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information and press articles concluded that cooperation was developing
normally. Italian fear was motivated by reasons of a security nature.* The
possibility of Yugoslav-Soviet rapprochement would negatively affect
Italian interests in the region and potentially would have brought Soviet
military forces to the borders of Italy. The Italians were worried because of
the announced joint maneuvers of Soviet and Hungarian military forces.*

The established Yugoslav-Italian cooperation on the issue of mutual
interest to reduce tension in Europe, as well as in the area of mutual
relations, gave significant results in the beginning. However, new Yugoslav-
Soviet rapprochement and the growing problems of the definition of a
mutual borderline which in the name of the finding of an agreeable solution
motivated by higher goals had been left aside, started once again to burden
mutual relations.

During 1972 and 1973, a series of incidents occurred in regular
communication as well as the delay in the signing of mutual agreements
and greater insistence on the solution of the problem of borders. This
resulted in the reopening of old disputes which had been forgotten. This
was the prologue to the clash that took place in 1974 and threatened to
lead Yugoslavia and Italy into a state of war.

Soviet influence on the course of Yugoslav-Italian détente was multiple
and significant. The Soviet commitment to a global policy of détente had
an effect on both countries and their relations. The complementarity of
Soviet commitment to this policy, Yugoslav closeness with the Soviets
and the crisis in Yugoslav-Italian relations in 1967 did not bode well for
the success of these efforts. Then Soviet intervention in Czechoslovakia
accelerated Yugoslav-Italian détente. Both sides thought that with mutual
cooperation they could strengthen their own national security against
the danger of the Soviet threat. Yugoslavia needed a strong ally in the
Mediterranean and Italy needed an ally who would, with the depth of its
territory and stability of its geostrategic position, potentially remove direct
Soviet danger from Italian borders. Later Breznev’s commitment to détente
on a global scale, full normalization of relations with Yugoslavia and the
establishment of closer contacts with Italy resulted in the strengthening of
Italian-Yugoslav relations, but the independent improvement of relations
between these two countries had the indirect effect that they no longer
saw the Soviet Union and its presence as threatening. Instead it was seen
as an important factor of stability and therefore, a power which went
from being a potential danger to becoming a partner in the future progress
towards European collective stability and cooperation.

35 AJ, APR, KPR, I-5-b, Report of DSIP, 11 June 1971.
3% Ibid.
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French Diplomacy and the Road
to the Osimo Agreements

Stanislav SRETENOVIC

In 1945, France emerged from the Second World War as a victorious
power alongside the United States, Great Britain and the Soviet Union.
Together with these victorious countries, it participated in the occupation
of defeated Germany and played an active role in the post-war peace
settlement. However, France was seen at that time as the “weakest” of
the great powers, as a great power which obtained (or retained) its status
more on the basis of the memory of its key role in international relations
before the Second World War than on the basis of its real contribution to
the victory of the Allies in the War. Aside from Germany, traditionally
the most important preoccupation of French foreign policy, France was
interested in the future of its Transalpine neighbor Italy, but showed no
particular interest in Eastern Europe which was seen as part of the Soviet
sphere of influence. During the preparation of the peace treaties with five
former German allies, signed solemnly in Paris on 10 February 1947,
France only took an active part in the drafting of the treaty with Italy.
The creation of the Free Territory of Trieste — under the protection of
the UN Security Council — through the Peace treaty with Italy, as well as
the difficulties of Italian-Yugoslav relations from that moment onwards,
were not of particular interest to the French, although they were carefully
observed by their diplomats.

The relative lack of involvement of the French in Italian-Yugoslav
relations from 1945 onwards and during the détente of the 1970s was a
surprise for the author of this paper. During the Great War and the period
between the two world wars, the French government was involved and
interested politically, militarily, economically and culturally in Italian-

Serbian relations which, from 1918, were made more adversarial by the

creation of the Kingdom of Serbs, Croats and Slovenians/Yugoslavia.
Until 1939, in an effort to build an anti-German grouping, France
worked on the reconciliation of its Italian ally and rival with its Serbian
ally-protégé from the Great War. It was a difficult goal to achieve, as
Italian nationalism was constantly opposed to Slovenian and Croatian
nationalism within the Yugoslav ideology sustained by the Serbs. We
expected to find the heritage of the inter-war period in French participation
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in Italian-Yugoslav relations in the 1970s. However, in the archives of the
French Ministry of Foreign Affairs in La Courneuve, in the under-series
Yugoslavia, we find only one box of documents dedicated to Italian-
Yugoslav relations in the 1970s in existence together with documents
regarding relations between Yugoslavia and Austria and Yugoslavia and
American countries (United States excepted) in the same period.' These
documents were made available to researchers only very recently. They
show that French ambassadors in Rome and Belgrade were very well
informed of the state of Ttalian-Yugoslav relations in the period leading
up to the Osimo agreements, which they observed systematically and in
detail. They suggest also that if France was an excellent observer, it was
not an actor in Italian-Yugoslav relations. In this paper, we will examine
who the French diplomats that observed Italian-Yugoslav relations in the
1970s were, how they gathered their information and which subjects and
issues were of particular interest to them. The central administration of
Quai d’Orsay showed some interest in Italian-Yugoslav relations only
from 1971, when it wrote its first memo on that subject to the French
diplomatic representatives abroad. We will examine how the question of
Italian-Yugoslav relations became more important for French diplomacy
from that moment in the context of preparations for the Conference of
European Security and Cooperation.

1. From the “opening to the left” to the “opening
to the East” in Italy: Italian-Yugoslav relations
according to French diplomats (1962-1969)

With no occupation forces on the ground and engaged in different
internal and external problems especially regarding its colonial empire,
France was not a signatory of the 5 October 1954 Memorandum of
Understanding regarding the Free Territory of Trieste between the
United States, United Kingdom, Italy and Yugoslavia.2 According to the
Memorandum, the Free Territory of Trieste was divided temporarily into
Zone A (including the city of Trieste) under Italian administration and
Zone B under Yugoslav administration. From that moment on, Belgrade
considered the line of demarcation between Zones A and B as a state
border. Rome denied the existence of the state border and insisted that
this was merely a line of demarcation within the Free Territory of Trieste
in line with the peace settlement of 1947. On the occasion of the signing
of the Memorandum, French diplomacy expressed its agreement with the
solutions that had been adopted and its conviction that all future possible

' AFMFA, 5. Europe 1944, ss. Jugoslavia 1971-1976, b. 3763.
*  United Nations Treaty S., doc. 3297 (New York: 1956), 100-18.
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toblems between the two countries could be resolved through “friendly
gotiations”. With the gathering pace of European integration processes

rked by the signing of the Treaty of Rome (Common Market and

uratom) on 25 March 1957 and the search for the “proper place” for

Jance in international relations announced by General Charles de Gaulle
ler his coming to power in 1958,* France found itself detached from

alian-Yugoslav relations, which continued to be seen as a reflection of
tensions between the Communist bloc and the West.

The year 1962 was decisive in French foreign policy. With the Evian
reements, the Algerian question was resolved. De Gaulle orientated
§ policy towards European and nuclear questions, trying to oppose the
mropean Europe™ under French influence to the “Atlantic community”
ider the dominance of the United States. In the European policy of de
aulle, the Federal Republic of Germany had an essential role, much
re important than that of Italy. At the same time, de Gaylle was
oking for French autonomy in nuclear matters and within NATO. In
8 European ambitions, de Gaulle met with the opposition of the United
ates. The Kennedy administration did not hesitate to intervene in the

ernal affairs of some European countries. This was the case with Italy,
here the American administration strongly supported the “opening to the
" of Prime Minister Amintore Fanfani (1954, 1958-59, 1960-63, 1982-
, 1987). A Christian-Democrat, Fanfani created a new government in
bruary 1962, incorporating the Social-Democrats. This tendency was
gentuated with the government of Aldo Moro (1963-68, 1974-76)
November 1963, which consisted of Christian-Democrats, Social-
mocrats and the Socialists, unifying in this way the non-Commynjist left
| the Christian-Democrats. The creation of governments led by Fanfani
dd Moro was the result of the efforts of several advisors of President
nedy initiated at the very beginning of his presidency. Contacts were
ablished between American and Italian trade unions as wel| as with
» Socialist leader Pietro Nenni, who took on ministerial positions in

gire to attract Italy together with Germany to his project of “European
e”.* One of the consequences of American involvement in Italian
airs was the policy of Moro towards Yugoslavia. Moro’s aim was to
ablish relations of “intensity and friendship™ with its eastern neighbor
order to show that two countries with different political and economic
stems could cooperate fruitfully, especially at an economic and cyltural

Serge Berstein, La France de l'expansion. La République gaullienne (1958.1969)
Paris: Editions du Seuil, 1989), 35-44.

Georges-Henri Soutou, La Guerre froide, 1943-1990 (Paris: Fayard, 2011), 08-9.
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level. Supported by economically more developed Italy, Yugoslavia was
to play the role of a “Trojan horse” within the Eastern bloc, as a country
that would show that an alternative “way towards communism” than that
of Moscow was possible.

The French diplomats in Italy and Yugoslavia in the mid-1960s
saw Italian-Yugoslav relations as being in a state of constant change
characterized by highs and lows. For the French diplomats, these
relations were a function of the unstable internal situation in both Italy
and Yugoslavia. The perception of instability in Italy resulted from the
constant political struggles which manifested themselves in frequent
changes of government. However, it was Yugoslavia which was seen as
the weakest and more unstable state that was on the brink of disintegration
and in a state of constant economic crisis. The “self-management”
introduced by the Constitution of 1963 and supported by strong official
propaganda, showed its disastrous effects on the economy. Instability also
resulted from relations between the different socialist republics within
the federation and within the communist political elite of the League of
Communists of Yugoslavia. In this period, Josip Broz settled his scores
with Aleksandar Rankovi¢ (1966), a senior Serbian Communist official,
strengthening his own leader cult along the way.® The “non-alignment”
proclaimed in foreign policy showed its weaknesses due to the low level
of economic development and the dispersal of the countries within the
movement. Along with “self-management”, “non-alignment” became
the most important ideological frame of reference for political use in the
domestic political arena. Regarding Italy, the regime presented itself as a
decisive and strong partner that defended “Yugoslav” interests, especially
in border and minority questions seen as resolved by the “victory over
fascism” during the war. Yet at the same time, the regime expected
economic, financial and cultural support from Italy to decrease the
internal tensions in Yugoslavia.

A sign of the improvement of Italian-Yugoslav relations was the visit
of [talian Prime Minister Aldo Moro to Yugoslavia in November 1965. At
that time, France changed its ambassador in Belgrade. The new French
Ambassador Pierre Francfort (1965-70) was known for being experienced
in East European affairs. Prior to Belgrade, he had been ambassador in
Bucharest (1953-58) and Budapest (1962-65). In his diplomatic career,
as the Second Counselor of the French Embassy in Washington in 1952,
he also observed US policy towards the Eastern Bloc. After the two sides

5 Stanislav Sretenovié, Artan Puto, “The Leader Cults in the Western Balkans (1945-90):
Josip Broz Tito and Enver Hoxha,” in The Leader Cult in Communist Dictatorships.
Stalin and Eastern Block, ed. Balézs Apor et al. (London: Palgrave — McMillan, 2004),
208-23.
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essed their mutual understanding on international and bilateral issues
Moro’s visit and signed commercial and cultural agreements,
ncfort observed Moro’s strong intention to present the visit to
igoslavia as an important success.® For the French Ambassador, it was
CO) ation of the Italian policy of “opening to the East”. Indeed, it
i the second visit of an Italian politician of the highest rank to Eastern
prope in the period of less than one month. Moro’s visit to Yugoslavia
me following the visit to Poland in October 1965 of Italian President

seppe Saragat (1964-71) who was known to the French political and
plomatic elite as a former Italian Ambassador in Paris (1945-46). The
laration by Moro that his government would postpone the repayment
Italian loans by Yugoslavia and would support Yugoslavia’s integration
0 the economic system of Western Europe was underlined by Francfort
his telegram to the Quai d’Orsay.” The French Ambassador in Belgrade
sed his observations on the information received separately from
ith sides in the talks. Each side found itself in front of a partner better
gposed to talk and agree than previously expected.® Francfort judged
at the conclusion of the talks — “apparently satisfactory for the two
des” — was the result of their careful preparation. It was also the result
' the new approach in bilateral relations with Yugoslavia regarding
ritorial problems introduced by Moro before this trip to Belgrade. In
it of the Italian Parliament, Moro stated that he would not evoke the
lisputed territorial questions”, an attitude that was accepted in Belgrade.
pr Francfort, the visit signified Moro’s and Tito’s wish to establish their
lations on a “normal basis™ and even as “good neighbors”. The French
mbassador saw in the approach of not raising disputed questions and
lopting a “favorable disposal” towards the other as proof that “the moral
spect was of real political importance”,’ an observation that probably
pferred to American influence. As an example of the impact of this
positive™ attitude in negotiations Francfort observed that, surprisingly
or both sides, the difficult minority question was mentioned as a “point of
smprehension” even if the minority question was not on the program of
he talks. However, the French Ambassador came back to the arguments
pgarding the situation on the ground and the weight of minority questions
A both countries. The Slovene minority in Italy was more numerous
han the Italian minority in Yugoslavia, which is why Belgrade was in

~ AFMFA, Europe 1944, Yugoslavia (1961-1970), b. 268, Francfort to MFA, Belgrade,
12 November 1965, tel., 2; this document was transmitted to the French diplomatic
representatives in Rome, New York (United Nations), Brussels, The Hague, Vienna
and Athens.

Ibid., Francfort to MFA, Belgrade, 15 November 1965. tel.
Ibid., Francfort to MFA (Department of Europe), Belgrade, 15 November 1965, copy.
Ibid., 5.
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the stronger position to demand minority protection, a demand that was
accepted by Moro. The expulsion of Italians from the former Italian
territories that became Yugoslav in 1945 was not mentioned.

From Rome, French Ambassador Armand Bérard,'® an experienced
diplomat previously posted to Washington, Bonn, Tokyo and New York,
informed the Quai d’Orsay about the attitude of Farnesina regarding
Moro’s visit to Belgrade.! Without speaking about morality and politics
as his colleague in Belgrade had, he informed the Quai d’Orsay that
Italian diplomacy represented Moro’s visit as one of “diplomatic routine”
which contributed to the utilitarian strengthening of the ties between the
two countries in the fields of economy and culture. Bérard confirmed
that the territorial questions were not mentioned during the talks. The
French Ambassador underlined that the minority question had a “painful
character” for the Italians because the number of Italians in Yugoslavia
in the hinterland of Trieste had diminished between the signing of the
Memorandum of Understanding (London Agreement) in 1954 and Moro’s
visit to Belgrade (1965) from 70,000 to 30,000 persons. At the same time,
the “Yugoslav community™ constantly increased in Italy because of the
arrival of political émigrés. Although the French Ambassador did not
mention the sources for the given figures and what exact territory he was
referring to when speaking of the hinterland of Trieste, the reasons for
this process, unfavorable to Italy, lay in the different political systems
of the two countries. The London Agreement provoked a new wave of
displacement of Italians from Area B of the Free Territory of Trieste
put under the Yugoslav administration, as it was seen as the definitive
establishment of the communist regime that they did not want to serve. "
Through economic and cultural rapprochement with Yugoslavia, Rome
tried to stop the dual process of displacement towards Italy from the East.
Aside from that, Bérard observed the satisfaction of Italian diplomacy
that Italy held the first place in terms of Yugoslavia’s trading partners
(15% of exports and 11% of imports) while financial ties were constantly
expanding.

The development of Italian-Yugoslav bilateral relations could also be
explained by the strong relations established in the 1960s between the
League of the Communists of Yugoslavia (LCY) and the parties of the
[talian left. After the crisis provoked by Tito’s split with Stalin in 1948,
the relations with the Italian Communist Party again became close. In

Armand Bérard, Cing années au Palais Farnése. Un ambassadeur se souvient
(Paris: Plon, 1982), 237.

' AFMFA, Eur. 44, Yug. (61-70), 268, Bérard to MFA, Rome, 16 November 1965, tel.

Raoul Pupo, 11 lungo esodo. Istria: le persecuzioni, le foibe, I'esilio (Milano: Rizzoli,
2005), 334.
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nessage that the PCI sent to the SKJ on the occasion of the Yugoslav
mal holiday of 29 November 1965, the Italian communists invited
t comrades from the East towards “closer ties between the European
es on the unity of our entire continent regarding security problems”.!?
Mn this rhetoric, Francfort saw the existence of the “European
seption” within the PCI and the SKJ, a conception that is confirmed
igh the relations of the SKJ with “all Italian parties from the left”,
elally with the socialists of Nenni."* The observation of Francfort
gonfirmed by the mutual visits of the delegations of the SKJ, the
in Socialist Party and the Italian Socialist Party of Proletarian Unity
pril and July 1966." These relations were developed on the basis
he memory of the partisan anti-fascist cooperation in 1945, but also
he geographical proximity of the two countries, which contributed
he exchanges of party representatives from the border regions of
li and Slovenia. The SKJ was very attentive to the relationship of
1 with the “Catholics™ and “Socialists” in Italy, as well as with the
h Communist Party.'® Through the strong ties with the PCI, the SKJ
| to influence Italian domestic politics in favor of the parties of the
and tried to regain some influence in the “international proletarian
gement”. In November 1966, after the visit of the delegation of the
1o the XI Congress of the PCI, the joint communigué was published.
 two parties expressed their points of view on border questions in
)pe, inspired by Soviet conceptions: “For the establishment of
mte in Europe, the recognition of the borders of the current states,
existence of the two German states by all the states and particularly
man Federal Republic, is essential”.”” The two parties insisted on
ideological argument inherited from the immediate aftermath of the
ond World War that if borders are not recognized, this would result
strengthening of nationalist and neo-Nazi tendencies. In fact_, this
plogical construction was intended for internal political use within the
lext of the strengthening of the activity of extreme right parties in Italy
‘of anti-communist groups in Yugoslavia.'®

ording to French diplomacy, in December 1966, the established
jan-Yugoslav economic relations brought the first concrete changes in
s0slavia. Based on the information from the Italian embassy in Belgrade,

AFMFA, Eur. 44, Yug. (61-70), 268, Francfort to MFA, Belgrade, 1 December 1965.
Abid., 2.

'AFMFA, Eur. 44, Yug. (61-70), 268, Francfort to MFA, Belgrade, 30 April 1966 ibid.,
Belgrade, 5 July 1966.

Ibid., Belgrade, 23 November 1966.

Ibid., 3.

* Marina Cattaruzza, L 'ltalia e il confine orientale (Bologna: 1l Mulino, 2007), 336.
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Yugoslav relations entered i i
mto a period of crisis,?' French di
. - - 3 2 l l
ﬁingglggilczlardatt;entlon on the situation in Croatia. The GeneralpC(::llsattlls
oliced the augmentation of interest of the Croat; i
leaders in an expansion of the r o g
e rights of the Italian minority i i
Yet the reason was not to sati i s o
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: governments so as to secure oaj ia i
domestic and foreign poli it e I
policy. Some ten thousand minori Itali
overseen by “the reliable communists® Id A il
Croatia or for the Federation, H by el e Lo
_ r for - However, by defending the ri
Italian minority, the Croatian i i PPl
! : communists wished to defend the ri
of Croatia supposedly endan ithi S A
gered within the Federation.® Accord;
] : ordin
to Fhe French Consul in Zagreb, the Croatian communists also wisheg

19
AFMFA, Eur. 44, Yug. (6]-
0 Ibid, 2. 8. (61-70), 268, Francfort to MFA, Belgrade, 8 December 1966,
21
AFMFA, Eur. 44, Yug. (61-70), 268, Francfort to MFA, Belgrade, 27 January 1967, tel

2
AFMFA, Eur. 44, Yug. (6]- :
17 March 1967, 8. (61-70), 268, General Consul in Zagreb to Francfort, Zagreb,

2 Ibid., 5.
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pm the former Italian territory Zara (Zadar) and ex-diplomat whom he
lw as an extremist constantly seeking to stir up disputes with Italy.>* The
'rench Ambassador thought that the interest of both sides was to maintain
0od relations. The behavior of Djerdja was seen as a way for the central
pvernment in Belgrade to pressure Italy to continue the commercial
sgotiations by showing the kind of anti-Italian reaction that could be
fovoked in Croatia. From Italian sources, the French chargé d’affaires
) Belgrade Gerard Amanrich described the Yugoslav tactic of diplomatic
ressure which sought to introduce France into the game. The senior
fficials of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs stated to Italian diplomats that
taly did not change its attitude in the commercial negotiations, they
ould turn towards others, “particularly France”.” Amanrich commented
n this attitude only with an exclamation mark. Yet he was aware that the
fugoslav “manoeuvres” were orientated to appeal to a part of the Italian
ublic opinion on the left with the aim of increasing pressure on the
inister of Foreign Affairs, Amintore Fanfani (1965-68), considered too
ptransigent in the commercial negotiations. The observed radicalization
f the tone towards Italy of the Croatian daily Vjesnik was also seen as
art of the attempt to pressure the Italian government into restarting the

mmercial negotiations.*
- At the end of 1967, during the crisis in Italian-Yugoslav relations,
rance changed its ambassador in Rome. The new French Ambassador,

jad previously been chargé d’affaires in Belgrade at the time of the
ignature of the Memorandum of Understanding (1954), then ambassador
1 Warsaw (1958-62) and Secretary-General of the Presidency (1962-
17), believed in the possibility of improving Italian-Yugoslav relations

1965-68), high-level communist officials from Croatia and Serbia. This
vas the return visit for Moro’s trip to Belgrade in 1965 and the first visit
o Italy since the Second World War of a Yugoslav Prime Minister. The
‘rench ambassador transmitted, without commenting, some points of the

| AFMFA, Eur. 44, Yug. (61-70), 268, Francfort to MFA, Belgrade, 13 April 1967.
AFMFA, Eur. 44, Yug. (61-70), 268, Gerard Amanrich to MFA, Belgrade, 16 May

I. 1967.
AFMFA, Eur. 44, Yug. (61-70), 268, General Consul in Zagreb to Francfort, Zagreb,

25 May 1967.
Etienne Burin des Roziers, Retour aux sources. 1962, l'année décisive (Paris: Plon,

1986), 36-49.
AFMFA, Eur. 44, Yug. (61-70), 268, Burin des Roziers to MFA, 21 December 1967,

tel.
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official communiqué, say g that the two Prime Ministers expressed their
wish for the improvement of their bilateral relations, their devotion to
peace and détente® in the world. On that occasion, President Saragat was
invited to visit Tito in Belgrade.* In communication with representatives
of the Farnesina, the French Ambassador was told that only general
questions were raised with Spiljak, and that the visit represented the end
of the “coolness” in relations, which characterized the year 1967, due to
the Yugoslav rapprochement with Moscow.*! Indeed, during the Israeli-
Arab conflict of 1967, the Soviets wished to increase their Mediterranean
fleet and Fanfani suspected that the Yugoslavs were willing to give them
access to the Adriatic ports. Moro’s interest in Adriatic questions was
interpreted by the Italian diplomats (and accepted by the French) as being
linked to his political origins as a deputy from Bari.

The French position towards British access to the Common Market
had some echoes on Italian-Yugoslav relations. French opposition to
British access to the Common Market in November 1967 provoked the
Italians to announce a “period of reflection after the failure within the
Common market” in regard to Italian support for Yugoslavia’s candidacy.*
Yet the French did not oppose the Italian long-term policy of drawing
Yugoslavia closer to the West in order to bring about domestic change
in the country. In Rome, Burin des Roziers expressed his conception of
realism in policy: he insisted that the development of Italian-Yugoslav
relations was based on the “strongly concrete figure” that Italy is the most
important trading partner of Yugoslavia. Ambassador Roger Seydoux, the
French representative to NATO in Brussels, got confirmation from his
Italian colleague that the visit of Spiljak was “very satisfactory”, that “the
Yugoslavs” showed themselves to be “moderate and constructive” and
that Yugoslavia, inspired by the “growing flexibility” between Bonn and
Pankow, will improve its relations with the German Federal Republic.*
On the other hand, the Yugoslavs spoke about the economic reforms
in their country that “already™ had a certain influence in Hungary and
Czechoslovakia, a sentence destined to show to the West the impact of the
Yugoslav model on the Eastern bloc. Within the Quai d’Orsay, Seydoux’s

* Georges-Henri Soutou, “Convergence theories in France during the 1960s and 1970s,”

in The Making of Détente. Eastern and Western Europe in the Cold War: 1965- 75, ed.
Wilfried Loth, Georges-Henri Soutou (New York: Routledge, 2008), 25-45,

30 AFMFA, Eur. 44, Yug. (61-70), 268, Burin des Roziers to MFA, Rome, 10 January
1968, tel.

31 AFMFA, Fur. 44, Yug. (61-70), 268, Burin des Roziers to MFA, Rome, 11 January
1968, tel.

2 Ibid, 3,

3 AFMFA, Eur. 44, Yug. (61-70), 268, Roger Seydoux to MFA, Brussels, 17 January
1968.
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¢ was transmitted to the Directorate for Eastern Europe “for their

cfort wrote a detailed note of 14 pages on Spfl_!ak:s
y 1(1)3 T{](?n?edea;ffe?g conversation with his Ita!ian colleagueﬁ:‘ éplll_ja}k aﬁ
t to Rome and the topics discussed are explained by domestic };(; 1;11c
ors both in Italy and in Yugoslavia. Because of the approach ol t 131:
gtions in May 1968, the Italian government asked ‘t‘he Yugos a!;rs nmI
raise territorial and minority questions, seen as “delicate bilatera
stions” which could provoke inappropriate campaigns and pole&mc;
taly.” The request was accepted by the Yu.gos_lav side on th_e grount_s 0
porting the leftist parties in Italy. The territorial al_'nd minority clj}les 1_0112
e seen by leftist propaganda as subjects that parties of the Italian E%hhe
d for their political promotion. In Yugoslavia, Francfort observg "
it in the communist political elite between the pro-Western an ;:; ;
viet camps. For the French, Spiljak’s visit to Ron':le was a sign ﬂ::e
oslavia would not renounce its Western ﬁ?qndshlps. Mo;epyaekr, e
¢ from Zagreb confirmed that during the visit to Rome, Spilj 2
“cordial meeting” with Pope Paul VI, g}fonnatlon given by Spll Jak(i
nself in Zagreb during a local communist meeting anq not exg D‘i!:k
the press.* During the meeting in Zagreb, the questions to 1;11511
used on economic relations with the Wes'tern countries, soTefthg
t was seen as an expression of the “essential preoccupations™ of the
yats. For the French observer, probably {he Consul, Western influence
§ penetrating among the Croats and starting to show results.

i i ip wi Market was the
ing that time, the relationship with the Common
irnpgortant preoccupation of the Yugoslav government. Yugoslav

di mic situation in their country and would c-opﬁnn the
sa?:r gzifif)‘:lngs a model for the Eastern bloc. The decision frm:n
irch 1968 of the Council of Ministers of the European Economic
) munity not to discuss the demand for negotiations w_fn;h Yugot"alavla,d
ywoked an anti-Italian reaction in the country. This decision was lbage

the Italian veto on negotiating with any country !Jefore the resolution
the question of Britain’s candidacy, refused in 1967 by fran?e.
poslav officials and the press portrayed ltaly as being responsll:ble or
failure of Yugoslavia’s candidacy.”” They tried to play on the hrfincct}-
lian rivalries within the Common market, accusing It'aly ?f Wis! !gg 0
ve its revenge on France for the French veto on Britain’s candidacy.

AFMFA, Eur. 44, Yug. (61-70), 268, Francfort to MFA, Belgrade, 22 January 1968.

Ibid., 2. .
AFMFA, Eur. 44, Yug. (61-70), 268, Note for the Embassy, Zagreb, 2 February 1968.

AFMFA, Eur. 44, Yug. (61-70), 268, Francfort to MFA, Belgrade, 18 March 1968.
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Furthermore, they complained that Yugoslavia was the “accidental

victim” of the Italian settling of accounts with “its Mediterranean rivals”.

One representative of Yugoslavia’s Foreign Ministry complained to

Francfort regarding the Italian veto in Brussels and put the responsibility

on Fanfani, who presumably wished to satisfy the Italian right before

the elections.”® In communication with Francfort, the under-secretary

of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs Radivoj Uvali¢ — a senior communist

diplomat of confidence from Serbia, who got his PhD in law in Paris and
was ambassador to Norway, Austria and France — accused Italy of hiding
behind the economic questions the more political border problem in Trieste

and the bad position of the Slovenian minority in Friuli-Venezia Giulia.*

Using the communist rhetoric inherited from the immediate aftermath of
the Second World War, Uvalic blamed Italy for considering the Italian-
Yugoslav border as temporary and having pretentions over Yugoslav
territory. The Yugoslav diplomat assured Francfort that, for Yugoslavia,

the question was resolved “through facts”, without mentioning explicitly
the occupation zones in Trieste and the expulsion of ethnic Italians from
the ex-Italian territories after 1945. In the manner of the victorious
Yugoslav communists of 1945, Uvalic demanded that the “settlement
should be legalized” in the imminent future. Before that, he said, it would
be necessary to limit the actions of “right-wing forces in Trieste”. The
recriminations of Yugoslav diplomacy against Italy did not leave Francfort
indifferent. He prepared a response that protected the French position
in the EEC: “Maybe, one can judge it expedient in Rome the transfer
to France of the responsibility for the loss of time of which Belgrade is
complaining”.** However, he was not sure that this way of presenting
the attitudes of France would be accepted in Belgrade. At the same time,
the French consul in Zagreb reported the orchestration of anti-Italian
feelings by the newspaper “Vijesnik”.* Employing the usual language
of Yugoslav national communists, the Croatian newspaper accused Italy
of irredentism, chauvinism, propaganda to “again grab Istria” and “other
Adriatic regions”, domination on “both sides of the Adriatic”, preparing
and financing the intelligence units to be introduced in Istria. The consul
in Zagreb was aware that Yugoslav propaganda was in the function of
the approaching Italian elections with the aim of supporting the Italian
left. He informed Francfort that the periodic “expressions of bad mood”
of Croatian public opinion does not last long and that it would stop after

¥ Ibid., 3.

3 Ibid., 4.

4 AFMFA, Eur. 44, Yug. (61-70), 268, Francfort to MFA, Belgrade, 18 March 1968, 7.

1 AFMFA, Eur. 44, Yug. (61-70), 268, General consul to ambassador, Zagreb, 30 April
1968.
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e Italian elections.” The defeat of the Italian right in the elections of
May 1968 was accepted with satisfaction in Yugoslavia. At the beginning
of June, the French Consul in Zagreb reported the end of anti-Italian
pampaigns in the press.” The results of Italian elections were welcomed
by Francfort in Belgrade, who confirmed the improvement in relations
hetween the two countries.*

- During the Soviet intervention in Czechoslovakia in August 1968, the
volution of Italian-Yugoslav relations was in line with the general policy
I France. De Gaulle condemned strongly the Soviet intervention and
AW it as a consequence of the division of Europe into blocs, something
hat should be overcome. The Soviet intervention contributed to the
rengthening of bilateral relations between Italy and Yugoslavia.* From
948, Tito’s regime was obsessed with the possibility of an eventual
Oviet intervention and used this fear to obtain Western support and to
rengthen the internal cohesion of the country. Italy feared that in the
ise of Soviet occupation of Yugoslavia its army within NATO would
b the first to face the Red army. That is why the Italian government
cted to the Yugoslav military measures of protection against the
sumed Soviet attack on the Eastern border by assuring the Yugoslavs
it they had no need to “be worried” about their Western border with
ily. Francfort underlined that this Italian reassurance to Yugoslavia was
pontaneous”, i.e. not at the instigation of the Americans, but that it did
It imply Italian renouncement on the territorial issue in Trieste.* At the
ne time, the contacts of the Italian left and the Yugoslav communists
re intensified to stress the common views on the Soviet intervention in
echoslovakia. On the economic front, the French diplomat observed
 intensification of relations and the “full restoration of the climate
neighbors”. However, French diplomacy was aware that the
pulse for the restoration of good Italian-Yugoslav relations also came
M American-Italian contacts. In October 1968, the Minister of Foreign
airs Giuseppe Medici came back from New York where he had
lacts with representatives of the State Department and his Yugoslav
interpart, Marko Nikezi¢. Together with the State Department,
iesina was worried about the consequences on Yugoslavia of possible
political and economic pressure in the long term.” Immediate

AFMFA, Eur. 44, Yug. (61-70), 268, General consul to ambassador, Zagreb, 4 June 1968.
FMFA, Eur. 44, Yug. (61-70), 268, Francfort to MFA, Belgrade, 18 June 1968.

\FMFA, Eur. 44, Yug. (61-70), 268, Burin des Roziers to MFA, Rome, 19 October
1968, tel.
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Soviet military intervention was ruled out after the contacts in New York.
The Italian military and civil interlocutors of the French Ambassador in
Rome also excluded the possibility of Soviet intervention by sea against
Albania because of the weakness of the Soviet fleet and stressed the
importance of the capacity of Yugoslavia to resist Soviet pressure.

Western diplomacy underestimated the use of the Soviet threat in

Yugoslav domestic politics. The intervention in Czechoslovakia weighed
upon the Soviet Union. Within half a year, the Soviets turned from an
aggressive to a more conciliatory policy in Europe. Under the Soviet
impulse, in March 1969, the political-consultative committee of the
Warsaw Pact launched from its meeting in Budapest an appeal for the
organization of a Conference on European Security and Cooperation
in Europe.** The Council of NATO held in Washington in April 1969,
responded with interest to the Soviet initiative. At the Washington
Council, the Italian Minister of Forei gn Affairs Pietro Nenni laid out the
idea of the organization of one huge conference that would bring together
the countries of Western Europe, of the Warsaw Pact, of neutral and non-
aligned countries as well as the Soviet Union and the United States.*
During his visit to Belgrade at the end of May 1969, Nenni insisted
that Italian-Yugoslav relations would be an example of the possibility
of “cooperation and peaceful coexistence” between two countries with
two different political systems, “one linked to the pact, the other non-
aligned”.* Nenni insisted on European cooperation, advocated “the end
of the bipolar system” and the development of a “multi polar system”
where Europe would play an important role in “spreading democracy in
the world”. The Italian minister paid tribute to de Gaulle’s vision of the
future of Europe,* but expressed his reservation for the “methods” of
the General, certainly thinking of his veto on Britain’s accession to the
Common Market. The French chargé d’affaires in Belgrade concluded
that the discourse of Nenni was very well received in Yugoslavia. In
fact, Nenni spoke more as a politician than as a diplomat. Together with
Tito, he presented himself as a “champion of socialism” and “eminent
combatant against fascism”. In the rhetoric of Nenni, French diplomacy
saw two frustrated countries wishing to forget their domestic and foreign
problems by insisting on their international importance. But, under Italian
instigation, Italian-Yugoslav bilateral relations could become a part of the
wider discussions on security and cooperation in Europe.

* Ljubivoje Aéimovi¢, Problemi bezbednosti i saradnje u Evropi (Beograd: IMPP,
Prosveta, 1978), 447

“ AFMFA, Eur. 44, Yug. (61-70), 269, Serge Gelade to MFA, Belgrade, 30 May 1969, tel.
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irance and the solution of the “ultimate consequence
{ the war” in Europe (1969-1975)

Op ions had priority in the foreign policy of Georges
id uagozllet;t::og:gmnm' 'pg of t})::js Presidency ip June 1.969.52 Tl.:us
ar from the choice of the Minister of Foreign Affairs Maurice
wann, known as “the most Gaullist of the_ Europeans and ,the most
n of the Gaullists”. Pompidou was skeptical of de Gaulle’s Egrope
| the Atlantic to the Urals” and thought that the process of détente
d be gradual. In the relationship with the Sovtet“Umon!,’ which he
to develop, he rejected the Soviet tendency to freeze” the wor!d
 characterized by the two blocs and to recognize the status quo in
pe. In October 1969, Pompidou was the first statesman in th_e West
ally accept the Soviet proposal for a _Conference on Security and
eration in Europe, but under the condition that questions of human
8 would be addressed. In the relationship with Germany, he supported

ification of the two Germanys as its final aim. Pompidou wished to
t(i'i:: Ostpolitik through the strengghening of the Francn-Genpan
tionship and of the European construction. Italian-Yugoslav relations
mined of limited significance for French diplomacy. .

hile Pompidou accepted the Soviet proposal for the CSCE, Italian
sident Saragat was on an official visit to Yugoslawa_ from2to6 O.ctober
9. This was the first visit of an Italian president to its Eastern I.IEIgth)I'
ar the Second World War and represented not only a sign of ﬁ—le_ndshlp
‘also the coronation of the evolution of aroupd a decade o£ l:sllatergl
ptions that sought to overcome the “difficulties of the past™.** Burin
§ Roziers observed that the opposition to fascism and a common
Beriences of the resistance, both of Saragat an_d Tito, would contribute
the sealing of the friendship of the two countries. However, the Frenclx
mbassador in Rome was aware that “everytlulng is still upresolved 1
pecially the border and minority questions, which were not mtendeq to
discussed during the Saragat visit. Neve.rtheless, Tito made an allusion
e border question, but found a reaction only froxp the side of the
lian press, not from Italian officials.* V_Vhat really interested French
plomacy was the impact of Saragat’s visit on the other East European

' 7 J : lles: Complexe, 1995),
s Pompidou et I’Europe, ed. ].R. Bernard et al. (Bruxe : xe

gff;’g'l?hicmopDial]o, La politique étrangére de Georges Pompidou (Paris: LGDI,

1992), 271. .
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countries. This is why the telegram from the Ambassador in Prague
speaking about the wishes of Czechoslovaks to build their relationship
with the West on the model of Italian-Yugoslav relations was of particular
interest and was transmitted from the Quai d’Orsay to the embassies in
Moscow, Rome and Belgrade.5s From Belgrade, Francfort confirmed that
Italian-Yugoslav relations would encourage the socialist countries to come
closer to Western Europe. Moreover, he adopted the point of view of his
Italian colleague in Belgrade, Ambassador Folco Trabalza, that Saragat’s
visit would diminish both Italian and Yugoslav “nationalism” and would
reduce the “nationalist” disputes in Italian domestic policy. At the end of
the visit which was represented by both sides as “historical”, Tito was
invited to come to Rome in 1970.% In the meantime, in May 1970, the
two Ministries of Foreign Affairs held the first political consultations on
the situation in Europe and the world, wishing to establish an exchange of
views on a regular basis.* Francfort noticed that Yugoslav diplomats and
the press expressed their appreciation for the Ostpolitik of Willy Brandt
and their admiration of Aldo Moro’s foreign policy “in the interest of
détente and peace”. The Italians and the Yugoslavs judged Soviet policy as
“defensive” and wishing to assure the status quo in Europe because of the
Chinese danger. On the other hand, French diplomacy of that time, fearful
of being excluded, was frustrated by the contacts between the Soviets
and Willy Brandt. France was worried about preserving the quadripartite
prerogatives on Germany that could be neglected in the preparation of the
German-Soviet treaty of August 1970.

The international context was favorable to the development of
Italian-Yugoslav relations. Tito’s visit to Italy was scheduled from the
10 to the 15 of December 1970 with a charged program in which he
was to be received by Saragat and by the Pope, Paul VI.* However,
the visit was planned during difficult internal situations both in Italy
and Yugoslavia. Italy was affected by social dissatisfaction, strikes and
political tensions, while the confrontation between the socialist republics
and the federation was deepening in Yugoslavia with the expression of
Croatian protest against the central government (“Mass-movement”).
The new French ambassador in Belgrade Pierre Sebilleau (1970-76) —
who previously was in Libya, Brazil and Denmark — reported on the
manifestations of Yugoslav domestic rivalries concerning foreign

*  AFMFA, Eur. 44, Yug. (61-70), 269, Lalouette to MFA, Prague, 9 October 1969, tel.
% AFMFA, Fur. 44, Yug. (61-70), 269, Francfort to MFA, Belgrade, 10 October 1969, tel.
7 AFMFA, Eur. 44, Yug. (61-70), 269, Francfort to MFA, Belgrade, 11 October 1969.
% AFMFA, Eur. 44, Yug. (61-70), 269, Francfort to MFA, Belgrade, 22 May 1970.

% AFMFA, Eur. 44, Yug. (61-70), 269, Burin des Roziers to MFA, Rome, 8 December
1970, tel.
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icy. A few days before Tito’s intended visit to Italy, a l?‘w rankl'ng
poatian communist from Zagreb denounced publically the- Bulganag
glentions on Macedonia” and the pretentions of “some Italian circles
Mseize” Zone B of Trieste. The Italian embassy in Belgrade feared
at the moment when the tendency in Europe was to q.fﬁrm the
jus quo, Belgrade would make a parallel between the settling of the
ntentious issue of Trieste and the recognition of the OdEI:-Ntl!lSSC line,
lowing the example of the negotiations that led to the signing (_)f the
tman-Polish treaty a few days later (7 December 1970). Seb.llle?lu
sed that the Yugoslav diplomacy did not want to compromise its
ations with Italy through such a statement. T'he evocation of Bulgarlan
olicitly Soviet) and Italian threats was, in fact, in the service of
pestic policy. Yugoslav propaganda used the fear. of external menace
rengthen internal cohesion. Given such domestic situations both in
goslavia and Italy, one Parliamentary question in Rome provoked a
lomatic incident. The Parliamentary question by two senators of the
an Social Movement, considered a neo-fascist party, aqd a Dem?-
istian deputy form Trieste close to Fanfani was regarding Moro’s
tude in case the border problem was to be brought up by Tito. For
rin des Roziers, Moro’s response that the “Italian Government will
take into consideration any renouncement on legitimate natlo_nal
sts” was a sign that Farnesina was anxious about the question
vell as Italian public opinion.®' The response of Aldo 'M?ro to the
liamentary question provoked the postponement of Tito s visit to
.22 For Sebilleau, the Yugoslav reaction was one of excessiveness,
gcting more the deep internal problems than those in relatlpns
h Italy. The Yugoslav domestic problems concerned the weakening

er resolution with Italy, which he sought to balance with re_ferences
disputes over the Yugoslav-Bulgarian border in Mace.dconla.“3 The
nch Ambassador in Belgrade agreed with his colle_ague_ in Rome that
diplomatic incident was “serious” and that the situation should be

AFMFA, Eur. 44, Yug. (61-70), 269, Sebilleau to MF_A, Belgrade, 5 December 1970;
is document was transmitted to 20 French diplomatic addresses abroad.
‘A, Eur. 44, Yug. (61-70), 269, Burin des Roziers to MFA, Rome, 9 December

[FA, Eur. 44, Yug. (61-70), 269, Sebilleau to MFA, Belgrade, 10 December
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to overcome the crisis. The Ambassador remained without a response
from the central administration in Paris and continued to be an attentive
observer of Italian-Yugoslav relations. In fact, Italian-Yugoslav relations
were clearly limited by factors that resulted from the divergent positions
of the two countries inherited from the war. Italy wished to hold on to
the terms of the Peace Treaty of 1947 that established the Free Territory
of Trieste and was a pledge for Italian integration in the Western world,
while Yugoslavia, in the manner of the Soviet Union, seen as the threat
and as the model at the same time, wished to assure the status quo of its
territorial conquests from the war,

Yugoslav diplomacy’s offensive in favor of securing dejure recognition
of the demarcation lines between the two zones of the territory of Trieste
did not surprise French diplomacy. The Yugoslav diplomats in Rome
evoked the German-Soviet and German-Polish treaties as models for the
recognition of borders in Eastern Europe.5 In Farnesina, these treaties
were interpreted as meaning that Bonn did not recognize de Jure the new
frontiers in Eastern Europe and the possibility was excluded that Italy
could do more than the Federal Republic of Germany. Nevertheless,
the contacts between the Farnesina and the Yugoslav embassy in Rome
continued and the amelioration of Italian-Yugoslav relations was
anticipated from January 1971. For both sides, it was important that
Tito visited Saragat before the Italian presidential elections in 1971. As
reported previously by French diplomacy, the two politicians established
a particular understanding which contributed to the good relationship of
the two countries. The impulse in that sense came from the highest level
of Italian diplomacy. On 21 January 1971, Moro declared to Parliament
that Ttaly would respect “the territorial dispositions that result from the
London memorandum of 1954, an expression that satisfied his Yugoslav
counterpart Mirko Tepavac (1969-72).% The two ministers met in Venice
in February 1971 to prepare Tito’s visit. On that occasion, Moro assured
Tepavac that Italy considered the demarcation line between Zones
A and B as an international border, but that it could not announce this
position publically because of the rationale of domestic policy before the
presidential elections. Sebilleau informed Paris that the negotiations on
the border question were initiated from that moment even if the Italians
did not want to pronounce this word.*’ In fact, a secret Italian-Yugoslav
commission was established to discuss the questions that remained to

%  AFMFA, Eur. 44, Yug. (61-70), 269, Burin des Roziers to MFA, Rome, 28 December
1970, tel.

% AFMFA, Eur. 44, Yug. (71-76), 3763, Sebilleau to MFA, Belgrade, 22 January 1971, tel.

87 AFMFA, Eur. 44, Yug. (71-76), 3763, Sebilleau to MFA, Belgrade, 13 February
1971, tel.

66

French Diplomacy and the Road to the Osimo Agreements

b resolved, such as the demarcation of the border between Italy gnd
igoslavia, the rights of minorities and compensation of the Itaha].n
ods that were nationalized in Yugoslavia. The French Ambassador in
grade was satisfied with the evolution of Italian-Yugoslav relations.
§ hoped that the resolution of the “package” of Itaﬁan-Yugo_slav
Jtentions would come as soon as possible in direct negotiations
tween the two sides. Once the “package” was resolved, the two sidqs
uld notify “with discretion” the United Nations that the “Trieste affair
anymore on the agenda of the Security Council”.*® The hope for
quick and “discrete” resolution of Italian-Yugoslav disputes shows
preoccupation of the French Ambassador who sustained the Yugoslav
itions in contrast to the more prudent Burin des Roziers in Rome. For
lleau, it was not conceivable to go to the Conference of Security
ooperation in Europe without resolving previously this “ultimate
sequence of the war”. In fact, the cohesion of Yugoslavia was at stake.
»ymats in Belgrade speculated on the succession to Tito. The internal
blems of Yugoslavia were such that the dissolution of the country after
'8 death was discussed. Not resolving the border question could ?Ilow
f the possibility of direct negotiations with the bordering republics of
ienia and Croatia thus jeopardizing the integrity of Yugoslavia once
| was no longer there.
[ito’s visit to Rome took place from 25 to 29 March 1971. The
esented the cordiality of Italian-Yugoslav relations despite the
gence of views on major international problems and the Trieste
tion “not being completely resolved”.® In the context of the
tiations regarding the status of Berlin that involved France, the
~d’Orsay showed particular interest in Tito’s visit to Rome. The
r-Directorate for Eastern Europe wrote a memo that served as a
ary of the evolution of the Trieste problem from 1954 onwards
based on the telegrams of Burin des Roziers,” reported the results
10’s visit. The note adopted the point of view of the Ambassador
ime that the visit reflected “fundamentally different” attitudes —
ugoslavs “hostile to the blocs” and the Italians “very attached
ATO”. The first visit of the president of a socialist country to the
- was particularly underlined. French diplomacy observed that
' Paul VI and Tito examined international questions in the “spirit
al comprehension” and agreed that the situation had “sensibly

'MFA, Eur. 44, Holly Seat. 3567, MFA, Note, Paris, 9 April 1971.

'MFA, Eur. 44, Yug. (71-76), 3763, Burin des Roziers to MFA, Rome, 26 March
.l,tel.; ibid., Rome, 29 March 1971, tel.; ibid., Rome, 1* April 1971, dispatch: ibid.,
yme, 5 April 1971, tel.
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improved” for about six million Yugoslav Catholics. The satisfaction
of Yugoslav Catholics, mostly Croats and Slovenians, could contribute
to the internal strengthening of Yugoslavia, desired by France. During
the visit of the French Prime Minister Chaban-Delmas and the Minister
of Foreign Affairs Maurice Schumann to Belgrade from 22 to 24
April 1971, Tepavac characterized Italian-Yugoslav relations as “very
satisfactory” with no reaction from the French side.” Italy continued
to grant loans to Yugoslavia under advantageous conditions.” After
the signature of the treaty regarding the status of Berlin in September
1971 that involved France, Moro met Tepavac in October at the United
Nations in New York. The two ministers expected the relaxation of the
Soviet pressure on Yugoslavia because of the Soviet satisfaction with
the Berlin agreement and the difficult Sino-Soviet relations.™

However, the situation on the ground around Trieste continued to be
unstable. In November 1971 an incident occurred concerning the Slovene
ethnic group from Friuli-Venezia Giulia, who could not indicate their
nationality on Italian official documents for the census.” The socialist
republic of Slovenia supported the protests of the Slovene ethnic group in
Italy and the incident gained a certain importance. It was possible because
the central government in Belgrade allowed the republics to handle foreign
policy with their neighbors. The weakening of central power in Belgrade
suited the Italians. The direct contacts with Slovenia and Croatia permitted
Italy to expand the circulation of persons and goods in the border zones
without Belgrade. However, the explosion of Croatian dissatisfaction with
the central government in Belgrade was seen in Rome as a threat which
could upset Balkan equilibrium.” Eventual Croatian independence could
benefit the Soviets, who could seize the Dalmatian coast by imposing a
pro-Soviet leader as head of state. The diplomats also reported verbal
insults against the Italian minority in Croatia. Burin des Roziers assessed
that these incidents would not impact on the wish of the senior leaderships
of the two countries to resolve the problem of Zone B in Trieste.

In fact, it was the internal struggle between senior communist leaders

of the Yugoslav republics for Tito’s legacy that conditioned the resolution
of the question of Zone B in Trieste. From September 1972, Sebilleau

71 AFMFA, Eur. 44, Yug. (71-76), 3767, MFA, Note, Paris, 3 May 1971, circular.

72 AFMFA, Eur. 44, Yug. (71-76), 3763, Sebilleau to MFA, Belgrade, 16 July 1971, tel.;
ibid., Robert Richard to Minister of Economy and Finance, Rome, 23 July, 1971.
3 AFMFA, Eur. 44, Yug. (71-76), 3763, Burin des Roziers to MFA, Rome, 7 October
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loticed the offensive of Slovenian communist leader and Tito’s possible
uiecessor Stane Dolanc for the formal attribution to Yugoslavia of Zone
in Trieste.” The border and minority question became the subject of
(igoslav internal and external diplomatic blackmail. Under Slovenian
¢ (?roanan pressure, the Yugoslav authorities complained about the
tuation of Slovenian and Croatian minorities in Italy, the Slovenian
inority in Carinthia in Austria and, for the sake of domestic equilibrium,
the Macedonian minority in Bulgaria.” The intention of the Yugoslav
hbassador in Helsinki to ask the future CSCE to pronounce on the
ority problem in Europe provoked the first expression of the position
Quai d’Orsay regarding Italian-Yugoslav relations. French diplomacy
icted only when the minority question threatened to go beyond the
lian-Yugoslav bilateral level. In the note from the Under-Directorate
r Eastel-'n‘ Europe prepared for the upcoming meeting of French and
llan ministers of foreign affairs (Maurice Schumann and Giuseppe
cn),' written in case the situation in Yugoslavia was touched upon,
Quai d’Orsay expressed its categorical disapproval of the intention
Yugoslav diplomacy to “call to the international community for the
] S of the bilateral order”.™ For French diplomacy, the discussion on
ority questions during the conference could bring risks of territorial
ms for most of the participant countries (34 in the document). They
' the particular vulnerability of Eastern Europe where the discussion
0 _Rmvoke the “illusions” of numerous minority groups. Furthermore,
potion of “national minority” was not clearly defined by international
and was sensitive in France because French constitutional law did not
fide to minority members collective, but rather individual rights. To
d .\"ugoslav diplomatic menace at the CSCE, French diplomacy tried
gilitate the conclusion of the Italian- Yugoslav agreement on a bilateral
3 During the audience of Sebilleau with Schumann, the French
assador in Belgrade got instructions to transmit to the Yugoslavs the
rsation that the Minister had with Medici in December 1972.” On
asion, Medici affirmed that Italy could decide to recognize de
he annexation of Zone B by Yugoslavia, if Yugoslavia accepted the
gement along the entire border that was contentious between the two
ries. 'The information was accepted with interest in Belgrade, but it
belnj:ve that the Italian government would accept it because of the
pf “nationalist reactions™. The French initiative failed and Sebilleau

i

‘M Al. Eur. 44, Yug. (71-76), 3763, Sebilleau to MFA, Belgrade, 20 September
72, tel.

FMFA, Eur. 44, Yug. (71-76), 3763, MFA, Note, Paris, 12 December 1972.

'‘MFA, _Elur. 44, Yug. (71-76), 3763, Sebilleau to MFA, Belgrade, 9 February 1973
lidential. ’
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concluded that the resolution of the Trieste problem was still far away, A
new crisis occurred after Tito’s recriminations against Italy in his speechey
in Ljubljana and Titograd (Podgorica) in December 1972. The meeting of
the Yugoslav Minister of Foreign Affairs Milo§ Minic (1972-1978) and

Medici in March 1973 in Dubrovnik did not provide new elements for the
resolution of the border problem.*

With the arrival of Michel Jobert!
in April 1973, French foreign policy turned to the decisive style of the
“necessity of Europe” from the Gaullist period. The symbol of the Franco-
Italian alliance was the visit of Italian president Giovanni Leone together
with Medici to Pompidou and Jobert prepared for June 1973 in Paris.®
For that occasion, the Under-Directorate for Eastern Europe wrote a
Note on the recent history of the Italian-Yugoslav dispute over Zone B in
Trieste.® French diplomacy concluded that the Yugoslavs had not given
up on obtaining formal recognition of the border and that it could not
be excluded that they would appeal to the CSCE if they believed this
necessary to force an Italian decision. Jobert was less disposed to intervene
in Italian-Yugoslav relations than Schumann. During the conversation
with Minic in May 1973 in Paris, he refused to speak with the Yugoslav
Minister about Italy, respecting the wish of his Italian colleagues.* His
preoccupation was to position Europe in a world divided by the two blocs.
In his speech on the occasion of the opening of the CSCE in Helsinki on 4
July 1973, Jobert rejected the idea that Europe become the “playing field
where external forces would balance, the place of their rivalry” thinking
of the two antagonist super-powers. This attitude supposed the solution
of the Italian-Yugoslav border and minority problem at the bilateral level,
which was the constant attitude of French diplomacy in that regard.

While the CSCE was in session, in January 1974, a new crisis started in
Italian-Yugoslav relations regarding Zone B. Unilaterally, the Yugoslavs
installed border posts on the demarcation line which provoked strong
protests from the Italian authorities.® The Italians officially reaffirmed
that the problem of Zone B remained open and qualified this zone as
“Italian territory”. The strengthening of the Italian position provoked

as the Minister of Foreign A ffairs

8 AFMFA, Eur. 44, Yug. (71-76), 3763, Sebilleau to MFA, Belgrade, 29 March 1973.

This document was transmitted to 26 French diplomatic addresses abroad,

Michel Jobert, Mémoires d’avenir (Paris: Grasset, 1974), 310; Michel Jobert, L 'qutre
regard (Paris: Grasset, 1976), 412.

AFMFA, Eur. 44, Yug. (71-76), 3763, MFA, Note, Paris, 24 April 1973.
AFMFA, Eur. 44, Yug. (71-76), 3763, MFA, Note, Paris, 18 May 1973.

AFMFA, Eur. 44, Yug, (71-76), 3766, MFA, collective dispatch note, Paris, 23 July
1973.

AFMFA, Eur. 44, Yug. (71-76), 3763, MFA, Record, Paris, 9 December 1974,
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plosi rotests from the Yugoslav side which accused Italy
- s:?sl:n?f:l"ge Italian right was accused of t.:ol'lus_i(m with NATO,
h organized manoeuvres in the northern Adriatic in March. It was
 Moro, who became Prime Minister in November 1974, who calmed
pute appealing to Yugoslav friendship. During the 1974 crisis, the
slay government asked for the official support of France in the Trles:l(:
1™ French diplomacy, guided from May 1974 (following the dea ;
ympidou) by Jean Sauvagnargues as Minister of FDI_‘ClgIJ Aﬁ'ami1 atl;1
ty Giscard d’Estaing as the President of tlhe Rt_epu’li:hc, expressed the
of view that “it was difficult to give satisfaction” to the Yugoslavs,
s reference to the legal arguments from 20 years ago:

mnce is not the signatory of the London Menppran_dum. In the. de_claranm:
4% October 1954 we made known our position in t.hat field: we do no
ve our support to the ‘claims that one of two countries could express \;n
s ferritories put under the sovereignty or admlmstranorll of the other_. the
gclare our conviction of the possibility for the two countries to rcsolvse?m e
ay of friendly negotiations the different problems that arise to them.

hus, the first explicit French official point of view on the question was
b on the occasion of the preparation of the Franco—Yugoslav po!mcal
Itations in December 1974. France did_not want to mterfere' in the
n-Yugoslav dispute and still expected its resolution on a bilateral

ation of the CSCE and the signature of the Final {Lct in
n 'd(:Jl{ 30 July-1 August 1975, symbolized the peak of the _deten'tx;
ultaneously with the preparation of the Fl'nal Act and in relation \;flnl

e Italian-Yugoslav negotiations on the Trieste issue progressed “21 i f;
ch diplomacy continued to observe without acting. At the en ::)d
1975, a group of Italian deputies frorp the rulmg.cloalltlon prepare

eclaration” which consisted of the de jure recognition of Belgrade’s
rainty over Zone B.* Sebilleau was satisfied by the democratic
edure through which the Italian Parliament \jvould give a mal_'l(llate
he Government to define the practical modalities of that recognition.
thermore, the “package deal” on other pending 'problems wasl- in
saration as required by the Italians. The declaration of the Ita ian
jament was postponed once again until autumn becaqse of Itahan
pestic politics.*® For this reason the Yu_goslavs _would.mtro(_il_lce a
il sentence” in Tito’s speech in Helsinki regarding their position on

A, Eur. 44, Yug. (71-76), 3763, Sebilleau to MFA, Belgrade, 27 June 1975, tel.
AF MFA, Eur. 44, Yug. (71-76), 3763, Sebilleau to MFA, Belgrade, 29 July 1975, tel.
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Zone B. Tito’s speech in Helsinki was accepted with great relief by both
the Italians and the French.* The “minority question” was not discussed
and Sebilleau characterized the discourse as “proof of moderation”.

The Osimo Agreements signed on 10 November 1975 by the Ministers
of Foreign Affairs of Italy and Yugoslavia Mariano Rumor and Milog
Minic, were written in French, the most familiar diplomatic language for
both sides. The Quai d’Orsay contented itself in having one example of
the official text of the agreements published in 1976 by the Documents
d’Actualité internationale, which reprinted the text published in Belgrade
by the Revue de Politique internationale some days after the signing
of the agreements.”’ In May 1976, speaking about the “situation of the
détente” as the consequence of the signing of the Final Act in Helsinki,
Sebilleau lumped the Osimo agreements together with the German-
Polish reparation agreement (October 1975) and the Greek initiative for
Balkan cooperation (1975) as being the significant result of the revival of
cooperation in Europe.*

Conclusion

For French diplomacy after the Second World War, Italian-Yugoslav
relations were of secondary importance. Although concerned for its
position as a great power in the world and implicated in its relations
with Germany, French diplomacy was a very well informed observer of
Italian-Yugoslav relations. France supported Italian- Yugoslav economic
cooperation from the 1960s which would bring Yugoslavia closer to
the West and be a model for the other East European countries under
the control of Moscow. Ally of Italy and “friend” of Yugoslavia, France
hoped for the resolution of Italian-Yugoslav border and minority disputes
concerning the Trieste territory. The difficulties in Italian-Yugoslav
relations were seen as a function of the internal situation in both countries.
The instability of democratic governments in Italy and the internal crisis
in Yugoslavia (seen sometimes on the brink of disintegration), were the
factors that blocked the resolution of the Italian-Yugoslav problems. With
the German-Soviet and German-Polish treaty of 1970 and the agreement
on Berlin of 1971 that involved France, the international context changed
in favor of Italian-Yugoslav agreement. France saw the Italian-Yugoslav
dispute as the “ultimate consequence of the war in Europe” and expected
its resolution on a bilateral basis. The Yugoslav diplomatic blackmail of
Italy regarding the threat of putting the question of Trieste on the table

% AFMFA, Eur. 44, Yug. (71-76), 3763, Sebilleau to MFA, Belgrade, 1* August 1975, tel.

9 AFMFA, Eur. 44, Yug. (71-76), 3763, Official text, source: Revue de Politique
internationale, No. 615, Belgrade, 20 November 1975,
%2 AFMFA, Eur. 44, Yug. (71-76), 3767, Sebilleau to MFA, Belgrade, 25 May 1976, tel.
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discussion of the CSCE, met with the categorical disapproval of

. In 1972, for the first time, French diplomacy involved itself in
Yugoslav relations by trying to mediate between the two si_des but
success. It was the preparation of the Final Act in Helsinki which
the impetus for the resolution of the Italian- Yugoslav dispute leading

¢ Osimo agreements which were perceived by French di'plomacy asa
of the “revival of cooperation in Europe” after Helsinki.

73




	Italy and Tito s Yugoslavia-Couverture.pdf (p.1)
	Italy and Tito s Yugoslavia-Couverture interieure-Recto.pdf (p.2)
	Italy and Tito s Yugoslavia-Couverture interieure-Verso.pdf (p.3)
	Italy and Tito s Yugoslavia in the Age of International Detente 48-49 str.pdf (p.4)
	Italy and Tito s Yugoslavia in the Age of International Detente 50-51 str.pdf (p.5)
	Italy and Tito s Yugoslavia in the Age of International Detente 52-53 str.pdf (p.6)
	Italy and Tito s Yugoslavia in the Age of International Detente 54-55 str.pdf (p.7)
	Italy and Tito s Yugoslavia in the Age of International Detente 56-57 str.pdf (p.8)
	Italy and Tito s Yugoslavia in the Age of International Detente 58-59 str.pdf (p.9)
	Italy and Tito s Yugoslavia in the Age of International Detente 60-61 str.pdf (p.10)
	Italy and Tito s Yugoslavia in the Age of International Detente 60-63 str.pdf (p.11)
	Italy and Tito s Yugoslavia in the Age of International Detente 64-65 str.pdf (p.12)
	Italy and Tito s Yugoslavia in the Age of International Detente 66-67 str.pdf (p.13)
	Italy and Tito s Yugoslavia in the Age of International Detente 68-69 str.pdf (p.14)
	Italy and Tito s Yugoslavia in the Age of International Detente 70-71 str.pdf (p.15)
	Italy and Tito s Yugoslavia in the Age of International Detente 72-73 str.pdf (p.16)

