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Biljana VUCETIC

AN OVERVIEW OF SERBIAN HISTORIOGRAPHY
ON SERBIAN-ITALIAN RELATIONS*

Abstract: This papers aims to give an overview of Serbian historiography on Serbian-
Italian relations from the first contacts between Serbia and Italy in the 19" century until Serbia’s
entry into the Kingdom of Serbs, Croats and Slovenes. It thus also represents a short outline of
Serbian-Italian relations in that period. Although there is no comprehensive monograph on
Serbian-Italian relations, numerous papers of historians Ljiljana Aleksi¢ Pejkovi¢, Dragoljub
Zivojinovi¢ and Andrej Mitrovi¢ create the picture of political, diplomatic and cultural links
between the two states.

Key words: Serbia, Italy, historiography, Serbian-Italian relations.

Relations between Serbia and Italy in modern times have not been a
frequent subject of Serbian historiography. In contrast, relations of the Serbian
medieval state with Italian states, the Republic of Venice and the Kingdom of Naples,
have been thoroughly studied by Serbian medievalists.!

* This arcticle is the result of the project No. 177031 of the Ministry of Education, Science and
Technological Development of the Republic of Serbia.

1 Only several selected papers are listed below: Pyska hyk, Cpbuja u BeHeyuja y XIll u XIV geky,
Beorpag 1986; Ibid, La Serbia e Venezia nella prima meta del XV secolo: personaggi e commerci,
Glas — Académie serbe des sciences et des arts CDIV, Classe des sciences historiques 13 (2006)
137-148; Sima Cirkovi¢, I Serbi nel Medioevo, Milano 1992; Ibid, Importazione di tecnologie
dall’ltalia ed esportazione di maestranze dalla Serbia, Glas — Académie serbe des sciences et des
arts CDIV, Classe des sciences historiques 13 (2006) 73-83; Momcilo Spremi¢, Dubrovnik e gli
Aragonesi (1442-1495), Palermo, Accademia nazionale di scienze lettere e arti, 1986; lbid, /I
despota Giorgio Brankovic¢ e Venezia, Glas — Académie serbe des sciences et des arts CDIV, Classe
des sciences historiques 13 (2006) 119-135; Ibid, Cpbuja u BeHeyuja (VI-XVI sek), Beorpaa 2013.
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This paper represents an overview of Serbian historiography on relations
between Serbia and Italy in the 19" and 20" centuries, from the first serious contacts
to the founding of the Kingdom of Serbs, Croats and Slovenes. This overview also
represents an outline of Serbian-Italian relations in the specified timeframe.

A comprehensive overview of Serbian-Italian relations has not been presented
in any separate monograph. Liaisons and relations between the two countries have
been covered mainly by studies on international relations and papers on specific issues.
The first and only complete monograph dealing with Italy’s policy towards Serbia in the
19t century is Moaumuka MUmanuje npema Cpbuju do 1870. 200uHe (“Italy’s Policy
Towards Serbia until 1870”) by historian Ljiljana Aleksi¢ Pejkovic¢.?

Serbian historiography has focused on several topics regarding relations with Italy.

The first topic concerns similarities and differences between the Serbian
national movement and the Risorgimento. Serbia found its place in Italy’s foreign
policy back at the time of the 1848/1849 revolution, as a potential ally against the
common enemy Austria. The aim of Italy’s foreign policy was to create a chance for
a diplomatic solution to ltaly’s unification through the movement among the Balkan
peoples. After the Austro-Hungarian Compromise of 1867 and in light of Austria-
Hungary’s aspiration to penetrate the Balkans, the Italian government showed the
intention to support the creation of an independent South Slavic state headed by Serbia
and its Prince Mihailo, which would be an obstacle both to Germanism and Pan-Slavism.

On the other hand, Serbia tried to use the predecessor state of today’s Italy
— the Kingdom of Sardinia, as an ally in its struggle for independence and national
unification. Sardinia entered the Concert of Europe after the Crimean War, in 1856,
as a protectress of Turkey’s integrity. The Serbian government aimed to arouse
France’s interest in circumstances in the Balkans also through Italy. According to the
Principality of Serbia’s foreign policy, Italy was, among the Great Powers, one more
ally inclined towards Serbia. Italy’s liberation and unification served to Serbia as a
lesson and guidepost for action.?

The main features of the Italian movement — the struggle against Austria,
creation of a constitutional parliamentary monarchy and Mazzini’s activity, became an
example for the United Serbian Youth in terms of the national struggle and political life
and as a synonym for everything progressive and democratic. Mazzini’s faction advocated
Italy’s unification through the struggle against Austria, adherence to the nationality
principle and cooperation with South Slavs. The other Italian faction, headed by Count
Cesare Balbo espoused a diplomatic solution to the Italian question, recognising the
existing balance of powers in Europe, i.e. through a compromise with Austria.

Substantial contribution to this subject was given by Niksa Stipcevi¢, a
literary historian and professor of Italian studies. He believed that the Italian interest
in Serbs and Serbia in the mid-19t" century was not a consequence of the government
policy in Italy, but that it fitted into the concept of the Risorgimento. Giuseppe Mazzini

2 Jb. Anekcuh Mejkosuh, Mosumuxka Umanuje npema Cpbuju 0o 1870. 20duHe, Beorpaa 1979.
3 Ibid, 345.
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and Niccoldo Tommaseo were the forerunners of cultural and political curiosity
towards the Slavs.* Up until the late 1860s, Italy and Serbia pursued anti-Austrian
policy, which made them closer to one another. However, when Italy moved closer
to Austria-Hungary, its attention turned to Montenegro.

Exploring the activity of Giuseppe Mazzini and Vladimir Jovanovi¢, Stipcevi¢
concluded that their similarities were only political and by no means ideological.®
Mazzini advocated “managed” democracy, where the intelligentsia would mediate
between “God and people”. Vladimir Jovanovi¢ was probably not even familiar with
Mazzini’s writings. Mazzini’s religious ideology was contrary to the positivistic
ideology of Vladimir Jovanovic¢ whose spiritual father was John Stuart Mill. Jovanovic’s
merit lies in the creation of the first modern political movement — the United Serbian
Youth, in 1866, following in the Mazzini’s footsteps who founded in Italy the first
modern Republican Party. Serbian liberals, headed by Vladimir Jovanovi¢, embraced
Mazzini’s ideas, and the United Serbian Youth was established upon the model of the
Young Italy. On the other hand, Cesare Balbo believed that Italy’s interest lay in the
creation of an Austro-Slavic empire that would drive Austria to another direction.

One of the main consequences of the Italian example of the Risorgimento was
strengthening of the myth about Serbia as the Piedmont of South Slavs, the myth that
would contribute to the creation of the Kingdom of Serbs, Croats and Slovenes, through
the publication of the Serbian newspaper Mujemonm (Piedmont) from 1911 to 1915.

Another topic of Serbian historiography on Serbian-Italian relations is Italy’s
attitude towards Serbia in regard to the Eastern Question. The main contribution in
this field has been given by Ljiljana Aleksi¢ Pejkovic.

From 1848/49 to 1866, Italy’s policy was benevolent towards Serbia. In her
treaties titled Yjedurwere Mmanuje u HayuoHanHu npozpam KHexcesuHe Cpbuje
(“Italy’s Unification and National Programme of the Principality of Serbia”) and
MehycobHu ymuyaj umanujaHcKkoz U Cprckoz HayuoHasaHoe nokpema (0o 1878)
(“Mutual Influences of Italian and Serbian National Movements Until 1878”), Ljiljana
Aleksi¢ argues that Mazzini himself was also familiar with the Serbian political
programme — Nacertanije. Italy supported Serbia’s aspiration to internal autonomy,
but opposed a radical solution to the Eastern Question. In 1861-1862, Italian
volunteers were ready to join the rebels from Herzegovina. After the Austro-
Hungarian Compromise of 1867, Italy in principle decided to support the Serbian-
South Slavic state, with Serbia as its Piedmont and Prince Mihailo its ruler.®

4 H. Ctunueswuh, Cpbuja u Mmanuja y XIX eeky, Tnac Cpncke akagemuje Hayka 1 yMeTHOCTH
CCCLXXVII, One/berbe je3nKa n KrbukeBHoCTU 16 (1995) 27.

5 H. Ctunuesuh, byzene MayuHu u Baadumup JosaHosuh, Mpunosu 3a KIND XXXVIII, 3-4 (1972)
163-201.

5 /b. Anekcuh Mejkosuh, MehycobHU ymuyaj umasnujaHcKoez U CprcKoe HayUuoHanHo2 nokpema
(00 1878), in: gejHa v NOAUTUYKA KpeTakba KOZ jyroC/IoBEHCKMX Hapoaa, Yexa n Cnosaka y
Apyroj nonosuHu XIX Beka, 360pHUK pasosa, beorpag 1987, 109-121; /b. Anekcuh MNejkosuh,
Yjedurere manuje u HayuoHanHU npozpam KHexcesure Cpbuje, in: CnomeHunua ap JaHuue
Mwunuh, Beorpag, 2013.
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Analysing Serbia’s policy towards Italy’s unification in the Belgrade and
Vojvodina press of 1865—1866, Ljiljana Aleksi¢ Pejkovi¢ concludes that the victory of
the nationality principle in Italy provoked enthusiasm among the Serbian public and
gave rise to the hope that the same would happen in the Balkans provided the Balkan
peoples came to an agreement. Nonetheless, the Serbian public did not show unity
in terms of the manner of making an agreement and as to the tactics of solving the
Eastern Question. Official circles in Serbia upheld a cautious and partial solution, along
with reliance on European diplomacy. Others favoured an agreement and joint action
of all Balkan peoples. The first option prevailed, succeeding in the banishment of the
Turks from Serbian towns, with the support of European diplomacy.’

In regard to the Eastern Crisis (1876—1878), together with its allies from the
Triple Alliance, the Italian government put pressure on Serbia and Montenegro not to
send arms to rebels in Bosnia and Herzegovina. In her paper “manuja u cpncko-
mypcku pamosu 18761878 (“Italy and Serbo-Turkish Wars 1876-1878"), Lj. Aleksi¢
Pejkovi¢ shows that Italy supported not a single request of Serbia at the Congress of
Berlin, apart from the request for independence, whereas Visconti Venosta, the
Minister of Foreign Affairs, believed that the Eastern Question had been opened too
early as it would be best for Italy if it remained unopened for another ten years.? In
the Eastern Crisis, Italy adhered to Balbo’s policy — Austria-Hungary’s expansion to
the East meant concessions for Italy in the West.

Italy’s position during the Serbo—Bulgarian War (1885) was exceptionally
complex as Italy was under the Austro—Hungarian influence. Italian politicians held the
position that any change in the balance in the Balkans in favour of Austria-Hungary
entailed compensation. After the period of strong sympathies, relations between
Serbia and Italy were marginalised in both countries. Serbia was under full economic
dependence of Austria—Hungary (1881) and the Serbian market was distanced from
Italy which fostered its Mediterranean policy, which is why mutual relations died
away. Italy aimed to preserve the situation in European politics after the Congress of
Berlin. Italian diplomacy was not surprised with Serbia’s reaction to Bulgaria’s
unification with Rumelia, and it assessed Serbia after the Timok Rebellion as a weak
and uneducated country.

In the spirit of the Risorgimento, the Italian public opinion sided with
Bulgaria. Ljiljana Aleksi¢ Pejkovi¢ explains such policy by Italy’s fear of being drawn
into something that would bolster the position of Austria-Hungary or Russia in the
Balkans, i.e. something that would breach the provisions of the Treaty of Berlin.®
Italian diplomacy manoeuvred between its opponents in the Balkans — Austria-
Hungary and Russia, with Russia considered a greater danger. The German Chancellor,

7 Jb. Anekcuh Mejkosuh, Cprncka wmammna u pamosu 3a ocriobohere u yjedurbere Mmasnuje
1859-1866. 200uHe, Nctopmjckm vaconmc XX (1973) 251-306.

8 Jb. Anekcuh Mejkosuh, Umanuja u cprncko-mypcku pamosu 1876—1878, IcTopwmjcKu yaconuc
XXXII (1985) 153-186.

° Jb. Anekcuh Nejkosuh, Umanuja u cpricko-6yzapcka kpu3sa 1885-1886. 20duHe, VicTopujckm
yaconuc XLII-XLIII (1995-1996) 124-145.
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Otto von Bismarck had inclination towards Italy, which strengthened its positions
within the Triple Alliance. Moreover, Article 8 of the Reinsurance Treaty of 1887
recognised to Italy its special interests in the Balkans, i.e. its right to compensation in
the event of Austria’s advancement in the Balkans.®

The period of the 1890s has not been covered separately in terms of Serbian-
Italian relations. Analysing the episode of the Diplomatic Strike in 1903-1906, Lj.
Aleksi¢ Pejkovic proves that Serbian diplomacy, headed by its envoy in Rome Milovan
Milovanovi¢, strove to involve Italian diplomacy in mediations with England. Italian
diplomacy availed of the crisis to vacillate between the two blocs. Furthermore, with
its engagement it partly contributed to Serbia’s siding with the Entente.’* An attempt
at penetration of Italian capital in the Balkans took place also through the
construction of railways in 1908. Namely, Italy participated in the Adriatic railways
project and thus drove close to France.?

According to Lj. Aleksi¢ Pejkovié’s research, Italy’s foreign policy towards
Serbia until World War | underwent three stages. The first was the “Eastern” stage,
implying the process of national liberation and unification from 1848 to 1870, and
commitment to the status quo in the Eastern Question. The second was the
Mediterranean-colonial stage, marked by entry into the Triple Alliance in 1882, and
adoption of the albanophile policy as a counterbalance to Austria’s pressure. The last
stage until 1914 was Eastern-Tripolitan, resulting in the collapse of colonial policy in
Africa and shifting the focus back to the Adriatic.*®

The third group of questions regarding Serbian-Italian relations that has been
covered by Serbian historiography includes Italy’s policy towards Serbia in World
War |, its attitude towards the creation of the Kingdom of Serbs, Croats and Slovenes
and the Adriatic Question.

Ljiljana Aleksic Pejkovi¢ underscores that in the first three war months of 1914,
the Italian government avoided negotiations with Serbia, under the pretext of its neutral
position and Serbia’s status as a warring party. It was only San Giuliano (Antonio, Marquis
di San Giuliano), Italy’s Minister of Foreign Affairs, who considered absurd Italy’s
aspiration not to allow to the Balkan states an exit to the sea, and its pretentions to Slavic
countries.* During World War |, the Italian press assessed war events relating to Serbia
from the viewpoint of Italy’s own interests in the balance on the Adriatic, including the
balance of power among the warring parties in terms of their significance.® The

0 1bid.

1 Jb. Anekcuh Mejkosuh, JonpuHoc masnuje 06Hasrearby Cprcko-eHeaeckux odHoca (1903—
1906), UcTopujcku yaconuc XVIII (1971) 429-449.

2 b, Anekeuh Nejrosuh, Umarnuja u JadpaHcka #eenesHuya, Victopujckm yaconuc XXXIV (1987)
255-270.

3 Jb. Anekcuh Mejkoswuh, Cpricko numarbe y cmpamewKum orpedesserbuma 6aaKaHCKe noaumuke
Umanuje y 19. seky, Tnac CAHY CDXX, Ofesberbe UCTOPUjCKMX HayKa 16 (2012) 295-318.

14 Jb. Anexkcuh Nejkoswh, PamHu Haropu Cpbuje y 1914. 200uHu u noaumuka @paHuycke u Umanuje,
in: Hay4Hu ckyn Konybapcka butka: patHu Hanopu Cpbuje 1914 roanHe, beorpag, 1985, 169-186.
5 Jb. Anekcuh Mejkosuh, MmanujaHcka wmamna o Cpbuju u LipHoj Mopu u jy2ocso8eHckom
numaby, in: HayuHu ckyn Cpbuja 1916 roguHe, beorpag 1987, 251-259.
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Bissolati-Sonnino group!® upheld the Mazzini programme: destruction of Austria,
creation of Yugoslavia and anti-German policy. The Orlando—Boselli'’ group supported
Germany’s Drang nach Osten, occupation of Dalmatia, pushing Serbia to the inner parts
of the Balkans, and was explicitly against the unification of Serbia and Montenegro.

Professor Dragoljub Zivojinovi¢ has dealt the most with Serbian—Italian
relations during World War I. As he concludes, at the beginning of the war, Minister
San Giuliano pursued cautious policy, advocating Italy’s greater presence in the
Balkans through trade, banking, education and the construction of railways. His
successor Baron Sidney Sonnino was in favour of new territories and domination on
the Adriatic. The Treaty of London (April 1915) brought about a conflict between Italy
and Serbia over the Yugoslav policy of the Serbian government and Sonnino’s
pretensions to Albania, Montenegro and Dalmatia. Strong resistance of the Italian
government to the unification of Montenegro and Serbia brought about the
occupation of the Bay of Kotor, Budva, Bar, Virpazar and Ulcinj. The unification
remained unrecognised until the signing of the Treaty of Rapallo (November 1920).8
Zivojinovi¢ argues that Italy’s war objectives were of limited and local character. The
Corfu Declaration (20 July 1917) formulated Serbia’s war objectives, i.e. objectives of
Yugoslav unification, which met with the lack of understanding by the great powers
and provoked Italy’s open enmity, as such objectives directly contravened its own
interests. The conflict concerned Albania, Montenegro and Dalmatia.*®

Dragoljub Zivojinovi¢’s monograph, in Serbian and American edition,
contributed to the revision of attitudes about the role of US President Woodrow
Wilson in solving of the Adriatic Question (Dragoljub Zivojinovi¢, Amerika, Italija i
postanak Jugoslavije 1917-1919, Beograd 1970; Dragan R. Zivojinovi¢, America, Italy
and the Birth of Yugoslavia (1917-1919), New York 1972). In numerous talks held
with President Wilson, Italian representatives did not give up on provisions of the
Treaty of London although Wilson was prepared to grant great concessions to Italy
and ensure economic possibilities for its penetration into the Balkans (border at
Brenner and in Istria). Professor Zivojinovi¢ appeals for caution in attempts to
emphasise Wilson’s pro-Yugoslav orientation. Wilson’s primary goal was to preclude
a new war if the expansion included areas not essentially belonging to the Italian
territory, i.e. areas not allocated under the nationality principle.?®

16 Ex-Socialist Leonida Bissolati advocated Italy’s turning to the Triple Entete, and Sidney Sonino,
Italian Minister of Foreign Affairs during the WWI, signed the secret Treaty of London in 1915.
7 paolo Boselli was the Italian Prime Minister from June 1916 till October 1917, and Vittorio
Emanuele Orlando was his succesor in office till June 1919.

18 [1. *usojurosuh, CaH byaujaHo u umanujaHcke npemeHsuje Ha JadpaHy Ha noyemky l1peo2
cgemckoe pama 1914-1918, Uctopujcku yaconuc XX (1973) 307-317.

19D, Zivojinovié, Ratni ciljevi Srbije i Italija (1917), Istorija XX veka 1 (1983) 9-23.

20 . ueojuHosuh, JadpaHcko numarbe y nepuody usmehy nomnucusarba nNpumupja ca
Aycmpo-Yaapckom u noyemka lMapucke muposHe KoHpepeHyuje 1919. 2o0uHe, 360pHUK
dunosodckor pakyntera 10 (beorpag 1968) 431-456.
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Dragoljub Zivojinovi¢ has also dealt with American-Italian relations from April
1917 to April 1919, which is a real novelty in research since historians have generally
dealt with exploration and explanation of the nature of the Italian-Serbian or Yugoslav
dispute on the Adriatic.?! Italian politicians believed that territories promised by the
Treaty of London (Dalmatia, Tyrol, Istria, Rijeka) would bring predominance on the
Adriatic. Zivojinovi¢ explains the insistence on Italy’s maximum territorial programme,
which also implied the implementation of the Treaty of London and annexation of Rijeka
upon the conclusion of the war, instead of accepting the Wilson’s plan, by utter
confusion among the Italian lines. Save for respecting the nationality principle, the
discord between Italy and the US was also shown in maritime operations on the Adriatic,
when the Italian admiralty refused proposals of American maritime forces. The final
split-up between Italy and the US took place in April 1919, when talks were launched
in Paris about Italian territorial pretensions. Wilson was a conservative Presbyterian
with strong moral principles and found it extremely hard to acquiesce to the dissolution
of the Habsburg Monarchy. A decisive role in formulating the American policy at the
Peace Conference and the attitude towards Italy was played by American maritime
officers (Admiral William S. Benson), who provided information on the situation in the
field, abuse of power in the Italian zone and their interference in the American and
French zone. Only when all negotiation possibilities were exhausted did President
Wilson resort to financial pressure on the Italian government.??

Dragoljub Zivojinovi¢ has recently collected and published his selected
treatises and studies on Italy’s policy in the Balkans, titled ¥ nompasu 3a umnepujom:
Umanuja u bankaH noyemkom XX eeka (“Searching for an Empire: Italy and the
Balkans in the Early 20" Century”).?® His research has also included Italy’s policy
towards Montenegro and Dalmatia, as the strategic points of Italian influence in the
Balkans. Italy aimed to ensure positions that would guarantee its full security in the
region of the Adriatic Sea and the Alps, where it clashed with the interests of Austria,
Serbia and Montenegro. Italian admiral Paolo di Revel and Minister of Foreign Affairs
Sonnino wished to pull out Italy from its inferior position relative to Austria-Hungary.
On the other hand, Italy’s pretensions aimed to ensure maritime and military
domination in the Adriatic region.?

2 Dragoljub R. Zivojinovi¢, Amerika, Italija i postanak Jugoslavije 1917-1919, Beograd 1970;
Dragan R. Zivojinovi¢, America, Italy and the Birth of Yugoslavia (1917-1919), New York 1972.
22 “The Americans in this period were a moral and political force which no contending side
dared to irritate beyond certain limits. The Yugoslavs always tried to avoid any trouble and to
keep the American authorities on their side in the dispute with Italy. In this they completely
succeded, helped by lItalian shortsightedness, lack of wisdom and aggressiveness”, D.
Zivojinovi¢, America, Italy and the Birth of Yugoslavia, 305.

2 [iparosby6 P. MusojuHoswuh, ¥ nompasu 3a umnepujom: Umanuja u bankaH noyemrom XX
8eKa, ctyamje n pacnpase, beorpag 2013.

24 . ¥usojuHosuh, Ynoza admupana Maona TaoHa du Pesena y hopmynucarby umanujaHcke
nonumuke Ha JadpaHckom mopy 1914-1919, in: [i,. 'usojuHoswuh, ¥ nompa3su 3a umnepujom:
Umanuja u bankaH noyemxkom XX eeka, 51-118.
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One of the first historians who opened the Adriatic Question was professor
Andrej Mitrovi¢, who believed that secret diplomacy (with the Treaty of London as an
example) as an instrument of international policy contributed to the outbreak of the
world conflict. The proclamation of public diplomacy from Moscow and Washington
was a signpost showing an exit from the crisis. However, solving of the Adriatic
Question relied again on secret diplomacy among the great powers, with the Kingdom
of Serbs, Croats and Slovenes consulted only at times. Italy’s Prime Minister Nitti was
the first to try to establish direct contact with the Yugoslav government (22 June
1919), thereby bringing an end to Sonnini’s policy of ignoring the new neighbour.?
Mitrovi¢ concludes that Italy, though sided with the victorious powers, had several
weak points: it failed to secure any significant military victory, it faced an internal
political crisis and opposition to the nationality principle. Italy worked to incite
external and internal difficulties of the Yugoslav state — it helped King Nikola and
Bulgarian komitadji, and conducted propaganda against the new state in Sofia,
Budapest, Bucharest and Vienna.?®

Over the last two decades, the publication of archive records has stepped up,
shedding more light on relations between Serbia and Italy. These are, principally,
JokymeHmu o cnosbHoj noaumuyu KpamesuHe Cpbuje 1903—-1914 (“Documents on
Foreign Policy of the Kingdom of Serbia 1903-1914") — a seminal publishing project
of the Serbian Academy of Sciences and Arts, carried out for several decades.
Recently, the Archive of Serbia has been publishing records from the Consulate
General of the Kingdom of Serbia in Trieste from 1884 to 1914, prepared by Miroslav
Perisi¢, Svetozar Rajak and Jelica Relji¢.?’

As a result of cooperation of Serbian historians with their colleagues from
Italy, France and Bulgaria, the Institute for Balkan Studies of the Serbian Academy of
Sciences and Arts has issued the collection of papers — Italy’s Balkan Strategies (19—
20 Century).?® The editor Vojislav Pavlovi¢ highlighted the following: “Among the
foreign influences in the Balkans, the Italian one was probably the last to express
itself, but certainly not the least important. From the early 19th century, the Italian
national movement, and later the Italian kingdom, was first a source of inspiration,
and then a potential ally; finally, it would become an economic and political rival for
the Balkan nations. Yet, the history of the two shores of Adriatic evolved in similar if

% AHgpej MuTposwuh, TajHu KoHmakmu Humujese 81a0e ca jy20cn08eHCKOM 0ene2ayujom y
jyny 1919. 200uHe, 360pHUK Dunosodckor pakynteta VIl (beorpaa 1964) 733-771.

% Andrej Mitrovi, Italija i stvaranje Jugoslavije 1918. godine, in: Naucni skup u povodu 50-godi$njice
raspada Austro-Ugarske monarhije i stvaranja jugoslavenske drzave, Zagreb 1969, 263-273.

27 Generalni konzulat Kraljevine Srbije u Trstu: 1884—1914, prepared by Miroslav Perisi¢,
Svetozar Rajak, Jelica Relji¢, Beograd, Arhiv Srbije, 2009; (Consolato generale Delregno di Serbia
a Trieste: 1884-1914, redazione di Miroslav Perisi¢, Svetozar Rajak, Jelica Relji¢, Belgrado,
Archivio della Serbia, 2009).

28 Italy’s Balkan Strategies (19"—20% Century), edited by Vojislav G. Pavlovi¢, Belgrade, Institute
for Balkan Studies of the SASA, 2014.
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not identical stages”.? The edition covers topics from the Italian Risorgimento,
through the activity of Giuseppe Garibaldi, the role of the Balkans and Serbia in Italian
foreign policy until World War |, the Adriatic Question, to interwar relations between
Italy and Yugoslavia, occupation of Greece and Albania, and the issues of post-war
cooperation between Italy and the SFRY.3

The topic of Serbian-Italian relations has not been exhausted and certainly
offers new lines of research. A number of papers of contemporary historiography are
dedicated both to political and cultural and other links between Italy and Yugoslavia
in the period between the two world wars and after World War II.

2 1bid, 7-10.

30 We point out to the papers of Ljiljana Aleksi¢ Pejkovi¢, The Serbian Question in Italy’s Balkan
Policy until the First World War, 81-102, Dragoljub R. Zivojinovi¢, The War Aims of Serbia and
Italy (1917), 137-158 and Dusan T. Batakovi¢, Essad Pasha Toptani, Serbia and the Albanian
Question (1915-1918), 159-180.

307



Biljana Vuceti¢

Biljana VUCETIC
LA STORIOGRAFIA SERBA E | RAPPORTI TRA LA SERBIA E L'ITALIA
Sommario

La politica estera italiana verso la Serbia fino alla Prima guerra mondiale ha
attraversato tre fasi: Orientale (liberazione nazionale e unificazione 1848-1870),
Mediterraneo-coloniale (Triplice Alleanza del 1882 e albanofilia per controbilanciare
la pressione dell’Austria) e Orientale-tripolitana (fine della politica coloniale in Africa
e ritorno all’Adriatico, 1914). D’altronde, la politica estera del Principato serbo vide
nell’ltalia un possibile alleato. In alcune situazioni, la mediazione dell’ltalia ha
apportato alla Serbia risultati favorevoli (mediazione italiana per la tregua della
guerra serbo-turca del 1876, ruolo mediatore dell’ltalia nel boicottaggio diplomatico
della Serbia nel 1903-1906, assistenza durante la Guerra dei Maiali del 1910,
sostegno al principio “i Balcani ai popoli balcanici”). Tuttavia, la politica italiana si
trovava a volte in contrasto con gli interessi della Serbia, come quando si oppose
all’accesso al mare Adriatico per Belgrado, nel 1912, oppure qunado si pronuncio
contro unificazione jugoslava.

La storiografia serba si e soffermata su diversi argomenti della storia delle
relazioni tra i due paesi. In primo luogo c’é I'analisi delle affinita e delle differenze fra
il movimento nazionale serbo ed il Risorgimento italiano. Un altro tema molto
discusso e |'atteggiamento dell’Italia in merito alla Questione d’Oriente. Il piu grande
contributo storiografico in proposito rimane quello di Ljiljana Aleksi¢ Pejkovi¢. Un
terzo filone di studio sulle relazioni serbo-italiane riguarda la politica dell’Italia nei
confronti della Serbia nella Prima guerra mondiale, il suo atteggiamento verso la
creazione del Regno dei Serbi, Croati e Sloveni e la questione adriatica. || maggiore
contributo allo studio di queste questioni & quello di Dragoljub Zivojinovi¢ e Andrej
Mitrovi¢. Ciononostante, numerosi episodi delle relazioni serbo - italiane rimangono
ancora da studiare e approfondire.

Parole chiave: Serbia, Italia, storiografia, rapporti serbo-italiani.
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BbusbaHa BYYETUR

NPErNEA CPNCKE UCTOPUOTPADUIE
O OAHOCUMA CPBUIE N UTANTUIE

Pe3snme

CnosbHa nonntuKa Utannje go Mpeor ceeTckor paTa npema Cpbuju, npowwna
je Kpo3 Tpu eTane: UCTOYHY (HauMoHanHo ocnobohere U yjeaumere 1848—-1870,
KaZ ce onpefesbyje 3a status quo y ICTOYHOM NUTakby), MeauTePaHCKO-KONOHU]jaNHY
(TpojHu case3 opa 1882, anbaHoduamja Kao NpoOTUBTENKA MPUTUCKY AycTpuje) u
WUCTOYHO-TPUMNONUTAHCKY (Kpax KONOHWjanHe nonautuke y Abpuum n Bpahare Ka
JappaHy, po 1914). Cno/bHONONAUTUYKKM nporpam KHexxesuHe Cpbuje Buaeo je
UTanunjy Kao jow jeaHor caBesHWKa mehy BE/IMKUMM cuiama, HaknokeHor Cpbuju. Y
nojeAMHUM cUTyalmjama nocpenosarse Ntannje goHeno je Cpbuju noBosbHe ncxope
(nocpenosare Utanuje 3a npumupje y Cpncko-Typckom paty 1876, aHraxoBsarbe
WTanuje Ha ctpaHn Cpbuje y annnomaTckom WwTpajry 1903-1906 rogmnHe, nomoh
ToKom LlapuHckor pata 1910, nogpuwka npuHumny ,,bankaH 6ankaHcKMm Hapoamma”).
MehyTum, UTanunjaHcka NOANTUKA HaNasnaa Cce U Ha CTPaHW CYyNPOTHOj MHTepecuma
Cpbuje, peummo cnpeymnna je n3nas Ha JagpaHcko mope 1912. roamHe n npotTueBmMaa
Ce jyroc/IOBEHCKOM yjeauberby.

Cpncka uctopuorpaduja ce ycmepuna Ha HEKOJIMKO Tema Yy OKBUpPY
npoyyaBara ogHoca Cpbuje ca Utanmjom. MpBo je nuTarbe CAMYHOCTU U pa3aunKa
CPMNCKOT HaLMOHANHOr noKpeTa U PusophumeHTa. [pyra Tema y OKBMpPY Cprcke
nctopuorpaduje noceeheHe cprcKko-UTaNMjaHCKUM OAHOCUMA je cTaB UTanunje npema
Cpbmju y okBMpuma UctouHor nutarba. Hajsehu gonpuHoc 0Boj npobaematnum gana
je JbuswaHa Anekcuh Mejkosuh. Tpeha rpyna nuTaka CPCKO — UTaNMjaHCKMX 04HOCA
Kojuma ce 6aBuna cprncka uctopuorpaduja je nonutuka Utannje npema Cpbuju y
MpBOM CBETCKOM paTy, HeH OAHOC Ka cTBapaty KpasbesuHe Cpba, XpBaTta u
CnoseHaua u JagpaHcKo nutamwe. Ha mHora nutara M3 oBe rpyne oAroBopuan cy
[parosbyb KueojuHosuh n AHapej Mutposuh. Tema Cprcko — UTasMjaHCKMX OAHOCA
HUWje Ucupn/beHa U Npy»Ka HOBe NpaBLLe UCTPaXKUBaHbA.

KroyuHe peyu: Cpbuja, UTannja, uctopmorpadmja, Cpncko-mtaamnjaHckm o4HOCU.
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