II”, in Reşat Kasaba (ed.), The Cam-
bridge History of Turkey Vol. 4 Turkey in the Modern World, (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 2008), p.53

90Donald C. Blaisdell, op. cit., p.9
91Ibid., p.16
92Şevket Pamuk, “From debasement to external borrowing: changing forms of deficit

finance in the Ottoman Empire, 1750-1914”, in Şevket Pamuk (ed.), The Ottoman economy
and its institutions, (Farnham: Ashgate, 2009), chapter IX, p.18

93Sean Oliver-Dee, The Caliphate Question, (Lanham: Lexington Books, 2009), p.62
94Michelle Raccagni, op. cit., p.369
95Sean Oliver-Dee, op. cit., pp.62-63
96Donald C. Blaisdell, op. cit., p.19
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its fiscal powers limited by the capitulations,97 which already put the great

bulk of the trade in the hands of foreigners. Until the Crimean War there was

balance between imports and exports; after that the balance shifted, causing

the Ottomans a trade deficit in 1876.98

In 1856 the Ottoman Bank was established already with a great control

from part of Great Britain that continued also in the subsequent years. In the

same year the Porte called for an Austrian financial adviser, which two years

later in 1858 was joined by British and French delegates to form the High

Council of the Treasury.99

The Congress of Paris was opened on 25 February 1856 and lasted until

30 March; it was held in Paris instead of Vienna, the center of negotiation

during the war, because the Habsburg Empire discontented everyone with its

non interventionist policy.100 It was the first time that the Ottoman Empire

was invited as an equal to an international congress.101 The aim of the Treaty

was to internationalize the guarantee of the integrity of the Ottoman Empire

and substitute European for Russian influence over it.102 The Treaty was ap-

parently in favour of the Sultan, but the will of the foreign Powers to penetrate

into the Empire was clear.103

The more important conditions, agreed without consultation of the Ot-

tomans, based on the Four Points of Vienna104 and wanted mostly by France,

Great Britain and the Habsburgs were: demilitarization of the Black Sea, even

for the Ottoman coasts; end of the Russian influence on Moldavia and Wal-

lachia; guarantee of autonomy and integrity of the Ottoman Empire on the

part of the European powers. The Ottoman Empire was formally admitted

into the Concert of Europe, even if in the future it would have played just

a passive role into the European diplomatic intrigues, given its military and

economical weaknesses. The Hatt-ı Hümayun was taken officially under con-

sideration by the Peace Conference, and the Powers established that this edict

removed every pretext of foreign intervention in the internal Ottoman affairs,

97Ibid., p.25-26
98Stanford J. Shaw and Ezel Kural Shaw, op. cit., p.122
99Donald C. Blaisdell, op. cit., p.26

100René Albrecht-Carrié, op. cit., p.135
101Besim Özcan, op. cit., p.324
102Harold Temperley, “The Treaty of Paris of 1856 and its Execution”, in The Journal of

Modern History, vol. 4, n. 2, p.523
103Paul Dumont, op. cit., p.547
104René Albrecht-Carrié, op. cit., p.135
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a promise that in the future would have been breached.105

Article 7 of the Treaty established the participation of the Ottoman Em-

pire into the Concert of Europe, a decision in a spirit contrary to that of the

Vienna Conference in 1815,106 when Russia refused to include the Empire into

the negotiations. The article guaranteed to the Ottoman Empire the respect

of its independence and integrity through the commitment of all the signing

Powers, elevating at European interest every infringement of this agreement.

This left to the Powers the freedom to take action arbitrarily, every time they

saw fit. Limitations to the Ottoman sovereignty derived from the reestablish-

ment of the Straits Convention of 1841 (closing the straits to all the warships

during peacetime); the prohibition of the navigation in the Black Sea even of

the Ottoman fleet; the agreement on the internationalisation of the Danube

under a Commission set by the Powers, which navigation would have been reg-

ulated by the Vienna provisions of 1815;107 the reorganization of the Rumanian

principalities and Serbia. The Ottoman Empire did not loose territories, but

its integration into the European system had to be payed.108 Maybe its most

important victory was to have Russia presence removed from the Black Sea.

Ali Pasha, the Ottoman delegate at the Conference, referring to the 7th ar-

ticle, asked the end of the capitulations, obtaining a negative response from

the participating Powers. This was important to understand the nature of the

above mentioned article.109

In the article 9 of the Treaty it was stated that the Powers recognized the

high value of the Islahat edict, and that at the same time it could not be used

by the Powers to interfere in the affairs between the Sultan and its subjects.110

All in all the real “achievement” of the Treaty of Paris was the liberation

of the Danubian Principalities: both the Islahat edict and the neutralization

of the Black Sea did not changed anything in the Balance of Power. The in-

dependence of Wallachia and Moldavia was due to the conflictual relationship

between Russia and the Habsburg Empire, as the Habsburgs were not going

105Erik J. Zürcher, op. cit., p.54
106Hugh McKinnon Wood, “The Treaty of Paris and Turkey’s Status in International Law”,

in The American Journal of International Law, vol. 37, n. 2, p.264
107René Albrecht-Carrié, op. cit., p.136
108Paul Dumont, op. cit., p.547
109Besim Özcan, op. cit., p.326
110Candan Badem, op. cit., p.288
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to withdraw from Lombardy and Venetia in order to pay the price for west-

ern support. So on the conclusion of the peace, they pulled back from the

Principalities.111

The Ottoman grand vezir Reshit Pasha criticized harshly the foreign minis-

ter Ali Pasha because of the little gains obtained form the Congress considered

the disproportion with its great commitment to war.112

The state which obtained more advantages from the treaty was Great

Britain: Russia was beaten and the British way toward East and the East-

ern Mediterranean were preserved. France, even if had the greatest number of

casualties (about 80000, against the British 20000) was the state that obtained

less. The Kingdom of Sardinia took his place between the winner Powers and

obtained the sustain of Great Britain and France for the unification of the

Italian peninsula that occurred in 1861, 5 years after the Congress of Paris.113

It is possible to state that for the Ottoman Empire the Peace Conference did

not promise a real guarantee for its future. The peace granted to the Empire

was a critical one and was not meant to last.114 The Treaty succeeded just

in reducing the strength of the Ottoman Empire vis a vis the role of Russia

in the Near East. The diplomatic result of the Congress of Paris was the

isolation of the Austrian Empire from the political point of view, because until

that time the Habsburg security on the eastern front depended on Russia, from

which the distance at the international level increased, as the Habsburg Empire

passed to the Anglo-French side (see also the 15 April 1856 treaty, which

meant to be secret, between France, Great Britain and the Habsburgs, and

only transpired by accident:115 according to it every violation of the Ottoman

integrity would have constituted a casus belli).116. Actually three years later

from 1856 Napoleon III would have been at war against the Austrian Empire,

and Russia would have rejoiced over the defeat of its old ally, beaten by the

Sardinian army at Solferino in 1859.117

111Alan J. P. Taylor, op. cit., p.85
112Selçuk A. Somel, op. cit., p.309
113Besim Özcan, op. cit., pp.325-326
114Ibid., p.327
115Harold Temperley, op. cit., p.528
116René Albrecht-Carrié, op. cit., p.137
117Harold Temperley, op. cit., p.542
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3.3.1.2 Italian peninsula

The Congress of Paris was the first international convention to which one

politician from the Italian peninsula participated, that is the Sardinian Prime

Minister Cavour; it was also a considerable goal since the little territorial

dimensions and international status of the Kingdom of Sardinia.118

By participating to the Crimean War and thus to the Paris Congress, the

Kingdom of Sardinia gained its place among the winner Powers, providing

the help of Great Britain and France in the process of the Italian unifica-

tion.119 Even if Cavour could not gain the direct involvement of France and

Great Britain against the Habsburgs, it was important because now the Ital-

ian problem was raised to the international level of the Concert of Europe.120

Foreign Secretary Lord Clarendon, the British representative, disturbed by

the fact that their ally, the Kingdom of Sardinia, did not obtain nothing from

the Congress, on 8 April 1856 made a speech about the end of French and

Austrian foreign occupation of Italian territories and talked about the Papal

States as a scandal in Europe and that it needed to be reformed. After the

Congress Lord Clarendon sent the British representative in Rome to tell Car-

dinal Antonelli, secretary of state to Pius IX, that Great Britain would like the

foreign troops out of Rome and that the Pope should concede autonomy to the

provinces of the Papal States autonomous.121 Great Britain was sympathetic

with the Italian situation because of the economic advantage it would have

obtained had the peninsula unified.122 From his part, Cavour talked about

the Austrian occupation of the Legazioni as a violation of the peninsular bal-

ance against Piedmont.123 But at the moment this stances did not provoked

anything, except the fact that the Congress acknowledged the existence of the

Italian question.124

118Derek Beales and Eugenio F. Biagini, op. cit., p.126
119Besim Özcan, op. cit., p.326
120Spencer Di Scala, Italy: from revolution to republic, 1700 to the present, (Boulder:
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121Owen Chadwick, op. cit., pp.125-127
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3.3.2 International Policies of the European Powers -

Changes in the mid-19th century

It is worthwhile to analyze to what extent the Crimean War facts modified the

international situation, with particular reference to the international policies

of the great Powers involved into the war.

The 19th century was the century in which colonialism started to have a

greater influence on the political choices and tendencies regarding the Euro-

pean political situation. The 1815 Congress of Vienna was a demonstration

that Europe itself refused to be turned upside down by the European mili-

tary campaigns of Napoleon I. This finds confirmation in the fact that the

Ottoman Empire was for the moment kept out of the negotiations, likewise

the Italian peninsula: these were strategical territories considered important

for the maintenance of the European balance between States.

As Malcolm Yapp put it: “The Crimean War was essentially a European

war in which the main issue was prestige. Its principal effects were to break up

the conservative coalition of Russia, Austria and Prussia which had dominated

European affairs since 1815, isolate Austria and convert Russia into a dissatis-

fied, revisionist power.”125 The war also put an end to the Holy Alliance and

the maintenance of the status quo, together with the fact that the main victim

of this change was the Habsburg Empire.126

The Crimean War was maybe the event in which the equilibrium shifted

definitely toward the “liberal” forces of Great Britain and France. This is true

also considering their influence in the future of both the Ottoman Empire and

the Italian peninsula:

“[. . .] it [the Crimean War] followed from the events of 1848. British

opinion would never have turned so harshly against Russia had it not

been for Austria’s victory in Italy and, still more, Russia’s intervention

in Hungary. The Crimean War was fought for the sake of Europe rather

than for the Eastern question; it was fought against Russia, not in favor

of Turkey”. “The real stake in the Crimean War was not Turkey. It

was central Europe; that is to say, Germany and Italy.” “The Crimean

125Malcolm Yapp, The making of the modern Near East, 1792-1923, (London: Longman,
1991), p.74
126Matthew S. Anderson, op. cit., pp.145-146
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War was fought to remake the European system. The old order of the

Holy Alliance was destroyed; but no new system took its place [. . .]

Instead there opened a period of European anarchy which lasted from

the Crimean War until the next great struggle in the Near East”127

The Crimean War helped also Napoleon III to enforce his prestige between

the Catholic French people and to curb Russian influence into the Balkans.128

At the end of the war, on 8 February 1856, the Pope asked France and the

Habsburg Empire to do the possible to protect the Catholics at East,

and his language expected that their political ’protection’ would dimin-

ish Islam and Eastern Orthodoxy and foster the Catholic faith. He

begged Napoleon not to allow the Catholic representatives at the Peace

Conference to slide into indifference to religion, which is so ’common in

our days’.129

The Pope asked to Franz Joseph an effective protection of the Catholic

Church at East, in order to assure it the “due preeminence, its freedom of

worship, and an effective proselytism. While writing to Napoleon III, Pius IX

was more confident about the fact that the French Emperor would have used

all his influence in favor of the Catholics at East:130

At any moment, as far as it is known, in Paris there will be a diplo-

matic Conference, suggested by the present most praiseworthy and com-

mended clauses of peace. Between the serious matters that will be under

debate, the Catholic interests in the East will not be disregarded. Now

it is without doubt that a Catholic Sovereign, and a Sovereign as power-

ful as you, must treat these interests in preference to those of the other

false Religions. And I say in preference, and I must say exclusively,

because if the non true religions have to be opposed, at the same time

we cannot miss the due possible concerns suggested by charity towards

the peoples that to their disgrace profess false religions. The spirit of

indifference on the subject of faith that unfortunately predominates also

in these days, and sadly also between a number of Catholics, I would

127Alan J. P. Taylor, op. cit., p.61
128Owen Chadwick, op. cit., p.102
129Ibid., p.102; Pietro Pirri, Pio IX e Vittorio Emanuele II dal loro carteggio privato.

II: La Questione Romana (1856-1864), (Roma: Pontificia Università Gregoriana, 1951),
Documenti, p.5
130Giacomo Martina, op. cit., p.178
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like it, and I would like it with all my heart, to be eliminated from the

Conferences from part of the Catholic Plenipotentiaries: and this is why

I strongly pray Your Majesty

Your Majesty, that gave so much proof of tender respect towards

the Church of Jesus Christ, would like to, I believe, use his high and

powerful influence so that this [the Church] could develop as it is her

responsibility in those lands still covered by the darkness of infidelity,

and there, where the schism rules, could be accomplished the freedom

of worship in favor of the Catholics. Because, if the schism in the past

centuries opened in the East, the road to the most pitiful infidelity, the

protection granted from the Catholic potentates to the Roman Apostolic

Church, with the help of God, will make sure that this unique true

Church prevails over the hindrances that infidelity, the schism, and any

other conflicting sides raise against her.131

Franz Joseph answered generically that he hoped for good dispositions from

part of the Ottoman Empire, while Napoleon III on 4 April 1856 answered to

Pius IX that, even if it was “his most serious preoccupation”, it was impossible

to ask for privileges and securities just for the Catholics, as the guarantees in

favor of the Christians were asked collectively from part of the great Powers,

“what was claimed for the Catholics, was demanded at the same time for

the dissenting worships”.132 The French Emperor was just content for the

equality obtained for the non-Muslims, and “the concession of freedoms and

privileges never reached until now”. It is worth to be underlined the contrast

between the realist mentality of Napoleon III, satisfied of the Islahat, and the

abstract one of Pius IX, who desired for the Church and its Faithful a privileged

juridical condition. The Roman newspaper Il Giornale di Roma underlined the

endeavor of the Powers to show the Ottoman reforms as a concession of the

Sultan, and compared this situation with the one that the Pope experienced

during the attacks against the Papal States of Clarendon and Cavour at the

Congress of Paris. The journal Civiltà Cattolica hoped that the peace launched

a “age of conversion” between the Muslims.133

Worthwhile to recall is the fact that on 19 December 1856, the Pope wrote

another letter to Napoleon III in which he explained his worries:

131Pietro Pirri, op. cit., pp.5-6
132Ibid., p.7
133Giacomo Martina, op. cit., pp.178-179
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Some appearances that came along aroused in me the doubt that in

the imminent diplomatic Congress in Paris the affairs in Rome could be

under debate [. . .] It is clear that the temporal Government of the Holy

See it is an object against all the weapons of the Protestants, of the

unbelieving, and of the revolutionaries of all the world, and especially

of the dreamers of the unity of Italy, who presume, or believe to presume

that the only hindrance to achieve it is the temporal Papal dominion.

[. . .] It is for sure that this State cannot be governed with those theories

of liberty tolerated in other countries, because exactly being the State of

the Church it is necessary not to abandon totally that coercion that is of

its competence to avoid the weakening of the Faith, and to restrain the

corruption of the customs. [. . .] I thus rely on the experimented wiseness

of Your Majesty who knows very well how much Italy is molested from

the moral frailty of the human family, and there will be trouble if the

ills of this peninsula realize to be supported by foreign forces [. . .] Let’s

see the Piedmont. I presume that King and that Government have not

a firm intention to oppose the Religion and the Church: nevertheless

in order to maintain themselves in some way they need once in a while

either to exile some Bishops, or to expel some Religious Communities

from its sacred enclosure, or to take possession of the assets of the

Church, or to oppose or to show their opposition to this Holy See. [. . .]

Let’s not consider the most serious ills that would fall on the southern

peoples of the peninsula had between them adopted the systems of the

Subalpine Government [the Piedmont].134

Napoleon III answered on 1 February 1857 that “your worries about the

subject of the conferences in Paris are without foundation. Indeed it was not

at all a matter at the last meeting of the plenipotentiaries that of the States

of Italy”.135

Interesting is that the “imminent diplomatic Congress in Paris” the Pope

talks about cannot find any confirmation about its existence. The letter is

anyway interesting because it explains well what were the concerns of Pius IX

and his awareness of what was the international situation after the Congress

of Paris.

Another question important for the European diplomacy was the project

of unification of Wallachia and Moldavia supported by Napoleon III. Great

Britain, the Habsburg and the Ottoman Empires were against. For Great

134Pietro Pirri, op. cit., p.8
135Ibid., p.11
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Britain the union of the Danubian Principalities under a foreign prince was

equal to a detachment from the Ottoman Empire, and this was a consequence

unacceptable according to the motivation why the Crimean War was fought.

France, Russia and Prussia constituted the party in favor of the unification

of the Principalities.136 It is worthy to be remembered an informal agreement

between Napoleon III and Cavour for which Wallachia and Moldavia would

have been assigned respectively to the Duchies of Modena and Parma, while

their territories should be conceded to the Kingdom of Sardinia. The plan was

not put into practice due to the strong resistance of Great Britain and the

Ottoman Empire.137

3.3.2.1 The Ottoman Empire

In the European diplomacy, the Ottoman Empire was relevant for several rea-

sons. It was both the passage to East for the trade of Great Britain with India,

and at the same time the inevitable obstacle for Russian Mediterranean aspi-

rations.138 This, together with the British political and economical Mediter-

ranean aims, was the cause of the community of interests between the Ot-

tomans and Great Britain.139 Britain improved its relationships with the Ot-

toman Empire first through the 1838 Balta Limanı agreement and then after

1856, when the British capital gained privileges and exemptions, and for this

the integrity of the Empire became strictly necessary in British international

politics. So Britain considered reforms as something essential to improve the

resistance of the Empire to the Russian pressures, but nevertheless the British

government did not elaborate a formal thesis to support them, leaving freedom

of action to its ambassador in Istanbul:140 Lord Stratford de Redcliffe.

Another important player on the international scene was France, keen to

interfere in the British affairs in the Near East and to check the moves of Russia

and the Habsburg Empire. The leaders of the Tanzimat thought that French

influence would have balanced the ones of the other Great Powers.141 France

as well took advantage of the Balta Limanı agreement in 1838, and like Great

136Rosario Romeo, op. cit., pp.347-348
137Alan J. P. Taylor, op. cit., p.87; Rosario Romeo, op. cit., pp.319-323-324
138Mustafa Öztürk, “Batılı Devletlerin Osmanlı Üzerindeki Politikaları ve Bunun Osmanlı

Dış Politikasına Etkisi (19. Yüzyıl)”, in Mustafa Bıyıklı (ed.), Türk Dış Politikası: Osmanlı
Dönemi, (Istanbul: Gökkubbe, 2008), p.358
139Ibid., p.359
140Ibid., p.360
141Michelle Raccagni, op. cit., pp.340-341
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Britain considered fundamental the integrity of the Ottoman territories and

reforms. To this aim, France thought that reforms in the Empire should have

been actively encouraged,142 a policy consistent with the fact that especially

after the Congress of Paris in 1856 Napoleon III desired to be the representative

of the nationalistic ideas in Europe.143 Important was also the fact that since

the end of XVIII century Great Britain surpassed France for what concerned

exports, while the amount of imports form the Ottoman Empire had steadily

advanced. Since 1850 French authorities were worried about the discrepancy

between imports and exports, and these were reasons why trade and invest-

ments in the Ottoman lands were to be encouraged.144 France, together with

Great Britain, were responsible of the introduction of the telegraphic lines into

the Ottoman Empire during the Crimean War.145

The Habsburgs tended to protect its position in center Europe and take

advantage from the Ottoman territories in the Balkans. The Habsburgs as well

tended to support the reforms of the Ottomans.146

Both the two most significant edicts of the Tanzimat, the Gülhane of 1839

and the Islahat of 1856, supported the two important principles of equality of

all the citizens, and administrative and economic development. Nevertheless,

the European support for reforms produced the contradiction of the promise of

both equality for all citizens and a special status for the non-Muslim millets.147

The European complaint that the promise of equality was not imple-

mented was therefore unreasonable for it was impossible to carry out in

both senses. In fact the Ottomans could not afford to implement the

promise completely in either sense.148

The Ottoman need of European consent was the cause of the decorative

Tanzimat, namely those reforms presented just to throw a sop to the Great

Powers.149 Nevertheless the Hatt-ı Hümanyun, at least on paper, was the

concretization of the British settlement of the Eastern Question, that is a

142Mustafa Öztürk, op. cit., p.363
143Ibid., p.364
144Michelle Raccagni, op. cit., p.342
145Ibid., p.360; Stanford J. Shaw and Ezel Kural Shaw, op. cit., p.120
146Mustafa Öztürk, op. cit., p.364
147Malcolm Yapp, op. cit., pp.113-114
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“viable Ottoman Empire reformed from within by its own efforts and protected

against attack by an international guarantee”.150

The Ottoman reforms were implemented very slowly, nevertheless the Ot-

toman international status was gained through: its formal recognition as a

member of the European Concert; the tripartite treaty of 15 April 1856, in

which Great Britain, France and the Habsburg Empire declared to guarantee

Ottoman independence and integrity;151 its financial links to Europe, having

raised loans to balance its expenditures for the Crimean War, a policy that in

the future would have provoked its immense and unmanageable foreign debt.

Internal resistance to reforms was also due to the foreign pressure of the Eu-

ropean Powers. Moreover, Edmund Hornby, the British representative in the

commission to supervise the second Ottoman loan, declared that “the Treaty

of Paris [. . .] was a huge diplomatic blunder. It freed Turkey from the fear of

Russia and left her to misgovern her Christian subjects as she pleased, which

she forthwith proceeded to do.”152

Even if Grand Vizier Ali Pasha and the President of the High Council of

Reform (council created in order to control the developments of the reforms),

Fuad Pasha, were genuinely committed to the reforms,153 the Islahat edict was

refused by the non-Muslims subject of the Ottoman Empire: they opposed to

the equality with the Muslims, and in the following years this resistance caused

different clashes internal to the territories of the Empire, letting the European

Powers to not consider the Ottoman sovereign rights and taking side with the

non-Muslims, protecting and increasing their advantages. It is in this way that

the concessions contributed to the weakness of Ottoman government and put

the basis for further fragmentation.154

3.3.2.2 Italian peninsula

In the Congress of Paris, the Habsburgs wished to strengthen their hold on

the Danubian Principalities. With Russia not anymore as an ally, the interna-

tional situation was not in their favor, unless had they hand over Lombardy

and Veneto to the Kingdom of Sardinia, gaining in this way the support of

Great Britain and France, at the cost of giving up their leverage on the Italian

150Matthew S. Anderson, op. cit., p.143
151Roderic Davison, op. cit., p.4
152Matthew S. Anderson, op. cit., p.147
153Ibid.
154Besim Özcan, op. cit., pp.327-328
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peninsula and ceding to the ambitions of Napoleon III and Sardinia.155 In-

teresting is that Palmerston, the British secretary of State, suggested such an

exchange (Danubian Principalities to the Habsburgs and the Lombardy and

Venetia to the Kingdom of Sardinia) in 1854 and Napoleon III supported the

idea in 1856, nevertheless without any consequence as the Habsburgs refused

to consider it because in their opinion Moldavia and Wallachia were not a

suitable compensation for their Italian territories.156

Sardinia too had its wishes, that is to acquire the territories of the northern

peninsula, plans of the Prime Minister Cavour not viable without the support

of the Great Powers. Even if Sardinia did not obtain immediate benefit from

the criticism against foreign occupation of Clarendon and Cavour on 8 April

during the Paris Conference, it was a index of the growing isolation of the Aus-

trian Empire157 and of the fact that the European Powers did not considered

relevant anymore the Treaty of Vienna and thus the Habsburgs role for the

European balance.158

In the years following the Congress of Paris the political strategy endorsed

by Cavour was one of representing both European diplomacy in the Italian

peninsula, and the will of independence of the Italians in Europe.159

After having returned from the Congress of Paris, Cavour in the Parlia-

ment made a speech in which minimized the 15 April 1856 Treaty between

Great Britain, France and the Habsburg Empire and disclosed a memoran-

dum that he delivered to Great Britain and France on 16 April 1856 in which

the Habsburgs were pointed out as the responsible both for the little result of

the Congress about the Italian question, and for the uprisings that this could

have provoked in the peninsula in the future. The document concluded asking

for the attention of Great Britain and France in the interest of not just the

Italians, but also of the European peace.160 The Habsburg were negatively

surprised by that document and sent to the governments of Firenze, Roma,

Napoli and Modena a note in which the Piedmontese claim of being the protec-

tor of the Italian interests was refused and the Foreign Minister Buol was also

worried to guarantee the solidarity of the European Powers. Nevertheless this

155Matthew S. Anderson, op. cit., p.146
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159Rosario Romeo, op. cit., p.338
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did not hindered their will to continue the discussion of the Italian question

started by Clarendon and Cavour at the Congress of Paris on 8 April 1856.161

In the correspondence between monsignor Sacconi, the papal nuntio in

Paris, to the Secretary of State Cardinal Antonelli, it is clear how after the

Congress of Paris the statesmen of the Papal States felt a foreign pressure for

internal reforms:

All these data bring me to believe that the news given by a good source

is true: that they are working over a memorandum about the reforms to

be proposed to the Government of the Holy See. Moreover, I have got

more data to believe that the Governments of England and of France are

already working over that of Austria to convince it to speak, to insinuate

and to take action in Rome according to what the French Ambassador

will do. And I have to consider that he will give his cooperation if the

reforms to be suggested will be just administrative and not political...162

Interesting is also a letter sent by Pius IX to Napoleon III in which the

Pope tries to defend the administration of the Papal States:

I am about to finish My trip over the States of the Church. I have reason

to thank the Lord about the respectful and friendly manner with which

I was welcomed everywhere. This is a solemn denial to the eternal

enemies of the Papal Government, who could print a thousand lies in

their newspapers, but they will never be able to negate the truth with

good results.163

The future successes of Bismarck and Cavour were to be made possible by

the isolation and relative weakness of the Habsburg Empire. Their founda-

tions had been laid by the Crimean War,164 remembering also the fact that

after 1856 Russia became indifferent to the Habsburgs interests in the Italian

peninsula, changing its attention toward Asia and considering the Black Sea

only as a buffer for its defense.165

161Ibid., p.344
162Pietro Pirri, op. cit., p.37
163Ibid., p.39
164Matthew S. Anderson, op. cit., p.146
165Alan J. P. Taylor, op. cit., pp.90-91

69



The Crimean War made indirectly possible the Italian war in 1859 and

then the unification because it upset the arrangement of the Vienna Treaty.

Russia, which in 1848-49 was the strongest supporter of the status quo, became

a revisionist power. After having been abandoned by the Habsburgs, the Czar

was not anymore willing to help his old ally. Moreover, Napoleon III desired

to reestablish French hegemony over Europe, and then it became possible for

him to ally with Sardinia against Austria.166

After Cavour obtained nothing concrete at the Congress of Paris, his posi-

tion as a politician was put at risk. This is why he chose to identify the policy

of his liberal party with the national cause of the Italian unification.167 In

fact the Italian liberal opinion converged towards the Kingdom of Piedmont.

Cavour assumed the role that in the 1848 uprisings the Italian would have

liked to give to pope Pius IX.

The unification of Italy was in the end to have serious implications for the

Papal States, as it was not thinkable that the center of the peninsula would

have been excluded from a unitary government.168 Nevertheless the survival

of the Papal States was both in the interests of the Habsburg Empire and

Napoleon III: in the first case the Austrians considered the Pope as an ally

inside the peninsula in which they had much political interest, in the second

case French Catholic voters were very much influenced by the behavior of their

President toward the Pope.169
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CHAPTER 4

CONCLUSION

The European balance of power was determinant in the developments of the

19th century, and this is why it cannot be underestimated in the study of

historical events of that period of time. For this thesis it has been decided

to take into consideration two territories in the periphery respect to the great

Powers of the time: the Ottoman Empire and the Italian peninsula. As far as

the time span was concerned, the Crimean War, the subsequent Congress of

Paris and its consequences have been considered.

The Crimean War is a suitable perspective in order to understand the me-

chanics that lay under the international relations of that time between “Eu-

rope” and the Ottoman Empire. It was a time in which the economical and

structural limits of the Empire were quite marked. It could not compete with

its enemies both from the military and the economical point of views. For

this reason it was always compelled to find suitable agreements with the allies,

albeit damaging ones in the long term.

To the Crimean War was linked the Kingdom of Sardinia, whose army was

sent to the Russian peninsula on the side of the French and the British con-

tingents. For strategic reasons both King Vittorio Emanuele II and the Prime

Minister Camillo Benso Count of Cavour were eager to make their Kingdom a

recognized political entity among the great European Powers. At that time the

Kingdom of Sardinia, which consisted of the island of Sardinia and the north-

western territories of the Italian peninsula (the current regions of Piedmont,

Liguria, and Valle d’Aosta), was the only liberal and constitutional between

the other Italian political entities. For this reason the Kingdom became also

the informal de facto representative of all the Italian liberals and nationalists

that wanted to free their lands from the Austrian hegemony over the penin-

sula. As a confirmation, it is worthwhile to recall that in 1861 the unification

of Italy was basically lead by the Kingdom of Sardinia.

The Congress of Paris in 1856 was the first time in which both Ottoman

and Italian representatives participated in a peace conference, not to mention
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the entrance of the Ottoman Empire as a member of the Concert of Europe.

From the perspective of the Sardinian Prime Minister Cavour, his desire was

to elevate the Italian question to the international level. Namely the Italian

nationalistic drive against the foreign invaders, the Habsburgs.

The Crimean War was responsible for the change of the European equilib-

rium. The Russian hegemonic aims over the Ottoman Empire provoked the

participation of the Great Powers into a process which concluded in the un-

hingement of the status quo ratified by the 1815 Congress of Vienna. Moreover,

as Rosario Romeo writes, the way in which the Powers treated the Italian situ-

ation during the Congress of Paris was a commitment that would have brought

important events on the diplomatic plan: now the question was to defend the

“order” (of the Congress of Vienna) against the “revolution” (recalling the

French revolution and the consequential Napoleonic wars) that in the future

could have been caused by the discontent of the Italians under the foreign hege-

mony. Now in a diplomatic environment the Italian question was recognized,

and it deserved the complaints of the inhabitants of the peninsula. It was not

a coincidence that after two years, in 1858, Napoleon III offered an alliance

to the Kingdom of Sardinia, known as the Plombières agreement, against the

Habsburg Empire.1

As far as the reforms in the Ottoman Empire were concerned, above all

after the Hatt-ı Hümayun edict the Powers did not assume a consistent behav-

ior about the content of the reforms, rather they just acted according to their

interests. Actually the Powers in persuading the Ottomans to abolish econom-

ical restrictions, wanted to prevent the Ottoman Empire from protecting its

national economy, as did the Americans and Russians already did, and Japan

was soon to do.2 This situation contributed to the ineffective implementation

of the Tanzimat in order to make the Empire suitable to the challenges of the

time.

As far as the situation in the Italian peninsula was concerned, in the end

there existed a shared consensus of the strongest Powers: France and Great

Britain. They both were on the side of the Kingdom of Sardinia, with the due

diplomatic precautions, against the Habsburgs and their strongest ally in the

1Rosario Romeo, Vita di Cavour, (Roma: Laterza, 2004), pp.332-333
2Niyazi Berkes, The Development of Secularism in Turkey, (London: Hurst, 1998), p.139

72



peninsula, namely the Papal States. The French and the British support in the

following years eventually fostered the Italian unification and the expulsion of

the Habsburgs from the north of the peninsula.

One sees that the policies of the external Powers are strictly linked to the

destiny of the two entities under examination in this thesis. Even if the Ot-

toman Empire became part of the Concert of Europe, it continued to suffer

from its backwardness, taking also into consideration the loans it started to

implement as a means to face the economic situation, while the Kingdom of

Sardinia rose to a superior level of importance in the international diplomacy.

Even though beyond the temporal limits of this thesis, it is nevertheless

significant to notice that the process of Italian unification between 1859 and

1861 can be interpreted in a different manner if it is considered as the result of

the actions of the Sardinian Prime Minister Cavour or, more properly, as a cir-

cumstance of the revision of the European structure according to the projects

of the great Powers of the time.3 Moreover, as Riall asserts, from 1815 to

the unification, the States of the peninsula were under great influence from

the European courts, and until the defeat of the Habsburgs in 1859, Italian

destiny was barely in the hands of the internal Italian forces.4

By the same token, the pressures of the foreign Powers toward the Ot-

toman reforms resulted in a lesser consideration of the Sharia in formulating

the Islahat edict. Together with this, there is also the fact that the Ottoman

economical reforms produced impoverished peasantry, which took as refuge

the medreses, and thus constituting a reserve army for reaction against the

Tanzimat.5 This situation in the following years brought uprisings (the Kuleli

incidents and the rising of the Young Ottomans) that condemned the neglect

of the religious precepts and the equality between Muslims and non-Muslims,

together with the desire to terminate the government of the time and replacing

it with a constitutional, even if not secular one.6

It is worthwhile to recall the fact that the behaviors of the great Powers

3Ennio Di Nolfo, Prima lezione di storia delle relazioni intenazionali, (Bari: Laterza,
2006), p.29

4Lucy Riall, The Italian Risorgimento, (London: Routledge, 2004), p.76
5Niyazi Berkes, op. cit., p.142
6Butrus Abu-Manneh, “The Islamic Roots of the Gülhane Rescript”, in Die Welt des

Islams, vol.34, n.2, p.203
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towards the Ottoman Empire and the Papal States were strategically similar,

in the sense that in both cases they acted strictly according to political aims.

It could be affirmed that the great Powers did not give importance to which

kind of religious entity they were facing, they just asked for reforms: in the

case of the Ottoman Empire to support their economies, and in the case of the

Papal States to prevent the continuous uprisings that those territories were

facing since the beginning of the 19th century and that required the help of

the Habsburg to bring back order.

This is the confirmation of the fact that the religious rhetoric is just a

means that political leaders from time to time used to justify their strategical

claims. The events of the Crimean War are characterized by this same pat-

tern: the alliance of three Christian Powers (Great Britain, France and the

Kingdom of Sardinia) plus the Muslim Ottoman Empire, against the Russians

which claimed to be the defender of the Orthodox population; the request of

the Catholic Church to protect the interests of the Catholics in the East and

the pragmatic refusal of the Catholic sovereign Napoleon III; the entrance of

the Ottoman Empire into the Concert of Europe vis à vis the criticism that

the British and the Sardinian representatives directed toward the Papal States.

Comparing the Ottoman Empire and the Kingdom of Sardinia on the same

level has been useful to understand that the course of history cannot be re-

duced to some clashes between groups of different “civilizations” or “religions”.

On the contrary, this kind of perspective could be very dangerous as it could

endanger a more objective approach for the study of historical subjects that

involve the concepts of “East” and “West” and their contraposition.

During the 19th century economic liberalism remained the dominant Ot-

toman practice, even if the protectionists sporadically fought against its Ot-

toman and European advocates. For example the aboltion of the Jannissary

corps in 1826 and the Balta Limanı Agreement in 1830 were two episodes that

clearly put the Ottoman Empire on the side of the liberal forces of the time.7

This is a trend that continued in the following decades. The “first wholesale

borrowing of Western law” was the adoption of the commercial law of 1850

largely copied by the French one; the French law provided also the basic model

for the penal code of 1858, the codes of procedure for mixed commercial courts

7Donald Quataert, The Ottoman Empire 1700-1922, (Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 2005), pp.763-764
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of 1861 and the one of maritime commerce of 1863.8

After the Congress of Vienna in 1815, the events in the Italian peninsula

show that there was a strong and diffuse incongruence between the people,

above all the middle class, and the conservative system established at the end

of the Napoleonic Wars. The Italian state that mostly detached itself from the

old system was the Kingdom of Sardinia. The uprisings of 1848 boosted its road

toward liberalism: it enacted war against the Habsburg Empire and adopted

the most liberal and wealthy constitution of all the peninsula, the Statuto Al-

bertino. Afterwards it embraced liberal economic measures that strengthened

its proximity with the European liberal Powers; it made laws against the Pa-

pal influence over the Sardinian territory, a move directly against the most

important ally of the Habsburgs in the peninsula.

The alliance during the Crimean War was just consistent with the trend

described above: the liberal European Powers, Great Britain and France, had

on their side both the Ottoman Empire and the Kingdom of Sardinia. They

took a political firm stand on the side of the liberal forces vis à vis the con-

servatives, namely Russia and the Habsburg Empire. On the international

level this trend could be perceived as the continuation of the Napoleonic her-

itage: the Congress of Vienna and the desire of the old ruling classes were not

enough to restrain those forces that in the end would have ratified the victory

of liberalism.

8Roderic Davison, Reform in the Ottoman Empire, 1856-1876, (Princeton: Princeton
University Press, 1963), pp.44-98-99
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Albrecht-Carrié, René, Storia Diplomatica dell’Europa. Dal Congresso di Vi-

enna ad Oggi, Bologna: Cappelli, 1970.

Anderson, M. S., The Eastern Question: 1774 - 1923. A Study in International

Relations, Hong Kong: MacMillan, 1991.

Anderson, Oliver, “Great Britain and the Beginnings of the Ottoman Public

Debt, 1854-55”, The Historical Journal, 7, 1 (1964), pp. 47–63.

Badem, Candan, The Ottoman Crimean War, 1853-1856, Boston: Brill, 2010.

Beales, Derek and Eugenio F. Biagini, Il Risorgimento e l’Unificazione dell’Italia,

Bologna: il Mulino, 2005.

Berkes, Niyazi, The Development of Secularism in Turkey, London: Hurst,

1998.
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Matsumoto-Best, Saho, Britain and the Papacy in the Age of Revolution, 1846-

1851. Rochester, NY: Editrice Pontificia Università Gregoriana, 2003.
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Appendix B

CORRESPONDENCES

Figure B.1: Letter from Vittorio Emanuele II to Pope Pius IX of 25 July 1852,
from Pietro Pirri, Pio IX e Vittorio Emanuele II dal loro carteggio privato. I:
La Laicizzazione dello Stato Sardo (1848-1856), (Roma: Pontificia Università
Gregoriana, 1944), pp.104-105-106-107-108-109-110-111
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Figure B.1 (continued)
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Figure B.1 continued
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Figure B.1 continued
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Figure B.1 continued
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Figure B.1 continued
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Figure B.1 continued
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Figure B.1 continued
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Figure B.2: Letter from Vittorio Emanuele II to Pope Pius IX of 9 Febru-
ary 1855, from Pietro Pirri, Pio IX e Vittorio Emanuele II dal loro carteggio
privato. I: La Laicizzazione dello Stato Sardo (1848-1856), (Roma: Pontificia
Università Gregoriana, 1944), pp.155-156-157
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Figure B.2 (continued)
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Figure B.2 (continued)
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Figure B.3: Letter from Pope Pius IX to Napoleon III of 8 February 1856,
from Pietro Pirri, Pio IX e Vittorio Emanuele II dal loro carteggio privato. II:
La Questione Romana (1856-1864), (Roma: Pontificia Università Gregoriana,
1944), Documenti, pp.5-6
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Figure B.3 (continued)
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Figure B.4: Letter from Pope Pius IX to Napoleon III of 19 December 1856,
from Pietro Pirri, Pio IX e Vittorio Emanuele II dal loro carteggio privato. II:
La Questione Romana (1856-1864), (Roma: Pontificia Università Gregoriana,
1944), Documenti, pp.8-9-10
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Figure B.4 (continued)
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Figure B.4 (continued)
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Figure B.5: Letter from Napoleon III to Pope Pius IX of 1 February 1857,
from Pietro Pirri, Pio IX e Vittorio Emanuele II dal loro carteggio privato. II:
La Questione Romana (1856-1864), (Roma: Pontificia Università Gregoriana,
1944), Documenti, pp.11-12
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Figure B.5 (continued)
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Figure B.6: Letter from Mons. Sacconi to Card. Antonelli of 21 August 1857,
from Pietro Pirri, Pio IX e Vittorio Emanuele II dal loro carteggio privato. II:
La Questione Romana (1856-1864), (Roma: Pontificia Università Gregoriana,
1944), Documenti, pp.34-35-36-37
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Figure B.6 (continued)
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Figure B.6 (continued)
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Figure B.6 (continued)
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Figure B.7: Letter from Pope Pius IX to Napoleon III of 29 July 1857, from
Pietro Pirri, Pio IX e Vittorio Emanuele II dal loro carteggio privato. II:
La Questione Romana (1856-1864), (Roma: Pontificia Università Gregoriana,
1944), Documenti, pp.38-39-40
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Figure B.7 (continued)

107



Figure B.7 (continued)
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LETTERE PATENTI
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Figure C.1: Lettere Patenti of 17 February 1848
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pOlitici dei nOstl'i sudditi e 8 f'equentare le ,cuule dentro e
40ri delle Univer6it�  e conse uire i 6rac1i g c c a e m i c i.
ull8 per�  �  innOvatO q8nto all'esc'ci2io el loI'o cult e
alle scuOIe da essi dirette.
DerOghiaO a4 ogni legge cortra'i 8lle resenti, che m&n-
diaO ai nOstri Senati alla Caer8 dei Conti al Conerollo
Geerale di rejtrare, ed a chiun yue g petti d i o s s e r v a r l e e
di fal'le Osservare v01endO ce igno inge'ite nel l a r a c c o 3 t a
3egli 8tti el GOvernO e ce alle coie stm pate all8 Ti po
grcna Reale si presti fede coe all'oI'iinale , che tale è nosir8
ete. - aO i Torino adì t7 febbrgio 848

CARLO ALBERTO
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