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Sum mary

The aim of this re se arch ar tic le is to gi ve an swers to the 
followingfourscientificresearchproblemsaboutthe1917Corfu
Declaration:1.thereasonsforconvocationoftheCorfuConfe
renceasaconferencewhichshouldfinallyresolvethemainpo
liticalproblemsbetweentheRoyalSerbianGovernmentandthe
YugoslavCommittee,i.e.betweentwothemostimportantnego
tiatingrepresentativesof theSouthSlavsduring theprocessof
theYugoslav unificationat the timeof theFirstWorldWar; 2.
anatureof theoppositepolitical conceptionsandattitudes to
wards a process of unification and  internal organisation of a
newYugoslavstatebetweenthenegotiatingpartiesasthemost
importantquestion tobe solvedbefore theproclamationof the
singleSouthSlavic state;3.an interpretationof the textof the
1917CorfuDeclarationasalegalactoftheagreementbetween
theYugoslavCommitteeandtheRoyalSerbianGovernmentpre
tendingtobeafinalpoliticalsettlementuponthepoliticalform,
internalorganizationandfunctioningofthenewstate;and4.an
importanceofthe1917CorfuDeclarationforthefurtherprocess
ofunificationoftheSouthSlavs.Inordertorealizeourresearch
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aimswewilldealwiththerelevanthistoricalsourcesfollowedby
relevanthistoriographical literatureon the topic.However, the
mostsignificantstressinthisarticleisputonthetextoftheCorfu
Declarationitselfasthebasichistoricaldocumentwithregardto
thecreationofthecommonSouthSlavicstateinthefallof1918.
Keywords:CorfuDeclaration, Yugoslavia, Yugoslavs, Balkans,

Serbs,Croats,Slovenes,YugoslavCommittee.

1.Introduction

The most im por tant con se qu en ce of the First World War (the 
Gre at War)1 con cer ning the Bal kan Pe nin su la we re a dis so lu tion 
of the Austrian-Hun ga rian Mo narchy (the Dual Mo narchy)  and a 
cre a tion of the new Bal kan sta te - the King dom of Serbs, Cro ats 
and Slo ve nes (the KSCS)2 proc la i med in Za greb on No vem ber 
23rd, 1918 and con fir med as a new po li ti cal re a lity in Bel gra de on 
De cem ber 1st, of the sa me year.3 Ho we ver, in the Bal kan, Yugo-
slav and even in ter na ti o nal hi sto ri o graphy the re is still a fal se in-
ter pre ta tion of the hi sto ri cal so ur ces and po li ti cal events ba sed on 
them upon the qu e sti on when and whe re the KSCS was proc la i-
med as it is in ter pre ted to be in Bel gra de on De cem ber 1st, 1918.4 
Ho we ver, the so ur ces and facts are cle arly tel ling that a com mon 
Yugo slav sta te was in fact proc la i med in Za greb (Cro a tia) on No-
vem ber 23rd, 1918 but not in Bel gra de (Ser bia). In the ca pi tal of the 
King dom of Ser bia on De cem ber 1st, 1918 it was only con fir med 
al ready proc la i med a com mon sta te of all Serbs, Cro ats and Slo-

1 On the Gre at War, see: H. Strac han, TheFirstWorldWar, New York: Vi king Pen-
guin, 2004; P. Hart, TheGreatWar,1914−1918, Lon don: Pro fi le Bo oks Ltd, 2013; 
G. Waw ro, AMadCatastrophe:TheOutbreakofWorldWarIandtheCollapseof
theHabsburgEmpire, Ba sic Bo oks, 2014; W. Phil pott, WarofAttrition: Fighting
theFirstWorldWar, Over lo ok, 2014.

2 Kra lje vi na Sr ba, Hr va ta i Slo ve na ca (Kra lje vi na SHS).
3 S. Tri fu nov ska (ed.), Yugoslavia Through Documents: From its creation to its

dis so lu tion, Dor drecht−Bo ston−Lon don: Mar ti nus Nij hoff Pu blis hers, 1994, pp. 
151−160.

4 For in stan ce: B. Pe tra no vić, IstorijaJugoslavije1918−1988, Vol. 1, Be o grad: NO-
LIT, 1988, p. 26; В. Ћо ро вић, Нашепобеде, Бе о град: Кул ту ра, 1990, p. 141; B. 
Pe tra no vić, M. Ze če vić, AgonijadveJugoslavije, Be o grad−Ša bac: Za slon, 1991, 
p. 14; К. Елан, ЖивотисмртАлександраIкраљаЈугославије, Бе о град: Но во 
де ло, 1988, p. 27.
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ve nes by a Mon te ne grin re gent Ale xan der Ka ra đor đe vić on the 
thro ne of the King dom of Ser bia.5 The new sta te was com po sed 
by three pre-war ter ri to rial parts: the ter ri to ri es of the King dom of 
Ser bia, King dom of Mon te ne gro and the Dual Mo narchy po pu la-
ted by the So uth Slavs. The last (third) ter ri tory ga ve aro und 50% 
of the new sta te. Ne vert he less, the King dom of Serbs, Cro ats and 
Slo ve nes be ca me af ter De cem ber 1918 the big gest co un try at the 
Bal kans and one of the big ger sta tes in Euro pe from the ter ri to rial 
po int of vi ew.6 The co un try was in fact cre a ted, proc la i med and 
re cog ni zed as such just by the po li ti ci ans in Za greb and Bel gra de 
but not by any kind of the pe o ple’s re fe ren da or ple bi sci te eit her on 
the ter ri tory of the King dom of Ser bia or the So uth Sla vic lands of 
the Austrian-Hun ga rian Mo narchy. 

Du ring the pro cess of po li ti cal-sta te’s uni fi ca tion of the So-
uth Slavs in to the ir own sin gle na ti o nal and in de pen dent sta te 
du ring the First World War se ve ral im por tant do cu ments we re 
is sued by the re pre sen ta ti ve in sti tu ti ons of them with re gard to 
the cre a tion and in ter nal po li ti cal and ad mi ni stra ti ve or ga ni sa tion 
of the King dom of Serbs, Cro ats and Slo ve nes. Wit ho ut any do-
ubt, the 1917 Cor fu Dec la ra tion is the most sig ni fi cant and cru cial 
do cu ment among all of them. It was sig ned on July 20th, 1917 
bet we en the go vern ment of the King dom of Ser bia and the re pre-
sen ta ti ves of the Yugo slav Com mit tee – a po li ti cal or ga ni sa tion 
esta blis hed in 1915 in Lon don and re pre sen ting the So uth Slavs 
from the Dual Mo narchy. The Cor fu Dec la ra tion be ca me a ba sis 
for furt her pro cess of uni fi ca tion and, what is even mo re im por-
tant, a ba sis for the con cep tion of the in ter nal po li ti cal or ga ni sa-
tion of the new sta te. Ho we ver, the con clu si ons of this do cu ment 
we re chan ged in the Ge ne va Dec la ra tion sig ned on No vem ber 9th, 
1918 by the re pre sen ta ti ves of the go vern ment of the King dom of 

5 Ac cor ding to the French wri ter and good fri end of Ale xan der I, Cla u de Eylan, the 
King of Yugo sla via iden ti fied him self as a Mon te ne grin (K. Елан, Животисмрт
АлександраIкраљаЈугославије, Бе о град: Но во де ло, 1988, p. 27). For the mat-
ter of fact, he was born in the ca pi tal of Mon te ne gro - Ce ti nje in 1888 at the co urt of 
the Prin ce of Mon te ne gro. From the mot her si de (Zor ka), his ori gin was com ming 
from the ru ling dynasty of Mon te ne gro as his mot her was a da ug hter of the Prin ce 
of Mon te ne gro - Nic ho las I. Abo ut the li fe and de ath of Ale xan der I of Yugo sla via, 
see: C. Eylan, LaVieetlaMortD’AlexandreIerRoideYugoslavie, Pa ris: Ber nard 
Gras set, 1935.

6 Be fo re De cem ber 1st, 1918, Ser bia was al ready uni ted with Mon te ne gro, Voj vo di-
na (a so ut hern re gion of ex-Hun gary) and Bo snia-Her ze go vi na (Б. Гли го ри је вић, 
КраљАлександарКарађорђевић, 1, Бе о град: БИГЗ, 1996, p. 441).
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Ser bia, the Na ti o nal Co un cil in Za greb, the Yugo slav Com mit tee 
and the par li a men tary gro ups. Ne vert he less, the proc la ma tion of 
the new sta te in Za greb on No vem ber 23rd, 1918 was of fi ci ally ac-
cep ted and ve ri fied in Bel gra de by Ser bia’s si de on De cem ber 1st, 
1918 ma inly on the ba sis of the Cor fu Dec la ra tion but not on the 
Ge ne va one. 

The aim of this re se arch ar tic le is to gi ve an swers to the 
fol lo wing fo ur sci en ti fic re se arch pro blems abo ut the 1917 Cor fu 
Dec la ra tion: 

1. The reasonsforconvocationoftheCorfuConference as 
a con fe ren ce which sho uld fi nally re sol ve the main po-
li ti cal pro blems bet we en the Royal Ser bian Go vern ment 
and the Yugo slav Com mit tee, i.e. bet we en two the most 
im por tant ne go ti a ting re pre sen ta ti ves of the So uth Slavs 
du ring the pro cess of the Yugo slav uni fi ca tion at the ti me 
of the First World War. 

2. A na tu re of the oppositepoliticalconceptionsandattitu
destowardsaprocessofunificationandinternalorga
nisationofanewYugoslavstatebetweenthenegotiating
partiesas the most im por tant qu e sti on to be sol ved be fo-
re the proc la ma tion of the sin gle So uth Sla vic sta te. 

3. An in ter pre ta tion of the text of the1917CorfuDeclara
tionasalegalactoftheagreementbetweentheYugo
slavCommitteeandtheRoyalSerbianGovernmentpre-
ten ding to be a fi nal po li ti cal set tle ment upon the po li-
ti cal form, in ter nal or ga ni za tion and fun cti o ning of the 
new sta te. 

4. An importance of the 1917 Corfu Declaration for the
furtherprocessofunificationoftheSouthSlavs. 

In or der to re a li ze our re se arch aims we will deal with the 
re le vant hi sto ri cal so ur ces fol lo wed by re le vant hi sto ri o grap hi cal 
li te ra tu re on the to pic. Ho we ver, the most sig ni fi cant stress in this 
ar tic le is put on the text of the Cor fu Dec la ra tion it self as the ba-
sic hi sto ri cal do cu ment with re gard to the cre a tion of the com mon 
So uth Sla vic sta te in the fall of 1918.  
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2.ThereasonsforconvocationoftheCORFU
conferenceinjune−july1917

the pre pa ra ti ons for the 1917 Cor fu Con fe ren ce can be tra-
ced from the mo ment when the Pri me Mi ni ster of the King dom 
of Ser bia Ni ko la Pa šić (1845−1926) sent an in vi ta tion to the Pre-
si dent of the Yugo slav Com mit tee in Lon don, a Cro at from Dal-
ma tian city of Split – Dr. An te Trum bić, at the be gin ning of May 
1917. Dr. Trum bić was in vi ted in fact to co me to the Cor fu island 
in Gre e ce with ot her fo ur mem bers of the Yugo slav Com mit tee in 
or der to ma ke an agre e ment with the Go vern ment of Ser bia with 
re gard to the most ur gent and im por tant qu e sti ons abo ut the cre-
a tion of the new Ser bo-Cro at-Slo ve ne sta te.7 The re fo re, the most 
sig ni fi cant qu e sti on which ne eds ap pro pri a te an swer is: Why did 
Ni ko la Pa šić de ci de to ne go ti a te with the Yugo slav Com mit tee at 
that ti me and at such a way to re cog ni se it de fac to (but not and 
de iure) as equ al po li ti cal si de to the Royal Ser bian Go vern ment 
upon the pro cess of uni fi ca tion which is re pre sen ting all So uth 
Slavs from the Dual Mo narchy?

In or der to gi ve an swer to this qu e sti on we ha ve to ta ke 
in to con si de ra tion N. Pa šić’s opi nion abo ut the fun cti ons of the 
Yugo slav Com mit tee from the ti me of its very fo un da tion. The 
Yugo slav Com mit tee was esta blis hed on April 30th, 1915 in Pa ris 
by the So uth Slavs who we re exi led from the ter ri tory of the Dual 
Mo narchy du ring the first months of the war. The re a son for its 
esta blis hment was of the very prac ti cal po li ti cal na tu re: it was the 
an swer to the sec ret Tre aty of Lon don, sig ned bet we en Italy and 
the En ten te sta tes of the Uni ted King dom, Fran ce and Rus sia.  It 
was sig ned on April 26th, 1915 at the ex pen se of Austria-Hun gary 
but pri ma rily of the So uth Sla vic ter ri to ri es in the Dual Mo narchy 
cla i med by the Cro ats and Slo ve nes (Is tria, Dal ma tia and the Adri-
a tic Islands). The re fo re, the cre a tion of the Yugo slav Com mit tee 
was in fact an act of pro tec tion of na ti o nal in te rests and rights 

7 M. Ze če vić, M. Mi lo še vić (eds.), Diplomatskaprepiskasrpskevlade1917(Doku
men ti), Be o grad: Na rod no de lo−Ar hiv Ju go sla vi je, wit ho ut year, p. 321. Ho we ver, 
ac cor ding to Đ. Đ. Stan ko vić, the Pri me Mi ni ster of Ser bia in vi ted Dr. A. Trum bić 
to co me to the Cor fu island not with fo ur but with fi ve mem bers of the Yugo slav 
Com mit tee (Ђ. Ђ. Стан ко вић, НиколаПашићијугословенскопитање, vol. II, 
Бе о град: БИГЗ, 1985, p. 160).
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of the So uth Slavs from the Dual Mo narchy,8 i.e., of the Austro-
Hun ga rian Cro ats and Slo ve nes but not of the Austro-Hun ga rian 
Serbs or Ser bia. The mem ber-po li ti ci ans of the Yugo slav Com-
mit tee (esta blis hed in Pa ris but soon mo ved to Lon don be ca u se 
of di plo ma tic re a sons) cla i med to re pre sent all So uth Slavs from 
the Dual Mo narchy to the En ten te po wers in or der to pro tect the ir 
na ti o nal in te rest and et hno-hi sto ri cal rights for the ti me af ter the 
end of the First World War at the pe a ce con fe ren ce.9 It me ans that 
the Yugo slav Com mit tee was pre ten ding to re pre sent the pe o ples 
from the fol lo wing So uth-Sla vic et hno-hi sto ri cal re gi ons: Is tria, 
Dal ma tia, Me đu mur je, Pre ko mur je, Kranj ska, the So ut hern Šta-
jer ska, the So uth-West Ko ru ška, Cro a tia, Sla vo nia, Bo snia, Her-
ze go vi na, Ko tor Bay, Ba ra nja, Srem Ba nat and Bač ka. At that ti-
me, as the So uth Slavs, in the se re gi ons ha ve been re cog ni zed as 
the se pa ra te et hno lin gu i stic na ti o na li ti es: the Slo ve nes (Kranj ci), 
Cro ats and Serbs.10  

In re gard to the qu e sti on of N. Pa šić’s at ti tu de to wards the 
exi sten ce of the Yugo slav Com mit tee and its fun ction du ring the 
war, the most im por tant pro blem was the fact that the Yugo slav 
Com mit tee un der stood it self as the only com pe tent po li ti cal re-
pre sen ta ti ve or ga ni sa tion of all So uth Slavs from the Dual Mo-
narchy, what me ans in clu ding and the Austrian-Hun ga rian Serbs. 
On the ot her hand, Ser bia’s Pri me Mi ni ster did not want to ac cept 
the Yugo slav Com mit tee as the le gal po li ti cal-na ti o nal re pre sen-
ta ti ve or ga ni sa tion of the So uth Slavs from the Dual Mo narchy 
but only as the pa tri o tic or ga ni sa tion with the only aim to fight 
for the Yugo slav (the So uth Sla vic from the Dual Mo narchy of 
Austria-Hun gary) na ti o nal in te rests, and to in form the pu blic opi-

8 Ac cor ding to J. Wo od ward and C. Wo od ward, by this tre aty the En ten te in re turn 
for Italy’s en tran ce to the war on the ir si de as sig ned to Ro me the fol lo wing ter ri to ri-
es: Go riz zia/Gra di sca, Tri e ste, Car ni o la, Is tria and part of Dal ma tia with most of its 
islands; with the exep ti on of the city of Tri e ste (J. Wo od ward, C. Wo od ward, Italy
and the Yugo slavs, Bo ston, 1920, pp. 317− 320).

9 On the Pa ris Pe a ce Con fe ren ce in 1919, see: M. Mac Mil lan, Paris1919:SixMonths
ThatChangedtheWorld, Ran dom Ho u se, 2007; D. A. An del man, AShatteredPea
ce:Versailles1919andthePriceWePayToday, John Wi ley & Sons, Inc., 2008; N. 
A. Gra eb ner, Ed ward M. Ben nett, The Ver sa il les TreatyandItsLegacy:TheFailure
oftheWilsonianVision, Cam brid ge: Cam brid ge Uni ver sity Press, 2011.

10 Af ter the Se cond World War a new Com mu nist Go vern ment of the So ci a list and 
fe de ral Yugo sla via proc la i med ad di ti o nal three So uth Sla vic et hno lin gu i stic na ti o-
na li ti es: The Ma ce do ni ans, Mu slims and Mon te ne grins. For that re a son, the co un-
try was re-ar ran ged in to the six So ci a list re pu blics. See: J. B. Al lcock, Explaining
Yugo sla via, New York: Co lum bia Uni ver sity Press, 2000.
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nion in the Uni ted King dom (whe re it was lo ca ted) and Euro pe 
abo ut the Yugo slav qu e sti on in Austria-Hun gary.11 Ac cor ding to 
Vo ji slav Vuč ko vić, N. Pa šić was in opi nion that the po li ti cal ro le 
of the Yugo slav Com mit tee was just “to in form the Al li es abo ut 
the suf fe rings of the So uth Slav lands un der the Austrian-Hun ga-
rian ru le and to pre sent the ir na ti o nal in ten ti ons”.12 The se we re the 
cru cial re a sons for N. Pa šić that he ne ver be fo re the Cor fu Con fe-
ren ce re cog ni sed in prac ti ce the Yugo slav Com mit tee as de fac to 
the equ al po li ti cal-re pre sen ta ti ve in sti tu tion to the Royal Ser bia’s 
Go vern ment upon the pro cess of the Ser bo-Cro at-Slo ve nian sta-
te’s uni fi ca tion. Ho we ver, in May 1917 he de ci ded to ne go ti a te 
with the Yugo slav Com mit tee as a re pre sen ta ti ve in sti tu tion of 
the So uth Slavs from the Dual Mo narchy of Austria-Hun gary and 
at such a way to re cog ni ze it as one of the le gal su bjects in the 
pro cess of uni fi ca tion. Mo re o ver, thus, he de fac to re cog ni zed the 
Yugo slav Com mit tee even as the equ al ne go ti a ting-re pre sen ta ti ve 
su bject with Ser bia’s Royal Go vern ment. Ne vert he less, up to that 
ti me he cla i med only for Ser bia ex clu si ve rights to re pre sent all 
So uth Slavs be fo re the En ten te con trac ting po wers and only for 
the King dom of Ser bia to work on the ir uni fi ca tion in to a sin gle 
na ti o nal sta te. The re fo re, the most sig ni fi cant qu e sti on in re gard 
to the men ti o ned abo ve is: What was the main re a son for N. Pa šić 
to dra sti cally chan ge in May 1917 his opi nion to wards the ro le and 
fun ction of the Yugo slav Com mit tee? 

The an swers to the abo ve qu e sti ons are co ming from the 
very fact that the Im pe rial Rus sia was the only sup por ter of Ser-
bia’s plan to cre a te the uni ted na ti o nal sta te of all et hno lin gu i-
stic Serbs in the So uth-East Euro pe af ter the war on the ru ins 
of Austria-Hun gary. On the ot her si de, Ser bia’s Go vern ment was 
awa re that both the co un try and the na ti o nal in te rest of the Serbs 
can be pro tec ted only by the Im pe rial Rus sia. N. Pa šić was con-
vin ced even in 1912, just be fo re the Bal kan Wars star ted, that 
only Rus sia can sa ve Ser bia from the ag gres sion by the Dual Mo-
narchy of Austria-Hun gary.13 It is known that the Bal kan 19th cen-

11 А. N. Drag nich, Serbia, NikolaPašićandYugoslavia, New Brun swick, NJ: Rut gers 
Uni ver sity Press, 1974, pp. 112−113; М. Ек ме чић, РатнициљевиСрбије1914, 
Бе о град: Про све та, 1990, pp. 354−355.

12 В. Вуч ко вић, „Из од но са Ср би је и Ју го сло вен ског Oдбора“, Историјскичасо
пис, vol. XII−XI II, Бе о град, 1963, pp. 345−350.

13 A. Н. Драг нић, Србија,НиколаПашићиЈугославија, Бе о град: На род на ра ди-
кал на стран ка, 1994, p. 112.
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tury po licy of Rus sia was led by the main idea that the Rus sian 
in flu en ce in this re gion sho uld be re a li zed by sup por ting Bul ga ria 
and Ser bia.14 It was the main re a son for the Im pe rial Rus sia to 
cre a te eit her a Gre a ter Bul ga ria (li ke ac cor ding to the San Ste fa no 
Pe a ce Tre aty with the Ot to man Em pi re on March 3rd, 1878)15 or 
a Gre a ter Ser bia (du ring the First World War in 1915−1917). Be-
ca u se of the very fact that in the First World War Bul ga ria from 
Oc to ber 1915 was fig hting on the op po si te si de (to get her with 
Ger many, Austria-Hun gary and the Ot to man Em pi re) the cru cial 
pi vot in the Rus sian Bal kan po licy be ca me from Oc to ber 1915 the 
King dom of Ser bia.16 Pro bably as the best exam ple of the Rus sian 
at ti tu de abo ut the Bal kan af fa irs can be seen in pro po sal gi ven 
by the Rus sian Mi ni ster of Fo re ign Af fa irs, Ser gei D. Sa zo nov 
(1860−1927), in Sep tem ber 1914 to Ser bia’s am bas sa dor to Rus-
sia: re gar dless to the fact that Sa zo nov un der stood well that the 
pur po se of Ser bo-Cro at-Slo ve nian com mon sta te in the fu tu re is 
to be a co un ter ba lan ce aga inst Italy, Hun gary and Ro ma nia but, 
ho we ver, he did not advi se Ser bia to cre a te a com mon sta te with 
the Ro man Cat ho lic Cro ats and Slo ve nes as they will be in such 
sta te all the ti me just an in stru ment used by the Va ti can in its po-
licy of de stroying the Ort ho doxy in Eastern Euro pe.17 The Rus-
sian aut ho rity, the re fo re, pre fer red cre a tion of a strong Ort ho dox 
uni ted na ti o nal sta te of the Serbs in a form of a Gre a ter Ser bia at 
the Bal kans.18 

Ne vert he less, the ba sic and ul ti ma te aim by N. Pa šić and his 
war ti me Go vern ment of Ser bia du ring the en ti re Gre at War was 

14 J. M. Joвановић, СтварањезаједничкедржавеСХС, Vol. III, Бе о град: 1928, p. 
47.

15 See, for in stan ce: A. Von Bul me rincq, LePasseDeLaRussie:DepuisLesTemps
LesPlusRecules Josqu’a LaPaixDe San Stefano 1878, Kes sin ger Pu blis hing, 
2010.

16 On the Bul ga rian war aims du ring the Gre at War, see: Ž. Avra mov ski, Ratnicilje
viBugarskeiCentralnesile1914−1918, Be o grad: In sti tut za sa vre me nu isto ri ju, 
1985.

17 On the Rus sian po licy and di plo macy at the Bal kans in 1914−1917, see the me mo-
i res of the Rus sian am bas sa dor to Ser bia – Co unt Gri go rie Ni ko la e vich Tru bec ki: 
Кнез Г. Н. Тру бец ки, РатнаБалкану1914−1917.ирускадипломатија, Бе о-
град: Про све та, 1994.

18 Abo ut the truth, blun ders and abu ses upon the Gre a ter Ser bia, see: В. Ђ. Кре стић, 
М. Не дић (eds.), ВеликаСрбија:Истине,заблуде,злоупотребе.Зборникра
довасаМеђународногнаучногскупаодржаногуСрпскојакадемијинаукаи
уметностиуБеоградуод24−26.октобра2002.године, Бе о град: Срп ска књи-
жев на за дру га, 2003. 



НАЦИОНАЛНИИНТЕРЕСбр.2/2014,год.Xvol.20 стр.4176

49

firstly to re sol ve the Ser bian qu e sti on if pos si ble by cre a tion of a 
sin gle and uni ted com mon sta te of all Serbs in the Bal kans (a Gre-
a ter Ser bia). A pro spect for cre a tion of such sta te af ter the war in 
the ca se of the En ten te mi li tary vic tory was gi ven by the En ten te 
po wers to Ser bia’s Go vern ment du ring the sec ret ne go ti a ti ons in 
Lon don in April 1915 that was over by sig ning of the Lon don Tre-
aty on April 26th. In or der to re a li ze this of fer by the En ten te, Ser-
bia had to ce de to Bul ga ria her por tion of Ma ce do nia ga i ned af ter 
the Se cond Bal kan War in 1913 (the so-cal led Var dar Ma ce do nia). 
Ne vert he less, the main gu a ran tee to Ser bia upon re a li za tion of 
this of fer was the Rus sian Em pi re. Ho we ver, the Go vern ment of 
Ser bia re jec ted to ce de the Var dar Ma ce do nia to Bul ga ria in 1915 
ho ping to cre a te a Gre a ter Ser bia af ter the war in clu ding in to the 
uni ted na ti o nal sta te of all Serbs and her por tion of Ma ce do nia 
that was cal led by the Ser bian aca de mi ci ans and po li ti ci ans as the 
So ut hern Ser bia. 

The “Yugo slav” op tion for the Go vern ment of Ser bia was 
only the se cond one, or bet ter to say – an un happy al ter na ti ve, just 
in the ca se that the op tion of uni ted na ti o nal sta te can not be re a li-
zed in the prac ti ce af ter the war for any re a son. It me ans that any 
kind of Yugo sla via (cen tra li zed, fe de ral, etc.), as a com mon sta te 
of the Serbs, Cro ats and Slo ve nes, for Ser bia was al so part of her 
war aims: to sol ve the Ser bian na ti o nal qu e sti on just in this ca se 
the Serbs ha ve to li ve to get her with the Cro ats and Slo ve nes in a 
sin gle sta te. N. Pa šić him self was a strong sup por ter of cre a tion 
of a Gre a ter Ser bia (first and pri me op tion) in stead of the com-
mon So uth Sla vic sta te (se cond and only al ter na ti ve op tion) un til 
the spring 1917 when he de ci ded to ne go ti a te with the Yugo slav 
Com mit tee on the equ al po li ti cal le vel for the sa ke of cre a tion of 
Yugo sla via in stead of uni ted na ti o nal sta te just of the Serbs in a 
form of a Gre a ter Ser bia. The re fo re, the cru cial qu e sti on is: What 
was the real re a son for N. Pa šić to fi nally opt for cre a tion of Yugo-
sla via but not for a Gre a ter Ser bia in the spring 1917? 

On the ot her hand, the “Yugo slav” op tion was and for the 
Yugo slav Com mit tee only the al ter na ti ve one, but not the main 
po li ti cal aim to be re a li zed af ter the Gre at War. We ha ve to ke-
ep in mind that the top le a der ship of the Yugo slav Com mit tee 
was com po sed by the et hnic Cro ats (li ke the Com mu nist Party of 
Yugo sla via du ring the Se cond World War) and it was led pri ma-
rily by two Cro at po li ti ci ans from Dal ma tian se a port of Split: the 
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Pre si dent Dr. An te Trum bić (1864−1938) and Dr. Jo sip Smo dla-
ka (1869−1956). Af ter them, the most in flu en tial co mit tee mem-
bers ha ve been al so the Cro ats: Ivan Me štro vić, Hin ko Hin ko vić, 
the brot hers Gaz za ri and ot hers. Even the ori gi nal na me of the 
Yugo slav Com mit tee was the Cro a tian Com mit tee, esta blis hed 
in Ro me but the na me was chan ged very soon for the po li ti cal 
re a sons. Ne vert he less, it was ob vi o us, and for N. Pa šić and for 
the rest of his Go vern ment, that the Yugo slav Com mit tee was 
fig hting ex clu si vely for the Cro at na ti o nal in te rest and that the 
„Yugo slav“ na me was cho sen just to hi de the Cro at na ti o na lism 
un der the qu a si-Yugo sla vism.19 What is the most im por tant to say 
abo ut the Yugo slav Com mit tee is that this in fact Cro at na ti o nal 
or ga ni sa tion was de eply im bued by the po li ti cal ide o logy of the 
ul tra-na ti o na li stic Cro a tian Party of Rights, esta blis hed by An te 
Star če vić in 1861. Ac cor ding to the party ide o logy, all So uth Slavs 
ha ve been et hno lin gu i stic Cro ats. The re fo re, the Slo ve ni ans we re 
not hing el se than „Al pi ne“ or „Whi te“ Cro ats, Mon te ne gro was 
„Red Cro a tia“ and all Serbs we re un der stood just as the Ort ho dox 
Cro ats. The Pre si dent of the Yugo slav Com mit tee Dr. A. Trum bić 
was a mem ber of this party till 1905 and Dr. Fra no Su pi lo was 
in his youth a fel low of the party. The main po li ti cal aim of the 
Cro a tian Party of Rights was to esta blish et hni cally pu re Gre a ter 
Cro a tia in clu ding all pro vin ces of the Dual Mo narchy po pu la ted 
by the So uth Slavs what was at the sa me ti me and the cru cial po-
li ti cal aim of the Yugo slav Com mit tee to be ac hi e ved af ter the 
war.20 Ho we ver, the “Yugo slav” op tion was for the le a der ship of 
the Yugo slav Com mit tee, li ke for N. Pa šić in the ca se of Ser bia, 
just the al ter na ti ve one if the cru cial po li ti cal aim (a Gre a ter Cro-
a tia) was not to be re a li zed for so me re a son. 

With re gard to the con vo ca tion of the Cor fu Con fe ren ce in 
1917, ac cor ding to Dr. A. Trum bić, the main re a sons and tasks of 
the con fe ren ce we re: 

1/. The 1917 Fe bru ary/March Re vo lu tion in Rus sia fol lo-
wed by the U.S. en te ring the war in April of the sa me 

19 On re la ti ons bet we en N. Pa šić and A. Trum bić, see: D. Djo kic, PašićandTrumbić:
TheKingdomofSerbs,CroatsandSlovenes, Lon don: Ha us Pu blis hing, 2010. On 
N. Pa šić’s re la ti ons with the Cro at po li ti ci ans in 1918−1923, see: Ђ. Ђ. Стан ко вић, 
НиколаПашићиХрвати,1918−1923, Бе о град: БИГЗ, 1995.

20 Abo ut the po li ti cal ide o logy of the Cro a tian Party of Rights, see: M. Gross, A. Sza-
bo, Premahrvatskomegrađanskomdruštvu, Za greb, 1992, pp. 257−265.
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year cre a ted a new war cir cum stan ces and in ter na ti o nal 
at mosp he re fa vo u ra ble for di rect and ul ti ma te ne go ti a ti-
ons bet we en the Go vern ment of Ser bia and the Yugo slav 
Com mit tee upon the fu tu re of the So uth Slavs af ter the 
Gre at War.

2. The re fo re, from the spring 1917 it was im pos si ble any 
mo re to ke ep Ser bia’s Go vern ment’s prin ci ples of the 
uni fi ca tion.

3. It was ne ces sary to for mu la te of fi ci ally one and com mon 
pro gram me of the uni fi ca tion of the So uth Slavs.

4. It was ne ces sary to agree with the Royal Go vern ment of 
Ser bia on “ter ri to rial uni fi ca tion and in ter nal or ga ni sa-
tion of the com mon sta te...”.21 

It is a true fact that af ter the 1917 Fe bru ary/March Re vo lu-
tion in Rus sia all ho pes by N. Pa šić and his Go vern ment with a 
pos si bi lity to cre a te a Gre a ter Ser bia af ter the war di sap pe a red for 
the very re a son that a new Rus sian Go vern ment in St Pe ters burg 
(Pe tro grad) did not gi ve sup port for cre a tion of uni ted na ti o nal 
sta te of all Serbs. At such a way, af ter March 1917 and det hro ne-
ment of the Rus sian Em pe ror Nic ho las II an idea of a Gre a ter Ser-
bia was not sup por ted by any of Gre at Po wers du ring the war.22 In 
the ot her words, hi sto ri cally and na tu rally, only Im pe rial Ort ho-
dox Rus sia was in te re sted in cre a tion and exi sten ce of a Gre a ter 
Ser bia – a sta te to be un der the Rus sian pro tec to ra te.23 N. Pa šić’s 
main war-ti me task of the King dom of Ser bia, ba sed on a sup-
port by the Im pe rial Rus sia, di sap pe a red when the new Rus sian 
Pro vi si o nal Go vern ment dec la red on March 24th, 1917 that Rus sia 

21 A. Trum bić, “Ne ko li ko ri je či o Krf skoj de kla ra ci ji”, Bul le tin Yougo sla ve,  No. 26, 
No vem ber 1st,  1917, JugoslavenskiOdbor uLondonu, Za greb: JA ZU, 1966, p. 
167.

22 The main fi gu re in the 1917 Fe bru ary/March Re vo lu tion in Rus sia was Ale xan der 
Fyodo ro vich Ke rensky (1881−1970). He was a mem ber of a mo de ra te So ci a list 
party – Tru do viks. In the new Rus sian Pro vi si o nal Go vern ment he be ca me a Mi ni-
ster of Ju sti ce and la ter a Mi ni ster of War. He was born in Ulyanovsk li ke Vla di mir 
Ilich Le nin and was of the sa me et hni city as Le nin was. Beyond the 1917 Fe bru ary/
March Re vo lu tion in Rus sia was the Bri tish di plo macy, whi le beyond the 1917 Oc-
to ber/No vem ber Re vo lu tion, led by Le nin, was Ger many.

23 Abo ut the first se ri o us Ser bian plan to call Rus sia to be co me the pro tec tor of uni ted 
na ti o nal sta te of the Serbs, see: Vla di slav B. So ti ro vić, “The Me mo ran dum (1804) 
by the Kar lov ci Me tro po li tan Ste van Stra ti mi ro vić”, SerbianStudies:Journalof
theNorthAmerican Society for Serbian Studies, vol. 24, № 1−2, Blo o ming ton, 
2010, pp. 27−48.
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wants to cre a te aro und Ser bia one “strongly or ga ni sed Yugo sla via 
- as a bar ri er aga inst the Ger man aspi ra ti ons”24, but not a Gre a ter 
Ser bia with the sa me fun ction as Yugo sla via. In one word, the Im-
pe rial Ort ho dox Rus sia, as the only sup por ter of the idea of a Gre-
a ter Ser bia, did not exist anymo re, and for that real fact the Pri me 
Mi ni ster of Ser bia had to adapt his post-war po li ti cal plans to the 
new po li ti cal re a lity in Euro pe af ter the 1917 Rus sian Fe bru ary/
March Re vo lu tion.25 It me ans that the al ter na ti ve “Yugo slav” op-
tion of sol ving the Ser bian na ti o nal qu e sti on af ter the war be ca me 
op ti mal re a lity for the Go vern ment of Ser bia in the spring 1917, 
li ke wi se for the Yugo slav Com mit tee as well. 

In the ca se of N. Pa šić, it is ob vi o us that the 1917 Fe bru-
ary/March Rus sian Re vo lu tion was the cru cial re a son to chan ge 
an at ti tu de abo ut Ser bia’s war aims as he fi nally ga ve up idea to 
cre a te a Gre a ter Ser bia and the re fo re ac cep ted idea of cre a tion 
of a com mon So uth Sla vic sta te. Ho we ver, in or der to ful fil this 
new goal he had to di rectly ne go ti a te with the re pre sen ta ti ves of 
the Yugo slav Com mit tee, i.e., with the Cro ats. Ne vert he less, it 
was only one out of three real re a sons to bring to get her in the 
Cor fu island in Ju ne−July 1917 aro und the ta ble of ne go ti a ti ons 
the Go vern ment of Ser bia and the Yugo slav Com mit tee. The se-
cond re a son, or bet ter to say a dan ger, be ca me the pos si bi lity to 
pre ser ve the Dual Mo narchy of Austria-Hun gary af ter the war in 
so me re ar ran ged in ner-ad mi ni stra ti ve po li ti cal form. The po int 
was that for both Ser bia and the Yugo slav Com mit tee any kind of 
pre ser va tion of Austria-Hun gary af ter the war was unac cep ta ble 
po li ti cal so lu tion. The pro blem was that this idea from the si de 
of the So uth Slavs in the Dual Mo narchy emer ged again on May 
30th, 1917 when the “Yugo slav” de pu ti es in the Austro-Hun ga rian 
Par li a ment (the “Yugo slav Club”) de man ded re con struc tion of the 
post-war Dual Mo narchy on the ba ses that all Austria-Hun gary’s 
pro vin ces po pu la ted by the So uth Slavs (the “Yugo slavs”) sho uld 
form a se pa ra te fe de ral part of the Dual Mo narchy “un der the 
scep tre of the Hab sburg dynasty”.26 From this po int of vi ew, the 
Cor fu Con fe ren ce and its Dec la ra tion we re the an swer to the May 

24 A. Man dić, Fragmentizahistorijuujedinjenja, Za greb, 1956, p. 77.
25 JugoslavenskiOdboruLondonu, Za greb: JA ZU, 1966, p. 173.
26 F. Ši šić, DokumentiopostankuKraljevineSrba,HrvataiSlovenaca,1914−1919, 

Za greb 1920, p. 94; B. Pe tra no vić, IstorijaJugoslavije1918−1988, Vol. 1, Be o-
grad: NO LIT, 1988, p. 18.
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Dec la ra tion by the So uth Sla vic de pu ti es in the Austria-Hun gary’s 
Par li a ment. The third re a son for con vo ca tion of the Cor fu Con fe-
ren ce was di plo ma tic mis sion to the En ten te po wers and its al li es 
by Six te de Bo ur bon, a brot her-in-law of the last Austro-Hun ga-
rian ru ler (Em pe ror Char les I of Austria and King Char les IV of 
Hun gary, 1916−1918), with re gard to the pos si bi lity of sig ning a 
se pa ra te pe a ce tre aty with the En ten te by the Dual Mo narchy and 
at such a way to pre ser ve ter ri to rial in te grity of the Dual Mo-
narchy af ter the war. The re fo re, the Cor fu Dec la ra tion was po li ti-
cal de mon stra tion by the Go vern ment of Ser bia and the Yugo slav 
Com mit tee aga inst any di plo ma tic at tempt to pre ser ve the Dual 
Mo narchy af ter the war with the So uth Sla vic pro vin ces. Ho we-
ver, in or der to suc ceed in the ir an ti-Austro-Hun ga rian plans, Ser-
bia and the Yugo slav Com mit tee  had to ac hi e ve bi la te ral agre e-
ment for the sa ke to ha ve a com mon po li ti cal plat form be fo re the 
En ten te po wers.27

The Ita lian di plo ma tic and mi li tary cam pa ign in Al ba nia 
and Epi rus in the spring of 1917 was the last re a son for con vo-
ca tion of the Cor fu Con fe ren ce, which re sul ted in sig ning of the 
Cor fu Dec la ra tion. At that ti me, both Ser bia and the Yugo slav 
Com mit tee we re un der the me na ce by the Ita lian ter ri to rial aspi-
ra ti ons in the We stern Bal kans. As it was no ti ced ear li er, the 
Yugo slav Com mit tee was esta blis hed in 1915 in or der to pro tect 
one part of the Yugo slav (Cro at and Slo ve nian) lands from the Ita-
lian ter ri to rial de mands. Ho we ver, at that ti me the ter ri tory of the 
King dom of Ser bia was not in dan ger eit her from the Ita lian ter-
ri to rial aspi ra ti ons or the Ita lian di plo ma tic and mi li tary in flu en-
ce in the Cen tral-So ut hern Bal kans. That was one of the re a sons 
why Ser bia was not in a hu rry to ma ke a fi nal agre e ment con cer-
ning the cre a tion of Yugo sla via with the Yugo slav Com mit tee. 
Ne vert he less, in the spring of 1917, along si de with the Yugo slav 
Com mit tee, the Royal Go vern ment of Ser bia was as well as un der 
strong Ita lian thre at as the Ita lian di plo ma tic and mi li tary ac ti vi-
ti es in Al ba nia and Epi rus – the ter ri to ri es in the ne ig hbo ur hood 
of the King dom of Ser bia. It me ans that the sta te’s ter ri tory and 
the bor ders of Ser bia we re in a qu e sti on for the ti me af ter the war.

27 A. Н. Драг нић, Србија,НиколаПашићиЈугославија, Бе о град: На род на ра ди-
кал на стран ка, 1994, p. 128. 
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The first sta te ment abo ut the Ita lian po li ti cal ac ti vi ti es in 
Al ba nia and Epi rus, as a thre at for Ser bia, was sent to Ser bia’s Re-
gent A. Ka ra đor đe vić, by Ser bian vi ce-con sul in Sa lo ni ka, Ni ko la 
Jo va no vić, on March 3rd, 1917. Ac cor ding to him, the Ita lian plan 
was to unify Al ba nia ac cor ding to the Al ba nian cla ims on the ir 
et hnic rights. At that mo ment so me Al ba nian et hnic lands (cla i-
med by the Al ba nian pro pa gan da to be only Al ba nian) ha ve been 
un der the Ita lian mi li tary oc cu pa tion, and un der po li ti cal pro tec-
to ra te of Ro me. In fact, ac cor ding to the re port, a newly post-war 
Al ba nia was to be in fact a Gre a ter Al ba nia, en lar ged at le ast with 
Ko so vo-Me to hia and the We stern Ma ce do nia (and most pro bably 
with the Gre ek So ut hern Epi rus), i.e., with the ter ri to ri es in clu ded 
in to Ser bia and Mon te ne gro af ter the Bal kan Wars 1912–1913. 
The Ser bian vi ce-con sul tho ught that Italy wants to cre a te a Gre-
a ter Al ba nia as the ba sis for the Ita lian po li ti cal-eco no mic post-
war in flu en ce at the area of the So ut hern Bal kans (ba si cally as 
the Ita lian co lony as a sub sti tu tion for the lost Et hi o pia in 1896). 
The Ser bian aut ho ri ti es ha ve been in strong opi nion that a Gre a ter 
Al ba nia un der the Ita lian pro tec to ra te wo uld be a to tally ho sti le 
to wards Ser bia. In ad di tion, the north-we stern Gre ek pro vin ce of 
the So ut hern Epi rus was for the Ita li ans only the “qu e sti on of the 
Gre at Po wers, but not the qu e sti on of Gre e ce”.28 Only fi ve days 
la ter, N. Pa šić sent a te le gram to the Re gent Ale xan der with in for-
ma tion that one Ita lian ge ne ral ga ve an an ti-Ser bian spe ech in Al-
ba nian town of Ar gi ro ca stro cri ti ci sing Esad-Pas ha’s pro-Ser bian 
po licy.29 At that mo ment Esad-Pas ha was only Al ba nian le a der 
who co-ope ra ted with the Ser bian Go vern ment among all Al ba-
nian po li ti cal le a ders. The Ser bian am bas sa dor in At hens, Ži vo jin 
Ba lug džić, in for med his Go vern ment on April 8th, 1917 that an 
agre e ment upon Al ba nia bet we en Italy and Fran ce was ac hi e ved 
in Pa ris. Ac cor ding to this agre e ment, Italy wo uld get ter ri to rial 
con ces si ons in the So ut hern Al ba nia and Epi rus in re turn for the 
Ita lian sup port of the En ten te po licy to wards Gre e ce.30

That Italy was ma king a se ri o us thre at for Ser bia in re la-
tion to Al ba nia and Epi rus in the first half of 1917 was fi nally 

28 AрхивЈугославије, Бе о град, Кан це ла ри ја Њ. В. Кра ља, Ф-2.
29 AрхивЈугославије, Бе о град, Збир ка Јо ва на Јо ва но ви ћа Пи жо на, 80-9-44. Esad-

Pas ha was an Al ba nian fe u dal lord and po li ti cian who si ded on the Ser bian si de 
du ring the First World War.

30 AрхивЈугославије, Бе о град, Кан це ла ри ја Њ. В. Кра ља, Ф-2.
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ap pro ved on Ju ne 3rd, 1917 when the Ita lian ge ne ral Fer ra ro, un der 
in struc ti ons gi ven by his go vern ment, proc la i med the Ita lian pro-
tec to ra te over Al ba nia. Ac cor ding to N. Pa šić’s cir cu lar no te sent 
to Fran ce, Uni ted King dom, Rus sia and the U.S.A., this proc la ma-
tion was aga inst the axi oms adop ted by the En ten te sta tes that this 
war was fo ught aga inst the Ger man im pe ri a lism and mi li ta rism 
for the prin ci ple of the self-de ter mi na tion of the na ti ons. N. Pa šić 
no ti ced that this Ita lian proc la ma tion was aga inst the “vi tal in te-
rests of the Ser bian pe o ple” for the ir fu tu re, but al so and aga inst 
the “vi tal in te rests of the Ser bian sta te”.31 In fact, he was afraid 
that Italy co uld clo se Ser bia’s exit to the sea via the Mo ra va-Var-
dar val ley. At the end of Ju ne 1917, du ring the Cor fu Con fe ren ce, 
N. Pa šić con fir med that Italy was wor king aga inst Esad-Pas ha, 
Ser bia and Gre e ce by ma king two Al ba nian go vern ments – the 
nort hern and the so ut hern ones.32 For the Go vern ment of Ser bia it 
was to tally cle ar that the Ita lian di plo macy was wor king aga inst 
the in te rests of the So uth Slavs in July 1917, what was again con-
fir med in De cem ber 1917. Ta king in to ac co unt the in for ma tion 
gi ven by Ser bia’s am bas sa dor in Lon don, Jo van M. Jo va no vić, to 
the Re gent Ale xan der I, only Italy was aga inst the So uth Sla vic 
uni fi ca tion among all En ten te mem bers. It has to be no ti ced that 
the Ita li ans had three cru cial prin ci ples of the ir Bal kan po licy: 1) 
Sacroegoismo Italiano; 2) not to al low a to tal di smem ber ment 
of Austria-Hun gary un der the prin ci ple of the self-de ter mi na tion 
of the na ti ons; and 3) not to al low a cre a tion of a sin gle So uth 
Sla vic sta te.33 Ac cor ding to the in for ma tion gi ven by J. M. Jo-
va no vić from De cem ber 1917, the Ita lian po li ti ci ans aro und the 
Ita lian Pre mi er Vit to rio Em ma nu el le Or lan do (1860–1952) in the 
Ita lian go vern ment wan ted to oc cupy Dal ma tia for Italy,34 to cre a-
te a small Ser bia, and to thwart the So uth Sla vic uni fi ca tion. This 
Or lan do’s po li ti cal ori en ta tion was pro-Ger ma nic and na tu rally 
an ti-Ser bian.35

31 AрхивСрбије,Бе о град, МИД КС, По ли тич ко оде ље ње, “На ша но та по во дом 
про кла ма ци је ита ли јан ског про тек то ра та над Ал ба ни јом“ – Ни ко ла Па шић, 
30. мај 1917. г. (old style), p. 182.

32 AрхивЈугославије, Бе о град, Збир ка Јо ва на Јо ва но ви ћа Пи жо на, 80-9-44.
33 AрхивЈугославије, Бе о град, Кан це ла ри ја Њ. В. Кра ља, Ф-2.
34 The Ita lian cla ims on both Is tria and Dal ma tia we re strongly ba sed on Ita lian hi sto-

ric and et hnic rights. On this is sue, see: L. Mon za li, TheItaliansofDalmatia:From
ItalianUnificationtoWorldWarI, To ron to: Uni ver sity of To ron to Press, 2009.

35 AрхивЈугославије, Бе о град, Кан це ла ри ја Њ. В. Кра ља, Ф-2.
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The Ita lian ter ri to rial aspi ra ti ons as well as its di plo ma tic 
and mi li tary thre at at the Bal kan Pe nin su la was for both Ser bia’s 
Go vern ment and the Yugo slav Com mit tee one of the most im por-
tant re a sons to con vo ke the Cor fu Con fe ren ce. Both of them wan-
ted to ma ke pu blicly known that one sin gle and vi go ro us So uth 
Sla vic sta te wo uld be cre a ted on the cen tral and we stern parts of 
the Bal kans which co uld de fend it self from the Ita lian pres su re. 
Con se qu ently, the Yugo slav Com mit tee wo uld pre ser ve the So-
uth Sla vic Adri a tic lit to ral, whi le Ser bia’s Go vern ment wo uld be 
in po si tion to pre ser ve the So uth Sla vic ter ri to ri es of the We stern 
Ma ce do nia and Ko so vo-Me to hia. It is in te re sting to no ti ce that 
the Cor fu island, as a con fe ren ce me e ting pla ce, was lo ca ted just 
bet we en Al ba nia and Epi rus – two ter ri to ri es un der a stron gest 
Ita lian po li ti cal-mi li tary pres su re at that ti me.

3.Oppositeconceptionsabouttheprocessofthe
Yugoslavunificationandtheinternalpolitical

or ga ni sa tion of the new sta te

Be fo re his co ming to the Cor fu island for the ne go ti a ti ons 
with the Go vern ment of Ser bia A. Trum bić met in Ni ce Sto jan 
Pro tić, the for mer Mi ni ster in the Go vern ment of Ser bia and at 
that ti me a re pre sen ta ti ve of this Go vern ment in the Yugo slav 
Com mit tee. The ir con sul ta ti ons en ded by ma king the mu tual draft 
abo ut the ba sic su bjects for the co ming di scus si ons in the Cor fu 
island. Ho we ver, they did not ma ke any fi nal con clu sion abo ut the 
su bjects of the fu tu re ne go ti a ti ons as they ha ve not been aut ho ri-
sed to do it. That was a re a son that they in Ni ce only agreed abo ut 
the main qu e sti ons to be di scus sed at the Cor fu island whe re the 
Go vern ment of Ser bia was exi led af ter the mi li tary col lap se of 
Ser bia in the autumn 1915. 

The Go vern ment of Ser bia on its ses sion on Ju ne 14th, 1917 
de ci ded to of fi ci ally ne go ti a te with the Yugo slav Com mit tee. Ho-
we ver, ac cor ding to the Royal Go vern ment of Ser bia, fun da men-
tal qu e sti ons abo ut the fi nal type of the in ter nal po li ti cal or ga ni-
sa tion of the fu tu re So uth Sla vic sta te had to be agreed af ter the 
war but not du ring the Cor fu Con fe ren ce. The re fo re, the Go vern-
ment of Ser bia de ci ded to re cog ni se the Yugo slav Com mit tee as 
an im por tant fac tor in a pro cess of cre a tion of Yugo sla via but not 
as a re pre sen ta ti ve-po li ti cal in sti tu tion of the So uth-Sla vic pe o ple 
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from the Dual Mo narchy of Austria-Hun gary.36 Du ring the Cor fu 
Con fe ren ce a Pre si dent of the Yugo slav Com mit tee A. Trum bić 
de man ded that this or ga ni sa tion sho uld be re cog ni sed by Ser bia 
as an of fi cial re pre sen ta ti ve Go vern ment of all So uth-Slavs in the 
Dual Mo narchy but this de mand was re jec ted by N. Pa šić.37 Du-
ring the Cor fu ne go ti a ti ons an in ten tion by the Go vern ment of 
Ser bia was to pre sent the “Yugo slav qu e sti on” as the in ter na ti o nal 
pro blem as well as.38 

It is very im por tant to no ti ce that du ring the Cor fu Con fe-
ren ce the op po si te con cep ti ons abo ut sol ving of the “Yugo slav qu-
e sti on” did not exist. Na mely, the re is an opi nion at the Yugo slav 
hi sto ri o graphy that du ring the Cor fu Con fe ren ce one con cep tion 
was advo ca ted by N. Pa šić’s in a form of a Gre a ter Ser bia, i.e., 
Yugo sla via wit ho ut Slo ve nes and Cro ats whi le the op po si te con-
cep tion was advo ca ted by the Yugo slav Com mit tee as the uni fi-
ca tion of all Yugo slav lands in to a sin gle sta te. Ho we ver, Ser bia’s 
Pri me Mi ni ster con clu ded al ready be fo re the Cor fu Con fe ren ce 
that a li be ra tion and uni fi ca tion of all Yugo slav pe o ple and the ir 
lands in to a sin gle sta te sho uld be re a li zed at the end of the war 
but not a Gre a ter Ser bia. He fi nally ac cep ted the idea of Yugo sla-
via in stead of a Gre a ter Ser bia un der both the new in ter na ti o nal 
cir cum stan ces af ter the 1917 Fe bru ary/March Rus sian Re vo lu tion 
and the pres su re by Ser bia’s par li a men tary op po si tion. The re fo re, 
the uni fi ca tion of the So uth Sla vic pe o ple in to a sin gle sta te and 
po li ti cal form of such sta te we re the to pics on the agen da of the 
Cor fu Con fe ren ce.   

One of the ba sic pro blems du ring the Cor fu ne go ti a ti ons 
bet we en the Yugo slav Com mit tee and the Go vern ment of Ser-
bia was a qu e sti on abo ut the na me of a new sta te of the So uth-
Slavs. The fi nal agre e ment upon this qu e sti on was to be the sta te 
of the “Serbs, Cro ats and Slo ve nes”,39 but not “Yugo sla via” for 

36 The Go vern ment of Ser bia was in fact tre a ting the Yugo slav Com mit te as its own 
pro pa gan da agency in Euro pe for the very re a son that the com mit tee was ma inly 
fi nan ci ally sup por ted by Ser bia.

37 Ђ. Ђ. Стан ко вић, Никола Пашић и југословенско питање, vol. II, Бе о град: 
БИГЗ, 1985, p. 181. 

38 Д. Јан ко вић, ЈугословенскопитањеиКрфскадекларација, Бе о град, 1967, p. 
197.

39 The sta te’с cul tu ral po licy bet we en 1918 and 1941 was put wit hin such iden tity fra-
me (see: Љ. Ди мић, КултурнаполитикауКраљевиниЈугославији1918–1941, 
vol. I–III, Be o grad: Сту бо ви кул ту ре, 1997). 
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two re a sons. Firstly, such na me of the sta te was an ex pres si on of 
a com monly ac cep ted the ses by both ne go ti a ting si des, but ma-
inly for po li ti cal re a son, that the Serbs, Cro ats and Slo ve nes are 
the “three-na mes na tion” (the sa me na tion just with three dif fe-
rent na mes). Se condly, N. Pa šić was ex tre mely re ser ved to wards 
the terms “Yugo sla via”, “Yugo slavs” and “Yugo slav” as it was 
ori gi nally the et hno-na me for the So uth Slavs of the Dual Mo-
narchy used by the Austro-Hun ga rian aut ho ri ti es, but al so and a 
pro pa gan da ter mi no logy mi su sed by Vi en na and Bu da pest as a 
synonym for a Gre a ter Ser bia to be esta blis hed at the ru ins of the 
Dual Mo narchy.40 N. Pa šić him self did not in sist on the con cept of 
na ti o nal plu ra lism, as an op po si te to the na ti o nal uni tary sta te fa-
vo u red by the Yugo slav Com mit tee as he wan ted to pre ser ve Ser-
bian na ti o nal na me as a part of the na me of the new sta te. He did 
not want to re pla ce a na me of the Serbs by so me “ar ti fi cial” one 
li ke the So uth Slavs, Yugo sla via or the Yugo slavs. A fact was that 
only the Serbs had at that ti me in in de pen dent sta tes (Ser bia and 
Mon te ne gro)41 among all Yugo slavs and exactly the Serbs ha ve 
been the most hi sto ric na tion among all of tho se who had to cre-
a te Yugo sla via af ter the war. Up to that ti me (and la ter as well as) 
Ser bia as the co un try mostly suf fe red du ring the First World War 
among all sta tes in vol ved in the con flict ta king in to con si de ra tion 
ma te rial da ma ge and the loss of po pu la tion in per cents. For the se 
re a sons, N. Pa šić was in strong opi nion that Ser bia and the Serbs 
de ser ved to pre ser ve the ir own na ti o nal na me wit hin the of fi cial 
na me of the new sta te af ter the war ta king in to con si de ra tion and 
the fact that Ser bia had the cru cial po li ti cal ro le in the pro cess of 
uni fi ca tion as the “Yugo slav Pi ed mont”. 

The Go vern ment of Ser bia and the Yugo slav Com mit tee 
had op po si te at ti tu des and abo ut much mo re im por tant qu e sti on 
that was of the in ter nal po li ti cal form and or ga ni sa tion of the new 

40 B. Pe tra no vić, IstorijaJugoslavije1918−1988, Vol. 1, Be o grad: NO LIT, 1988, p. 
17. The Cro a tian hi sto ri ans Dra gu tin Pa vli če vić and Ivo Pe rić cla im that all Ser bia’s 
go vern ments du ring the last hun dred years (with N. Pa šić’s war-ti me go vern ment 
on the first pla ce) had for the ir ul ti ma te na ti o nal goal a cre a tion of a Gre a ter Ser bia 
(D. Pa vli če vić, PovijestHrvatske.Drugo,izmijenjenoiproširenoizdanje, Za greb, 
2000, p. 307; I. Pe rić, PovijestHrvata, Za greb, 1997, pp. 209–232).

41 At that ti me over whel ming ma jo rity of the ci ti zens of Mon te ne gro we re dec la ring 
them sel ves as et no lin gu i stic Serbs. Abo ut the et hnic and na ti o nal iden tity of the 
Mon te ne grins, see: M. Glo ma zić, EtničkoinacionalnobićeCrnogoraca, Be o grad: 
Pan pu blik, 1988.
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sta te as the Yugo slav Com mit tee was in fa vo ur of the re pu blic and 
fe de ra tion, whi le N. Pa šić in si sted on the mo narchy with the Ka-
ra đor đe vić dynasty and cen tra li zed in ter nal po li ti cal ad mi ni stra-
tion of the sta te.  Wit ho ut any do ubt, the qu e sti on abo ut re pu blic 
or mo narchy and fe de ra li za tion or cen tra li za tion of the fu tu re sta-
te of the Yugo slavs was the cru cial pro blem to be sol ved not only 
du ring the ne go ti a ti ons bet we en the Yugo slav Com mit tee and the 
Royal Ser bian Go vern ment in Cor fu in 1917 but even du ring the 
first years of the King dom of Serbs, Cro ats and Slo ve nes. With 
re gard to this pro blem it is im por tant to pre sent a let ter writ ten 
by Gi ul lio Gaz za ri, a mem ber of the Yugo slav Com mit tee, to the 
Pre si dent of the Yugo slav Com mit tee, on April 20th, 1917. In the 
let ter G. Gaz za ri emp ha si sed that so me Ser bian po li ti ci ans, li ke 
Pro tić, Ne šić and Jo va no vić, ha ve opi nion that the fe de ral prin ci-
ple was the best po li ti cal form for the fu tu re Yugo slav sta te. Ac-
cor ding to the let ter, even N. Pa šić him self was mo re and mo re in-
cli ning to the idea of the fe de ral form of the com mon sta te in stead 
of the cen tra li zed one, but the he ir to the thro ne (re gent Ale xan der 
I) un der the in flu en ce of the co urt’s ca ma ril la pre fer red the cen-
tra li za tion of the sta te. G. Gaz za ri wro te that it was the cru cial 
re a son for the he ir to the thro ne to sup port the cen tra li zed form of 
the sta te du ring the Cor fu ne go ti a ti ons.42 The re fo re, it co mes that 
the stron gest op po nent to the fe de ral con cept of the fu tu re com-
mon Yugo slav sta te was a re gent of Ser bia, Ale xan der I, but not 
her Pri me Mi ni ster.43 

F. Su pi lo was among all mem bers of the Yugo slav Com mit-
tee the stron gest sup por ter of the idea that Cro a tia sho uld ha ve 
a spe cial auto no mo us sta tus wit hin the new sta te. On the ot her 
hand, he was in a strong opi nion that the Yugo slav sta te sho uld be 
or ga ni sed as a fe de ral or con fe de ra te sta te. In con trast to the Pri-

42 Ar hiv JA ZU, Za greb, FondJugoslavenskogOdbora, fasc. 30, doc. No. 29. 
43 Ho we ver, for the fe de ral form of the new sta te did not exist a gre at in te rest even 

among many mem bers of the Yugo slav Com mit tee for the very re a son to avoid 
the clash bet we en two op po si te con cepts of Yugo sla via’s fe de ra li za tion: a Gre a ter 
Cro a tia vs. a Gre a ter Ser bia. The re fo re, ac cor ding to A. Trum bić’s bi o grap her, An te 
Smith-Pa ve litch, even A. Trum bić was not so ar dent advo ca te of the fe de ra li za tion 
of the Yugo slav sta te du ring the war-ti me for the very re a son that N. Pa šić co uld 
use this idea in or der to pro mo te and fi nally cre a te a Gre a ter Ser bia as one and the 
big gest fe de ral unit (out of three) of Yugo sla via. Sub se qu ently, a Gre a ter Ser bia, as 
one of three fe de ral units of Yugo sla via, wo uld be a do mi nant po li ti cal fac tor in the 
co un try (Ђ. Ђ. Стан ко вић, НиколаПашићијугословенскопитање, vol. I, Бе о-
град: БИГЗ, 1985, p. 213).



VladislavB.Sotirovic THE1917CORFUDECLARATION...

60

me Mi ni ster of Ser bia, who was a strong sup por ter of the cen tra-
list in ter nal or ga ni sa tion of the new sta te ar gu ing that any kind of 
the in ner (con)fe de ral ar ran ge ment wo uld fi nally lead to de sta bi li-
sa tion of the sta te struc tu re.44 F. Su pi lo be ca me a main sup por ter 
of the idea of fe de ra li za tion of the co un try af ter the uni fi ca tion. 
His idea of fe de ra lism was an ti ci pa ted by hi sto ri cal pro vin ci a lism 
that he used as a ba sis for the cre a tion of the fol lo wing fi ve fe de ral 
units wit hin the new sta te: 1) Ser bia with Ma ce do nia and Voj vo di-
na; 2) Cro a tia with Sla vo nia and Dal ma tia; 3) Slo ve nia; 4) Bo snia 
and Her ze go vi na; and 5) Mon te ne gro. Con se qu ently, Yugo sla via 
wo uld ha ve the in ner ad mi ni stra ti ve or ga ni sa tion si mi lar to the 
Dual Mo narchy of Austria–Hun gary af ter the Aussgleich (set tle-
ment bet we en Austri ans and Hun ga ri ans) in 1867, with the le a-
ding ro le in Yugo slav po li tics played by the Serbs and Cro ats.45

The Yugo slav Com mit tee’s stand po int on the pro cess of 
uni fi ca tion had as the cru cial aim to pro tect the Cro a tian na ti o nal 
in te rest, as well as the in te rests of Cro a tia as a hi sto ri cal land with 
auto no mo us rights. F. Su pi lo was the most im por tant “de fen der” 
of the Cro a tian na ti o nal in te rests du ring the pro cess of uni fi ca-
tion. His main po li ti cal con cep tion was a “unity of the Cro ats”, or 
as he was saying the “we stern part of our pe o ple” (i.e. the So uth 
Slavs), what me ans that all So uth Sla vic lands east ward from the 
Alps and west ward from the Ri ver of Dri na ha ve to be the parts 
of Cro a tia. For that re a son F. Su pi lo re qu e sted a ple bi sci te abo ut 
uni fi ca tion with Ser bia and Mon te ne gro not only in Cro a tia but 
in all Austro–Hun ga rian Yugo slav pro vin ces for “par ti cu lar and 
po li ti cal re a sons”.46 He was su re that only Bač ka and the So ut hern 
Ba nat wo uld opt for Ser bia, whi le the rest of the Yugo slav lands 
wit hin the Dual Mo narchy (Bo snia, Her ze go vi na, Cro a tia, Slo ve-
nia, Sla vo nia, Is tria, Dal ma tia) wo uld cho o se Cro a tia. The Yugo-

44 “Бе ле шке са сед ни це Крф ске кон фе рен ци је”, Новиживот, vol. IV, 5. јун 1917. 
г., Бе о град, 1921.

45 Dif fe ren ce bet we en F. Su pi lo’s and J. B. Ti to’s ar ran ge ment of the in ner ad mi ni-
stra ti ve struc tu re of the co un try was that the Com mu nist le a der (of the Cro at and 
Slo ve ne Ro man Cat ho lic ori gin) cre a ted ad di ti o nal sixth fe de ral unit – Ma ce do nia, 
ac cor ding to the ge ne ral at ti tu de con cer ning the na ti o nal iden ti ti es at the Bal kans by 
the Com min tern.

46 D. Še pić, Italija,savezniciijugoslovenskopitanje1914–1918, Za greb, 1970, pp. 
141–142, 170–171; Dr. N. Sto ja no vić, JugoslovenskiOdbor.ČlanciiDokumenti, 
Za greb, 1927, pp. 15, 43. F. Su pi lo was in strong opi nion that Ser bia re qu i red Cro-
a tian and Slo ve nian ter ri to ri es as a com pen sa tion for her lost ter ri to ri es to Bul ga ria 
in 1915 (the Var dar Ma ce do nia, part of Ko so vo and the Eastern Ser bia). 
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slav Com mit tee, in con trast to the Royal Go vern ment of Ser bia, 
sup por ted an idea of ple bi sci te as one of the most le gi ti ma te, ju-
sti fi a ble and pro per ways for uni fi ca tion of the So uth Slavs in-
to a com mon sta te. It me ans that the Yugo slav pe o ple had to be 
asked to de ci de upon the ir own fa te af ter the war.47 For F. Su pi lo, 
an agre e ment abo ut Cro a tian con fe de ra te sta tus wit hin the fu tu re 
com mon sta te with Ser bia and Mon te ne gro was a star ting po int 
in the pro cess of cre a tion of Yugo sla via.48 He di vi ded po li ti cal su-
bjects con cer ning the uni fi ca tion on two parts: 1) Cro a tia and 2) 
Ser bia with Mon te ne gro. Ac cor ding to him, Cro a tia had to ha ve 
a le a ding po li ti cal ro le among the Austro-Hun ga rian So uth Slavs, 
whi le Ser bia had to ha ve the sa me ro le among the Yugo slavs out-
si de the Dual Mo narchy. His de mand, which be ca me as well as 
the main de mand by the most of the Yugo slav Com mit tee’s mem-
bers, was that the uni fi ca tion had to be ac com plis hed on the equ al 
le vel bet we en Ser bia’s Go vern ment and the Yugo slav Com mit tee, 
be ca u se any ot her way wo uld be a do mi na tion of “Ser bo-Ort ho-
dox ex clu si vity”.49 The Pre si dent of the Yugo slav Com mit tee, Dr. 
A. Trum bić, sum ma ri sed the who le is sue of the pro cess (the way) 
of uni fi ca tion in to two po ints: the uni fi ca tion co uld be re a li sed 
eit her with a li be ra tion of the Yugo slav lands in Austria-Hun gary 
and the ir in cor po ra tion in to Ser bia, or it co uld be do ne with the 
union of the Serbs, Cro ats and Slo ve nes on the equ al le vel. The 
Yugo slav Com mit tee cho se the se cond op tion. Ho we ver, in both 
op ti ons the So uth Sla vic lands wit hin Austria-Hun gary had to be 
li be ra ted by gre at help of Ser bian army.

Ho we ver, from Ser bia’s po int of vi ew, the main lack of such 
ap pro ach by the Yugo slav Com mit tee was the fact that eit her the 
Com mit tee or the Mon te ne grin Royal Go vern ment in exi le (in 
Ro me) did not ha ve a sin gle sol di er of the ir own to fight for the 
uni fi ca tion in com pa ri son to Ser bia’s 150,000 sol di ers at Sa lo ni ka 
(Ma ce do nian) Front. In the ot her words, the Yugo slav Com mit-
tee re qu i red for it self an equ al po li ti cal po si tion in the uni fi ca tion 
pro cess but only Ser bia had to spill over the blood of her sol di ers 

47 H. Ha nak, TheGovernment,theForeignofficeandAustriaHungary1914–1918, 
New York, 1979, pp. 165–166. 

48 See mo re in: H. Ba er lein, The Birth of Yugo sla via, vol. 1−2, Lon don: Le o nard Par-
sons Ltd., 1922.

49 D. Še pić, Italija,savezniciijugoslovenskopitanje1914–1918, Za greb, 1970, pp. 
106–107.
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(and ci vi li ans in oc cu pied Ser bia) for cre a tion of a sin gle Yugo-
slav sta te. Ser bia even suc ce e ded fi nally to be at back the Cro a tian 
re qu i re ment for the fe de ral type of Yugo sla via by no mi nally ac-
cep ting this idea du ring the ne go ti a ti ons at Cor fu but only un der 
the con di tion that uni ted Ser bian fe de ral unit wit hin Yugo sla via 
wo uld be cre a ted, what me ans that the Cro a tian fe de ral-ter ri to rial 
part is go ing to be com po sed by only one-third of the re qu i red 
lands by the Cro ats, who at any ca se ha ve been well in for med that 
Italy is wil ling to ma ke a deal with Ser bia abo ut the ter ri to rial di-
vi sion of Dal ma tia bet we en Ro me and Bel gra de. 

The stand po int to wards the way of union of the Royal Go-
vern ment of Ser bia was dif fe rent to the Yugo slav Com mit tee’s 
one. Ser bia ne ver of fi ci ally re cog ni sed the Yugo slav Com mit tee 
as a re pre sen ta ti ve in sti tu tion of the So uth Slavs from Austria-
Hun gary. The re fo re, Ser bia played a ro le of only re pre sen ta ti ve si-
de of all Serbs, Cro ats and Slo ve nes be fo re the En ten te sta tes. Mo-
re o ver, espe ci ally for N. Pa šić, the Yugo slav Com mit tee co uld not 
be an equ al part ner with Ser bia’s Go vern ment in the pro cess of 
uni fi ca tion for po li ti cal, mo ral and mi li tary re a sons. The cru cial 
re qu est by the mem bers of the Yugo slav Com mit tee that a ple bi-
sci te abo ut the uni fi ca tion and sta te’s in ner or ga ni sa tion had to be 
or ga ni zed was re jec ted by Ser bia li ke wi se the in ter nal fe de ra list 
sta te or ga ni sa tion fa vo u red by the Yugo slav Com mit tee. Par ti cu-
larly, F. Su pi lo’s idea of fe de ral Cro at pro vin ce wit hin Yugo sla via 
was ne ver ac cep ted by N. Pa šić who al ways was in the opi nion 
that such Cro a tia wo uld be con stantly a corpus separatum and 
“sta te wit hin the sta te”. The cru cial aspect of N. Pa šić’s po licy 
abo ut the pro cess of uni fi ca tion was that Ser bia’s po li ti ci ans sho-
uld be na tu ral re pre sen ta ti ves of all Yugo slavs be fo re the En ten te 
po wers un til the Pe a ce Con fe ren ce. He ju sti fied this re qu i re ment 
by three facts: 1) Ser bia had le gal Go vern ment, 2) Ser bia was in-
ter na ti o nally re cog ni zed sta te, and 3) Ser bia was al lied mem ber 
of the En ten te block. 

The at ti tu de of Ser bia was that if Yugo sla via was to be cre-
a ted, ter ri to rial bor ders had to be cle arly de fi ned bet we en Ser bia, 
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Cro a tia and Slo ve nia50 as N. Pa šić wan ted firstly to unify “all Ser-
bian lands and pe o ple” wit hin one po li ti cal unit and af ter that to 
unify such ter ri tory with ot her Yugo slav lands in to a sin gle sta te. 
It is li kely that the Go vern ment of Ser bia was not in prin ci ple aga-
inst the fe de ral or ga ni sa tion of the new sta te but for Ser bia it was 
unac cep ta ble that if Yugo sla via was to be fe de ra tion, the Ser bian 
po pu la tion wo uld be di vi ded in to se ve ral fe de ral units. In the ot-
her words, only a fe de ral Yugo sla via with three fe de ral units was 
pos si ble: Slo ve nia, Cro a tia and Ser bia. The Ser bian fe de ral unit 
had to em bra ce all “Ser bian pe o ple and lands”.51 Ne vert he less, at 
the Cor fu Con fe ren ce the fe de ral or ga ni sa tion ba sed on this prin-
ci ple was gi ven up, ta king in to ac co unt the fact that “...when we 
star ted to ma ke bor ders we un der stood that it was im pos si ble”, 
as N. Pa šić ex pla i ned to the Par li a ment of the King dom of Serbs, 
Cro ats and Slo ve nes in 1923.52 Even A. Trum bić un der stood that 
in the ca se of the fe de ral or ga ni sa tion of the new sta te on the na-
ti o nal ba sis, a Gre a ter Ser bia (com po sed by all Serbs and Ser bian 
lands) wo uld do mi na te the co un try that be ca me fi nally the cru cial 
re a son for him to re ject the fe de ral pro ject of Yugo sla via du ring 
the Cor fu Con fe ren ce.  

4.TheCORFUdeclaration(july20th,1917)asa
politicalcompromise

The Corfu Conference was held from June 15th to July 
20th, 1917 what means for more than a month. It shows both 
how much the conference was important and how much political 
solutions proposed by the both sides have been different. From 
the side of the Yugoslav Committee as the negotiators came A. 
Trumbić, D. Vasilje-vić, B. Bošnjak, H. Hinković, F. Potočnjak 
and D. Trinajestić. The Kingdom of Serbia was represented by 

50 Ser bia had du ring the who le war much cle ar pic tu re abo ut the bor ders of uni ted 
Ser bia to wards the Hun ga ri ans than to wards the Cro ats. Thus, new Ser bian-Hun ga-
rian post-war bor der sho uld run nort hern from the li ne of Ti mi so a ra-Su bo ti ca-Ma-
ros-Ba ja-Pecs (Д. Ка ла фа то вић, “На ша при мир ја у 1918”, Српскикњижевни
гласник, vol. X, № 7, 1. XII 1923, pp. 511–525).

51 Д. Жи во ји но вић, ДневникадмиралаЕрнестаТрубриџа, Бе о град, 1989, p. 143. 
On the Bri tish po licy with re gards to the cre a tion of Yugo sla via, see: J. Evans, 
GreatBritainandtheCreationofYugoslavia:NegotiatingBalkanNationalityand
Identity, New York: Ta u ris Aca de mic Stu di es, 2008.

52 СпоменицаНиколеПашића1845–1926, Бе о град, 1926, p. 110.
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N. Pašić, M. Ninčić, A. Nikolić, Lj. Davidović, S. Protić, V. Ma-
rinković, M. Đuričić and M. Drašković.53  The basis for discussion 
under the official ti-tle Provisional State Until Constitutional 
Organization was prepared by the Close Bo-ard of five members 
who worked out drafts about the basic problems upon creation 
and organisation of the future state to be solved. 

After very laborious negotiations of more than a month 
both sides signed a common declaration in a form of the basic 
agreement upon a political form of a new state to be proclaimed 
at the very end of the war. The joint Corfu Declaration is the most 
significant legal document about the creation of a single Yugoslav 
state, signed on July 20th, 1917 by two representatives of the Royal 
Serbian Government and the Yugoslav Committee: Nikola Pašić 
and Ante Trumbić.54 The declaration was compo-sed by twelve 
points based on two principles: 1) the principle of national unity 
of the Serbs, Croats and Slovenes, and 2) the principle of self-
determination of the people. Nevertheless, the Corfu Declaration 
did not have constitutional character  as it just re-gulated some of 
the most important questions of the future state. It was only “the 
jo-int statement (declaration) of the representatives of Serbia and 
the Yugoslav Commit-tee with regard to the foundations of the 
common state and about some of its funda-mental principles”.55 

In regard to the question of the internal political-
administrative organisation of the future state the most important 
point was that the state of the Serbs, Croats and Slovenes will be 
a constitutional, democratic and parliamentary monarchy under 
the Karađorđević dynasty, “which has always shared the feelings 
of the nation and has placed the national will above all else”.56  
This point of the declaration was a great po-litical victory of 

53 The na ti o nal struc tu re of the con fe ren ce on its se cond ses sion, when it had the 
gre a test num ber of the par ti ci pants was: the Serbs 11, the Cro ats 4 and 1 Slo ve ne 
(Д. Јан ко вић, ЈугословенскопитањеиКрфскадекларација, Бе о град, 1967, pp. 
201−206).

54 Ac cor ding to the Cro a tian hi sto rian Fer do Ši šić, N. Pa šić sig ned the do cu ment as 
„Ser bian Pri me Mi ni ster and Mi ni ster for Fo re ign Af fa irs“, whi le A. Trum bić did 
the sa me as „Pre si dent of the So ut hern Slav Com mit tee“ (F. Si sic, AbridgedPoliti
calHistoryofRijeka, Fi u me, 1919, Ap pen dix, p. LXXV).

55 Д. Јан ко вић, ЈугословенскопитањеиКрфскадекларација, Бе о град, 1967, pp. 
228−292.

56 S. Tri fu nov ska (ed.), YugoslaviaThroughDocuments:Fromitscreationtoitsdis
so lu tion, Dor drecht−Bo ston−Lon don: Mar ti nus Nij hoff Pu blis hers, 1994, p. 141.
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the Government of Serbia as the idea of republic was rejected. 
There-fore, the Yugoslav Committee accepted the new state as 
a monarchy. In stead of fe-deralization of the country, the local 
autonomies were guaranteed and based on natu-ral, social and 
economic conditions but not on historical or ethnic principles. 
The two alphabets, Cyrillic and Latin, have been proclaimed as 
an equal in public use in the whole country likewise the Orthodox, 
Roman Catholic and Muslim creeds were proc-laimed to be equal 
and will have the same rights in regard to the state. It was proclai-
med as well that “The territory of the Kingdom will include all 
territory in which our people forms the continuous population, 
and cannot be mutilated without endangering the vital interests 
of the community. Our nation demands nothing that belongs to 
ot-hers, but only what is its own. It desires freedom and unity. 
Therefore it consciously and firmly refuses all partial solutions 
of the propositions of the deliverance from Austro-Hungarian 
domination, and its union with Serbia and Montenegro in one sole 
State forming an indivisible whole” (the 8th point).57  Obviously, 
this point of the dec-laration was in fact a great victory of the 
Yugoslav Committee and pointed out aga-inst the articles of the 
secret London Treaty signed on April 26th, 1915. Presumably, the 
army of Serbia at the end of the war had to protect the South 
Slavic (i.e., Croat and Slovene) lands in Dalmatia and Istria 
against the Italian territorial aspirations. Fi-nally, the deputies to 
the national Parliament of the new state will be elected by uni-
versal, direct and secret suffrage. The Constituent Assembly 
would accept a Constitu-tion with numerically qualified majority. 
The Constitution of the Yugoslav state shall be established after 
the conclusion of the peace treaty and it will come into force after 
receiving the Royal sanction. “The nation thus unified will form 
a State of some 12,000,000 inhabitants, which will be a powerful 
bulwark against German aggression and an inseparable ally of all 
civilised States and peoples” (the 12th point).58   

The most important victory of the Yugoslav Committee 
(i.e., the Croat and Slovene politicians as the representatives of the 
South Slavs from the Dual Monarchy) against the Government 
of Serbia at the Corfu Conference was the fact that Serbia did 

57 Ibid., pp. 141−142.
58 Ibid., p. 142.
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not get any privileged position or the veto rights in the new state 
as it was, for in-stance, the case with Prussia in united Germany 
after 1871. The Kingdom of Serbia even, for the sake of creation 
of a single Yugoslav state, cancelled its own internationally 
recognized independence, denied her democratic Constitution, 
national flag and other national symbols.59 N. Pašić denied 
“liberating” role of Serbia during the war and succeeded only to 
impose the monarchical type of the state under the Karađorđe-
vić’s dynasty,60 i.e., under the realm of the Regent-King Alexander 
I from Montene-gro.   

It is false interpretation of the Corfu Declaration by 
some Yugoslav and international historiographers that by this 
declaration Serbia received rights to annex Austro-Hungarian 
territories settled by the South Slavs (Yugoslavs): Slavonia, Banat, 
Croatia, Slovenia, Bosnia, Herzegovina and Dalmatia.61 However, 
according to the text of the Corfu Declaration, the ethnic Serbs 
from the Dual Monarchy were de facto left to be united with 
Serbia and Montenegro into a single Yugoslav state by Zagreb as 
a political centre of the Yugoslav lands from the Dual Monarchy 
of Austria-Hungary. Therefore, on October 29th, 1918 it was 
proclaimed in Zagreb the State of Slovenes, Croats and Serbs 
pretending to have a legal competence over all Yugoslav lands 
from the Dual Monarchy. This state was proclaimed de facto as a 
Greater Croatia with a Croat national and historic flag as the state’s 
one (red-white-blue horizontal tricolour). However, the ethnic 
Serbs were a simple majority in the State of Slovenes, Croats and 
Serbs with the capital in Zagreb – a state declared to exist on the 
Croat ethnic and historic rights formulated by the Croatian Party 
of Rights in the mid-19th century. Ne-vertheless, the State of 
Slovenes, Croats and Serbs were internationally recognized only 
by the Kingdom of Serbia in the spirit of the Corfu Declaration 
when Serbia’s Regent Alexander I read in Belgrade on December 
1st, 1918 a letter of answer to the official delegation which came 
from Zagreb to the act of Proclamation by the Natio-nal Council 

59 JugoslavenskiOdboruLondonu, Za greb: JA ZU, 1966, p. 129. 
60 Ђ. Ђ. Стан ко вић, Никола Пашић и југословенско питање, vol. II, Бе о град: 

БИГЗ, 1985, p. 182; A. Пи са рев, OбразованиеЈугославскогогосударства, Мо-
сква, 1975, pp. 198, 206–208.

61 For in stan ce: К. Елан, ЖивотисмртАлександраIкраљаЈугославије, Бе о град: 
Но во де ло, 1988, p. 27.
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in Zagreb of the unification of the State of Slovenes, Croats and 
Serbs with “the Kingdom of Serbia and Montenegro”.62 

Finally, the Corfu Declaration accepted the idea of 
“compromised national unitary state of three-names nation: the 
Serbs, Croats and  Slovenes”.63  It was the main reason why the 
name of Yugoslavia was rejected and instead of it the official 
name of the new state was proclaimed to be the Kingdom of 
Serbs, Croats and Slovenes.64 

5.Conclusions

1. The 1917 Corfu Declaration was a joint pact between 
the Government of Serbia and the Yugoslav Committee 
for the sake of creation of a single Yugoslav national 
state under the name of the Kingdom of Serbs, Croats 
and Slovenes. The Corfu Declaration was a basis for 
proclamation of such state at the end of the First World 
War and for its first Constitution in 1921.

2. The crucial problems in relation to the internal state’s 
organisation have not been solved by the Corfu 
Declaration. They were left to be finally solved for the 
time after the war, by the Constituent Assembly, which 
should be elected by the universal suffrage. 

3. All Constituent Assembly’s decisions should get the 
royal sanction in or-der to be verified. This meant that 
the monarch had the right of the veto. 

4. For both the Yugoslav Committee and the Government 
of Serbia the most urgent aim was to issue a common 

62 S. Tri fu nov ska (ed.), Yugoslavia Through Documents: From its creation to its
dis so lu tion, Dor drecht−Bo ston−Lon don: Mar ti nus Nij hoff Pu blis hers, 1994, pp. 
147−160. The ge ne ral at ti tu de of Cro a tian hi sto ri o graphy is that Bel gra de was car-
ring on an an ti-Cro at po li tics du ring the who le pe riod of the mo dern hi story for the 
sa ke to esta blish the Ser bian Ort ho dox do mi nan ce over the re gion and to ex plo it 
both the “Ro man-Cat ho lic” and “Mu slim” Cro ats (for in stan ce: J. Ja reb, Polasto
ljećahrvatskepolitike,1895–1945, Za greb, 1995). Ho we ver, con trary to the idea 
of a “Gre a ter Ser bia” the Cro a tian dre am du ring the last two cen tu ri es was not hing 
el se than a cre a tion of a “Gre a ter Cro a tia” (M. Mar ja no vić, HrvatskiPokret.Opaža
njaimislinapragunovoganarodnogapreporodag.1903, Du brov nik, vol. I, 1903, 
p. 48.].

63 JugoslavenskiOdboruLondonu, Za greb: JA ZU, 1966, pp. 178−179.
64 Ne vert he less, the of fi cal na me of the sta te be ca me from Ja nu ary 6th, 1929 the King

dom of Yugo sla via.
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declaration concerning the creation of a single (united) 
South Slavic state, in order to try to protect the Yugoslav 
lands from the Italian territorial aspirations. Therefore, 
some of the most sig-nificant questions with regards to 
the internal state organisation could wait to be resolved 
after the war and especially during the Peace Conference 
when the state borders would be finally established. 

5. The Italian territorial aspirations at the Balkans during 
the First World War were the most important reason for 
a convocation of the Corfu Conference. It can be seen 
from the telegram sent by J. M. Jovanović to the Regent 
Alexander I just after the publishing of the Declaration, 
in which Jovanović noticed that the time for its issuing 
was chosen accurately – when the Italians came to the 
conferences convoked in Paris and London.65 
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ВладиславБ.Сотировић

КРФСКАДЕКЛАРАЦИЈА1917.ИЊЕН
ЗНАЧАЈЗАСТВАРАЊЕКРАЉЕВИНЕСРБА,

ХРВАТАИСЛОВЕНАЦА1918.

Ре зи ме

Циљовогистраживања једадаодговоренаследећа
четиринаучноистраживачкапроблемаувезисаКрфском
декларацијом 1917: 1. разлози за сазивање Крфске конфе
ренцијекаоконференцијекојабитребалодаконачнореши
главнеполитичкепроблемеизмеђуВладеКраљевинеСрби
јеиЈугословенскогодбора,односноизмеђудванајзначајнија
представникаупреговоримаизмеђујужнихСловенатоком
процесауједињењаЈугославијеувремеПрвогсветскограта;
2.природасупротнихполитичкихконцепцијаиставовапре
говарачкихстранауодносунапроцесуједињењаиунутра
шњуорганизацијуновејугословенскедржаве,каонајважни
јегпитањакојетребарешитипрепроглашењајединствене
јужнословенскедржаве;3.тумачењетекстаКрфскедекла
рације1917.каоправногактакојипредстављаспоразумиз
међуЈугословенскогодбораиВладеКраљевинеСрбијекоји
јетребалодабудеконачнополитичкорешењеобликавла
давине,унутрашњеорганизацијеифункционисањановедр
жаве; и 4. значајКрфске декларације 1917 за даљи процес
уједињењајужнихСловена.Радиреализацијециљеваистра
живањакористићеморелевантнеисторијскеизворе,каои
релевантнуисториографскулитературу.Највишепажњеу
овомчланкубићепосвећеносамомтекстуКрфскедеклара
ције, каоосновномисторијскомдокументуостварању за
једничкејужнословенскедржавеујесен1918.
Кључнеречи:Крфскадекларација,Југославија,Југословени,

Балкан,Срби,Хрвати,Словенци,Југословенски
одбор.
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Аppendices

FigureNo.1:TheLondonTreatyofApril26th,1915andthenewItalian
bordersafterthewar
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FigureNo2:LandsofferedtotheKingdomofSerbiaandtheKingdomof
MontenegrobytheEntentepowersaccordingtotheLondonTreatyofApril
26th,1915.Attheexchange,SerbiahadtocedetheVardarMacedoniatoBul
ga ria
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FigureNo.3:TheAlbanianquestionandtheLondonTreatyofApril26th,
1915
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FigureNo4:Theethnographicmapofthe“Yugoslavs”submittedtothe
Paris PeaceConference in 1919 by the representatives of theKingdom of
Serbs,CroatsandSlovenes
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