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The leading role among those “ distinguished foreigners’ ’ 
who already in pre-War days, though more particularly 
during the Great War and at the Peace Conference, 

were the conscious advocates and consistent champions of 
the Southern Slav idea — i, e, of a union in a single State 
of Serbs, Croats and Slovenes — has at all times been 
played by Dr, Seton-Watson, Dr. Seton-Watson’s conception 
of what was going to happen was however quite different 
from what has actually ensued. According to his conception 
the union of the three Southern Slav peoples was to have 
been effected on the basis of the principles of nationality 
and self-determination, the absolute equality of all three 
peoples being recognised and no recourse being had to at
tempts at hegemony on the part of either of the three Parties, 
whose national characters were to be left untouched: he 
never dreamed of that union being effected without regard 
for the fundamental principles laid down in the Declaration 
drafted in Corfu on June 20th, 1917, or of the union being 
ratified by a constitution (the so-called "Constitution of 
Vidovdan” ) passed on June 28th, 1921, at the cost of a 
breach by the Serbians of the obligations undertaken by them 
and in the absence of the representatives of the Croatian 
and Slovene peoples, who withdrew from the discussion and 
entered a protest against the proceedings.

Later on, Dr. Seton-W atson's disappointment was still 
further increased by the internal feuds recurring with ever- 
increasing violence and bitterness within the new kingdom
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which culminated in the notorious attempt against the life 
of M . Radic committed in the Skupstina on June 20th, 1928, 
and thereby aggravated the antagonism between Croats and 
Serbs to a height practically precluding any chance of re
conciliation, Finally, the disillusionment of this enthusiastic 
pioneer of Yugoslav State unity was brought to a head by 
the Dictatorship introduced on January 6th, 1929, which 
affected him so profoundly that he paid no more visits to 
Yugoslavia from that time right down to the autumn of 1936.

The Yugoslav question has however been continuously 
in Dr. Seton-W atson's mind; and that his interest in this 
question has not waned despite all his disappointments, is 
shown in ter  alia  by an article from his pen entitled "Ju go
slavia and the Croat Problem " recently published in “The 
Slavonic and East European Review " the conclusions of which 
—  exceptionally sharp conclusions which from many points 
of view are however very much to the point —  must have 
caused a stir in many quarters. In this article of his which 
might well be styled an essay, Dr. Seton-W atson —  on the 
basis of negotiations with leading Croatian and Serbian 
politicians and of his personal inquiries on the spot dating 
from his visit to Yugoslavia in 1936 —  offers us a veritable 
draft-scheme for a solution by agreement of the Croat - 
Serbian question, —  that being in his opinion “the point 
round which every problem of Jugoslav home and foreign 
policy revolves", a question —  so he concludes without 
an adequate solution of which, in the event of a fresh 
outbreak of war, "m any, not merely Croats, but emi
nently responsible Serbs . . . are well aware that the J u g o 
slav arm y cou ld  hard ly  b e  r e lied  upon  as an o ffen s iv e  
in stru m en t.”

The settlement of the quarrel between the Croats and 
the Serbs must —  he adds —  take place “in 1937 at the 
very latest"; and —  a statement in penning which he has 
probably overshot the mark —  “ 1938 would probably be 
too late". The dictatorial system introduced for the purpose 
of breaking the passive resistance of the Croats “is long since 
bankrupt"; for the Croatians are stronger and more united 
that they ever have been. The writer then points out with
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due emphasis that “Dr. Macek . . . has at least 90 per cent, 
of the electorate in Croatia and Dalmatia solidly behind 
him "; indeed, “ the view generally held in Zagreb" —  a view 
evidently shared by Dr. Seton-W atson —  “ is that the great 
majority of the Voivodina population is also with him ". 
Although this statement does not tally entirely with the 
actual state of things, nevertheless it is a fact that at the 
1935 parliamentary elections a relatively large number of 
electors voted for Dr. Macek's list also in the territory 
severed from Hungary, a circumstance which at the time 
caused a general stir and was an unpleasant surprise to 
Government circles. The time for half-measures and a shilly- 
shally policy is over, continues Dr. Seton-W atson. The 
Croatians —  a sincere admission which constitutes a striking 
justification of the Hungarian policy so unceasingly and rather 
one-sidedly attacked by. Dr. Seton-W atson —  "have actually 
lost by the changes of 19 18 "; conseqently, it goes without 
saying that their efforts are concentrated exclusively on re
covering their autonomy, which they have lost or rather 
which has been confiscated. Thus, if M . Stoyadinovitch —  
whom Dr. Seton-W atson speaks of as “ the ablest seceder 
from the O ld Radical Party” , but of whom we are told also 
that he has nothing behind him “save the all-important 
backing of the Regency and the power to mobilise in his own 
favour the votes of the bureaucracy and the many others who 
dare not oppose the regime of the moment" —  desires to go 
down to history as the real founder of Yugoslav unity and 
the consolidator of the position of the dynasty, the first thing 
he has to undertake is the definitive solution of the Serbo- 
Croat question. This is particularly necessary in view of the 
fact that, if a settlement of the problem which has been left 
unsolved for nearly twenty years is delayed much longer, 
—  "or if public opinion becomes finally convinced that the 
authorities in Belgrade are merely playing with Macek and 
are not ready for a real settlement", . . . the leadership of the 
Croatian people will sooner or later fall into the hands of 
men far more radical than M acek who “would, both from 
inclination and necessity, be far more radical and un
reasonable in their demands” , and who will therefore be far
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less likely to enter into a compromise and will demand still 
greater sacrifices.

The proposals suggested by Dr. Seton-Watson for the 
solution of the Croat problem which is of such vital import
ance for the maintenance and consolidation of the Yugoslav 
State, —  viz. the transformation of "a  dangerously over
centralised State into a free federation", the "restoration of 
constitutional liberties", the institutional ensuring of “a 
minimum of autonomy, equality of status with the Serbs of 
Serbia, and equal opportunities of advancement in the state 
service” , the completion of land reform on equitable lines 
(for the minorities no less them for the Jugoslavs themselves) 
and the evolution of "a  programme of social reform ", —  are 
nothing more than a condensed summarisation of the demands 
originally formulated by the Croats themselves and indeed 
also by the German and Hungarian minorities. However, if 
Dr. Seton-Watson thinks that the "minimum of autonomy” 
suggested by him as to be granted to the inhabitants of these 
territories —  i. e. to the Croats —  will prove sufficient for 
the purpose of reconciling the Croatian nation and of dis
arming its passive resistance, we may assure him that he is 
vastly mistaken. The suggestion of a minimum of autonomy 
as a means of solution is in itself a direct contradiction of 
the principle of “ free federation” which is the first point 
suggested above; though it is still more diametrically opposed 
to our author's suggestion concerning the inevitable ammende- 
ment of the Constitution of which he declares that "no one 
who stands upon a programme either of democracy or o f  
representation can accept. . .  as a basis for the future".

Extremely interesting and noteworthy is the part of the 
section of his essay dealing with the amendment of the Con
stitution in which Dr. Seton-W atson endeavours to refute the 
argument put forward by the opponents of an amendment 
—  i. e. primarily the Yugoslav National Party, which is the 
representative of the pan-Serbian idea —  to the effect that 
"it  is impossible to make big constitutional changes during  ̂
the young King's minority", —  i. e. until 1941. The suggestion 
relating to the method of procedure in connection with the 
proposed amendment of the Constitution is decidedly origi
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nal, though rather complicated; in our opinion its chief de
fect is that it would have M. Macek invited to take part in 
the discussion as the representative, not only of the triunite 
Kingdom of Croatia-Slavonia-Dalmatia, but also of the 
Voivodina.

Dr. Seton-Watson once more stresses his conviction that 
the sine qua non  of the success of the negotiations —  what 
he calls "the crucial point” —  is the unquestioning and un
conditional acceptance by Belgrade of the federal principle, 
while —  and here Saul becomes converted into a gentle and 
understanding Paul —  he suggests as the model to be fol
lowed in concluding an agreement on this basis the Austro- 
Hungarian Compromise of 1867 (of which he has said so 
many bitter things in the past), the Hungarian A ct X X X . of 
1868 which contains the Compromise between Hungary and 
Croatia, and A ct XL. of 1869. Naturally we cannot but be 
grateful for this belated conversion and for the implicit 
justification of the nationality policy of that Hungary in the 
dismemberment of which Dr. Seton-Watson so effectually co
operated; we must however note that when judging of the 
possibility of a Croato-Serbian compromise Dr. Seton-Watson 
leaves entirely out of account the well-known fact that for 
the Croatians the idea is a thing of the past. The pivot of 
M. Macek’s political programme today is no longer a federal 
Yugoslav State but a confederation of States. M . Macek in 
any case must not forget that in Croatia —  in particular 
among the younger generation of the intelligentsia —  and 
still more pronouncedly among the Croatian political exiles, 
there is an inclination towards a far more radical Croatian 
national movement than his own, —  a movement which would 
not be satisfied by a confederation either, but has taken as 
its slogan the idea of a separate and independent Croatia. 
That is why we cannot but feel sceptical regarding the recent 
rumours of an agreement having been concluded (on Sept
ember 15th) between M. Macek and the United Opposition 
in Belgrade, for if M . Macek were to be over-conciliatory, he 
might very easily lose the majority of his friends. But apart 
from this circumstance there is —  as Dr. Seton-Watson very 
aptly points out—  another formidable obstacle to an agree
ment, —  viz. the question of the Voivodina. For in the
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opinion of the Serbians the Voivodina must without fail be 
incorporated in Serbia proper; whereas on the other hand 
the Croatians contend that this territory must form a sepa
rate unit, in order to enable that territory to at last shake 
off the shackles of Belgrade centralism, not only because a 
Serbia united with Southern Serbia (Macedonia), Monte
negro and the Voivodina would completely dominate the 
federal State, but also because that centralism — to quote 
the words of Dr. Seton-Watson — "has proved not only 
highly arbitrary and inefficient” , but is still engaged in "the 
financial and economic exploitation of the richest districts 
of the new Kingdom in the interests of the more backward".

Now one result of this policy of exploitation and of the 
constant and indeed deliberate flouting of the separate in
terests of the Voivodina has been to bring into being here 
too a demand for autonomy, the movement tending in that 
direction being actually headed by Serbians. This movement, 
though of only recent origin, is assuming more and more 
formidable dimensions, its demands for the granting of self- 
government to the Voivodina becoming louder and more 
energetic every day. Strikingly illustrative of the feeling in 
that territory are the words of a prominent Serb, once a 
centralist, quoted in this connection by Dr. Seton-Watson: —  
"The Serbs of Serbia have forced us into opposition by their 
exploitation and have betrayed our cause; and now, if 
Zagreb should also betray us, there would be no choice for 
us but to turn back to Budapest".

When, in connection with the question of the Voivodina
— the territory comprising the Banate, the Backa and the 
Baranya triangle — we find Dr. Seton-Watson repeatedly 
referring in his article to the nationality principle and the 
right of self-determination, we cannot help asking the writer 
why in his various writings he never refers to these prin
ciples — as he has never referred to them in the past
— except where they may, with the aid of subtle mis
representations and manifest forgeries, be applied at the cost 
of Hungary? Why does he remain silent when it is a 
question of the problem — still unsolved today, fifteen years 
after the ratification of the treaties of peace — of the auto
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nomy of Ruthenia and of the Szekler and Saxon corporations 
of Transylvania guaranteed by international treaties? W h y  
did he persist in remaining silent when the territories of 
Southern Hungary now known as the Voivodina were severed 
(without any historical or political justification) from  
Hungary in defiance of that nationality principle which he 
so energetically stresses on all occasions and by means of 
an unparalleled flouting of the right of self-determination? 
The separation was, as our readers probably know, resolved 
upon the Great National Assem bly held at Ujvidek on N ov
ember 25th, 1918, the resolution being passed in the absence 
of representatives of the Magyar-German inhabitants, who 
formed an absolute majority of 5 5 .9 %  of the population and 
of the Rumanians, who were also interested in the Banate 
question and represented 5 .3 %  of the population, —  that 
meaning that the wishes of altogether 6 1 %  of the inhabitants 
of the respective territories were not consulted at all.

Nevertheless all these things but little affect Dr, Seton- 
W atson, the eminent historian, though he at once enters the 
arena the moment his advice is wanted by the Yugoslav 
friends to whom he is so deeply attached. This is what he 
does also in Part IV . of his article: he re-assures the Serb
ians who are reluctant to grant autonomy to the Voivodina 
because they fear that in the event of a far-reaching auto
nomy being granted to that province “the Jugoslav element 
might be in an actual minority towards the other races" The 
expedient which Dr. Seton-W atson suggests for the purpose 
of averting this danger —  an expedient which, characteristic 
as it is of his way of thinking, would not be by any means to 
the liking of the non-Slav ethnic groups living there —  is 
to the effect that “ Syrmia and perhaps two of the most 
easterly districts of Slavonia should be detached from  
Croatia-Slavonia and added to the Voivodina unit, to which 
they in any case gravitate, thereby augmenting the Jugo
slav population by about 150,000". This procedure would at 
the same time ensure the preponderance of the Yugoslav 
element in the Voivodina.

E st m odus in reb u s : however, the fact that Dr. Seton- 
W atson consistently and exclusively selects alternatives and
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makes suggestions which must lead to an aggravation of the 
already difficult situation of the Magyars and the other 
non-Slav minorities who have been subjected against their 
will to the rule of the Succession States, makes unbiassed 
readers involuntarily doubt the objectivity of his judgment 
and has given the article now under discussion the character 
and the tendency it betrays.
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