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Preface

The Second half of the 19" and the entire 20" century was a momentous
period of European history and an era which wrought fundamental changes to
the social, political, economic and cultural life of what was ultimately to become
the Republic of Slovenia, together with the adjacent territories inhabited by ethnic
Slovenes. New borders also cut swathes through the lands these people populated.
In the aftermath of its 1866 defeat in the War against Italy, Austria ceded Venetia
to Italy, thus causing ethnic Slovenes in Slavia Veneta (Beneska Slovenija) to
become Italian citizens. A year later, as a consequence of constitutional changes,
the Habsburg Empire was transformed into Austria-Hungary Monarchy. In the
new dualist state, Slovenes living in Prekmurje and the Porabje were now governed
by Hungary, while the majority of the nation remained Austrian subjects.
Austria, Hungary and Italy thus came to provide the historical framework for the
disparate social, political, economic and cultural development of contemporary
ethnic Slovenes living in Central Europe. This period was characterized by the
instigation of parliamentary democracy, entrepreneurial incentive, cultural
exchange and ethnic friction between Slovenes and the neighbouring nations.

Rising national consciousness and tendencies towards Slovenian emancipation
within the Empire (expressed through the United Slovenia political program
formulated during the 1848 Spring of Nations) were frustrated by the seemingly
unsurmountable obstacle of the nation’s administrative division into disparate
historical lands. It was only in Carniola that ethnic Slovenes formed a majority,
but even there the fundamental demand of the establishment of a university
which would introduce Slovene as a language of instruction across all levels of
education was denied.

The Great War, during which Slovenian soldiers fought on all the major fronts
(and on the Soc¢a/Isonzo Front, ethnic Slovenes had fought on both the Austrian
and Italian sides), brought to the “change of the World”. Nearly six centuries
of Habsburg rule were at an end. Slovenes first united with Croats and Serbs
from the erstwhile empire in the State of Slovenes, Croats and Serbs (State of
SHS). Constituted on 29 October 1918, this entity encompassed nearly all those
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territories” of the former Austria-Hungary, which were inhabited by south Slavs.
On 1 December 1918, the SHS united with the Kingdom of Serbia to form the
Kingdom of Serbs, Croats and Slovenes (Kingdom of SHS). Those Slovenes who
remained outside this new state (which in 1929 was renamed the Kingdom of
Yugoslavia), embarked on different paths and, consequently, developed dissi-
milarly.

As a consequence of the 1915 Memorandum of London between the Entente
and Italy, thence the 1920 Treaty of Rapallo, some one-third of Slovene ethnic
territory, in the west and Littoral areas, came under Italian rule; many Slovenes
living in Carinthia also found themselves living in the new Republic of Austria.
These minorities were briskly exposed to cultural assimilation, followed by Fascism
in Italy (from 1922) and Nazism in Austria (after the 1938 Anschluss); likewise,
Hungary displayed but little understanding the culture of their ethnic Slovene
population. Slovenes living in the centralised state that became the Kingdom of
Yugoslavia were essentially in a much better position, despite constant unitarian
pressure, this with the aim of creating a unified “Yugoslav” nation.

Compared to the preceding Habsburg era, Slovenes in the Kingdom of
Yugoslavia enjoyed considerable progress in the context of a burgeoning capitalist
economy; culture and science also progressed. The University of Ljubljana
(established in 1919) together with the Slovenian Academy of Sciences and Arts
(established in 1938) played an important role. Slovenes, furthermore, at times
contributed importantly to the shaping of Yugoslav politics. The classical multi-
party parliamentary system which had developed during the 1920s, came to
an end in 1929 with the suspension of the constitution and the introduction of
dictatorship, nominally headed by the Yugoslav King. During the second half of
the 1930s two pan-Yugoslav political organizations were active in the country; the
domestic political environment, however, flourished, as did the economy. Indeed,
industry and manufacturing developed most extensively across Slovenian territory,
and manufactures found ready markets across the rest of Yugoslavia. All of this was
instrumental in strengthening national self-confidence amongst the Slovenes.

But the World had been shaked once again by the war. The outbreak of the
Second World War in 1939 immediately sucked in ethnic Slovenes living in Italy
and Anschluss Austria, and the Yugoslav Slovenes in 1941. The Axis invasion of
the Kingdom of Yugoslavia in 1941 marked the onset of a crucial struggle for the
very survival and emancipation of the Slovene nation; its whole territory was
rapidly occupied - namely by Nazi Germany, Fascist Italy and Horthy’s Hungary
— and thence annexed and dismembered.” Within the totalitarian and racist new

With the exception of Prekmurje, Medjimurje, Backa, Baranja and the Banat.

*  In Europe, only Greece had a similar fate.
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order created by the Axis powers there was obviously no room for Slovenes as
either a national or political subject. Through the expansion of their borders,
all three Axis occupiers intended the long-term eradication of Slovenian nation
as an ethnic entity, and although their timeframe, methods and strategies in
achieving this goal differed, Slovenian historiography applies the term ethnocide
to describe the fate intended for ethnic Slovenes.

The reaction of the part of the Slovenes, who did not accept the existing
conditions, resulted in the organised armed resistance against the occupation,
which was led by the Liberation Front, the main anti-fascist Slovenian resistance
political organization, and its military arm Slovenian Partisans. Established at
the encouragement of the communists and eventually dominated by them, the
armed resistance was opposed by the other part of Slovenes and their political
parties and organizations who opted to tie their fate to that of the Axis powers;
and who found justification for their military and political collaboration in their
fight against godless communism and thus marked the fratricidal struggle during
the occupation of Slovenia between 1941 and 1945. By means of the victorious
resistance movement, which was part of the Yugoslav resistance and renowned
by the antifascist coalition, the Slovenes became part of those nations that chased
away the fascist dark in 1945.

In its plans for post-war period, Yugoslavia’s victorious communists abo-
lished the pre-war monarchy with its centralist system of government and instead
established a federal socialist state, the constituent national republics of which
enjoyed a degree of autonomy and self-determination. The ordinance declaring
the Federation of Yugoslavia was adopted by the Anti-fascist council in the
Bosnian town of Jajce in November 1943. This manifesto gave Slovenes, as well
as all the other Yugoslav nations, some important attributes of statehood; indeed,
within this emergent entity and its latter incarnations™ Slovenes had their own
federal nation within Yugoslavia. Consequent to the Axis defeat, and thence
under the terms of the 1947 Paris Peace Treaty, the Slovenian Littoral — annexed
to Italy from 1920 — was ceded to Yugoslavia. The new Socialist Federal Republic
was henceforth home to more than ninety per cent of Europe’s ethnic Slovenes,
and its importance increased as a consequence. The Second World War, and the
struggle against Axis occupation, laid the political foundations and precipitated
a series of events that led the Slovene people along a path towards national
emancipation, which ultimately culminated in Slovenia’s independence in 1991.

Within the more liberal post-WWII order, ethnic Slovene minorities living in
Italy and Austria received the official status of a national minority, but such was

ok

Democratic Federal Yugoslavia (in 1945); the Federal People's Republic of Yugoslavia (in 1946); and
the Socialist Federal Republic of Yugoslavia (1963-1992).
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met with disparate levels of understanding as to the actual recognition of their
needs and rights. Indeed, the Slovene minority in western Hungary were unable
to develop their national aspirations to an significant extent.

Post-WWII Yugoslavia was characterized by a one-party communist political
system and a socialist economy, within which Slovenes were notable political
players in the state’s economic and social development; they also became active
in the further definition of their national and cultural identity. Following 1980
death of Josip Broz Tito, the leader of the post-war Yugoslav state, Yugoslavia
began to sink into a deepening internal crisis. Insurmountable differences
in the political and economic outlook of its constituent republics, as well as
nationalistic antagonism thwarted headway. The 1980s saw the development
of independence ambitions amongst Slovenes culminating in the decade’s end
decision to split with Yugoslavia and, with that, build an ideologically different
society with a pluralist parliamentary democracy and market economy. In 1991
the Republic of Slovenia became a sovereign national state, which in 2004 joined
both the European Union and NATO, and is today a member of numerous other
international organizations.

This work addresses a number of the issues and developments that defined
the lives of Slovenes in the Habsburg Empire, the inter-war Kingdom of SHS/
Yugoslavia and the post-war Socialist Federal Republic of Yugoslavia. It makes
especial reference to the Second World War, a period marked by invasion and
occupation, collaboration and resistance, revolution and civil war, which was the
most challenging period in the history of the nation and has fatefully marked
both ideological and political relations among Slovenes.

Between the Habsburgs and Tito: A Look at the Slovenian Past 1861-1980
was written by researchers at the Institute of Contemporary History in Ljubljana
within the context of two research programs: Ideological-political and cultural
pluralism and monism in Slovenia in the 20™ century and Images of economic and
social modernization in Slovenia in the 19" and 20" centuries both funded, since
2004, by the Slovenian Research Agency. The findings have been presented in a
number of volumes, articles and conferences in Slovenia and abroad. We believe
the selection included in this e-book best presents to the lay reader specific
periods in the historical development of Slovenes during the second half of the
19th and 20th centuries. Our fervent hope is that this endeavour shall contribute
to the greater international recognition of Slovenian history.

Jurij Perovsek
Bojan Godesa
Ljubljana, Slovenia, 21 November 2016



Marko Zajc

LATE HABSBURG
MONARCHY AS

A FRAMEWORK
OF POLITICAL
COEXISTENCE: THE
SLOVENIAN CASE

Why research 20™ century political and social coexistence in

Slovenia? Because the concept helps us include an important
dimension of social and political practices significant for the comprehension
of various processes that could be overlooked by a general historiographical
analysis of democratization, modernization, parliamentarism and political/
ideological struggles. What do we mean with the concept of coexistence? We are
using the term as a conceptual tool for the analysis of the processes of (dis)regard
and inclusion/exclusion practised by social and political groups. Let us define
social groups in a broader sense: as communities of people who acknowledge the
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existence of these communities and their affiliation with them. This definition
does not imply anything about the homogeneity and margins of these groups.'

The fundamental questions of our research are: Does the group acknowledge
other groups that it perceives as antagonistic or as competition as equal (at least
in principle)? Does the group’s value system allow for the existence of other such
groups? Does the value system upheld by the other group acknowledge the right
to existence of the first group or does it see it as a threat to its values? We are
interested in coexistence at two levels: as a value and as a practice. The levels are
not necessarily equal. Such coexistence also doesn’t require groups to associate or
try to reconcile their beliefs; they may exist in “parallel worlds” and “respectfully
ignore” each other while still acknowledging the existence of the “other”.

COEXISTENCE AND DEMOCRACY IN GENERAL

We are also using the concept of coexistence because it complements other
concepts necessary to understand such processes, e.g. modernization, parliamen-
tarism, pluralism, liberalism, representation and - of course — democracy. Of
all the concepts listed, the latter is perhaps the most heterogeneous and yet
crucial for the period following the revolutions of the 17* and 18™ centuries. We
cannot delve into a detailed analysis of the concept of democracy in time and
space at this time; if we want to understand the relationship between coexistence
and democracy in early 20™ century, however, it is necessary to know some of
the fundamental shifts in the meaning of the concept. Before the revolutionary
period, only theoretical treatises ever used the concept of democracy. The great
majority of theoreticians stuck to Aristotle’s logic, according to which democracy
was unachievable in large countries and only possible in small political entities if
certain conditions are met. Democracy was understood to only mean the direct
(pure, absolute) democracy of the idealized Athenian type where everybody (the
whole demos) decides upon everything.” The great political philosophers of the
17" and 18" centuries who are generally regarded as the “fathers” of the modern
conception of politics saw the biggest issue with democracy in the feuding of
different “factions” Montesquieu was convinced that the republican rule may
be either aristocratic or democratic. However, the main precondition for the
existence of a republican government according to Montesquieu was “public
virtue” — a desire for the common good - of the ruling people. If the virtue is
practically absent in despotism and unnecessary in a monarchy, it is crucial

1 Richard Jenkins: Social Identity. Routledge, 2008, p. 9.
2 Hans Maier: Demokratie, III. Auflésung der Tradition in der frithen Neuzeit. In: Geschichtliche
Grundbegriffe, Band 1. Stuttgart, 1979, p. 839.
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to the operation of a republic.’ Without a clear awareness of striving for the
common good, the republic would dissolve in the struggles of various factions.
The destructiveness of factions was also stressed by David Hume who preferred
the concept of the republic to that of democracy. Hume resolved the problem
of feuding factions by advocating representation of people from larger political
entities. In his opinion, representatives of the people from larger entities would
have to consider a broader range of interests, reducing the possibility of feuding
between factions. Rousseau was even more critical of democracy. In The Social
Contract, Rousseau upheld the belief that democracy was incompatible with
representative institutions. According to Rousseau, the sovereignty of the people
may not be taken away or represented.* Of all these philosophers, John Locke had
the most faith in representative democracy, supporting (albeit ambiguously) the
idea of a representative democracy.” Democracy got a new dimension with the
creation of the USA and with the French Revolution. The idea of representing the
people allowed for the implementation of democracy in large countries. However,
the idea of representatives being elected by the people was accompanied by two
fundamental problems: the inevitability of parties (movements, factions) and
the question of the electorate. Both are central to the issue of the coexistence of
differences.

The fact that the term “democracy” had freed itself from the grasp of social
theory and started a political life of its own is also of some significance. “Demo-
cracy” thus came to mean more than it used to in the constitutional/political sense.
It became a self-descriptive word for many different political groups and a name
for new constitutional institutions. Most of all though, the concept was expanded
with general social and historical/philosophical content. This led to concepts
such as social democracy, Christian democracy, etc. ¢ In the 19" century, as the
advent of the bourgeois society coincided with the idea of popular representation
gradually but surely becoming dominant and realized within state institutions
(parliament), “democracy” came to mean unmanageably many things. Different
breeds of radicals of various national convictions in 1848, such as the emerging
socialists and conservatives, understood it differently from each other. The term
“democracy” had a special relationship with liberalism as a political movement
and as an ideology of the bourgeoisie. The form of political organization typical of
liberalism was the representative government based on an elected parliament that
did not represent social interests or communities (as it was under the old regime)

3 Robert A. Dahl: Democracy. In: Encyclopaedia Britannica Ultimate Reference Suite. Encyclopaedia
Britannica. Chicago, 2010, p. 23.

4 TIbid., pp. 24-25.

5 Ibid,, p. 21.

6 Maier, Demokratie, p. 848.

11
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but rather groups of legally equal individuals.” Behind the principles of personal
freedoms, the constitution, the rule of law and parliamentary representation
espoused by liberal movements there was always the issue of the participation of
the “masses” in political decision-making. However, the liberals at the “top” did
not trust the “masses” to be capable of rational political decisions. What to do?
Limit the right to vote and act as popular representatives, as those who know what
is best for the people.® As pointed out by Pieter M. Judson, few European liberals
were ready to extend suffrage to lower classes, both in the United Kingdom and
in France, as well in German and Austrian areas.’

The theories of democracy that had developed in Western Europe and in the
U.S. in the latter decades of the 20™ century and that remain relevant even today do
not pay much attention to the matter of coexistence. This is partly due to the fact
that they deal with democracy as a political system and partly to the fact that the
question of coexistence is supposedly embedded in the very system of democracy.
Most of these definitions of democracy are multi-dimensional. E.g. Juan J. Linz
and Alfred C. Stepan point out five aspects that should exist in consolidated
democracies: a free civil society, an autonomous and valued political community,
the rule of law, a comparatively efficient bureaucracy and an institutionalized
political society.!” A similarly multi-dimensional view of democracy is given
by one of its foremost theorists Robert A. Dahl. At the very minimum, an ideal
democracy should comprise: effective participation of the demos (members of
the entity should be able to voice their political opinions), equality of elections,
informed voters, a civil control over the functioning of the government (the demos
decides what is important for the representatives’ decision-making), involvement
(everybody is free to participate) and fundamental rights."! Dahl’s thesis that carries
the most weight for our subject matter is that one element of a democracy cannot
stand in for another. E.g.: a high level of political participation cannot compensate
for unfree elections.'” However, democracy is not just a political system, it is also
a system of values. This aspect is particularly emphasized by American political/
legal scholar Robert Post, who states that democracy should not immediately be
equated with the sovereignty of the people, i.e. the situation where the people wield

7 Eric Hobsbawm: The Age of Capital 1848-1875. London, 2008 (1975), p. 123.

8 Alan S. Kahan: Liberalism in Nineteenth-Century Europe. The Political Culture of Limited Suffrage.
New York, 2003, p. 8.

9  Pieter M. Judson: Exclusive Revolutionaries, Liberal politics, Social Experience and National Identity in
the Austrian Empire 1848-1914. Ann Arbor, 1999, p. 6.

10 Bruce Bueno De Mesquita, George W. Downs, Alastair Smith and Feryal Marie Cherif: Thinking
inside the Box. A Closer Look at Democracy and Human Rights. International Studies Quarterly,
2005, No. 3, p. 441.

11 Dahl, Democracy, p. 23.

12 Bueno De Mesquita, Downs, Smith and Cherif, Thinking inside the Box, p. 442.
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“ultimate control” over their government. Such control may instead go hand in
hand with popular fascism in which the dictator enjoys the spontaneous support of
the majority. Similarly, democracy does not equal majority rule, a system where the
government is controlled by the majority. The majority of the electorate can force
the adoption of undemocratic rules. Democracy is different from sovereignty of the
people and majority rule because democracy is a normative idea associated with
substantial political values, while “sovereignty of the people” and “majority rule”
are descriptive terms that apply to individual decision-making processes."

Two perspectives on democracy are particularly important for the history
of our area and often ignored by authors from the West: the Marxist view and
the Catholic view. However, the subject of relationships between democracy and
Marxism and democracy and Catholicism is too complex for the scope of this
article. The Catholic Church, as the most stable community conceived in pre-
modern age, did not greet democracy with open arms. In continental Europe,
parliamentary democracy was born out of revolution and secularization. The
pluralism of political groups ran counter to the idea of a hierarchical, “harmonious”
country."* However, ideologues of political Catholicism were quick to realize the
signs of the times and were forced to accept the uncomfortable fact that it was
necessary for them to enter the plural political sphere as well. Because Catholicism,
which established itself as a bastion against godless modernization in the 19"
century, used modern means to mobilize people, it had to modernize itself as well,
at least to a certain degree. Democratic structures invaded Catholicism through
societies and associations, through the press, through political parties, unions,
Catholic manifestations, etc. Laymen started playing an increasingly significant
role in the structure of the Church.” As clearly showed by Egon Pelikan, political
Catholicism had an ambivalent attitude towards democracy, wavering between
various shades of total rejection of constitutionality/parliamentarism and a deep
confidence in the power of the people, between a pure monarchic principle and
the glorification of universal suffrage. In general, however, Catholic theorists were
using all available philosophical and sociological means to reconcile democracy
with the Catholic model of an organic hierarchical community, usually according
to the logic that democracy is acceptable only if it is true, i.e. “Catholic”'® These

13 Robert Post: Democracy and Equality. In: Annals of the American Academy of Political and Social
Science, Vol. 603: Law, Society and Democracy: Comparative Perspectives (Jan. 2006), p. 25.

14 Egon Pelikan: Akomodacija ideologije politicnega katolicizma na Slovenskem [Accommodation of the
Political Catholicism Ideology in Slovenia]. Maribor, 1997, p. 40.

15 Ernst Hanisch: Der politische Katholizismus, Staat und Kirche in Osterreich von 1919 bis zur
Gegenwart. In: Oto Luthar and Jurij Perovsek (eds.), Zbornik Janka Pleterskega [A Collection of Texts
by Janko Pleterski]. Ljubljana, 2003, p. 528.

16 See also: Pelikan, Akomodacija ideologije politicnega katolicizma, pp. 40-95. Cf. Zvonko Bergant:
Kranjska med dvema Ivanoma. Idejno-politicno soolenje slovenskega politicnega katolicizma in

13
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visions of the society left very little space for the coexistence of significantly
different social groups and beliefs.

If the static nature of the Catholic view of society precluded coexistence
with groups with significantly different world views, the dialectic nature of
Marxist thought led to coexistence taking a back seat to class struggle. Marx
and Engels (in their mature phase) considered the system of liberal democracy
to be a tool of the bourgeoisie masquerading as representative of the whole
society but in truth using democracy to protect capitalist exploitation. “The
bourgeois equality (elimination of class privileges) is very different from the
proletarian equality (elimination of classes themselves).”’” Marx and Engels see
liberal democracy through the glasses of teleology and dialectics: as a process
leading from democracy to “social democracy” and then the “revolutionary
leap”, which finally opens the door to the “true” democracy of communism.'®
Unlike Leninism, Austromarxism was not opposed to parliamentary struggle.
“The working class not only has no reason to abandon parliamentarism,” thus
believed Karl Kautsky, “it has unquestionable reason to resolutely do everything
in its power to strengthen the parliament against the state administration and
to strengthen its representation in the parliament” The focus is not on the
principle of coexistence but rather on the struggle for the inevitable victory of the
proletariat followed by the elimination of capitalist relations and private property.
In light of Slovenian history, we must mention Kardelj’s conception of democracy
and pluralism. Following Marx, Kardelj treats bourgeois parliamentarism as a
tool of the bourgeoisie that muddles the true classist essence of the system of
capitalism.”® According to Kardelj, true democracy is not a list of formal rights
but is rather rooted in appropriate socio-economic relations. In the context of
the system of self-governing democracy, pluralism is not realized as a monopoly
of political parties but rather as a “pluralism of self-governing interests” through
various socio-political and other organizations. As “most social interests are not
politicized” in the relations of socialist self-government, there is also no need
for political parties.”’ In principle, Kardelj is not opposed to the coexistence of
different social interests, but only as long as they fit his system. According to

liberalizma na prehodu iz 19. v 20. stoletje [Carniola between Two Ivans. Ideological-Political
Clash Between the Slovenian Political Catholicism and Liberalism at the Turn of the 19" Century].
Ljubljana, 2004, pp. 335-395.

17 Friedrich Engels: Gospoda Evgena Diihringa prevrat v znanosti (“Anti-Diihring”). Ljubljana, 1948, p. 399.

18 Werner Conze: Demokratie in der Modernen Bewegung. In: Geschichtliche Grundbegriffe, Band 1.
Stuttgart, 1979, p. 891.

19 Karl Kautsky: Temeljna nacela socialne demokracije. Ljubljana, 1912, p. 57.

20 Edvard Kardelj: Smeri razvoja politicnega sistema socialisticnega samoupravljanja [Development
Orientations of the Socialist Self-Management Political System]. Ljubljana, 1977, p. 41.

21 Ibid., pp. 96-97.
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Kardelj, in order to preserve the freedom and democratic rights of the great
majority of people working in the system of self-government and directing the
society (through delegates), “freedom and activity must be limited for those
social forces that wish to abolish our freedom”.*

COEXISTENCE AND THE CONTEMPORARY SLOVENIAN PRESS

The aim of this article is simple: to contextualize the matter of political
coexistence in early 20" century Slovenia. Why is this important? Slovenian press
(and to alesser degree historiography) is extremely partial to the idea of Slovenian
divisiveness. Authors of various convictions and leanings see divisiveness as
something a priori Slovenian, as a typical Slovenian trait. Let us look at a couple
of examples. For instance, in his interpretation of Slovenian history, France Bucar
posited that discrimination according to ideology was “characteristic of the
whole duration of our national consciousness”. Supposedly, a distinctive feature
of Slovenian society at the beginning of the 21* century are the divisions “that
had been created in the past” Bucar identifies the “fact” that Slovenian national
consciousness developed through proclamations of Catholicism as an element of
the national essence as the central problem in this regard. According to Bucar,
any association with tendencies not originating in Catholicism (e.g. liberalism,
socialism) was seen as disloyalty to the nation. This intolerance to anything
even slightly different was supposedly exploited by communism that abused the
emancipatory pattern of the Liberation Front to achieve domination and restore
the old principle of division.”” “Fighting” between liberals and clericals was also
the subject of Marcel Stefandi¢ Jr., a journalist for Mladina, who stated that the
Slovenian situation inlate 19" century amounted to “civil war”. Atthe time, Slovenia
was supposedly “acutely, intensely, brutally polarized. /.../ Although blood was
not flowing, ink certainly was.” Stefanci¢ sees liberal anti-Catholic propaganda as
areaction to the intolerance of the Catholic faction.* Theologian and philosopher
Janez Juhant has a completely different idea of the Slovenian divisiveness in this
period. Due to their entanglement in the Austro-Hungarian Monarchy, Slovenes
supposedly found a “safe haven” in the Church. The Church became a “mother
of the nation” and came to define the nation’s existence. The development of
democracy in the context of modernity was thus supposedly frustrated by

22 Tbid, p. 131.

23 France Bucar: Slovenci in prihodnost. Slovenski narod po rojstvu drZave [Slovenians and the Future.
Slovenian Nation after the Birth of the State]. Ljubljana, 2009, pp. 101-103.

24 Marcel Stefanéi¢: Slovenci [Slovenians]. Ljubljana, 2010, p. 32.
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“liberalism and communism by limiting themselves to the culture war”** In his
historiographical-philosophical monograph, Janez Markes (a theologian as well)
presented a critical, albeit somewhat historically liberal treatment of branching of
philosophical and political ideas in Slovenia (liberalism, Catholicism, democracy;,
sovereignty of the people, Slavism, Yugoslavism). Markes takes the ideological
and political differences and connects them in an original manner (if somewhat
too lucid for historiography) into various combinations.?

What is the common denominator of all these extremely different views of
the “Slovenian schism”? It is primarily their unhistorical perspective, i.e. the
assessment of historical development from today’s perspective, from the viewpoint
of the observer who is familiar with the future stages of development. However,
such a viewpoint is only seemingly broad. In truth, it obscures important issues
that are essential to the historiographical interpretation and can only be caught
if we are very familiar with the characteristics of the space and time under
investigation. The people who lived “then” did not know what we know “now”.
Another characteristic common to all the above views is the near (or complete)
absence of the national and social contexts. The Habsburg Monarchy is presented
as a kind of stage on which the history of Slovenian disputes is unfolding, not as
an important factor whose mere structure of government determined various
parameters of development (cultural, political, economic). A perennialist idea
of the nation is also frequently typical: that nations supposedly existed in all
historical period even though nationalist ideology is of a much later date.”” Such
analyses often hide a very contemporary “secret message” between the lines (e.g.
clericals/liberals were evil/good in the past, so they are still evil/good). Another
typical feature of these authors is their investigation of who was more responsible
for the “culture war” and whose contributions to Slovenian history were positive/
negative. History is life’s teacher, after all. Regardless of the potentially opposite
intentions of their authors, such interpretations reproduce the myth of Slovenian
divisiveness by newly constructing it through criticism. The author of this article
does not wish to insinuate that the journalist viewpoint or the viewpoints of
other humanities are wrong. Journalism (or political, philosophical, theological,
literary analysis) can uncover many things that the historian would overlook.

25 Janez Juhant: Ali je mogoce s totalitarizmom presojati demokracijo? [Is It Possible to Judge
Democracy With Totalitarianism?]. In: Problemi demokracije na Slovenskem v letih 1918-1941
[Problems of Democracy in Slovenia between 1918 and 1941]. Ljubljana, 2007, pp. 43-45.

26 Cf. Janez Marke$: Tocka nacionalnega nesporazuma [The Point of the National Misunderstanding].
Ljubljana, 2001.

27 Although the author treats nationalism as a modern phenomenon, he is also well aware of the
importance of the ethnosymbolic perspective (“prehistory” of the nation). A brief overview of theories
of nationalism. In: Christian Jansen and Henning Borggrife: Nation, Nationalitit, Nationalismus.
Frankfurt, New York, 2007.
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However, this is not a historical analysis but rather something else. In parallel
with the journalist, i.e. non-historical conceptualization of political divisions in
early 20" century, there exists a developing discipline of academic historiography
that deals with the issues of political coexistence in broad temporal and spatial
contexts. In the next section, we will refer to this tradition and complement it
with a list of comparative historiography monographs dealing with the Habsburg
Monarchy.

POLITICAL CULTURE

In spite of the irreconcilable differences in the definitions of democracy,
the period from 1848 to 1918 can be seen as the time of democratization of the
sphere of politics. On the eve of the March Revolution, the “Austrian Empire” was
an absolutist country that embodied Metternich’s conviction that the monarchic
principle is the only true principle of government. On the other hand, the
Monarchy entered World War I as a democratic parliamentary state (at least in
principle and in part).

Political coexistence in the Slovenian area in the early 20™ century cannot
be understood without the knowledge of social conditions in the Habsburg
Monarchy. The complexity of the government system as well as general social
circumstances in the country commonly called the “old Austria” places heavy
obstacles before the historian. There are many reasons for this: the Habsburg
context is not singular — rather, there are multiple contexts to the development
of the Slovenian political and general social spheres. There is also the question of
whether the historian of today is even able to understand the institutions of that
time, e.g. the unclear relationship between provincial and state jurisdiction,® the
even more unclear nature of the dualist system, etc.”” Research of different aspects
of life leads to different impressions of the nature of the Habsburg Monarchy.
The economic interactions within the area say one thing, while intense national-
political battles say something completely different.’® It is not unusual that the
most prominent historians of the period encompassing the final decades of the
Habsburg Monarchy take recourse in theoretical conceptions that could help us
understand the society of that time. In the past two decades, two such concept are
especially prominent in historiography: political culture and civil society.

28 Cf. Sergij Vilfan: Pravna zgodovina Slovencev [The Legal History of Slovenians]. Ljubljana, 1996, p.
446.

29 Cf. Eva Somogyi: Vom Zentralismus zum Dualismus. Der Weg der deutschosterreichischen Liberalen
zum Ausgleich von 1867. Wiesbaden, 1983.

30 Cf. section Macht iiber Rdume in Andrea Komlosy: Grenze und ungleiche regionale Entwicklung,
Binnenmarkt und Migration in der Habsburgermonarchie. Vienna, 2004, pp. 40-115.
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The concept of political culture in the context of Central European history
was defined in a book by Austrian historian Ernst Hanisch, and in the context of
Slovenian historiography it is used convincingly by Peter Vodopivec. According
to Hanisch, political culture is an “amalgam of tendencies, attitudes and relations
towards political processes and structures”. One part of political culture are the
“behavioural patterns” that are transmitted through symbols and traditions.
Political culture is the “politically relevant idea of the world held by populations,
major social groups and functional elites”’' Hanisch’s basic idea is evident from
the very title of his book on 20" century Austrian history (The Long Shadow
of the State). According to Hanisch’s interpretation, a strong tradition of state
bureaucracy had developed in Austria. Modernization was usually handled from
top to bottom and the civil society never completely shook off the influence of
the state. On the other hand, the traditions of state bureaucracy was supposedly
precisely the element that allowed for a relatively early development of the social
state.”> According to Hanisch, political culture of the Monarchy was at odds with
the civil and representation-oriented Anglo-Saxon political culture of the time.”
It was impossible to “truly” develop political individualism. This was partly also
due to Austrian popular culture that was shot through with Catholicism. In late
19" century, the latter reformed into a defensive ideology that stood against
modernization. The ideology’s proclaimed main adversaries were liberals, social
democrats and Jews. Catholicism’s closed value system referred to the eternal
order of Heaven, nature and society, which of course presupposes respect for
tradition and authority** In Hanisch’s opinion, the roots of Austrian political
culture were formed even before the 19" century, during the time of Baroque and
Josephinism. The Baroque period supposedly left its mark on the Austrian sphere
by encouraging the development of a rigid social hierarchy, ceremonies and
theatrics and a roundabout way of speaking, as well as increasing the importance
of personal connections to one’s career.”> The other, more reasonable part of
political culture was the result of Josephinism, however, the aim of the enlightened-
absolutist reforms of Joseph II was not to form a community of “free citizens” but
rather a “unified association of subjects”. Top-to-bottom modernization created

31 Peter Vodopivec: Politi¢ne in zgodovinske tradicije v srednji Evropi in na Balkanu (v luci izku$nje
prve Jugoslavije) [Political and Historical Traditions in the Central Europe and the Balkans (in View
of the Experience from the First Yugoslavia)]. Zgodovinski casopis, 2005, No. 3-4, pp. 461-462.

32 Ernst Hanisch: Der lange Schatten des Staates. Osterreichische Gesellschaftgeschichte im 20.
Jahrhundert. Osterreichische Geschichte 1890-1990. Vienna, 1994, p. 15.

33 Peter Vodopivec: O slovenskih politi¢nih tradicijah v ¢asu nastanka Kraljevine SHS leta 1918 [On the
Slovenian Political Traditions during the Establishment of the Kingdom of SHS in 1918]. In: Problemi
demokracije na Slovenskem, p. 2.

34 Hanisch, Der lange Schatten des Staates, p. 30. Vodopivec, Politi¢ne in zgodovinske tradicije, p. 465.

35 Hanisch, Der lange Schatten des Staates, p. 27.
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a powerful bureaucracy that had no qualms about interfering with the personal
lives of the subjects.*

In historiography, the matter of political culture in the Habsburg Monarchy is
connected to the great debate on Germany’s special path, the “Sonderweg”, that, in
the late 20™ century, raged throughout the German historiography of the 19" and
20™ centuries. The proponents of the special path hypothesis explained the rise
of National Socialism with the special, conservative modernization of Germany,
in which the successful socio-economic modernization was not followed by an
effective political modernization that would lead towards modern democracy.
The rule of old, traditional elites supposedly blocked the parliamentarization
of the system. The “Sonderwegdebatte” had various twists and turns, however,
we cannot simply divide its participants into proponents and opponents of the
special path hypothesis. That is, various proponents of the “Sonderweg” had very
different interpretations of it. According to American historian James Shedel, the
heart of the special path hypothesis is the conviction that France, Great Britain
and the U.S. represent the “normative development models”, meaning that
the progressiveness of other countries should be measured by their success at
“implementing” the fundamental characteristics of these models.”” The Austrian
version of the “Sonderweg” of course has its own characteristics. However, there
is the background question that historians have been asking since 1918: Was the
Habsburg Monarchy destined to fall? And of course: Why?** As shown by Shedel,
many historians, those writing before (Josef Redlich) as well as those writing
after World War II (Hugo Hantch, Erich Zéllner, Robert A. Kann), rationalized
the problems of the Habsburg Monarchy by the failure of “true” constitutionality
in 1848/89, which caused the Monarchy to miss the opportunity to transform
into a healthy federal state based on liberal principles, and by the country’s
unsuccessful resolution of national disputes. The most famous proponent of the
Austrian special path, cultural historian Carl Schorske, believed that “Austria” as
a society plunged into a crisis in the late 19" century because of the decline of
liberalism and the rise of Christian socialists, social democrats, anti-Semites and
nationalists. These supposedly prevented the rational culture of the law espoused

36 Vodopivec, Politi¢ne in zgodovinske tradicije, p. 462.

37 James Shedel: Fin de siécle or Jahrhundertwende. The Question of an Austrian Sonderweg. In:
Rethinking Vienna 1900. New York, Oxford, 2001, p. 84. Critics of the German special path question
the relationship between the German and Western-European development: the “normal” path of
social and political transformation does not exist, and although the German middle class wielded
relatively little influence at the level of state politics, it was dominant in the social, economic and cultural
spheres. Cf. the introduction to Geoff Eley and David Blackbourn: The Peculiarities of German History,
Bourgeois Society and Politics in Nineteenth-Century Germany. Oxford, 1984, pp. 1-39.

38 Forabriefoverview of historians' opinions on the “inevitability” of the Monarchy's downfall, see Janez
Cvirn: Zwittrov pogled na habsbursko monarhijo [Zwitter’s Outlook on the Habsburg Monarchy].
In: Zwittrov zbornik [Collection of Texts on Zwitter]. Ljubljana, 2008, pp. 35-46.
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by the haute bourgeoisie from flourishing. According to Schorske, this had a good
side as well: disappointed by politics, the children of liberal parents discovered
intellectual inspiration. And thus developed the cultural phenomenon known as
the Fin-de-siecle Vienna.”

In his book, Hanisch asks whether the special path model could also be used
for Austrian history. Although he does not give a clear answer to this question, it
is evident that he is, in his careful way, quite partial to the concept of an Austrian
“Sonderweg”. It is also obvious that the political culture of Western Europe serves
as his comparative reference point. He often mentions “delayed” development
of various nationalisms and democracy: “The political religion of various
nationalisms functioned according to the politics of emotion and replaced the
cool rationality of liberalism. Their remorseless populist demagogy rendered the
new democratic political elites incapable of compromise.”*

The distinctive features of the Austrian path are being researched by historians
who are openly critical of the “Sonderweg” as well. Shedel concedes that the
historical development of the Monarchy was distinctive — not abnormal but
simply different from the development of Western Europe.* Shedel stresses the
significance of legal order and the idea of a state of law (Rechtsstaat), the heritage
of Josephinism that had formed the basis of the political culture. The rationalist
and legalist spirit of the Enlightenment was an important source of lawfulness for
the dynasty as well as an indispensable tool for the management of the Monarchy.**
If the state support for modernization stalled in the post-Josephine period, the
revolution of 1848 sent the dynasty back to the top-to-bottom implementation
of various processes of modernization (economy, education). Due to military
defeats, financial troubles and opposition of the bourgeoisie, the Monarchy
was even forced into making constitutional concessions.*” The constitution of
December 1867 can thus be seen as a compromise (far-reaching authority of
the ruler). According to Rumpler, the December Constitution strengthened the
legal foundation of the Monarchy, however, it did not establish a constitutional
state (in the Western sense) but rather bolstered the “Rechtsstaat’, i.e. the legally
regulated execution of state powers.* This allowed the society to function
normally in the periods of the “hung parliament” after 1897. As stressed by

39 Shedel, The Question of an Austrian Sonderweg, pp. 86-88. Cf. Carl E. Schorske: Fin-de-Siécle
Vienna: politics and culture. New York, 1981, p. 117.

40 Hanisch, Der lange Schatten des Staates, p. 210.

41 Robin Okey has a similar view of the processes of modernization within the Monarchy: Habsburg
Monarchy from Enlightenment to Eclipse. New York, 2000, p. 400.

42 Shedel, The Question of an Austrian Sonderweg, p. 94.

43 Vodopivec, Politi¢cne in zgodovinske tradicije, p. 463.

44 Helmut Rumpler: Osterreichische Geschichte 1804-1914. Eine Chance fiir Mitteleuropa, Biirgerliche
Emazipation und Staatsverfall in der Habsburgermonarchie. Vienna, 1997, p. 417.
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Hanisch, the mutual blockade of political powers did not threaten the privileges
of the Crown or the domination of state bureaucracy. According to Shedel, the
parties of the parliament often supported the rule of bureaucracy according to
Article 14 during the periods of parliamentary impotence — meaning that they
respected the traditional functioning of the “Rechtsstaat” as a “legitimate, useful
and powerful force even in the constitutional period”*

CIVIL SOCIETY

In addition to the concept of political culture, the concept of civil society
is another recent addition to historiography. This concept is championed by
American historian Gary B. Cohen who notes that nationalist historiographies
traditionally tended to present the national political movements within the
Monarchy as independent of or counter to the state. However, the Habsburg
Monarchy actually enabled the creation of political and institutional spaces
necessary for the development of the modern civil society — along with nationalist
politics. Cohen understands the concept of civil society in a broader, though
not teleological sense: as a sphere of individual and collective discourses and
actions, formally independent of the state that deals with public matters, politics
and government. In the context of the 19" century, civil society includes public
associations, magazines and newspapers, Voluntary societies, civil activities,
political movements and, last but not least, political parties.* It is the belief of
this article’s author that the concepts of political culture and civil society are
not opposites, as are not the general concepts of culture and society. Cohen’s
conception of the civil society as a methodological aid for dealing with the history
of the Habsburg Monarchy generally points towards the study of relationships
between individuals, social groups and state institutions, while the concept of
political culture is focused on long-term “cultural patterns” that are transmitted
from generation to generation. In other words: The concept of political culture is
closer to philosophy, while the concept of civil society is closer to sociology.

In late 1980s, John W. Boyer noted that, compared to the historiography of
Germany, the historiography of the Habsburg Monarchy paid little attention to
the relationship between the state administration and the civil society.”” Already
in Metternich’s time, various societies and associations began appearing as a

45 Shedel, The Question of an Austrian Sonderweg, p. 97.

46 Gary B. Cohen: Nationalist Politics and the Dynamics of State and Civil Society in the Habsburg
Monarchy. Central Europan History, 2007, No. 2, p. 245.

47 John W. Boyer: Some Reflections on the Problem of Austria, Germany and Mitteleuropa. Central
Europan History, 1989, pp. 11-12.
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characteristic of the bourgeois way of life, and the number of newspapers likewise
increased. The revolution of 1848 naturally resulted in an explosion of daily
newspapers and the beginning of the formation of political parties. Although the
state greatly limited the freedom of the press during the period of neo-absolutism,
italso tried to use it to manipulate public opinion. The liberal acts on societies and
the press from 1859/61 and 1867 respectively treated the right of association as
one of the fundamental freedoms.*® As for the political sphere, the 1860s saw the
development of political parties of patricians who staffed parliamentary bodies
based on limited suffrage. Regardless, notes Cohen, the civil society by and large
extended beyond the fences of limited suffrage. The development of industry,
“capitalist” agriculture, urbanization and an increase in the level of education
led to increased participation of the petty bourgeoisie and the working class in
the affairs of civil society.*” Following the European standards of the time, the
Austrian half of the Monarchy provided its citizens with far-reaching freedoms
of speech, press and association after 1867. Additionally, citizens were guaranteed
impartial treatment by the courts. Various mass movements were thus able to
openly develop oppositional policies and lay foundations for their activities in
the period when the electoral system became more democratic.® According to
John W. Boyer, the German liberal reformers of the 1860s played a larger part in
the liberalization of state structures in the Austrian part of the Monarchy than
acknowledged by past historians.”

After 1890, the relationship between civil society and the state became
increasingly dynamic. All levels of administration became the subject of complex
political negotiations between local political organizations and interest groups,
elected political representatives and various governmental institutions.”® In many
areas of internal affairs, state administration faced “bottom-up” pressure from
the civil society, while senior officials struggled to retain the tradition of state
administration “from the top down”. While these tendencies were definitely
democratic in nature, the democratization stopped halfway through.”® Rather
than of democratization, Cohen thus proposes to speak of the penetration of
public interest into some of the areas of state administration. In particular, he

48 Helmut Rumpler: Von der “Biirgerlichen &ffentlichkeit” zur Massendemokratie. Zivilgesellschaft und
politische partizipation im Vielvolkerstaat der Habsburgermonarchie. In: Die Habsburgermonarchie
1848-1918, Band VIII, 1. Teilband. Vienna, 2006, p. 9.

49 Cohen, Nationalist Politics and the Dynamics of State and Civil Society, p. 249.

50 Ibid., p. 252.

51 Ibid., p. 254.

52 Ibid., p. 256. See Chapter 1 on the consolidation of power by the Christian Socialists in Vienna: John
W. Boyer: Culture and Political Crisis in Vienna, Christian Socialism in Power 1897-1918. Chicago,
London, 1995, pp. 1-60.

53 Hanisch, Der lange Schatten des Staates, p. 210.
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focuses on the cohabitation (Cohen’s term) of the public interest of these groups
and political parties with state bureaucracy.™*

RADICALIZATION

In Slovenian history, the early 20" century is justifiably regarded as a time of
political divisions. However, it was also a time of (incomplete) democratization and
mass politics (or politics of the masses).”> Hobsbawm points out that after 1870,
the European ruling elites recognized that democratization was inevitable. The
electorate started to expand. Universal and equal suffrage for men was spreading
through Europe, with the matter of women’s suffrage gaining increasing traction
as well. This naturally resulted in the political mobilization of the masses and in
the creation of parties of the masses. However, these parties of the masses did not
replace patrician politics — patricians merely had to adapt to the new circumstances.
Well-organized mass political movements were not “republics of equals” The
combination of hierarchical organization and mass popular support provided these
parties with great potential: such parties became potential states. Democratization,
occurring in the time of great social transformations and crises, brought about
new problems. The unity (and even the existence) of various countries came to be
questioned due to ineffectual parliaments, demagogy and insurmountable disputes
between parties. “Men of independent wealth” were being pushed out of politics
by men who had founded their careers and wealth on success in the new political
environment.* Parliamentary crises became part of everyday politics. From 1875
to 1914, France had as many as 52 governments, only 11 of which lasted more
than a year.”” However, parliamentary disputes were not limited to countries with
governments that depended upon them. In 1870s, Germany, where the government
was appointed by the Kaiser and the parliament was elected on the basis of
universal men’s suffrage, was being undermined by the dispute between BismarcK’s
government and the Catholic Church. The culture war unified Catholic voters
and helped create the first German “people’s party” with strong backing among all
classes — the Catholic “Zentrum”>® Social democratic parties were on the warpath,
agitating during this time for universal and equal suffrage (including women) and
simultaneously establishing mechanisms for permanent political campaign and
a closed subculture (constant presence in the lives of supporters). A similar path

54 Cohen, Nationalist Politics and the Dynamics of State and Civil Society, p. 260.

55 Cf. Vodopivec, O slovenskih politi¢nih tradicijah, p. 30.

56 Eric Hobsbawm: The Age of Empire 1875-1914. London, 2008, p. 96.

57 Cf. Robert Gildea: Children of the Revolution. The French 1799-1914. London, 2008, pp. 247-288.

58 Jost Diilfer: Deutschland als Kaiserreich (1871-1918). In: Deutsche Geschichte von den Anfiingen bis
zur Gegenwart. Frankfurt am Main, 2006, p. 557.
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— though from an ideologically opposite starting point — was taken by Christian
socialist parties in Catholic countries.”® In 1870s, domination of classical liberal
parties at the European level was slowly coming to an end, which was also the result
of the “great depression” and the related social issues (that had been pressing even
before the crisis).® In some countries, social liberals campaigning for a reformist
correction of capitalism eventually gained power (Great Britain, Italy), while in
others (e.g. in the German Empire) they failed to gain a relevant level of influence
despite successes in non-governmental areas (creation of co-operatives).®!

It therefore seems that radicalization of politics within the parliamentary
system was generally characteristic of the whole of Europe. However, the Austrian
part of the Habsburg Monarchy was, in addition to ideological and social divisions,
also plagued by national ones. Exacerbated conflicts and political instability were
not only the result of nationalist sentiments as an independent factor, but rather
of a transformation of civil society and the sphere of politics. The radicalization of
nationalist politics was just one consequence of these transformations.®* National
disputes in Austria were not merely processes of destruction and divergence,
they were also emancipatory and integrative, and after 1867, they changed the
state in such a way that the “bourgeoisies” of all nations became masters of
their own political destiny.®® After 1890, mass political movements within the
Monarchy threatened the positions of established parties of wealthy landowners,
the conservative clergy and the moneyed and educated bourgeoisie. These new
movements challenged the notions of the community espoused by the “old”
conservatives and liberals, replacing them with their own populist conception
of society/community, regardless of whether they were the proponents of radical
nationalism and anti-Semitism, Catholic or secular agrarianism, urban social
Catholicism or social democracy.* Particularly hard-hit were the German
liberals, who dominated the Austrian part of the Monarchy as the ruling
formation until 1879. The German liberals espoused a pluralist vision, according
to which individuals must be free to develop their own potentials. However, as
noted by Judson, the individual’s choice was limited to the possibilities available
within the context of the German bourgeoisie. The liberals’ problem was not that
they did not (in a certain sense) expand the rights to new groups of people, but
rather that they made these rights too conditional: “Have these rights, but be like
us”” Other groups preferred to fight for their rights on their own terms, for which

59 Geoff Eley: Forging Democracy. Oxford, 2002, p. 113.

60 Hobsbawm, The Age of Empire, p. 98.

61 Jurij Perovsek: Na poti v moderno [On the Way to Modernity]. Ljubljana, 2005, pp. 43-48.
62 Cohen, Nationalist Politics and the Dynamics of State and Civil Society, p. 266.

63 Boyer, Culture and Political Crisis in Vienna, p. Xii.

64 Cohen, Nationalist Politics and the Dynamics of State and Civil Society, p. 267.
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they used the basic political structures left behind by the German liberals.*> The fall
of liberalism was not sudden. After (different) Central European liberals claimed
for decades that they represent the common interest, it became increasingly clear
after 1880 that they in truth represent nobody but themselves. The German liberals
jumped on the wagon that they had been following for decades: integral German
nationalism. They were thus able to preserve the role of their parties deep within
the period of mass politics, especially in nationally mixed areas.* The Young Czechs
movement developed in much the same way.”’

The radicalization of politics took place in numerous parts of the Austrian
political space. The expansion of voting rights for parliamentary election in 1882,
when the tax census was decreased from 10 to 5 Gulden, opened the door to real
mass politics. And after the parliamentary reform of 1896, when the fifth curia
that was to be elected based on universal men’s suffrage was established,®® mass
movements started dominating the political sphere. A point of interest in the
Austrian case, according to John W. Boyer, is the fact that the crisis of political
liberalism was the result of the invasion of civil movements that represented
the “middle” of the bourgeoisie.” In Vienna, “middle class” politics was (along
with anti-Semitism) one of the common points of Lueger’s Christian Socialists
and Schonerer’s anti-Catholic pan-German movement. Movements that
would supposedly protect the middle class were against both “socialism” and
“capitalism” Although middle class proved hard to define (it seemed to include
both the mill owner and the junior clerk, but not the manual worker or the rich
capitalist), the middle class ideology created a strong sense of belonging in the
middle.”” However, a separate sense of belonging was also cultivated by the Social
Democrats who were becoming the foremost proponents of anti-Clericalism in
the capital. The rise of the Social Democrats in Vienna showed that the political
and ethical power of the working class had turned against the interests of other
bourgeois classes, even the middle ones. “Red” workers’” organizations opposed
the Viennese bourgeoisie in the cultural sense as well — they espoused cultural
egalitarianism that the middle classes did not agree with.”

65 Judson, Exclusive Revolutionaries, pp. 268, 269.

66 Ibid., pp. 193, 194.
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p. 8. Janez Cvirn: Razvoj ustavnosti in parlamentarizma v habsburski monarhiji, dunajski drzavni
zbor in Slovenci 1848-1918 [Development of Constitutionality and Parliamentarism in the Habsburg
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70 Lothar Hobelt: Well-tempered Discontent: Austrian Domestic Politics. In: Cornwall (ed.), The last
Years of Austria-Hungary, p. 54.

71 John W. Boyer: Political Radicalism in Late Imperial Vienna. Origins of the Christian-Social Movement
1848-1897. Chicago, 1981, p. 412.
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Regardless of the situation in Vienna, the main element of political instability
in the country was the growing nationalism of political groups. Among other
things, the rise of nationalist parties (e.g. Schonerer’s pan-Germans, the Czech
national socialists, the Polish national democrats) also represented a populist
revolt against the elitism of old conservative or liberal nationalists. The new
national parties focused less on the fight against national enemies and more on
the battle with established parties within national camps.”” This is also the context
of the Slovenian Catholic-liberal dispute in Carniola (the liberals’ 1896 coalition
with the Germans, obstruction tactics by the Catholic side).”” The political
discourse of various party demands became radicalized in all directions. New,
mass parties offered competing ideas of community, civil identity and loyalty. As
the relationships between the old parties and the state bureaucracy had broken
down, the Austrian provinces saw invigorated political battles over every clerical
position, every school board, every city assembly, etc.”*

Unfortunately for Austrian parliamentarism, however, the quarrelling parties
within national camps were able to stand united in the National Assembly. The
parliamentary crisis due to Badeni’s language ordinances for Bohemia and
Moravia in 1897 and the brutality of parliamentary obstruction as well as riots
within and outside the parliament became a symbol of the impotency of the
parties and the political system.” The crisis also brought the “art” of parliamentary
obstruction to a higher level: obstruction became an everyday means used
in order to achieve concrete political goals. Various parties obstructed the
functioning of the parliament in order to obtain certain concessions, returning
to normal political practice only when they got what they wanted. The other face
of the Cisleithanian political system in the final decades of the Monarchy was
represented by the complex mechanisms of political negotiation between the
parties and state administration that allowed the latter to function. Among the
more successful ones was the Moravian Compromise of 1905.7 The notorious
Article 14, which allowed the adoption of legislation without the parliament,
played a part in the negotiations as well. Article 14 could only be used when the
parliament was not in session. Once the parliament reconvened, the government

72 Cohen, Nationalist Politics and the Dynamics of State and Civil Society, p. 267.

73 Andrej Rahten: Der Krainer Landtag. In: Die Habsburgermonarchie, Band VII: Verfasung und
Parlamentarismus, 1. Teilband. Vienna, 2000, pp. 1739-1768. Dragan Mati¢: Nemci v Ljubljani 1861-
1918 [Germans in Ljubljana 1861-1918]. Ljubljana, 2002, pp. 299-401.

74 Cohen, Nationalist Politics and the Dynamics of State and Civil Society, p. 268.

75 Cvirn, Razvoj ustavnosti in parlamentarizma, p. 187. Rumpler, Eine Chance, p. 513. Hanisch, Der
lange Schatten des Staates, p. 230. For more details on the Badeni Crisis, see Berthold Sutter: Die
Badenische Sprachenverordnungen von 1897. Ihre Genesis und ihre Auswirkungen vornehmlich auf die
innerdstereichischen Alpenlinder, I and II. Graz, Cologne, 1960-65.

76 Cvirn, Razvoj ustavnosti in parlamentarizma, p- 196.
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had to present it with all the acts it had adopted in accordance with Article 14.
These acts were often passed by the parliament as well. According to Lothar
Hobelt, extraordinary acts passed by the government often broke the stalemate
in the parliament and opened doors to negotiations and productive legislative
work.”” Although the implementation of universal suffrage for men effected by
the reform of 1906 changed the balance of power (increasing the number of
workers’ and peasants’ representatives), it did not wholly eliminate the unequal
representation of provinces. Also, in spite of a lively suffragette movement,
women remained disenfranchised.”® But most of all, the reform did not vindicate
the hopes held by the government and the Crown that it would provide the basis
for a functional national assembly that would relegate national disputes to the
back burner. The situation was still dominated by individual interests “that were
unable to reach further than the interests of their nation, province or party””

A tongue-in-cheek view of the political culture of quarrelling parties
before World War I was offered in 1911 by Jaroslav Hasek who, together with
his bohemian companions in Prague, “established” the Party of Moderate
Progress within the Bounds of the Law. His speech on the opposing candidates
is particularly illuminating: “Dear voters! I cannot say anything nice about the
opposing candidates. This is very unpleasant for me, even more so, as I would
very much like to say all the best in order to prove that the sweetest revenge could

be /.../ using this fact to avail them of the arms they plan to use against me”®

77 Cohen, Nationalist Politics and the Dynamics of State and Civil Society, p. 270.

78 Cf. Brigitta Bader-Zaar: Frauenbewegungen und Frauenrecht. In: Die Habsburgermonarchie 1848-
1918, Band VIII, 2. Teilband. Vienna, 2006, pp. 1005-1027.
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FROM PROVINCIAL TO NATIONAL ADHERENCE

If until the revolutionary year of 1848 “nobody had paid any attention to
nationality”, in Slovenia (Austria) until that time and also later Slovenians were
usually referred to as the rural population, while Germans (or Italians) were
seen as the urban and town population. In the political sense, the majority
population was distinctively provincially oriented. Cities and towns were
considered German (or Italian) purely on the basis of linguistic differences with
the countryside, as a sign of legal and social distinctiveness. After the restoration
of the constitutional life, the nationalist aspirations led to a decisive push in the
direction of nationalism, as the bourgeoisie was forced to declare itself nationally.*’
In Carniola the Slovenian situation was the most favourable,* while in Styria
the German and the Slovenian side both started to consolidate their positions.
While the ambitions of the Germans were easier to achieve due to the existing
“German” estate situation,* the Slovenians had to start pursuing their goals in
much more difficult circumstances. In Carniola a moderate conservative wing,
headed by Janez Bleiweiss, was prevalent in the 1860s, while in Styria a liberal
political orientation was formed under the agile leadership of Josip Vosnjak.**
The conservatively oriented Slovenian politics in Carinthia was in a much worse
situation due to the unfavourable electoral geometry.® In Istria the Slovenian
population faced the fact that in order to achieve its national “rise” it should get
rid of the Italian irredentism, constantly present in the Istrian politics since the
middle of the 1860s. In the Gorizia region the population structure (except in
Gorizia) was more or less clearly determined according to the Italian-Slovenian
“national” key,* therefore the Slovenian politics (like in Carniola) had a more

81 Janez Cvirn: Trdnjavski trikotnik. Politicna orientacija Nemcev na Spodnjem Stajerskem (1867-1914)
[The “Trdnjava” Triangle. Political Orientation of Germans in Lower Styria (1867-1914)]. Maribor,
1997, pp. 9-12, 19-33.
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(ed.), Josip Vosnjak: Spomini [Josip Vos$njak: Memoirs]. Ljubljana, 1982, pp. 646-658.

85 Cf. Janko Pleterski: Narodna in politicna zavest na Koroskem. Narodna zavest in politicna orientacija
prebivalstva slovenske Koroske v letih 1848-1914 [National and Political Conscience in Carinthia.
National Awareness and Political Orientation of the Population of Slovenian Carinthia from 1848 to
1914]. Ljubljana, 1965, pp. 164-204. Tone Zorn: Andrej Einspieler in slovensko politi¢no gibanje na
Koroskem v 60. letih 19. stoletja [Andrej Einspieler and the Slovenian Political Movement in Carithia
in the 1860s]. Zgodovinski ¢asopis, 1969, No. 1-2, p. 31. Teodor Domej: Slovenci v 19. stoletju v luci
svojih lastnih oznak [Slovenians in the 19th Century According to Their Own Characterisations].
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Political History of Slovenians in the Gorizia Region 1848-1899]. Nova Gorica, 2005, pp. 231-236.
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favourable starting point. The situation of the “Slovenians” on the other side of
the river Mura was increasingly defined by the Hungarian nationalism, while the
voting right excluded the majority of the Slovenian population in Hungary from
the political life.* The Venetian “Slovenians™’ experienced a similar fate under
the Italian assimilation pressure.*

After the Slovenian politics had entered the Austrian parliamentary period in
a relatively disorganised manner,” the national impulse in Slovenia strengthened
on the basis of the Maribor Programme of 1865 (nevertheless rejected by the
“Young Slovenians”)*? and became apparent at the 2" National Assembly elections
in 1867, when Slovenians appeared with a clear political programme.” However,
already by the end of the 1860s the relations within the Slovenian politics
intensified in connection with the liberal legislation and the Concordat issues.
The division between the “Old Slovenians” and the “Young Slovenians”, initiated
already by Fran Levstik with the newspaper Naprej (1863), deepened even
further. The Slovenian liberal politics culminated in the camps they organised,
while the political conflicts also revealed themselves with the establishment of the
conservative newspaper Domovina in the Gorizia region (1867)** and the liberal
newspaper Slovenski narod in Maribor (1868).” Double (liberal and conservative)

Vasilij Melik: O razvoju slovenske nacionalnopoliti¢ne zavesti 1861-1918 [On the Development of the
Slovenian National-Political Awareness 1861-1918]. In: Vasilij Melik, Slovenci 1848-1918. Razprave in
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of Slovenians in Prekmurje between 1860 and 1918]. In: Bogo Grafenauer (ed.), Prekmurski Slovenci v
zgodovini [Prekmurje Slovenians through History]. Murska Sobota, 1961, p. 109.
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95 Cf. Janez Cvirn: Slovenska politika na Stajerskem ob koncu 60-ih let 19. stoletja [Slovenian Politics
in Styria at the End of the 1860s]. Zgodovinski ¢asopis, 1993, No. 4, p. 523. Franjo Bas: Prispevki
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candidatures appeared at the Provincial Assembly elections in 1870.% The “Young
Slovenians” nevertheless kept surrendering to the pressure of the “Old Slovenians”
and finally accepted the Catholic etiquette, at least outwardly. However, when the
Slovenian Catholic camp joined the Hohenwart’s club in 1871 and argued for a
broad provincial autonomy based on the historical law, Christian principles in the
constitutional and educational field and national equality, the Young Slovenians
could not accept such a programme.” After the relocation of the Slovenski
narod newspaper, Josip Jurci¢ and Josip Vosnjak to Ljubljana, the strengthened
Carniolan liberal side intensified the ideological-political division, which became
evident already in September 1872 at the meeting of the Slovenska matica society.
The division was also apparent during the intense discussions in the Provincial
Assembly and especially when the Slovenec newspaper was founded in 1873.% In
the Gorizia region this became noticeable with the emergence of the conservative
newspaper Glas in 1872 and the Gorica society a year later (after the split with
the Young Slovenians Josip Tonki became its first president).” The dissolution of
unity in Slovenia culminated at the National Assembly elections in 1873 and the
Provincial Assembly elections in 1874, when the conservative camp supported
the Church-political standpoints while the liberals were interested exclusively in
the matters of national politics. Nevertheless, the intensified German (Italian)
nationalism consolidated the Slovenian ranks in the middle of this decade, forcing
them to return to the unification policy (for example, in the Gorizia region with
the formation of the Sloga political society).'® The passions finally calmed down
in 1876, when the Young Slovenians entered Hohenwart’s club as well. '*!

The language of administration and education in Istria was Italian, and the
Istrian towns were in Italian hands. The Italians responded to the Slovenian
and Croatian demands for the equality of both languages with Italian in courts,
offices and schools, with the statement that “Istria only knows Italian schools”
and “whoever dislikes these schools should not attend them”'®® The Italians
also succeeded to prevail in the completely Slovenian municipality of Pomjan,
while the Slovenians had a slightly better representation in Milje. However, in

96 Cf. Slovenski narod, 25 August 1870.

97 Cf. Andrej Pancur: Uveljavitev slovenskega narodnega gibanja [Assertion of the Slovenian National
Movement]. In: Jasna Fischer et al. (eds.), Slovenska novejsa zgodovina. Od programa Zedinjena
Slovenija do mednarodnega priznanja Republike Slovenije [Slovenian Contemporary History. From
the United Slovenia Programme to the International Recognition of the Republic of Slovenia].
Ljubljana, 2005, pp. 29-30.

98 Vasilij Melik: Razcep med staroslovenci in mladoslovenci [Division Between the “Old Slovenians”
and “Young Slovenians”]. In: Melik, Slovenci 1848-1918, pp. 470-483.
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1871 the Slovenian municipality of Dekani was established due to the persistent
demands of the Istrian Slovenians, and several municipalities of the northern
Istria gradually acquired a Slovenian aspect.!® The Edinost society, established
in 1874 (and the newspaper in 1876), acquired an increasingly important role
in the public life in Istria in the second half of the 1870s. It gradually expanded
its activities to the entire Austrian Littoral and co-ordinated them with the Sloga
society.'” The Edinost society also expanded its activities to the Croatian part of
Istria in 1878.'"

In Carinthia the distribution of constituencies was “designed” in favour of the
German population, which did not have to “put too much effort” into completely
dominating that province. The situation was different in Styria, where the
German population was forced to defend itself from the rising Slovenian “flood”
Regardless of the fact that in the middle of the 1870s the Trdnjava society called
upon the Provincial Assembly to ensure the equality of languages in schools,
offices and public life,'* the development of the Slovenian politics was relatively
poor, 17 especially after the cancelation of Trdnjava (1876), when no important
Slovenian political societies existed in Carinthia (except for the Society of St.
Mohor).!%®

The Hungarian political elite denied the “Slovenians” east of the river
Mura even the fundamental right of declaring themselves (in terms of their
language) as Slovenians. The Hugarians had been referring to them simply as
the “Tétok” or “Vendek” or non-native speakers of Hungarian. The Hungarian
pressure intensified further with the adoption of “appropriate” legislation.'” If the
“Slovenian” part of the Zelezna and Zalska Zupanija counties had already been
brought together by the United Slovenia programme, the national idea was very
slow to mature at the left bank of the river Mura.'® The Venetian “Slovenians”
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were also politically “cut off” from the Slovenian national programme with the
annexation to Italy in 1866, and their connections with the Slovenian provinces
were hindered."!

Nevertheless, the national co-existence had not yet been completely des-
troyed everywhere in Slovenia. While in Carniola the first stage of the national
differentiation was complete already by the end of the era of Ambroz,'? in
Styria the committees of the (German) cities and towns also consisted of “eager”
nationalists until as late as the municipal elections in 1876. The membership
in non-political societies was binational until the end of the 1870s."* After the
final restoration of unity in the Slovenian ranks (in Carniola, the Gorizia region
and Styria), the German politics revitalised. The Germans even won the 1877
Provincial Assembly elections in Carniola. However, already in the following
year Auerperg’s government alleviated the pressure due to the “Eastern issue”
Kallina, who was favourably inclined towards Slovenians, became the provincial
president of Carniola in 1878. The new orientation was even more obvious in
Styria, where Slovenians won the elections in all of the rural electoral districts.'*
At the end of the liberal 1870’s, after the first political division,'** the Slovenian
politics was united when Taaffe came to power.

INCREASINGLY TENSE NATIONAL SITUATION

After Taaffe assumed power, the national relations between the Germans
(Italians) and Slovenians deteriorated rapidly. In 1883 Slovenians yet again
gained the majority in the Provincial Assembly of Carniola. Andrej Winkler was
appointed as the provincial president. Due to the government’s “scrappy” politics,
the liberal camp succumbed to disagreements (the flexible and the radical wing).
The Slovenian national party (supporting unity) was, however, also split by the
opposition between the liberal and conservative camps. The liberals accepted
the Catholic standpoints only outwardly, and unity was constantly challenged.

The opposing candidates from the liberal and Catholic ranks stood against the
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Time]. Ljubljana, 1997, pp. 54-55, 80.
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official unification candidates at certain elections. The unification policy started
crumbling after Jakob Missia was appointed as the Bishop of Ljubljana. The
division of opinion became even more apparent when Anton Mahni¢ took over
the professorship in theology in Gorizia. He achieved the final separation of
spirits in 1888 with the Rimski katolik magazine."'¢ In Carniola the unification
leadership was no longer able to present the complete candidacy for the Provincial
Assembly elections in 1889. Under the influence of the second Austrian Catholic
rally in 1889 and the more radical political Catholicism, the Catholic Political
Society'” was established in Ljubljana in January 1890. Especially after the first
Slovenian Catholic rally in Ljubljana in August 1892, this society encouraged
the establishment of numerous Catholic political societies in Carniola. The
organisation of the Catholic camp forced the liberals to establish the Slovenian
Society in February 1891. In such circumstances the National Assembly elections
in March 1891 and the by-elections in Ljubljana in the same year were the last
occasions when the joint electoral committee nominated the candidates. Next
year the joint Slovenian deputies’ group in the Carniolan Provincial Assembly
broke up.'*®

In Lower Styria the Slovenian political line limited the German politics to
cities and certain towns.'”” Especially in Celje the Slovenian side instigated an
“attack” against the city after its victory at the municipal elections in Ljubljana
in 1882. The mounting nationalism led to the point where the population of
the mixed districts was forced to take sides.'® After the arrival of Ivan Decko to
Celje in the middle of the 1880s, the Slovenian public optimistically observed
Slovenian progress, which, in turn, definitely troubled the Germans in Celje and
Lower Styria.'"! Although the percentage of people in Celje, using Slovenian as
their language of communication, diminished from 36 % to 26 % according to
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in Slovenia]. Ljubljana, 1928, pp. 28-47.

117 Cf. Slovenec, 12 January 1890. Slovenski narod, 1 February 1890.

118 Andrej Pancur: Doba sloga$tva [The Period of Unification Policy]. In: Fischer et al. (eds.), Slovenska
novejsa zgodovina 1, p. 30. Andrej Panc¢ur: Nastanek politi¢nih strank [Formation of Political Parties].
In: Fischer et al. (eds.), Slovenska novejsa zgodovina 1, pp. 30-32. Andrej Pancur: Delovanje slovenskih
strank [Activities of Slovenian Parties]. In: Fischer et al. (eds.), Slovenska novejsa zgodovina 1, p. 38.

119 Janez Cvirn: Politi¢ne razmere na Stajerskem v ¢asu vlade grofa Taaffeja (1879-1893) [Political
Situation in Lower Styria during Taaffes Government (1879-1893)]. Casopis za zgodovino in
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the census in 1890 (due to an enormous pressure of the German Society),'* the
dedication of the Slovenian political line homogenised the national politics in
Lower Styria. Slovenian unity became apparent already at the first Slovenian
Catholic rally in Ljubljana in 1892,'* while in the middle of 1893 the Germans
organised the “Parteitag” in Celje, attended by almost all of the leading German
politicians of Styria.'**

The Slovenian political line in Carinthia was unable to match the increasingly
stronger Slovenian breakthrough.'® In this province one third of the population
spoke Slovenian as their language of communication according to the census in
1880, yet it only had one Slovenian electoral district (for the Provincial Assembly)
where Slovenians could (conditionally) count on having two deputies.'* In view of
the enormous German economic and political pressure there was no hope for the
victory of Slovenian candidates in the rural curia. The supremacy of the German
bourgeoisie was precisely the reason why the clergy assumed the leading position
in the Slovenian politics in Carinthia.'”” A Slovenian party, restored in 1890 and
named Catholic Political and Economic Society for Slovenians in Carinthia,'*®
was the only political factor which led and coordinated the Slovenian politics
(especially for the elections) in the following years.'”® In such circumstances the
population census in 1890 revealed that the number of inhabitants who used
Slovenian as their language of communication had decreased. A new aggressive
phase of German nationalism in Carinthia began in 1892, with the founding
general meeting of a German national party.'*

In the Gorizia region, Slovenians welcomed Taaffe’s government, hoping
for better times.”! However, the appointment of Sisinio de Pretis, who was
favourably inclined towards the German liberals, to the position of the Trieste
deputy, promptly caused dissatisfaction in the Slovenian ranks. Nevertheless, the
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Slovenian political line in the Gorizia region was in the best position (apart from
Carniola). The common unity in the Gorizia region started to crumble already
with newspapers Edinost and Soca, as the former stood for “flexibility” in politics
while the latter (under the leadership of Franc Podgornik) argued for more
radical approaches. Podgornik’s successor, Anton Gregorcic, initially (politically)
oscillated between Anton Mahni&’s zealousness in the middle of the 1880s (when
he argued for the thesis that religion preceded nationality) and his own more
liberal ideas, which he adopted towards the end of the decade under the influence
of the dynamic Andrej Gabricek. Thus he “clashed” with Tonkli’s and Mahnic’s
circle. In 1890 Gabrscek replaced the conservative leader Tonkli as the president
of the Sloga society and defeated him at the National Assembly elections in 1891.
Nevertheless, unity was not yet threatened and the turmoil on the Slovenian side
had ceased. Meanwhile a strenuous fight broke out with the liberal (irredentist)
Gorizia Italians and their defence organisations. In the middle of the 1880s an
economic boycott was still impossible due to the anti-Slovenian policy of the
Gorizia Italians. However, in the beginning of the 1890s the Slovenian political
line strengthened enough for the Soc¢a newspaper to state that Slovenians were
turning into “an important factor in our town”'*

Furthermore, in Istria Taaffe’s conservative-Slavic State Assembly coalition
promised more concrete developments. In 1883 the government recognised the
equal status of Croatian, Slovenian and Italian languages in courts. Despite the
weak Slovenian-Croatian representation, the Provincial Assembly of Istria was one
of the main battlegrounds of the fight for the right to use Slovenian and Croatian
languages in administration and judiciary. This struggle was initiated by Matko
Laginja in 1883, when he was the first person to speak Croatian in the Provincial
Assembly, provoking a sharp response from the Italian side.'” The Slovenian-
Croatian political line had to work under significantly worse conditions due to
the fact that no provincial centre had been established in Istria (the Provincial
Assembly moved various times) and Istria had only “come to life” as a united
province under the Habsburg dynasty in the constitutional period. Cities were
mostly Italian, while the Slovenian population was predominantly rural. Due to
the strenuous activities of the Italian municipalities (and defence societies), it was
difficult for Slovenian language to assert itself in public in Istria.* The Slovenian
side was in minority in Trieste, but it fought the Italian liberals and was strongly
connected with the Edinost political society (and its newspaper).'*
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However, if the all-around Slovenian development in the Taaffe period
progressed well in Carniola, Styria and Gorizia region (leading to the political
pluralisation in Carniola), that can by no means be claimed of Istria and Carin-
thia.’*® Unlike the Cisleithanian Slovenians (except the Venetian “Slovenians”),
who, during Taaffe’s government (and even before), established a certain degree
of integrating national elements, the so called “Vends” from the Prekmurje region
could not establish links with the people on the other side of the river Mura due
to their political separation, and they also did not establish their own national
allegiance. The idea, which the Slovenians on the right bank of Mura had already
“adopted”, first reached the “Slovenian” priests in the Prekmurje region and only
slowly asserted itself among the simple folk."

THE FINAL SCHISM BETWEEN THE NATIONS

After the establishment of Catholic political societies, in Carniolaa widespread
Catholic political organisation formed. It was renamed as the Catholic National
Party before the elections for the Provincial Assembly of Carniola in 1895.%
In 1894 the liberals founded the National Party."*” Within the Catholic camp a
young generation of Christian socialists was increasingly gaining influence.'*
After the first Slovenian Catholic rally, the Catholic camp intended to infuse the
entire society with Catholic principles. Considering that the peasant population
represented the majority of the Slovenian population, the expansion of voting
rights set the foundation for the growing election triumphs of the Catholic camp.
The Catholic camp also endeavoured to increase its influence among workers
in the framework of political and educational societies because it was afraid of
the potential spreading of the social democracy, which, in turn, was not able to
achieve any important successes even after the establishment of the Yugoslav
Social Democratic Party in 1896 due to its small electoral base (especially workers
in industrial plants).'*
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At that time the Lower Styrian (and Carinthian) Germans intensified their
political endeavours. The establishment of the German-Slovenian parallels in
Celje in 1895 resulted in extreme radicalisation of the German political line
in Celje,'” while the activities of Germans in Maribor and Ptuj were more
tactical. The Slovenian side in Carinthia experienced genuine political failure.'**
The share of Slovenian voters was also declining in the Velikovci constituency.
German dominance was not just a consequence of the economic dependence
of the Carinthian Slovenians, but also resulted from the fact that the Slovenian
side in Carinthia was unprepared for the expansion of voting rights. In Istria
the situation failed to improve due to the Italian pressure.'** Nevertheless, the
fight for the right to use both languages continued. National tensions culminated
for the first time in 1894, when the Ministry of Justice issued an ordinance on
setting up bilingual inscriptions in courts in linguistically mixed areas. The
government’s intention provided Slovenians and Croats in Istria with additional
motivation, while the Italian side strongly criticised it. Openly supported by the
Istrian municipalities, the Italian side achieved the withdrawal of the ordinance
(the bilingual inscriptions remained only in Piran)."*> On account of the Edinost
society, the Slovenian workers in Trieste were actively joining the Yugoslav Social
Democratic Party since 1896 rather than the Italian workers’ associations (its role
enhanced further in 1905, when the National Worker’s Organisation started to
function under its auspices).'* Three parties were active in Trieste since 1897
(the Italian liberal, Slovenian national and social democratic parties).'”” Despite
the political dominance of the Italians, the Slovenian side kept asserting itself
nationally (especially in the cultural field) in this city.'*® However, Italians entirely
prevailed and increased their pressure in other towns of Slovenian Istria (Koper,
Izola, Piran). According to the census of 1880 the Slovenian population was in
the majority on the outskirts of Izola. However, already at the next census the
scales tipped in favour of the Italian side.'* Slovenians only regained the majority
before World War 1.'*°
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In Gorizia, the relations with the Italians reached at that time a critical point
and transformed into actual national struggles. Already in March 1893 Vjekoslav
Spinc¢i¢ warned the National Assembly about the deliberate Italian actions,
aimed at forming a protective Italian circle around the town by establishing
Italian schools and nurseries through Lega Nazionale. The Italian pressure was
felt especially at the National Assembly elections in 1897, when the “Slovenian
colours” were represented only by Anton Gregor¢i¢ and Alfred Coronini in
the Gorizia region.'”” The Slovenian political side supported the unification
orientation in these matters in the 1890s, but the political polarisation was
nevertheless becoming increasingly evident. When Jakob Missia was appointed
as the Archbishop of Gorizia in 1897, the pace of the developments hastened.
With the “aim” of dividing the liberal camp, Missia succeeded to disintegrate the
unity in Gorizia already in the middle of the following year, when two completely
separate political camps were formed."*> On the other hand, political pluralisation
was also encouraged by the Slovenian economic successes, which also caused the
Germans (along with the Italians) in Gorizia to feel increasingly threatened.'”

Atthe turn of the century Carniola seemed to be virtually a Slovenian province
(the percentage of Germans was in constant decline in Ljubljana, and the urban
curia was under complete control of the Slovenian side)."* The communication
language issue in relation to the population censuses was less problematic here
than in the linguistically mixed provinces."® The daily politics, however, was
becoming increasingly marked by the relations and conflicts within the Slovenian
side. At the Carniolan Provincial Assembly elections in 1895 the Catholic camp
completely defeated the liberals, who only kept their terms of office in the cities.'*
Given that no Slovenian party had the majority and unity was no longer possible,
the liberals allied with the German large estate owners (the German-liberal
alliance continued until 1908).'>” After the forceful German reaction to Badeni’s
ordinances, the Slovenian political side simultaneously discovered that the times
of finding allies among the German conservatives in the National Assembly were
over.””® Although both sides supported the demand for national autonomy and
signed the agreement on unity in March 1898, it was promptly disregarded as
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it compromised the alliance between the liberals and the German large estate
owners. In such circumstances, the Catholic party supported the idea (originally
stemming from the liberal camp) of establishing closer ties with Croats.”® The
liberals, alarmed by the loss of their leading position in establishing connections
with Croatian parties, refused the Catholic action (in Trsat). Although the Catholic
camp announced the “Christian alliance of Austrian nations” as its goal, after
the Whitsun Programme (1899) it realised that the point of no return had been
crossed. The Slovenian-Croatian mutuality and approximation became an everyday
political routine. Nevertheless, after the Rijeka Resolution, adopted by almost all
Croatian parties in October 1905, the Slovenian political line was left completely
on its own.'® Unlike the firm party unity of the Catholic National Party, the ranks
of the liberals became increasingly fragmented.'s' Considering that after 1906 the
liberals opposed the electoral reform in favour of the lower social strata and paid
attention especially to the national question without drafting any economic and
social programmes, they actually surrendered the lower strata to the Catholic
party, which managed to establish an effective political, economic, social and
societal organisation through the dedicated activities of the clergy (and the
Church).'®

After the introduction of universal suffrage in 1907, Slovenians obtained 24
seats in the National Assembly, which corresponded to the share of the Slovenian
population in Austria. However, the seats were not evenly distributed among
the provinces (with the exception of Carniola all other provinces were not
proportionally represented).'® The universal suffrage was not established at the
provincial level, though. Instead, the general curia was introduced, although with
delay (in 1902 in Carinthia, 1904 in Styria, 1907 in the Gorizia region and 1908
in Istria, Trieste and Carniola). Slovenians were not represented appropriately
(except in Carniola). The electoral reforms did not manage to solve the national
conflicts at the provincial level,'** but they had a particular impact on the new
division of political power (especially in Carniola). The Slovenian People’s Party'®
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gained the absolute majority after the Provincial Assembly by-elections in 1908.
The Catholic camp also became increasingly dominant in other provinces. The
power of all provincial Catholic parties was made obvious in 1909, when they
formed the All-Slovenian People’s Party. Due to the exceptional success at the
National Assembly elections, the Slovenian Catholic camp was also increasingly
active in the Vienna Parliament.'®

While the annexation of Bosnia and Herzegovina in October 1908 proved
to be exceptionally appreciated, the Slovenian Catholic side considered it mostly
as the solution of the Yugoslav question in the “third independent state body”
In January 1909 Ivan Suster$i¢ argued for the concept of broader trialism'®’ in
the Carniolan Provincial Assembly. This also became the official orientation of
the Catholic party. The liberals continued to support the trialist ideas, while the
social democrats stated in the Tivoli Resolution that the principle of national
autonomy was the only alternative to dualism, and that the “Yugoslav nations”
as “elements” should establish a unified nation. After the merger of the parties of
law into a single party, the All-Slovenian People’s Party allied with the Croatian
Party of Law (because of the fear that Slovenians would be left out of the plans
for the solution of the Yugoslav question). However, due to dissimilar interests
the alliance could not actually become viable and the greatest achievement was
the improved cooperation between deputies in the Croatian-Slovenian National
Assembly club in Vienna. The trialist ideas and Yugoslav plans were overshadowed
by the Balkan Wars'® and, ultimately, World War I.

Meanwhile, the conflicts between the nations in Styria reached the boiling
point.'® The pressure of the German side kept increasing also with regard to the
population census. Nevertheless, the strength of the Slovenian party in Celje
caused many concerns to the Germans as the Slovenian “presence” became
clearly evident at the National Assembly elections in 1901 (Ivan Decko won 642
of 725 votes in the rural curia).”’ While in Celje the liberal “bourgeois” wing
was gaining strength, in Maribor the younger generation of Catholic politicians,
headed by Anton Korosec, kept asserting themselves under the influence of
the political differentiation in Carniola and focused their activities on the rural
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areas. Due to the strong German pressure both political orientations were still
unified at this point. However, the subsequent German successes decisively
contributed to the internal division. The final separation took place after the
National Assembly by-elections of 1906, when the liberal Ivan Rebek and the
Catholic candidate Anton Korosec'”! opposed each other in the general curia
with no regard to Juro Hrasovec’s warnings about the joint unification policy.
In January 1907 the parties of both blocs were formed. The Germans of Lower
Styria were forced to fortify their ranks.'”> The intensification of German politics
reached its peak in September 1908 (the Slovenian demonstrations in Ljubljana
were the most violent incident, followed by the action of the Slovenian side,
which consisted of removing the German inscriptions from commercial, trade
and other premises).””” Meanwhile, the Slovenian press started paying more
and more attention to the activities of the German side, leading an excellently
organised “attack” against the language border."”* The results of these activities
were clearly visible in Sentilj, where, “according to the latest population census
in 1900 /.../ 503 Slovenians and 201 Germans, which means already almost
30 %", supposedly lived. For a long time the German side had strived to absorb
the villages between Maribor and Sentilj, creating some kind of a “German
bridge” towards the largest Lower Styrian German “fortress”'”> Due to numerous
machinations and irregularities, the Celje society Naprej carried out a “private”
census in Celje already at the end of 1910 and established a different population
structure than presented in the official statistics.'”® This was also confirmed in
Sostanj after the demise of Ivan Vosnjak’s Slovenian leather factory (under Mayor
Hans Woschnagg), when numerous commissioners counted as much as 70 %
of Germans in the 1910 census (in contrast to the previous census, when 15 %
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of Germans had been counted)."”” Mutual provocation between the nations had
thus become regular practice.'”®

The German national movement in Carinthia had a less complicated task
than in Styria. The German propaganda attracted the farm proprietors with
liberal inclinations, who were rather numerous in Carinthia in comparison
with the other Slovenian provinces.'”” The distribution of power did not change
significantly even after the arrival of lawyer Janko Brejc to Carinthia.'®® The
Carinthian Germans kept intensifying their calls for unity and more decisive
defence against the “Slovenisation™®! of the province, which never took place in
the first place. In 1909 they also established “the society of German state employees
in Carinthia” in order to protect their interests “against the increasing imposition
of the people of the other nationality”. In view of the increased German pressure,
the population census in Carinthia in 1910 “revealed” that the number of people
using Slovenian as their language of communication had significantly decreased
in comparison with the census of 1880 (from almost 30 % to slightly more than
18 %),'®? and Brejc’s essay entitled Aus dem Wilajet Kdrnten was sharply criticised
by the German national ideology.'*?

At that time the politics in the Gorizia, Istria and Trieste regions was marked
by friction between Slovenians and Italians. The Italian fear of being deprived of
their estate situation was similar to the German concerns in Lower Styria. In this
spirit they even changed the Municipality Act, thus the municipal elections were
no longer carried out in Istria after 1908."®* Nevertheless, the electoral reforms
created (at least partially) nationally homogenous electoral districts.’®> In 1907 the

Catholic camp in the Gorizia region also established the Slovenian People’s Party,
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which cooperated with the Italian liberals for a while.'*® In Trieste, the Slovenian
political line faced the enhanced national attitude of the Italian liberal majority.
Despite the Italian pressure, the Christian-social part of the Catholic camp pulled
away from the unification political line (gathered around the Edinost society).
Due to the Italian pressure, the liberals and clericalists united their efforts at
the Trieste municipal elections in 1909 and the National Assembly elections in
1911, although the establishment of the Slovenian People’s Party for Trieste and
Istria in 1909 and the establishment of the Catholic political society for Croats
in 1911 clearly announced the gradual decline of the unification tradition.'®”
Nevertheless, the Gorizia and Trieste Slovenians unanimously demanded a
revision of the census count in 1910 due to the unlawful conduct of the municipal
authorities. After the “reanalysis” of the census forms they managed to increase
the number of Slovenians by more than 20,000 in Trieste and by almost 5,000
people in Gorizia.'®®

Development in the Hungarian counties (and in Venetian Slovenia) was
completely different from the “Slovenian” provinces. Venetian “Slovenians” lived
in a different state framework and were thus in a difficult position to “establish”
connections with Slovenians in Austria due to the political separation.’®® The
(peasant) population of the Prekmurje region also failed to develop the feeling
of national affiliation with Slovenians on the other side of the river Mura, since it
was not yet aware of this concept. In 1897 the Hungarian educational society for
Prekmurje was established in Sobota, clearly indicating the intensified pressure
of the authorities.” While “Slovenians” were still taken into account and entered
under a separate heading in the population census in 1890, they were considered
merely as the “others” (an ethnic group with another language)'*! in the census of
1910, although the census in Hungary also included mother tongue, unlike the
census in Cisleithania. The democratisation of the society and state — a pressing
issue in Hungary since the beginning of the 20" century - only existed on the
declarative level, as the Court politics proved to be extremely pragmatic regarding
the solidarity between the dynasty and the Hungarian ruling circles on one hand
and the voting rights on the other.
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Jurij Perovsek

SLOVENIANS
AND YUGOSLAVIA
1918-1941

Slovenians joined the Kingdom of Serbs, Croats and Slovenes
(Kingdom of SHS) expecting that “in the new state context
they would have significantly better prospects of adopting decisions on their
basic socio-political, socio-economic as well as cultural-educational matters than
in the dissolved Austro-Hungarian Monarchy, i.e. that they would have broad
autonomist or federalist rights”'*> However, that was not the case. The hopes to
achieve an autonomous Slovenian state-legal position within the Yugoslav state
were finally buried by the Constitution of 28 June 1921. Since the Constitution
was adopted on a Serbian national holiday (28 June, St. Vitus’ Day), it became
known as the St. Vitus’ Day Constitution. In principle it was relatively progressive
in comparison with other contemporary constitutions as far as the classic rights
and freedoms as well as socio-economic rights were concerned. However,
it was extremely non-democratic in relation to the national issues.”” The two

192 Miroslav Stiplovsek: Prizadevanja za avtonomijo Slovenije od ustanovitve jugoslovanske drzave do
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fundamental characteristics of the St. Vitus’ Day Constitution, decisively marking
the political life in the Kingdom of SHS, were the Yugoslav national unitarianism
and state centralism. The Constitution deprived Slovenians, Croatians and Serbs
(the names of other nations were not even mentioned) of their national individuality
and incorporated them as an invented single national (Yugoslav) entity into a strict
centralist Yugoslav state context. The already formed Yugoslav national entities,
defined by the Constitution simply as “tribes” of the single (Yugoslav) nation,
were therefore formally and legally condemned to national erasure. The national
unitarianism of the St. Vitus’ Day Constitution was substantiated by the provisions
designed specifically to this end, i.e. that the “official language of the Monarchy (...)
is Serbo-Croat-Slovene” and its citizens were — with the exception of the minorities
belonging to “other tribes and languages™ — of Serbo-Croat-Slovene nationality.
In addition to these provisions, the national unity principle was also asserted by
certain other provisions: the provision that the King and Heir Apparent should
declare, in their oath in front of the National Assembly, to protect the “unity of the
nation”; the provision that all schools should “provide moral education and develop
civic consciousness in the spirit of national unity”; the provision on banning the
newspapers and press which might incite “tribal discord”; and the provision that
all citizens had the obligation to “serve the interests of the national community”."*

Along with national unitarianism, the St. Vitus’ Constitution also enforced
state centralism. The Constitution provided for the uniform implementation
of the administrative authority throughout the Monarchy, i.e. by the individual
administrative-territorial units (the so-called “Oblasti” — the expression was taken
from Serbian language), established in accordance with the natural, social and
economic criteria and with a maximum of 800,000 inhabitants. The Constitution
also stipulated that each administrative unit was headed by a so-called “head
mayor’, appointed by the King and responsible for implementing, through public
authorities, the operations of the state administration within the individual
administrative units."*

The centralist state system, established by the St. Vitus’ Day Constitution, was
legally completed on 26 April 1922, when Pasi¢’s government declared the decree
on dividing the state into administrative units, the law on general administration
and the law on the self-governance of administrative units and districts. After the
decree on dividing the state into administrative units, the Kingdom of SHS was
mechanically divided into 33 administrative units regardless of all national and
historical criteria. Two of these units were located in the Slovenian territory: the
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administrative units of Ljubljana (with its seat in Ljubljana) and Maribor (with
its seat in Maribor). The Ljubljana administrative unit included the Yugoslav part
of the former Carniola region with Jezersko and the judicial districts of Lasko,
BrezZice and Sevnica of the former Styria region, as well as the Croatian district
of Kastav; the Maribor administrative unit comprised the rest of the Yugoslav
part of Styria, the former Carinthian district of Prevalje, as well as Prekmurje
and Medimurje. Slovenia was thereby administratively divided in two parts,
depriving Slovenians of one of their fundamental prospects of a harmonious
national development - the unity of their own national territory. This prospect
was further limited by the law on general administration, stipulating that the head
mayors, proposed by the Minister of the Interior and appointed by the King, were
subordinate to the Belgrade government and in fact merely state officials adhering
to the decisions of the central administration. Thereby the central administration
did not only gain control over the head mayors, but also over the authorities of
the constitutionally guaranteed self-governance of the administrative units - i.e.
the Administrative Unit Assemblies (their jurisdiction included especially the
financial and economic matters of the administrative units). According to the
law on general administration, the head mayors as the political representatives
of the government also represented this government in the administrative unit
self-governances. They had sufficient autonomy to withhold, of their own accord,
the execution of any decisions taken by the self-governance authorities and not
warranted by the Constitution, legal acts, or administrative unit decrees. The
decisions of the head mayors could only be appealed at the state council - i.e.
the supreme administrative court whose members were appointed by the King
and the National Assembly. The self-governance and self-governing powers of
the administrative units, warranted by the St. Vitus’ Day Constitution, were
therefore subordinate to the decisions of the head mayors and the state council.
In view of all these considerations the self-governance of the administrative units
by no means undermined the centralist state system codified in the St. Vitus’
Day Constitution, because the self-governance authorities of the administrative
units were subordinate to the supreme central administration. According to the
St. Vitus’ Day Constitution, the institute of self-governance of the administrative
units was based purely on the technical division of state administration. Thus,
according to the iure delegatio principle, the self-governance authorities at the
administrative unit level carried out, on behalf of the central state authorities,
a part of their tasks, while at the same time they were still subordinate to the
central Belgrade administration. The St. Vitus’ Day Constitution and the resulting
administrative and self-governance arrangement thereby created a comprehensive
and impenetrable centralist state system which precluded the artificially formed
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administrative territorial units from taking independent decisions with regard to
public matters.'

The national-political and state-legal development in the Yugoslav state was
also substantiated in a similar manner after the introduction of the personal
dictatorship of King Alexander Karadordevi¢ on 6 January 1929. On that day
King Alexander abolished the St.Vitus’ Day Constitution, dissolved the National
Assembly, and disabled the driving force of the democratic parliamentary system
- the political parties — by prohibiting and dissolving them. By the end of 1929 he
renewed the enactment of the Yugoslav national unitarianism and state centralism.
In the Act Amending the Protection of Public Security and Order Act of 6 January
1929 he again defined Slovenians, Croats and Serbs as “tribes” of the single Yugoslav
nation. He went even further in the law on the name and division of the Kingdom,
declared on 3 October 1929. The Yugoslav national unitarianism was also enacted
with the new state name, as King Alexander changed the name of the Kingdom,
previously composed of three “tribal” names — Serbian, Croatian and Slovenian
- into a single Yugoslav name covering all of the national individualities. Thus, as
of October 1929, the Kingdom of Yugoslavia came into existence and was newly
divided into nine Banates. Consequently the administrative units of Ljubljana
and Maribor were merged into the Drava Banate, which encompassed the whole
Slovenian territory in the Kingdom of Yugoslavia with the exception of the districts
of Crnomelj and Metlika, but with the Croatian district of Cabar. These districts
were then exchanged between the Drava Banate and the neighbouring Sava Banate
on 28 August 1931, which allowed for the adjustment to ethnic borders. However,
the new administrative division into individual Banates — in the Slovenian case
adapted to the ethnic borders — never challenged the principle of state centralism.
The Banates were administrative-territorial units, directly subordinate to the central
state administration in Belgrade regardless of their legally guaranteed general
administrative jurisdictions. The Bans, who implemented the highest political and
general administrative powers in the Banates, were merely representatives of the
King’s government. The Bans and all senior officials of the Banate administration
were proposed by the Minister of the Interior and appointed by the King, while
the members of the Bans™ advisory bodies — Bans” Councils — were proposed by
the Bans and appointed or replaced by the Minister of the Interior. The Banates
therefore never negated centralism, although they represented a specific manner of
administrative decentralisation in the Yugoslav unitarian state. Thereby the Banate
administration was only one of the steps in the completely one-tier system of the
Yugoslav state authorities’ strict hierarchic scale.””
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King Alexander enacted all the elements of further centralist development
of the Yugoslav state also with the Constitution of 3 September 1931. He imposed
this Constitution, i.e. laid it down and proclaimed it without the cooperation of
the Parliament. Thus he also constitutionally confirmed the Yugoslav national
unitarianism and state centralism in an absolutist fashion. The prevention
of the national development of the various Yugoslav national individualities,
substantiated in this way, was a constitutionally and politically stipulated reality
of the first Yugoslav state community.'**

The question of how to declare one’ attitude toward the unitarian centralist
Yugoslav national-state reality was decisive for defining the relationship between
Slovenians and Yugoslavia, between the nation and the state. Slovenians
responded to this question in different ways. There was a division of opinion
among them regarding the decision whether to accept the merging with the
imaginary Yugoslav nation or resist such a national fate and fight, on the basis
of the conscience of the specific Slovenian national individuality, for the right to
the Slovenian language, culture and national statehood, which could be ensured
by the Yugoslav state union reorganised in the autonomist or federal manner.
The majority of the Slovenian nation and politicians opted for the Slovenian
autonomist-federalist position, which was shared in the entire Slovenian political
space of that time through individual political subjects or public servants.
In the 1920s the Slovenian autonomist-federalist position was defended by
the autonomist-oriented Slovenian cultural workers; the Catholic Slovenian
People’s Party; the liberal National Socialist Party (only in the first half of the
1920s); Prepeluh’s and Loncar’s Slovenian Autonomist Association; Novacan’s
Agrarian or Slovenian Republican Party; the Alliance of Working People (the
electoral alliance between the communists, Christian socialists and the Ljubljana
local fraction of the Socialist Party of Yugoslavia, the so-called Zarjani, for
the municipal elections in Ljubljana on 3 December 1922); the Socialist Party
of Working People; the Slovenian Republican Party of Workers and Peasants;
the communists (after 1923); and, since the middle of the 1920s, also the so-
called Bernot’s Group from the socialist camp and the Slovenian Peasant Party,
formed in 1926 by the merger between the former liberal Independent Peasant
Party and the Slovenian Republican Party of Workers and Peasants. All these
political subjects called for a revision of the St. Vitus’ Day Constitution and the
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formation of the autonomist-federalist system of the Yugoslav state.!” The most
accomplished autonomist-federalist state-legal programmes in terms of contents
were written before the elections for the National Assembly of the Kingdom
of SHS by the Slovenian Republican Party and the Slovenian People’s Party.
These two parties were the first to substantiate, in concrete terms, the right to
and appeal for the statehood of the Slovenian nation within the Yugoslav state
community. Thus the Slovenian Republican Party, claiming that the Slovenian
nation was sufficiently mature to manage itself and breathe with “its own lungs”,
demanded absolute national sovereignty and statehood for Slovenians according
to the examples of Switzerland and the United States of America. It insisted on
the transformation of the Kingdom of SHS into a Federal Republic of Yugoslavia,
which would not only include Slovenia, Croatia and Serbia but Bulgaria as well.
In the beginning of February 1923 this party presented a detailed explication of
its state-legal programme and pointed out that Slovenia would be an independent
state within the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia with its own National Assembly
and state administration, connected to the other federal units only as an equal
state component of the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia. The Federal Republic of
Yugoslavia would be a state composed of separate units, where only the following
elements would be common: the army (whereby Slovenians would serve the
military in Slovenia), Ministry of Foreign Affairs (with a certain number of
Slovenian and Croatian members according to a commonly agreed formula),
finances (they would be common only in the common matters), currency (it
would only have a common design, while the banknotes would only have either
Slovenian, Croatian, Serbian or Bulgarian inscriptions), trade agreements with
foreign countries, customs and tariffs, and the President of the Federal Republic
of Yugoslavia. For one mandate of “three or four years”, the President would be
Slovenian, for the next he would be Croatian, then Serbian, and then Bulgarian.>*

Like the Slovenian Republican Party, the Slovenian People’s Party also
emphasised the national, political, social and economic independence of Slovenia
within the South Slavic community. At the end of February 1923 it published
an extensive brochure entitled Sodite po delih! (Judge by Actions!), which
contained a special section with a “short description of the political programme
of the Slovenian People’s Party as adopted at numerous meetings and submitted
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by our members of the Constituent Assembly”>! Its purpose was to present a
“clear picture of how our Slovenian People’s Party would like to organise the
state”2? According to this programme, Slovenia would be a part of the common
state, co-formed by Croats, Serbs and Bulgarians. This community, founded on
the principle of self-determination of peoples, would have a federal state-legal
arrangement with common citizenship, foreign and military matters, currency,
the most important infrastructure resources and common finances, for which
a common tax would be introduced, while all other taxes would remain in the
domain of the individual autonomous state-legal units. Common state matters
would be governed by the central parliament and all other matters by the
autonomous regional authorities. The autonomous Slovenia would be governed
by the Slovenian government, elected by the Slovenian National Parliament. The
Slovenian Parliament would have legislative competence over the definition of
the relationship between the Church and the state, determination of the Church’s
rights and duties, school legislation, organisation of political and financial
administration and judiciary, as well as corporatist legislation. It would also have
jurisdiction over socialisation, control of factories, production and consumption,
establishment of technical schools for peasants, workers and craftsmen, health
care, social policy, and social insurance.?® This would ensure the political,
economic, social, cultural and national independence of the Slovenian people
- i.e. the Slovenian self-determination, which was explained in the brochure as
the Slovenian nation’s right to govern its own matters in its own territory.** The
realisation of this right, as it was emphasised in the brochure, “corresponds to our
demand for autonomy”?* Furthermore, the Slovenian People’s Party maintained
its demand for autonomy, specified in 1923, also in the following years* — between
1927 and 1929 it attempted to implement it in the context of the functioning of
the so-called administrative unit self-governances.

Apart from the Slovenian Republican Party (SRS) and the Slovenian People’s
Party (SLS), in 1923 the communists also made an important contribution to the
Slovenian autonomist thought of the 1920s. In the context of the broad public
theoretical political debate about the national question, held in the newsletters
of the Independent Workers’ Party of Yugoslavia (NDSJ; the Communist Party
of Yugoslavia — KPJ - was forbidden on 2 August 1921 due to its methods of
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individual terrorism, resorted to by certain communists), they abandoned
their initial unitarian centralist view in the second half of that year. After the
conclusion of the debate at the end of 1923, they emphasised the multinational
character of the Yugoslav community and the federal state-legal principle as far
as the state organisation was concerned. The changed national programme of the
Communist Party of Yugoslavia was developed with a significant contribution of
the Slovenian communists.*””

The opposite of the autonomist-federalist view — the Yugoslav unitarian and
centralist view — was also argued for by different ideological-political subjects in
the 1920s: until 1923 or in the first half of the 1920s, by the Communist Party
of Yugoslavia and the liberal Independent Peasant Party; the Slovenian section
of the state-wide (in reality Serbian) National Radical Party and the Socialist
Party of Yugoslavia; the liberal National Progressive Party; and by the leading
representative of the Slovenian liberal politics in the 1920s - the Yugoslav
Democratic Party or the Independent Democratic Party. Orjuna, the combat
and terrorist organisation of the Yugoslav Democratic Party/Independent
Democratic Party was also an intense supporter of the Yugoslav unitarian and
centralist programme.?

The liberals, united in the Yugoslav Democratic Party or the Independent
Democratic Party, were the most important and influential protagonists of the
Yugoslav unitarianism and centralism in Slovenia. They shared their view with
other unitarian and centralist political forces in Slovenia: that the creation of
the Yugoslav state had brought about a decisive period of establishing a single
Yugoslav nation, which supposedly represented the natural and historically
substantiated end of the previously separate development of the individual South
Slavic ethnicities. Their integration into a new, higher and politically stronger
Yugoslav national community would thus represent a reason, in the national
and state sense, for their existence in the centralist Yugoslavia, as only such a
state would be able to settle all the national, cultural, economic and state-legal
differences between them; while their transformation and elevation into a
Yugoslav state nation would grant them true historical freedom and give sense
to their national emancipation efforts.?® The Yugoslav Democratic Party (JDS) or
the Independent Democratic Party (SDS) rigorously defended this conviction, as
pointed out by the leading Slovenian liberal politician of the 1920s, Dr. Gregor
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Zerjav, in February 1924: “To transform the Slovenian part of the nation into
Yugoslavism, to continue to build upon the achievements of our cultural and
economic efforts in order to assure the greatest possible unification, to realise the
Slovenian organisational potentials in all parts of the nation so as to grow into
an indivisible Yugoslav entity, to bring together all of the creative forces among
Slovenians in this action: that is the wish of the Slovenian democracy. In this
way the problem of Slovenians as a small nation would be solved in a favourable
manner.” (underlined by J. P.).?° The second fundamental thought which led the
Slovenian liberals in their devotion to the Yugoslav unitarianism and centralism,
stemmed from the opposition to the strongest Slovenian political party - the SLS.
Its autonomist orientation was seen by the Slovenian liberals only as an effort to
“surrender the whole of Slovenia into the hands of clericalism”*' That would imply
the establishment of an episcopal government in the autonomous Slovenia, which
would turn into a papal province.?? According to the unitarian liberal assessment
such a development would have critical consequences. In this context the liberals
revealed their ideological message of what kind of circumstances would arise
“should Slovenia become some sort of an autonomous country as desired by
the Slovenian People’s Party”. Its terror would “sustain the clerical supremacy
in Slovenia for many decades”, as it was written in 1926 in the leading liberal
newspaper Jutro, “the lower and higher administrative authorities, public safety,
everything would be under the control of the bishops and political clergy, and no
countermeasures whatsoever could be taken against their actions (...). The clericalists
are in a fortunate position nowadays,” warned the Jutro newspaper, participating in
the cultural struggle, “that they do not have to consider how to violently suppress a
bourgeois war in the autonomous Slovenia!” (underlined by J. P.).2?

For the liberals the introduction of King’s dictatorship and the related
reinstatement of the unitarian and centralist definition of the Yugoslav national
statehood meant the confirmation of their erstwhile orientation with regard to
the national question. In the system of political monism and as a part of the
state government, the liberals, integrated into the unitarian-centralist state-
wide Yugoslav Radical Peasant Democracy (JRKD) or the Yugoslav National
Party (JNS), the only political party allowed by the regime in the first half of
the 1930s, even enhanced their unitarian and centralist national programme,
already formed in the 1920s. In the 1930s this programme was also shared by the
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liberally-oriented movements, operating through their political gazettes (Pohod,
Borba, Boj), liberal youth organisations and associations, as well as liberal-
unitarian groups at the Ljubljana University.?'* Slovenian political liberalism
expressed its adherence to the Yugoslav national integralism most emphatically
in the middle of the 1930s, when the leading JNS politicians from the Drava, Sava
and Primorska Banates (Slovenia and Croatia with Dalmatia and Herzegovina)
drew up the so-called Pohorje Declaration on 19 and 20 August 1935 under the
leadership of the Slovenian liberal leader Dr. Albert Kramer. In this Declaration
the liberals presented their outlook on the national issue yet again. According to
them, Serbs, Croats and Slovenians were ‘a single nation, in the ethnic sense”, while
the Yugoslav national unity was ‘a sense of the internal connection between Serbs,
Croats and Slovenes, resulting from these people’s destiny, and the conviction that
all of us form a community, no parts of which could live freely and independently”.
Therefore “the nationalities, (...) the independent parts of the nation, can only
develop their individual cultural characteristics and preserve their traditions
in unity, in connection with the traditions of the national whole. Yugoslavs as a
nation”, the Pohorje Declaration stated, ‘can only develop in a unitarian state”*"®

Naturally, such emphases of the Pohorje Declaration also revealed the liberal
political standpoint regarding the issue of the state-legal character of the Yugoslav
community. Also in the 1930s the liberal politics argued in favour of the Yugoslav
state centralism. This became most apparent in January 1933, when it opposed
the so-called Ljubljana Declaration - a federal state-legal programme, outlined by
the former Slovenian People’s Party on 31 December 1932 - extremely resolutely.
The Ljubljana Declaration, which called for the establishment of a Slovenian
federal unit (apart from the Serbian and Croatian units) in the Yugoslav state and
demanded the recognition of the Slovenian national individuality, name, flag,
financial independence as well as political and cultural freedom,?® represented,
in the eyes of the liberal politics, an “insane demand”, a “national sin and criminal
act”?” That was because it supposedly meant nothing less than ‘an attempt to
divide Yugoslavia by means of a federation” and create a new state, “in fact
consisting of three states”*'*

Despite these emphases that denied the Slovenian national emancipation
efforts, the SLS Declaration nevertheless prompted the liberals to adopt a
standpoint - as the Jutro newspaper underlined in January 1933 - that ‘as many
administrative and public matters as possible [should be transferred] to the lower-
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level administrative units, at least to the extent allowed by the vital interests of the
state and national community”?® Of course, the administrative decentralisation
defined in such a manner remained within the framework of the unitarian state.
This was also confirmed by the actions of the liberal politics in the context of the
Ban’s Council of the Drava Banate, which, in the first half of the 1930s, consisted
of the liberals. The liberal Ban’s Councillors may have demanded the broadening
of the Ban’s Council jurisdiction when it came to drawing up the budget. However,
their demands, in view of the fundamental liberal centralist orientation, never
radicalised into demands for the establishment of a Slovenian Banate with
considerable autonomist legislative, executive and financial powers.?>* Until the
very end of the Kingdom of Yugoslavia the liberals refused to listen to the wider
Slovenian aspirations for the establishment of an autonomous Slovenian state-
legal unit in the Yugoslav community. They remained the only political factor to
avoid the Slovenian national problem in their political ideas and practices. Thus
the liberals narrowed their political space considerably, and this was one of the
factors leading to their political decline in the second half of the 1930s.

The situation on the autonomist-federalist side of the Slovenian politics,
where the former Slovenian People’s Party enjoyed widespread support, was
completely different. This became very obvious as early as in 1932, when the SLS
— after taking part in the government of the King’s dictatorship regime for more
than two years and a half - rekindled its autonomist programme. Its restoration
was associated with the birthday of the SLS leader Dr. Anton Koro$ec on 12 May.

On this occasion the SLS prepared a grand celebration of Korosec’s 60"
anniversary on 8 May 1932 in the Union hall in Ljubljana. Here they displayed
Slovenian national flags and cheered: “Down with the government!”, “Long live
independent Slovenia!”, “Long live Dr. Korosec!”. The police dispersed the crowd
and arrested eleven people.??! The celebration of Korosec’s birthday did not only
take place in Ljubljana, but all over Slovenia. Bonfires burned, and men wore
green ties as a sign of their adherence to the SLS and its leader, Korosec. The
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so-called Green Tie Movement developed in the Domzale region.?*> After the
green ties were forbidden, the movement’s supporters wore green socks. The
protests culminated in the so-called Sen¢ur Events on 22 May 1932, when the
SLS prepared anti-regime protests in Sen¢ur during the gathering of the JRKD.
Gendarmerie intervened and fired shots in the air. This was followed by extensive
demonstrations against the regime all around Slovenia. At this time the SLS
also sought the support of the Church. The celebrations of Korosec’s birthday
turned into eucharistic parish gatherings. Since the gendarmerie was forbidden
from entering the churches, Korosec’s supporters could gather there and safely
celebrate him and the political goals he personified. The political epilogue of the
celebration of Korosec’s sixtieth birthday took place at the Court for the Protection
of the State in Belgrade: in February 1933 eleven defendants were sentenced to
several months in prison due to their anti-regime declarations and exclamations
during the JRKD gathering in Sencur or at Korosec’s birthday celebrations.?* The
federalist demands of the SLS, or the aforementioned Ljubljana Declaration, also
referred to as Koro$ec’s Declaration or Slovenian Declaration, were even more
resounding. The regime responded resolutely and ordered the confinement of
the members of the highest SLS leadership, including Anton KoroSec. After
its leaders were confined (they were allowed to go free after the death of King
Alexander in October 1934) and until the change of the regime in June 1935
the SLS no longer emphasised the federalist demands, but it did not forget
them. This especially proved to be true in the second half of the 1930s, when
the former Slovenian People’s Party - as a part of the ruling Yugoslav Radical
Association, another all-Yugoslav political party which existed in the 1930s -
once again, though gradually, started making demands for the national assertion
of Slovenians and autonomist reorganisation of the state. Apart from the SLS,
various political groups, movements and associations made demands for the
Slovenian national emancipation at that time as well. The issue was emphasised by
the peasant and workers’ movement (in their gazettes Slovenska zemlja, Ljudska
pravica, Delavska politika, Delavski obzornik, Neodvisnost, and Edinost), the
socially-progressive movement gathered around the Slovenska beseda gazette,
and the Catholic-corporatist oriented groups gathered around the gazettes
Straza v viharju and Mi mladi borci. The same demands were also strongly
supported by the People’s Front movement. Its protagonists — the communists,

222 For more information about this see Jure Gaspari¢: SLS pod kraljevo diktaturo. Diktatura kralja
Aleksandra in politika Slovenske ljudske stranke v letih 1929-1935 [The SLS under the King’s
Dictatorship. King Alexander’s Dictatorship and the Policy of the Slovenian People’s Party 1929-
1935]. Ljubljana, 2007, pp. 141-152.

223 Matija Skerbec: Senéurski dogodki [Sencur Events]. Kranj, 1937, pp. 99-100. Mikuz, Oris zgodovine
Slovencev 1917-1941, pp. 396-397. Gasparic, SLS pod kraljevo diktaturo, pp. 153-158.
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Slovenian-oriented national democratic intelligentsia, Christian socialist and the
transformed national democratic Slovenian Sokol organisation — were brought
together by the self-confident emphasising of the Slovenian national autonomy
as well as the clear and resolute demand for the Slovenian national self-
determination and autonomist-federal transformation of the Yugoslav state. The
equality of Slovenians and their self-governance - meaning such a Yugoslav state
as to ensure the existence, unobstructed development and free self-expression of
the Slovenian nation in all the areas of its linguistic, cultural, national, economic
and political life — was also argued for by the national democratic groups that
had distanced themselves from the policies of the liberals due to their support
of the undemocratic regime and Yugoslav unitarianism. The majority of these
groups were established in the middle of the 1930s (the Slovenian supporters of
Macek, the Association of Peasant Boys and Girls Societies, the democratically
transformed Slovenian Sokoli organisation). Meanwhile, the first groups to break
away from the Slovenian liberal unitarian policy between 1932 and 1933 were,
apart from Josip Vidmar with his work Kulturni problem slovenstva (Cultural
Problem of Slovenian Identity), the cultural and scientific workers of the liberal-
national orientation, gathered around the Sodobnost magazine. At the same time
the Slovenian national standpoint was also supported by the group gathered
around the Slovenija gazette. Thus an authentic Slovenian national orientation,
which continued the Slovenian liberal autonomism from the 1920s, also existed
within the liberal camp in the 1930s. It was based on the ideas of the most
prominent Slovenian liberal minds of the time: Ivan Prijatelj, Josip Vidmar, and
Lojze Ude.?* Even though the autonomist-federalist orientation was supported
by the majority of the Slovenian politics and many interesting and detailed state-
legal plans of how the Slovenian autonomy was to be substantiated were drawn
up in its context, the question of its realisation only began to define the actual
dimensions of the Slovenian autonomism. Only some of the contemporaneous
Slovenian autonomist ambitions were realised in the First Yugoslavia. The first
goals were reached in the time of the aforementioned administrative unit self-
governances between 1927 and 1929, when the strongest Slovenian political
party — Slovenian People’s Party — established a sort of a “silent autonomy” in
Slovenia. As it was, on 23 January 1927 the elections for the Administrative
Unit Assemblies took place, and the SLS received the majority of votes on the
basis of its autonomist programme in the Ljubljana and Maribor administrative
units. During the constitution of the Administrative Unit Assemblies a month
later, its deputies elected the representatives of the SLS as the Presidents of the
Ljubljana and Maribor Administrative Assemblies and their executive bodies

224 Perovsek, “V zaZeljeni dezeli”, pp. 171-172.
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— the Administrative Unit Committees. Furthermore, both head mayors of the
Ljubljana and Maribor administrative units, appointed on 28 February 1927,
belonged to the ranks of the SLS as well. Because the SLS judged it could take
advantage of the existing political circumstances and at least partly implement
its autonomist ideas through the administrative self-governance, simultaneously
ensuring its authority and domination in Slovenia, it entered the government in
February 1927. Thus it opted for pragmatism after long years of being on the side
of the opposition.

The introduction of administrative unit self-governances meant a partial
alleviation of the strict centralist state-legal system implemented by the St. Vitus’
Day Constitution. Thus we can also refer to the period when this took place —
from the formal establishment on 23 February 1927 until the introduction of the
King’s dictatorship on 6 January 1929, when the Administrative Unit Assemblies
were abolished - as the time when Slovenian parliamentarism came to life in the
First Yugoslavia. This period was characterised by the intense endeavours of the
SLS to ensure - through the administrative unit self-governances and under its
leadership - as much independence in the management of the important socio-
economic and cultural-educational affairs as possible, because the centralist
state administration had been either addressing these issues inappropriately
or neglecting them for many years. In the first half of 1927 both Slovenian
administrative unit self-governances took over a variety of jurisdictions from
the Ljubljana and Maribor head mayors in accordance with the provisions of
the St. Vitus’ Day Constitution and the subsequent government Decree on the
Administrative Unit and District Self-Governance: the control of municipalities
and local self-governances, as well as the management of the former provincial
assets. Later these administrative units also organised their own financial
institutions. In the time when the SLS was still in the government - until the
middle of April 1927 - the Belgrade National Assembly also gave the Slovenian
Administrative Unit Assemblies the right to amend, supplement and abolish the
former provincial laws in line with the constitution and state legislation. Thus
the Slovenian Administrative Unit Assemblies also had a broader legislative
jurisdiction. A year later, in March 1928, both Slovenian administrative unit
self-governances were the only administrative units in the state to also receive
- according to a special authorisation from the National Assembly - the right to
change certain important decrees of the National Government of SHS in Ljubljana
as well as those of the Provincial Government for Slovenia from 1918-1921. Thus
they had the right to adopt not only the executive decrees accompanying the
laws passed in the National Assembly, but also legally binding regulations - de
facto they even started to carry out limited legislative functions. This privilege
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resulted from the participation of the SLS in the government. The asymmetric
implementation of the administrative unit self-governance in Slovenia gave
rise to criticism, especially in Croatia, where they referred to the Slovenian
administrative units as “a state within the state”.

After its repeated victory at the Assembly elections on 11 September 1927,
the SLS once again entered the government on the basis of the renowned Bled
Agreement, reached by the SLS and the Serbian National Radical Party on 11
July 1927, and numerous jurisdictions and institutions were transferred from the
individual ministries to the Slovenian administrative unit self-governances. The
SLS remained in the government until the onset of the Kings dictatorship. In
comparison with other self-governances in the state, in the second half of 1927 the
Ljubljana and Maribor administrative unit self-governances took over — from the
individual line ministries — the greatest share of matters and institutions in the field
of public construction, agriculture, non-agrarian industries, health, social welfare
and vocational education. Furthermore, their administrative unit budgets for the
years 1928 and 1929, which ensured the financial foundations for their operation
and were the largest in the state, were confirmed by the Minister of Finance swiftly
and without any complications. In this context the centralist authorities managed
to attain their goal: to relieve the central budget of the obligations to finance the
individual administrative units. Namely, those self-governances that wanted to carry
out their tasks successfully — of these the Slovenian self-governances were especially
prominent — had to rely mostly on their own resources for the preparation of their
budgets. This imposed an additional tax burden on the Slovenian population,
which was severely criticised by the opposition.

The introduction of the dictatorship put an end to the two-year period when
Slovenians managed a wide range of important matters on their own, especially
in the socio-economic field. At this time both Slovenian administrative unit self-
governances functioned as a single Slovenian administrative unit, in so far as this
was possible in accordance with the legislation. However, the efforts to organise
joint sessions of both Administrative Unit Assemblies as a kind of a Slovenian
Parliament were unsuccessful. The Slovenian Administrative Unit Assemblies
also strived to function in accordance with the model of the Belgrade Parliament
- with limited competences, of course. As a wide range of issues, including
political, were addressed, the pluralism of the outlooks of all of the twelve parties,
represented in the Slovenian Administrative Unit Assemblies at the time, came
to the forefront. In this sense the Ljubljana and Maribor Administrative Unit
Assemblies were even forerunners, of a sort, of the Slovenian Parliament, elected
in April 1990. Otherwise, in the intervening periods, the Slovenian representative
bodies consisted of a single party.
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The Slovenian self-governances achieved their greatest successes in the
economic field - in public construction and encouragement of the development
of agrarian industry. One of their exceedingly important achievements was also
the organisation of the health system in the context of addressing the social
issues. They also managed to improve the situation in education and culture.
The leading political factor in Slovenia at the time - the SLS - also exploited the
activities of both administrative unit self-governances for its own party gains,
which was criticised resolutely by the opposition. However, we should emphasise
that the most visible achievements of the SLS benefitted everyone, or served the
general Slovenian interests.

Through the activities of the two administrative unit self-governances
between 1927 and 1929, Slovenians demonstrated their own will and capacity
to independently solve the important issues pertaining to their development.
Despite the exaggerated — and on the other hand undervalued - estimates
with regard to the results of the activities of both Slovenian administrative unit
self-governances, we should underline the fact that the financial situation and
organisation of all the activities and institutions taken over by these two self-
governances improved swiftly and significantly in comparison with their condition
during the year-long centralist management. However, the successful operation
of the Slovenian self-governances - significantly more efficient than in the other
thirty-one administrative units in the state — nevertheless remained far from the
successful implementation of the programmes of Slovenian legislative autonomy
with a Slovenian parliament and government, which had been comprehensively
outlined already in the 1920s.2»

With the introduction of King Alexander’s dictatorship on 6 January
1929, all self-governance bodies and authorities of the Ljubljana and Maribor
Administrative Unit were abolished. In the autumn of 1929 the Drava Banate and
its King’s Ban’s Administration were formed. The Ban took over all the affairs of
the general administration and the former self-governance, and he carried out
all of his duties under the supervision and according to the guidelines issued by
the relevant ministries in Belgrade. The possibility for Slovenians to address the
important questions regarding their development - like in the years 1927-1929
through the administrative unit self-governances — was now gone. The struggle
for the Slovenian autonomy returned to the beginning.*

225 Miroslav Stiplovsek: Slovenski parlamentarizem 1927-1929. Avtonomisticna prizadevanja skupscin
ljubljanske in mariborske oblasti za ekonomsko-socialni in prosvetno-kulturni razvoj Slovenije ter za
udejanjenje parlamentarizma [Slovenian Parliamentarism 1927-1929. Autonomist Efforts of the
Ljubljana and Maribor Administrative Unit Assemblies for the Socio-Economic and Educational-
Cultural Development of Slovenia and the Enactment of Parliamentarism]. Ljubljana, 2000, pp.
12-13, 106-302, 325-331, 346.

226 Stiplovsek, Slovenski parlamentarizem 1927-1929, pp. 316-317.
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However, despite the Slovenian integration into the centralist state system, a
“silent” Slovenian autonomy came to life again in the second half of the 1930s.
At this time the Ban’s Council, functioning as the Ban’s consultative body since
1931, strengthened its role in the adoption of the budget. The main task of the
Ban’s Council was to comment on the Ban’s budget proposal with regard to the
economic, social, health and cultural-educational activities and institutions
from the viewpoint of the needs of the districts and cities represented by the
Ban’s Council as well as, more generally, for the territory of the whole Banate.
However, it could not adopt any decisions on the budget.?”” Later the discussions
about the budget developed from the focused local framework into thorough
debates about all the outstanding economic, financial, social, health, educational
and cultural issues and the activities of the public administration. Occasionally
they also touched upon political issues and reflected all of the current affairs in
Slovenia. Such functioning of the Ban’s Council was encouraged by the SLS after
it had entered the government in the summer of 1935. The SLS leader Anton
Koro$ec, who became the Minister of the Interior, used his function to ensure
that the leading positions in the authorities of the Drava Banate and the majority
of those in the Ban’s Council were taken over by the members of his party. With
the domination of the SLS adherents in the Ban’s Council - who, like in the first
half of the 1930s when the Ban’s Administration was in the hands of the liberals,
exploited their administrative privileges to secure party benefits — the specific
circumstances from the time when administrative unit self-governance had been
in force were restored. The Ban’s Council became an increasingly important factor
in solving the issues relevant to the socio-economic and cultural-educational
progress of Slovenia. A new era in the efforts for an autonomous Slovenia
began. The demands for the Slovenian economic, financial, social and cultural
independence as well as equality of the Slovenian language in the official affairs
became more numerous, and the name “Slovenia” increasingly often replaced
the designation “Drava Banate” in the Ban’s Council discussions. These demands
were made by the Bans Councillors at each session. The autonomist endeavours
of the Bans Council reached their peak on 17 February 1940, when it adopted
the resolution on the establishment of a separate state-legal unit, the Banate
of Slovenia. At this point the Ban’s Councillors also underlined that the Ban’s
Council should be immediately replaced with an elected Banate Assembly, which
would, among other things, be responsible for all the aspects of the Banate budget
as well as enjoy legislative competence. The resolution on the establishment of the

227 Miroslav Stiplovsek: Ukinitev oblastnih samouprav in oblikovanje banske uprave Dravske banovine
leta 1929 [Abolishment of Administrative Unit Self-Governance and Establishment of the Ban’s
Administration of the Drava Banate in 1929]. Prispevki za novejso zgodovino, 1997, No. 2, pp. 102-103.
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Banate of Slovenia reflected the existing state of affairs in Slovenia, where during
the second half of the 1930s life in fact proceeded independently and according
to the will of Slovenians, even in the absence of the formal legal basis for this.?**

The demand for the establishment of the Banate of Slovenia in February 1940
was made in the time when the Ban’s Administration of the Drava Banate had
already carried out the intense preparations for the establishment of the Slovenian
Banate after September 1939. The work was undertaken after the establishment of
the Banate of Croatia on 26 August 1939, which had a special state-legal position
and certain features of statehood in the context of the Kingdom of Yugoslavia.
When the Banate of Croatia was established, the Yugoslav state leadership also
provided for the possibility of the formation of other state-legal units (Banates)
in the country. A special commission responsible for drawing up the legal acts for
the establishment of the Banate of Slovenia was appointed with the government
on 14 September 1939. On this basis the Ban’s Administration of the Drava
Banate prepared the texts of all sorts of decrees: about the establishment of the
Slovenian Banate; organisation of Ban’s Administration and Banate Assembly as
the Slovenian parliamentary representation; elections for the Banate Assembly
and its rules of procedure; administrative court for Slovenia; and about the Banate
budget. Proposals were also prepared with regard to transferring the matters
from the individual ministries to the offices in Ljubljana. In 1940 the former SLS
minister, Dr. Andrej Gosar, published his study The Banate of Slovenia in a special
publication, substantiating numerous state-legal, economic and financial reasons
for the formation of the Slovenian Banate. The preparations for the establishment
of the Banate of Slovenia then came to a halt due to the looming danger of war.
Thus the Ban’s Council no longer discussed the establishment of the Slovenian
Banate at its final session in February 1941. However, even three weeks before
the attack of the Axis Powers against the Kingdom of Yugoslavia, Slovenec,
the gazette of the Slovenian People’s Party, underlined that “our goals (...) are
[nevertheless] ... completely clear”. These goals involved “Slovenian autonomy,
which will sooner or later become a fact in the new state system”.*

History has prevented us from finding out whether Slovenians could achieve
autonomy in the Kingdom of Yugoslavia or not, because after April 1941
the Kingdom no longer existed. We can only ascertain that the fundamental

228 Stiplovsek, Slovenski parlamentarizem 1927-1929, pp. 335, 338-339. Mom¢ilo Zecevi¢: Neki pogledi
u Srbiji na politicku delatnost dr. Antona Korosca. Prispevki za novejso zgodovino, 1991, No. 1, p.
72. Janko Prunk: Slovenske predstave o avtonomiji (oziroma drzavnosti) in prizadevanja zanjo v
Kraljevini Jugoslaviji [Slovenian Notions of Autonomy (or Statehood) and the Endeavours to Ensure
It in the Kingdom of Yugoslavia]. In: Grafenauer et al. (eds.), Slovenci in drzava, p. 140.

229 Perovsek, “V zazeljeni dezeli”, pp. 223-224. Zecevi¢, Neki pogledi u Srbiji na Korosca, p. 72. Stiplovsek,
Slovenski parlamentarizem 1927-1929, pp. 339-342.

230 Slovenec, 16 March 1941, Nasa pot.
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Slovenian national-political goal — Slovenian autonomy - was not reached in the
first Yugoslav community. Another disappointment was the loss of the Littoral
(Primorska) region, which the Kingdom of SHS renounced - in the international
legal sense - in favour of Italy by signing the Peace Treaty of Rapallo on 12
November 1920.*! However, if we analyse the relationship between Slovenians and
Yugoslavia between 1918 and 1941 thoroughly, we can emphasise that the negative
Slovenian experiences with it were offset by certain favourable characteristics
and achievements of the Slovenian development in this state community. As it
was, apart from the progress in the national-cultural, educational, economic and
political area the so-called silent autonomy proved that Slovenians were capable
of managing and pursuing their national, cultural, economic as well as political
life on their own, autonomously. This strengthened Slovenians in their conviction
that their majority national autonomist-federalist goals were well-founded, which
in turn strengthened the Slovenian national awareness and self-confidence as
well as represented a national-political background for them to carry on from the
Kingdom of SHS/Yugoslavia and apply in the subsequent historical developments.

231 Perovsek, “V zazeljeni dezZeli”, pp. 239-240.
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THE PARLIAMENT
IS NOTHING BUT A
FAIRGROUND

On the Characteristics of
Parliamentary Debate in the
Kingdom of Serbs, Croats
and Slovenes/Yugoslavia
(1919-1939)

THE PARLIAMENT'S PLACE IN FIRST YUGOSLAV STATE?*?

The date was picked with great care. On Friday, 14 January 1921, a “veritable
spring sun” was shining upon the Yugoslav capital of Belgrade, despite the winter
season. But more importantly, the citizens were celebrating the Orthodox New

232 'The paper is based on the following monograph: Jure Gaspari¢: Izza parlamenta. Zakulisje
jugoslovanske skupscine (1919-1941) [From Behind the Parliament. Behind the Scenes of the
Yugoslav Assembly (1919-1941)]. Ljubljana, 2015.
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Year, so the streets were full of hustle and bustle. On that Friday, buildings had
been decked out with flags since the morning, and the old royal palace and the
streets were lined with soldiers, with curious and festive masses gathering behind
them. Many people wanted to see what was about to happen with their own eyes,
many wanted to be there, to participate in a political event reaching beyond the
everyday understanding of politics. For what was announced for the 14 January
was no party-related political curiosity but rather something that would be, or was
at least supposed to be, of extreme importance for the country and its citizens. In
the recently converted cavalry barracks, Regent Alexander Karadordevi¢ opened
the session of the Constituent Assembly of the Kingdom of Serbs, Croats and
Slovenes, the first elected national parliament.

The scenario for the ceremonious opening session was elaborated to great detail.
At 10.45, Alexander, who was dressed in his formal general's uniform, joined Prime
Minister Nikola Pasi¢, boarded a quadriga and headed off towards the parliament.
In front of the building, Alexander was greeted by the royal marching band that
played all three national anthems, i.e. the Serbian, Croatian and Slovenian, after
which he was received, still in front of the building, by the Presidency members
headed by Ivan Ribar.** Inside, the Assembly representatives immediately stood
up and gave a standing ovation, cannon fire thundered off the fortress, and bells of
the Belgrade churches started ringing. The setting was truly amazing. The Regent
then brought out the text of his speech and took about fifteen minutes to read it
with a “firm voice” to the excited audience who often interrupted with thunderous
applause and cheers. Alexander's speech was inspiring and statesmanlike.**

At the end, great ovations broke out again and everyone was bursting with
excitement. Alexander left slowly, shaking Ribar's hand again as they parted. He
boarded his chariot right before Prime Minister Pasi¢. However, at the moment
when the old Prime Minister sat down, a curious incident occurred, which
involved a rather charming faux pas in the protocol. Pasi¢ noticed he was missing
his top hat. He was immediately rescued from the awkward situation by President
of the Parliament Ribar, who gave him his own. Alexander, who noticed the
mishap, just smiled and said: “Look, there is Pasi¢ under Ribar's hat!” One of
the Assembly representatives, who happened to be there, added: “It's a symbolic
reflection of today's political situation!”** In the young country, the parliament
was coming to the forefront, becoming a central political body that would use a
guided democratic debate to make key political decisions, supervise ministers
and gradually build a strong country in the Balkans.

233 Jutro, 15 January 1921, Svecana otvoritev konstituante.
234 Ibid., Prestolni govor regenta.
235 Jutro, 15 January 1921, Svecana otvoritev konstituante.
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However, the symbolic position of the Parliament, as it appeared when Pasi¢
boarded the quadriga in 1921, was only momentary and merely symbolic. Soon
enough, both the people as well as some politicians started to notice that the
parliament was not performing its intended function, that it failed to function
properly, and that it became a rather big disappointment. As had happened many
times before and also at that time, and as it would happen time and time again in
the future, most political parties and the people, who wanted political democracy,
were left unhappy with its implementation in the form of parliamentary
democracy. In his typically vivid hyperbole, Croatian writer Miroslav Krleza
described the Belgrade Assembly as nothing less than an “unintelligent and
wholly primitive negation of even the most rudimentary parliamentary form”>*
As one representative noticed, the Assembly was becoming increasingly similar

to a “fairground”

ON PARLIAMENTARY DEBATE

Among the many reasons for disappointment with the Yugoslav parliamentary
democracy, the events occurring at the Assembly Hall during parliamentary
debates were not at all insignificant. Besides voting, a parliamentary debate was
the central characteristic and distinctive feature of any parliament, not just the
one in Belgrade. The debate at that time included bursts of heated interpersonal
exchanges, including physical confrontations, supported by various arguments
and illustrated by cases etc. The dry legislation proposals, formerly empty of
anything redundant, now suddenly became the subject of extensive explanations
and the catalyst of political passions. As such, the debate was a reflection of
the parliament as a whole and represents the point we can use to evaluate the
perception of problems in the country and general democratic standards.

The content and spirit of the Rules of Procedure of the debate in Belgrade
were modern and practical, but, first and foremost, they were wholly comparable
to the rules of procedure and other arrangements in numerous other European
parliaments. Speakers had to take turns in the sequence of standpoints for —
against — for — against etc., and had to limit the duration of their speeches (to
a rather generous one hour and a half for parliamentary group leaders and one
hour for other representatives during the discussion of principles, and to an hour
for group leaders and 30 minutes for representatives in the special debate), but
most of all they had to be careful to strictly stick to the topic of the agenda item
under discussion. They had to memorize the text and then speak. The Rules of

236 Miroslav Krleza: Deset krvavih let in drugi politicni eseji. Ljubljana, 1962, p. 323.
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Procedure also explicitly specified that a discussion of anybody's private matters

was off limits.?’

In practice, however, representatives often ignored the agenda,
talked about anything they wanted to and sometimes read their speeches.”® But
this was not the most problematic issue. The parliament was the venue of events
that brought about much more aggravation. In the following section, I will look at
some of the key characteristics of the parliament and a few typical stories of what
went on in the Assembly Hall. The focus will be on illustrating the general mood

as well as the practices of the representatives.

THE BUDGET IN EARNEST AND IN JEST

The longest assembly debates, which were, on average, the most critical but
also the most practical and problem-focused were the ones concerning the state
budget. Discussions about the budget were carried out by individual particulars
(items), meaning that the opposition was able to scrutinize the work of every
minister individually.*** Debates on the budgetary exposés of the ministers were
often reminiscent of interpellations as opposition representatives pointed out
problems in individual sectors, documented errors, identified corruption etc.,
naturally blaming everything on the politically responsible minister or even the
whole government. Representatives always took their time to debate, usually all
of the time provided for by the Rules of Procedure, i.e. two months. The budgets,
although frequently unrealized and planned for a utopian economic situation,
were also among the most important political documents regularly adopted by the
Assembly. In addition to the very gradually developing Yugoslav legislation, these
documents made sure the country was able to function at least to a certain degree.

The budget was always accompanied by what was called the financial act. This
was a sort of a collection of figures and various ministerial decisions, government
decrees and other instruments that needed to be covered by the budget. From
1922 onward, i.e. from the first budgetary debate after the adoption of the
constitution, the financial act was known by a humorous moniker - it was called
the omnibus. The term was used to convey that the financial act was “jumped
on” by numerous individuals who added their own interests to the needs of the
country. The financial act was so chaotic that it was frequently unclear even to

237 Ilija A. Przi¢: Poslovnik Narodne skupstine Kraljevine Srba, Hrvata i Slovenaca sa objasnjenjima iz
parlamentarne prakse i zakonskim odredbama. Belgrade, 1924, § 38, 40, 43.

238 Ibid., pp. 125-126. As one representative read his speech in March 1931, the assembly lashed out with
cries that no one is “allowed to read”. The representative apologized saying he was merely using the
notes “for his own reference”. - Stenografske beleske Narodne skupstine Kraljevine Jugoslavije, 5 March
1932.

239 Przi¢, Poslovnik sa objasnjenjima, § 66.
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the ministers, who were thus unable to answer specific questions posed to them
in the parliament. The true “masters” of the financial act were senior officials,
heads of various public and private offices etc. For a little counter favour, they
were able to include (almost) anything into the financial act. It is true, however,
that some cases of absurd protectionism were often exposed, usually those that
involved ministers or representatives. A well-known representative of the Serbian
National Radical Party Stevan Jankovi¢ was able to sneak in an interpretation
according to which the high school of forestry in the French city of Nancy,
finished by Jankovi¢'s son Dura during World War I, was equivalent to the
Faculty of Agriculture and Forestry in Belgrade.**® Dura was thus able to become
a senior state official and doors were open for him to enter politics. He was a
representative, even a minister in the government led by Milan Stojadinovi¢
in 1935; initially a minister without portfolio was later responsible for forests
and ores. In the 1930s, he successfully advanced his career, becoming chief of
propaganda,*' a self-styled Yugoslav Goebbels, all thanks to his father and the
almighty financial act. After the occupation of Yugoslavia in 1941, he supported
General Milan Nedi¢ and his quisling government.

The fact that the budgetary materials were complicated and extensive and that
the debate was difficult, heated and strenuous is attested by a detail from the first
budgetary session of 1922. It was Saturday, just after eight in the evening, when
the agenda indicated that the debate should now focus on the Ministry of Postal
Services. According to Assembly President Ivan Ribar, Minister Zarko Miladinovi¢
had been very serious in preparing his exposé. His presentation was supposed
to take two hours. However, the previous items of the budget had drained the
representatives, they were exhausted and had had enough of debates. On a Saturday
evening, they just wanted to go home. But the item could not be postponed as
the budget was overdue. Stjepan Bari¢, a Croatian representative of the opposition
thus rose to speak. Speaking on behalf of the opposition, Bari¢ noted that the post
and the telephone and telegraph services were in such “total disarray” that it was
better not to speak about them or else the discussion would have lasted for weeks.
In protest against the state supported by the Minister, the opposition said it was
leaving the session. They glanced at the Minister and went home.

Only the representatives of the government's majority remained in the hall.
Theylooked ateach other, glanced enviously at the emptyseats of the oppositionand
then charged at the Minister. “Don't speak if there's no opposition representatives
present,” they called out to him, and by that point the troubled Minister did not
dare to get up and have a speech. None of the other representatives discussed

240 Ivan Ribar: Politicki zapisi. Belgrade, 1948, pp. 48-49.
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anything either. The discussion was thus over and the only thing left to do was to
vote. Enough representatives of the majority were present, and so the budget of
the Ministry of Postal Services was voted through.?** Ribar was able to conclude
the session and everybody could go home. The next day was Sunday.

The assembly debate, especially discussions about the budget, exposed the
Yugoslav society and its problems, pointed out mistakes and showcased the
country's inability to face its problems. In this sense, the debate was certainly
relevant as it articulated the heartbeat of the “nation”. However, speakers often
broke the rules of decorum, insulted other representatives and acted in a
destructive or even violent manner. The inability of achieving a fundamental
political consensus did not manifest itself in gentlemanly parliamentary banter
typical of the halls of Westminster Palace, but rather in intolerant slander and
open intimidation. The key problem of the Yugoslav Parliament was not the
debate as a whole, and not even moments of commotions and bouts of yelling, but
the manner in which these occurred. From the very beginning, the parliamentary
hubbub was tinged by insults and personal attacks.

UNPARLIAMENTARY EXPRESSIONS, COMMOTION AND
SESSION INTERRUPTIONS

In 1924, Ilija A. Przi¢, a young Assistant at the Belgrade University, compiled
an amazing handbook with the boring and unpretentious title: Poslovnik Narodne
skupstine Kraljevine Srba, Hrvata i Slovenaca sa objasnjenjima iz parlamentarne
prakse i zakonskim odredbama (Rules of Procedure of the National Assembly of
the Kingdom of Serbs, Croats and Slovenes with Clarifications from Parliamentary
Practice and Statutory Provisions).** Przi¢, who was a young doctor of philosophy
at the time and later became a distinguished professor of international law, filled
the book's 264 pages with examples of practical application of every single
article of the Rules of Procedure. On the one hand, his work is a comprehensive
source for the study of history of parliamentary law, and on the other hand an
illustration of numerous procedural situations that occurred in the parliament.
In the manner of a good Austrian clerk, Przi¢ listed countless cases, events,
statements etc., from bureaucratically long-winded to captivating, from ordinary
to extraordinary, and from occasional to those quite common. For articles for
which no event worth mentioning had ever occurred, he sometimes merely
provided literary references, while other articles were furnished with entire lines

242 Ribar, Politi¢ki zapisi, p. 50.
243 Przi¢, Poslovnik sa objasnjenjima.
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and paragraphs of page citations from short-hand notes. The articles that were
best supplied with various cases were from one revealingly entitled section of the
Rules of Procedure: Disciplinary Sanctions (for Representatives).**

Interventions by the assembly chairman, calls for order, admonitions,
interruptions of speeches, expulsions from and interruptions of sessions were
common enough to have come to define the operation of the parliament. The
approximate statistics of the use of the Rules of Procedure thus highlight the
features of parliamentary debate in the Kingdom of SHS during its early years.
With all their gravity, contentiousness, arguments etc., speeches were all to
often disrespectful, as were also the responses. Political passion, a necessary
component of good politics, broke out of the boundaries of decency, of the
“dignity of the assembly”. All too often, the parliament witnessed the utterance
of “unparliamentary expressions”: words that were either insulting or generally
inappropriate (or labelled as such by the assembly chairman).

Przi¢ appended his Rules of Procedure with abrief dictionary of unparliamentary
terms, which grew to the impressive size of 74 entries in the first few years of the
Yugoslav parliamentarism; some of the terms were more popular and had been
used more than once. The representatives insulted each other with the following
expressions: “You're a deadbeat’, “shameless”, “nincompoop”, “
tor”, “good-for-nothing”, “crook’, “scoundrel’, “lowlife”. Sometimes, the insult was
coated in a pre-emptive apology: “You're a parliamentary, please excuse my French,
idiot” The assembly itself was called the “tower of Babel” and the country a “police
state”. Words deriving from the root “to lie” were particularly popular, i.e. “you're
lying”, “liar”, “you lie”, as were also the words “bandit” and “criminal”. Catholic
representatives were often called “clericals” by their opponents, and Catholic
priests were called “monks”. Some statements were openly threatening, such as
“T'll spill your guts out”, “you old bitch’, some were jokingly insulting, such as “A
man who's a few screws short of a hardware store shouldn't speak!” and “You're
one of the worst and laziest members of the parliament!”, while some bordering
the grotesque, such as one representative's scoft against another: “You used to
be a cook!” Although true, it was considered unparliamentary to mention the
private lives of representatives in the parliamentary debate.**

Every time a representative used an unparliamentary expression, it was
followed by a tumultuous reaction. Barely a session went by without the chairman
ringing his bell and yelling “Order!” while pandemonium raged at the benches.
The tireless and precise assembly stenographers, the wakeful scribes of everything
that was said, industriously noted every verbal and vocal interruption from the
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background as long as they were able to make anything out of the yelling. Past that
point they would usually put down words like “ranting” or “noise”, and sometimes
“commotion” or “great ranting and tumult”. Nothing could be understood at that
point as everybody was yelling over each other and the chairman was forced to
suspend the session, which was usually for ten minutes.*® This was enough for
heads to cool down so that the representatives were able to start working again
until the next interruption. The commotion was sometimes not even (directly)
caused by the speaker, as one would naturally expect to occur in the parliament,
but rather broke out spontaneously on the back benches. In July 1922, during a
speech by representative Stevan Mihaldi¢, an incomprehensible “hubbub” broke
out, instigated by a duel between representatives Sima Sevi¢ and Mihajlo Vidakovi¢
at the back of the session hall. “You're lying, you're a good-for-nothing!” Sevi¢ was
yelling, while Vidakovi¢ approached him and their colleagues served as seconds,
forcing President Ribar to suspend the session in front of the bewildered speaker.*’

After 1925, the assembly operation was completely paralysed and the debates
became even more heated. Representatives of the opposition were frustrated as
they were not really participating in the decision-making on the level of state
politics any more. Because of the uncertain and unusual relations among the
parties of the ruling coalition, the crises were resolved outside of the parliament,
with representatives merely being notified of what had happened. It was
becoming increasingly obvious that the parliament was sinking, while the star of
the monarch, King Alexander Karadordevi¢, shone ever brighter on the political
sky.**® The events that followed after the elections in 1927 only deepened that
impression. Debates in the Assembly were becoming increasingly reminiscent
of angry outbursts and frequently escalated to physical violence. Outbursts
kept piling up and the boundaries of political competition were being crossed.
Anything was possible at this point.

A NAKED MAN IN THE PARLIAMENT

On Friday, 25 February 1927, a single word was printed all over the covers
of all Yugoslav papers: Scandalous. Be it the liberal newspaper Jutro, the Catholic
Slovenec or the prestigious Belgrade-based Politika, all editorial boards agreed, no
matter their differences in policy, opinion, national affiliation or anything else.**

246 E.g.: Stenografske beleske Narodne skupstine Kraljevine Srba, Hrvata i Slovenaca, 90. redovna sednica,
6 July 1922, pp. 261-262.
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On the previous day, a scandal took place the likes of which the South Slavic
world had never seen before; a scandal that occurred nowhere else than in the
parliament. Not just the Yugoslav journalists, who had already been familiar with
the assembly and its work, even foreign correspondents noted that something
truly remarkable had happened. The 25 February issue of the eminent Vienna-
based Neue Freie Presse newspaper published the story on its cover as well. “Eine
beispiellose Szene in der jugoslawischen Skupschtina,” read the sensational
bold Gothic script, and continued: “Denn alle Beispiele solcher Entblossungen
aus dem Altertum, sie waren doch nur Episoden, nicht zu vergleichen mit dem
Schauspiel, das gestern in der Skupschtina geboten wurde.”>*

What could have been so “scandalous” as to draw such attention? The
Belgrade Assembly had previously witnessed outbursts of all types, vulgarities,
sparklingly primitive verbal duelling, screaming, “tumult” and hurling of personal
insults. Milan Stojadinovi¢, the future Prime Minister, wrote (incorrectly and
tendentiously) the following in his memoirs: “The atmosphere in the National
Assembly has been extremely stuffy for a long time now. The bad habits of the
Austrian and Hungarian Parliaments had wormed their way into our Assembly
as well. We Serbs, with our old National Assembly, were not used to scenes such
as representatives slamming the covers of their benches until they break, yelling
and noise intended to prevent a representative from speaking, personal insults of
the worst kind and other such things”*' However, even in Stojadinovi¢'s opinion,
the listed scenes were overshadowed by the event that was universally deemed
scandalous and that, in light of the circumstances, truly did brutally shatter the
established norms of the time.?*?> The moral framework, as much as it still existed
in politics and in the society, was damaged. A naked man had appeared in the
parliament; a nude body was displayed.

The detailed press reports offer the same facts, diverging to a certain
degree when it comes to the details, key points and exaggerations while leaving
the basic structure of the story intact. The genesis of the scandal was wholly
spontaneous. On that day, the Assembly was discussing the interpellation of
Minister of Internal Affairs BoZzo Maksimovi¢, who was also called Kundak (butt
of a rifle). Numerous witnesses of encounters with Maksimovic¢'s police indicated
that the moniker was quite fitting. The police violence was also one of the focal

Narodni skup$¢ini. Slovenec, 25 February 1927, Zalosten dogodek; 26 February 1927, Vpijoca dejstva.
Slovenski gospodar, 3 March 1927. Politika, 25 February 1927, Skandal u Narodnoj skupstini.
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points of the interpellation. Since there was great interest in the session, the
representatives' benches were packed, as were the galleries and diplomatic seats.
There was no shortage of well-dressed ladies (their reactions to the incident later
became the subject of numerous risqué but mostly fictitious anecdotes).

From the very beginning, the atmosphere was tense. Verbal interruptions
and provocations occurred throughout the entire reading of the interpellation
and one minor commotion broke out. As Minister Maksimovi¢ stepped to the
podium and presented his reply, however, the hubbub was transferred to the
hallways of the Assembly. A loud altercation was echoing through the corridors,
and suddenly the developments in the hall were no longer interesting. Everybody
looked towards the door as it flew open. In the narrow space, they were able to
see opposition representatives, including two former ministers, pushing through
and yelling “Shame!”, “Terrible!” and “Down with the government!”. They were
carrying a man, terribly beaten up and bleeding. Somewhere in the distant, absent
background, President of the Assembly Marko Trifkovi¢ was yelling, “Order,
gentlemen! This is the Assembly,” but nobody heard him. With their mouths
open, everybody watched the unprecedented scene that unfolded in the next few
moments. A confused man appeared in the middle of the Assembly Hall, with
his head bent down and his clothes all torn. The opposition representatives who
had carried him inside took off his clothes in front of everyone, lifted the man up
and carried him towards the benches of the coalition. The image of the bleeding
body mixed with hysterical screams from the galleries was drowning in the all-
enveloping commotion. Every now and then, one could hear the opposition:
“This is your doing! Here's your proof for the allegations!”

The beaten man was Jovan Risti¢, a municipal clerk from Belgrade and the
unwilling and accidental “hero” of the scandal. The previous day, Jovan Risti¢ was
talking politics with a friend in a café and accidentally crossed paths with Sokolovi¢,
the notorious Commissar of the Topcider Police. After a brief verbal duel, Sokolovié
took him away and beat him up. The following morning, representatives of the
opposition found out about the incident and managed to get Risti¢ out of prison.
They immediately came up with the distasteful idea that they had found the “corpus
delicti” for their interpellation; the beaten Risti¢, who was reportedly bleeding from
the nose and eyes, became a “living illustration” of their allegations.

Although even the mildest of reporters wrote that the “event went far beyond
the formal boundaries of parliamentary propriety and did nothing to improve
the decorum of national representation’, they also warned that blood did indeed
flow under the current government. The liberal newspaper Jutro smugly wrote
that the ministers were afraid for their lives at the brutal session, and that their
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faces reflected “fear”. Prime Minister Uzunovi¢ was pale as death.?>® The political
situation was truly “incredibly tense” The session concluded with shots and
casualties on the bloody floor of the Assembly. Parliamentarism was soon ended,
and, in January 1929, King Alexander declared a personal dictatorship.

THE QUIETER (BUT NEVERTHELESS TURBULENT) 1930s

In 1931, King Alexander softened his dictatorial rule to a certain extent. He
imposed a new constitution and reinstated the parliament, but the latter operated
more like a makeshift parliament. In the early 1930s, the benches of the new, “post-
dictatorial” assembly which was, quite symbolically, housed in a different building,
were being warmed by carefully selected supporters of the King's regime. But did
it mean that they paid any more heed to the new procedural provisions regarding
order and discipline at the sessions? Initially, there were virtually no incidents;
the assembly mostly unanimously cheered for King Alexander, welcomed
the “Yugoslav unity” and encouraged the already elated speakers with cries of
“Hurrah!”. It was common to hear “protracted approval and frantic applause”**
Only sometimes, as more critical representatives called attention to an infraction
or irregularity, verbal interruptions as well as “incensed mutual persuasion” took
place.”” One of most notable amongst such representatives was Alojzij Pavli¢, a
controversial and often misunderstood eccentric. Although his statements usually
(yet not always) set him apart from the others, they always caused a reaction from
the restless representatives of the ruling majority. Even though Pavli¢ was greatly
outnumbering, they reacted similarly to the representatives from 1928.

In November 1932, Pavli¢ started one of his speeches in a very populist
manner: “Not a single government on this Earth except for ours, except for our
poor Kingdom of Yugoslavia, has ministers without portfolios. So I ask of the
ministers without portfolios, appealing to their patriotic sentiment, to submit
their resignation to the ministry without portfolio, so that the money otherwise
spent on them might go to the hungry and unemployed.” This was during the
great economic crisis. Pavli¢ specifically named his compatriot, minister without
portfolio Albert Kramer. Kramer was not present in the hall at the time, and this
resulted in the first wave of disapproval, interruptions and protests. Assembly's
President Kosta Kumanudi issued the speaker with his first admonition. Pavli¢
continued: “The intelligentsia, workers and peasants do not like Dr Kramer,
which immediately resulted in a new wave of protests. With Pavli¢'s every word
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the noise intensified and Kumanudi issued warnings and slamming against the
benches being slammed on again. “Kramer's” representatives Ivan Urek and
Rasto Pustoslemsek yelled “This is criminal!”, after which verbal duelling broke
out and Kumanudi had to suspend the session.> It was just like the old times.

The story continued the next day, when Kramer's supporters tried to “mend”
the damage and presented the Assembly with a statement expressing their
“outrage” and condemning Pavli¢'s “cowardly” attack. Text of the statement
incited the few critics of the regime in the parliament and a “great commotion”
broke out again. Chairman of the session, Vice-President of the Assembly Kosta
Popovi¢, was forced to suspend the debate. Two interruptions in two days.
“Gentlemen, national representatives,” pleaded Popovi¢ after the interruption, “I
beg you to preserve the dignity of the National Assembly and to refrain from
similar incidents in the Hall, as episodes such as this hurt the reputation of the
Assembly as well as every one of us here”*’

Representative Pavli¢ continued debating in his recognizable style for the rest
of his term. He made appeals, pointed things out and talked about issues that had
nothing to do with the agenda. He was increasingly grating on his colleagues'
nerves. In November 1933, his speech was even interrupted by calls and protests
from his own people in the opposition. As Pavli¢'s words caused the representatives
of the majority to join in, the situation in the hall was again reminiscent of that
from the 1920s. The stenographers noted: “Banging against the benches, protests
and shouts: enough of this, enough!” Upon the suggestion of Vice-President Karlo
Kovacevi¢, Pavli¢ was penalized with exclusion from five sessions.**®

Thatyear, i.e. 1933, would have been a very average one in terms of disturbances
in the Assembly, comparable to the years before and after it, were it not for a
tiny wintertime drama that was not at all typical for the heated atmosphere of
the Assembly. What occurred on 16 February seemed downright cheerful and
mocking at the same time. The commotion was incited by a controversial report
submitted by the committee that reviewed the proposed new municipalities act.
The protracted document thoroughly dissected the totally new conceptions of
the role and significance of municipalities: the composition of municipal boards,
responsibilities, conditions for their creation, land consolidation — as well as
suffrage. According to the proposal, voting at the municipal elections would
be open to all residents on the electoral roll, asc said by Miloslav Stojadinovic,
which was an ordinary statement, but with a charged continuation. Stojadinovi¢
went on to add: “Gentlemen, the general tendency within the committee seemed

256 SBNSK], 9. redovna sednica, 17 November 1932, pp. 108-109.
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to be that women should receive the right to vote as well” Calls of “By God!”
immediately resounded and intensified into a torrent of yelling, comments etc.
The chairman had to admonish the representatives not to disturb the speaker.
Stojadinovi¢ then calmly and eagerly explained the idea: “I know that discussions
of this type tend to provoke both dispositions and indispositions. Such is the
very nature of the matter” He reminded his colleagues that women's suffrage
would be constitutional as the imposed constitution provided that women's
suffrage would be determined by a separate act, and pointed out that many
“cultural and national” aspects spoke in its favour. Stojadinovi¢ talked about
equality, mentioned some possible compromise solutions (to enfranchise only a
limited number of women in independent professions), but all he got in return
were verbal interruptions and noise. Representative Dragovi¢ interrupted to yell:
“Women have more courage than people!” and mirthful laughter resounded in
the hall.>® Most representatives rejected such ideas out of hand. It seems that the
matter of women's suffrage was not perceived as a politically relevant issue, as
something important, meaningful, something that would change or modernize
the political landscape. In light of all issues tormenting the country, this was
really to be expected.”® As the 1906 grand electoral reform made Finland (then
part of tsarist Russia) the first to enfranchise women, this was not done solely out
of a profound awareness of female equality but primarily by the desire to send a
message that Finland was not such a backwards woodland province after all.

The period of relatively peaceful assembly sessions in the first Yugoslavian state
was short. It ended in mid 1930s, after the assassination of King Alexander was,
under the patronage of the late king's cousin Prince Paul Karadordevi¢, followed
by a formation of a new government led by former opposition representatives
Milan Stojadinovi¢, Anton Korosec and Mehmed Spaho. The three politicians,
particularly Prime Minister Milan Stojadinovi¢, found themselves under
crossfire from the fervent supporters of the previous, Alexander's, regime in
the Assembly. Although, or precisely because, they were in the minority, they
often carried out brutal obstructions reminiscent of the former atmosphere in
the Viennese National Assembly. Because they were sitting on the left side of the
assembly hall they were called “the Left”*' Procedural entanglements again had
to be disentangled and the Assembly was left stuck in perpetual pandemonium,
with interruptions of sessions, again, becoming very common. On 18 February
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1936, one stenographer of the Assembly put down the following entry in the
brackets: “Outraged, furious protests from the Left. - Representatives of the Left
and the Right are rising from their seats in excitement, approaching each other
and discussing things very angrily. - Loud commotion and arguments between
individual representatives of the Left and the Right**

The mood was no longer much different from the one in 1928. Chaos and
constant unendurable yelling ... Jovan Gasi¢, head of Stojadinovi¢'s office, had
the following to write about one Assembly session: “Session will continue in one
hour. Commotion on the Left and demands for open ballot voting. Secretary
Mulali¢ is trying unsuccessfully to speak over the noise, then saying from the
podium that he resigns from his function. Afterwards, Mulali¢ leaves his seat
and vanishes into the hallways of the Assembly. ... The commotion lasts for 15
minutes, it's impossible to work and President Ciri¢ concludes the session at 1.20
pm, announcing the continuation for 10 am on the next day. - After interruption
of the session, Drag. Milovanovi¢ protests in the centre of the hall, burning a
copy of Vreme (the semi-official weekly of the government - author's note) ..”*%
Gasi¢'s report is probably from February 1936. Less than a month later, shots
from a revolver again achoed through the parliament.

DEMOCRACY IS A DISCUSSION

If the point of parliamentarism and a democratic assembly is a thoroughly
free clash of opinions, arguments for and against and conceptions held by
different representatives of the people (advocating different wills of the people),
it means that it is always possible for a reasoned assembly debate to devolve
into a commotion or flogging a dead horse. This is the reason why disciplinary
norms, along with sanctions that the Assembly had prescribed for itself in order
to preserve its reputation and ensure effective procedure, were so much needed
in the first Yugoslavia. We should thus not look for the reasons for (dis)order and
(in)discipline in the disciplinary provisions of the Rules of Procedure as these
were formulated in a modern manner, comparable to those used in Western
democracies®* and sometimes also quite effective. The reasons for the stormy
assembly mood stem from the type of political culture, which was in turn primarily
the result of different cultural, historical and political traditions of the territories
that had joined to form the country of Yugoslavia. This eventually resulted in an
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overly literal interpretation of democracy and a particular understanding of the
democratic process.

Developing his idea of democracy in the years before World War I, Czech
philosopher and statesman T. G. Masaryk summed up all his thoughts in the
famous but often truly misinterpreted sentence: “Demokracie - tot diskuse., which
means “Democracy is a discussion”. Masaryk was trying to say that democracy is
not merely something formal, encompassed by the general and equal suftrage, but
rather much more than that. Democracy is a manner of social communication
that applies to everyday life, not just to politics. However, Masaryk also realized
that democracy is not to be taken for granted, but rather requires a condition that
is to fulfil - a tolerant society.*
dialogue. In such a case, formal democracy may result in numerous problems,
and it could be said that this is what happened in the first decade of the first
Yugoslav state, and also later, after its dissolution.

In its absence, it is impossible to lead a cultured

THE CRISIS OF PARLIAMENTARISM

Of course, the crisis encountered by the parliament as an institution and
parliamentarism as a political system was not just typical of the inter-war
period and the first Yugoslavia, but was rather a European phenomenon that
occurred at other times as well. In truth, we cannot see an end to it even today.
Many influential law scholars, theorists and politicians of the 1920s and 1930s
pondered the shortcomings of the parliament, searched for causes of the crisis
and proposed improvements. For Carl Schmitt, a distinguished German political
theorist and philosopher of law, who later became the leading legal lawyer of

2% while

the Third Reich, political parties were an important part of the problem,
Joseph Barthélémy,*” a professor and representative from Paris, saw the reasons
for public mistrust in the selfish aspirations of representatives, their trivial
disputes, intrigues and futile agitation, in the faulty method and in impossibility
of achieving results through parliamentary democracy. Czechoslovak Minister
of Foreign Affairs, who was later the post-Masaryk President of Czechoslovakia,

Eduard Benes*® mused that the nations of Central Europe were still raising
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themselves for democracy, while G. L. Duprat,*” a professor from Geneva, made a
bold claim that parliamentary representatives interfered with everything, usually
with “universal incompetence”, and were, in the spirit of local tyrants, interested
only in the success of their own intrigues. In his opinion, parliaments were closed
circles where private interests joined in unstable and scandalous coalitions.

At the time, Europe was swarming with various surveys, thematic issues
of reputable newspapers, and discussions regarding the uncertain future of the
“best of the bad forms of government”. Nevertheless, most critics supported the
idea of parliamentarism but were dissatisfied with the technical execution. The
leitmotif of the discussions was that parliaments, in their current form, were no
longer fulfilling their role effectively. Parliamentary democracy would have to be
improved. This is the line of thought that was joined by the parliamentary theorists
and practicians in the first Yugoslavia. The keenly intelligent sociologist and
minister Andrej Gosar,””°
Dragoljub Jovanovi¢,”? one of the most insightful Yugoslav authors of the time,
a politician and frequent political prisoner in the first and second Yugoslavia,
as well and many others, were just as astute and intellectually passionate about
dissecting problems, proposing improvements etc. as their foreign colleagues.
They were even joined by Anton Korosec, the most influential Slovenian politician
in the country and a man who rarely put things in writing. Korosec's thoughts
are particularly interesting as they were not the result of theoretical speculation
but rather of thoroughly practical experience at the highest levels of politics. “The
slogan is: for the nation,” he wrote, “but everybody works to fill their own pockets,
to fulfil their own ambitions, they work for their personal or at least the benefit of
their respectful parties. Political idealism is dead and political programmes have

politician Milan Grol,””" minister Mehmed Spaho®? and

become a big lie”** (Quite unusual for the head of the leading Slovenian party?!)
According to Korosec, the problem was causing people to become increasingly
apathetic. Furthermore, the parliament was hardly dealing with legislation at
that point. “The main function of the representatives is no longer to legislate and
control the administration but rather to intervene and write endless letters in
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response to requests for interventions. Nowadays, a conscientious representative
will waste his day intervening at various ministries and, without exaggeration,
he would need a dedicated secretary for all his correspondence” Therefore:
parliamentarism is in crisis due to their inability to evolve a political and economic
democracy, their adaptation to social opportunities and due to a moral crisis.

According to Korosec, the essence of politics was reduced to the magic word
intervention, and this fact indeed remains the best illustration of all problems
related to the Yugoslav Parliament in the inter-war period.””” After taking a peek
at the parliament's public face and its operation behind the scenes, and following
an analysis of its critics,”® it can be said that the National Assembly was not an
environment where problems would be solved efficiently or transparently and
most certainly not on the basis of a reasoned confrontation of demands, wishes,
expectations etc. Nobody wanted that - neither the king nor the government or
the parties in power. The parliament was therefore weak and unable to function
most of the time; it was a venue of conflicts rather than a venue of confrontations
and resolutions of conflicts.

Discussing the paradoxical “golden age” of the Serbian parliamentarism in
the period before World War I, the renowned Serbian historian and politician
Latinka Perovi¢ wrote that when a normative system falls on a ground not yet
ready for it, “practice compromises the form”*” A similar conclusion could be
drawn regarding the time of the first Yugoslavia. The constitutionally mandated
system (the norm) was exemplary, at least in the first decade; however, the
parliamentary form was compromised by parliamentary practice. In public,
representatives were usually merely giving performances and were venting, like
actors, while their true work consisted of minuscule interventions. The manner in
which the parliament functioned led to its demise in the 1920s and its ineffectual
form in the 1930s.
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