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CHAPTER 3
ARMY AND NATIONALITIES:

RUSSIAN THREAT, TERRITORIAL REFORM

On 30 July 1878 four divisions of the Austrian army 
advanced out of Croatia and southern Dalmatia and entered 
the Turkish provinces of Bosnia and Herzegovina. The 
imperial-royal forces, numbering some 72,000 men, had been 
sent to occupy the two provinces under the just-concluded 
terms of the Treaty of Berlin. In early summer, Count 
Gyula Andrassy, now the Monarchy's foreign minister, had 
proclaimed that the whole operation could be carried out 
by a couple of squadrons of hussars and a regimental 
band.1 His remark was one of those unfortunate statements 
that return with depressing regularity to haunt bellicose 
politicians. The initial force of four divisions proved 
woefully inadequate, and five additional divisions plus 
various specialist units had to be sent as reinforcements. 
In the two-and-a-half months before the occupation of the 
two provinces was officially declared to be complete {19 
October 1878), nearly a quarter of a million of the 
Monarchy's soldiers had been mobilized for service in 
Bosnia. In early October 1878 imperial-royal forces in 
the field numbered 159,000 men; total Austrian casualties 
for the campaign came to 5198 men killed, wounded, and 
missing.2
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The campaign in Bosnia and the Herzegovina was the 

first war of the Dualist age, and the Monarchy had 
mobilized nearly a third of its wartime strength. The 
imperial-royal forces faced opponents of all kinds, from 
battalions of Turkish regulars to bands of native 
partisans, whose total strength was estimated at 93,000 - 
95,000.3 The Bosnian terrain was inhospitable and the 
local population largely hostile. Yet the imperial-royal 
forces performed quite creditably. Indeed, as Gunther 
Rothenberg pointed out, the Austrian performance in 1878 
compares favorably with that of the German army in the 
same countryside in the 1940s.4 The occupation campaign 
was the Monarchy's major military effort in the half- 
century between the Ausgleich and the First World War, and 
for the Monarchy's military leadership it ended twenty 
years of military humiliation. The successful occupation 
of Bosnia in the face of determined opposition helped 
erase the memory of those disasters, of defeat in the 
field in Lombardy and Moravia, of the fiasco over the 
introduction of conscription in the Krisvosije in 1869.

The post-Ausgleich army had fought and won its first 
battles. Yet the Monarchy's Balkan entanglements meant a 
continuing threat of hostilities with Russia. Throughout 
the 1880s the army had not only to face the political 
consequences of the Ausgleich and growing nationalist
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sentiment at home but to plan for a major war in Galicia 
against an enemy vastly superior in numbers.

Relations between Russia and the Monarchy had been 
strained since the Crimean War. The Monarchy might have 
been expected to repay Russian aid in Hungary in 1849 with 
military support, but the Monarchy had instead declared 
its armed neutrality and temporarily occupied the Danubian 
Principalities. The decay of Ottoman power in the Balkans 
highlighted the potential for conflict between the two 
states. The Monarchy preferred that the Turks remain in 
control of their European possessions, but should Turkish 
rule collapse, its diplomats feared either a Russian 
policy of outright territorial expansion or the creation 
of independent Balkan states under Russian protection and 
control, states which would also exert a destabilizing 
influence on the Monarchy's South Slav populations.5

Yet hostility had not yet seemed inevitable at the 
end of the 1860s. Russian foreign policy under Prince 
Alexander Gorchakov had sought in many ways to accomodate 
the Monarchy. Early in 1867 Gorchakov approached Count 
Revertera, the Austrian ambassador in St. Petersburg, with 
the offer of an agreement that would give the Russians the 
right to occupy Ottoman-ruled Bessarabia in exchange for 
Austrian control of either Albania or the Herzegovina.6 
The idea of coordinating the Balkan policies of the two 
states found a ready audience among the military circle
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around Archduke Albrecht, where this was seen as a gesture 
of amity that might lead to an alliance directed against 
Prussia.

The aftermath of the Franco-Prussian War put a halt 
to any entente between Russia and the Monarchy. On 31 
October 1870 the Russians, taking advantage of Prussian 
involvement in France, announced their decision to 
remilitarize the Black Sea, closed to Russian warships 
since 1856. Fifteen years after their humiliation in the 
Crimean War, the Russians had contrived to return to the 
Balkan scene with a unilateral flourish. There was an 
immediate flurry of panicky talk in both Vienna and 
Budapest. Some Hungarian circles, led by Count Gyula 
Andrassy, argued for immediate military action against the 
Russians.7 Franz Baron Kuhn, the Monarchy's war minister, 
saw the Russian actions in the Black Sea as a prelude to a 
Russian march into the Balkans and sought unsuccessfully 
to convince the emperor to order an immediate attack into 
Russian Poland to seize Warsaw.8 Even Albrecht, a 
proponent of a Russian alliance, was worried enough by the 
Russians' unilateral action to order staff studies done 
for a war against Russia.9

Albrecht was nonetheless unwilling to give his 
support to Kuhn's and Andrassy's desire for a 
confrontation with the Russians. He remained convinced 
that a Russian alliance was both possible and desirable,
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and as late as 1875 he would visit St. Petersburg in an 
attempt to interest the Russians in an alliance directed 
against the Germans.10 Albrecht's position was seen as a 
personal affront by Andrassy, who had been named foreign 
minister in the autumn of 1871, and early in 1872 Andrassy 
had begun to complain to the emperor that Albrecht was 
attempting to make foreign policy on his own. Albrecht 
and his supporters responded by pointing out that, with 
its huge and restive Slav population, the Monarchy needed 
the friendship of the Russians and that Andrassy's 
policies were based on Magyar bitterness over Russian 
intervention in Hungary in 1849 and not on any concern for 
the interests of the Monarchy.11

Beyond any considerations of foreign policy, much of 
the military leadership believed that the Monarchy's army 
was completely unready for war with the Russians. There 
had been doubts about the army's readiness for war in the 
summer of 1870, and, after the decision had been made to 
remain neutral in the Franco-Prussian War, Franz Joseph 
had ordered a special investigation into the combat
readiness of the army. The problem, the report indicated, 
was not manpower. In six weeks the Monarchy could have 
put 600,000 men into the field. The problem, as in 1859 
and 1866, was logistics. The imperial-royal forces would 
have been hard-put to feed, clothe, and provide transport 
for themselves. Albrecht, attacking the unwillingness of
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the Reichsrat to fund the army, claimed that any reserve 
units mobilized in 1870 would have been untrained and 
without arms.12 Despite the eagerness of Andrassy and 
Kuhn for a confrontation with the Russians, Albrecht 
contended that the army could not fight a major war.

Albrecht's views, published as an anonymous pamphlet 
on "Das Jahr 1870 und die Wehrkraft der Monarchie” in the 
late autumn of 1870, were of course politically motivated. 
The archduke attacked the Hungarians and the German 
Liberals of the Reichsrat for allowing the combat
readiness of the army to decay, and he was wholly opposed 
to Hungarian desires for a war with Russia. Yet, despite 
his position that the army was unready for a major war, he 
was more than willing to mobilize against Bismarck's 
Prussia. Albrecht's desire to fight a war of revenge in
Germany did not wane until late in the 1870s, though his
views, especially after the appointment of Andrassy as 
foreign minister, represented an ever-smaller minority 
among the emperor's advisors.13 The archduke did not wish 
to give up his cherished vision of Austro-Russian forces
driving to the gates of Berlin, of the black-and-yellow
standards of the Monarchy going up over the ruins of 
Potsdam. Nonetheless, Albrecht was well aware that the 
army had its own Balkan policy, one which, while differing 
sharply from the official foreign policy of Andrassy and
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the diplomats at the Ballhausplatz, was likely to lead to 
conflict with Russia.

The army's interest in the Balkans had initially 
centered on the problem of defending the Kiistenland, the 
Monarchy's long, narrow strip of littoral that ran down 
the eastern shore of the Adriatic from Istria through 
Dalmatia. The terrain was mountainous and desolate, and 
much of the population had little use for any governmental 
authority. There were few roads, and the Kiistenland 
lacked any strategic depth. As long ago as the mid-1850s 
the aged Radetzky had argued that the Monarchy would need 
Bosnia to make Dalmatia secure— a point of view that Baron 
Beck, the head of the emperor's military chancellery, had 
been arguing since the mid-1860s. The loss of Venice in 
1866 had left Trieste and Fiume as the Monarchy's only 
seaports, making the acquisition of a defensive hinterland 
for the Kiistenland imperative.14

The military were well aware of the decay of Ottoman 
power in the Balkans. The last Turkish garrisons had left 
Serbia in the early 1860s, and local revolt had become 
endemic throughout the western Balkans. By the beginning 
of the 1870s the collapse of Turkish authority seemed all 
too likely. During his tenure as Hungarian premier, 
Andrassy had argued that the Monarchy should work for the 
cession of Bosnia to Serbia, a move that would separate a 
grateful Serbia from Russian influence.15 The military,
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more concerned than Andrassy with defending the Dalmatian 
provinces, was unwilling to see an enlarged Serbia, since 
it would serve as a focus for South Slav nationalism. By 
extending the Monarchy's sway inland the military hoped to 
channel Slav nationalism into acceptably pro-Austrian 
sentiments.

Throughout the Ausgleich negotiations Albrecht had 
supported the creation of an autonomous South Slav 
province based on the lands of the Military Border/6 and 
in reaction Andrassy and the Hungarian leadership had 
feared that the military's interest in the South Slavs was 
part of a plan to use the Grenzers of the Border and the 
Slav populations of Turkish Croatia to put political and 
military pressure on Hungary.17 The Magyar leadership had 
refused to ratify the military budget in 1869 unless the 
Military Border was dissolved/8 but even after the 
incorporation of the Border into civil Croatia in 1871 
Andrassy and his fellow Magyar lords believed that the 
army, led by Albrecht, was carrying out its own policy in 
the Balkans in an effort to use the South Slavs against 
Hungary.

Andrassy and the Hungarian leadership wanted no more 
Slavs in the Monarchy, no increase in the Monarchy's 
Slavic population that might upset the political balance 
of Dualism. Andrassy's preference as foreign minister was 
to support continued Ottoman rule in the Balkans. The
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policies of Feldzeugmeiater Baron Franz Rodich, the 
governor of Dalmatia, were designed to undermine Turkish 
authority in Bosnia. Rodich, acting with the support of 
Beck and Albrecht, devoted himself to establishing contact 
with Croatian nationalists in Bosnia and offering 
financial support and protection to Catholic missionaries 
preaching pro-Habsburg doctrines among the Croats across 
the Turkish border.19 When Beck persuaded the emperor to 
tour Dalmatia in the spring of 1875, Rodich arranged to 
have Franz Joseph greeted by hand-picked deputations of 
both locals and Bosnian refugees who petitioned for 
Austrian protection. Feldmarschalleutnant Baron Anton 
Mollinary, the imperial-royal corps commander in Zagreb, 
was convinced that Rodich was actively encouraging revolt 
in Bosnia.20 The Monarchy's military leadership had 
serious reservations about a direct conflict with Russia, 
but it was prepared to carry on an active policy of 
destabilization in the Balkans despite the risk of Russian 
involvement that an Ottoman collapse would bring.

Andrassy's own position in the mid-1870s was 
considerably less confrontational than it had been during 
the Black Sea crisis. He had been unable to interest the 
British in cooperating with the Monarchy against the 
Russians,21 and by 1873 he had yielded to Bismarck's 
pressure for a rapprochment with Russia. Andrassy saw 
Germany as both the Monarchy's natural ally and as
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supporter of Hungary's special position within the 
Monarchy, and, despite his personal misgivings,22 he had 
joined Bismarck in agreeing to a show of amity in the 
Dreikaiserbund of 1873. the Dreikaiserbund itself 
provided for little more than consultations among the 
three signatories in the event of threats to the peace, 
but it had created a channel for Austro-Russian 
discussions on the future of the Balkans. When rebellion 
erupted in the Herzegovina in the summer of 1875, both 
Andrassy and Gorchakov sought to localize its effects and 
induce the Ottoman authorities to reform their 
administration of Bosnia and Herzegovina.

The revolt itself was the product of local 
conditions, not foreign intrigues. There had been 
widespread crop failure in 1874, and the Turkish 
authorities in the Herzegovina had called in troops to 
collect delinquent taxes, provoking an uprising that 
spread across both provinces.23 Andrassy's policy of 
maintaining Ottoman authority was rapidly overtaken by 
events as the Turks were unable to put down the revolt.
Nor was the Dalmatian military command disposed to help 
the situation. Andrassy had secured imperial 
authorization for the Turks to use the Monarchy's Adriatic 
ports to move both troops and supplies into Bosnia, but 
all through the summer of 1875 Rodich was allowing 
chartered steamers to put in at Cattaro and unload
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shipments of rifles and ammunition for the rebels across 
the border.24 Andrassy complained to the emperor about 
"this enterprise of the military" and attempted to have 
all imperial-royal units made up of South Slav soldiers 
transferred out of Dalmatia.25 Nonetheless Rodich, well 
aware that Andrassy would not consider any direct Austrian 
intervention so long as the Turks had any control over the 
situation,26 continued to aid the rebels. Supported by 
Beck and Albrecht, he allowed the rebels to use his 
territory as a haven safe from Turkish pursuit and 
established caches of arms and supplies for the 
Bosnians.27

The success of the Bosnian rebels, and the uprisings 
that broke out in Bulgaria in the spring of 1876, made the 
collapse of Turkish authority seem ominously near. The 
governments of Serbia and Montenegro, prompted by domestic 
pressures, began to move toward war with the Turks.
Belgrade and Cetinje seemed, much to the disquiet of the 
Monarchy's diplomats and soldiers, to be filled with pan- 
Slav journalists, streams of Russian envoys, and 
representatives of Russian "relief organizations" who were 
busily dispensing funds to the Bosnian rebels.28 More 
disturbing still was the* arrival in Belgrade of Russian 
volunteers and adventurers, many of them army officers, 
for service with the Serbian army against the Turks. By 
the beginning of summer it was clear that the Serbs and
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Montenegrins were about to go to war with the Turks, and 
Gorchakov and Andrassy met to confer on Balkan policy. In 
July 1876, just after Serbia and Montenegro declared war 
on the Turks, the two foreign ministers met at Reichstadt 
and reached agreement. In the event of a Turkish defeat—  
something both men expected— the Monarchy would occupy 
parts of Bosnia and the Herzegovina; Russia would obtain 
Bessarabia and Batum on the Black Sea. In any case, 
neither party would intervene directly in the fighting.
The agreements— the Reichstadt Accords— were primarily 
verbal and quite vague; neither minister had a clear 
understanding of exactly how much of Bosnia and the 
Herzegovina had been promised to the Monarchy.
Nonetheless, both states were now deeply involved in the 
fate of European Turkey; neither could permit the other to 
be the sole beneficiary of an Ottoman collapse.29

The Serbian and Montenegrin armies had been expected 
to win an easy victory over the Turks. By September 1876, 
though, the Ottoman forces had managed to inflict a series 
of sharp defeats on the Serbs, forcing them to ask for an 
armistice guaranteed by the European powers.30 There 
suddenly existed the possibility that the Turks, already 
victorious over the rebellion in Bulgaria, might be able 
to reassert full control over Serbia and Montenegro. The 
Russians were unwilling to tolerate the loss of prestige 
involved in having two states which had been the object of
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much diplomatic and financial patronage crushed, and they 
were equally unwilling to give up their promised 
territorial gains. By the end of 1876 they were preparing 
for a war with the Turks. Bolstered by further agreements 
with the Monarchy in January and March 1877 over the 
disposition of Bessarabia and Bosnia, the Russians 
declared war on 24 April 1877.

By early summer the Russian armies were on the 
Danube. Yet at the Ballhausplatz suspicion was growing 
that the Russians were likely to ignore their agreements 
with the Monarchy and impose a victor's peace. At the end 
of July 1877 Andrassy, though sharply opposed by Albrecht 
and Beck, was arguing in favor of using the army to 
threaten Russian supply lines in Romania.31 He was 
willing to accept the military's view that a Russian war 
would be long and bitter and would in all likelihood end 
in the destruction of at least one combatant,33 yet for 
the four months that the Russian armies were stalled 
before the Turkish citadel of Plevna, Andrassy continued 
to urge the military to support at least the threat of 
action against Russia.

On 15 January 1878 Franz Joseph presided over a 
ministerial council with Beck and Albrecht in attendance. 
The Russians had taken Sofia on 4 January and were moving 
across Rumelia toward the western approaches to 
Constantinople. Russian peace terms, first announced in
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December, included the creation of a large Bulgarian 
client state and contained no mention of the cession of 
Bosnia and the Herzegovina to the Monarchy. Andrassy was 
convinced that war was at hand and he wanted only 
technical advice from the military.33

The military offered Andrassy two plans, offensives 
launched from either Transylvania or Galicia. The plans 
did not derive from the study prepared by Albrecht during 
the Black Sea crisis of 1870, but from staff exercises 
done in 1874 for Feldzeugmeister Baron Franz John, the 
chief of the general staff.34 Albrecht and Feldmarachal- 
leutnant Baron Anton Schonfeld, the new chief of the 
general staff, supported the idea of an offensive from 
Galicia or the Bukovina as the more technically sound of 
the two options, but their advice came hedged with 
warnings: the Monarchy could not support a long war, and a 
second front was likely to erupt if the Italians scented 
blood. Furthermore, a war against Russia would leave the 
Monarchy vulnerable to any demands Germany, as a potential 
partner for either side, might choose to make. A 
protracted war would also lead to domestic difficulties, 
to unrest among the Monarchy's Czech and South Slav 
subjects.33 Albrecht's position was supported by Count 
Bylandt-Rheidt, war minister since 1876, who argued that 
mobilization alone would cost 310 million florins for the
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first ninety days. The Monarchy could not afford that, 
let alone bear the costs of a major war.36

Andrassy continued to press for action throughout 
February, but on 24 February he was informed by the 
emperor that there would be no mobilization. The Monarchy 
would accept the German call for a conference on the 
Balkans at Berlin. Andrassy was authorized to Beek 
parliamentary approval for sixty million florins for 
"special military requirements," a euphemism for the costs 
of occupying Bosnia and the Herzegovina, but there would 
be no war. Franz Joseph was prepared to enforce the 
Monarchy's claim to Bosnia, but not to risk a major war. 
The Congress of Berlin fulfilled the Monarchy's hopes.
The Russians were forced to abandon their designs for a 
greater Bulgaria powerful enough to dominate the Balkans, 
and on 13 July 1878 the Monarchy, supported by both 
Bismarck and Britain, received a European mandate for the 
occupation of Bosnia and the Herzegovina.

The army was able to complete the occupation of the 
two provinces in just over ten weeks. However, any 
satisfaction over the actual occupation was short-lived. 
The flow of Russian aid to Serbia and Montenegro in 1875- 
76 and the Russian designs reflected in their demands on 
the Turks at the end of 1877— a greater Bulgaria 
garrisoned by Russian troops, Bosnia and the Herzegovina 
under Ottoman control, Serbia and Montenegro given a
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common border— had given the military a disheartening 
vision of the future. Despite Bismarck's efforts to link 
Russia and the Monarchy with Germany in at least nominal 
friendship and despite Albrecht's desire for a Russian 
alliance, the army was now aware that its next major 
opponent would in all likelihood be Russia, and the army 
was far from convinced that it could sustain a war with a 
major power.

Discussion of the imperial-royal forces' combat
readiness had begun as long ago as the late summer of 
1870, in the aftermath of the Monarchy's decision not to 
intervene in the Franco-Prussian war. The weaknesses in 
the army's supply and transport systems and the unreadi
ness of the reserves discovered by the investigating 
committee established to look into the state of the army 
had served as a basis for Albrecht's polemics against the 
unwillingness of the Reichsrat to support the army, and 
those discoveries had led to the establishment of a 
special commission on mobilization for various wartime 
scenarios.37 The commission's work was slowed by the 
bureaucratic fights between the war ministry and the 
general staff that plagued the army throughout the early 
1870s,36 and it was not until 1874 that recommendations 
for mobilization were ready in preliminary form and not 
until 1876 that new mobilization instructions were fully 
ready.39 By that time, however, Serbia and Montenegro
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were at war with the Turks, the Monarchy was preparing to 
occupy Bosnia, and the possibility of conflict with Russia 
had become clear. In mid-1876 Count Arthur Bylandt- 
Rheidt, the Monarchy's war minister, began talks with 
Baron Schonfeld, the chief of the general staff, on 
implementing measures for more rapid mobilization, and in 
November 1876 Schonfeld established a special department 
under Feldmarschalleutnant Baron Anton Vlasits of the 
general staff's planning section to develop mobilization 
plans for concrete situations, meaning plans for a war 
against Russia.40

Staff studies developed in 1874— -the studies which 
formed the basis for the plans offered to Andrassy in 
January 1878— suggested that war with Russia would begin 
with a clash in Galicia.41 The Monarchy's forces would be 
hopelessly outnumbered in the field, and the solution 
first suggested in 1874— a quick spoiling attack into 
Russian Poland— became the foundation of Austrian war 
plans for the next forty years. The war plans finalized 
in 1880 assumed that the initial level of enemy forces 
would be thirty-four Russian divisions— twenty-two on the 
Galician front, twelve in the south. They would be 
opposed by twenty-five and a half imperial-royal 
divisions— twenty in Galicia, five and a half in the 
south.42 The initial disparity of forces would be 
worsened if troops had to be kept on alert against the
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Italians. Schonfeld warned that even an ostensibly 
neutral Italy would have to be watched if war came in the 
east. In the event of serious tensions or open 
hostilities, anything up to a third of the Monarchy's 
forces could be tied down on the Italian front.43 The 
Monarchy, if it fought alone, would be fighting against 
vastly superior numbers.

The only solution seemed to depend upon speed of 
mobilization. The imperial-royal forces would have to 
depend on an aggressive defense, on exploiting interior 
lines of communication. Yet in the mid-1870s the 
Monarchy's railway net, at just under ten thousand 
kilometres of track, was barely sufficient for such a 
role. The rail lines had only come under government 
control after the financial crisis of 1873, although Beck 
and the war ministry had long argued for nationali
zation.44 The military did manage to have two new lines 
built into Galicia and to have the five existing lines 
double-tracked,45 but it was obvious that, given the 
limitations of the rail net, any attempt to reinforce 
rapidly the Galician front, especially if the order of 
battle had to be shifted and secondary fronts opened, 
would lead to chaos.46 Too many units were stationed too 
far from their recruiting zones and home depots.

There was no deliberate policy of non-national 
stationing of units. By the late 1870s half of the



Hungarian infantry regiments were on Hungarian territory. 
Yet the Lands of the Crown of St. Stephen were extensive; 
to be "at home" for an Hungarian regiment did not 
necessarily mean being near the regiment's recruiting 
district. The 2.(Fogaras) was at Kronstadt, the 
51.(Klausenberg) at Peterwardein, the 33.(Arad) at 
Karlstadt, the 60.(Erlau) at Budapest. The same pattern 
was true all across the Monarchy. Being in its own 
crownland did not mean a regiment was in or near its 
recruiting district. A Bohemian regiment such as the 
73.(Eger) might be stationed at Theresienstadt, or the 
Galician 55.(Brzezany) at Lemberg. Of the eighty 
imperial-royal infantry regiments, only ten were stationed 
in their respective recruiting districts in 1877.47 Early 
in 1881 Schonfeld presented Albrecht with a "Memoir on the 
Revision of Mew Scenarios Respective to a Russian War" 
that listed the hindrances that this kind of stationing 
presented to "a more rapid and effective opening of the 
campaign and thus to an energetic conduct of the war."48 
There was, Schonfeld pointed out, no relationship between 
the corps commands and their component regiments. For 
XIII.Korps (Zagreb) or III.Korps (Graz) to be brought up 
to wartime strength, their designated regiments would have 
to be assembled from all across the Monarchy. This would 
be a transport nightmare, and with the post-1878 necessity 
for keeping a large occupation force in Bosnia, the order


